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Abstract 

In current epistemology, there are two different conceptions of 

epistemic justification. According to the first genetic conception, ajustified 

belief is a well-formed belief. According to the second defense conception, 

how the belief is formed is irrelevant to the epistemic justification of the 

belief. What is important for the justification of the belief is whether the 

cognitive agent has a defense of the belief in question. 

8 

I construct my own defense account of epistemic justification on the 

basis of criticizing current defense accounts of epistemic justification. The 

gist of my account is that I am justified in believing that p only if my belief 

that p is stored in my memory with a proper causal connection with other 

psychological states of mine that are adequate grounds for the belief that p. 

This illuminates an interesting symmetry between the genetic conception of 

epistemic justification and the defense conception of epistemic justification: 

in the genetic conception, justified belief is well-formed belief, whereas in a 

defense conception justified belief is well-stored belief 

My account is different from current defense theories of epistemic 

justification (those of Keith Lehrer, Laurence Bonjour, and Richard Foley) 

in two respects. First, in my account some type of causal relation between 

the belief and its adequate grounds is crucial for epistemic justification, 

while other theories deny the relevance of any causal consideration to the 

justification of beliefs. Their denial is a manifestation of a dogma--the 

Psychologistic Assumption--deeply rooted in traditional epistemology, such 

that epistemic justification is wholly a function of psychological states of a 
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cognitive agent. I show that this dogma has to be abandoned. Second, other 

theories require the explicit representation of the belief about the evidential 

relation between the belief in question and its adequate grounds. In them, 

this explicitly represented higher-level belief constitutes the defense of the 

belief in question. I show that, due to this requirement of explicitly 

represented higher-level beliefs, current defense accounts run into numerous 

insuperable problems. Meanwhile, my theory does not face these problems 

because it does not require higher-level beliefs. 
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Chapter 1: Introduction 

The concept of epistemic justification, which is the main target of 

analysis in current epistemology, receives diverse treatments among 

epistemologists these days. Not only do they differ in the details of the 

analysis of the concept of epistemic justification, but also they seem to talk 

about completely different concepts under the single heading of epistemic 

justification. It is natural that under these circumstances we see a 

controversy over which theories capture the concept of epistemic 

justification correctly. As a reaction to this seemingly insoluble problem, 

some epistemologists claim that the concept of epistemic justification is so 

vague that it is not worth it to attempt to provide an analysis of epistemic 

justification.I On the other hand, some other epistemologists acknowledge 

that there are different senses of epistemic justification and try to provide 

different analyses for each sense.2 

There is one distinction between two different conceptions of 

epistemic justification that is well grasped by our intuition. It is the 

distinction between the Genetic conception of epistemic justification and the 

Defense conception of epistemic justification. According to the Genetic 

conception, what matters for epistemic justification of beliefs is how they are 

formed. Roughly speaking, ajustified belief is a well-formed belief in this 

IStewart Cohen, "Is There an Issue about Justified Belief?", manuscript. 
2For the most distinctive example, see Alvin Goldman, "Strong and Weak Justification", 
in Philosophical Perspectives, vol. 2, Epistemology ed., James Tomberlin (Atascadero, 
California: Ridgeview Publishing Company, 1988) 



conception. Thus, in this conception, epistemic justification of a belief is a 

function of its genesis.3 
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According to the Defense conception of epistemic justification, what 

matters for epistemic justification of a belief is not how the belief is formed. 

What matters for its epistemic justification is whether a cognitive agent has, 

or is in a position to provide, a defense of the belief at the time of holding 

the belief. A cognitive agent may have no cognitive access to the well

formedness of the belief itself. Or she may have a defense of an initially ill

formed belief. Maybe she got involved in a critical reflection of the belief ill

formed initially and recognized good evidence for the belief afterwards. In 

this type of account, a cognitive agent is justified in a belief not because it 

was formed or produced in a correct manner, but because the psychology of 

the cognitive agent at the time of holding the belief is organized in a way 

that provides her with a defense of the belief in question. In these accounts, 

the justification of a belief is not a function of its genesis, but a function of 

the psychology of the cognitive agent at the time of holding the belief.4 

30f course there are diverse accounts that try to realize this conception depending upon 
how to define the well-formedness of beliefs. In due time, we will have a chance to 
overview them briefly. See sections 2.3 and 2.5 of this dissertation. Despite their 
differences, they agree in defining the epistemic justification of a belief as a function of 
its genesis. 
4rhe above contrast between two conceptions of epistemic justification has been detected 
by some epistemologists. The following quote from Alvin Goldman shows that: 

"The theory of justified belief proposed here, then, is an Historical or Genetic theory. 
It contrasts with the dominant approach to justified belief, an approach that generates 
what we may call (borrowing a phrase from Robert Nozick) "Cllrrelll Time-Slice" 
theories. A Current Time-Slice theory makes the justificational status of a belief 
wholly a function of what is true of the cognizer at the lime of belief. An Historical 
theory makes the justificational status of a belief depcnd on its prior history." 

[Alvin Goldman, "What is Justified Belief?", in Paul Moscr, Empirical Knowledge 
(Rowman and Littlefield: New Jersey, 1986) pp. 183-84] 



Throughout my discussion, I will assume that there is no unique 

concept of epistemic justification. More specifically, I will accept the 

existence of the above two different conceptions of epistemic justification: 

genetic conception and defense conception. This assumption will save me 

from getting involved in an unproductive territorial battle concerning the 

concept of epistemic justification. 

12 

There are different ways of distinguishing different senses of 

epistemic justification other than the distinction between genetic conception 

and defense conception. A distinction that attracts the most attention from 

current epistemologists is the distinction between internalism and 

externalism.5 The debate concerning internalism and externalism in 

epistemic justification is one of the hottest issues in current epistemology 

and there are many references to internalism and externalism in current 

epistemological writings. Therefore, talking about diverse conceptions of 

epistemic justification makes people (familiar with current epistemology) 

think of internalist and externalist conceptions of epistemic justification. At 

this juncture, the following question would be proper: How is the distinction 

between the genetic conception and the defense conception is related to the 

distinction between internalist conception and externalist conception? 

5Alvin Goldman, liThe Internalist Conception of Justification", in Midwest Studied ill 
Philosophy, vol. 5, Studies ill Epistemology, ed. Peter French, T. Uehling and H. 
Wettstein (Univ. of Minnesota Press: Minneapolis, 1980) and Laurence Bonjour, 
"Externalist Theories of Empirical Knowledge", in French, Uehling, and Wettstein eds., 
op. cit .. argue for the relative merits of externalism and internalism. William Alston, 
"Internalism and Externalism" and "Concepts of Epistemic Justification", in Alston, 
Empirical Knowledge (Cornell Univ. Press: Ithaca, 1989) deal with the issue extensively. 
However, as we will see in chapter 2, it is hard to find any agreed upon definition of 
internal ism and externalism. 
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It is unfortunate that there has been no clear-cut definition of the 

internal and the external in epistemology. This has been the cause of the 

confusion over the use of the terms of 'internalism' and 'externalism'. For this 

reason, the same account has been classified as internalist by some theorist 

and as externalist by some other. Chapter 2 clarifies the confusion. First, 

chapter 2 provides us with a systematic understanding of the general 

structure of epistemic justification in terms of three general ingredients of 

epistemic justification. Second, it shows that an account of epistemic 

justification can be either internalist or externalist on three different levels 

depending on the nature of its analysis of three ingredients of epistemic 

justification. In this manner, chapter 2 will give us a road map by which we 

can locate any account of epistemic justification with respect to other 

accounts of epistemic justification. Finally, by showing that the distinction 

between the genetic conception and the defense conception of epistemic 

justification corresponds to the one of the three different levels of internalist

externalist distinction, chapter 2 will illuminate where in the big map of 

epistemology the current debate or discrepancy between genetic conception 

and defense conception lies. 

The understanding of the genetic account and the defense account 

relative to the broader picture of epistemic justification will prepare us to 

look at the current defense accounts of epistemic justification in detail. This 

is what I do in chapter 3. Chapter 3 consists mainly of the review of those 

epistemologists who endorse the defense conception of epistemic 

justification. By doing this, I will extract the core view of current defense 



accounts of epistemic justification and I will show how this core idea is 

affiliated with the traditional approach. 
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In chapter 4, my attention turns to the evaluation of current criticisms 

of the defense accounts of epistemic justification. Most of the criticisms will 

be shown to be either misguided or directed to some idiosyncratic features of 

a specific version of the defense account. On the other hand, I fully 

acknowledge the cogency of some criticisms of the current defense account 

of epistemic justification. These criticisms will play the role of constraining 

the construction of a viable version of the defense account. 

In chapter 5, I present some issues concerning current defense 

accounts of epistemic justification. I think these issues are very important for 

a proper evaluation of defense accounts of epistemic justification but they 

have not been raised in current epistemology. The most prominent issue that 

I will discuss extensively concerns the cognitive, i. e., psychological, status 

of grounds for holding a belief in question.6 In chapter 5, I also raise my own 

objections to current defense accounts of epistemic justification. Then, I 

construct my own defense account of epistemic justification that reflects the 

outcome of the above discussions. Chapter 5 is organized in the way that my 

account emerges as a result of coping with the objections that I raise without 

losing the spirit of defense conception of epistemic justification. However, it 

can be read as a set of arguments that show the superiority of my account 

over other current defense accounts. 

As it turns out, my account is more than patching up the little 

problems that afflict current defense accounts. In chapter 6, I will show that 

6What I mean by the issue of cognitive status of psychological states will be suggested in 
the next paragraph and will be fully explicated in chapter 5. 
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my account is a drastic departure from current defense accounts of epistemic 

justification. There I will also discuss the characteristics of my own defense 

account of epistemic justification and their significance. Even though I have 

enough time to discuss the characteristics of my account in chapter 6, it will 

be useful to mention one significant characteristic of my account. 

The Genetic conception of epistemic justification is relatively new in 

the world of epistemology. Traditional accounts of epistemic justification 

thought of epistemic justification of a belief as a function of what is true of 

the believer at the time of the belief. In sum, traditional epistemology 

endorsed Synchronic conception of epistemic justification. Furthermore, 

traditional epistemology construed epistemic justification of a belief as a 

function of psychological states of a cognitive agent. This means that 

traditional epistemology chose a particular subset--psychological states--of 

what is true of a cognitive agent and construed the justification of a belief as 

a function of the subset. This is an intuitively plausible idea. The rationale 

for this is that justification of a belief is a function of what other things are in 

the psychology of the cognitive agent. This idea seems to match the defense 

conception of epistemic justification particularly well. How else can we 

define "having a defense of a belief in question" except in terms of other 

psychological states the cognitive agent is in at the time of holding the 

belief? In this manner, the current defense accounts of epistemic justification 

are in line with traditional epistemology and base their accounts on the 

implicit and explicit acceptance of the traditional ideology that epistemic 

justification of the belief that p for a cognitive agent is wholly a function of 

psychological states of the cognitive agent at the time of believing that p . 
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Notice, however, that there are many other things than psychological 

states of a cognitive agent that are true of a cognitive agent at the time of the 

belief. For example, the way psychological states of a cognitive agent are 

organized is one thing true of the cognitive agent at the time of belief. Look 

at the way two psychological states are associated. If the association between 

two psychological states is strong, then when one psychological state is 

brought into consciousness, this causes the other psychological state to be 

brought into consciousness. The situation would be different if the 

association between two psychological states is not strong. A psychological 

state can be either occurrent or non-occurrent. A psychological state that is 

occurrent at one time can turn non-occurrent after a while, and vice versa. 

These considerations other than psychological states of a cognitive agent that 

are true of a cognitive agent at the time of belief will play crucial roles in the 

process of criticizing current defense accounts of epistemic justification and 

constructing my own account of epistemic justification. That is, I will 

criticize the dogma of traditional epistemology that epistemic justification of 

a belief is wholJy a function of psychological states of a cognitive agent at 

the time of belief, by showing that the way psychological states are stored in 

the mind of the cognitive agent in association with other psychological states 

of hers is crucial for the justification of the belief. Therefore, my account 

departs from traditional epistemology and current defense accounts in that it 

takes seriously the way psychological states are stored in the memory of a 

cognitive agent.7 

7This suggests a close tie bctween a theory of epistemic justification and psychological 
researches. I will talk morc about this in chapter 6. 
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Before beginning chapter 2, I will address one possible objection that 

can be raised against my assumption of two different conceptions of 

epistemic justification: the defense conception and the genetic conception. 

The point of the objection is that by assuming above two different 

conceptions of epistemic justification I will end up endorsing the 

sacrosanctness of intuition. Such a view will preempt the possibility of 

skepticism with respect to epistemic justification and this is unacceptable. 

Let us look at this argument in more detail. 

The assumption of two different conceptions of epistemic 

justification--genetic conception and defense conception--is based on the set 

of beliefs that are judged to be justified by our intuition. A theory explains 

the justification of a subset of those beliefs as due to the way they are 

formed. This theory invokes the Genetic conception of epistemic 

justification. Another theory explains the justification of another subset of 

those beliefs due to whether a cognitive agent has a defense of those beliefs. 

This theory invokes the Defense conception of epistemic justification. Now 

suppose that there is a correct analysis of "well-formedness" and there is 

another correct analysis of "having a defense". Suppose, furthermore, that 

there are some beliefs that are prescribed to be justified by our intuition but 

that are not classified as justified by either of the above two theories. What 

should we say about these beliefs? 

One possible answer to the above questions is that they are not 

justified beliefs after all. This answer suggests that our intuitive judgment on 

the justification of beliefs is not sacrosanct. According to a view of a theory 

of epistemic justification that underlies the above answer, we start 
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constructing a theory of epistemic justification on the basis of beliefs 

intuited to be justified. However, once a theory of epistemic justification is 

constructed, it can revise our intuitive judgment of justification of beliefs. 

This seems to be a very natural way of looking at a theory. A theory of 

epistemic justification is an outcome of attempting to understand the general 

structure of epistemic justification and, therefore, a theory of epistemic 

justification is supposed to provide us with a more refined understanding of 

epistemic justification than our crude pre-theoretic judgment of epistemic 

justification. Therefore, when there is a conflict between our pre-theoretic 

judgment of justification and a theoretic judgment of justification, we have 

to leave some room for a theory's correcting our pre-theoretic intuitive 

judgment.8 

There are some other reasons for refuting the claim that our intuitive 

judgments are sacrosanct. First of all, different people seem to have different 

intuitions in many cases. Two people may make different intuitive 

judgments concerning the justifiedness of a belief (of a third person). If 

intuitive judgment is sacrosanct, we should say that the belief is justified and 

unjustified for the third person at the same time. Second, many of people's 

judgments, i.e., perceptual judgments, theoretical judgments, mathematical 

judgments, etc., are fallible. I don't see any reason to believe that intuitive 

8'fhis does not mean that any theory of epistemic justification goes. When the 
prescriptions of a theory of epistemic justification diverge drastically from the 
prescriptions of intuition, we justly wonder if the theory is dealing with some other 
concept than epistemic justification. However, this does not warrant the claim on the 
other extreme of the scale such that intuitive judgments of epistemic justification are 
sacrosanct. So, a plausible claim is that a theory of epistemic justification should be 
allowed to influence our intuitive judgments of epistemic justification within a certain 
limit. See below for more of this. 



judgments are different from the above judgments with regard to their 

fallibility. 
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However, my opponent may claim, my approach to a theory of 

epistemic justification does not leave a room for a theory to affect or revise 

our intuitive judgments on justification of beliefs. Their objection may be 

that I took the intuitive judgments on justification for granted and defined 

the role of theories to explain why they are justified. Then, for any belief 

intuited to be justified whose justification has not been explained by a 

defense theory or a genetic theory, my opponent claims, I would have to say 

that we have not come up with a third type of account yet that can explain its 

justification. Therefore, my opponents claim, my approach to a theory of 

epistemic justification leads to the sacrosanctness of intuitive judgments. 

I have two responses to the above objection. First is a partial 

concession. There is no reason to think that there are only two different types 

of accounts, therefore two different conceptions, of epistemic justification. 

Suppose that a set of beliefs are judged to be justified by our intuition but 

that they are classified to be unjustified both by a correct genetic account 

and by a correct defense account. Suppose, however, that there is a third type 

of account according to which those beliefs turn out to be justified for some 

reason unknown so far. Then this third type of theory proposes the third 

conception of epistemic justification. This new theory explains from a new 

perspective why the third group of beliefs are justified. This explanation may 

be resisted by our intuition. Or, it may reveal a new reason why some beliefs 

are intuited to be justified and, therefore, it appeals to our intuition 
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convincingly.9 In the former case, the new theory is rejected and in the latter 

case, the new theory throws a new light on our concept of epistemic 

justification and refines the pre-scientific concept of epistemic justification. 

The above discussion suggests that there is no reason to block the 

possibility of the third, the fourth, or the fifth conceptions of epistemic 

justification in advance. However, the sacrosanctness of our intuitive 

judgments onjustification of beliefs does not follow. I endorse the method 

or test of "reflective equilibrium" for a theory of epistemic justification. This 

is a method, endorsed by Nelson Goodman and John RawlslO, for verifying 

normative theories: Goodman for logic and Rawls for ethics. According to 

Rawls, our intuitive judgments on right acts and wrong acts are taken as data 

to be explained by a normative ethical theory. In Goodman, the relevant 

intuitive judgments concern the acceptable patterns of reasoning. In an 

epistemological normative theory, that is a theory of epistemic justification, 

the relevant intuition concerns the justification of beliefs. According to the 

method of reflective equilibrium, a normative theory is an idealized theory 

that tries to explain the data given by intuition as well as possible. Therefore, 

if a theory goes astray too far away from the data, the theory is abandoned as 

incorrect. However, the theory does not have to subsume all the initial data. 

9We can think of the reverse of the above situation. Some epistemologists can come up 
with a theory and convincingly show that beliefs that satisfy the requirements of the 
theory must be justified. When this thcory is successful, it modifies people's intuition so 
that some beliefs intuited to be unjustified previously count as justified now. 
lONelson Goodman, Fact, Fictioll, and Forecast (Indianapolis: Bobbs-Merill, 1965) and 
John Rawls, A Theory oj Justice (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1971) For 
discussions of reflective equilibrium, see Stephen Stich, I1le Fragmelllatioll oj Reasoll 
(Cambridge, MA: MIT, 1990), and "Reflective Equilibrium, Analytic Epistemology and 
the Problem of Cognitive Diversity," Systhese 74, 1988, pp. 391-413 and Norman 
Daniels, "Wide Reflective Equilibrium and Theory Acceptance in Ethics," Journal oJ 
Philosophy 76, 1979, pp. 256-282 and "Reflective Equilibrium and Archimedian Points," 
Canadiall Journal oj Philosophy 10, 1980, pp. 83-103. 
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When there is a conflict between the prescription of a theory and the given 

data, a theorist gets involved in the attempt at resolving the conflict in terms 

of a reflection. The reflection may command the theorist to abandon the 

theory when it does not sufficiently subsume the data given by the intuition. 

The reflection may lead the theorist to reconsider the status of some initial 

data. That is, as a result of a theory of epistemic justification and a reflection 

caused by the theory, a belief initially intuited to be justified may tum out to 

be unjustified. In terms of this process, the reflection may reach the point 

where the above conflict is resolved: the reflective equilibrium. When this 

point is reached, the theory is validated. 

Endorsing reflective equilibrium as a methodology in theories of 

epistemic justification means that I take our intuitive judgments on the 

justification of beliefs very seriously without committing myself to the 

sacrosanct ness of our intuitive judgments. Look at the genetic conception of 

epistemic justification. All the genetic conception of epistemic justification 

says is that beliefs are justified because they are "well-formed". Those who 

sympathize with this conception attempt to provide an analysis of "well

formedness" in the sense necessary to epistemic justification. However, as a 

result of this analysis, many of the beliefs prescribed to be justified by our 

intuition may turn out not to satisfy the requirement of "well-formedness" 

provided by the analysis. 11 The same may be true for a defense account of 

epistemic justification. 

11 Let me illustrate the point by using Alvin Goldman's process reliabilism. According to 
this, a belief is justified for S only if the belief is produced by a reliable cognitive process 
of S. It is possible that some beliefs had been thought to be well-formed but, as a result of 
a scientific research, it may tum out that the cognitive processes responsible for their 
production are not reliable. 
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There is one last thing I need to remark before launching into the main 

discussion in chapter 2. It concerns the limit of my overall project. Epistemic 

justification is a function of two independent variables. The first variable 

concerns the way some grounds contribute to a person S's justification in 

believing that p; the second variable concerns the way some grounds 

neutralize S's justification in believing that p. Let us call the grounds that can 

contribute to the justification of a belief positive grounds for the belief, and 

the grounds that can neutralize the justification of the belief negative 

grounds for the belief.12 Any theory of epistemic justification is expected to 

provide an account of how positive grounds contribute to the justification of 

a belief and an account of how negative grounds neutralize the justification 

of a belief. Throughout my discussion I will focus on the first variable of 

epistemic justification--the way positive grounds contribute to the 

justification of a belief-- leaving the analysis of how negative grounds 

neutralize the justification of a belief for discussion elsewhere. On the basis 

of this understanding, I will make the following assumption. A belief is 

justified for a person if it satisfies the necessary conditions relevant to the 

positive-ground aspect of epistemic justification. 

12Negative grounds are better known as defeaters among epistemologists. 
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In this chapter, I discuss internalism and externalism concerning 

epistemic justification. As I have said in chapter 1, there is a confusion in 

current epistemology regarding the use of the terms "internalism" and 

"externalism" and this leads some epistemologists to classify certain theories 

as internalist, while others would associate them with externalism. 

As I will show in this chapter, the main source of the above confusion 

is the neglect of three different dimensions on which the distinction between 

internalism and externalism can be made. However, that may not be the 

whole story concerning the confusion over internalism and externalism. 

Another, maybe more fundamental, confusion can arise due to the lack of a 

clear understanding of what it is for something to be internal. This makes it 

necessary to arrive at a clear definition of the internal before deriving three 

different senses of internalism-externalism distinction by applying the 

definition to three different dimensions of epistemic justification. So, I take 

up the task of arriving at a clear definition of the internal in the next section. 

We will also have a chance to overview how some current epistemologists 

define the internal and what type of accounts of epistemic justification they 

regard as internalist. This overview will take us closer to the understanding 

that the confusion concerning internalism and externalism is mainly due to 

the lack of an understanding of three dimensions of epistemic justification 

on which the distinction between internalism and externalism arises. 
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2.1 The Internal and the External 

"Being internal' and 'being external' are relative concepts. It does not 

make sense to ask whether something is internal or not without specifying 

the subject relative to which it can be internal or external. In many 

circumstances in which we use those concepts, there is an implicit 

understanding of what those subjects are. For example, when we say that a 

stomach is an internal organ, it means that it is an organ that is internal to the 

biological system within which the stomach plays a certain biological 

function. Obviously, biology is interested in the overall biological function 

of a system, and, given this system as a unit, things can be defined as 

internal to it or external to it. 

Then, what is the epistemological unit relative to which the internal 

and the external are defined? We can approach an answer to this question by 

looking at what epistemology is up to. When we read epistemological 

writings, it comes out clearly that they are interested in the evaluation of 

beliefs. Some beliefs are justified and some are not. Some are instances of 

knowledge and some are not. It is a general agreement that, from an 

epistemic point of view, ajustified belief is more desirable than an 

unjustified belief and an instance of knowledge than that which is not. 

Epistemology is primarily interested in what conditions a belief has to 

satisfy for it to be a justified belief or an instance of knowledge. 

In specifying the conditions of epistemic justification and knowledge, 

the goal of seeking the most possible truth and the least possible falsity plays 

a predominant role. A very rough guideline for the analysis of epistemic 
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justification and knowledge is that a belief is justified for a person if and 

only if her belief is desirable from the view point of seeking the above 

goal,13 That is, epistemic evaluation governing the analyses of justified 

belief and knowledge is guided by the goal of seeking truth. Setting up the 

goal of epistemological evaluation this way reveals the underlying 

assumption not only of traditional epistemology, but also of traditional 

philosophy in general. It is the dichotomy of the world outside a cognitive 

agent vs. a human mind that strives to acquire a correct picture of the world 

outside. 

A part of this assumption is that the way the world is and the way the 

world is believed or thought to be by a cognitive agent can always diverge. 

Once this fallibility of our understanding of the world is recognized, a 

human being as a truth-seeker has to ask the question of which beliefs are 

acceptable from the truth-seeking point of view. This is how epistemology as 

analyses of epistemic justification and knowledge gets started. For example, 

W. v. O. Quine says, "Doubt has oft been said to be the mother of 

philosophy. This has a true ring for those of us who look upon philosophy 

primarily as the theory of knowledge. For the theory of knowledge has its 

origin in doubt, in scepticism. Doubt is what prompts us to try to develop a 

theory of knowledge. Furthermore, doubt is also the first step to take in 

131 am not making a controversial claim that a belief is justified only if it has an 
objectively high probability of being true. (See Stewart Cohen, "Justification and Truth," 
Philosophical Studies 46 (1984): pp. 279-96 and John Pollock, "Reliability and Justified 
Belief," Canadian Journal oj Philosophy 14 (1984): pp. 103-14) What 1 said is 
compatible with the subjectivist claim that S is justified in the belief that p if and only if S 
does her best in seeking truth with respect to believing that p, regardless of the actual 
probability of the belief that pIS being true. 
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developing a theory of knowledge, if we adopt the line of Descartes. "14 

"Epistemologists have coped with their sceptical doubts by trying to 

reconstruct our knowledge of the external world from sensations. "15 Indeed, 

Descartes, who is widely regarded as the father of modern epistemology, 

raises epistemological questions from doubts at the beginning of his 

Meditations. From the fact that some of beliefs about the world have been 

mistaken, he infers that all of his beliefs might be mistaken. In the face of 

this possibility of overall scepticism, he attempts to reconstruct the system of 

knowledge on the basis of what is indubitable to a reflective mind and 

deductions from it. 

The above sketchy outline of the general framework of traditional 

epistemology suggests that human cognitive system as opposed to the 

external world as the target of its cognition is an entity relative to which the 

internal has to be defined in epistemology. Then, the following definition 

would be appealing. X is internal to a cognitive agent S from an epistemic 

point of view if and only if x is something that happens within the cognitive 

system of S. 

However, the above definition is too broad. The problem is that not all 

the things that happen in the cognitive system of S provides clues for the 

way the world is for S. Notice, for example, that a perceptual state of S 

belongs to the cognitive system of S and it is a neurological phenomenon. 

Therefore, the perceptual state has many biological properties. However, it is 

14W. v. O. Quine, "The Nature of Natural Knowledge", in Mind and Language ed., 
Samuel Guttenplan, (Clarendon Press, Oxford: 1975), p. 67. Quine goes on to claim that 
sceptical doubts arise only on the basis of scientific knowledge. The gist is that a 
perceptual belief for example can be doubted only if we have an independent scientific 
knowledge that perception is sometimes misleading. 
15Ibid., p. 68 
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absurd to claim that they are internal to S from an epistemic point of view. 

As we have seen with respect to Quine and Descartes, epistemology 

endorses the dichotomy between the way the world is and the way the world 

is perceived, believed, or thought to be. The neurological properties that 

belong to a perceptual state is a foundation for the existence of the state, but 

it in itself is not a part of the perspective of a cognitive agent on the world. 

In other words, the neurological properties of a perceptual state is not what 

are available to the reflective mind of S. They cannot be grasped by S's 

reflection and, therefore, they cannot provide any clues for S about the way 

the world is. 

It emerges from the above discussion that not all the things that 

happen within the cognitive system of S should count as internal to S from 

an epistemic point of view. Among the happenings within the cognitive 

system of S, only those that are graspable by S's introspection should count 

as internal to S. Then, the more appropriate definition of the internal that 

matches the idea of traditional epistemology is that: 

(I) X is internal to S from an epistemic point of view if and only if x is 

introspectible by S. 

We can derive the definition of the external very easily from (I). 

(E) X is external to S if and only if x is not internal to S. 
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The above definition of the internal does not include the qualification that x 

has to happen within the cognitive system of S. It is because the qualification 

is redundant. If something happens outside the cognitive system of S, then it 

is obvious that it is not introspectible. Only those things that are given to the 

mind of S are accessible by S's introspection. Moreover, in an obvious sense, 

what is given to the mind of S is a happening within the cognitive system of 

S. 

Which things are classified as internal or as external according to the 

above criteria? This is a question that has to be answered by psychology. A 

rigorous classification of the internal and the external according to the above 

criteria requires the understanding of the mechanism and the limit of a 

human introspection. The cooperation from psychology is necessary 

especially for borderline cases. Moreover, those that seem to be clearly 

internal to us now may be proved to be external by future psychology. 

Therefore, I will provide a rough and tentative classification of the internal 

and external, remembering that the classification can be revised by 

psychological researches to come. 

Sensory states such as perceptual states, beliefs, and thoughts of S are 

supposed to be internal to S. They might be very hard to introspect, but they 

seem to be introspectible. Conative states of S such as intentions and desires 

of S are internal to S for the same reason. On the other hand, proximal 

stimuli of a cognitive system such as retinal stimulation do not seem to be 

introspectible and, therefore, they are external to S. Facts of the world are 

external to S because they in themselves are not introspecti ble by Seven 

though they might be observable by S. Propositions in the Platonic sense are 
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external to S as well. According to the Platonic sense of propositions, 

propositions exist regardless of whether human beings think of them or not. 

Propositions do not reside in the mind of a cognitive agent and, therefore, 

they are not introspectible by a cognitive agent. A sentence or a belief of a 

human being acquires the content of a proposition as its meaning or content 

as it stands in an expression relation to the proposition. Truth is also external 

to S. A belief of S that is internal to S has a propositional content. This 

content can be either true or false, in reality, depending on its 

correspondence with the fact. If there exists a fact corresponding to the 

content of a belief, the belief is true, but it is false otherwise. Then, truth is a 

relational property. A belief has the property of being true when the content 

of the belief is in a proper correspondence relation with a fact. Obviously, 

this relation itself is not something that resides in the mind of a cognitive 

agent. Therefore, it is not introspectible by a cognitive agent. Truth is not 

introspectible even under the coherentist interpretation of truth. Under this 

interpretation, roughly speaking, the truth of a belief for S is its coherence 

with the rest of the beliefs of S. However the coherence may be construed, 

its detection goes far beyond epistemic capacity of human beings,16 

Therefore, even under the coherentist interpretation of truth, the truth is not 

introspecti ble. 

How about causation that happens among psychological states of a 

cognitive agent? The causation among the psychological states of S seems to 

be external to S as well. Even if the psychological states are introspectible by 

S, it is very doubtful that causation among them is introspectible by S. The 

16For a detailed discussion of this point, see section 4.7 of this dissertation. 
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most natural way to look at causation among psychological states is to look 

at it as events that happen due to the interactions among the neurological 

properties of psychological states'!? Therefore, if causation is a happening 

among neurological properties, observation or introspection of the causation 

implies the observation or introspection of the neurological properties. It is 

clear that neurological properties are not introspectible by a cognitive agent 

and, therefore, the causation itself is not introspectible by a cognitive agent 

either. 

How about psychological processes? Psychological research is crucial 

to answer whether psychological processes are introspectible or not. One 

related question concerns how to individuate psychological processes. Look 

at the case of vision which is a robust instance of psychological process. If 

the retinal stimulation is included as a part of visual process, then vision is a 

sequence of psychological states some of which are not introspectible. 

Apparently, visual sensation and visual judgment are other parts of the 

process that are supposedly introspectible. Then, a visual process is a 

sequence that begins with unintrospectible psychological states and proceeds 

to introspectible psychological states. What should we say about this visual 

process? Should we say that it is not introspectible because a part of it is not 

introspectible? Should we say that it is partially introspectible? On the other 

hand, if the visual process is individuated as beginning from visual sensory 

experience to the visual judgment, then all the components of the process 

seem to be introspectible. Then, it is plausible to say that the visual process 

is introspectible, therefore, internal to S. 

17Jerry Fodor expresses a similar idea in his PsyclLOsemalllics, (Cambridge, MA: MIT, 
1988), chapter 2. 
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Even when a psychological process consists of belief states, it is not 

clear that the process as a sequence of beliefs are introspectible. There are 

some psychological researches that attempt to show the fallibility of our 

introspection. The gist of their claim is that in some cases cognitive agents 

can go wrong in reflecting which psychological states they are in or what 

type of psychological states they use in arriving at certain conclusions.18 

However, these researches do not (intend to) show that all the psychological 

processes are not introspectible. Moreover, even for problematic 

psychological processes, they seem to show just that introspection can go 

wrong. It is not clear that they have shown that it is impossible to introspect 

those psychological processes. 

For the above reasons, it is hard to say whether a given psychological 

process is introspectible or not. It is even harder or dangerous to make a 

sweeping claim about the introspectibility of psychological processes in 

general. So, I suspend any definite judgment on the introspectibility of 

psychological processes and, therefore, on whether psychological processes 

of S are internal to S. However, I will endorse it as a working hypothesis that 

psychological processes of S are internal to S. The rationale is that most 

psychological states of S are internal to S and, therefore, the psychological 

processes of S that are sequences of psychological states of S are mostly 

introspectible by S. 

18see, Richard Nisbett and Timothy Wilson, "Telling More than We Can Know: Verbal 
Reports on Mental Processes", Psychological Review 84 (1977): 231-59, Richard Nisbett 
and Lee Ross, Human Inference: Strategies and Shortcomings of Social Judgment 
(Prentice-Hall, New Jersey: 1980), and Timothy Wilson, "Self-Deception without 
Repression: Limits on Access to Mental States", in Self-Deception and Self
Understanding ed. Mike Martin (University Press of Kansas, Lawrence: 1985): pp. 95-
116 
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According to the discussions so far, cognitive states such as sensory 

states, beliefs and thoughts, and conative states such as desires and hopes are 

all internal from an epistemic point of view. I take it as a working hypothesis 

that psychological processes are internal. Causation, propositions, facts, and 

truth are external. Anyway, this classification is given by my definition of 

the internal: x is internal to S from an epistemic point of view if and only if x 

is introspectible by S. There may be items concerning which my definition 

does not give a clear answer whether they are internal or external. I would 

not worry very much about them. As we will see in the next section where I 

start classifying the current theories as internalist and externalist using the 

above definition and its consequences, my definition and the consequential 

taxonomy in the above gives clear answers for the items that occur 

prominently as crucial components of epistemic justification in current 

theories of epistemic justification. That is, the above definition serves my 

purpose by classifying important components of theories of epistemic 

justification even if it may not serve a universal tool that classifies all the 

possible items. 

Now is the time to look at the definition of the internal given by 

current epistemologists. This will show that their definitions are very close 

to my definition of the internal. This will show that my definition is not 

arbitrary because it incorporates the generally agreed--even though not 

clearly defined--concept of the internal. It will also show that the main 

confusion in current epistemology over the use of the terms "internalism" 

and "externalism" arises because they apply the definition of the internal to 

different components of epistemic justification. 



The following are the samples of the remarks made by current 

epistemologists on internalism in epistemology: 

Ernest Sosa says: 
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"Internalism is the view that the justification-making properties of any 
justified belief must be (epistemically) internal to the mind of the subject 
who holds that belief, that he could always know such properties of his 
belief by reflection; that is, through mere introspection, memory, and 
reason (intuitive and deductive). "19 

Robert Audi maintains: 

"In its most general form, internalism is the view that what justifies a 
person's belief, the ground of its justification, is something internal to that 
person. The "internal," in the relevant sense, is that to which one has 
introspective, thus internal, access; it includes beliefs, visual and other 
sensory impressions, and thoughts. To have such access to something is 
to be aware of it or to be able, through self-consciousness or at least by 
introspective reflection, to become aware of it. "20 

Roderick Chisholm says: 

"The usual approach to the traditional questions of theory of knowledge 
is properly called "internal" or "internalistic". The internalist assumes 
that, merely by reflecting upon his own conscious state, he can formulate 
a set of epistemic principles that will enable him to find out, with respect 
to any possible belief he has, whether he is justified in having that belief. 
The epistemic principles that he formulates are principles that one may 
come upon and apply merely by sitting in one's armchair, so to speak, 
without calling for any assistance. In a word, one needs only consider 
one's own state of mind. "21 

19Ernest Sosa, liThe Coherence of virtue and the virtue of coherence II , 'The Coherence of 
Virtue and the Virtue of Coherence", SYllthese 64 (1985): pp. 3-28, reprinted in 
K1low/edge ill Perspective (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1991), p. 193 
20Robert Audi, "Causalist Internalism", Americall Philosophical Qilaterly 26, (1989): pp. 
309-320, p. 309 
21 Roderick Chisholm, liThe Indispensability of Internal Justification", SYllthese 74 
(1988): pp. 285-296, pp. 285-6 
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John Pollock says: 

" ... the internalist maintains that epistemic norms must be formulated in 
terms of relations between beliefs or between beliefs and nondoxastic 
internal states (e.g., perceptual states), and he denies that these norms are 
subject to evaluations in terms of external considerations. "22 

William Alston alleges: 

"What confers justification must be "internal" to the subject in that she 
has a specially direct cognitive access to it. It must consist of something 
like a belief or an experience, something that the subject can typically 
spot just by turning her attention to the matter. "23 

" ... what I take to be internal about justification is that whether a belief is 
justified depends on what it is based on (grounds); and grounds must be 
other psychological state(s) of the subject. "24 

Alvin Goldman says: 

"Theories that invoke solely psychological conditions of the cognizer are 
naturally called 'subjective', or 'internalist', theories. Theories that invoke 
such matters as the actual truth or falsity of relevant propositions are 
naturally called 'externalist' theories (assuming, at any rate, some realist 
approach to truth). "25 

"It [traditional epistemology] has been predominantly internalist, or 
egocentric. On the latter perspective, epistemology's job is to construct a 
doxastic principle or procedure from the inside, from our own individual 
vantage point. To adopt a Kantian idiom, a DDP must not be 
"heteronomous," or dictated "from without." It must be "autonomous," a 
law we can give to ourselves and which we have grounds for giving to 
ourselves. "26 

22John Pollock, COlllemporary 11leories of Know/edge (New Jersey: Rowman and 
Littlefield, 1986), p. 126 
23William Alston, Epistemic Justification (Cornell University Press, Ithaca: 1989), pp. 4-
5 
24William Alston, "Concepts of Epistemic Justification", in op. cit., p. 107 
25 Alvin Goldman, Epistemology and Cogllition (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University 
Press, 1986), p. 24 
26Alvin Goldman, "The Internalist Conception of Justification", in Midwest Studies ill 
Philosophy 5, Studies in Epistemology, eds. P. French, T. Uehling, and H. Wettstein 
(University of Minnesota Press, Minneapolis: 1980), p. 32 
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The following expressions are used by the above epistemologists to define 

the internal: "something one can know by reflection", "something one has 

introspective access to", "something one is or can be aware of," "something 

one knows merely by reflecting upon his own conscious state," and 

"something that a subject can spot just by turning her attention to the 

matter." One thing noticeable in the above definitions of the internal is that 

introspection, awareness, reflection, and consciousness play crucial roles in 

the definition. I do not know how to define these exactly. However, 

according to the common usage of the terms, they are interrelated with each 

other in the sense that introspection and reflection are all psychological 

mechanisms that bring psychological states into consciousness or awareness. 

That is, as a result of introspecting or reflecting one's own mind, a subject 

gets aware or conscious of a certain psychological state she is in. 

However, Alston seems to provide a different definition of the 

internal. He identifies the internal with psychological states and contrasts his 

definition with other definitions of the internal in terms of cognitive access 

or introspection.27, 28 Whatever the difference in details might be, he defines 

the internal relative to the ability of spotting things by turning her attention 

27Somewhere else, Alston says" As we have made explicit, the ground must be a 
psychological state of the subject and hence "internal" to the subject in an important 
sense." "An Internalist Externalism" in Epistemic Justificatioll, p. 233. 
28In a paragraph that precedes the first quote from Alston, he contrasts his definition of 
the internal with other epistemologists' definition, saying ""Contrasts between internalism 
and externalism have been popular in epistemology lately, but the contrast is not always 
drawn in the same way. There are two popular ways, both of which are distinct from what 
I have in mind. First there is the idea that justification is internal in that it depends on 
what support is available for the belief from "within the subject's perspective", in the 
sense of what the subject knows or justifiably believes about the world .... Another version 
takes "the subject's perspective" to include whatever is "directly accessible" to the 
subject, accessible just on the basis of reflection." 



to the matter. This ability seems to be nothing more than the ability of 

introspection. 
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Thus far, I have shown the rationale for my criterion of the internal, 

first in terms of the spirit of traditionai epistemology, and second in terms of 

its approximate match with the criteria for the internal used by current 

epistemologists. 

Next let us consider what the above quoted epistemologists think have 

to be internal for a belief to be justified. According to Sosa, "the 

justification-making property" has to be internal to the subject of the 

justified belief. He said "internalism is the view that the justification-making 

properties of any justified belief must be (epistemically) internal to the mind 

of the subject." As it gets clear when he classifies process reliabilism as 

externalism in the immediately following paragraph, what he means by 

justification-making property is some feature of a belief, e.g., "being 

produced by a reliable cognitive process," that makes the belief justified. 

Chisholm, Goldman, and Pollock all take a similar attitude toward 

internalism. As we have seen, they talk about intemalism with respect to the 

nature of epistemic principles (Chisholm), epistemic norms (Pollock), and 

DDP (Goldman)--Doxastic Decision Principle. According to these 

definitions of intemalism, an intemalist claims that S is justified in believing 

that p only if S has an "internal" access to the fact that the belief that p 

satisfies conditions for epistemic justification of the belief that p.29 

29This smells of infinite regress in the analysis of epistemic justification. Whatever 
condition for epistemic justification for the belief is presented, an intemalist in the above 
sense would require a cognitive agent's access to the satisfaction of those conditions as an 
additional necessary condition for the justification of the belief that p. Then, is it again 
required by intemalism that the agent has an access to his or her own access to the 
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On the other hand, Alston derives internalism by applying his 

definition of the internal to the grounds of epistemic justification. Suppose 

that the belief that pis justified for S because the belief is based on evidence 

E adequate for the justification of the belief that p. In this case, the above 

internalism with regard to epistemic norms claims that S must have a 

cognitive grasp of how and why the belief in question is justified for S. After 

pointing out various problems with this type of internalism, 30 Alston applies 

the concept of the internal only to the nature of the ground (evidence) in the 

example. That is, according to Alston, the internalist account of epistemic 

justification is a thesis that a cognitive agent must have an access to the 

ground for the belief that p without having to have an access to how and why 

the ground makes the belief that p justified. Audi seems to endorse a similar 

view on internalism when he said "[I]n its most general form, internalism is 

the view that what justifies a person's belief, the ground of its justification, is 

something internal to that person." 

Another theme that frequently appears in the definition of externalism 

in the current literature is truth. According to this, if an account presents 

some type of truth connection of a belief as a necessary condition for the 

justification of the belief, the account is externalist. For example, Chisholm 

says, "[a]ccording to this traditional conception of "internal" epistemic 

justification, there is no logical connection between epistemic justification 

and the truth. "31 According to this view, invoking the concept of truth in the 

satisfaction of the initial conditions, and so on ad infinitum? For a discussion of this 
issue, see section 4.3 of this dissertation. 
30see his "Concepts of Epistemic Justification" and "lnternalism and Externalism in 
Epistemology" in his Epistemic Justification. In chapter 4, we will see Alston's criticism 
of the claim that epistemic rules have to be accessed. 
31 R. Chisholm, op. cit., p. 286. 
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analysis of epistemic justification is externalist. This definition of 

internalism is different from either of the previous two definitions of 

internalism. Imagine an account of epistemic justification that specifies 

conditions for epistemic justification of beliefs purely in terms of some type 

of evidential relations only among psychological states and in terms of the 

requirement of the cognitive access to the evidential relation. Suppose, 

furthermore, that this account requires the evidential relation relevant to the 

justification of beliefs to be truth-conducive. This account would be 

internalist according to the previous two criteria of the internal because in 

this account the grounds for epistemic justification are psychological states 

of a cognitive agent that are apparently introspectible by a cognitive agent 

and the cognitive agent is required to have a cognitive access to the 

evidential relation. However, this account would be externalist according to 

the third criterion of the internal because it invokes truth in the analysis of 

epistemic justification. 

Now let me clear up these diverse applications of the concept 

"internal" and consequential confusion concerning the use of the terms 

"internal" and "external" by putting them into their right places. It will be 

shown that the above confusion is a result of applying the idea of the internal 

to different ingredients of epistemic justification. 
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2.2 Three Dimensions of the Intemalism-Externalism Distinction 

In the first section, I introduced my definition of the internal and 

showed its rationale, first, by showing that it is in line with the main idea of 

traditional epistemology and, second, by showing that the taxonomy 

resulting from the application of my definition roughly matches the 

taxonomy resulting from the definitions of current epistemologists. Now I 

will explain why different epistemologists classify different theories as 

internalist despite the fact that they seem to have very similar definitions of 

the concept of the internal. I will do this by showing that there are three 

dimensions on which a distinction between internalism and externalism 

arises with regard to a theory of epistemic justification. 

An intuitive expression of epistemic justification is that S is justified 

in believing that p only if S's belief that pis based on adequate grounds.32 

This suggests that a theory of epistemic justification has to explain what it is 

for a belief to be based on adequate grounds. The expression "being based 

on adequate grounds" is a compound expression that consists of three 

different simple factors: "ground", "adequacy", and "being based on". 

Therefore, a theory of epistemic justification that tries to analyze "being 

based on adequate grounds" must include three different parts that answer 

the following questions: 

321 use 'only if' instead "if and only if" because the above formulation concentrates on the 
positive-ground aspect of epistemic justification. In other words, in order to provide a 
necessary and sufficient condition for epistemic justification, the above formulation has 
to be expanded in a way to include an account concerning the absence of the "defeaters" 
of epistemic justification. See the end of chapter 1. 
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(1) What sorts of things in general can be grounds for the justification of 

beliefs (e.g., external facts, non-doxastic psychological states, doxastic 

psychological states, or psychological processes)? 

(2) What is the criterion (or criteria) of adequacy that a ground (grounds) 

must satisfy in order to yield justification for a particular belief? 

(3) What is the proper basing relation that must hold between the belief in 

question and its adequate grounds?33 

Understanding these three factors will give us a useful map to guide our 

understanding of epistemic theory. As I explain the above three factors in 

detail, I will show that a theory of epistemic justification can be classified 

either as internalist or as externalist on three different dimensions, depending 

upon the nature of its account for each corresponding factor. Let me start 

detailed discussions of each factor of epistemic justification and show how 

internalism-externalism distinction arises in three different levels. 

33By analyzing the positive-ground aspect of epistemic justification into three factors as 
above, I am not making a universal claim, even if I think it is a strong possibility, that any 
theory of epistemic justification must have at least three parts which correspond to the 
above three factors. Rather, I am making a more modest claim that the theories of 
epistemic justification that are of concern in my discussion attempt to analyze IIbeing 
based on adequate grounds II , and these theories must include the three parts answering the 
above three questions. 
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2.3 The First Dimension of the Intemalism-Extemalism Distinction 

The first factor of justification of the belief that p for S is the existence 

of the ground for the belief that p. Imagine S is in an isolated room that has 

no contact with the external world and the belief that a car crashed into a tree 

across the street from her house occurred to S. Imagine, moreover, that the 

belief is false and S has no idea of where she is and of what is going on 

outside where she is. Somehow an omnipotent neurosurgeon implanted a 

neural code in S IS brain so that S believes that a car crashed into a tree across 

the street from her room. This belief just popped into S's mind. Neither in S's 

mind nor in the external circumstances is there anything that makes the 

belief that p justified. 

The above example suggests that for a belief to be justified for S, the 

belief must be in a certain (basing) relation with something that makes the 

belief justified. In this sense, epistemic justification is a relational property 

and, therefore, the existence of the relata is necessary for the relation to hold. 

Such relata of a belief can be called justifiers or grounds of the belief. 

Different theories of epistemic justification differ in their views about what 

can be grounds or justifiers of a given belief. Furthermore, there are diverse 

views about what sorts of things in general can be grounds for epistemic 

justification of beliefs. The first sense of the intemalism-extemalism 

distinction is due to this diversity. 

One famous controversy focuses on whether only beliefs can be 

grounds for the justification of beliefs or non-doxastic psychological states 

can be grounds as well. Consider the following two cases: First, S is looking 
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out of the window of the room where she is and believes that a car crashed 

into a tree across the street from her house on the basis of her observation. 

This observation consists of a certain type of visual experience. Second, a 

friend of S whom S believes to be always trustworthy comes into the room 

where S is watching TV and tells S that a car crashed into a tree across the 

street from SIS house. S believes that a car crashed into a tree on the basis of 

her belief that her friend is trustworthy and another belief that her friend says 

that a car crashed into a tree. The difference in the above two cases is that 

the ground of justification of the belief in the first case is a non-doxastic 

empirical state, e.g., perceptual state, and the grounds in the second case are 

belief states with propositional contents. The dispute over whether non

doxastic psychological states can be grounds for epistemic justification 

arises because some epistemologists claim that something can justify a belief 

only if it has propositional content. According to them, grounds of the 

justification of the belief that p must be something that supports the 

likelihood of the belief that p, but non-doxastic states with no propositional 

content cannot play such a role.34 It is easy to see that this view would be 

usually endorsed by those who are against foundationalist accounts of 

epistemic justification with respect to empirical beliefs. Many 

foundationalists construe most perceptual beliefs as basic beliefs in the sense 

that they are justified in the absence of justification from other beliefs. The 

most natural way to explain the basicality of these beliefs is to say that they 

34See, Wilfrid Sellars, "Givenness and Explanatory Coherence," The Journal oj 
Philosophy 70 (1973): pp. 612-624 and "Empiricism and the Philosophy of Mind". 
Reprinted in his Science, Perception, and Reality (New York: Humanities Press, 1963), 
and Laurence Bonjour, TILe Struclllre oj Empirical Knowledge (Cambridge: Harvard 
Univ. Press, 1985), chapter 4. 
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are justified by non-doxastic psychological states. However, if non-doxastic 

states cannot justify beliefs, it is not clear how to explain the basicality of 

perceptual beliefs.35 On the other hand, people like John Pollock try to refute 

the "doxastic assumption" of the above argument such that only 

psychological states with propositional contents canjustify beliefs. This 

naturally leads him to a foundationalist account of epistemic justification.36 

Another controversy concerning the nature of grounds of justification 

is whether the ground that is relevant for epistemic justification is a 

cognitive state or a cognitive process. The controversy that we observed in 

the previous paragraph is a domestic dispute within the family of views that 

identify justifying grounds as psychological states, doxastic or non-doxastic. 

The basic assumption of this set of views is that the evidential relation 

between ground psychological states and the belief in question is crucial for 

the epistemic justification of a belief. Let us call any doctrine that 

incorporates this basic assumption evidentialism.37 However, some 

epistemologists who are represented by process reliabilism argue that what is 

crucial for epistemic justification of a belief is not its evidential relation to 

its grounds, but how the belief is produced (i.e., which cognitive process is 

35For this reason, traditional foundationalists chose first-person current-state beliefs as 
basic beliefs. These beliefs are supposed to have high degree of certainty or infallibility. 
Due to this high degree of certainty or infallibility, those beliefs are self-justified in the 
sense that believing them justifies S in believing them. This view has been a target of 
criticism by numerous epistemologists. 
36John Pollock, C0111emporary Theories oj Knowledge. 
37Some may object to my use of the term 'evidentialism' by claiming that an evidential 
relation has to be a content relation, but non-doxastic psychological states do not have 
contents. However, this objection's use of the term 'evidence' is too narrow. I can believe 
that the desk in front of me is brown. When I reflect on this belief, I can realize that I 
have a certain sensory experience and confirm the above belief by the fact that I am 
having such experience. In this case, the sensory experience plays the role of evidence for 
the given belief even if it does not have a (propositional) content. 
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responsible for the production of the belief). Alvin Goldman says, "(5) If S's 

believing that p at t results from a reliable belief-forming process (or set of 

processes), then S's believing that p at t is justified. "38 According to process 

reliabilism, the psychological processes of a cognitive agent, as opposed to 

her psychological states, are the source of epistemic justification. Therefore, 

on this account, the sorts of things that can be grounds for justification are 

cognitive processes. Let us call the doctrine that the cognitive process that is 

responsible for the production of a belief determines the justification of the 

belief processism.39 

The view I considered so far concerning the nature of the ground of 

epistemic justification differ in their details. However, all of them are 

classified as internal with respect to the ground of epistemic justification 

according to my criterion of the internal: x is internal to S from an epistemic 

point of view if and only if x is introspectible by S. Psychological states and 

most psychological processes are introspectible and, therefore, internal 

according to the criterion. Therefore, there is a sense in which all the above 

theories about the nature of the ground of epistemic justification can be 

classified as internalist despite their differences in other respects. Let us call 

38This is Alvin Goldman's initial formulation of his account of epistemic justification: 
[A. Goldman, "What Is Justified Belief?", in Empirical Knowledge ed. Paul Moser (New 
Jersey: Rowman and Littlefield, 1986), p. 182] 
39Strictly speaking, evidentialism and processism are not mutually exclusive. For 
example, a view that justified beliefs are produced by a cognitive process that takes the 
evidential psychological states as inputs seems to be evidentialist and processist at the 
same time. However, most of the traditional evidentialist theories deny the relevance of 
the genesis of a belief to its justification and think of epistemic justification of a belief 
solely as a function of psychological states of the believer at the time of holding the 
belief. This shows that, even if evidential ism and processism are logically compatible, 
most of the traditional evidentialist theories have been anti-processist. (See section 3.3) 
However, as we will see in the discussion of the third factor of epistemic justification, 
there is a reason to push evidentialism toward processism. 
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those theories ground internalist because in them the sorts of things that are 

grounds for justification are introspectible. 

Let us be more clear about the definitions of ground internalism and 

ground externalism. Ground Intemalism is a thesis that only the internal are 

grounds for epistemic justification of beliefs. Then, ground externalism that 

is a negation of ground externalism is defined as a thesis that not only the 

internal, but also the external can be grounds for epistemic justification of 

beliefs. Therefore, ground externalism is not contrary to ground internalism. 

That is, ground externalism is not committed to the implausible claim that 

only the external can be grounds for epistemic justification. There is a 

widely accepted distinction between inferential beliefs and non-inferential 

beliefs. Perceptual beliefs are usually presented as examples of non

inferential beliefs. These are classified as non-inferential because people 

arrive at those beliefs without using other beliefs as premises. Theoretical 

beliefs, beliefs based on testimony and the like are the examples of 

inferential beliefs. It is widely agreed among epistemologists that inferential 

beliefs depend on the justification of other beliefs for their own justification. 

The controversy between ground internalist and ground externalist arises 

with respect to the analysis of the justification of non-inferential beliefs. 

That is, as we will see shortly, ground extemalists analyze non-inferential 

belief or knowledge in terms of the beliefs relation to the external, granting 

that inferential beliefs depend on the justification of other beliefs for their 

own justification. 

As we have seen, ground intemalism covers a wide range of theories 

of epistemic justification that some epistemologists ordinarily regard as 
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externalist theories.40 What are the examples of ground externalist theories 

that allow the grounds to be something which are not introspectible. One 

thing to notice before we consider the examples of ground externalism is that 

most of the ground externalists are not really interested in the analysis of 

epistemic justification, but in the analysis of the conditions under which a 

true belief is converted into knowledge. They include D. M. Armstrong, 

Alvin Goldman in "A Causal Theory of Knowing" and Peter Unger. Because 

I am not interested in a territorial battle with respect to epistemic 

justification and at this stage I am interested in understanding ground 

internalism and ground externalism, redirecting the intended target of their 

analysis to epistemic justification is not going to do an unjust harm to their 

theories.41 

According to Armstrong, SIS belief that p is knowledge only if there is . 

some specification of S such that if any person is so specified, then, if he 

further believes that p, then p is the case. What is crucial for knowledge in 

this account is that the belief is related to the fact that makes the belief true 

in terms of a nomological relation.42 Alvin Goldman presents a causal 

40Process reliabilism is the most distinct example that some epistemologists (such as 
those we saw at the beginning of this chapter) call intemalist and some other 
epistemologists (including Goldman himseH) extemalist. This confusion will be resolved 
when I show that process reliabilism is extemalist in the second sense and the third sense 
of intemalism-extemalism distinction. 
41 However, in some places Armstrong makes some remarks that suggest that his 
extemalist analysis can be used as an analysis of epistemic justification. For example, he 
says with regard to the implication of his extemalist analysis, "The subject's belief is not 
based on reasons, but it might be said to be reasonable Uustifiable), because it is a sign, a 
completely reliable sign, that the situation believed to exist does in fact exist." [D. M. 
Armstrong, Belief, Truth and Know/edge (Cambridge: Cambridge Univ. Press, 1973), p. 
183] And he says, "even where we do not have knowledge, we may still have rational 
belief If BaJe is a reliable pointer to the high probability of CIS being J, then the belief 
that e is J may be called rational (whether or not the believer knows it is rational)." [Ibid. 
p.189] 
42"A's non-inferential belief that p is a case of non-inferential know/edge if, and only if: 
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analysis of knowledge.43 He claims, roughly speaking, that S knows that p if 

and only if the fact that p causes S to believe that p. What is crucial in this 

account for S's knowing that p is for it to be in a relation to the matter of fact 

that makes the belief true. The only difference in this case is that the 

required relation is a causal one. In Nozick, the nomological relation in 

Armstrong's account is replaced by a counterfactual relation. According to 

him, S knows that p only if: if p were not true then S would not believe that 

p. Again the beliefs relation, counterfactual in this case, to the fact that 

makes the belief true is presented as crucial for knowledge.44 According to 

Unger, "[F]or any sentence value of p, a man knows that p if and only if it is 

not an accident that the man is right about its being the case that p. "45 He 

says that in his analysis a complete absence of the accidental is claimed as 

regards a certain relation concerning the man and the jact.46 

Now before we get into the discussion of the second factor of 

epistemic justification, let us consider whether well-known views about 

(i) P 
(ii) (3H) [Ha & there is a law-like connection in nature (x) if Hx, then (if Bxp, then 

p)]." 
D. M. Armstrong, Ibid., p. 168. 
43 Al vin Goldman, "A Causal Theory of Knowing", The Journal of Philosophy 64 (1967): 
pp. 355-372, reprinted in G. Pappas and M. Swain eds., Essays Oil Knowledge and 
Justification (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1978) 
44This is a very crude extraction of a component of Nozick's theory that is relevant to the 
discussion of this dissertation. Moreover, Nozick talks about methods that are used for 
the formation of beliefs. Maybe, he is claiming that a belief is justified for S if and only if 
it is produced by a cognitive method and the method is used in the way that the above 
counterfactual relation holds. If so, he would be a processist. And if the method in his 
terminology means a cognitive process, he would be a ground internalist. For more 
detailed presentation of his theory, see R. Nozick, Philosophical Explanations 
(Cambridge: Harvard Univ. Press, 1981) Ch. 3. 
45peter Unger, "An Analysis of Factual Knowledge," Journal of Philosophy 65 (1968): 
pp. 157-170, p. 161. 
46Ibid., p. 159. 
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epistemic justification--the foundationalist theory of epistemic justification 

and the coherentist theory of epistemic justification--belong to the group of 

ground internalism or to the group of ground externalism. According to 

coherentism, the belief is justified for S only if it is in a coherence relation 

with the rest of the beliefs of S. Then the ground of the justification of the 

belief that p is the rest of the beliefs in coherentism. Therefore, coherentism 

is a ground internalist theory since beliefs of S are introspecti ble. 

How about the foundationalist theory of epistemic justification? 

Whether a foundationalist theory is ground internalism will depend on its 

view of the justification of basic beliefs. In foundationalism there are two 

different ways of beliefs' being justified for someone. Some beliefs--non

basic beliefs--depend on the justification of other beliefs for their 

justification. On the other hand, some other beliefs can be justified for 

someone in the absence of justification from other beliefs. These beliefs are 

basic beliefs. So if we layout the ultimate structure of justification within 

foundationalist framework, all the non-basic beliefs depend eventually on 

basic beliefs for their justification. This shows that if we focus only on the 

justification of non-basic beliefs the foundationalist theory of justification 

appears to be a ground internalist theory because grounds of a non-basic 

beliefs are other beliefs. However, when this picture is completed by being 

supplemented with the view of the justification of basic beliefs the above 

appearance dissipates. For basic beliefs are those beliefs whose justification 

does not depend on the justification of other beliefs and the ground for the 

justification of basic beliefs may be the matters of fact. For example, a 

foundationalist theory can construe the justification of a basic belief as 
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consisting of its proper relation with the matters of fact in the manner 

suggested by Armstrong, Goldman, Unger, and Nozick a few pages earlier. 

Notice that any theory that allows a fact of the matter to be ground of 

justification of beliefs is to be a ground externalist one while a ground 

internalist theory is the one that claims that only psychological states or 

cognitive processes can be grounds of justification of beliefs. Then a 

foundationalist theory that construes the justification of basic beliefs in their 

relation with the matters of fact that make them true would be ground 

externalist theories by definition. On the other hand, there can be ground 

internalist foundationalist theories as well. A foundationalist theory that 

claims that all the basic beliefs are perceptual beliefs and all the perceptual 

beliefs are justified in terms of its proper relation with some non-doxastic 

perceptual states would be a foundationalist theory that is ground 

internalist.47 Another example of a foundationalist theory that is ground 

internalism is a theory that construes the justification of a basic belief as 

self-justification. In this kind of theories, the justification of a basic belief 

depends on some feature of the belief itself, i.e., infallibility, certainty, 

obviousness, etc. Even if it is suspect whether the infallibility can be 

explicated without referring to the facts which make the belief true, therefore 

whether it can be a self-justified belief, certainty and obviousness seem to be 

47John Pollock's direct realism is an example of a foundationalist theory that is ground 
intemalist. See, Pollock, op cit. Dretske is another example of ground-internalist 
foundationalist. Like Nozick, he requires a counterfactual relation between the belief in 
question and its grounds. But, in Dretske, the counterfactual relation must hold between, 
i. e., a perceptual belief and perceptual experience that is the ground for the perceptual 
belief. See Fred Dretske, "Conclusive Reasons", in Marshall Swain and George Pappas 
eds., op. cit. and Kllowledge alld the Flow o/Ill/ormatioll. (Cambridge: MIT press, 
1981). 
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clearly psychological states or feelings that accompany the belief.48 From 

this discussion we can conclude that any coherentist theory of justification is 

ground internalist while a foundationalist theory can be either ground 

internalist or ground externalist depending upon the way it accounts for the 

justification of basic beliefs. 

2.4 The Second Dimension of the Internalism-Externalism Distinction 

We have seen that there being a ground for the belief that p is one 

necessary condition for the epistemic justification of the belief that p. A 

theory of justification is classified as internalist or as externalist depending 

upon its view about what sorts of things can be grounds of justification. 

However, the determination of the sorts of things that can be used as 

grounds does not include sufficient information by which to determine 

epistemic justification of a particular belief. Intuitively put, within the sorts 

of things that can be grounds, some grounds are "good" for the justification 

of the belief that p while some grounds are "bad" for the justification of the 

belief that p. For example, suppose Jean believes that water consists of 

hydrogen and oxygen. If the ground of this belief is the knowledge she 

acquired in chemistry laboratory, the belief is justified for her. On the other 

hand, if the ground is the testimony of a person whom she knows lies all the 

time, the belief is not justified for her. 

48See Roderick Chisholm, I1leory of Knowledge 2nd ed. (Englewood Cliffs, NJ; 
Prentice-Hall, 1976). 
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The situation is no different for those theories that take non-doxastic 

psychological states or cognitive processes as the sorts of things that can be 

grounds for epistemic justification. It is absurd to claim that the belief that p 

is justified for S once it is produced by any cognitive process of S. 

Therefore, a process reliabilist theory that analyzes the justification of 

beliefs in terms of the cognitive processes that are responsible for their 

production must be able to discriminate cognitive processes which can 

produce justified beliefs from those which cannot. Those processes that 

make the belief that p justified when the belief that p is produced by them 

are" good" grounds for the justification of the belief that p.49 In the same 

manner, a theory that construes the justification of some beliefs in terms of 

their relation with non-doxastic states does not want to claim that the relation 

with any non-doxastic state is enough for the justification of a belief. Given 

a particular belief that is justified on the basis of non-doxastic psychological 

states, the theory must be able to discriminate those non-doxastic 

psychological states that can make the given belief justified from those that 

cannot. Those states which can provide the justification for the belief are 

again" good" grounds for the justification of the belief. 

Using the word "adequacy,"50 we can summarize the intuition that 

underlies our judgment of epistemic justification in the above example as 

follows: 

490f course, in process reliabilism, reliable cognitive processes are "good" grounds. 
50rhe term "adequacy" is borrowed from Alston, "Internalism and Externalism", in 
Epistemic Justificatioll, p. 196. 
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adequate grounds.51 
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It follows from the above that any theory of epistemic justification 

must include not only a part that specifies what sorts of things can be 

grounds for the justification of beliefs, but also a part that specifies which 

grounds are adequate with respect to the justification of a particular belief. 

However, the fact that a theory should be able to specify what are adequate 

grounds and what are inadequate grounds with respect to the justification of 

a particular belief does not mean that the theory should be able to provide a 

criterion (or criteria) for adequacy. Compare the following two statements: 

(1) For the relations between any belief and its grounds, a theory of 

epistemic justification must distinguish between adequate relations 

and inadequate relations. 

(2) For the relations between any belief and its grounds, a theory of 

justification must provide a criterion (or criteria) for the adequacy of 

relations. 

51Some people may think that the distinction between the first factor--having grounds-
and the second factor-having adequate grounds--is odd because the second factor 
logically implies the first factor. I agree. The reason I made such a distinction is only that 
two distinct and important questions that can be raised about a theory of epistemic 
justification can be distinguished by doing so. Those two questions are: "What sort of 
things are regarded as grounds of justification in the theory?" and "Which criterion does 
the theory endorse to distinguish adequate grounds and inadequate grounds with respect 
to the justification of specific beliefs?". 
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relations such as valid deductive relations and correct inductive relations 
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would satisfy the claim (1) but not (2). In this sense, (2) is a stronger 

condition for a theory of epistemic justification than (1). All that follows 

from the necessity of distinguishing adequate relations from inadequate 

relations is (1), not (2). However, a theory of epistemic justification must 

satisfy (2) as well. The reason is that a theory that does not satisfy (2) leaves 

unexplained what epistemic justification is. It only provides us with some 

skills to identify justified beliefs by giving us a list of adequate relations. 

Only if a theory provides a criterion (or criteria) for adequacy can it explain 

what epistemic justification is. We are interested in a theory of epistemic 

justification because we are interested in knowing what epistemic 

justification is. Therefore, a theory of epistemic justification must provide or 

attempt to provide a criterion (or criteria) of adequacy. Unless it is proven 

that any attempt to find an adequacy criterion is hopeless, a theory that 

provides such a criterion is always preferable. I have not seen any proof that 

any attempt like the above is hopeless.52 Furthermore, as we will see shortly, 

most theories of epistemic justification provide adequacy criteria. 

The traditional coherentist theory of epistemic justification provides 

coherence as an adequacy criterion for justificatory relations. According to 

traditional coherentism, for any belief that p in S, its grounds for justification 

are the set of the rest of SIS beliefs and they are justificatorily adequate with 

respect to the justification of the belief that p when the belief that p coheres 

52The only attempt that I know of is Pollock's argument. He claims that any theory that 
takes an extemalist criterion for cpistemic justification is wrong. I will discuss his 
argument at the end of this section. 
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with them. In process reliabilism, the ground for the justification of the 

belief that p is the cognitive process that is responsible for the production of 

the belief that p and the process is adequate with respect to the justification 

of the belief that p when the process is reliable.53 

We saw that traditional coherentism and process reliabilism by 

Goldman provide adequacy criteria for epistemic justification. Traditional 

foundationalism should not be different from other theories of epistemic 

justification in this respect. For example, a foundationalist theory would 

prescribe the belief that r to be justified in case its grounds are a justified 

belief that if p then r and another justified belief that p, while it would 

prescribe the belief that r to be unjustified in case its grounds are ajustified 

belief that if r then p and another justified belief that p. Therefore, a 

foundationalist theory is expected to have a part that specifies a criterion 

(criteria) for the adequacy of grounds by which the above two cases can be 

distinguished. Foundationalist theories are divided into two groups 

depending on different views about the source of adequacy criterion. This 

will be explained shortly after I introduce the second sense of internalism

externalism contrast. 

So far I have argued that any theory of epistemic justification must 

provide criteria for the adequacy of grounds with respect to the justification 

of given beliefs and I showed that most of the theories of epistemic 

justification provide such criteria. One question that naturally arises at this 

stage is what a theory of epistemic justification takes as the locus of the 

53Roughly speaking, a cognitive process is reliable if and only if it has a tendency to 
produce more true beliefs than false ones. For example, vision is generally regarded to be 
reliable while wishful thinking is regarded to be unreliable. 
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criteria of justificatory adequacy of grounds for a particular belief. The 

second sense of the distinction between internalism and externalism arises 

due to the different loci in which the adequacy of a theory resides. Consider 

a theory that claims that some grounds are adequate with respect to the 

justification of the belief that p, because the believer thinks they make the 

belief that p likely to be true. In this theory the locus of adequacy criterion is 

the thought of a cognitive agent. Therefore, according to my criterion of the 

internal, this theory is internal with respect to the adequacy criterion because 

thoughts are psychological states that are supposedly introspectible. I will 

call this type of theory, that is internalist with respect to adequacy criterion, 

criterion internalism. Next consider a theory that claims that some grounds 

are adequate for justification of the belief that p because those grounds in 

fact make the belief that p likely to be true. In this theory, the adequacy 

criterion is objective probability that holds between the content of the belief 

in question and the contents of the grounds. Even though there are debates 

concerning how to define objective probability, it is clear that it is something 

that is defined independently of the perspective of a cognitive agent. After 

all it should be objective. Therefore, this theory is externalist with regard to 

the adequacy criterion. I will call this type of theory that defines adequacy 

criterion independently of the mental dimension of a cognitive agent 

criterion externalism. Now let us see how this distinction can be applied to 

the current theories of epistemic justification. 

Alvin Goldman's process reliabilism claims that a cognitive process is 

an adequate ground for the justification of the belief produced by it only 

when the process is reliable. So, in process reliabilism, the ground of 
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justification is a cognitive process and the adequacy criterion is the 

reliability of the process. The reliability of a cognitive process is defined in 

terms of the truth ratio among beliefs produced by the process. Obviously 

the truth ratio is determined independently of what is introspectible by a 

cognitive agent such as beliefs and thoughts. Therefore, the process 

reliabilism delineated here is a criterion extemalist theory.54 This explains 

why many epistemologists think of process reliabilism as extemalist. This 

explains, moreover, why Chisholm in the first section associates externalism 

with the invocation of truth in the analysis of epistemic justification and how 

this makes him think of process reliabilism as externalist. 

How about the traditional coherentist theory of justification? In 

coherentism, the criterion of the adequacy of the grounds for the justification 

of a belief is the coherence relation between the belief and the ground 

beliefs, which comprise all the rest of the beliefs of a cognitive agent. Even 

if it is not clear what the coherence relation amounts to, it is supposed to be 

something that can be defined by logical and explanatory relations. If this is 

the case, the traditional coherence theory of justification is a criterion 

externalist theory. A foundationalist theory, which claims that some grounds 

are adequate with respect to the justification of the belief that p because if 

those grounds had not existed then the belief that p would not have been held 

is a criterion extemalist theory.55 For the truth-conducivity relation 

54AIl I am saying is that Goldman's process reliabilism is a criterion externalist theory. 
On the other hand, there can be a processist account that is criterion internalist, viz., a 
theory that claims that SIS believing that p is justified only if it is produced by a cognitive 
process that S thinks is reliable. 
55rhe theories by Nozick and Dretske I introduced earlier are the examples of this type 
of theories. For other criterion-externalist foundationalist theories, see W. Alston, "An 
Internalist Externalism" in Epistemic Justificatioll and Marshall Swain, Justificatioll and 
Knowledge (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1981). 
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expressed by the counterfactual in the above sentence is defined 

independently of the introspection of a cognitive agent. On the other hand, a 

foundationalist theory that claims that some grounds are adequate with 

respect to the justification of the belief that p because the believer thinks that 

those grounds make the belief that p likely to be true would be a criterion 

internalist theory. For the criterion of adequacy depends on the thought, 

therefore, on something that is supposedly introspectible by the believer. 

We have seen real examples of criterion extemalist views. They were 

most of the traditional coherentist theories of epistemic justification and 

Goldman's process reliabilism. On the other hand, even though we saw the 

possibility of criterion internalist theories we did not see a real example of a 

criterion internalist theory. At this stage it will be helpful to see a real 

example. Richard Foley's theory is one. The following is Foley's definition 

of epistemic justification: 

Propositions el, e2, .... en can =df 

be used to argue for proposi-

tion p in a way that is uncon

troversial for S at t. 

Propositions el, e2 ... en tend =df 

to make p epistemically 

If S at t were to be suffi

ciently reflective, then he 

would believe that an 

argument with e}, e2 ... ell as 

premises for its conclusion p 

is sufficiently likely to be 

truth-preserving. 

propositions el, e2 ... en can be 

used to argue for p in a way 



rational for S at t. that is uncontroversial for S 

at t.56 
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In this definition, the expression, "tend to", is inserted because of the 

possibility of the justification's being defeated by some other justified 

beliefs. The notion of epistemic rationality is no different from the notion of 

epistemic justification. Then according to Foley, the criterion of adequacy 

lies in the deep reflection of a cognitive agent that would lead to the thought 

that the relation between the grounds and the belief is truth-conducive. 

There is an argument that attempts to show the general failure of 

criterion externalism. This is John Pollock's argument.57 Jt would be 

necessary to assess Pollock's argument to legitimize the second sense of 

internalism and externalism distinction introduced earlier before getting into 

the discussion of the third sense of internalism and externalism distinction. 

Pollock makes a distinction between epistemic norms that are used for 

third-person evaluations of beliefs and epistemic norms that are used for the 

first person evaluations of beliefs. He claims without argument that 

traditional epistemology concerning epistemic justification is interested in 

epistemic norms for the evaluation of beliefs from first-person point of view. 

That is, epistemic norms that are relevant to epistemic justification must be 

something that can be used by the believer herself in deciding what to 

believe in the given circumstances. "Traditional epistemology asks, 'How is 

it possible for me to be justified in my beliefs about the world, about other 

56R. Foley, The Theory oj Epistemic Ratiollality (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University 
Press, 1987), p. 65. 
57See John Pollock, COil temporary Theories oj Kllowledge, pp. 123-149 for his 
argument. 
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minds, about the past, and so on?' These are questions about what to believe. 

Epistemic norms are the norms in terms of which these questions are to be 

answered, so these norms are used in a first-person reason-guiding 

capacity. "58 

According to Pollock, epistemic rules that are relevant to epistemic 

justification are action-guiding rules.59 The epistemic rules are action

guiding when the recommendations expressed by the epistemic rules are (or 

can be) followed by a cognitive agent from a first-person perspective. 

However, epistemic rules whose adequacy criteria refer to the external 

component that lies beyond the current cognitive domain of a cognitive 

subject cannot be followed in the above manner. From this Pollock 

concludes that a theory of epistemic justification which appeals to the 

external matters of fact (criterion externalist theory) is wrong as a theory of 

epistemic justification. For example, a prescription such as "believe that p if 

and only if it is objectively likely to be true" cannot be a correct epistemic 

rule because this rule cannot be followed at the moment of forming a belief. 

"It is in principle impossible to actually employ externalist norms. "60 

As to the manner in which epistemic norms govern our reasoning, 

Pollock says that an epistemic norm governs our reasoning by being 

internalized in our cognitive system. He says, " We know how to reason. 

That means that under various circumstances, we know what to do in 

reasoning. This can be described equivalently by saying that we know what 

we should do. Our epistemic norms are just the norms that describe this 

58/bid., p. 127 
59pollock uses the term "epistemic norm" instead of "epistemic rule". 
60/bid., p. 134. 
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procedural knowledge. The way epistemic norms can guide our reasoning 

without our having to think about them is no longer mysterious. They 

describe an internalized pattern of behavior that we automatically follow in 

reasoning, in the same way we automatically follow a pattern in bicycle 

riding. This is what epistemic norms are. They are the internalized norms 

that govern our reasoning. Once we realize that they are just one more 

manifestation of the general phenomenon of automatic behavior governed by 

internalized norms, epistemic norms should no longer seem puzzIing."61 

Pollock's point can be made more clear by using an analogy from a 

computer science: a production rule.62 According to Pollock, an epistemic 

rule is like a production rule which governs the behavior of a production 

system. This system consists of production rules which have the form of 

conditionals. The antecedent of a production rule specifies the condition 

under which an action is executed. An action to be executed is expressed in 

the consequent of the conditional. CPU tries to match the inputs from the 

external world with the antecedents of production rules and when the 

antecedent of a production rule is matched with inputs the action specified in 

the consequent of the production rule is executed. Therefore, the way a 

production system works is solipsistic in the sense that the content of 

antecedents of production rules is restricted to inputs, that is, what is "given" 

to the system. The antecedents of production rules do not refer to anything 

outside the system. From this Pollock concludes that criterion externalism is 

wrong because the epistemic rules of criterion externalism mention the 

external components in the antecedents of production rules (epistemic rules). 

61Ibid., pp. 131-32. 
62pollock himself uses this analogy. See Ibid., p. 132 
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According to Pollock, the epistemic rules of criterion externalism would 

look like "If p is a product of a reliable cognitive process, then believe that 

p." This rule is unacceptable because "being a product of a reliable cognitive 

process" is not "given" to the system in the sense that it is not something 

directly accessible by the system. 

Another important claim made by Pollock is that the way epistemic 

norms govern our belief formation must not be "intellectualist". The 

intellectualist model "assimilates the functioning of epistemic norms to the 

functioning of explicitly articulated norms. For example, naval officers are 

supposed to "do it by the book", which means that whenever they are in 

doubt about what to do in a particular situation they are supposed to consult 

explicit regulations governing all aspects of their behavior and act 

accordingly .... It takes little reflection to realize that epistemic norms cannot 

function in accordance with the intellectualist model. If we had to make an 

explicit appeal to epistemic norms in order to acquire justified beliefs we 

would find ourselves in an infinite regress, because to apply explicitly 

formulated norms we must first acquire justified beliefs about how they 

apply to this particular case. "63 "The point here is that norms can govern 

your behavior without your having to think about them. "64 Rephrasing the 

point using production rule framework, Pollock is claiming that a production 

rule must not look like "if you find out that you are in circumstances 

specified by the antecedent of an epistemic norm, then execute what is 

specified by the consequent of the epistemic norm." To find out that you are 

in certain circumstances is to believe justifiedly that you are in those 

63Ibid. p. 127 
64Ibid. p. 129 
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circumstances. In order to have this justified belief, permission from another 

epistemic norm is required and this again requires explicit consultation of 

another epistemic rule. This is how the infinite regress gets started. 

Obviously, Pollock endorses the Genetic Conception of Epistemic 

Justification. That is, according to him, epistemic justification is a function 

of how beliefs are formed. Assuming that there is a uniquely correct set of 

epistemic norms, a belief is justified if and only if it is formed in a way that 

is described by one of those epistemic norms. That is, the set would pick out 

a set of cognitive processes that produce justified beliefs. 

The problem with Pollock's argument arises because the ambiguity of 

the word "epistemic norm" misled him. In the common sense use of the term 

"norm", something is a norm (in a given society) when it is what people (in 

the society) usually do. If this understanding is applied to epistemic norms 

that determine epistemic justification of beliefs and genetic conception of 

epistemic justification is endorsed, it seems that epistemic norms must be 

descriptions of the way people usually form beliefs. However, it is 

controversial that the concept of epistemic norm can be used in the above 

manner in epistemology. It is particularly controversial if epistemic norm 

means epistemic rule. Let me explain why. 

Within a genetic conception of epistemic justification, epistemic 

justification of a belief amounts to its well-formedness. Beliefs are 

unjustified when they are ill-formed. Beliefs formed by cognitive processes 

such as perception, deductive reasoning, and inductive reasoning are 

generally regarded as well-formed beliefs whereas beliefs produced by 

cognitive processes such as wishful thinking and guesswork are generally 
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regarded as ill-formed. As Pollock himself acknowledges, wishful thinking 

is an automated (internalized) cognitive process. He also acknowledges that 

beliefs produced by wishful thinking are not justified. 65 Then, any theory of 

epistemic justification that works within a genetic conception of epistemic 

justification must be able to discriminate the cognitive processes that 

produce justified beliefs from those that do not. This can be done by 

providing two disjoint sets of cognitive processes, one the set of cognitive 

processes producing justified beliefs and the other the set of cognitive 

processes producing unjustified beliefs. The more desirable way to 

discriminate them is to provide a criterion (or criteria) by which the above 

two sets of cognitive processes are distinguished.66 It is clear that both of the 

above endeavors belong to philosophizing. There is no hint that people's 

belief formation processes proceed considering the disjointness of the above 

two sets or the above mentioned criterion. 

The possible question is whether to include the above criterion under 

the section of a theory of epistemic justification that deals with epistemic 

norms. I think this is a verbal question that does not have any serious impact 

on the substantial issues in epistemology. Suppose that a genetic theory of 

epistemic justification provides C as a criterion by which justification 

producing cogniti ve processes are distinguished from others. This theory can 

have a section named "epistemic norms" that provide the list of justification 

producing cognitive processes and in the next section provide the criterion 

65"More generally, there are a number of natural processes that lead to belief formation. 
Among these are such "approved" processes as vision, inductive reasoning, deductive 
reasoning, and memory, and also some "unapproved" but equally natural processes such 
as wishful thinking." Ibid. p. 128 
66As I said earlier, this is more desirable because it is intellectually more gratifying with 
respect to the understanding of the concept of epistemic justification. 
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c. Or it could provide the list and the criterion in the same section named 

"epistemic norms". In either case, the theory does not commit itself to the 

claim that justification producing processes proceed in the way that takes the 

criterion as its input. Look at Alvin Goldman's process reliabilism. The gist 

of process reliabilism is summarized as "a belief is justified for S if and only 

if it is produced by a reliable cognitive process of S". This can be rephrased 

as "a belief is justified for S if and only if it is produced by any member of 

the set R of cognitive processes, where the set R consists of all and only 

reliable cognitive processes". Nowhere in this formulation is there a 

commitment to the claim that the criterion itself has to be used in the belief

forming processes. 

The above discussion shows that Pollock is attacking a straw man. A 

more disastrous consequence of his argument is that even criterion internalist 

account is impossible according to his argument. Suppose that the criterion 

by which justification producing processes are distinguished from others are 

specified by purely internalist terms such as beliefs of a cognitive agent, say 

"being believed to be reliable". According to his argument, this criterion 

internalist theory is committed to the claim that the belief is justified for S if 

and only if the belief is produced by S's cognitive process that takes belief 

about the beliers reliability as its input. This is not acceptable according to 

Pollock because it is too intellectualist. Then, according to Pollock, it is 

impossible to provide any criterion, internalist or externalist, by which 

justification producing cognitive processes are distinguished from others. 

Maybe the above disaster is real. That is, there may not be any 

distinction between justification producing cognitive processes and others. If 



65 

so, it defeats Pollock's own assumption that there are justification producing 

cognitive processes such as vision, memory, and inductive reasoning. 

Secondly, as I have shown, the above conclusion is not warranted by 

Pollock's argument. 

2.5 The Third Dimension of the Internalism-Externalism Distinction 

So far we have seen two different senses of the intemalism

externalism contrast. The first contrast--ground internalism and ground 

extemalism--arose because theories disagree on what sorts of things in 

general can be grounds for justification of beliefs. Depending upon whether 

the sorts of things that can be grounds are introspectible, theories were 

classified as ground internalism or as ground externalism. The second 

contrast--criterion intemalism and criterion extemalism--arose because a 

theory of justification should be able to provide an account of what can be 

the adequate ground with respect to the justification of a particular belief in 

addition to the general specification of the things that can grounds of 

justification. These two contrasts were derived from two factors of epistemic 

justification. The first factor was that for the justification of S's belief that p 

there must be grounds for the belief that p and the second factor was that 

those grounds must be adequate with respect to the justification of the belief. 

However, S's having adequate grounds for the belief that p is still not 

sufficient to make S justified in believing that p. The belief that p must be 
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properly connected to its adequate grounds.67 This relational component 

constitutes the third factor of epistemic justification. Since it was pointed out 

by Roderick Firth,68 most epistemologists accepted it as a necessary 

condition of epistemic justification.69 I will illustrate this factor in terms of 

an example given by John Pollock: "[A] man might have adequate evidence 

for believing that his wife is unfaithful to him, [but] he might systematically 

ignore that evidence. However, when his mother, whom he knows to be 

totally unreliable in such matters and biased against his wife, tells him that 

his wife is unfaithful to him, he believes it on that basis. "70 In a sense, the 

man's belief could have been epistemically worse if he had not had any 

evidence at all for the belief. This seems to make it reasonable to make a 

distinction between two different senses of epistemic justification and claim, 

as Firth and Richard Foley do, that the belief of the man in the example is 

propositionally, but not doxastically, justified.71 The proper connection with 

its adequate grounds is required in order for propositional justification of a 

belief to turn into doxastic justification. I think, however, that to make such a 

distinction between two different senses of epistemic justification is 

misleading. For, according to our common intuition concerning the use of 

67 At the beginning of this chapter, I said that the belief that p must be based on its 
adequate grounds. The reason I usc "proper connection" instead of "basing relation" will 
be explained shortly. 
68Roderick Firth, "Are Epistemic Concepts Reducible to Ethical Ones?", in A. Goldman 
and Jaegwon Kim cds., Values and Morals (Dordrecht: Reidel, 1978): pp. 215-229. 
69See A. Goldman, Epistemology and Cognition, chapter. 5; John Pollock, op. cit., p. 81, 
and" A Plethora of Epistemological Theories", in Justification and Knowledge ed. 
George Pappas (Dordrecht: Reidel, 1979): pp. 93-113; R. Foley, The Theory oj Epistemic 
Rationality, pp. 175-186; Hilary Komblith, "Beyond Foundationalism and the Basis of 
Belief," The Journal oj Philosophy 72 (1980): pp. 597-612. Reprinted in Naturalizing 
Egistemology, ed. Hilary Komblith (Cambridge, MA: MIT press, 1985) 
7 J. Pollock, op. cit., p. 81. 
71R. Foley, op. cit., pp. 175-186 
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the term "epistemic justification", it is more natural to say that the belief of 

the man in the example is plainly unjustified. We have a strong intuition 

that, even if he has adequate grounds for the belief that p, if he believes that 

p on some odd reason, then he is not justified in believing that p. For this 

reason, Pollock's distinction between justifiable belief and justified belief 

captures the intended distinction more naturally than the one between 

propositional justification and doxastic justification.72 And a theory of 

epistemic justification is interested in the analysis of justifiedness of a belief 

rather than in the analysis of justifiability of a belief. This is why I am not 

hesitant in introducing the proper connection between a belief and its 

adequate grounds as a factor (necessary condition) of epistemic justification 

of the belief. I will call this the connection factor of epistemic justification. 

Let me say a few words about why I am using the expression 

"connection" instead of the term "basing relation" that is used by most 

epistemologists to describe what is lacking in the above example. The most 

natural interpretation of the claim that A is based on B is that B causes A. 

Therefore, expressing the required relation as a basing relation seems to 

predetermine that the required relation is a causal one. However, some 

epistemologists deny that the required relation between the belief and its 

adequate grounds is a causal one and the third sense of the internalism

externalism distinction tries to remain neutral in this dispute. Therefore, 

using a neutral expression "connection" helps us approach the issue without 

prejudice. 

72John Pollock, op. cit., p. 81. 
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Theories of epistemic justification can be divided into three different 

groups depending upon different ways of accounting for the connection 

factor. The first group claims that what is lacking in the above example is 

the causal relation between a belief and its adequate grounds and, therefore, 

the connection factor is a causal one. This group includes Firth, Goldman, 

Pollock, Marshall Swain, William Alston, etc. The second group alleges that 

what is lacking in the example is the man's belief about the relation between 

a belief and its adequate grounds and, therefore, the connection factor is a 

higher-level belief I call it a higher-level belief because it is a psychological 

state about a psychological state(s). This group includes Keith Lehrer73, 

Laurence Bonjour, and Foley. The third group may claim that what is 

lacking in the above example is the strength of the content relation between 

the belief in question and its grounds. That is, they may try to solve the 

problem of the lack of connection by strengthening the degree of content 

relation between a belief and its grounds by expanding the set of grounds to 

which a belief is related in terms of contents. As a consequence they may 

claim that a belief should be in a proper content relation with all the rest of 

the beliefs of S. I do not think that merely expanding the size of grounds can 

solve the connection problem. And I did not see any clear instance of the 

theory that recognizes the above problem and tries to solve it this way. So I 

will not discuss the third group.74 

The first group of theories require a causal relation between a belief 

and its grounds while the second group of theories require an understanding 

73Keith Lehrer, Theory oj Kllowledge (Boulder: Westview Press, 1990). 
74This group may be called external coherentism. The fact that most coherentists belong 
to the second group in fact shows the implausibility of solving the problem by merely 
expanding the size of grounds. 
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that the belief and its grounds are in a certain (support) relation. The 

difference between these two groups reflects the same difference between 

previous two senses of internalism-externalism contrast. In the first group of 

theories, the third factor, that is the connection factor of epistemic 

justification, is a causation between the belief in question and its adequate 

grounds. As I have argued at the beginning of this chapter, the causation is 

an interaction among the neurological properties of psychological states and, 

therefore, it is not introspectible. On the other hand, in the second group of 

theories, the third factor of epistemic justification is a higher-level belief. 

This higher-level belief is a psychological state that is supposedly 

introspectible. For this reason, these two groups of theories can be classified 

respectively as internalist and as externalist on the basis of the same ground 

on which the distinction between internalism and externalism was made in 

the previous cases. I will call the theories that construe a higher-level belief 

as the connection factor connection internalism and the theories that 

construe a causal relation as the connection factor connection externalism. 

Now let us see how the distinction between connection internal ism 

and connection externalism fares among ground internalist theories.75 

Moreover, in this chapter, I will introduce only the examples of connection 

externalist accounts. For I will focus on the discussion of connection 

75There are two reasons I restrict the application of connection internalism and 
connection externalism to ground intemalist theories. First, ground intemalist theories are 
not theories of epistemic justification, but are analyses of knowledge without epistemic 
justification. Second, it seems to be obvious that ground externalist theories are 
connection extemalist. The nomological implication relation in Armstrong and the 
absence of the accidental by Unger are extemalist in the sense that they do not depend on 
the psychology of a cognitive agent, even if it is not clear whether they can be reduced to 
causal relations. 
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internalist accounts in the next chapter and, therefore, we will have an ample 

chance to look into connection internalist accounts. 

We have seen that there are two different types of ground intemalist 

theories: evidentialism and processism. It is obvious that a processist 

account of epistemic justification has a built-in extemalist analysis of the 

connection factor. In a processist account, justified belief is a belief that is 

produced by an adequate cognitive process and, therefore, the connection 

between the belief and its adequate grounds is a production relation. 

Production is a causal process. This shows that a processist account of 

epistemic justification is connection externalist. On the other hand, an 

evidentialist account of epistemic justification can be either connection 

internalist or connection extemalist, depending upon whether the connection 

between a belief and its adequate grounds is established either by a higher

level belief about the evidential relation between them, or by a causal 

relation that proceeds from the adequate grounds to the belief. 

Alston and Richard Feldman and Earl Conee offer examples of 

evidentialist theories that are connection externalist. According to Alston, 

"[T]he ground of a belief is what it is based on .... And presumably these are 

relations of causal dependence. "76[My emphasis] "What sort of things do 

subjects go on in holding beliefs? .. [T]he prime candidates are the subject's 

other beliefs and experience; and I shall consider grounds to be restricted to 

items of those two categories. "77 The gist of Feldman and Conee's view, 

interpreted in the way relevant to our current discussion is that S is justified 

in believing that p only if the adequate evidence must be SIS basis for 

76W. Alston, "An Internalist Externalism" in Epistemic Justification, pp.277-278. 
77 Ibid., p. 230. 
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believing that p in the sense that S uses the evidence to form the belief that 

p.78 

Summary 

Now I will conclude this chapter by providing a summary of this 

chapter's discussion. From an epistemic point of view, x is internal to S if 

and only if x belongs to the mental dimension of S. According to this 

definition, psychological states and psychological processes are classified as 

internal whereas truth, facts, causation, and etc. are classified as external. 

S is justified in believing that p if and only if the belief that p is in a 

proper connection with its grounds. This formulation suggests three factors 

of epistemic justification. They are the existence of grounds, the adequacy of 

the grounds, and the proper connection between the belief and the grounds. 

A theory of epistemic justification is expected to have three parts that 

provide analyses of the corresponding factors of epistemic justification. 

Depending on how the three factors relevant for justification are defined by a 

theory of epistemic justification, the theory can be classified as internalist or 

78Richard Feldman and Earl Conee, "Evidential ism" , in Philosophical Studies 48 (1985): 
pp. 334-345, p. 340. Their account is interesting in that it is evidentialist and processist at 
the same time. It is because their account can be rephrased as "S is justified in believing 
that p only if SIS believing that p is prOduced by a cognitive process that takes the 
adequate evidence for the belief that p as its input". Their account contrasts with an 
evidentialist account, in which the connection factor is causal but not a production 
relation. In this type of evidentialist accounts, the connection factor can be couched in 
terms of counterfactual causation between a belief and its adequate grounds without being 
committed to the actual production of the belief. Alston seems to endorse this possibility 
because he uses the expression "causal dependence" instead of "causal production". M. 
Swain explicitly endorses a counterfactual account of causation in this regard. See M. 
Swain, Reasons and Knowledge (Ithaca: Cornell Univ. Press, 1981), chapter. 2. 
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as externalist in three different levels. If a theory of epistemic justification 

defines a factor in terms of psychological state or perspective of a cognitive 

agent, the theory is internalist in the corresponding level. If the theory 

defines a factor independently of them, the theory is externalist in the 

corresponding level. 

This discussion illuminates different senses of intemalism that have 

been left unclear in the current discussion of epistemology while it explains 

why all those different internalisms can share the name "internalism." The 

discussions thus far of three different factors of epistemic justification and 

the corresponding three different senses of internalism-extemalism 

distinction would help us understand the territory of epistemic justification 

and, therefore help us keep from confusing different issues in epistemic 

justification. Now I will focus my discussion on connection internalism. 
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Chapter III: Connection Internalism and the Defense 
Account of Epistemic Justification 

The main purpose of this chapter is to acquire a deeper understanding 

of those accounts of epistemic justification that are classified as connection 

internalist. Therefore, most of this chapter will be devoted to the overview of 

three major connection internalists. They are Laurence Bonjour, Keith 

Lehrer, and Richard Foley. 

There are two goals involved in surveying them. The first goal is to 

extract the core claim of diverse connection intemalists. As a result, the main 

claim of their theories will be summarized in terms of the requirement of a 

higher-level belief of the evidential relation between the belief in question 

and its adequate grounds. I will show that this idea derives from the fact that 

they endorse the defense conception of epistemic justification as opposed to 

the genetic conception of epistemic justification. What I am going to show 

additionally is that in their theories the defense conception of epistemic 

justification is usually combined with an ideology of traditional 

epistemology. The ideology is that epistemic justification of a belief for a 

cognitive agent is wholly a function of other psychological states of a 

cognitive agent at the time of holding the given belief. Because of this 

ideology, current defense theorists, represented by Keith Lehrer, Laurence 

Bonjour, and Richard Foley, oppose any type of historical account of 

epistemic justification including genetic accounts. Moreover, because of this 

ideology, some of the defense theorists argue that any type of causal 

consideration is irrelevant to the epistemic justification of beliefs. For this 
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reason, causal analysis of the connection factor of epistemic justification is 

not available to current defense theorists and, therefore, they are inclined to a 

higher-level belief analysis of the connection factor of epistemic 

justification. This is how the distinction between connection internalism and 

connection externalism coincides roughly with the distinction between 

defense accounts and genetic accounts in current epistemology. This is also 

why the term "connection intemalist account" and the term "defense 

account" can be used interchangeably in current epistemology. 

The second goal involved in surveying current connection intemalists 

is to be clear about the differences among their accounts. By doing this, we 

can distinguish the core claim that is common to all the current connection 

internalist accounts from some idiosyncratic features that belong to 

particular theories. Being clear about the differences will be useful when we 

evaluate the criticisms of current connection internalist (or defense) account 

of epistemic justification in the next chapter. 

I will start this chapter by considering two aspects of human 

psychology that respectively are the sources of two different conceptions of 

epistemic justification: genetic conception and defense conception. 

3.1 Two Aspects of Human Psychology and Two Conceptions of Epistemic 

Justification 

The difference between theories classified as connection internalist 

and theories classified as connection extemalist goes deeper than what is 
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revealed as two different ways of analyzing the third factor of epistemic 

justification--connection factor. I claim that the difference in their ways of 

analyzing the connection factor is a manifestation of a fundamental 

difference in their ways of viewing epistemic justification in general. This 

fundamental difference is explained by showing that there are two different 

aspects in human psychology and two different conceptions of epistemic 

justification follow depending upon which aspect is emphasized. 

In one respect, a human cognitive system is like an automated 

machine that takes input from the external world and produces some beliefs 

from that input. Most perceptual beliefs are known to be formed in this 

manner. Focusing on this aspect of human cognitive life will make us look at 

a cognitive agent as an automatic belief-former. On the other hand, human 

beings are interested in more than just keeping the beliefs formed by an 

automated cognitive system. We are interested in examining the formed 

beliefs critically from a viewpoint of checking whether those beliefs are 

reasonable to accept. This goal is attained by finding out the adequate 

grounds for the beliefs in question. Focusing on this aspect of human 

psychology makes us look at human beings as critical examiners. 

The dispute surrounding the analysis of the connection factor 

originates from this double aspect of human cognitive life. Those who 

advocate connection externalism focus on the belief-former aspect of human 

cognitive life and define epistemic justification in terms of it. This gives 

birth to the Genetic Conception of Epistemic Justification, which I 

mentioned in chapter 1. According to genetic conception of epistemic 

justification, an epistemically justified belief amounts to a well-formed 
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belief. Even though genetic theories differ on what can be adequate grounds 

for epistemic justification, they agree that in order for a belief to be justified 

for a person, the belief must be caused by its adequate grounds.79, 80 On the 

other hand, those who advocate connection internalism focus on the critical 

examiner aspect of human cognitive life and define epistemic justification in 

terms of it. According to this, having a critical reflection of a belief in 

question is necessary for being justified in the belief. This critical reflection 

or examination is realized by a certain type of recognition of the justifying 

relation that holds between the belief in question and its adequate grounds. It 

begins to appear that defining epistemic justification by focusing on the 

critical examiner aspect of human psychology is closely related to Defense 

Conception of Epistemic Justification. According to defense conception of 

epistemic justification, what matters for epistemic justification of a belief is 

not how it is formed. What matters for its justification is whether a cognitive 

agent has a defense of the belief. Clearly, having a recognition of the 

evidential relation between the belief in question and its adequate ground is 

one form of having a defense of the belief.81 

I am emphasizing the above fundamental difference in the 

conceptions of epistemic justification because the way I derived three factors 

79 As we have seen in the last chapter, Feldman and Conee claim that a cognitive agent 
must use adequate ('fitting' in their expression) evidence for a belief in order for her to be 
justified in the belief, whereas Goldman claims that the belief in question must be 
produced by a reliable cognitive process. 
80From now on, I will address process reliabilism as an example of connection 
externalist or genetic account of epistemic justification. 
81There is one thing to remark now. It is that having a defense of a belief does not imply 
that a cognitive agent can defend it to other people. A cognitive agent can have some 
beliefs that she cannot verbalize. Likewise, a cognitive agent can have a recognition of 
the evidential relation between the belief in question and its adequate ground without 
being able to verbalize the recognition. In this case, the agent still has a defense of the 
belief for herself, if not to other people. 
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of epistemic justification and thereby three different senses of internalism

externalism contrast may give a wrong impression that the distinction 

between connection intemalism and connection externalism arises only as 

different ways of analyzing the connection factor of epistemic justification. 

To think so is putting the cart before the horse. A more correct way of 

describing the situation is that connection internalists and connection 

externalists provide accounts of epistemic justification from different 

conceptions of epistemic justification. As a result, they end up giving 

different analyses of the connection factor of epistemic justification. In other 

words, the difference in their ways of analyzing the connection factor is one 

manifestation of the deeper difference in their conceptions of epistemic 

justification.82 

If the distinction between connection internalism and connection 

externalism is rooted in a deep discrepancy in their conceptions of epistemic 

justification, the dispute between these two groups of theories boils down to 

the muddy question of what epistemic justification is. I do not know how 

this dispute can be resolved. I doubt that there is a clear ordinary concept of 

epistemic justification that seems to be the last resort to resolve the dispute. I 

have no intention of getting involved in this muddy territorial battle with 

respect to the concept of epistemic justification. The safest way to avoid this 

territorial battle is to acknowledge that there are different concepts of 

epistemic justification.83 

82A defense account and a genetic account are not mutually exclusive in a logical sense. I 
will explain in the next section how they come to oppose each other. 
83Even if one side loses to the other in the territorial battle, it would not neutralize the 
significance of the analysis given by the former. It just loses the name "epistemic 
justification" for its analysandum. It could still maintain the significance as an analysis of 
something epistemically meritorious. 
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However, this should not be taken to mean the complete disintegration 

of the concept of epistemic justification. From the fact that epistemic 

justification is something good, it does not follow that anything good from 

an epistemic point of view is epistemic justification. Obviously, a belief 

having grounds is good compared to the belief having no ground. However, 

not all the beliefs having grounds are justified beliefs. Beliefs having 

"adequate" grounds are good compared to beliefs having inadequate 

grounds. However, not all the beliefs having adequate grounds are justified 

beliefs. Beliefs "properly" connected with adequate grounds are good 

compared to beliefs nor properly connected with adequate grounds. Now we 

can say that those beliefs properly connected with adequate grounds are 

justified beliefs.84 Our ordinary concept of epistemic justification gives us 

this much guideline for the use of the concept of epistemic justification. 

From our ordinary concept of epistemic justification we cannot expect a 

more detailed guideline over what sort of things should be grounds, what are 

the adequate grounds, and what is the proper connection. This explains how 

we can draw a boundary for the use of the term "epistemic justification" 

while allowing different concepts of epistemic justification. In sum, if a 

theory provides successful accounts for each of the three factors of epistemic 

justification presented in chapter 2, it is a theory of epistemic justification. 

Otherwise, it is not a theory of epistemic justification even if it may be an 

account of something good from an epistemic point of view. 

84As I said in chapter 1, being properly connected with adequate grounds is not sufficient 
for epistemic justification. One additional condition for epistemic justification is the 
absence of defeaters. An analysis of defeaters goes beyond my current project. 
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3.2 Connection Internalists 

In this section, we will look at current defense theorists' own words 

about their views about epistemic justification. This will help us extract the 

core claim of defense accounts. 

<Laurence BonJOUr> 

According to BonJour, 

I. "[O]ne's cognitive endeavors are epistemically justified only if and to 
the extent that they are aimed at this goal (of truth), ... To accept a 
belief in the absence of such a reason .. .is to neglect the pursuit of 
truth; such acceptance is ... epistemically irresponsible. My 
contention here is that the idea of avoiding such irresponsibility, of 
being epistemically responsible in one's believings, is the core of 
the notion of epistemic justification. "85 

II. "Part of one's epistemic duty is to reflect critically upon one's beliefs, 
and such critical reflection precludes believing things to which one 
has, to one's knowledge, no reliable means of epistemic access ... for 
a belief to be justified for a particular person it is necessary not 
only that there be true premises or reasons somehow available in 
the situation that could in principle provide a basis for justification, 
but also that the believer in question know or at least justifiably 
believe some such set of premises or reasons and thus be himself in 
a position to offer the corresponding justification. "86 

III. "One reason why externalism may seem initially plausible is that if 
the external relation in question genuinely obtains, then Norman 
[who has reliable clairvoyance but who does not know that he has 

85 Laurence Bonjour, The Structure oj Empirical Know/edge, p.6. 
86Ibid. pp. 42-3. 
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it] will in fact not go wrong in accepting the belief, and it is, in a 
sense, not an accident that this is so: it would not be an accident 
from the standpoint of our hypothetical observer who knows all the 
relevant facts and laws. But how is this supposed to justify 
Norman's belief? From his subjective perspective, it is an accident 
that the belief is true. And the suggestion here is that the rationality 
or justifiability of Norman's belief should not be judged from one 
which is unavailable to him."87 

IV. "But how exactly is the possession of this property (call it ¢) 
supposed to confer epistemic justification or warrant upon some 
particular belief B of the relevant sort? For it to do so, the 
following two conditions must, in light of our previous discussion, 
be satisfied: First, I must believe, with justification, that beliefs 
which have property ¢ are likely, to the appropriate degree, to be 
true ... second, I must also apparently believe, again with 
justification, that belief B does have property ¢ ... " [Emphasis 
mine]88 

Bonjour is claiming that S is justified in believing that p only if he is in a 

position to offer a justificatory argument that the belief that p is true (or at 

least likely to be true). (II) The same idea is expressed in the view that, when 

the belief that p is true, the truth must not be an accident from his own 

subjective perspective. (III) According to Bonjour, the only way that Scan 

avoid the accidentality of the truth of the belief that p from subjective 

perspective is to have ajustificatory argument in his own perspective that 

shows that the belief that p is true. So we can say that in Bonjour what is 

required for the justification of the belief that p is the subjective grasp of a 

justificatory argument for the belief that p and it is obvious that this 

subjective grasp of the argument consists of a cognitive grasp of the grounds 

87 Ibid. pp. 43-4. 
88Ibid., pp. 80-81. 
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for the belief that p and the evidential relation between the belief and its 

grounds. This cognitive grasp amounts to what we have been calling higher

level belief in connection internalism. 

One interesting feature of Bonjour's view is that the concept of 

epistemic justification is closely tied with deontological concepts such as 

"epistemic responsibility" (I) and "epistemic duty" (II). That is, believing 

that p when a cognitive agent does not have a justificatory argument for the 

belief in her own perspective is epistemically irresponsible and it violates 

epistemic duty. Being epistemically responsible with respect to believing 

that p is necessary for being justified in believing that p. Therefore, it 

follows that S is justified in believing that p only if S has a justificatory 

argument for the belief that p in her perspective. Rephrasing this point in 

terms of my own terms, Bonjour is saying that S is justified in holding the 

belief that p on the basis of grounds G only if she has a higher-level belief to 

the effect that G makes the belief that p likely to be true. This higher-level 

belief is about the justifying relation between the belief in question and its 

adequate grounds. 

Another thing that characterizes Bonjour's connection internal ism is 

that Bonjour requires higher-level beliefs to be a belief justified for a 

cognitive agent. IV expresses this point very clearly. Bonjour applies this 

idea to the criticism of foundationalism and claims that "If we let l2> represent 

the feature or characteristic, whatever it may be, which distinguishes basic 

empirical beliefs from other empirical beliefs, then in an acceptable 

foundationalist account a particular empirical belief B could qualify as basic 
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only if the premises of the following justificatory argument were adequately 

justified: 

(1) B has feature lZS. 

(2) beliefs having feature lZS are highly likely to be true. 

Therefore, B is highly likely to be true."89 [Emphasis mine] 

Applying this idea to the case of beliefs justified on the basis of some 

evidence, Bonjour would claim that S is justified in believing that p on the 

basis of evidence E only if she is justified in holding another (higher-level) 

belief that E makes the belief that p highly likely to be true. This example 

clearly shows that Bonjour requires the higher-level belief for the 

justification of any lower -level belief and, moreover, that he requires this 

higher-level belief to be justified for a cognitive agent. 

<Keith Lehrer> 

Lehrer says: 

"If the clock is in fact running properly, but...you have no idea that this 

is so, you will have received the information from a reliable source; but 

your ignorance prevents you from recognizing that the information is 

correct, from knowing that it is correct, even though you may believe it 

89/bid., P 31. 
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to be so. It is information that we recognize to be genuine that yields the 

characteristically human sort of knowledge that distinguishes us as adult 

cognizers from machines, other animals, and even our childhood 

selves. "90 

According to Lehrer, what distinguishes human sort of knowledge from 

other sorts of knowledge is that, when S knows that p, S has a recognition 

that the belief that p is correct. Since epistemology is interested in providing 

an analysis of human sort of knowledge, having a recognition that the belief 

that p is correct is a necessary condition of knowledge. Lehrer incorporates 

this necessary condition of knowledge as a necessary condition of epistemic 

justification. Then it follows that S is justified in believing that p only if S 

has a recognition that the belief that p is correct. This recognition concerns 

the likelihood of the propositional content of the belief in question 

(information included in the belief) . 

Lehrer says, "Suppose I believe I see a typewriter beneath my fingers. 

For my belief to be justified, I must have some independent information 

about what I see, namely, that a thing that looks like the thing beneath my 

fingers is a typewriter. In short, whenever I see a thing of a certain kind, my 

being justified in the belief that I am seeing a thing of that kind depends on 

independent information I have about how things of that kind look. This 

information justifies me in concluding that the thing I see is such an 

object. "91 Shortly thereafter he also says, " .. .if something looks red to a 

person, she cannot justifiably conclude that it is red from the formula that 

90Lehrer, Theory oj Knowledge, pA 
91Ibid., p. 64 



red things look red in standard conditions to normal observers. She would 

also need to know that the conditions are standard and that she is normal." 

[Emphasis mine]92 

84 

In the above, Lehrer is focusing on the discussion of perceptual beliefs 

that are supposed to be justified on the basis of sensory experience. For those 

beliefs are usually presented as examples of basic beliefs by foundationalist 

accounts of epistemic justification. Lehrer is criticizing foundationalism and 

defending the coherence theory of epistemic justification. Anyway, the main 

point of his argument is that S cannot be justified in a perceptual belief that p 

on the basis of some sensory experience E by just holding the belief that p 

when E exists. She is justified in the belief only if she has a separate belief 

that contains information such that in the given circumstances it is true that p 

because E holds. For example, when I believe that"A is red on the basis of 

A's looking red, I amjustified in believing that A is red on the basis of that 

sensory experience only if I have a belief with information that in normal 

circumstances where things look red they are red and another belief with the 

information that I am in normal circumstances. Lehrer would make the same 

claim when the grounds are not sensory experience, but other beliefs. 

In sum, according to Lehrer, for me to be justified in holding the 

belief on the basis of grounds G, I must believe that in the given situation it 

is likely to be true that p given G. Again, this is a belief about the evidential 

relation between the belief in question and its adequate grounds. 

Lehrer's position toward the epistemic status of the required higher

level belief is not very clear. As we have seen, he clearly claims that for me 

92 Ibid. 
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to be justified in a perceptual belief, e. g., that I see a zebra, my belief 

system must include the background information to the effect that in the 

given perceptual circumstances the belief that I see a zebra is a trustworthy 

guide (likely to be true). This background information is the higher-level 

belief in my terminology. Moreover, in the face of the foundationalist 

objection that the higher-level belief must be justified, Lehrer says, "She will 

inquire how that claim [higher-level belief] is itself justified. The claim that I 

am trustworthy in any particular matter under any special set of 

circumstances may be justified on the basis of things that I accept. "93 The 

fact that he is using the expression 'may' in his response suggests that the 

higher-level belief does not have to be justified for a cognitive agent.94 This 

may make it controversial to interpret Lehrer as being committed to the 

claim that higher-level beliefs must be justified for a cognitive agent. 

However, I believe, Lehrer is committed to the claim that the higher

level beliefs must be justified for a cognitive agent. As we have seen in the 

previous quotation, Lehrer claims that a cognitive agent has to know that she 

is normal and the given perceptual condition is standard, in order for her to 

be justified in a perceptual belief. Lehrer looks upon epistemic justification 

as a necessary condition of knowledge. Therefore, it follows that, for S to be 

justified in believing that p, she must be justified in holding the 

corresponding higher-level belief. Moreover, with regard to the above belief 

concerning a zebra, he says, " I must have reason to think that I can tell a 

93Ibid., p. 122. 
941 do not know how using 'may' can be a response to the above foundationalist 
objection. The point of the objection was that the higher-level beliefs must be justified. 
Therefore, to answer this challenge, it seems that Lehrer must show either that the 
objection is misguided or that in his theory higher-level beliefs are justified. 
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zebra when I see one in circumstances like those I am in at the moment and, 

consequently, am trustworthy in such matters. "95 The best way to construe 

"having reason to think" is to look at it as "being justified in thinking or 

believing." This makes it plausible to interpret Lehrer as being committed to 

the requirement of the justification of higher-level beliefs. 

There is one difference between Lehrer and Bonjour. As we have 

seen, Bonjour derives or justifies the higher-level belief requirement by 

construing the concept of epistemic justification as a deontological concept. 

In a sense, according to Bonjour, believing that p is justified for S if and 

only if S's believing that p is a result of doing the best she can in achieving 

the goal of attaining truth and avoiding falsity. On the other hand, Lehrer 

directs our attention directly to the critical examiner aspect of human 

psychology (characteristically human knowledge in Lehrer'S term), which 

we considered in the previous section. Then he defines epistemic 

justification accordingly. This difference is of some importance because 

there is a criticism of an attempt to derive an analysis of epistemic 

justification from a deontological conception of epistemic justification. If 

this criticism succeeds, it will be a problem for Bonjour, but not for Lehrer. 

We will consider this criticism in the next chapter. All I want to say now is 

that there are versions of connection internal ism, i.e., Lehrer's, that do not 

derive the requirement of higher-level belief from deontological conception 

of epistemic justification. 

95Lehrer, op. cit., p. 121. 
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<Richard Foley> 

Foley alleges: 

"[W]hat it is epistemically rational for an individual to believe is a 
function of what it is appropriate for him to believe given his 
perspective and given that one of his goals is to believe truths and not to 
believe falsehoods. "96 

"By its very nature, an adequate theory of epistemic rationality must be 
an intemalist theory, one that seeks to describe from the person's own 
perspective what is appropriate for him to believe insofar as he is 
interested in believing truths and not believing falsehoods. "97 

The above quotations sound very much like Bonjour with "appropriate to 

believe" replaced for deontological terms such as epistemic responsibility 

and epistemic duty used by Bonjour. However, if we take a close look, it is 

not clear that the above quotations suggest a higher-level belief requirement 

for the justification of lower-level beliefs. It is because, in Foley, a person's 

perspective at tl seems to includes more than the set of beliefs she holds at 

tl. As we have seen in chapter 2 with respect to criterion intemalism, Foley 

claims that the adequacy criterion is decided by ideal reflection of a 

cognitive agent. The point is that for S to be justified in believing that p on 

the basis of E, S would believe on ideal reflection that E makes it likely true 

that p. This claim does not imply that S must have a higher-level belief about 

the evidential relation between the belief that p and E at the time of believing 

that p. This suggests that the perspective of a cognitive agent includes more 

96Foley, 11le Theory of Epistemic Rationality, p. 159 
97/bid., p.167. 
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than the beliefs she actually holds. It includes the beliefs she would hold on 

ideal reflection. 

Moreover, Foley claims that there is a sense of epistemic justification 

in which S is justified in believing that p if and only if S has adequate 

grounds for the belief that p. According to this sense of epistemic 

justification, it is not necessary that the belief that p and its grounds are 

"connected" and merely having adequate grounds is sufficient for epistemic 

justification. He calls this sense of epistemic justification "propositional 

justification" ,98 borrowing the terms from Roderick Firth.99 Still he 

acknowledges that there is another sense of epistemic justification in which 

the third factor of epistemic justification, the connection between the belief 

and its ground, is necessary for epistemic justification. He calls this sense of 

epistemic justification "doxastic justification. "100 Here he moves toward 

connection internalism. After discussing the connection problem, he defines 

doxastic justification as follows: "S's belief that p is epistemically rational in 

the doxastic sense just if (1) S's belief that p is epistemically rational in the 

propositional sense, (2) there is an argument A that S believes is a good 

argument for p, and (3) this belief also is epistemically rational for S in the 

propositional sense, ... ".101 [My emphasis] This clearly shows that, as soon as 

Foley acknowledges the connection problem, he becomes a connection 

internalist. In Foley, for S to be doxastically justified in believing that p, S 

98Indeed Foley uses the expression, "rationality," instead of justification. In the context 
of our discussion it does not make any difference. So I will use justification for rationality 
to avoid unnecessary confusion. 
99Roderick Firth, "Are Epistemic Concepts Reducible to Ethical Ones?", in Values alld 
Morals cds. A. Goldman and Jaegwon Kim (Dordrecht: Reidel, 1978), pp. 215-229. 
l00Again this term is borrowed from Firth. See, op. cit. 
101R. Foley, op. cit., p.I80. 
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must have an argument for the belief that p and furthermore he must believe 

that the argument is a good argument for p. As we all know, an argument 

consists of a conclusion, the belief that p, and premises, which are grounds 

for the belief that p. Therefore, it follows that, for S to be justified in 

believing that p, S must have a higher-level belief about the support relation 

between the belief that p and its grounds.102 Moreover, he agrees with Lehrer 

and Bonjour that the higher-level belief must be justified. 

However, Foley's account is different from those by Lehrer and 

Bonjour in that, according to Foley, the justification required for higher

level beliefs is propositional justification. On the other hand, Lehrer and 

Bonjour take the doxastic justification as the only concept of justification 

and, therefore, the justification required for higher-level beliefs by Lehrer 

and Bonjour is doxastic justification. As I have argued, there is no sense of 

epistemic justification that is captured by "propositional justification". The 

beliefs that satisfy the conditions specified by propositional justification are 

epistemically more desirable than those that don't. But this does not mean 

that the former beliefs are epistemically justified for a cognitive agent. Then, 

Foley's requirement on the epistemic status of higher-level beliefs is not the 

requirement of epistemic justification. As for now, let us just notice that 

there is a subtle difference between Lehrer and Bonjour's requirement on the 

epistemic status of higher-level belief and Foley's. In the next chapter, we 

will discuss extensively whether the epistemic status of higher-level beliefs 

matters within connection intemalism and, if so, what the epistemic status of 

higher-level beliefs should be within connection intemalism. 

102For more detailed discussion of propositional justification vs. doxastic justification, 
see chapter 4 of The Theory oj Epistemic Rationality. 
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Now that we have surveyed the theories of current connection 

internalists, it is time to summarize the core idea of connection intemalism 

and consider its ramifications. The discussion of the last section gives us the 

core idea of epistemic justification shared by those who are classified as 

connection internalists in the last chapter. It is summarized as follows: 

(CI) S is justified in believing that p on the basis of ground(s) G only if: 

S has ajustified higher-level belief that, given G, it is likely to be 

true that p. 103 

Actually, as we have seen, Lehrer and Bonjour have not presented (CI) as an 

analysis of the connection factor of epistemic justification whereas Foley has 

presented (CI) as an analysis of the connection factor. In Lehrer and 

Bonjour, (CI) is a formulation of the core idea of their conception of 

epistemic justification achieved regardless of the consideration of the 

connection factor. The core idea comes from their conception of epistemic 

justification which I call the defense conception of epistemic justification. 

For example, BonJour said that for S to be justified in believing that p at to, 

l03In (CI), the higher-level belief is not an epistemic belief. That is, its content does not 
include any epistemic concept such as 'evidence', 'adequate', etc. This is an important 
difference because it is less likely that people have epistemic higher-level beliefs than 
that people have higher-level beliefs of (CI). However, from now on, I will sometimes 
construe higher-level beliefs about evidential relations or about adequate grounding 
relations, ignoring the above difference. If any problem arise because of this, the content 
of higher-level beliefs has to be interpreted as about the probabilifying relation as 
specified in (CI). 



91 

S must be in a position to provide an argument for the belief that p at to. 

Lehrer said that having an information to the effect that the belief in question 

is likely to be true given the ground is a necessary condition for being 

justified in holding the belief. It is plausible to say that "having an argument 

for the belief in question" and "having information concerning the likelihood 

of the belief" are all different ways of expressing the same idea "having a 

defense of the belief." (CI) is the one both Lehrer and Bonjour arrived at as 

a result of analyzing epistemic justification according to the defense 

conception. So, (CI) is more than a connection internalist analysis of the 

connection factor of epistemic justification. It conveys the core idea of those 

epistemologists who endorse the defense conception of epistemic 

justification. 

The case of Foley is different from the case of Lehrer or Bonjour. 

Foley does not come out and say that having a certain type of defense 

(argument or information of the reasonableness) for the belief that p is a 

necessary condition of the justification of the belief that p. All that he makes 

clear from the beginning of his argument is that epistemic justification has to 

be subjective. That is, epistemic justification of a belief is a function of the 

perspective of a cognitive agent at the time of holding the belief. 

The construal of epistemic justification as a function of what is given 

to the perspective of a cognitive agent keeps Foley from introducing 

causality for the analysis of any ingredient of epistemic justification. 

Whether the causation is the causation of the initial formation of a belief or it 

is causation of the sustenance of the belief, the causation in itself is not 

something that is given to the perspective of a cognitive agent. For this 
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reason, when he recognizes the importance of the connection factor for 

epistemic justification and has to provide an analysis of it, he becomes 

committed to (CI). That is, he becomes a defense theorist in the process of 

incorporating the connection factor into his account of epistemic 

justification. When his basic view about epistemic justification is combined 

with the necessity of a connection factor for epistemic justification, (CI) is 

the only option for the analysis of the connection factor available to Foley. 

This is how Foley commits himself to (CI) and, therefore, to the defense 

account of epistemic justification. 104 

The conclusion I can draw from the discussion thus far is that (CI) 

plays two important roles in current defense accounts of epistemic 

justification. First, it realizes the core idea that resides in their conception of 

epistemic justification such that having a defense of the belief is necessary 

for the justification of the belief. On the other hand, it is an analysis of the 

connection factor of epistemic justification within defense account of 

epistemic justification. 

The situation is very similar for those who endorse genetic conception 

of epistemic justification. According to genetic conception of epistemic 

justification, the justification of a belief amounts to the well-formedness or 

well-sustainedness of the belief. That is, a belief is justified for S if and only 

if SIS believing that p is initially caused or causally sustained by the adequate 

I04Even then, Foley makes a distinction between propositional justification and doxastic 
justification and puts more weight throughout his discussion on the analysis of 
propositional justification. This shows that Foley is not as loyal a defense theorist of 
epistemic justification as Lehrer and Bonjour are. However, the concept of epistemic 
justification is captured by doxastic justification, not by propositional justification, as I 
have argued. Therefore, Foley is a defense theorist of epistemic justification because he is 
committed to (CI) in his analysis of epistemic justification. 
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summarized as: 
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(CE) S is justified in believing that p only if S's believing that p is caused 

(either for initial formation or for continuation of the belief) by adequate 

grounds for the belief. 

(CE) would express the core idea of genetic conception of epistemic 

justification and it expresses the genetic theory's analysis of the connection 

factor of epistemic justification. 

The contrast between (CI) and (CE) manifests the most significant 

difference between the defense account of epistemic justification and the 

genetic account of epistemic justification. It is because both genetic account 

and defense account do not show any significant difference in their analyses 

of the first two factors of epistemic justification. For example, we have seen 

that there are two different types of genetic theories: processist and 

evidentialist. Among defense theories, there can be two different types of 

theories that correspond to the above. For example, a theory that claims that 

S is justified in believing that p only if S is justified in believing that the 

belief that p is produced by a reliable cognitive process is a processist 

defense account. On the other hand, the defense accounts we have seen with 

respect to Lehrer and Bonjour are evidentialist defense accounts. This fact 

that the distinction between defense account of epistemic justification and 

genetic account of epistemic justification is mainly reflected by the 

105For a suggestive remark on causal sustenance relation, see Alvin Goldman, "A Causal 
TheoI)' of Knowing", fn. 7. 



distinction between (CI) and (CE) makes it reasonable to identify the two 

distinctions. Moreover, as we can think of two different versions of 

connection internalism (defense account) with respect to the adequacy 

criterion, we can think of two different versions of connection externalism 

(genetic account) with respect to the adequacy criterion. 
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However, the match between defense account and connection 

internalism and the match between genetic account and connection 

externalism should not be exaggerated. Because those matches rely on the 

accidental feature of current epistemology. That is, current defense theorists 

of epistemic justification refuse to incorporate any type of causal component 

in the analysis of epistemic justification whereas current genetic theorists 

refuse to incorporate any higher-level belief as necessary condition for 

epistemic justification of lower-level beliefs. We are going to see how the 

defense accounts argue against (CE) and genetic account against (CI). As we 

will see, genetic theorists have a reason for arguing against (CI), which is 

independent from their own conception of epistemic justification. Likewise 

for defense theorists. That is, defense theorists argue against (CE) for a 

reason that is not inherent in defense conception of epistemic justification. 

I suggested in the above paragraph that in current epistemology the 

distinction between defense account and genetic account corresponds to the 

distinction between connection internalism and connection internalism. 

Therefore, it is reasonable to identify defense account with connection 

internalist account and genetic account with connection externalist account. 

However, one possible bad effect of such identifications is that it keeps 

people from looking into unsearched logical space seriously. For example, 
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the best defense account of epistemic justification might be accomplished by 

incorporating some causal component in the analysis of epistemic 

justification. Or worse, any defense account might have to incorporate some 

causal component in its analysis of epistemic justification. All I want to 

point out at this juncture is that there is no logical reason for a defense 

account not to incorporate a causal component and no logical reason for a 

genetic account not to incorporate higher-level beliefs as necessary for 

justification of lower-level beliefs. In fact, I will construct a defense account 

of epistemic justification in which the causal component plays a very 

important role. In the remainder of this chapter, I will consider how genetic 

theorists refuse (CI) and defense theorists refuse (CE). But I will focus more 

on the discussion of why current defense accounts refuse to incorporate any 

causal consideration in their account of epistemic justification. It is because 

my project is to evaluate current defense accounts and provide the best 

defense account of epistemic justification. 

First, let us look at what a genetic theory would look like when it 

incorporates (CI). Such a theory would claim that S is justified in believing 

that p only if SIS believing that p is caused by adequate grounds for the belief 

and by the higher-level belief about the justifying relation between the belief 

that p and the adequate grounds. However, unless a theorist is independently 

motivated by defense conception of epistemic justification, it is hard to 

imagine why a genetic theorist of epistemic justification would endorse the 

requirement of higher-level beliefs. Indeed, most genetic theorists deny the 

requirement of higher-level beliefs for the justification of lower-level beliefs. 

They deny the requirement sometimes for the reason that it implies too 
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intellectualistic a model of epistemic justification and sometimes for the 

reason that such a requirement springs from a level-confusion in 

epistemology. The gist of the latter claim is that such a higher-level belief is 

needed for a cognitive agent to be justified in believing that the belief in 

question is justified for her. I will discuss all these criticisms extensively in 

the next chapter. For now, let us notice that a genetic theory is unmotivated 

to include the requirement of higher-level beliefs in its framework and 

current genetic theorists actually deny the requirement. 

Most defense theorists of epistemic justification deny the relevance of 

any causal consideration to justification of beliefs. Lehrer is very clear about 

this point. He says, "[w]hat a person originally believes as a result of 

prejudice may later be accepted on the basis of scientific evidence ... .Indeed, 

it may well be that the evidence in no way explains why the person holds the 

belief, even though her justification for the belief is based on the 

evidence."l06[My emphasis] What Lehrer claims by the use of the expression 

"in no way" is that not only the actual causal production relation between a 

belief and its evidence, but also any type of causal relation--counterfactual 

causation or causal sustenance--between them, is irrelevant to the 

justification of the belief. As we have seen, Foley claims that epistemic 

justification is a function of what belongs to the perspective of a cognitive 

agent. It is clear that causality does not belong to the perspective of a 

cognitive agent. Moreover, where he criticizes reliabilist accounts of 

epistemic justification, he attempts to show that causal consideration is not 

necessary for epistemic justification of beliefs. In criticizing the 

106K. Lehrer, op. cit., pp. 168-169. __ .. 
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justification, Foley says, " 
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"Indeed, since for any nontrivial, causal-historical requirement, it is 
possible to imagine pairs of situations of the above sort, such that in only 
one is the purported requirement met even though what the person thinks, 
what he believes, what he would believe on reflection, what he 
experiences, and so on, is the same in both, a more general conclusion 
follows. Any account of rational belief that requires an individual's belief 
to have an appropriate history is not an account of epistemically rational 
belief." 107 

The gist of Foley's claim is the identical set of rational beliefs follow from 

the identical set of psychological states including the ideal reflection of a 

cognitive agent. According to him, two cognitive states with the same set of 

psychological states are epistemic twins. "[A]ny belief that is doxastically 

rational for him in one situation is doxastically rational for him in the 

other." 108 John Pollock points out a similar trend in traditional epistemology. 

He says, "Until quite recently, it was customarily assumed by 

epistemologists that the justifiability of a belief is a function exclusively of 

what beliefs one holds-of one's "doxastic state". To say this is to say that if 

one holds precisely the same beliefs in two possible circumstances, then no 

matter how those circumstances differ with respect to things other than what 

one believes, there will be no difference in what beliefs are justified under 

those circumstances. I will call this the doxastic assumption, and an 

epistemological theory conforming to this assumption will be called a 

doxastic theory. "109 Doxastic Assumption is different from the assumption 

107Richard Foley, op, cit., p. 186. 
108/bid. 
109John Pollock, COlllemporary Theories of Knowledge, p. 19. 
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endorsed by Foley because Foley's assumption includes not only beliefs, but 

also non-doxastic psychological states. So, I will call the assumption that 

epistemic justification is exclusively a function of the psychological states-

doxastic or non-doxastic--of a cognitive agent the Psychologistic 

Assumption.IIO 

Bonjour's attitude toward the requirement of causality is not as clear 

as those of Lehrer and Foley. When he provides a series of counterexamples 

for process reliabilism, what he intends to show is not that "being produced 

by a reliable" process is not necessary for the justification of the belief in 

question. What he tries to show is that it is not sufficient for the justification 

of beliefs. His point is that it is not sufficient because having a higher-level 

belief as expressed in (CI) is necessary for epistemic justification of 

beliefs.1 11 On the other hand, he suggests the necessity of some type of 

causality for justification of beliefs. He says, "Thus, for example, a belief 

might be originally arrived at through sheer wishful thinking (and hence be 

at that point unjustified); but if the person in question subsequently becomes 

aware of a suitable inferential justification and from some point on continues 

to maintain the belief only because oj that justification, then the belief as 

subsequently held will be inferentially justified in spite of the way in which 

it originated."ll2 [Emphasis mine] This quotation denies the causal 

production relation between a belief in question and its adequate grounds. 

1101 don't think it is clear whether traditional epistemology conforms to the doxastic 
assumption or psychologistic assumption. I will leave this issue unresolved because it 
will not affect my argument. 
111 L. Bonjour, op. cit., pp. 34-52. 
112L. Bonjour, op. cit., p. 19. 
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sustenance--between the higher-level belief and the belief in question. 
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What we have seen is that current defense theories of epistemic 

justification tend to deny the relevance of any causal consideration for the 

justification of beliefs. However, the denial of the causal consideration is not 

an inherent feature of defense conception of epistemic justification. Defense 

theorists of epistemic justification tend to deny the relevance of causal 

relation because they are affiliated with an independent doctrine that has 

been governing traditional epistemology: Psychologistic Assumption. That 

is, the endorsement of psychologistic assumption makes the current defense 

theorists deny the relevance of any causal consideration when they deny it 

and, therefore, make them connection internalists. 

Summary and a Concluding Remark 

Let me summarize the discussion so far. (CI) implies the defense 

conception of epistemic justification as (CE) implies the genetic conception 

of epistemic justification. Moreover, in current epistemology, defense 

theorists endorse (CI) to the exclusion of (CE) and genetic theorists endorse 

(CE) to the exclusion of (CI). This makes it justifiable to identify the 

distinction between defense conception and genetic conception with the 

distinction between internalism and externalism in the third sense at least in 

the current state of epistemology. However, the above identification is an 

accidental feature of current epistemology (that is inherited from the 
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psychologistic assumption of traditional epistemology). It is a live possibility 

that a theory combines both (CI) and (CE) within one account of epistemic 

justification. This account would be both a genetic and a defense account of 

epistemic justification. A more extreme case is to provide a defense account 

of epistemic justification that analyzes the connection factor in terms of 

some type of causation without requiring higher-level belief. I emphasize 

this possibility because a defense account of epistemic justification which I 

construct in chapter 5 endorses the defense conception of epistemic 

justification without requiring explicitly represented higher-level beliefs for 

the justification of lower-level beliefs. This suggests that a theory endorsing 

(CI) is a defense theory of epistemic justification but a defense theory of 

epistemic justification does not have to accept (CI). 

In the next chapter, I will consider current criticisms of defense 

accounts of epistemic justification. Those criticisms focus heavily on (CI). 

As I have said, in current epistemology, the defense account of epistemic 

justification is identified with (CI). Therefore, it is natural that the criticisms 

of defense account focus on (CI). However, there is an epistemologist who 

endorses a defense conception of epistemic justification without accepting 

(CI). This is William Alston. Therefore, it is fair to look at Alston's account 

before closing this chapter. 

According to Alston: 

"What is missing .. .is any basis or ground that S has, possesses, for his 
belief, anything that he can point to or specify as that which gives him 
something to go on in believing this, any sign or indication he has that 
the belief is true. Wherever nothing like this is involved, we feel uneasy 
in taking S's belief to be justified. Thus it looks as if there is a basic, 
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belief that attaches to our concept of epistemic justification." 113 
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"I suggest that the concept was developed, and got its hold on us, 
because of the practice of critical reflection on our beliefs, of 
challenging their credentials and responding to such challenges-in short 
the practice of attempting to justify beliefs ... .It is only because we 
participate in such activities, only because we are alive to their 
importance, that the question of whether someone is in a state of being 
justified in holding a belief is of live interest to us." 114 

In the second quotation, Alston explains how the accessibility requirement 

is to be incorporated into our analysis of epistemic justification. "I am 

inclined to think that the requirement is a fundamental constituent of our 

concept of epistemic justification, though I do not take that to imply that 

there can be no sort of explanation for its presence." 115 The crux of the 

explanation is that the concept of epistemic justification depends for its 

existence on the people's dialectic of challenging the reasonableness of 

accepting beliefs and defending it as a response. This clearly suggests that 

Alston endorses the defense conception of epistemic justification. Exactly 

because Alston endorses the defense conception of epistemic justification, he 

presents the cognitive accessibility of grounds by a cognitive agent as a 

necessary condition for S's being justified in holding a belief that is justified 

on the basis of the above grounds. 

113William Alston, "Internalism and Externalism in Epistemology", in his Epistemic 
Justification, p. 216 
114William Alston, "An Internalist Externalism", in his Epistemic Justification, p. 236. 
115Alston, "Internalism and Externalism in Epistemology," in his Epistemic 
Justification, p. 225. 
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However, what is odd in Alston's account is that the relation between 

a belief and its grounds is not required to be accessed. According to what he 

said, having a defense of a belief in question gives birth to the accessibility 

requirement as an inherent component of our concept of epistemic 

justification. The natural implementation of this understanding into the 

analysis of epistemic justification would be that S is justified in believing 

that p only if S has an access to the justifying relation between the belief in 

question and its adequate grounds. To have access to the reasonableness of 

accepting a belief, S must have access to the support relation between the 

belief and its grounds. In other words, even though having access to the 

grounds is crucial for defending a belief, it is not sufficient. We can easily 

imagine a case in which a cognitive agent has cognitive access to adequate 

grounds for a belief without recognizing the evidential relation between 

them. In this case, the cognitive agent would not have a defense of the belief. 

To have access to the support relation between the belief and its ground is 

crucial for having a defense of the belief in question. In a word, Alston's 

explanation of why the requirement of cognitive access is inherent in our 

concept of epistemic justification does not match his own specification of 

the requirement. In the next chapter, we will see why Alston comes to refuse 

to incorporate cognitive access to the evidential relation between a belief and 

its adequate grounds as a necessary condition for the justification of the 

belief. 116 

What we need to notice is that Alston derives the accessibility 

requirement on grounds from the defense conception of epistemic 

116As it will get clear, it is the consideration of the psychological implausibility of such a 
requirement. 



103 

justification but he refuses the accessibility requirement on the evidential 

relation between a belief in question and its adequate grounds. This is why 

he is not a connection intemalist. As far as the connection goes, he requires 

some type of causal relation between a belief and its adequate grounds. This 

makes him an internalist in the first and second senses of intemalism, but 

extemalist in the third sense of externalism. However, it is odd to restrict the 

accessibility requirement on the grounds as long as he derives it from the 

defense conception of epistemic justification. This creates a dilemma for 

him. He either has to take the defense conception of epistemic justification 

seriously and bite the bullet by incorporating the higher-level belief about 

the evidential relation between a belief and its adequate grounds as 

necessary for the justification of the belief. Or , he has to stick with the 

genetic conception of epistemic justification and disregard the defense 

conception of epistemic justification, therefore, any accessibility 

requirement. Maybe, Alston can respond by claiming that the accessibility 

requirement on the grounds is enough to realize the defense conception of 

epistemic justification. 117 This is not very obvious and Alston has not 

provided any argument to that effect. In the mean time, we can safely 

identify the defense account of epistemic justification with (CI). 

117In a sense, my defense account of epistemic justification would explain how it is 
possible to realize the defense conception of epistemic justification, just by incorporating 
some requirement on the psychological accessibility of grounds, without requiring the 
higher-level belief. See chapter 5. 
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We have reviewed current defense accounts of epistemic justification. 

The discussion in the last chapter has shown that, according to the defense 

conception of epistemic justification, however well a belief may be produced 

or formed or however well a belief may be logically related to its grounds, a 

cognitive agent is not justified in believing that p unless she has some first

person reason to think that the belief is likely to be true. This common spirit 

is expressed or justified in different ways by different people: when the 

belief is true, its truth must not be an accident from a subjective point of 

view and the cognitive agent must be in a position to offer ajustificatory 

argument for the belief. (Bonjour) The cognitive agent must have 

independent information that the belief is genuine or correct. (Lehrer) There 

must be an argument that the cognitive agent believes is a good argument for 

the belief. (Foley) In the last chapter I summarized the common spirit of 

them by the following principle: 

(CI) S is justified in believing that p on the basis of ground(s) G only if: 

S has ajustified higher-level belief that, given G, it is likely to be 

true that p. 

However, (CI) is still vague. The questions that still have to be answered 

would include the following: What kind of epistemic justification is required 
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for higher-level beliefs, doxastic justification, propositional justification, 

justification in the genetic sense, or justification in the defense sense? Must 

the required higher-level belief be an occurrent belief or is it allowed to be a 

non-occurrent belief? Must a higher-level belief be explicitly represented in 

the psychology of a cognitive agent or can it be an implicit belief? 

Eventually all these questions will be addressed. However, in this chapter, I 

will evaluate current criticisms of (CI) that are mainly raised by 

epistemologists sympathetic with the genetic conception of epistemic 

justification. Some of the criticisms will turn out to be misguided or not as 

devastating for (el) as they look. The points of some criticisms will be well

taken. These points together with my own objections to (CI) will playa 

pivotal role in constructing a new defense account of epistemic justification 

in the next chapter. 

4.1 First Objection: Doxastic Voluntarism 

As we have seen in chapter 2 where we surveyed the current 

epistemologists' definitions of internalism, traditional epistemology has been 

identified with internal ism and internalism is usually construed as the claim 

that why the belief is justified for S has to be internal to S in the sense that S 

has a cognitive grasp of the justificatory status of the belief in question. 

Suppose that a correct epistemic principle describes the conditions 

satisfaction of which makes the belief in question justified for a cognitive 

agent. Then, internalism in the above sense dictates that an additional 
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condition for the justification of the belief for S is that S must know (believe 

or recognize) that the belief satisfies the specified conditions. 

The above idea of internalism is well reflected in (CI). The upshot of 

(CI) is that, for S to be justified in believing that p, just having adequate 

ground for believing that p is not sufficient. S must also understand the 

evidential relation (as is specified by a correct epistemic rule) between the 

belief in question and its grounds. 

The question is why traditional epistemology requires higher-level 

beliefs for the justification of lower-level beliefs. One plausible explanation 

given by Alvin Goldman is that, according to traditional epistemology, 

epistemic principles are more than theoretical descriptions of the conditions 

satisfaction of which makes beliefs justified. They must be what cognitive 

agents can use in deciding what to believe given the psychological states of a 

cognitive agent. According to Goldman, because traditional epistemology 

endorses this type of decision-theoretic role of epistemic rules, they end up 

requiring cognitive access to epistemic rules (higher-level beliefs in my 

terminology). Thus Goldman calls the epistemic principles in traditional 

epistemology doxastic decision principles. 118 

Maybe traditional internalist epistemologists had such a decision

theoretic role of epistemic rules in their minds. 119 If it is true, then S is 

justified in believing that p, according to traditional epistemology, only if 

118For a detailed discussion of this view, see Alvin Goldman, "The Internalist 
Conception of Epistemic Justification" in Midwest Studies ill Philosophy, vol. 5, Studies 
ill Epistemology eds. Peter French, Theodore Uehling Jr., and Howard Wettstein 
(Minneapolis: University of MInnesota Press, 1980) 
1191 am not even sure that the requirement of access to epistemic rules has developed this 
way. It might be that "having a defense of a belief" has been taken seriously by traditional 
epistemologists and the requirement of access to epistemic rules has developed as a 
result. However, I am not interested in the historical origin of the requirement. 
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she consciously decides to believe that p in the way that is prescribed by 

correct epistemic rules. Then, traditional epistemology is committed to the 

claim that doxastic states of S are subject to voluntary control of S. This 

seems to be unacceptable. Goldman says, ""[b]ut it is problematic whether 

doxastic states or attitudes are subject to (direct) voluntary control, and 

therefore problematic whether there is any point in formulating doxastic 

decision principles. I suspect that formation, retention, and revision of 

doxastic states are not subject to voluntary control, except perhaps in a 

restricted domain. Doxastic voluntarism is a dubious doctrine, however 

cherished it may have been by Descartes and other epistemologists. "120 

I tend to agree with Goldman that doxastic voluntarism is false and 

any theory that is essentially based on doxastic voluntarism is problematic. 

However, it is not clear that Goldman is claiming that the requirement of 

cognitive access to epistemic principles is essentially based on doxastic 

voluntarism. That is, it is not clear that he claims that the requirement cannot 

be justified without implying doxastic voluntarism. Goldman seems to be 

suggesting that historically speaking the requirement of access to epistemic 

rules has developed from doxastic decision view of epistemic rules. This 

seems to intend to weaken the motivation behind, therefore the significance 

of, the requirement without implying that the requirement cannot be justified 

without implying doxastic voluntarism. 

Alston goes further than Goldman in using doxastic voluntarism for 

criticizing (el). He criticizes every version of perspectival internalism, 

which roughly claims that only what is within the subject's "perspective" can 

120Ibid., p. 29 
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determine justification of beliefs. Perspectival internalism consists of two 

claims. The first claim is that only justified beliefs can be grounds for 

justification of any belief. The second claim is that the perspective 

determines justification by providing a cognitive agent with a recognition of 

why the belief in question is justified for her. Alston interprets Bonjour's 

theory as including both claims of perspectival internalism, but I will focus 

on Bonjour's theory with respect to the second claim because it is directly 

related to the criticism of (CI) in terms of doxastic voluntarism.121 

The point of Alston's argument which is our concern here is that the 

conception of epistemic justification in perspectival internalism is 

unacceptable because it is based on the unacceptable assumption that people 

have voluntary control over belief formation. Let us call this assumption 

doxastic voluntarism, following Goldman. In his argument that attempts to 

make a close connection between internalism and doxastic voluntarism, the 

deontological conception of epistemic justification plays a crucial role. The 

upshot of his argument is that the internalist conception of epistemic 

justification depends on the deontological conception of epistemic 

justification and the deontological conception of epistemic justification 

entails doxastic voluntarism. Alston concludes from this that the internalist 

conception of epistemic justification is unacceptable because it entails 

doxastic voluntarism. 

Alston's criticism of the internalist conception of epistemic 

justification, that is (CI), is stronger than Goldman's in that in his argument 

(CI) is connected with doxastic voluntarism not in terms of a historical 

121 Alston, "Internalism and Externalism in Epistemology", in Epistemic Justification, 
pp. 186-189. 
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accident, but in terms of a logical feature of the requirement. Moreover, 

what is interesting about Alston's argument is that the above connection is 

mediated by a deontological conception of epistemic justification. Now let 

us look at the details of his argument. 

First, Alston claims that the only way to argue for perspective 

internalism proceeds from the deontological conception of epistemic 

justification: "The only arguments of any substance that have been advanced 

proceed from a deontological conception of justification and inherit any 

disabilities that attach to that conception. "122 This entails the following 

because connection internalism is a version of perspectival internalism. 

(1) The only way to justify the requirement of higher-level belief 

proceeds in terms of the deontological conception of epistemic 

justification. 

The following passage clearly shows what he means by deontological 

conception of epistemic justification and how the requirement of higher

level belief can be derived from the deontological conception: 

"If S's believing that p is not in contravention of relevant intellectual 
obligations, then it is permissible for him to believe that p, he cannot 
be rightly blamed for doing so, it is all right for him to hold that 
belief, he is in the clear in so believing. Let's call this a "deontological 
conception of epistemic justification ... Since whether I am justified in 
believing that p depends on whether I could rightfully be blamed or 
held to account for so believing, then what is crucial for whether I am 
justified is the way the relevant facts appear from my perspective; 
justification depends on what the relevant facts are like, so far as I can 

122Ibid., p. 224. 
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tell. For that is what is crucial for whether I can be blamed for my 
belief. If and only if my belief is adequately supported so far as I can 
tell, I cannot be blamed for the belief." 123 

By "deontological conception of epistemic justification", Alston means any 

view that defines epistemic justification by using deontological terms like 

"epistemic duty," "epistemic responsibility," "being in the clear," "epistemic 

obligation," etc. The above quotation also shows that the deontological 

conception of epistemic justification leads to the requirement of higher-level 

belief. In the next quotation Alston criticizes the concept of epistemic 

justification that acquires its rationale in terms of its relation with 

deontological concepts: 

" ... [I]t utilizes a concept of justification that assumes beliefs to be 
under direct voluntary control. The argument takes it that one is 
justified in believing that p if and only if one is not to blame for 
believing that p, if and only if in that situation this was a belief that 
one was permitted to choose. All this talk has application only if one 
has direct voluntary control over whether one believes that p at a 
given moment. If I lack such control, if I cannot believe or refrain 
from believing that p at will, then it is futile to discuss whether I am 
permitted to believe that p at t or whether I would be irresponsible in 
choosing to believe that p at t. And it seems that we just don't have 
any such control, at least not in general. For the most part my beliefs 
are formed willy-nilly. When I see a truck coming down the street, I 
am hardly at liberty either to believe that a truck is coming down the 
street or to refrain from that belief. Even if there are special cases, 
such as moral or religious beliefs, where we do have pinpoint 
voluntary control (and even this may be doubted), it is clear that for 
the most part we lack such powers." 124 

122Ibid .. p. 200 
124Ibid., p. 205 
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According to Alston's interpretation of internal ism, internalism is committed 

to the claim that it is an epistemic duty of a cognitive agent to hold a belief 

only if it is all right to do so, and not to hold the belief otherwise. This claim 

seems to assume doxastic voluntarism clearly. To talk about the duty of a 

person is to say what the person ought to do and ought not to do. As is well 

known, "ought" implies "can". Therefore, deontological conception of 

epistemic justification implies doxastic voluntarism. Let me summarize this 

point as an independent premise of Alston's argument 

(2) The deontological conception of epistemic justification implies 

doxastic voluntarism. 

Another important claim or assumption by Alston is that doxastic 

voluntarism is false of most beliefs. This constitutes the third premise of 

Alston's argument: 

(3) Doxastic voluntarism is false of most beliefs. 

Notice that (3) says that people cannot voluntarily control believing, not that 

people do not voluntarily control believing. In terms of the truck example, 

Alston tries to show that we cannot control believing. Alston wants to derive 

the unacceptability of doxastic voluntarism from (3). The unacceptability of 

doxastic voluntarism would show in turn the unacceptability of 

deontological conception of epistemic justification by (2). Then, by (1), it 

follows that the only rationale for the requirement of higher-level belief is an 
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unacceptable deontological conception of epistemic justification. Therefore, 

the requirement is ungrounded and, therefore, it dissipates in the air. 

Internalists can answer Alston's criticism by accepting all three 

premises. That is, internalists can bite the bullet and claim that S is justified 

in believing that p only if S voluntarily decides to believe that p as a result of 

reflecting on the reasonableness of accepting the belief that p. Then, from 

(3), it follows that a very few beliefs can satisfy this condition and, therefore, 

a certain form of skepticism would follow. Intemalists can accept all this 

consequences. I do not see why internalists should not do this. 

This consideration shows that Alston has a hidden assumption that 

skepticism concerning epistemic justification is false. Only with the help of 

this assumption can the above argument be a criticism of (el). Indeed, 

current internalists themselves seem to share this assumption and not to want 

to make the above suggested response to Alston's criticism. As we have seen 

many times, Lehrer presents his theory as an account of many beliefs of 

mature cognitive agents that are looked upon as justified by our intuition. 

Therefore, if it turns out that most beliefs by mature cognitive agents turn 

out to be unjustified by his account, his account is sort of self-defeating. It is 

self-defeating in the sense that a theory attempts to explain some property 

(epistemic justification) of some beliefs but, as a result of the theory, it turns 

out that those beliefs do not have such a property. The same seems to be true 

of BonJour. 125 

125When he deals with a criticism that his account leads to skepticism with respect to 
epistemic justification, he tries to save his account by claiming that leading to skepticism 
is not exactly a problem for his account. We will have a chance to discuss this issue in 
detail when we consider the psychological implausibility criticism of (CI) in section 4.6. 
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Thus, if there is a way to avoid Alston's criticism without biting the 

bullet as suggested above, it would be much preferred by those who endorse 

(CI). One problem that concerns both (2) and (3) is the way Alston uses the 

term "doxastic voluntarism". He seems to define doxastic voluntarism as 

concerning initial formation of beliefs. In an attempt to show the falsity of 

doxastic voluntarism, he says, "[flor the most part my beliefs are formed 

willy-nilly." [My emphasis] Shortly thereafter he uses an example that shows 

that we do not have voluntary control over initial formation of beliefs. 

If doxastic voluntarism is defined as concerning initial formation of 

beliefs, then (3) seems to be true but (2) is controversial. In this case, 

doxastic voluntarism says that people can voluntarily control the initial 

formation of beliefs and as Alston has shown by some examples this claim 

seems to be false. However, it is not clear that deontological concepts used 

by Bonjour entail this type of doxastic voluntarism. Let us look at Bonjour's 

use of deontological terms again: "To accept a belief in the absence of such a 

reason .. .is to neglect the pursuit of truth; such acceptance is .. . epistemically 

irresponsible. "126 "Part of one's epistemic duty is to reflect critically upon 

one's beliefs, and such critical reflection precludes believing things to which 

one has, to one's knowledge, no reliable means of epistemic access." 127 

There are two different ways of looking at the above quotations. On 

the one hand, Bonjour suggests, especially in the second quotation, that 

epistemic duty concerns initial formation of beliefs. On the other hand, the 

first quotation is ambiguous in this regard. He applies "epistemic 

responsibility" not to formation of beliefs, but to acceptance of beliefs. 

126B J . 6 on our, op. clf., p. . 
127Ibid. p. 42. 
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According to some epistemologists, acceptance is a doxastic attitude that is 

more reflective than just believing.l28 Accepting that p is an attitude that you 

can take toward the proposition that p after considering the reasonableness 

of believing that p. This attitude can be taken toward a proposition that is 

already believed. Construed this way, epistemic duty does not concern initial 

formation of beliefs. It concerns sustaining or withholding propositions that 

might be believed already. That is, according to this interpretation, our 

epistemic duty is to sustain or withhold beliefs after reflecting upon their 

reasonableness. If this is the way BonJour uses deontological terms, then his 

use of deontological terms does not necessarily imply that a cognitive agent 

has voluntary control over initial formation of beliefs. If it implies doxastic 

voluntarism, the doxastic voluntarism concerns the reflective attitudes 

toward propositions such as sustenance of beliefs and withholding of beliefs. 

Therefore, if doxastic voluntarism is defined as concerning initial formation 

of beliefs, (2) is false of Bonjour. 

On the other hand, if doxastic voluntarism concerns the above 

reflective attitudes, then doxastic voluntarism does not have a strong force 

against defense accounts of epistemic justification. Under this interpretation, 

epistemic duty concerns critically reflecting upon given beliefs. Any claim 

relevant to doxastic voluntarism that would follow from this is that a 

cognitive agent can sustain or withhold beliefs on the basis of the reflection. 

If any doxastic voluntarism is entailed by this, it would be a thesis of the 

form: Once human beings have reflected on a given belief, they are capable 

of sustaining or withholding the belief on the basis of the reflection. This 

128See especially K. Lehrer, Theory oj Knowledge, chapter 2. 
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type of doxastic voluntarism is not obviously false. It is a rather plausible 

claim. Look at, for example, perceptual beliefs. Most perceptual beliefs are 

given to us in the sense that we cannot subject the initial formation of 

perceptual beliefs to voluntary control. However, human beings seem to 

have an ability to reflect on them after the matter and take a reflective 

attitude--sustaining or withholding--toward those beliefs. Alston may still 

argue that, for most beliefs intuited to be justified, we do not take the above 

reflective attitudes. This suggests that (CI) is too demanding and, therefore, 

current defense accounts of epistemic justification are psychologically 

implausible. However, even though this is a good argument against defense 

accounts as we will see later, this is not an argument by doxastic 

voluntarism. If the above claim creates any problem for defense accounts, 

the problem does not arise because defense accounts imply an implausible 

form of doxastic voluntarism, but because the requirement of higher-level 

beliefs itself is too demanding. 

Moreover, there is a consideration that shows the falsity of (2). It is 

not true that any use of deontological terms implies doxastic voluntarism. 

Alston includes "being permissible", "being all right", and "being in the 

clear" among deontological terms. To say in ethics that S is permitted to do 

A means that S's doing A is not a violation of moral rules. Here moral rules 

can be purely descriptive as opposed to action-guiding. Rules of act

utilitarianism are the examples. According to these rules, an act is all right or 

permitted as long as it is an action that leads to the maximum utility among 

the actions available to an agent at the time. This rule is not intended to be 

action-guiding. The interests of those rules are in theoretical evaluation of 
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actions. Still, deontological terms can be used to evaluate actions in terms of 

these rules. 

Consider the following example. Suppose that Eric is a pathological 

murderer who cannot control his desire to kill other people. On one 

occasion, Eric kills Helen out of pathological desire of murder even though 

his life is not jeopardized by Helen. What can we say about Eric's behavior? 

There seems to be a clear sense that his behavior is not permitted by the 

social norms even though he has no control over his behavior. It is not all 

right to commit such a murder. 

I do not see any difference in epistemology with regard to the use of 

deontological terms. We can think of epistemic norms that distinguish 

justified beliefs from unjustified beliefs purely in terms of the way the 

beliefs are formed without referring to the cognitive subject's control power 

over the beliefs. In this case as well, there seems to be a clear sense that 

justified beliefs are those beliefs permitted by those epistemic norms. 

Actually Goldman uses the term "permissibility" in his formulation of 

epistemic rules: 

(ARI) A J-rule system R is right if and only if R permits certain (basic) 

psychological processes, and the instantiation of these processes 

would result in a truth ratio of beliefs that meets some specified 

high threshold (greater than .50). 



Moreover, Goldman makes a distinction between the regulative use of 

deontic terms and non-regulative use of deontic terms.l29 This clearly 

suggests that the use of deontological terms does not necessarily imply 

doxastic voluntarism of any form. 
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The above consideration shows that there are some uses of 

deontological terms that do not imply doxastic voluntarism. As to this 

problem with premise (2), Alston can claim that the use of terms such as 

epistemic duty or epistemic responsibility unlike permissibility or being all 

right clearly implies doxastic voluntarism. Maybe. What does it show then? 

All that follows is that the use of certain deontological terms (or a certain use 

of deontological terms) implies doxastic voluntarism. Then again, the 

question is whether the type of doxastic voluntarism that is implied by the 

use of "epistemic responsibility" or "epistemic duty" is as easily refuted as 

Alston thinks. 

As we have seen there are two forms of doxastic voluntarism. The 

first and vicious one concerns the initial formation of beliefs. The second 

and moderate one concerns the sustaining or withholding of already formed 

beliefs. The reason why the first one is vicious is that we do not have 

voluntary control over initial formation of beliefs given critical reflection of 

them. However, the second form is moderate because we do have voluntary 

control over sustaining or withholding beliefs especially after having 

critically reflected on those beliefs. Therefore, if the deontological terms are 

(or can be) used only to imply the moderate form of doxastic voluntarism, 

then the argument for (CI) in terms of deontological terms evades Alston's 

129 Alvin Goldman, Epistemology alld Cogllitioll. pp. 25-6 and "The Internalist 
Conception of Epistemic Justification." 
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criticism. We can imagine such a use very easily. For example, Bonjour 

could have said, "part of one's epistemic duty is to sustain beliefs on the 

basis of critical reflection of one's beliefs." 130 This claim would imply that 

having a higher-level belief as specified in (CI) is a necessary condition for 

epistemic justification of lower-level beliefs without implying a vicious form 

of doxastic voluntarism. 

The first premise by Alston is also controversial. Alston claims that 

the only way to justify the higher-level belief requirement is by the use of 

the deontological conception of epistemic justification. Now that we have a 

better understanding of those who endorse the requirement, it is not hard to 

see that this claim is very controversial. Lehrer had not used the 

deontological terms at all to derive (CI). Using my terms, Lehrer used the 

defense conception of epistemic justification that he expressed by a 

somewhat ambiguous expression "characteristically human sort of 

knowledge." Moreover, as we have seen in the last chapter, Lehrer was using 

the instances of justified beliefs that seem to rationalize the requirement of 

higher-level beliefs. 

Bonjour also appeals to the instances of justified beliefs to derive the 

requirement of higher-level beliefs. What Bonjour is driving at through the 

counterexample to reliabilist accounts is to attempt to invoke our intuition 

that is congenial to the defense conception of epistemic justification. 131 By 

using these instances, Bonjour criticizes the sufficiency of reliable 

production for justification of beliefs on the one hand and derives the 

130Maybe Bonjour actually means this. His remarks are not very clear in this regard and, 
therefore, they allow two different interpretations. 
131See, L. Bonjour, The Structure of Empirical Kllowledge. pp. 38-57 
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requirement of higher-level beliefs for the justification of lower-level beliefs 

on the other. In a word, Bonjour is appealing to the instances of beliefs 

intuited to be justified to derive the requirement of higher-level belief. 

The discussion thus far shows that Alston's criticism of (CI) is a 

failure. The interesting feature of Alston's argument is to associate (CI) with 

a vicious form of doxastic voluntarism and mediate this association in terms 

of the deontological conception of epistemic justification. However, as we 

have seen, those who endorse (CI) are not committed to the deontological 

conception of epistemic justification. As we can see in their criticisms of 

process reliabilism, they attempt to use the instances of beliefs intuited to be 

justified to justify (CI). Moreover, even if they were committed to a 

deontological conception of epistemic justification, it does not lead to the 

vicious form of doxastic voluntarism as Alston thought. More moderately, 

those who endorse (CI) have a way to use the deontological conception of 

epistemic justification so that it does not lead to a vicious form of doxastic 

voluntarism. 

4.2 Second Objection: Level Confusion 

Addressing Lehrer's requirement of independent information for the 

justification of perceptual beliefs, Alston claims, "If he [a cognitive subject] 

is trying to determine whether he is (really) seeing a bear-print (which 

involves determining whether his perceptual belief that there was a bear

print in a certain place was justified), or trying to determine whether the 
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circumstances of his perception were such as to justify his perceptual belief, 

then of course he needs evidence of the sort mentioned. But that is just to say 

that he needs such evidence in order to be justified in the higher level 

epistemic belief that his original perceptual belief was justified (and to be 

justified in the beliefs that support that epistemic belief). Lehrer can get from 

this incontrovertible truth to his claim that such information is required for 

the perceptual belief to be justified only by confusing the two problems-the 

justification of the perceptual belief and the justification of the higher level 

belief that the perceptual belief is justified. "132 What we need to notice is 

that his criticism of the requirement of higher-level belief is closely tied with 

another criticism of the requirement of higher-level belief. It is the criticism 

that the requirement is too sophisticated as a general requirement for 

epistemic justification. In Alston's argument, why defense theorists came to 

arrive at such a demanding requirement is diagnostically explained by the 

fact that they are confusing being justified in believing that p and being 

justified in believing that she is justified in believing that p. "Surely 

creatures like dogs and proverbial children can have mediate knowledge. My 

dog knows that I am preparing to take him for a walk, and he knows that 

because he sees me getting out his chain. But such creatures have no 

concepts of deductive, inductive, or other relations between propositions and 

hence are quite incapable of believing, much less justifiably believing, that 

such relations obtain. Even where S has the relevant concepts, he may not be 

justified in supposing that appropriate relations obtain ... .Its proponents 

[proponents of the requirement of higher-level beliefs] seem to take it as 

132Alston, "Level Confusions in Epistemology," in his Epistemic Justification, p. 161 
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having sufficient intrinsic plausibility to make an explicit defense 

unnecessary. My diagnosis is that this plausibility largely stems from level 

confusion." l33 For this reason, Alston denies that S needs to have a higher

level belief for S to be justified in a corresponding lower-level belief. The 

relation necessary for S to be justified in believing that p on the basis of its 

grounds is some type of causal production or causal sustenance relation.l34 

This means that Alston analyzes the connection factor of epistemic 

justification in an externalist way. 

What emerges from the above consideration is that the talk of level 

confusion makes sense only if we accept that any account of epistemic 

justification should be able to prescribe many (most?) of beliefs by dogs and 

children to be justified. Directing the discussion to the case of human beings, 

the intuition underlying Alston's argument is that many perceptual beliefs 

(like the ones by animals and children) are justified for a cognitive agent in 

the absence of corresponding higher-level beliefs by the cognitive agent. 

Taking this intuition for granted makes the requirement of higher-level 

beliefs look too demanding. Consequently, Alston explains why Lehrer 

arrives at this requirement in terms of level confusion. 

Alston's intuition concerning the justification of perceptual beliefs is 

closely related to the genetic conception of epistemic justification. It is hard 

to tell whether Alston comes to have a genetic conception of epistemic 

justification because of our intuition that most perceptual beliefs are justified 

or whether Alston thinks most perceptual beliefs are justified because he 

endorses the genetic conception of epistemic justification. Notice, however, 

133 Ibid. pp. 64-65 
134W. Alston, "An Intcrnalist Externalism", in Epistemic Justification, p. 228 
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that the same type of interaction happens in the camp of defense theorists of 

epistemic justification. As we have seen in Bonjour's criticism of process 

reliabilism, he showed an intuition concerning the justification of beliefs 

which is very different from that by Goldman. What Bonjour attempted to 

show in those examples is that our intuition tells us that some beliefs are 

unjustified for a cognitive agent precisely because she does not have 

corresponding higher-level beliefs. Even in this case, it is hard to tell 

whether Bonjour arrived at the defense account of epistemic justification 

because of our intuition over the cases Bonjour discussed or whether 

Bonjour just thinks that well-formed beliefs are not justified for cognitive 

agents because he has a defense conception of epistemic justification. 

The above consideration confirms again that it is difficult to use our 

intuition as a final judge to resolve the dispute. The above consideration 

seems to suggest that our intuitive judgment of justification of beliefs are 

sometimes dictated by a genetic conception of epistemic justification and 

sometimes by a defense conception of epistemic justification. So, the dispute 

between defense theorists and genetic theorists boils down to intuition clash. 

If Alston imposes his own intuitive judgment of epistemic justification of 

beliefs on Lehrer and claims that Lehrer's requirement is based on level 

confusion, it is clearly begging the question against defense theorists of 

epistemic justification. 

Of course, it is possible that Alston may go on to claim that there is 

"the" concept of epistemic justification that is captured by genetic accounts 

of justification, not by defense accounts of epistemic justification. If this 

claim is established, it can be used to show how defense theorists confuse 
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being justified in a belief with being justified in believing that the belief is 

justified. However, I do not know how the above claim can be established. 

First, it is questionable whether there is an "ordinary" concept of epistemic 

justification that can determine which one between genetic conception and 

defense conception is correct. Second, it is not clear that, even if there were 

an "ordinary" concept of epistemic justification, it is unambiguous enough to 

play the role of a judge between the defense account and the genetic account. 

Third, even if the ordinary concept of epistemic justification were 

unambiguous enough to make a final decision on which account of epistemic 

justification captures the ordinary concept most correctly, it is not clear why 

the ordinary concept of epistemic justification should be a final judge on the 

correctness of the accounts of epistemic justification. 

The considerations of all these are beyond the scope of my discussion. 

What I want to make clear at this stage is that it is Alston's responsibility to 

address the above questions fully. Otherwise, Alston's argument against the 

requirement of higher-level belief is not going to be heard by defense 

theorists of epistemic justification. 

4.3 Third Objection: Infinite Regress 

The core claim of defense accounts was summarized in terms of the 

following principle: 
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(CI) S is justified in believing that p on the basis of ground(s) G only if: 

S has a justified higher-level belief that,given G, it is likely to be 

true that p. 

In (CI), the content of the higher-level belief concerns the support relation 

that holds between the content of the ground and the content of the belief 

whose justification is in question. Moreover, (CI) requires this higher-level 

belief to be justified for S. Then, how is this higher-level belief justified for 

S? Let this higher-level belief be H. First, S needs a separate adequate 

ground for H to be justified in believing that H. Let it be G'. Second, S must 

have another belief about the evidential relation between G' and H. Third, 

this new higher-level belief for H has to be justified for S. Let this new 

higher-level belief be HI. How is HI justified for S? S needs adequate ground 

Gil for H' and so on. Infinite regress in epistemic justification threatens. 

What is interesting about the above regress is that it is radically 

different from the epistemic regress that is usually discussed in traditional 

epistemology surrounding the dispute between foundationalism and 

coherentism. In traditional epistemology, epistemic regress is usually used to 

argue for foundational ism. According to the traditional way of understanding 

the regress of epistemic justification, S is justified in believing that p on the 

basis of the belief that q and for the belief that q to be able to justify the 

belief that p the belief that q itself must be justified for S. This process will 

go on until S reaches a belief whose justification does not depend on the 

justification of any other belief. Otherwise, this process would go on forever 

and, therefore, the justification of the initial belief that p is impossible. 
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Therefore, assuming that skepticism is false, there must be some beliefs 

whose justification does not depend on the justification of any other belief. 

This means that the existence of basic beliefs is necessary for the possibility 

of justification at all. This is how traditional foundationalists argued for their 

position from epistemic regress. Let us call this regress used to argue for 

foundationalism the traditional regress. Let us call the regress started by the 

requirement of the justification of higher-level belief the meta-cognitive 

regress. 

To understand the difference between traditional regress and meta

cognitive regress, let me introduce the following hierarchy among 

psychological states: a psychological state that is not about the contents of 

other psychological states of S is a first-level psychological state. The first

level psychological states include first-person psychological states such as 

feeling pain and having a certain visual experience, and having object beliefs 

about matters of fact. The second-level psychological state of S is any 

psychological state of S about contents of S's own first-level psychological 

state. Then, nth-level psychological state of S can be defined recursively as 

follows: any psychological state of S which is about the content of S's n-l th

level psychological state is an nth-level psychological state of S. 

Simply put, the framework within which the traditional regress arises 

focuses on the relations among first-level psychological states.135 Like in the 

case that my belief that it rained is justified by another belief of mine that the 

road is wet, the traditional regress proceeds from one 1st level psychological 

135yhis is an oversimplification as we will see shortly. At this stage, this 
oversimplification helps highlight the difference between traditional regress and meta
cognitive regress. 
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state to another 1st level psychological state. This is because traditional 

regress proceeds from the belief in question to its justifying grounds that are 

on the same level as the belief in question--at least in most cases. On the 

other hand, the meta-cognitive regress proceeds from a belief on the nth 

level to another belief on the n+ 1 th level. In the meta-cogniti ve regress, the 

justification of a first-level belief depends on the justification of a second

level belief that is about the evidential relation between the content of the 1st 

level belief and the content of its adequate ground. The justification of this 

second level belief will depend on the justification of a third-level belief 

about the evidential relation between the content of the second level belief in 

question and its adequate ground. This meta-cognitive regress is very 

unlikely to be used to argue for foundationalism. According to the meta

cognitive regress, justification of a belief depends on justification of a more 

complicated belief. This regress goes on into beliefs with more and more 

complicated content. To stop this regress, it seems that we have to assume 

some belief with infinitely complicated content whose justification does not 

depend on justification from any other beliefs. Whether or not it is possible 

to stop this regress without falling into skepticism with respect to epistemic 

justification, this is clearly not a good way to argue for traditional 

foundationalism. It is more likely to be used against foundationalism. 136 

In the above we construed a foundationalist theory as a theory about 

the structure of justification among beliefs in the first level. This is an 

oversimplification. For there are some foundationalist theories in which 

136Let us remember that Bonjour used the requirement of higher-level belief to argue 
against foundationalism. 
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basic beliefs are the second-level beliefs. 137 However, we do not have to 

look into the details of these theories to see that the meta-cognitive regress 

cannot be used to argue for them. For by the nature of meta-cognitive regress 

the justification of any second-level belief would depend on the justification 

of the belief about the evidential relation between the content of the second 

level belief and the content of its adequate grounds. In other words, by the 

nature of the meta-cognitive regress, the justification of any second-level 

belief depends on the justification of some third-level belief. The same thing 

can be said of justification of a belief at any level. From this we can 

conclude that once the meta-cognitive regress starts there is no way to stop it 

by assuming some basic beliefs at some level. 138 

The meta-cognitive regress does not justify coherentism either 

because there is no coherentism that can satisfy the demand of meta

cognitive regress. In coherentism, the justification of a belief of S depends 

on the coherence between the belief and the rest of S's beliefs. That is, the 

justification of a belief of S depends on the existence of the other beliefs 

with which the initial belief can cohere. However, according to the meta

cognitive regress, the justification of one object belief demands an infinite 

number of beliefs each of which belongs to a different level. Therefore, the 

only version of coherentism that is compatible with meta-cognitive regress is 

the one that claims that a belief is justified for S only if S has the above 

infinite set of beliefs and the belief that p coheres with them. It is hard to 

137For a good discussion of this type of foundational ism in contrast with simple 
foundationalism, see Alston, "Two Types of Epistemic Justification", in his Epistemic 
Justification. 
138This is Alston's criticism again. Among many places, see his "Internalism and 
Externalism in Epistemology," pp.210-211 
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imagine what this theory would look like. Try to imagine, for instance, a 

belief that is at the lOOth level. Furthermore, try to imagine a cognitive agent 

who holds such a belief. 

The consideration so far shows that the meta-cognitive regress entails 

skepticism with respect to epistemic justification. As we have seen, those 

epistemologists who endorse (CI) started their analysis of epistemic 

justification with an understanding that many mature cognitive agents' 

beliefs are justified for them. Therefore, if their theories lead to a radical 

form of skepticism as above, this is not a desirable consequence from their 

viewpoint. The conclusion to make at this juncture is to use this as a premise 

for reductio absurdum. That is, a correct conclusion to draw is that (CI) is 

too strong a realization of the defense conception of epistemic justification. 

However, it is hasty to conclude that the requirement of higher-level 

beliefs itself is wrong. Of course, if there is no requirement of higher-level 

belief, the meta-cognitive regress would not occur. However, there are other 

ways to keep the meta-cognitive regress from occurring. Notice that the 

meta-cognitive regress occurs only if higher-level beliefs are required to be 

justified in the same manner in which 1st level beliefs are required to be 

justified for a cognitive agent. If the higher-level belief does not have to be 

justified for a cognitive agent or it needs to be justified in the propositional 

sense or in the genetic sense, then the meta-cognitive regress would not start. 

Therefore, it seems that there are some ways to keep the meta-cognitive 

regress from starting without abandoning the requirement of higher-level 

beliefs. What is crucial in considering these possibilities is whether any of 

the above options can be taken without ruining the spirit of the defense 
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conception of epistemic justification. Addressing the same point from the 

opposite angle, what is crucial in considering the above possibilities is 

whether by the nature of defense accounts the higher-level belief is required 

to be justified in connection internalist manner. If so, connection internalism 

would lead to skepticism and, therefore, it should be abandoned. If not, what 

is the way to save connection internalism without falling into the problem of 

meta-cognitive regress? This will be the topic of chapter 5. 

4.4 Fourth Objection: Epistemic Justification and Supervenience 

There is another criticism of (CI) that concerns the requirement of the 

justification of higher-level beliefs. The gist of this criticism is that an 

account of epistemic justification that does not analyze the concept of 

epistemic justification by some non-epistemic terms is not satisfactory for a 

substantial understanding of epistemic justification. For example, Goldman 

says "The term "justified," I presume, is an evaluative term, a term of 

appraisal. Any correct definition or synonym of it would also feature 

evaluative terms. I assume that such definitions or synonyms might be given, 

but I am not interested in them. I want a set of substantive conditions that 

specify when a belief is justified ... .! want a theory of justified belief to 

specify in non-epistemic terms when a belief is justified. This is not the only 
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kind of theory of justifiedness one might seek, but it is one important kind of 

theory and the kind sought here. "139 

The above point can be reformulated in terms of the thesis of 

supervenience. After the concept of supervenience had been introduced into 

the theory of ethics by R. M. Hare140, such epistemologists as Ernest Sosa141, 

James van Cleve142 and Alston143 extended the concept of supervenience 

toward epistemology. 144 What makes possible this extension of the concept 

of supervenience into the area of epistemology, particularly toward the 

theory of epistemic justification, is the fact that epistemic justification is a 

normative concept. To sayan act is morally good is to give a positive value 

to it from a moral point of view. In the same manner, to say that a belief is 

justified is to give that belief a positive value from epistemic point of view. 

In as much as it is a highly plausible idea that a moral property supervenes 

on non-moral properties, 'being justified' can be plausibly said to supervene 

on non-epistemic properties. In fact, once the supervenience thesis is 

admitted, it can be applied to any kind of evaluative and normative 

properties. The supervenience thesis in its general form can be formulated as 

follows: any normative and evaluative property has non-normative 

139Goldman, "What is Justified Belief?," in Justification and Knowledge cd. George 
Pappas (Dordrecht: Reidel, 1979) Reprinted in Empirical Knowledge ed. Paul Moser 
(New Jersey: Rowman and Littlefield, 1986), pp. 171-172 
140R. M. Hare, The Language of Morals (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1952) and 
Freedom and Reasoll (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1963) 
141Ernest Sosa, "Foundations of Foundationalism," Nous 14 (1980): pp.547-564, 
especially pp. 552-556 and "The Raft and the Pyramid," in Midwest Studies ill Philosophy 
vol. 5, Studies in Epistemology eds. French, Uehling, and Wettstein, pp. 14-16. 
142James Van Cleve, "Epistemic Supervenience and the Circle of Belief," The Monist 68 
(1979): pp. 90-104 
143W. Alston, "Two Types of Foundationalism," in Epistemic Justificatioll, p. 170. 
144For a fuller discussion of this concept, see Jaegwon Kim, "Concepts of 
Supervenience," Philosophy and Phenomenological Research 65 (1984): pp. 153-176. 



properties which imply that normative property. Thus the supervenience 

thesis for the epistemic justification of a belief is that: 

For any belief that p, if the belief is justified for S, then there are some 

non-epistemic properties B such that 

(i) the belief that p has B, and 

(ii) necessarily, whatever belief that has B is a justified belief. 
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The adoption of the supervenience thesis in a theory of epistemic 

justification implies the denial of free-floating character of epistemic 

justification. This means that epistemic properties are 'anchored' in non

epistemic (natural) properties. The denial of the supervenience of the 

property of being justified of a belief on natural properties is possible "only 

if (i) the belief has no natural properties, or (ii) the natural properties it does 

have do not entail that it is justified. The first alternative is out of the 

question and the second implies that there could be another belief just like 

the original in all natural respects ... yet not justified. This, too, is absurd." 145 

The supervenience thesis shows very convincingly that the epistemic 

justification of a belief supervenes on some non-epistemic properties. 146 

145James Van Cleve, op. cit., p. 99. 
14&rhe supervenience thesis shows from this that an analysis of the concept of epistemic 
justification call be given in terms of some non-epistemic terms that imply the epistemic 
justification of beliefs. The supervenience thesis does not claim that an analysis of 
epistemic justification mllst be given by non-epistemic terms. However, the transition 
from 'can' to 'must' is not difficult. As Goldman suggested in the above quotation, our 
understanding of the concept of epistemic justification is much improved when the 
concept is analyzed in terms of non-epistemic terms. First, the non-epistemic and non
normative terms including the natuml terms seem to be more primitive than the normative 
terms from a definitional point of view. Second, showing the interrelations between 
normative concepts and non-normative concepts in itself is meritorious. Therefore, if the 
supervenience thesis is true, then a theory of epistemic justification has a burden of 
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However, (CI) flies in the face of the supervenience thesis. According to 

(CI), the justification of a given belief requires the justification of a relevant 

higher-level belief. Therefore, an analysis of the justification of any belief 

cannot be done in (CI) without referring to the justification of another belief. 

I am not saying that the analysis of the justification of all the beliefs must be 

done without referring to the justification of any other beliefs. Obviously, 

the justification of inferential beliefs depends on the justification of their 

premise beliefs. This means that the analysis of the justification of beliefs is 

allowed to be recursive. However, even with the recursive definition of 

epistemic justification, the base clause of the recursive definition has to be 

expressed in terms of purely non-epistemic terms.147 However, this is 

impossible according to (CI). For the justification of any belief that p, (CI) 

requires the justification of a relevant higher-level belief. This implies that 

there is no belief whose justification can be explicated without referring to 

the epistemic justification (of a relevant higher-level belief). Therefore, (CI) 

implies the denial of the supervenience of the property of epistemic 

justification on non-epistemic properties. This seems unacceptable. 

analyzing the concept of epistemic justification in terms of non-epistemic terms because 
it is a way to improve our understanding of the concept of epistemic justification and a 
theory of epistemic justification has such an improvement as its goal. In the text, I focus 
on the fact that (CI) implies the denial of the supervenience thesis concerning epistemic 
justification. 
147This view does not imply a foundationalist account of epistemic justification. If 
coherence can be analyzed in terms of non-epistemic terms, a coherence theory of 
epistemic justification would satisfy the requirement that the concept of epistemic 
justification has to be explicated in terms of non-epistemic terms. 
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4.5 Fifth Objection: Causality Requirement in the Higher Level 

Connection intemalism and connection externalism were presented as 

two different ways of analyzing the third factor of epistemic justification-

the proper connection between a belief in question and its ground. As we 

have seen in chapter 2, a cognitive agent who believes that p and has 

adequate grounds for believing that p may not be justified in believing that p. 

It is because the believing that p may not be based on the adequate grounds 

she has. As we have seen in chapter 3, one role that higher-level beliefs play 

within current defense (connection intemalist) theories of epistemic 

justification is to make the belief that p be based on its adequate grounds. 

On the other hand, current genetic (connection externalist) theorists of 

epistemic justification maintain that the required basing relation is a causal 

relation between the belief that p and its adequate grounds. According to 

them, the reason a cognitive agent is not justified in believing that p despite 

having adequate grounds for the belief is that her believing that p has not 

been caused by those adequate grounds. 

In the face of this contrast, a genetic theorist criticizes the core claim 

of defense theories, that is (CI), for the reason that a higher-level belief 

cannot be a successful analysis of the proper basing relation. This is Alvin 

Goldman. He says, where he means by "the successor state" the belief whose 

justification is in question and by "the prior states" its adequate grounds, 

"[I]t still does not impose any requirements on the causal processes that 

produce the successor belief states. In fact, it does not even require the prior 

belief states to be causes of the successor state. This allows counterexamples 
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to be readily constructed. For example, suppose a person (justifiably) 

believes x and (justifiably) believes that x entails y, but the latter belief is 

merely stored in long-terms memory and is not presently activated. Under 

these circumstances, he may start to believe y on a mere hunch. His belief 

may not 'connect up' with his prior beliefs in x and the validity of <x, 

therefore y>. If so, his belief in y is not justified, contrary to the implication 

of the currently proposed J-rule."l48 

Connection internalists may try to cope with the above objection by 

requiring a third-level belief that is supposed to connect, this time, the belief 

in question and the second-level higher-belief and adequate grounds. What is 

interesting in the above objection is that adding the requirement of a third 

level higher-level belief cannot be an answer to the above problem. For the 

same problem can be raised at the third level. Furthermore, however many 

higher-level beliefs may be added to solve the connection problem that 

arises in the ever ascending levels, the same problem arises in the next level. 

There is no way to meet this objection without incorporating some causal 

component in the analysis of epistemic justification. I take it as a fatal 

objection to connection internal ism and this situation suggests that at some 

stage some type of causal connection between the belief in question on the 

one hand and its grounds and a (set of) higher-level belief(s) is necessary for 

the justification of the belief. 

There are two things I'd like to mention before I finish the discussion 

of this objection. The objection I considered in the above is not a criticism of 

(CI) itself. It is a criticism of (CI) as a replacement for the causal analysis of 

148Alvin Goldman, Epistemology alld CogllitiOIl, p. 86. 
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the connection factor of epistemic justification. Remember that higher-level 

beliefs in defense accounts of epistemic justification play two distinct roles. 

First, a higher-level belief is a realization of the defense conception of 

epistemic justification shared by those epistemologists sympathetic with the 

conception. Second, a higher-level belief is the current defense theorist's 

analysis of the connection factor of epistemic justification. As we have seen 

earlier, the defense conception of epistemic justification does not necessitate 

the higher-level belief analysis of the connection factor. Current defense 

theorists inherit the traditional ideology that epistemic justification is wholly 

a function of psychological states of a cognitive agent. This ideology 

combined with the recognition of the connection factor as a necessary 

condition of epistemic justification forced current defense theorists into the 

higher-level belief analysis of the connection factor. 

The above objection by Goldman concerns the second role that a 

higher-level belief is supposed to play in current defense theories. The lesson 

of the objection is that even though higher-level belief is required for the 

defense justification of beliefs it cannot be a correct analysis of the 

connection factor of epistemic justification. In other words, the objection 

shows that, for a defense account to be complete, some type of causal 

connection in addition to higher-level belief is necessary between a belief in 

question and its adequate grounds for the justification of the belief. 

Here is the second thing I'd like to remark with respect to the above 

objection. The intuition that underlies Goldman's objection is that if the 

belief in question is causally detached from the psychological states that are 

necessary for the justification of the belief, then the belief is not justified for 
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a cognitive agent. However, the intuition does not specify what type of 

causal relation is required. Should it be the ground's actually causing the 

initial formation of the belief, the ground's causally sustaining the belief, or 

the activation of the beliefs causing the activation of the grounds? I will 

address this issue fully when I construct my own defense account of 

epistemic justification in the next chapter. What I want to point out now is 

that the necessity of some type of causal relation between a belief and its 

adequate grounds follow from the necessity of the absence of detachment of 

the belief from its grounds and there might be diverse ways of removing this 

detachment. 

4.6 Sixth Objection: Psychological Implausibility 

The point of the third objection to connection intemalism was that, if 

higher-level beliefs are required to be justified in the connection internalist 

way, S can be justified in any belief only if she is justified in holding "all the 

members of an infinite hierarchy of beliefs of ever ascending level." 149 As 

we have seen in the third objection, this requirement has a serious problem 

of infinite regress of epistemic justification. Another serious problem is its 

extreme psychological implausibility. In order for a lower-level belief to be 

justified for a cognitive agent, a corresponding higher-level belief has to be 

justified for her in a connection internalist way and this requires the 

justification of even higher-level beliefs ad infinitum. Therefore, for a 

149 Alston, "Internalism and Externalism in Epistemology," in Epislemic Justification, p. 
211 
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cognitive agent to be justified in holding a lower-level belief, she must have 

an infinite number of higher-level beliefs on ever ascending levels. 

At the end of the discussion of this problem it was suggested that 

connection intemalists may be able to avoid this problem by retracting the 

requirement that the required higher-level belief should be justified in the 

connection internalist way. This leaves the possibility that the higher-level 

belief is an unjustified belief or a belief justified in a way that is not 

connection intemalist. If any of these options is available to connection 

internalism, then the requirement of higher-level belief would not fall into 

the problem of extreme psychological implausibility. However, connection 

internalism cannot drop the requirement of some second-level psychological 

state for the justification of any first-level belief.l50 For this requirement 

constitutes the essence of connection intemalism and current defense 

theories. 

Some epistemologists take issue directly with the psychological 

plausibility of this requirement of a second-level psychological state. Alston 

says, 

"We will have to have sufficient reasons for supposing that the belief that 
q adequately supports the belief that p if we are to be justified in that 
higher level belief. How often do we have such reasons? Not very often I 
would suggest. Perhaps the following will suffice to indicate the 
difficulties. Consider perceptual beliefs. If my perceptual belief that it is 
raining outside is to be mediately justified, this will presumably be on the 
basis of a justified belief that I am having certain visual experiences, plus 
perhaps (depending on the requirements we adopt) justified beliefs about 
the normality of the situation. Now to have adequate reasons for 

150rhis does not mean the defense account of epistemic justification is committed to the 
higher-level belief analysis of connection factor. 
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supposing that reasons like that are sufficient support for a perceptual 
belief about one's environment is to be in the position that many great 
philosophers have labored to get themselves into when they have 
wrestled with the problem of how to infer facts about the external world 
from facts about the sensory experiences of the individual percipient. 
And even if some philosophers have solved that problem, which I am 
strongly inclined to deny, it is quite clear that the overwhelming majority 
of the population is not in possession of any such solution." 151 

The above quotation does not directly attack the psychological plausibility of 

the requirement of the higher-level belief itself. In the quotation, Alston 

assumes that higher-level beliefs have to be justified for a cognitive agent 

and the minimal condition for justification of higher-level beliefs are 

"having evidence" for them. Then he points out that for most higher-level 

beliefs people don't have such evidence. Notice that this argument suggests 

that the connection internalist account of epistemic justification cannot avoid 

the objection of psychological implausibility by requiring higher-level 

beliefs only to be propositionally justified as opposed to doxastically 

justified.l52 For propositional justification requires having evidence and 

Alston attacks the psychological plausibility of this requirement. 

We can see a similar claim in Pollock. Addressing the question of how 

epistemic norms govern reasoning, he says "Explicitly articulated norms are 

also found in driving manuals, etiquette books, and so on. Without giving 

the matter much thought, there is a tendency to suppose that all norms work 

this way, and in particular to suppose that this is the way epistemic norms 

151Alston, "Internalism and Externalism in Epistemology," pp. 209-210 
152Remember that propositional justification amounts to having adequate evidence 
whereas doxastic justification amounts to the belief in question's being based on adequate 
evidence. 
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work. I will call this 'the intellectual model'. "153 And then he claims "The 

point here is that norms can govern your behavior without your having to 

think about them. The intellectualist model of the way norms guide behavior 

is almost always wrong. This is an obvious point, but it has been 

insufficiently appreciated. It is of major importance in understanding 

epistemic norms. Reasoning is more like riding a bicycle than it is like being 

in the navy."l54 The gist of Pollock's claim is that epistemic norms that are 

the source of epistemic justification are relevant to the way beliefs are 

formed and people form beliefs without having any thought about what is 

the correct way of forming beliefs. That is, the thought about whether beliefs 

are formed correctly or not is not relevant to epistemic justification. 

Therefore, the higher-level belief required by connection internalism that is a 

component of the above thought is not relevant to epistemic justification. In 

Pollock the concept of epistemic justification is defined with a focus on the 

belief-former aspect of human cognitive life. The problem is that connection 

internalists who try to define epistemic justification with focus on the critical 

examiner aspect of human cognitive life would not be convinced by 

Pollock's claim. Connection internalists would still say that the way the 

belief that p is formed in S is not relevant to the justification of the belief 

that p and whether S has a higher-level belief about the relation between the 

belief that p and its grounds is crucial for the justification of the belief that p. 

Here again, the dispute between Pollock and connection intemalists reaches 

a point where they completely disagree on their basic conception of 

epistemic justification. 

153Pollock, Contemporary Theories of Knowledge, Rowman and Littlefield, p.127 
154Ibid., p.129 
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The above discussion shows that neither Alston nor Pollock directly 

addresses the psychological implausibility of the requirement of higher-level 

belief itself. Alston addresses the psychological implausibility of having 

reasons for higher-level beliefs and Pollock addresses the psychological 

implausibility of belief formation's being guided by higher-level beliefs. 

However, I think, the criticism by Alston can be strengthened into the claim 

that we do not usually have higher-level beliefs as required by connection 

internalism. This claim would address the psychological implausibility of the 

requirement of higher-level beliefs itself. And, the intuition that we usually 

do not have such a higher-level belief underpins Pollock's above criticism of 

connection internalism. At some other place, Pollock expresses this directly. 

"Psychologically, our perceptual beliefs about the objects in our immediate 

environment are caused by our having sensory experiences of certain types, 

and by introspection we can readily become aware of having the sensory 

experiences, but that does not mean that we also have the beliefs that the 

sensory experiences are of the requisite types. Very often we are not even 

aware of what the requisite types are .... We are not ordinarily aware of even 

having sensory experiences. By shifting our attention we can make ourselves 

aware of our sensory experiences, but that need not involve having beliefs 

about them and hence it gives us no reason to think that in more ordinary 

cases we have such beliefs but they are unconscious. "155 Goldman also 

expresses the same criticism: "Not all inferential l-rules can include the 

provision that the cognizer believe in the inference's validity. Children and 

adults untrained in formal logic presumably use inference procedures before 

ISSlbid. pp. 62-63 
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they acquire the concept of validity. Lacking the concept of validity, they 

have no beliefs about validity. Nonetheless, they presumably form justified 

beliefs by justification-transmitting inferences." 156 

It is not clear what to make of the objection that people do not usually 

have higher-level beliefs as required by connection internalism. One way 

that connection internalists can respond to the above criticism is that, if 

higher-level beliefs are as rare as the critics argue, then it only shows that 

epistemic justification is that much harder to achieve, contrary to the 

prescription of our intuitive judgment. This response is Bonjour's. 157 

According to him, 

"This [the claim that externalism must be correct] follows only with the 
addition of the premise that the judgments of common sense as to which 
of our beliefs qualify as knowledge are sacrosanct, that any serious 
departure from them is enough to demonstrate that a theory of 
knowledge is inadequate .... There seems in fact to be no basis for more 
than a quite defeasible presumption (if indeed even that) in favor of the 
correctness of common sense. And what it would take to defeat this 
presumption depends in part on how great a departure from common 
sense is being advocated. Thus while it would take very strong grounds 
to justify a strong form of skepticism which claims that the beliefs 
which common sense regards as knowledge have no significant positive 
epistemic status at all, not nearly so much would be required to make 
acceptable the view that these beliefs are in fact only rough 
approximations to an epistemic ideal which strictly speaking they do 
not satisfy." 158 

1560oldman, Epistemology alld COgllitiOIl, p. 86 
15?'fhis does not mean that Bonjour does not try to expand the set of higher-level beliefs 
by including inexplicit beliefs. Against the charge of psychological unfeasibility, Bonjour 
responds by expanding the set of higher-level beliefs by including inexplicit beliefs on 
the one hand and by claiming that the prescription of common sense is not a final judge. 
158Bonjour, The Structure oj Empirical Kllow/edge, p. 53 
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Even if this seems to be a possible response, I think that leaving the gap 

between the prescription of a theory and the prescription of common sense 

so wide is less than desirable. Actually, it is not really clear what Bonjour is 

getting at in the above quotation. In the beginning, Bonjour shows a 

tendency to infer, from the denial of the sacrosanctness of our intuitive 

judgments on epistemic justification, that a theory's serious departure from 

our intuitive judgments can be warranted. If this is what he is doing, it is 

very problematic. As we have seen in chapter 1, 'reflective equilibrium' as a 

methodology of a theory of epistemic justification denies the sacrosanctness 

of intuition while disallowing a serious departure from intuition. The upshot 

of this method is to take the prescriptions of intuition very seriously while 

leaving a room for mutual compromise between the intuitive judgments and 

the prescription of a theory. Bonjour himself seems to endorse, at the later 

part of the above quotation, the 'reflective equilibrium' as a methodology of a 

theory of epistemic justification. If so, defense theorists including Bonjour 

have a burden of coping with the criticism that there is a big gap between the 

prescriptions of their theories and our intuitive judgments of epistemic 

justification. For the critics of higher-level beliefs are claiming that the 

requirement of higher-level beliefs leads to the big gap between them while 

'reflective equilibrium' normally dictates the abandonment of the theory 

when there is such a big gap. 

There seems to be one possible way of deflecting the above criticism. 

It is to accept the charge that very few beliefs satisfy the requirement of 

higher-level beliefs and then to claim, however, that not many beliefs are 

justified according to our intuition after all or that our intuition does not 
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actually tell us that many beliefs are justified. This move is narrowing down, 

or blurring the boundary of, the set of beliefs intuited to be justified instead 

of trying to stretch out the set of beliefs that satisfy the higher-level belief 

requirement. With regard to this possibility, notice that the prescription of 

common sense has a strong hold on its judgment of knowledge but it seems 

that the prescription of common sense does not have as strong a hold on its 

judgment of epistemically justified beliefs. So, it seems that skepticism with 

respect to epistemic justification is more acceptable than skepticism with 

respect to knowledge. If so, connection internalists just need to deny that 

epistemic justification is a necessary condition of knowledge to evade the 

charge that the prescriptions of connection internalist theory do not match 

prescriptions of our intuition. The maneuver is to say "all that common sense 

says is that we have many instances of knowledge. However, epistemic 

justification is not a necessary condition of knowledge. Therefore, from the 

intuition that we have many instance of knowledge, it does not follow that 

we have many instances of epistemically justified beliefs. So, it is wrong to 

claim that prescriptions of a connection internalist account of epistemic 

justification do not match the prescriptions of intuition. It depends on a 

suspicious claim that epistemic justification is a necessary condition of 

knowledge. " 

However, I think that the above response by connection internalism is 

not desirable either. First, it is not clear that our intuition on epistemic 

justification is vague enough to allow the above maneuver. There is still 

room for arguing that we have many instances of epistemically justified 

beliefs independently of the premise that epistemic justification is a 
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necessary condition of knowledge. Second, connection internalism is 

motivated by the intuition that mature cognitive agents have higher-level 

beliefs for most, at least many, of their lower-level beliefs. And, I believe, 

connection internalism provides their account of epistemic justification with 

the plan in mind that the justification of beliefs by mature cognitive agents 

as prescribed by intuitive judgment can be explained by their accounts. 

Therefore, if it turns out that mature cognitive agents only rarely have the 

higher-level beliefs required by connection internalism, their account is self

defeating in some sense. So, I will take the objection of psychological 

implausibility seriously. 

4.7 Seventh Objection: Coherentism and Higher-Level Beliefs 

The last objection to connection internalism is closely related to the 

fact that the connection internalists we reviewed in the last chapter have a 

strong coherentist tendency. As is well known, Lehrer159 and BonJourl60 are 

two prominent coherentist theorists in today's epistemology. Foley claims 

himself to be a foundationalist but his theory has a strong coherentist 

tendency as he himself acknowledges. Foley is a foundationalist since in his 

theory there is a distinction between basic beliefs and non-basic beliefs. 

159Lehrer, op. cit., "Knowledge Cycle," NOlls 11 (1977): pp. 17-26, "Knowledge, Truth, 
and Ontology," in Lallguage alld Ontology, proceedings of the 6th international 
Wittgenstein Symposium (Vienna: Holder-Pichler-Tempsky, 1982), "Self-Profile," in 
Profiles: Keith Lehrer, ed. R. J. Bogdan (Dordrecht: Reidel, 1981), and "Knowledge, 
Truth, and Ontology," in Lallguage alld 01ll01ogy, proceedings of the 6th international 
Wittgenstein Symposium (Vienna: Holder-Pichler-Tempsky, 1982). 
160BonJour, op.cit. and '''The Coherence Theory of Empirical Knowledge," 
Philosophical Studies 30 (1976): pp. 281-31. 
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Basic beliefs do not depend on the justification from other beliefs for their 

own justification but non-basic beliefs depend on the justification from basic 

beliefs for their own justification. Therefore, the structure of justificational 

relations among justified beliefs would look like a pyramid, using Sosa's 

expression.l61 Basic beliefs constitute the foundation of the pyramid and 

non-basic beliefs constitute the super-structure of the pyramid and the super

structure can exist only depending on the foundation. However, according to 

Foley, any belief--basic or non-basic--depends on the doxastic situation of 

the cognitive agent for the determination of justification. Even in the case of 

S's basic belief that p, the belief that p is justified for S because S thinks as a 

result of S's own ideal reflection upon the truthfulness of the belief that p 

that the belief that p is sufficiently likely to be true. In this sense, Foley 

admits the positive aspect of the traditional coherentist maxim: 

"There is no exit from the circle of one's beliefs .... the maxim has a more 
positive side; it is meant to express the idea that what is rational for a 
person to believe always is a function of what else he believes. So, 
whether or not it is epistemically rational for a person to believe some 
proposition is not something that can be determined by looking at that 
belief, or that proposition, in isolation. It cannot be determined, for 
example, by establishing that the person has some sort of privileged 
access to its truth. Rather, one always needs to take into account the rest 
of his doxastic situation ... [T]he difference between subjective 
foundationalism and coherentism is not as great as might appear at first 
glance. For, according to the subjective foundationalism, even the notion 
of self-justification is to be understood in terms of what else an individual 
believes and what he would believe on sufficient reflection (where what 
he would believe on sufficient reflection need not be something that he 
now believes, even nonoccurrently). In particular, S's belief pis self
justifying only if he, on sufficient reflection, would believe that p is true 

161E. Sosa, liThe Raft and the Pyramid: Coherence Versus Foundations in the Theory of 
Knowledge," Midwest Studies ill Philosophy vol. 5, pp.3-25 
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in a sufficiently great percentage of relevant possible situations in which 
he believes p and only if in addition nothing else he believes with as 
much confidence as p is a defeater of this argument, unless it itself is 
defeated by yet something else that he believes .... Seen in this light, it is 
plausible to think that in spirit subjective foundational ism is closer to 
coherentism than to traditional foundational ism. "162 

All these show that connection internalists have a strong coherentist 

tendency to deny foundationalism. As we have seen, even Foley's account 

led to the denial of foundational ism when we take his account of doxastic 

justification as the account of epistemic justification.163 For this reason, 

connection internalists, especially Lehrer and Bonjour, endorse the 

coherentist theory of epistemic justification that seems to be the only 

alternative to a foundationalist account of epistemic justification. 

Furthermore, when the higher-level belief is required to be a justified belief 

as in the theories of Lehrer and BonJour, the concept of a belief justified in 

the absence of justification from other beliefs turns out to be paradoxical and 

the only alternative is a coherentist theory of epistemic justification. 

However, even if it is accepted that a foundationalist theory of 

epistemic justification is wrong, it does not say what is the correct theory of 

epistemic justification. For there are different versions of a coherentist 

theory of epistemic justification. Pollock distinguishes between a positive 

coherence theory and a negative coherence theory and distinguishes a 

positive coherence theory in turn into a linear coherence theory and a holistic 

162Foley, The Theory of Epistemic Rationality, Harvard Univ. Press, pp. 94-5 
163See pp. 87-89 of this dissertation. 
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"Some positive coherence theories embrace essentially the same view 
of reasons and reasoning as a foundations theory. On this view, P is a 
reason for S to believe Q by virtue of some relation holding specifically 
between P and Q. A reason for a belief is either another individual 
belief or a small set of beliefs, and is not automatically the set of all 
one's beliefs. On this view of reasons it always makes sense to inquire 
about our reasons for our reasons, and so on. A positive coherence 
theory adopting this view of reasons will be called linear." 

"According to a holistic positive coherence theory, in order for S to 
have reason for believing P, there must be a relationship between P and 
all of his beliefs (where this relationship cannot be decomposed into 
simple reason relationships holding between individual beliefs). "164 

An interesting question is whether the content of the required higher

level belief should differ depending upon which coherence theory is 

endorsed. It seems that, when a linear coherence theory of justification is 

combined with the requirement of higher-level belief, the higher-level belief 

must be about the relation between a belief in question and a small number 

of beliefs that are premises of the belief in question. On the other hand, if a 

holistic coherence theory of justification is endorsed, then it seems that the 

higher-level belief must be about the coherence relation between the belief 

in question and all the rest of the beliefs. Bonjour who is a holistic 

coherentist moves along the second line. After presenting a sketchy picture 

of his theory of epistemic justification in a holistic mode, he says: 

164pollock, COlllemporary Theories oj Kilo wledge , pp. 72-73. 
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"According to a coherence theory of empirical justification, as so far 
characterized, the epistemic justification of an empirical belief derives 
entirely from its coherence with the believer's overall system of 
empirical beliefs and not at all from any sort of factor outside that 
system. What we must now ask is whether and how the fact that a belief 
coheres in this way is cognitively accessible to the believer himself, so 
that it can give him a reason for accepting the belief. "165 

This gets Bonjour into a serious trouble. Suppose that a higher-level belief 

required for the justification of the belief that p has to be justified for a 

cognitive agent as well. The content of this higher-level belief would be that 

the belief that p coheres with his system of beliefs X. For this higher-level 

belief to be justified for S, S must have a justified belief that X is his system 

of beliefs. However, for this belief to be justified for S, S must again have a 

justified higher-level belief such that the belief that X is his system of beliefs 

coheres with the system X. This in turn requires S to be justified in believing 

that the system X is his system of beliefs. So, Bonjour's theory falls into a 

vicious regress of epistemic justification. Bonjour is well aware of this 

problem.166 Shortly after pointing out this problem, he tries to avoid it by a 

peculiar maneuver that waives the requirement of epistemic justification for 

higher-level beliefs in his theory of epistemic justification. He call this the 

"doxastic presumption." He says, "the Doxastic Presumption is only that my 

representation of my overall belief system of beliefs is approximately 

correct."167 "[T]he Doxastic Presumption ... cannot function like a premise. It 

is rather a characterization of something which is, from the standpoint of a 

165BonJour, The Structure of Empirical Knowledge, p.lO!. 
165Ibid., p. 102. 
167Ibid., p. 104 
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coherence theory, a basic and unavoidable feature of cognitive practice. 

Epistemic reflection, according to such a theory, begins from a (perhaps 

tacit) representation of myself as having (approximately) such and such a 

specific system of beliefs: only relative to such a representation can 

questions of justification be meaningfully raised and answered." The 

Doxastic Presumption has been a target of numerous criticisms. Therefore, I 

am not going to repeat those criticisms here. l68 

Even if the above logical problem were to be solved, another problem 

waits for Bonjour. This is the problem presented directly by Hilary 

Kornblith and indirectly by Christopher Chemiak. 169 The gist of the criticism 

is as follows: the minimal requirement for the coherence of a system of 

propositions that is accepted by most epistemologists is logical consistency. 

By giving examples like writing a novel and inconsistency in Frege's Basic 

Laws of Arithmetic, Komblith claims that for most of the cases 

inconsistency among one's claims is hard to notice. "Since Bonjour's 

requirement of cognitive accessibility seems to require that there be no gap 

between the appearance and the reality of justification, and since the 

difficulties involved in determining coherence open just such a gap, 

Bonjour's coherentist account of justification fails to live up to the very 

standard which Bonjour himself lays down." 170 

168See papers in John Bender ed., The Current State oJthe Coherence Theory: Critical 
Essays 011 the Epistemic Theories oj Keith Lehrer and Laurence BonJour, with Replies 
(Dordrecht: Kluwer Academic Publishers, 1989). 
169H. Kornblith, "The Unatlainability of Internalist Coherentism", in John Bender ed., 
op. cit. and Christopher Chemiak, Minimal Rationality (Cambridge: MIT Press, 1986), 
e1Q.ciall y chapter 3. 
1 0H. Komblith, op. cit., p.209 
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Chemiak goes further to claim that the requirement of holistic 

coherence itself is psychologically unacceptable.!71 Checking the logical 

consistency among a small number of members requires a lot of 

computational capacity. Checking the consistency among the number of 

beliefs that can be attributed to a normal human being would require an 

astronomical degree of computational capacity. In a word, it is 

psychologically impossible for a normal person to have a cognitive 

mechanism to form a belief by checking its coherence with the rest of his 

beliefs. This criticism of psychological implausibility of holistic coherentism 

itself can easily tum into a criticism of Bonjour's requirement of higher-level 

belief. For Bonjour requires the higher-level belief to be about the coherence 

relation between the belief in question and the rest of the beliefs of a 

cognitive agent and the only way for this belief to be justified is to check the 

coherence among all the beliefs. As is shown, this is psychologically 

impossible given the cognitive capacity of human beings. 

The above discussion shows that any theory claiming that the 

justification of any belief for a cognitive agent requires her to check the 

coherence of the belief with the rest of the beliefs in her belief system is too 

demanding, therefore it is false. I think this criticism is fatal to Bonjour's 

account. Then, do we have to conclude from this discussion that any holistic 

coherence theory that is connection intemalist is false? The answer to this 

question depends on whether the requirement of the cognitive access to the 

holistic coherence among beliefs in a belief system of S necessarily follows 

from the mixture of the holistic coherence theory and the requirement of 

171C. Chemiak, Minimal Rationality, chapter 3. 
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higher-level beliefs. I do not think it necessarily follows. If this is true, then 

it means that Bonjour's theory is a victim of the above criticism because of 

an idiosyncratic feature of his theory. 

What would a holistic coherence theory be like that requires higher

level beliefs as a necessary condition of epistemic justification but that does 

not fall into the above mentioned problem? According to the holistic 

coherence theory, the system of beliefs is like a web of beliefs connected 

with one another in terms of support relations. A belief lies at each cross 

section of two threads in the web. If we keep track of the connections among 

beliefs, any belief would tum out to have some support relation with any 

other belief within the web. This view of the support relations among beliefs 

produces the holistic account of epistemic justification when it is combined 

with the denial of epistemic priority. By the denial of epistemic priority, I 

mean the denial of the core claim of foundational ism. 172 In foundational ism, 

the basic beliefs are the originators of epistemic justification and all the other 

justified beliefs depend on basic beliefs for their justification. Therefore, 

basic beliefs are prior to any other justified belief as far as epistemic 

justification goes. This picture is denied by coherentism. According to 

holistic coherentism, the justification of a belief comes from its placement 

within the well-organized web of beliefs. Within this web, any pair of beliefs 

would be related to each other in terms of direct or indirect supporting 

relations)73 

172For the relation between a coherence account and the problem of epistemic priority, 
see Firth, Roderick, "Coherence, Certainty, and Epistemic Priority," The Journal of 
Philosophy 61 (1964): pp. 547-557. 
173When two beliefs are connected in the web without being mediated by intermediate 
beliefs, they can be said to be in a direct supporting relation. When two beliefs are 



152 

The coherentist view of support relations does not entail that any pair 

of beliefs within the system have the same degree of proximity, therefore, 

the same degree of the strength of support. Let us call those beliefs that are 

connected with p without mediation by any other belief the proximal 

supporters of the belief that p. It seems that these proximal support relations 

are the ones that are captured by our ordinary understanding of the 

acceptable patterns of inference. 

I claim that what is required to be accessed by a higher-level belief in 

connection internalism is the above proximal support relation. This shows 

that a holistic coherence theory that is connection internalist does not have to 

require the higher-level belief to be about the holistic coherence. A holistic 

coherence theory can combine the following two conditions for the 

justification of the belief that p for S: (1) S's belief that p must cohere with 

the rest of the beliefs in S's belief system, and (2) S must have a higher-level 

belief concerning the relation between the belief that p and the proximal 

supporters for p. For this type of coherence theory to be complete, it just 

needs to add an analysis of the set of acceptable patterns of inference that 

would constrain the contents of higher-level beliefs. 

Some may wonder what is the ground of a belief in the above type of 

coherence theory. If the grounds of a belief are its proximal supporters, then 

the theory seems to be a linear coherence theory. If the ground of a belief is 

the rest of the cognitive agent's beliefs, then the theory is a holistic 

coherence theory. Therefore, the higher-level belief required by a holistic 

coherence theory would be about the coherence relation between the belief 

connected in tenns of other intermediate beliefs, they can be said to be in an indirect 
supporting relation. 
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in question and the rest of the beliefs of a cognitive agent. Higher-level 

beliefs required by linear coherence theory would be about the evidential 

relation between a belief in question and its proximal supporters. If this is 

the case, the criticisms by Komblith and Cherniak shows only that 

connection intemalist holistic coherence theory is wrong. Their criticism 

suggests, therefore, that the only way a coherence theory is combined with 

connection internalism is to be a linear coherentist theory. 

However, I have some doubts about the distinction between linear 

coherence theory and holistic coherence theory. In the following, I will 

explain the reason for my doubts. This will help us understand why holistic 

coherence theory does not have to construe all the rest of beliefs as grounds 

for the justification of each belief. This means that connection intemalist 

holistic coherence theory does not have to require the content of the required 

higher-level belief to be about the overall coherence relation between the 

belief in question and all the rest of the beliefs by a cognitive agent. It would 

follow from this discussion that criticisms by Kornblith and Cherniak do not 

apply to all the possible versions of connection intemalist holistic coherence 

theory, but to some idiosyncratic combination of connection intemalism and 

holistic coherentist theory as is shown in Bonjour's theory. 

As is well known, the dispute between foundationalism and 

coherentism concerns the structure of epistemic justification. As we have 

seen, the core of foundationalism is the claim that there are basic beliefs that 

are justified in the absence of justification from other beliefs. Other beliefs 

are justified by basic beliefs or by other beliefs justified by basic beliefs and 

so on. That is, the core of foundationalism is the claim of epistemic priority 
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that belongs to basic beliefs. Coherentism has been often understood as the 

denial of foundationalism without being accompanied by explicit definition 

of coherence. However, this claim, even if negative, is a very substantial 

claim in itself. As the denial of foundationalism, this claim implies the denial 

of the existence of basic beliefs. This naturally leads to the claim that those 

beliefs construed as basic by foundationalists are actually justified by other 

beliefs of a cognitive agent. This is the denial of epistemic priority. Thus, by 

denying epistemic priority, coherentism makes room for symmetrical 

justificatory relations among beliefs. This way coherentism sees the 

justificatory structure as a web rather than as a pyramid. 

What is the distinction between linear coherentism and holistic 

coherentism in the above picture of coherentism? I think the difference lies 

in the perspectives on the web, not in the substantial claims. When the 

question arises concerning the justification of a particular belief in the web, 

it is answered by introducing some beliefs near the belief in the web. 

Another question we can ask from a little distant perspective is whether each 

and every belief is justified by some other beliefs near the belief in the web. 

Coherentism says yes to this. (The denial of epistemic priority) Yet another 

question that can be asked from even more distant perspective is whether 

any pair of beliefs are connected with each other in terms of a support 

relation directly or indirectly. Coherentism says yes to this again. The final 

question that can be asked from the most distant perspective is whether the 

justification of a belief eventually depends on the fact that it is located in the 

well-knitted web of beliefs. Coherentism says yes to this again. 
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The above consideration shows that, once we deny the foundationalist 

structure of epistemic justification, the web structure of epistemic 

justification comes along as an alternative. Linear coherentism is a view 

about the justification of particular beliefs that follows from the web view of 

epistemic justification. On the other hand, holistic coherentism is a view 

about the overall structure of epistemic justification that follows from the 

web view of epistemic justification. 

The above consideration shows that the distinction between a linear 

coherence theory and a holistic coherence theory lies only in the perspective 

of the coherence structure of epistemic justification. Coherentism just denies 

the existence of basic beliefs, therefore, epistemic priority. What follows 

from this claim is that any justified belief requires justification from other 

beliefs (proximal supporters). These proximal supporters are adequate 

grounds for beliefs. The support relation between a belief and its proximal 

supporters is supposed to form an acceptable pattern of reasoning. The 

higher-level beliefs required by defense accounts of epistemic justification 

are about the support relations between particular beliefs and their proximal 

supporters. The requirement of higher-level beliefs seems to follow directly 

from the defense conception of epistemic justification and the content of 

those higher-level beliefs are determined by our intuitive understanding of 

acceptable patterns of reasoning. All these are given as data to be 

accommodated by a defense account of epistemic justification. Different 

defense accounts may accommodate the requirement in different ways. As a 

result, they may arrive at different views about the overall structure of 

epistemic justification. Claiming that higher-level beliefs must have content 
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about this consequential overall structure of epistemic justification is putting 

the cart before the horse. Exactly this confusion concerning the priority 

between the requirement of higher-level belief and a theory of epistemic 

justification which is expected to satisfy the requirement is what afflicted 

Bonjour's account. If we keep the priority of the requirement of higher-level 

belief over a consequential theory of epistemic justification, the problem 

which Bonjour's account suffered disappears. 

As in the criticism of connection internalism by doxastic voluntarism, 

the criticism by Kornblith and Cherniak applies only to one unique version 

of the theory, that is Bonjour's theory. We have seen that Bonjour's theory is 

caught by the criticism by Kornblith and Cherniak since in Bonjour the 

content of higher-level belief is required to be about the holistic coherence 

relation among beliefs of the belief system of a cognitive agent. However, as 

we have seen in the discussion so far, Bonjour's theory is based on the 

misunderstanding of the nature of the requirement of higher-level beliefs for 

epistemic justification. Once this misunderstanding is removed, there is an 

ample room for a holistic coherence theory to accommodate the requirement 

of higher-level beliefs without becoming the target of criticisms by 

Kornblith and Cherniak. 
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Conclusion 

Now I can summarize the lessons of this chapter as follows: 

(1) Two criticisms--doxastic voluntarism and the inaccessibility of overall 

coherence of beliefs--of current defense accounts of epistemic justification 

apply to some particular features of Bonjour's theory. They are valid 

criticisms of Bonjour's theory, but they are not valid as criticisms of (CI), 

therefore, they are not valid criticisms of current defense accounts of 

epistemic justification in general. The criticism of level confusion in defense 

account of epistemic justification has also been shown not to be forceful. 

(2) If the higher-level belief has to be justified for a cognitive agent in a 

connection internalist way, there is an infinite regress of epistemic 

justification in connection internalism--third objection and it violates the 

supervenience thesis concerning epistemic justification--fourth objection. It 

has been shown that merely having higher-level belief cannot connect up the 

belief whose justification is in question with adequate grounds for the belief

-fifth objection. Moreover, the requirement of higher-level beliefs seems to 

be psychologically too demanding because for most lower-level beliefs 

people do not have higher-level beliefs as required by connection 

internalism--sixth objection. 

(3) The above problems make (CI) very suspicious as a realization of the 

defense conception of epistemic justification. As we have seen, higher-level 



beliefs are expected to play two roles in current defense accounts of 

epistemic justification. It is expected, first, to realize the core claim of the 

defense conception of epistemic justification. It is expected, second, to 

connect up the belief in question with it adequate grounds without 

introducing any causal component. 
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It has been shown that the higher-level belief cannot play the second 

role. The higher-level belief may play the first role. But, to play the second 

role, it has to pay the high price of infinite regress, psychological 

implausibility, and the violation of the relevant supervenience thesis. 
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Chapter V: Epistemic Status and Cognitive Status 
of Higher-Level Beliefs 

According to current defense accounts of epistemic justification, S is 

justified in believing that p only if S has a higher-level belief about the 

evidential relation between the belief that p and its adequate grounds. In 

current defense accounts of epistemic justification, this higher-level belief 

plays two roles. First, it intends to realize the core idea of the defense 

conception of epistemic justification. The higher-level belief of a cognitive 

agent constitutes the subjective understanding of the reasonableness of the 

belief in question. By having the higher-level belief, a cognitive agent can 

draw on adequate grounds for a belief when the belief is challenged with 

respect to its reasonableness. Second, in current defense accounts of 

epistemic justification, the higher-level belief is expected to connect up the 

belief in question with its adequate grounds. S's merely having adequate 

grounds for the belief that p is not sufficient for S's being justified in 

believing that p. It is possible that S happens to be in psychological states 

which are adequate grounds for the belief that p. In this case, S is not 

justified in believing that p until the belief that p and its adequate grounds 

are properly connected. In current defense accounts of epistemic 

justification, the connection is established by S's having a higher-level belief 

such that the above psychological states are adequate grounds for the belief 

that p. 

In the last chapter, we have discussed some main criticisms of current 

defense accounts of epistemic justification. Some criticisms attack the 



160 

foundation of current defense accounts of epistemic justification. The most 

prominent and devastating criticism concerns the epistemic status of higher

level beliefs. The questions concerning the epistemic status of higher-level 

beliefs are whether they have to be justified for a cognitive agent at all, and 

if so, what type of epistemic justification is required for them. We have seen 

different accounts of epistemic justification. To name a few, epistemic 

justification in process reliabilism, epistemic justification in the sense of 

being caused by adequate evidence, propositional justification and doxastic 

justification are the examples. It is a live possibility that defense accounts of 

epistemic justification require lower-level beliefs to be justified in the 

connection internalist manner while requiring higher-level beliefs to be 

justified in some different manner. This can be an option by which defense 

accounts of epistemic justification can evade the problems that arise from 

the requirement that the higher-level beliefs have to be justified for a 

cognitive agent. 

The above questions concerning the epistemic status of higher-level 

beliefs are pressing because of our strong intuition that any belief that is 

necessary for the justification of the belief that p must be justified as well. 

As we have seen, current defense theorists (Lehrer and Bonjour) assume that 

there is only one conception of epistemic justification and accept the 

requirement that higher-level beliefs have to be justified for a cognitive 

agent. This implies that the higher-level beliefs have to be justified for a 

cognitive agent in a connection intemalist manner. This consequence puts 

them into a serious trouble as we have seen. In the first part of this chapter, I 

look into this problem in detail. 
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The second question concerning a higher-level belief is its cognitive 

status. What I mean by the question of the cognitive status of higher-level 

belief is whether a higher-level belief in defense account must be an 

explicitly represented belief or it is allowed to be an implicit belief. Another 

question relevant to the cognitive status of higher-level beliefs is whether, 

when a higher-level belief is required to be explicitly represented, it must be 

an occurrent belief or it is allowed to be non-occurrent. This question is 

clearly related to the criticism of psychological implausibility of current 

defense accounts of epistemic justification. Depending upon which cognitive 

status is required for higher-level beliefs, an account requiring such higher

level beliefs for the justification of lower-level beliefs will have different 

degrees of psychological plausibility. 

The third question that has to be answered by defense accounts but 

remains unanswered concerns the role of connecting a belief with its 

adequate evidence that a higher-level belief intends to play. It was suggested 

in the last chapter that the mere existence of a higher-level belief is not 

enough to establish the connection between a belief and its grounds. That is, 

even though a cognitive agent has adequate grounds for the belief that p and 

a corresponding Uustified) higher-level belief, she may not be justified in the 

belief that p precisely due to the lack of proper connection between the 

belief that p on the one hand and its adequate grounds and higher-level belief 

on the other. Moreover, as we have seen, adding more beliefs on even higher 

levels cannot be a solution to this problem. This suggests that the connection 

between a belief and its grounds that is necessary for the justification of the 

belief cannot be established in terms of psychological states of a cognitive 
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agent and, therefore, the required connection is a non-doxastic connection of 

some externalist type. 

The above three questions--epistemic status and cognitive status of 

higher-level beliefs and the connection problem in defense accounts--are the 

main topics of this chapter. With regard to the epistemic status of higher

level beliefs in defense accounts of epistemic justification, I will scrutinize 

the requirement itself that higher-level beliefs in defense accounts have to be 

justified for a cognitive agent. It will turn out that the requirement itself is 

suspect. 

The discussion of the cognitive status of higher-level beliefs within 

defense accounts will lead me to construct my own defense account. My 

account is different from other defense accounts of epistemic justification in 

two respects. First, in my account, higher-level beliefs are not psychological 

states stored in the memory of a cognitive agent. For this reason, my account 

does not have the problem of psychological implausibility that afflicts most 

current defense accounts. For the psychological implausibility of most 

current defense theories comes from the fact that they require the relevant 

higher-level beliefs to be stored in the memory of a cognitive agent but most 

people do not have those psychological states stored in their memory. 

Second, in my account, the concept of the activation relation among beliefs 

will playa crucial role. What I mean by activation of a belief is the process 

of its being brought into consciousness of the cognitive agent. The gist of my 

account is that S is justified in believing that p only if: in S the belief that p 

and its adequate grounds are stored without a higher-level belief being stored 
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and the activation of the belief that p is very likely to activate its adequate 

grounds. 

The activation relation between the belief in question and its adequate 

grounds that I will present as a necessary condition for the justification of 

the belief will resolve the connection problem nicely. It is suggested in the 

last chapter that adding a doxastic state about the relation between the belief 

in question and its adequate grounds is not enough to establish the 

connection between them. This suggests that the connection between a belief 

and its grounds that is necessary for the justification of the belief must lie 

outside the understanding of a cognitive agent and, therefore, the required 

connection is non-doxastic. The activation relation between the belief in 

question and its grounds will he shown to be a causal relation. Therefore, 

this is a good candidate for the solution of the above problem. 

I will make one last remark before I get into a discussion of the 

epistemic status and the cognitive status of higher-level beliefs. In my 

account, the connection between the belief in question and its adequate 

grounds is not indeed established by an understanding of the evidential 

relation between them. It is established by an activation relation between 

them. This activation relation is a dispositional property of the psychological 

architecture that lies outside the cognition of the cognitive agent. Then, my 

account is not a connection internalist account even if it realizes the defense 

conception of epistemic justification .. So, my account is a connection 

externalist defense account of epistemic justification. Actually, this is what I 

want because there is no way to solve the connection problem without 
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introducing some externalist component as is suggested in the last chapter 

and I will argue more strongly in this chapter 

5.1 Epistemic Status of Higher-Level Beliefs 

Now let us consider the question whether a higher-level belief has to 

be justified for a cognitive agent. This is a vague question because, as we 

have seen in the last chapter, there are different senses of epistemic 

justification. They are epistemic justification in the connection internalist 

manner, propositional justification, epistemic justification in the sense of 

being produced by a reliable cognitive process, and epistemic justification in 

the sense of being caused by adequate grounds. The discussion in the last 

chapter gives us a partial answer to this question. It is that the higher-level 

belief must not be required to be justified in a connection internalist manner. 

If it is required to be justified in a connection internalist manner, then there 

would be an infinite regress of epistemic justification which proceeds into 

ever ascending levels. This is a vicious regress which has no solution. Other 

than the logical problem of vicious infinite regress, the requirement that 

higher-level belief be justified in a connection internalist manner calls for 

extreme psychological implausibility. For, according to the above 

requirement, for me to be justified in holding a first level belief, I must be 

justified in holding a corresponding second level belief and, for me to be 

justified in holding the second level belief, I must be justified in holding a 

corresponding third level belief and so on ad infinitum. This means that for 
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me to be justified in believing that p I must be justified in holding an infinite 

number of higher-level beliefs. However, people do not have those higher 

level beliefs. I believe that from a certain level up people are just incapable 

of holding high level beliefs. 

Furthermore, as we have seen in the last chapter, the requirement of 

the justification for higher-level beliefs violates the supervenience thesis 

concerning epistemic justification and, therefore, it will have an 

intellectually very ungratifying result in the analysis of the concept of 

epistemic justification. According to current defense accounts, S is justified 

in believing that p only if S is justified in holding a relevant higher-level 

belief. If the higher-level belief is required to be justified in a connection 

internalist manner, any account of epistemic justification of a belief would 

presuppose epistemic justification of the corresponding higher-level belief 

which in turn has to be accounted for within a connection internalist 

framework. This consequence is very ungratifying from an intellectual point 

of view. This will leave it as a mystery what epistemic justification is. This 

suggests that any theory of epistemic justification should be able to provide 

an analysis of the concept of epistemic justification in non-epistemic 

terms.174 All these problems together establish it definitely that higher-level 

belief must not be required to be justified in a connection internalist manner. 

174Notice that the above problem does not necessaril y arise if a different type of 
epistemic justification (non-connection internalist) is required for higher-level beliefs. For 
example, if a higher-level is required to be justified in the sense of process reliabilism, the 
connection intemalist justification of a lower-level belief will depend on process 
reliabilist justification of a relevant higher-level belief. In this case, the justification of 
higher-level beliefs can be specified in non-epistemic terms, i. e., IIbeing produced by a 
reliable cognitive process,1I and therefore, the requirement of justification of higher-level 
beliefs would not caused the problem of the violation of supervenience. 
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Then, is some other sense of epistemic justification required for 

higher-level beliefs? To answer this question, I may go through all the 

different senses of epistemic justification and see if anyone of them is 

necessary for higher-level beliefs. However, instead of doing it, I will 

provide a sweeping argument that any sense of epistemic justification is not 

required for higher-level beliefs. 

Before developing my own argument for the non-necessity of 

epistemic justification of higher-level beliefs in defense accounts of 

epistemic justification, let us look at one consideration that seems to dismiss 

the requirement of epistemic justification for higher-level beliefs easily. 

Some epistemologists seem to suggest that, in a defense account of epistemic 

justification, a higher-level cognitive state that plays the above mentioned 

dual functions does not have to be a doxastic psychological state such as 

belief.l75 According to this view, a higher-level cognitive state can be a non

doxastic psychological state such as awareness. Then, it seems that the 

question of epistemic status of higher-level cognitive state in connection 

internalism itself does not arise. For it seems absurd to raise the question of 

epistemic status for non-doxastic psychological states. If it does not matter 

whether the required higher-level cognitive state in connection internalism is 

a doxastic psychological state such as a belief or a non-doxastic 

psychological state such as awareness, it is odd to raise the question of 

epistemic justification for higher-level beliefs. Whether a higher-level 

175Carl Ginet and Roderick Chisholm represent this type of view. See R. Chisholm, 
Theory oj Knowledge, 2nd edition (New Jersey: Prentice-Hall, 1966) and C. Ginet, 
Knowledge, Perceptioll, and Memory (Dordrecht: D. Reidel Publishing Company, 1975). 
For a discussion of this view, see W. Alston, "Internalism and Externalism in 
Epistemology", in Epistemic Justificatioll. 
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psychological state is a doxastic psychological state or non-doxastic 

psychological state seems to be a purely accidental feature of a cognitive 

agent at the time of acquiring the higher-level cognitive state. Therefore, it 

seems wrong to raise a question concerning one thing, but not concerning 

the other. From this, it seems to follow that the question of epistemic 

justification does not arise even when the higher-level cognitive state is a 

doxastic psychological state such as a belief. 

The above argument seems to work on the basis of the ambiguity of 

the word "awareness". I am not really sure what it means that someone is 

aware that Q is an adequate ground for P without believing that Q is an 

adequate ground for P. The only way to make sense of the above claim is to 

interpret the awareness as "implicit belief" and the belief as "occurrent 

belief". Even if there are non-doxastic psychological states such as 

awareness, the above argument does not work. It is because there is a way to 

make the question of epistemic justification relevant even when the higher

level cognitive state is non-doxastic. It seems that awareness is a type of 

psychological state which can directly tum into a belief state. If this is true, 

then the question of epistemic status concerning a non-doxastic 

psychological state can be interpreted as the question of epistemic status of a 

belief state which is directly linked with the non-doxastic psychological 

state. Why not infer the necessity of epistemic justification for a belief 

directly linked with a non-doxastic higher-level psychological state from the 

fact that the higher level doxastic state has to be justified? Is there any 

reason to prefer the inference from the fact that the question of epistemic 

justification does not directly arise for non-doxastic higher-level 



psychological state to the claim that, even when the higher-level 

psychological state is a belief, the question of epistemic justification does 

not arise for such a higher-level psychological state? 
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Now I will develop my own argument that shows the non-necessity of 

epistemic justification for higher-level beliefs. Let us look at the following 

example that seems to show that the justification of a higher-level belief is 

relevant to the justification of the belief in question. This example will 

reveal the hidden assumption that makes people think that the justification of 

a higher-level belief is necessary for the justification of a corresponding 

lower-level belief: 

Suppose Eric and John are old friends who grew up in the same small 

town. Now John is a congressman (Q). Eric believes Q, and he is justified in 

this belief. On his way back home from work, Eric was absorbed in thinking 

that John is a politician (P). Eric's indulgence in this thought causes him to 

bump into a passerby and this bumping in turn causes him to arrive at a 

higher-level belief that his belief that Q is an adequate ground for believing 

P. In this example, the higher-level belief is defective from an epistemic 

point of view even if it is not clear in which respect it is defective. The 

higher-level belief occurred to Eric "out of the blue." The belief is not a 

product of a reliable cognitive process (assuming that acquiring a belief as a 

result of bumping into other person is not a reliable way of acquiring 

beliefs), and Eric himself does not have a cognitive grasp of a reason to hold 

the higher-level belief. From the fact that the higher-level belief is defective 

from an epistemic point of view, epistemologists infer that Eric is not 
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justified in believing P. The most plausible explanation of why people make 

such an inference is that they implicitly endorse the following principle: 

(N1) In order for S to be justified in believing P, any belief necessary for 

being justified in believing P must be justified for S as well. 

(N1) together with the requirement of higher-level belief for the justification 

of the belief P implies that Eric is not justified in believing P unless he is 

also justified in holding the relevant higher-level belief that Q is an adequate 

ground for believing P. Without the requirement of higher-level belief for 

the justification of the belief P, some epistemologists would have thought 

that Eric in the above example is justified in believing P on the basis of 

another justified belief Q. However, once the connection internalist 

framework that presents the higher-level belief as necessary for the 

justification of the belief P is accepted, they think that Eric is not justified in 

believing P because he is not justified in believing that Q is an adequate 

ground for believing P. This shows how strongly our intuitive judgment of 

justifiedness of beliefs is governed by (N1). 

However, it is wrong to apply (Nl) to the case of higher-level beliefs. 

To see why (Nl) should not be applied to the case of higher-level beliefs, let 

us notice the difference between (N1) and the following (N2): 

(N2) In order for S to be justified in believing P, any belief that is 

presented as a necessary adequate ground for the justification of the 

belief P must be justified for S as well. 
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Most epistemologists endorse (N2). I too think that it is true. (N2) suggests 

that, in the above example, Eric is not justified in believing that John is a 

politician unless he is also justified in believing that John is a congressman. 

The truth of (N2) is easily explained. In connection intemalism as in any 

other account of epistemic justification, the grounds of the justification of 

the belief that p play the role of making the belief that p reasonable to 

accept. The grounds can play this role successfully only if they themselves 

are reasonable to accept. Things accepted on unreasonable grounds are not 

reasonable to accept. In other words, if S does not have good reason to 

accept the grounds, being based on those grounds does not provide S with 

good reason to accept the belief that p. Therefore, when the grounds of the 

belief that p are beliefs, the belief that p can be justified for S only if those 

ground beliefs are reasonable for S to accept. It follows from this and the 

identification of the reasonableness with epistemic justification that the 

ground beliefs themselves must be justified for S.l76 

A higher-level belief plays a different role in defense accounts of 

epistemic justification. According to the defense conception of epistemic 

justification, having adequate grounds for the belief that p is not sufficient to 

make S be justified in believing that p. What is additionally required is that S 

recognize the evidential relation between the belief that p and those grounds. 

In terms of this recognition, the belief that p is connected with its grounds. In 

176Some will have noticed that (N2) follows from the second condition of epistemic 
justification I discussed in the first section of this paper. A ground for the belief that p 
must be adequate with respect to the justification of the belief that p for it to be able to 
confer justification on the belief that p. When the ground is a belief, it would not be 
adequate with respect to the justification of the belief that p unless it itself is justified. 
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other words, a higher-level belief does not play the role of making the belief 

that p reasonable to accept. It plays the role of providing S with a 

recognition of the reasonableness of accepting the belief that p. This 

recognition constitutes S's defense of the belief that p. 

The above difference between the role of adequate grounds and 

higher-level beliefs in defense accounts of epistemic justification explains 

why the requirement of justification for higher-level beliefs is ungrounded 

and why (Nl) needs qualification. The rationale for the requirement of 

justification for ground beliefs is that if the ground beliefs themselves are not 

justified they cannot provide justification for the belief that p. 

Impressionistically put, the rationale is that things that do not themselves 

have justification or reasonableness cannot provide justification for other 

things. However, higher-level belief in connection internalism does not play 

the role of justification-provider or reasonableness-provider. It plays the role 

of justification-recognizer or reasonableness-recognizer. Thus the rationale 

that applies to the requirement of justification for ground beliefs does not 

apply to the requirement of justification for higher-level beliefs. This 

difference in the roles played by ground beliefs and higher-level beliefs in 

connection internalism shows why we have to deny (Nl) while keeping 

(N2). 

The conclusion of the discussion thus far is that higher-level beliefs in 

defense accounts of epistemic justification do not have to be justified for a 

cognitive agent. The role of higher-level beliefs is to provide a recognition 

of the reasonableness of relevant lower-level beliefs, not to make lower-level 

beliefs reasonable to accept. Having such a recognition constitutes a 
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cognitive agent's defense of lower-level beliefs. By having such a 

recugnition, a cognitive agent can cognitively access the adequate grounds 

for lower-level beliefs and, therefore, a cognitive agent can defend lower

level beliefs by appealing to adequate grounds for lower-level beliefs when 

any question arises concerning the reasonableness of accepting lower-level 

beliefs. 

Epistemic duty which BonJour uses to derive the requirement of 

higher-level beliefs must be understood in the way that does not imply 

epistemic justification of higher-level beliefs. According to our common

sense intuition concerning epistemic duty, if there is any, it seems reasonable 

to say that, when S believes that p, S has an epistemic duty to have a 

cognitive grasp of the grounds for believing that p. That is, even if S has 

adequate grounds for believing that p, if S believes that p without 

cognitively grasping the above grounds as adequate grounds for believing 

that p, then S violates an epistemic duty with regard to believing that p. 

Having higher-level beliefs as required by defense theorists would satisfy 

this epistemic duty concerning lower-level beliefs. However, it is 

unreasonable to say that a cognitive agent has an epistemic duty to be 

justified in holding higher-level beliefs in a connection internalist manner. 

Suppose I believe P on the basis of good inductive reason Q and, moreover, I 

have a higher-level belief "Q is an adequate ground for believing P." Do I 

satisfy my epistemic duty concerning the belief that p only if I amjustified 

in the above higher-level belief in a connection internalist manner or defense 

manner? That is, do I have an epistemic duty to be able to defend the higher-
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level belief?l77 For this, I would need to have a systematic view about 

induction. How about perceptual beliefs? When I hold a perceptual belief on 

the basis of some perceptual experience, the above strong interpretation of 

epistemic duty would imply that I have an epistemic duty to have reasons for 

believing that holding perceptual beliefs on the basis of certain type of 

perceptual experience is a trustworthy guide to the truth. This is a problem 

that philosophers have tried to solve since the inception of philosophy. It is 

too demanding to require ordinary cognitive agents to have some type of 

philosophical views on induction. In sum, people do not have such an 

epistemic duty to have reasons for holding higher-level beliefs. 

However, there is one consideration that seems to suggest that higher

level beliefs have to be justified for a cognitive agent in order for them to 

provide a defense of lower-level beliefs. Suppose I have a justified belief P 

and another justified belief Q and the belief Q is an adequate ground for the 

belief P. At time to, I arrive at a higher-level belief that Q is an adequate 

ground for believing P. At later time tt, I acquire more information about 

some special features of the previous doxastic circumstances. That is, I 

realize that in the given circumstances Q is not a good enough reason for 

accepting P even though in normal circumstances Q is an adequate ground 

for accepting P. Then, at tl. I have reasons not to believe that Q is an 

adequate ground for believing that P. In this case, it is hard to say that just 

having the above higher-level belief gives a cognitive agent a critical 

reflection or a defense of the lower-level belief (P) in question. From this 

consideration, we can conclude that a higher-level belief in defense account 

177This seems to be a case of real level confusion. 
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of epistemic justification should not be defeated. This seems to suggest that 

the higher-level beliefs must be justified for a cognitive agent. 178 

However, the condition that the higher-level belief should not be 

defeated is nothing special about defense accounts of epistemic justification. 

Whatever account of epistemic justification is endorsed, S is justified in 

believing P on the basis of Q only if S does not have reason to believe that Q 

is not a good reason for believing P. This type of defeater for the 

justification of the belief P is what John Pollock calls an undercutting 

de/eater. Any account of epistemic justification should be able to explain the 

function of undercutting defeaters. Remember that from the beginning of my 

discussion I assumed that epistemic justification of a belief consists of two 

variables: being based on a positive (adequate) ground and absence of a 

negative ground. On the basis of that assumption, I have been focusing on 

the discussion of the positive aspect of epistemic justification. Therefore, 

when a defense account of epistemic justification is completed with the 

supplement of an analysis of defeaters, the above problem of defeaters will 

be taken care of. The above consideration that seems to suggest that higher

level beliefs must be justified actually shows only that epistemic justification 

must take an account of defeaters. This is a matter of course. 

Some people may not be convinced by the above argument. They may 

still think that, within the framework of connection intemalism, justification 

of a higher-level belief is necessary for the justification of a lower-level 

belief. Let me alleviate their worries. All that follows from my argument is 

that the evaluation of a higher-level belief from an epistemic point of view--

178Joseph Tolliver raised this question in personal conversation. 
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whether the higher-level belief isjustified for a cognitive agent or not--is 

irrelevant to the justification of the lower-level belief in question. The above 

argument does not exclude the possibility that the consideration of a higher

level belief from some non-epistemic point of view is relevant to the 

justification of the belief in question. In the remainder of this paper, I discuss 

the cognitive status (i.e., the psychological status) of higher-level beliefs in 

connection internalism and construct my own account of epistemic 

justification on the basis of criticisms of current accounts. In those 

discussions, I acknowledge that the general way that a higher-level belief 

occurs is relevant to the justification of the belief in question.l79 This will 

explain the validity of our intuition that the way a higher-level belief arises 

is relevant to the justification of the belief in question, without being 

committed to the implausible claim that the justification of a higher-level 

belief is necessary for the justification of the belief in question. In my 

discussion of the cognitive status of higher-level belief, the distinction 

between occurrent beliefs and non-occurrent beliefs will play an important 

role. So I will start with an introduction of occurrent beliefs and non

occurrent beliefs. 

179 A process reliabilist may attempt to use the above point to derive the necessi ty of 
epistemic justification of higher-level beliefs, justification in the process reliabilist sense. 
The point is that the higher-level beliefs must be produced by reliable cognitive 
processes. I admit that this is a possibility. However, it is the burden of process 
reliabilists to come up with an argument that can override my argument presented above. 
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5.2 Cognitive Status of Higher-Level Belief 

5.2.1 Occurrent Belief and Nonoccurent Belief 

There is a well-known distinction between occurent beliefs and non

occurent beliefs. Now I believe that I am writing a doctoral dissertation and I 

am aware of this belief. The belief that I am aware of now may be a product 

of some current external inputs such as visual stimulation or it may be a 

product of recalling information that has been stored in my memory. Those 

beliefs I am aware of or conscious of are called occurrent beliefs. 

The fact that a cognitive agent can have only a limited number of 

occurrent beliefs at a given time is explained by a psychological fact that 

short term memory is capable of holding only a few items at a given time. 

For a cognitive agent to be aware of a belief, the belief must be stored in 

short term memory and short term memory can hold only a few pieces of 

information at a given time. It follows from this that the number of beliefs a 

cognitive agent can be aware of at a given time cannot exceed the number of 

beliefs he can hold in his short term memory at that time. 180 

On the other hand, I know many things which I am not aware of now. 

For example, I believe that Tucson is a city in Arizona even if I may not be 

aware of this at this time. Using the psychological terminology, this belief is 

a piece of information stored in my long term memory without being 

retrieved (copied) into my short term memory so that I can be aware of it. 

180yhis is a received view in psychology. For the pioneering work on this topic, see O. 
Miller, liThe Magical Number Seven, Plus or Minus Two: Some Limits on Our Capacity 
for Processing Information ll

, Psychological Review 68 (1953): pp. 81-97. 



This type of information which I have without being aware of is called a 

non-occurrent belie! Psychologists claim that human beings may have an 

infinite number of items of information in long term memory and human 

beings have a large number of beliefs stored in long term memory. 
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There are two things to remark before I conclude this section. In my 

discussion, I will assume that there is a psychological mechanism that turns 

a non-occurrent belief into an occurrent belief. I will call this mechanism 

"activation". Therefore, an activated belief is identified with an occurrent 

belief in my discussion. This use of the term "activation" is different from 

the common use of the term in psychology. For in psychology, activation 

does not imply access by consciousness. Suppose I am driving a car while I 

am conversing with my friend in the next seat. In this case, some beliefs 

concerning driving a car are working in my short term memory. But I am not 

conscious of these beliefs. So, here we have an example of beliefs that are 

activated to control behaviors, but that are not occurrent. So, when I talk 

about activation of beliefs, I mean a special type of activation of beliefs in 

the sense that the activation mechanism implies access to consciousness. 181 

One more thing to notice at this point is that my discussion assumes 

the duplex theory of memory structure according to which human memory 

consists of two single units--short term memory and long term memory.182 

This view has come came under attack and an alternative view that short 

181If there is someone who is still bothered by the possibility that an activated belief may 
not be accessible to consciousness or awareness, then an expression, "consciousness
activation", can be used for the special type of activation which is our current interest. 
182See, for example, Atkinson, R c., and Shiffrin, R M., "Human memory: A proposed 
system and its control processes," in K. W. Spence and J. T. Spence eds., The Psyclwlogy 
ojLeamillg alld Motivation Vol. 2 (New York: Academic Press, 1968) and Waugh, N. 
C. and Norman, D. A., "Primary memory" PsycllO/ogica/ Review 72 (1965): pp. 89-104. 
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term memory consists of multiple units with different functions is more 

popular among psychologists.183 The view of short term memory as 

consisting of multiple units has an implication that quite a large number of 

items of information is retrieved from long term memory into short term 

memory to process a given piece of information.l84 Moreover, it is not even 

clear that all the pieces of information active in controlling behaviors or 

processing information have to be in short term memory. However, this 

would not affect my argument. All I need for my argument is that conscious 

access to a given piece of information requires its being activated and human 

beings can be conscious of only a limited number (seven plus or minus two) 

of pieces of information at a given time. This much is uncontroversial. 

It will be useful to explain how the above distinction between 

occurrent beliefs (activated beliefs) and non-occurent beliefs (unactivated 

beliefs) will be used in my argument. The main topic of my discussion that 

follows shortly is the cognitive status (i. e., psychological status) of higher

level beliefs. The conclusion of my discussion will be that higher-level 

beliefs must be psychological states that can be easily activated. And I will 

183For the criticism, see Wickelgren, W. A., "The Long and the Short of Memory," 
Psychological Bulletin 80 (1973): pp. 425-438, Bjork, R. A. and Whitten, W. B., 
"Recency-Sensitive Retrieval Processes in Long-Term Free Recall," Cognitive 
Psychology 6 (1974): pp. 173-189 and Baddley, A. D. and Hitch, G., "Working 
Memory," in G. H. Bower ed., The Psychology o/Learning and Motivation 8 (New York: 
Academic Press, 1974). For the alternative theory which is called levels-of-processing 
theory, see Craik, F. I. M. and Lockhart, R. S., "Levels of Processing: A framework for 
Memory Research," Journal o/Verbalk Learning alld Verbal Behavior 11 (1972): pp. 
672-684 and Craik, F. I. M. and Tulving, E., "Depth of Processing and the Retention of 
Words in Episodic Memory," Journal 0/ Experimental Psychology: General 104 (1975): 
pp. 268-294 and Lockhart, R. S., Craik, F. I. M. and Jacoby, L., "Depth of Processing, 
Recognition, and Recall," in J. Brown ed., Recall and Recognition (New York: Wiley, 
1976). 
184See Mary Potter, "Remembering," in Daniel Osherson and Edward Smith eds., All 
Invitation to Cognitive Science vol. 3: Thinking (Cambridge: MIT Press, 1990). 
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draw this conclusion by refuting two theses: One is that a higher-level belief 

may be a psychological state that is very hard to activate and the other is that 

a higher-level belief must be an actually activated psychological state. The 

refutation of the first thesis is straightforward. I will show that when a 

higher-level belief is very hard to activate it cannot play the roles that a 

higher-level belief is supposed to play in the defense account of epistemic 

justification. In the refutation of the second thesis, the fact that a cognitive 

agent has many justified non-occurrent beliefs will be taken seriously. On 

the basis of this, I will show that the restriction of higher-level beliefs to 

activated beliefs cannot explain the justification of non-occurrent beliefs. I 

will show, furthermore, that even when the above requirement is revised in a 

way to accommodate the justification of non-occurrent beliefs it is still too 

strong. 

5.2.2 Can a Higher-Level Belief Be Very Hard to Activate? 

Now let us consider the question whether a higher-level belief can do 

the job it is supposed to do within a defense account of epistemic 

justification when it is very hard to activate. As we have seen, the functions 

of a higher-level belief within connection internal ism are twofold: on the one 

hand, it is supposed to constitute a recognition of the evidential or justifying 

relation between the belief in question and its adequate grounds. On the 

other hand, it is supposed to connect the belief in question with its adequate 

grounds. I will show that when the required higher-level beliefs are very 
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hard to activate, they can execute neither of the above two functions. The 

conclusion I want to draw as a result of this consideration is a weak negative 

claim that a higher-level belief must not be a psychological state that is very 

hard to be accessed by consciousness. 

Defense accounts of epistemic justification define epistemic 

justification by focusing on the critical examiner aspect of human 

psychology. In defense accounts, higher-level beliefs about evidential 

relations between lower-level beliefs and their adequate grounds are 

presented as a realization of the above critical reflection of the 

reasonableness of accepting lower-level beliefs. This is how the requirement 

of higher-level beliefs distinguishes defense accounts of epistemic 

justification from other types of accounts of epistemic justification, 

especially from genetic accounts of justification that define the justification 

of the beliefs in terms of the way they are formed. Then, the crucial question 

to ask is whether higher-level beliefs can constitute critical reflections on the 

reasonableness of lower-level beliefs when they are very hard to activate. To 

answer this question, let us consider what defense theorists have in mind 

when they say that having a critical reflection on the reasonableness of 

accepting that p is a necessary condition for being justified in believing that 

p. 

Defense theorists object to process reliabilism for the reason that the 

beliefs prescribed to be justified by process reliabilism can be "out of the 

blue" from a subjective perspective. According to Bonjour, a reliable 

cognitive process cannot confer justification to beliefs produced by it 

because, from the subjective perspective of the believer, it may be an 
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accident that those beliefs are true. The point is that a cognitive agent must 

be aware of why the belief is reasonable to accept. Only if she is aware of 

the adequate grounds for the belief and the support relation between them 

and the belief in question would the truth of the belief not be an accident 

from her subjective perspective. According to Lehrer, even if a belief is 

produced by a reliable source, if a cognitive agent has no idea that it is 

acquired from such a reliable source, then she is not justified in holding the 

belief. 185 The basic idea that underlies Bonjour's and Lehrer's critiCism of 

process reliabilism is that if S is in a state of being puzzled about the beliefs 

reasonableness to accept when she critically reflects on the belief that p, then 

she is not justified in believing that p. Putting the same point differently, if a 

cognitive agent does not have a defense of the belief in question which is 

supposed to be achieved by recognizing the adequate grounds for the belief, 

she is not justified in the belief. A higher-level belief in the defense account 

is a cure for the above state of puzzlement or for the above defenselessness. 

According to defense theorists, beliefs that are justified by the criterion of 

process reliabilism may not have this cure. From this we can conclude that if 

a higher-level belief provided by a defense account does not save a cognitive 

agent from the state of being puzzled about the reasonableness of the belief 

in question, then the theory is self-defeating. 

Now let us consider a defense account that allows a higher-level belief 

to be a psychological state, one that is very difficult to be accessed by 

consciousness. Suppose that Snow occurrently believes P. Suppose, 

moreover, that S also occurrently believes Q that is an adequate grounds for 

185See pp. 82-83 of this dissertation. 
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believing P. He also has the higher-level belief H that Q is an adequate 

ground for believing P. This higher-level belief is stored somewhere in SIS 

memory very hard to reach by consciousness. Suppose that it takes days of 

hard work by an expert psychologist to help S access the belief H.l86 In this 

case, when SIS belief P is challenged with respect to its reasonableness, S 

will not know how to respond to the challenge even if S is occurrently 

thinking of Q. That is, even if S has the corresponding higher-level belief, S 

will remain puzzled without knowing what to think of the reasonableness of 

the belief P when the belief P is challenged. This shows that when a higher

level belief is a psychological state that is difficult to be accessed by 

consciousness, the higher-level belief is not a cure for the puzzlement over 

the reasonableness of the belief in question. When a higher-level belief is 

very hard to activate, it does not provide a cognitive agent with a defense of 

the lower-level belief in question. Therefore, a higher-level belief that is 

very difficult to be accessed by consciousness cannot be a realization of the 

recognition of the evidential relation between the belief in question and its 

adequate grounds in the way required by a defense account. 

The more serious problem with higher-level beliefs that are very 

difficult to be accessed by consciousness comes from the fact that it cannot 

be a proper analysis of the connection factor of epistemic justification which 

we discussed in chapter 2. The gist of the connection problem was that Scan 

18&rhe following example will help illuminate the point. Suppose that I have moved 
many times since I lived in a purple house for the first seven years of my life. Now when 
I am thirty two years old, I face a question which color my house was when I was five. I 
cannot answer this question when no cue is provided for the answer. However, when 
someone asks me whether it was purple, I answer the question by "yes" right away. Using 
a psychological terminology, I cannot recall that my house was purple, but I can 
recognize that it was purple. This example shows what it is like to have beliefs stored in 
long term memory in a way that is very hard to retrieve. 
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have adequate grounds for believing that p without being justified in 

believing that p. The reason is, roughly speaking, that S's belief that p and 

adequate ground for the belief are "detached". They are not properly 

"connected up". One natural solution to this problem endorsed by many 

epistemologists was that for S to be justified in believing that p the belief 

that p must be caused by the adequate ground for the belief. However, this 

solution is not available to current defense theorists. They endorse an 

ideology that is deeply rooted in traditional epistemology such that epistemic 

justification of a belief for a cognitive agent is solely a function of 

psychological states of the cognitive agent at the time of holding the 

belief.l87 The causal relation between a belief and its grounds either belongs 

to the history of the cognitive states of a believer, or to the physical structure 

of the cognitive system of a cognitive agent. 188 Either way, the causal 

relation does not necessarily constitute a part of the cognitive perspective of 

the cognitive agent. The only way to provide an analysis of the connection 

factor without introducing causation is to require a cognitive agent to have 

another psychological state that holds the belief in question and its adequate 

ground together in the higher level. In connection intemalism, higher-level 

beliefs are expected to play this role of binding lower-level beliefs whose 

justification is in question with their adequate ground. Let us call this the 

binding role of higher-level beliefs. 

187See section 3.3. 
1880enetic theorists of epistemic justification provide two different types of causation 
for the analysis of the connection factor of epistemic justification. First is the causation 
that is relevant to the initial formation of a belief. The second is the causation in the sense 
that the adequate grounds causes a cognitive agent to sustain the belief in question that 
has been formed in some other way. I have these two different types of causation in mind 
when I talk about two different loci of causation in the above sentence. 
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Let us go back to Pollock's example: "[A] man might have adequate 

evidence for believing that his wife is unfaithful to him, [but] he might 

systematically ignore that evidence. However, when his mother, whom he 

knows to be totally unreliable in such matters and biased against his wife, 

tells him that his wife is unfaithful to him, he believes it on that basis." 189 

This time, let us add another supposition to the original example. Now the 

man has a higher-level belief that the evidence he has is adequate for the 

belief that his wife is unfaithful. However, this higher-level belief is very 

hard to activate. Ignoring the adequate evidence, he believes that his wife is 

unfaithful on the basis of the testimony of his jealous mother. If the higher

level belief is actually activated (or can be easily activated), then it is not 

very clear that the man is unjustified in the belief due to the lack of a proper 

connection between the belief and its adequate evidence. However, if the 

higher-level belief is hard to activate, then the person in this example is not 

justified in believing that his wife is unfaithful. This is for the same reason 

that the person was not justified in the belief in the original example--the 

belief and its evidence are not properly connected. This shows that, even if 

the higher-level belief exists, if it is hard to activate it cannot succeed in 

connecting the belief in question with its adequate grounds so as to confer 

justification on the belief. 

I am not sure that current defense accounts can solve the above 

problem by requiring that higher-level beliefs must be something easily 

accessible by consciousness. I will eventually argue that mere higher-level 

beliefs that are not causally associated with lower-level beliefs and adequate 

189J. Pollock, op. cit., p. 81. 
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grounds cannot playa binding role. What I want to emphasize at this stage 

of my argument is that when a higher-level belief is very hard to activate, 

clearly it cannot execute the function of connecting a lower-level belief with 

its adequate grounds. I take this as a definite proof that when a higher-level 

belief is a psychological state that is very hard to be accessed by 

consciousness, it cannot play the role of binding the belief in question with 

its adequate ground in a way desired by current defense theorists. So, I 

conclude that to solve the connection problem within connection internalist 

framework the required higher-level beliefs must be something easily 

accessi ble by consciousness. 

5.2.3 Must a Higher-Level Belief be Actually Activated? 

The conclusion of the last section was that higher-level beliefs must 

not be a psychological state that is hard to be retrieved into consciousness. 

Putting the same point in different words, a higher-level belief must not be a 

psychological state whose content is hard to activate. This conclusion was 

justified mainly for the reason that a defense account of epistemic 

justification which allows a higher-level belief to be hard to activate leads to 

too weak an account of epistemic justification. At this juncture, there can be 

two ways to strengthen the account. The first is to claim that a higher-level 

belief must be an actually activated psychological state. The second is to 

claim that a higher-level belief must be a psychological state that can be 

easily activated. In this section, I will argue that a defense account of 
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epistemic justification that follows from the requirement that a higher-level 

belief must be an actually activated psychological state is too strong and, 

therefore, that a defense account of epistemic justification has to settle down 

with the requirement that a higher-level belief be an easily activatible 

psychological state. 

Before I develop my argument I need to say a few words about the 

strategy of my argument. In my argument, I will not directly refute the claim 

that a higher-level belief must be an actually activated psychological state. I 

will directly refute the claim that the psychological states which are adequate 

grounds for the belief in question must be actually activated. Then I will use 

this to infer that a higher-level belief in defense accounts does not have to be 

an actually activated psychological state. l90 

The above inference is justified on two grounds. First, as we have 

seen earlier, connection internalism is a strengthened version of 

evidentialism. According to evidentialism, for S to be justified in believing 

that p, S must have evidence for the belief that p where evidence is some 

psychological state of S. This evidence is adequate ground for believing that 

p in my terminology. The defense account is stronger than evidentialism in 

that it accepts the above condition of evidentialism and goes further to add 

an extra condition such that S must have a higher-level belief that the above 

evidence is adequate ground for the belief that p. Then, defense accounts of 

epistemic justification can count as a species of evidentialism in which the 

set of psychological states of S necessary for the justification of the belief 

190rhe reason I take this strategy or maneuver is because our intuition seems to give us a 
more clear answer to the required cognitive status of adequate grounds rather than to the 
required cognitive status of higher-level beliefs. 



187 

that p contains not only the adequate grounds for the belief that p but also a 

corresponding higher-level belief. That is, the difference between current 

defense accounts and other evidentialist accounts is only in the size of the set 

of psychological states necessary for the justification of lower-level beliefs. 

The above consideration makes it prima facie plausible to think that 

the identical cognitive status would be required for ground psychological 

states and for the relevant higher-level belief. In other evidentialist accounts, 

if there is any constraint on the cognitive status of any adequate ground for a 

given belief, the same constraint would apply to other adequate grounds for 

the belief in question. Moreover, if the defense account is a species of 

evidentialism and differs from other evidentialist accounts only in that in 

defense accounts one additional psychological state (a higher-level belief) is 

required for the justification of each lower-level belief, it seems to follow 

that the constraint applied to adequate grounds will apply to higher-level 

beliefs. 

Second, the cognitive status of a higher-level belief implies the 

identical cognitive status of psychological states that are adequate grounds 

for a lower-level belief in question. This is particularly true when a higher

level belief is an actually activated psychological state. In the defense 

account of epistemic justification, a higher-level belief is a higher-level 

cognition about the evidential relation between the content of the belief 

whose justification is in question and the content of adequate grounds for the 

belief. Let me illustrate the point by using the analogy of a belief box. I have 

a proposition P stored in my belief box and another proposition Q stored in 

the same box. The justification of my belief P is in question. Suppose that 
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my belief Q is justified. The gist of the defense account is that I must have a 

higher-level belief that Q is an adequate ground for believing P. This higher

level belief concerns the evidential relation between P and Q. Suppose that 

this higher-level belief is activated. It means that I am occurrently thinking 

about two pieces of information that are stored in my belief box. Then, it 

follows that I am occurrently thinking of them. I don't know what it would 

be like to think about certain information without thinking a/that 

information. This is why I think that the activation of higher-level beliefs 

implies the activation of the relevant lower-level beliefs. 

There is one possible objection to the above line of reasoning. It goes 

as follows: Suppose that I have propositions P and Q stored in my belief 

box. Suppose, moreover, that there is another piece of information, i. e., the 

information that constitutes the content of the relevant higher-level belief, 

stored in the box such that Q is an adequate ground for believing that P. If all 

these three pieces of information are independent, we can easily imagine a 

case in which two of them are activated while the other one is not activated. 

Therefore, it is possible that the higher-level belief is activated while the 

adequate ground for the belief in question is not activated. 

The problem with the above argument is that higher-level beliefs in 

defense accounts must be indexical in the sense that they refer to the belief 

in question and its adequate grounds. It cannot be an abstract belief that can 

exist independently of the belief in question and its adequate grounds. 

Otherwise, it cannot play the role of connecting the lower-level belief in 

question with its adequate grounds. That is, for S to be justified in believing 

P on the basis of Q, at time t, S must believe P and believe Q and a higher-



189 

level belief makes a claim about the evidential relation between the contents 

of these two tokens of beliefs. This is why the actual activation of a higher

level belief implies the actual activation of the adequate grounds for the 

belief in question. In order for me to think occurrently about the content of a 

specific belief of mine, the belief itself has to be activated. Again, I have no 

idea what it would be like to think about the content of a belief of mine 

without the beliefs being activated. 

For the above two reasons, I can refute the claim that, in order for S to 

be justified in a lower-level belief, S must occurrently think of the relevant 

higher-level belief, by refuting the claim that the psychological states that 

are adequate grounds for the belief in question must be actually activated. 

Then let us consider a view that for S to be justified in believing that p the 

psychological states of S that are adequate grounds for the belief that p must 

be actually activated. Richard Feldman endorses this view in his paper, 

"Having Evidence" .191 Feldman claims that, for S to be justified in believing 

that p, having fitting (adequate) evidence is not sufficient. S must have the 

evidence available. After criticizing diverse accounts of the availability of 

evidence, he provides the following as a correct account of the availability of 

evidence: 

(7) S has p available as evidence at tiff S is currently thinking of p.l92 

191Richard Feldman, "Having Evidence", in D. F. Austin, ed., Philosophical Analysis 
(Dordrechl: Kluwer Academic Press, 1988):pp. 83-104. 
192Ibid., p. 95. 
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"Currently thinking of p" means "having an occurrent belief that p" or "p's 

being activated in S". The underlying view is that a psychological state that 

is necessary for the justification of the belief that p is efficacious with 

respect to the justification of the belief that p only if it is activated. 

However, Feldman's account of available evidence is too strong. 

There are two reasons why his account is too strong. First, it cannot account 

for the epistemic justification of non-occurrent beliefs. Second, it is still too 

strong as an account of epistemic justification of occurrent beliefs. Let us 

begin with the consideration of epistemic justification of non-occurrent 

beliefs. 

As we have seen, a normal mature cognitive agent has many non

occurrent beliefs while he can have only a small number of occurrent beliefs 

at a given time. According to our intuition, it makes perfect sense to ask 

whether she is justified in holding a non-occurrent belief. In other words, a 

cognitive agent is justified in some non-occurrent beliefs and not in some 

other non-occurent beliefs. Suppose that I acquired some belief in terms of 

wishful thinking without having any adequate evidence for the belief. I just 

retained this belief in my long term memory without corroborating it in 

terms of some evidence. Obviously, in this case, I am not justified in the 

belief. On the other hand, suppose that I acquired some other belief in terms 

of a reliable cognitive process and, furthermore, that I collected some 

adequate evidence for the belief later on. So I retain the belief and its 

adequate evidence in my long term memory. Then it seems that I am 

justified in this belief even if it is non-occurrent. 
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Moreover, talking about the justification and non-justification of non

occurent beliefs makes sense not only on intuitive ground, but also on 

logical grounds. S (a mature cognitive agent) can have only a limited 

number of occurrent beliefs at a given time. Psychological research shows 

that S can hold only seven or eight items (or chuncks) in short term memory 

at a given time in the way that they are accessed by consciousness. 

Assuming very generously that one belief is one item that can be stored in 

short term memory, it follows that a cognitive agent can have only seven or 

eight occurrent beliefs at a given time. On the other hand, a normal cognitive 

agent has many--clearly more than seven or eight--instances of knowledge at 

a given time. When epistemic justification counts as a necessary condition of 

knowledge, it follows that a normal cognitive agent has many instances of 

justified beliefs at a given time. The only way to accommodate this is to 

grant that a mature cognitive agent has many instances of justified non

occurrent beliefs. 

Feldman's account has no way to accommodate the above fact that a 

mature cognitive agent has a large number of justified non-occurrent beliefs. 

Feldman endorses evidentialism in the sense that having some adequate 

evidence available for the belief that p is a necessary condition for the 

justification of the belief. Moreover, he claims that psychological evidence 

can be available for the belief that p only if the psychological state is 

occurrent. Then, from the fact that a cognitive agent can have at most seven 

or eight occurrent beliefs at a given time, it follows that any mature 

cognitive agent cannot have many justified beliefs. More specifically, even if 

justification of a belief requires only one piece of evidence, if all the 
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evidence has to be occurrent for it to be able to justify beliefs, any cognitive 

agent cannot be justified in more than seven or eight beliefs. This is clearly 

an unacceptable consequence. Let me express the same point from the 

reverse angle. As we have seen, a normal mature cognitive agent has a 

number of beliefs which she is justified in holding at t. Assuming that each 

justified belief needs only one piece of evidence, it follows from (7) that she 

must be currently thinking of a number of items that are evidence for those 

justified beliefs. This is psychologically impossible. Putting the same point 

in a more crude manner, it is absurd to claim that, in order for me to be 

justified in a non-occurrent belief that p, I must be currently thinking of its 

adequate evidence. 

Feldman may try to avoid the above criticism by claiming that he is 

interested only in the epistemic justification of occurrent beliefs. However, 

this is not a good way of responding to the above criticism. For, in that case, 

Feldman's account is at best incomplete. As we have seen, there is a strong 

sense of epistemic justification for non-occurrent beliefs. A theory of 

epistemic justification should be able to explain what epistemic justification 

is regardless of the accidental feature attached to the current cognitive status 

of beliefs. If Feldman's account explains the epistemic justification of 

occurrent beliefs only and leaves the epistemic justification of non-occurrent 

beliefs mysterious, then his account is seriously flawed. 

The better way to respond to the above criticism, therefore, is to say 

that he is providing a conditional analysis of what can count as available 

evidence for a belief. The point is that (7) can be presented as an analysis of 

what the cognitive status of evidence for the belief that p should be, if or 
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accommodate the justification of non-occurrent beliefs as follows: 
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(7') S has p available as evidence for the belief that q at t iff, necessarily, if S 

is currently thinking that q, then S is currently thinking of p. 

In (7'), the required cognitive status of available evidence is defined relative 

to the activation of a belief in question. Therefore, when a belief in question 

is not activated, the available evidence for the belief does not have to be 

activated either. Therefore, (7') does not suffer from the problem that afflicts 

(7). 

In the above formulation, the modal operator "necessarily" must be 

interpreted as representing nomological necessity, not logical necessity. For 

any pair of beliefs, it is always logically possible that one belief is activated 

but the other is not. Therefore, if "necessarily" in (7') is interpreted as logical 

necessity, the right hand side of iff is false of any pair of beliefs and, 

therefore, having available evidence for any belief is logically impossible. 

This would lead to a strong skepticism with respect to epistemic justification 

which, I think, Feldman does not want. Therefore, "necessity" in (7') has to 

be interpreted as nomological necessity. However, "necessarily" cannot be 

dropped from (7'). Dropping the necessity leaves room for the possibility 

that S still has the belief that p as available evidence for the belief that q 

while he is not currently thinking of the belief that p. This is clearly 

incompatible with (7). From this, I conclude that Feldman has to accept (7') 

in which its modal operator is interpreted as nomological necessity. 
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However, (7') is still too strong as an account of justification for non

occurrent beliefs. The problem is that some justified non-occurrent beliefs 

can be activated without their evidence being activated. Suppose that I 

believe with very good evidence that my mother is a kind person. This belief 

is stored in my memory together with its evidence which supports the belief. 

In most of the cases in which I occurrently believe that my mother is a kind 

person I occurrently believe its evidence. Whenever someone asks me why I 

believe that my mother is a kind person I can easily retrieve the evidence to 

support my belief. However, at time t, I am just thinking of the qualities of 

my family members. My thought starts from the qualities of my father and it 

flows to the qualities of my mother and to those of my siblings. Right after 

thinking that my father is a strict person, I think that my mother is a kind 

person and then go on to think about the qualities of my siblings. I may be 

daydreaming. My beliefs about the qualities of my family members that have 

been stored in my long term memory are activated without their evidence 

being activated. Is it correct to say that my belief that my mother is a kind 

person is not justified for me merely because of the above possibility? I 

think not. To say that I am not justified in believing that my mother is a kind 

person in the above case is to say that the mere possibility of my belief's 

being activated without its evidence being activated is sufficient to deprive 

my belief of the status of justifiedness. l93 For any non-occurrent belief of 

mine, we can always imagine a nomologically possible case such as the 

193Feldman may try to avoid the above problem by arguing that I am justified in my 
non-occurrent belief that my mother is a kind person, but if its evidence is not activated 
when the belief is activated then the occurrent belief that my mother is a kind person is 
not justified for me. I think that this is unacceptable. Epistemic justification concerns the 
epistemic status of a belief regardless of its mode of storage in memory. I hope that the 
example in the above paragraph has established this. 
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above in which the belief in question is activated without its evidence being 

activated. This means that (7') is still too strong. From this I conclude that 

evidence of a belief does not have to be necessarily activated when the belief 

is activated. 

Now is the time to synthesize two conclusions we arrived at. The first 

conclusion was that the higher-level belief must not be very hard to activate. 

The second conclusion was that the higher-level belief does not have to be 

something that is necessarily activated whenever the belief whose 

justification is in question is activated. Then, the natural answer to the access 

or retrieval mechanism of higher-level belief is that the higher-level belief 

must be easy to activate.194 

5.3 The Defense Account of Epistemic Justification 

The claim that higher-level beliefs must be easy to activate is very 

vague. The vagueness of the claim comes in part from the fact that easiness 

is a matter of degree. The gist of the above claim can be rephrased as the 

claim that higher-level beliefs must have high probability of being activated. 

The question is how high the probability should be. I do not have a clear 

answer to this question. I do not have a clear idea which degree of 

194As readers can easily tell, lowe the expression to Alston. Alston denies the necessity 
of meta-cognition for epistemic justification. But he claims that the adequate ground for 
the belief that p must be fairly directly accessible by S for S to be justified in believing 
that p. "In order that justifiers be generally available for presentation as the legitimizers of 
the belief, they must be fairly readily available to the subject through some mode of 
access much quicker than lengthy research, observation, or experimentation." Alston, 
"Internalist Externalism" in Epistemic Justificatioll, p. 238. 
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probability of a higher-level beliefs being activated is required for the 

corresponding lower-level belief to be justified for a cognitive agent. I am 

not even sure that a unique measure of probability would apply to all the 

cases of higher-level beliefs. One possibility is that justification itself might 

be a matter of degree. If so, then the above vagueness of formulation would 

be a virtue rather than a vice. For the above formulation would be 

illuminating the degree of epistemic justification by reducing it to the degree 

of activation. 

Another possibility is that the justification of the belief that p is not a 

matter of degree, but the required value of the probability of the higher-level 

belief's activation might vary depending upon contexts. In a given context, a 

belief is either justified or unjustified depending upon the value of 

probability of the corresponding higher-level beliefs activation. Just the 

required value of the probability of activation of higher-level beliefs varies 

depending upon the context. In a context that requires a very rigorous 

research, a cognitive agent is expected to be able to defend her claims 

readily in terms of evidence. In a more relaxed context, such a rigorous 

standard for the defense would not be required. If this is the case, then the 

completion of a defense account of epistemic justification would demand 

researches on which context requires which degree of a defense for the 

justification of a belief. The outcome of these researches would be reflected 

in the required degree of activation for a relevant higher-level belief. 

The above considerations show that the vagueness of defense accounts 

that derives from the use of the degree term "easiness" is something that has 

to be resolved by epistemology only if epistemic justification is not a matter 
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of degree and there is a unique value of probability of higher-level beliefs' 

activation that applies across all contexts. Even though these latter claims are 

interesting and important, I will not get into discussion of them. It goes 

beyond my current project. I will leave this discussion for a future project. 

Another source of the vagueness of the claim that higher-level beliefs 

must be easily activated is that it does not specify what activates higher-level 

beliefs. Activation of a non-occurrent psychological state can be caused 

either by an external stimulus, by other activated psychological state(s) or 

what not. Depending upon which external circumstances a cognitive agent is 

situated in or which psychological states of hers are activated, a 

psychological state of hers can have different degrees of easiness of 

activation, i. e., different probabilities of being activated. Therefore, the 

above account must be supplemented with the specification of a cause 

relative to which the easiness of activation of a higher-level belief is 

determined. This is not hard to do. Even though I did not express it 

explicitly, it has been assumed that a higher-level belief has to be easily 

activated when the belief whose justification in question is activated. This 

came out quite clearly in the process of criticizing Feldman. The outcome of 

the criticism was that S is justified in believing that p only if the activation 

of the belief that p can easily cause the activation of the corresponding 

higher-level belief. Then, I can summarize the gist of my defense account as 

follows: 
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(H) S is justified in believing that p only if (1) S has a higher-level belief 

about the evidential relation between the belief that p and its adequate 

grounds and (2) the activation of the belief that p is likely to cause the 

activation of the higher-level belief. 

However, (H) is not quite complete yet. It is because the probability of one 

psychological state's being activated depends not only on which 

psychological states of S are activated but also on the interest or attention of 

S at a given time. Let us go back to the earlier example in which I think 

about the qualities of my family members. My interest lies in remembering 

the qualities of my family members, not in critically reflecting on the 

reasonableness of those beliefs. If my interest or attention is fixed in the 

search of the qualities of my family members, the activation of my belief 

about the qualities of my mother would easily cause the activation of my 

beliefs about the qualities of my father. Given this interest, the evidence 

which I have for my belief that my mother is a kind person and the higher

belief about the evidential relation between them are not easily activated by 

the activation of this belief. On the other hand, if I am interested in critically 

reflecting upon the reasonableness of my belief that my mother is a kind 

person, the evidence I have for this belief and the relevant higher-level belief 

are easily activated by the activation of my belief while my belief that my 

father is a strict person is not easily activated by the belief that my mother is 

a kind person. Therefore, until (H) is supplemented with the specification of 

the interest or attention of the cognitive agent relative to which the 

probability of a higher-level beliefs being activated is determined, (H) 
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remains incomplete. It is obvious which interest of a cognitive agent should 

be inserted to make (H) complete. As we have seen in the criticism of 

Feldman, the mere possibility of some case, in which the activation of a 

lower-level belief whose justification is in question does not easily cause the 

activation of the relevant higher-level belief, does not deprive the lower

level belief of its justification. However, if the activation of the lower-level 

belief is very unlikely to cause the activation of the higher-level belief even 

when a cognitive agent is critically reflecting on the reasonableness of the 

lower-level belief, this would deprive my belief of justification from the 

viewpoint of defense conception of epistemic justification. This is what we 

have seen in the criticism of the claim that higher-level belief can be very 

hard to be activated. Incorporating this understanding, (H) is revised as 

follows: 

(HI) S is justified in believing that p only if 

(1) S has a higher-level belief about the evidential relation between 

the belief that p and its adequate grounds, and 

(2) the activation of the belief that p is likely to cause the activation of 

the higher-level belief when S is interested in critically reflecting 

on the reasonableness of the belief that p. 

(HI) is the most plausible account of the cognitive status of a higher-level 

belief in defense accounts. In the process of arriving at (HI), I assumed that 

the identical account will apply both to the cognitive status of adequate 

grounds for the belief in question and to the cognitive status of required 
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higher-level belief. It was because in defense accounts both adequate 

grounds for the belief that p and the required higher-level belief are 

psychological states of S that are necessary for the justification of the belief 

that p in S. There is no reason to attribute different cognitive status to the 

adequate grounds and the required higher-level belief. So, I first considered 

which cognitive status is required for adequate grounds for them to be 

efficacious with respect to the justification of the belief in question and then 

I applied the result of this consideration to the cognitive status of a higher

level belief. (H') is the result of this. Then, we can get a fuller account of 

epistemic justification in defense accounts by incorporating the identical 

account of the adequate grounds into (H'). It would be as follows: 

(DJ) S is justified in believing that p only if 

(1) S has both adequate grounds for the belief that p and a higher

level belief about the evidential relation between the belief that p 

and its adequate grounds, and 

(2) the activation of the belief that p is likely to cause the activation 

of the higher-level belief and the adequate grounds, when S is 

interested in reflecting on the reasonableness of the belief that p. 
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Refinement and Conclusion 

The core idea of the current defense theory of epistemic justification 

has been expressed by the requirement of higher-level beliefs about the 

evidential relation between lower-level beliefs and their adequate grounds. 

Thus far, I have discussed the cognitive status of the required higher-level 

beliefs. (DJ) is an outcome of incorporating the discussion of cognitive 

status of higher-level belief and adequate grounds within the framework of 

the current defense theory that takes the requirement of higher-level beliefs 

as essential for justification of lower-level beliefs. (DJ) is already a drastic 

departure from the framework of current defense theories of epistemic 

justification: in (DJ), the activation/elation, that is a type of causal relation 

plays an important role, while current defense theorists deny the relevance of 

any causal consideration for the justification of beliefs,195 Therefore, (DJ) is 

not a version of the current defense account of epistemic justification any 

more. However, it is still in line with current defense accounts in that higher

level beliefs playa prominent role in the account of epistemic justification. 

Unfortunately, (DJ)--the best modification of current defense theories 

of epistemic justification--has a serious flaw: it is psychologically 

implausible. This problem hits the heart of the current defense theories of 

epistemic justification: the requirement of higher-level beliefs. The 

psychological implausibility of (DJ) that follows from the requirement of 

higher-level beliefs is easily seen. First of all, for most perceptual beliefs, 

people do not have higher-level beliefs about the evidential relations 

1951 explained this point by the fact that current defense theorists endorse Psychologistic 
Assumption. See pp. 96-98 of this dissertation. 
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between the beliefs and their adequate grounds. I just believe that I see a 

desk in front of me, simply on the basis of the visual impression that it 

appears to deskly. In this case, I do not have any higher-level belief that the 

visual impression is an adequate ground for the belief. Obviously, in normal 

circumstances, I am not in an occurrent psychological state with such a 

content when I believe that I see a desk. It is also very doubtful that I am in a 

non-occurrent psychological state with such a content when I believe that I 

see a desk. The same problem arises in the case of beliefs stored in long term 

memory. Suppose that I have the belief that q and the belief that p stored in 

my long term memory, and the reasoning from q to p is adequate. Even 

though the belief that q and the belief that p are stored in my long term 

memory with close connection to one another, it is doubtful that I have 

another belief--that q is an adequate ground for p--stored in my long term 

memory. I may have a general belief about a correct form of reasoning of 

which the reasoning from q to p is an instance. However, in defense 

accounts, the higher-level belief necessary for the justification of the belief 

that p must be more specific than that. Otherwise, defense accounts would 

not be different from criterion internalism. l96 Furthermore, in defense 

accounts, a higher-level belief is supposed to connect the specific belief in 

question with its adequate grounds, but the above general higher-level belief 

cannot do that. Therefore, the required higher-level belief must have the 

content that the belief that q is an adequate ground for the belief that p, or 

the content that the reasoning from q to p is an instance of the correct form 

of reasoning. I do not believe that people, in most cases, have this kind of 

1965ee section 2.4 of this dissertation. 
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higher-level belief stored in their long term memory. Therefore, a defense 

account that requires the relevant higher-level beliefs to be explicitly 

represented in the memory of cognitive agents has an inescapable problem 

of psychological implausibility. According to (DJ), very few beliefs would 

be justified for a cognitive agent. 

This is an unacceptable consequence. As we have seen, current 

defense theorists provide their account of epistemic justification with the 

plan of analyzing the nature of those beliefs of mature cognitive agents that 

are considered justified by our intuitive judgment. Therefore, if it turns out 

that mature cognitive agents only rarely have the higher-level beliefs 

required by defense accounts, their account is a failure. I will take this as a 

reason to reject a defense account that requires the higher-level beliefs to be 

explicitly represented in the memory of a cognitive agent. 

Indeed, the defense conception of epistemic justification does not 

mandate the explicit representation of higher-level beliefs. For the defense 

conception of epistemic justification can be realized without even referring 

to higher-level beliefs. Suppose that someone challenges the reasonableness 

of my belief that p. This challenge invokes my interest in reflecting on the 

reasonableness of my belief that p. This interest together with the activation 

of the belief that p itself cause the activation of the adequate grounds for P 

that has been stored in my memory. This means that I am capable of drawing 

on the adequate grounds when the belief in question is challenged. 

Moreover, I draw on the adequate grounds in the interest of reflecting on the 

reasonableness of the belief that p. This amounts to saying that I draw on 

those grounds in the interest of defending the belief that p. That is, I can 
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defend my belief that p by appealing to the adequate grounds for it when the 

belief is challenged. I claim that having this much ability is sufficient for 

having a defense of the belief that p. 

Notice that the characterization of having a defense in the above 

paragraph does not have any reference to higher-level beliefs. All that is 

required for me to have a defense of the belief that p is that: (1) I must have 

adequate grounds for the belief that p, and (2) the activation of the belief that 

p and the interest of reflecting on the reasonableness of the belief that p 

cause the activation of the adequate grounds. This suggests that the 

requirement of higher-level beliefs that playa prominent role in current 

defense accounts of epistemic justification is an overkill after all. For this 

reason, I present the following as the final and my own defense account of 

epistemic justification: 

(OA) S is justified in believing that p only if 

(1) S has adequate grounds for the belief that p, and 

(2) the activation of the belief that p is likely to cause the activation 

of the adequate grounds, when S is interested in reflecting on the 

reasonableness of the belief that p. 

The farewell to current defense theories of epistemic justification that has 

begun with (OJ) is completed by (OA). (OJ) started the farewell by taking 

the causal connection (i. e. the activation relation) between the belief in 

question and its adequate grounds as necessary for the justification of the 
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belief in question. (DJ), however, was still in line with the current defense 

account in that higher-level beliefs playa prominent for the justification of 

lower-level beliefs. (DA) abandons this last tie with the current defense 

account. 

Let me dwell a little bit more on how (DA) is a sufficient realization 

of the defense conception of epistemic justification. For someone might still 

insist that having a higher-level belief is necessary for being justified in a 

relevant lower-level belief within the defense conception of epistemic 

justification. It will help to look at some remarks made by BonJour in the 

process of characterizing his own conception of epistemic justification. As 

we have seen, BonJour defines epistemic justification in terms of epistemic 

duty and epistemic responsibility. Explaining epistemic duty, he said: "for a 

belief to be justified for a particular person it is necessary not only that there 

be true premises or reasons somehow available in the situation that could in 

principle provide a basis for justification, but also that the believer in 

question know or at least justifiably believe some such set of premises or 

reasons and thus be himself in a position to offer the corresponding 

justification." [emphasis mine] 197 Notice that BonJour's epistemic duty is 

amply satisfied by (DA). What can "being in a position to offer a 

justificatory argument for the belief that p" mean other than that my interest 

of reflecting on the reasonableness of the belief that p would present in my 

consciousness the adequate grounds for believing that p? Alston's remark on 

the conception of epistemic justification that derives from the critical 

examiner aspect of human cognition is also illuminating in this regard. He 

197Ibid. pp. 42-3. 
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said: "I suggest that the concept was developed, and got its hold on us, 

because of the practice of critical reflection on our beliefs, of challenging 

their credentials and responding to such challenges-in short the practice of 

attempting to justify beliefs ... .lt is only because we participate in such 

activities, only because we are alive to their importance, that the question of 

whether someone is in a state of being justified in holding a belief is of live 

interest to US."l98 This quotation epitomizes the defense conception of 

epistemic justification and this conception is again fully realized by (DA). 

Maybe there is a way to interpret (DA) as a defense account of 

epistemic justification in line with current defense accounts of epistemic 

justification. This interpretation would be forthcoming if it could be shown 

that (DA) implies the necessity of higher-level beliefs for the justification of 

lower-level beliefs. The point of this potential interpretation would be that, 

even though the requirement of higher-level beliefs does not show up in the 

surface of (DA), the activation relation specified in (DA) implies the 

existence of a relevant higher-level belief. That is, the point is that, even 

though (DA) denies the requirement of higher-level beliefs as explicitly 

represented beliefs, it may imply the existence of relevant higher-levels in a 

mode other than explicit representation. In the remainder of this chapter, I 

will suggest such possible interpretations. 

Let me say two warnings before introducing those possible 

interpretations. First, even if those interpretations are shown to be plausible, 

they would not save current defense accounts of epistemic justification. 

Current defense accounts require the explicit representation of higher-level 

198William Alston, "An Internalist Externalism", in Epistemic Justification. p. 236. 
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beliefs and (DA) denies this requirement definitely. Second, I am not 

arguing for those interpretations. They are just suggestions of a possible way 

of looking at a connection between my defense account and other current 

defense accounts. As I have argued, (DA) in itself is a self-sufficient account 

of epistemic justification. Therefore, the success or failure of these 

interpretations does not affect my defense account of epistemic justification. 

If (DA) does not imply any type of higher-level beliefs, then so much the 

worse for the current defense accounts of epistemic justification. For it 

would mean that higher-level beliefs in any sense are not incorporated in the 

defense account of epistemic justification. If (DA) implies higher-level 

beliefs (in a mode other than explicit representation), then it just suggests 

one way of looking at a connection between my defense account of 

epistemic justification and other current defense accounts of epistemic 

justification. It would suggest that my account and other accounts are 

different construals of higher-level beliefs. 

To explore the possibility of the interpretations of the above kind, we 

need to see that there are a few different senses of belief ascription. We 

already saw the distinction between occurrent beliefs and non-occurrent 

beliefs and the distinction between short term memory beliefs and long term 

memory beliefs. There is another distinction between two different types of 

beliefs. It is the distinction between the beliefs which are represented in 

memory and the beliefs which are hard-wired in the system. We can think of 

a system or a person in which the rule of modus ponens is internalized. 

Therefore, this system derives a conclusion automatically following the rule 

of modus ponens when relevant premises are given and no external factors 



208 

interrupt the system. In this case, we sometimes say that the system believes 

modus ponens.l99 Likewise, someone might look at the activation relation in 

(DA) as a hard-wired form of the higher-level belief that those grounds are 

adequate for believing that p. According to (DA), S knows how to defend 

the belief that p on the basis of its adequate grounds. Therefore, if there is a 

sense in which a cognitive agent believes modus ponens in the previous 

case, there is a sense in this case in which S believes that those grounds are 

adequate for believing that p. 

In the above belief of modus ponens and the higher-level beliefs, what 

is the correct thing to say is that a cognitive agent knows how to make 

inferences according to modus ponens or a cognitive agent knows how to 

defend the belief that p. Therefore, having a hard-wired belief in the above 

examples means that a cognitive agent has procedural knowledge as opposed 

to propositional knowledge. The potential question is whether it is fair to 

infer, from the fact that S knows how to do P (has procedural knowledge that 

p), that S believes that p. This seems to be very controversial. I will leave 

this controversy unresolved even though I am very doubtful of the success of 

the above interpretation. 

More plausible interpretation of (DA) as endorsing higher-level 

beliefs comes from another distinction of two different types of beliefs: the 

one between explicitly represented beliefs and the beliefs that are not 

explicitly represented but that are easily inferable from other explicitly 

199Por a more detailed account of this distinction, see Robert Cummins, "Inexplicit 
Information", in M. Brand and R. M. Harnish ed., 11le Representation of Knowledge and 
Belief(Tucson: Univ. of Arizona Press, 1986) 
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represented beliefs.2OO Many of the beliefs that are ascribed to a cognitive 

agent are the ones easily inferable from other explicitly represented beliefs. 

For example, even if I have never actually believed that a tree is made of 

molecules and, therefore, the belief has never been explicitly represented in 

my memory, when someone asks me whether a tree is made of molecules I 

will say "yes" right away. I commit myself to this belief when the question 

arises because the belief is easily inferred from the beliefs that are explicitly 

represented in my memory. There are many other beliefs like this that are 

easily inferable from the beliefs explicitly represented in my memory. On 

the other hand, there are beliefs which are inferable from the beliefs stored in 

my memory but which take much cognitive effort to infer from the beliefs 

explicitly represented in my memory. In this latter sort of case, we usually 

do not say that I have those beliefs at this point in time. 

(DA) may imply higher-level beliefs in the sense of easily inferable 

beliefs. In a sense, a relevant higher-level belief is implemented in the 

cognitive architecture of a cognitive agent in terms of a dispositional 

activation relation between a belief and its adequate grounds. This implicitly 

represented higher-level belief occurs to the consciousness of the cognitive 

agent when the dispositional activation relation between a belief and its 

adequate grounds is realized. In other words, the causal activation relation 

between the belief in question and its adequate ground that is hard-wired in 

the cognitive system is an implementation of the implicit higher-level belief 

because when the activation relation is actualized, the relevant higher-level 

belief is easily inferable. The explicit representation of the lower-level belief 

200Daniel Dennett, "A Cure for a Common Code?" in Brainstorms (Cambridge, MA: 
MIT Press, 1988). 
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and its adequate grounds together with the activation relation as specified in 

(DA) implies the easy inferability of the relevant higher-level belief. 

This interpretation of (DA) as implying higher-level beliefs as beliefs 

easily inferable from other explicitly represented beliefs also has room for 

controversy. Some object to (DA) that (DA) does not imply the easy 

inferability of the relevant higher-level belief.20l I am not sure that this 

objection is correct. Notice that what we need to ascribe the relevant higher

level belief to S is that the higher-level belief must be easily inferable when 

the activation relation between the belief that p and its adequate grounds is 

actualized. Moreover, the actualization of the activation is mediated by SIS 

interest of reflecting on the reasonableness of the belief that p. That is, the 

activation of the belief that p together with SIS interest of finding out the 

reasonableness of the belief that p causes the activation of the adequate 

grounds for the belief that p. The question is whether S has a cognitive grasp 

of the grounds as good reasons for believing that p. Suppose we ask S 

whether she believes that those grounds are adequate grounds for the belief 

that p. I think that, if S is a normal mature cognitive agent, S would say 

"yes" right away. That is, it seems nomologically necessary considering the 

cognitive structure of human beings that, if the activation of the belief that p 

causes the activation of its adequate grounds from the interest of looking for 

reason for believing that p, then the relevant higher-level belief is easily 

inferable. 

Let me emphasize again that I am not committed to the above possible 

interpretation of (DA) as endorsing higher-level beliefs as easily inferable 

201Many people raised this objection when I presented my idea at the colloquium at 
Philosophy Department of University of Arizona. 
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beliefs. Even if the easy inferability of the higher-level belief is not implied 

by (DA), it does not show the defect of (DA), but the defect of the current 

defense accounts of epistemic justification. What is required by the defense 

conception of epistemic justification is that S should be able to defend the 

belief in question when a question arises concerning the reasonableness of 

the belief. Having such a defense would be fulfilled by being able to present 

grounds for holding the belief. What more should we expect for the defense 

of a belief? This idea is precisely captured by (DA). 

Now that I have achieved my own defense account of epistemic 

justification, it is time to consider how (DA) fares in the face of the 

problems that afflicted other defense accounts of epistemic justification. I 

will do this in the next and last chapter. Moreover, I will illuminate 

implications (or neutrality) of (DA) for some important issues in 

epistemology. 



Chapter VI: Defense Activation Account 
of Epistemic Justification 
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After a long trip we finally arrive at our destination. After all, the 

defense conception of epistemic justification is not so hard to capture. It is 

captured by a simple formulation expressed by (DA): 

(DA) S is justified in believing that p only if 

(1) S has adequate grounds for the belief that p, and 

(2) the activation of the belief that p is likely to cause the activation 

of the adequate grounds, when S is interested in reflecting on the 

reasonableness of the belief that p. 

In (DA), an activation relation between the belief that p and its adequate 

grounds playa crucial role. So, I name it the defense activation account of 

epistemic justification. 

Now that I have achieved my goal, I will illuminate the characteristic 

features of (DA) in this last chapter. I will show that these characteristic 

features save (DA) from the problems that afflict current defense accounts of 

justification. As we have seen in chapter 4, the main problems of current 

defense accounts of epistemic justification include the following: (1) 

psychological implausibility which follows from the requirement of explicit 

representation of higher-level beliefs, (2) vicious regress in the analysis of 

epistemic justification that follows from the requirement of the justification 
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higher-level beliefs, and (3) the impropriety of a higher-level belief as an 

analysis of the connection factor of epistemic justification. In this chapter, I 

will introduce the characteristic features that distinguishes (DA) from other 

defense accounts of epistemic justification and show how these features 

contribute to overcoming above mentioned problems. 

6.1 Psychological Implausibility and Skepticism 

(DA) is a drastic departure from current connection internalist 

accounts of epistemic justification. First, (DA) does not require the relevant 

higher-level belief to be explicitly represented in the memory of a cognitive 

agent. This is a crucial improvement over other current defense accounts. 

Other defense accounts of epistemic justification, which we considered in 

chapter 3, endorse two very plausible common sense intuitions: (1) a mature 

cognitive agent has many justified beliefs, and (2) having a critical reflection 

on a belief is necessary for the justification of the belief. However, current 

defense accounts of epistemic justification become problematic by 

interpreting the critical reflection on a belief as explicitly represented higher

level belief about the support or probabilifying relation between the belief 

and its adequate grounds. For most beliefs that common sense counts as 

justified, a mature cognitive agent does not have such explicitly represented 

higher-level beliefs. Therefore, it follows from the requirement of higher

level beliefs that a mature cognitive agent is not indeed justified in beliefs 

that our intuition counts as justified. This means that current defense 
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This consequence conflicts with another view shared by current 

defense theorists that a mature cognitive agent has many justified beliefs. It 

is always possible that a defense theorist may insist on the requirement of 

explicitly represented higher-level beliefs and claim that a mature cognitive 

agent does not have so many justified beliefs as our intuition dictates.2oo I do 

not have an argument that any account of epistemic justification that leads to 

a certain form of skepticism is wrong. However, I think, if there are two 

accounts of epistemic justification that realize the identical conception of 

epistemic justification and one accommodates the prescription of intuition 

better than the other, the first account is much preferable to the second one. 

By this, I am not endorsing the sacrosanctness of intuition. All I am saying is 

that when two accounts realize the identical conception of epistemic 

justification, the one that accommodates the intuition more approximately is 

preferred to the other one. (DA) is an account that realizes the identical 

conception of epistemic justification as the current defense accounts of 

epistemic justification. (DA) reflects the prescription of intuition concerning 

the justification of beliefs more approximately than other defense accounts. 

So, (DA) is preferred to other defense accounts and this is how the existence 

of (DA) can be used as an argument against other defense accounts of 

epistemic justification. 

202We have seen that Bonjour makes this move. See p. 141 of this dissertation 
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6.2 Externalist Analysis of the Connection Factor 

In chapter 4, we have seen that a higher-level belief cannot be a 

correct (sufficient) analysis of the connection factor of epistemic 

justification. The thrust was that even if S has adequate grounds for 

believing that p, if the adequate ground and the belief that p are causally 

detached from each other, S is not justified in believing that p. Adding a 

higher-level belief about the evidential relation between the belief that p and 

the adequate grounds does not remove the detachment because the same type 

of detachment can recur between the belief that p on the one hand and its 

adequate grounds and the relevant higher-level belief on the other. In sum, a 

higher-level belief is not an antidote for the detachment. 

A similar point was suggested in the last chapter when I discussed the 

required cognitive status of higher-level beliefs. By criticizing the claim that 

a higher-level belief and adequate grounds for the belief that p can be very 

hard to activate, I derived the conclusion that any psychological state that is 

necessary for the justification of the belief that p must be such that its 

activation must be easily caused by the activation of the belief that p and by 

the interest of reflecting upon the belief that p. Moreover, by dropping the 

requirement of the explicit representation of higher-level beliefs for a 

defense account of epistemic justification, all that is required was the 

activation relation between the belief that p and its adequate grounds. (DA) 

is the outcome of all these discussions. In sum, (DA) requires a certain type 

of causal relation--the activation relation--between the belief that p and its 
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adequate grounds and, therefore, the causal detachment of the belief that p 

from its adequate grounds is not a problem for (DA). 

In (DA), the connection between a belief in question and its adequate 

grounds is established by an activation relation. This activation relation is a 

causal dispositional property of the psychological architecture of a cognitive 

agent. The gist of the activation relation included in (DA), if rephrased, is 

that there is a high probability that the activation of the belief that p causes 

the activation of its adequate grounds. Therefore, the activation relation is a 

causal relation. 

It is clear now that (DA) is connection extemalist. In (DA), the 

connection between the belief that p and its adequate grounds is established 

by the causal relation between their activation. Even if there is room for 

interpreting the above causal relation as a higher-level belief in the sense of 

easily inferable belief and hard-wired belief, it is not internal in the sense of 

being introspectible. When the higher-level belief is easily inferable, it is not 

inferred yet and, therefore, it is not introspectible yet. When the higher-level 

belief is a belief in the sense of being hard-wired, the ascription of the belief 

is nothing more than a description of a physical feature of a cognitive agent. 

Obviously, this hard-wired feature is not introspectible. This is why (DA) is 

connection extemalist. On the other hand, most other current defense 

theories deny the relevance of causal consideration to the justification of 

beliefs. As we have seen, Lehrer and Foley explicitly deny such relevance. 

Bonjour is quiet about the necessity of causation other than denying the 

sufficiency of causal consideration. This makes me suspect that Bonjour 
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also thinks that any causal consideration is irrelevant to the justification of 

beliefs. 

In chapter 3, I explained the above tendency of current defense 

theorists to deny the relevance of causation to the justification of beliefs in 

terms of their affiliation with an ideology of traditional epistemology. I 

called it the Psychologistic Assumption of traditional epistemology. The gist 

of the Psychologistic Assumption is that epistemic justification of a belief 

for a cognitive agent is purely a function of the psychological states of a 

cognitive agent at the time of holding the belief. This keeps them from being 

externalist in the analysis of the connection factor of epistemic justification 

and for any factor of epistemic justification for that matter. 

However, defining epistemic justification without introducing an 

extemalist component is unachievable. In the genetic conception of 

epistemic justification, the causal relation between a belief in question and 

its adequate grounds is essential for the justification of the belief. In this 

conception, epistemic justification of a belief is a function of the genesis of 

the belief and the genesis is obviously a causal process. Moreover, even 

within a defense conception of epistemic justification, the causal relation as 

specified in (DA) is essential for the justification of beliefs. As I argued in 

the process of criticizing Feldman in the last chapter, a theory of epistemic 

justification should be able to account for the justification of non-occurrent 

beliefs. I also showed that the adequate grounds necessary for the 

justification of non-occurrent belief must be such that their activation must 

be easily caused by the activation of the belief in question. The same type of 

activation relation is required even when a higher-level belief is presented as 
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necessary for the justification of the belief in question. That is, any 

psychological state that is necessary for the justification of a non-occurrent 

belief must have the disposition of being easily activated when the non

occurrent belief is activated. There is no accounting for this mechanism 

without introducing a certain type of causal relation that holds between the 

activation of the belief in question and the activation of its adequate grounds. 

In a word, without the externalist activation relation, there is no way to 

explain the justification of non-occurrent beliefs and, therefore, the dream of 

defining epistemic justification without any externalist consideration has to 

be abandoned. Therefore, the ideology of traditional epistemology that 

epistemic justification of a belief for a cognitive agent at the time of holding 

the belief is a dogma that has to be abandoned. 

Still the nature of the causal relation between the belief in question 

and its adequate grounds is different from that of the causal relation in 

genetic accounts of epistemic justification. In my account, the causal relation 

proceeds from the activation of the belief whose justification is in question 

to its adequate grounds. In genetic accounts, the causal relation proceeds in 

the reverse direction: from the adequate grounds to the belief in question. In 

genetic accounts, what matters for the justification of a belief is how the 

belief is formed. The initial formulation of a genetic account, therefore, is 

that a belief is justified for S only if it is produced by its adequate grounds. 

This formulation implies that the belief in question has to be caused by its 

adequate grounds. In most genetic accounts, the above causal relation is not 

restricted to the initial formation of beliefs. They acknowledge that initially 

ill-formed beliefs can be justified for a cognitive agent when the agent later 



219 

collects adequate grounds for the belief and holds the belief on the basis of 

newly collected grounds. They claim that even in this case there must be a 

causal relation that proceeds from the adequate grounds to the belief in 

question. This point is well expressed by the following remark by Alvin 

Goldman: "A fact can be a cause of a belief even if it does not initiate the 

belief. Suppose I believe that there is a lake in a certain locale, this belief 

having started in a manner quite unconnected with the existence of the lake. 

Continuing to have the belief, I go to the locale and perceive the lake. At this 

juncture, the existence of the lake becomes a cause of my believing that 

there is a lake there. This is analogous to a table top that is supported by four 

legs. When a fifth leg is inserted flush beneath the table top, it too becomes a 

cause of the table top's not falling. It has a causal role in the support of the 

table top even though, before it was inserted, the table top was adequately 

supported. "203 Here Goldman is concerned with a causal relation between the 

belief and the fact that makes the belief true. But this account can apply to 

the case of the relation between a belief in question and its adequate 

grounds. This idea of the causal relation that goes beyond the causation of 

the initial formation of beliefs can be called causal sustenance. 

The idea of causal sustenance can be a challenge to my defense 

account of epistemic justification. Genetic theorists might claim that, for a 

complete defense account of epistemic justification, the causal activation 

relation as specified by (DA) is not sufficient and the additional causal 

sustenance relation that proceeds from the adequate grounds to the belief in 

question is also required. This was suggested when Alvin Goldman 

203 Alvin Goldman, "A Causal Theory of Knowing", pp. 73-74. 
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criticized a higher-level belief as a proper analysis of the connection factor 

of epistemic justification. Let us look at his claim again. Goldman said, "[I]t 

still does not impose any requirements on the causal processes that produce 

the successor belief states. In fact, it does not even require the prior belief 

states to be causes of the successor state. This allows counterexamples to be 

readily constructed. For example, suppose a person (justifiably) believes x 

and (justifiably) believes that x entails y, but the latter belief is merely stored 

in long-term memory and is not presently activated. Under these 

circumstances, he may start to believe y on a mere hunch. His belief may not 

'connect up' with his prior beliefs in x and the validity of <x, therefore y>. If 

so, his belief in y is not justified, contrary to the implication of the currently 

proposed J-rule. "204 [Emphasis mine] It is clear that Goldman criticizes the 

higher-level belief as an analysis of the connection factor of epistemic 

justification. However, it is not very clear what makes the belief that p 

unjustified in the above case. He seems to suggest that the lack of an 

activation relation that proceeds from the adequate grounds to the belief in 

question makes the belief that p unjustified. Anyway, he claims that there 

must be some type of causal relation--production or activation--that proceeds 

from adequate grounds to the belief in question. 

The example Goldman used and the example I used to discuss the 

cognitive status of higher-level belief or adequate grounds strongly suggest 

that, if the psychological states that are necessary for the justification of the 

belief are causally detached from the belief in question, a cognitive agent is 

not justified in the belief. This is what I have been arguing for in the last 

204Alvin Goldman, Epistemology alld Cogllition, p. 86. 
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chapter and it has a historical significance as a criticism of the widely 

received dogma that epistemic justification is wholly a function of the 

psychological states of a cognitive agent. However, the above claim for the 

absence of the causal detachment is weaker than the claim that, for any type 

of epistemic justification of a belief--in the genetic sense or in the defense 

sense, a causal relation, i. e., causal sustenance, that proceeds from the 

adequate grounds of a belief to the belief itself is necessary for the 

justification of the belief. 

It seems that all that is required for me to be justified in believing that 

p from a defense point of view is for me to be able to retrieve the adequate 

grounds of the belief when a question arises concerning the reasonableness 

of the belief that p. (DA) captures this core idea and in (DA) the belief that p 

and its adequate grounds are associated in terms of an activation relation that 

is a causal feature of my psychology. Therefore, (DA) satisfies the weaker 

condition that for me to be justified in believing that p the belief that p must 

not be causally detached from my adequate grounds for the belief that p. 

Moreover, the above consideration seems to suggest that the stronger causal 

condition that the required causation has to proceed from the adequate 

grounds to the belief in question is not relevant to the epistemic justification 

in the defense sense. However, I will remain neutral to this stronger claim 

even though I am strongly committed to the weaker claim. That is, I 

acknowledge a possibility that even in a defense account of epistemic 

justification the causation from adequate grounds to the belief in question 

may be necessary. It is hard to give a definite answer to this possibility 

because there is no well worked out theory of causal sustenance. In the 
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meantime, I would like to emphasize that (AD) captures the most important 

necessary condition for epistemic justification in the defense conception of 

epistemic justification. 

6.3 Epistemology and Psychology 

One important implication of (DA) is that epistemology is closely tied 

with psychology. (DA) shows that the probabilistic causal relation between 

the belief that p and its adequate grounds is the crucial component for the 

epistemic justification of the belief that p in the defense sense. Therefore, to 

determine the justification of the belief that p, first we need to know whether 

a cognitive agent has adequate grounds for the belief that p and second we 

need to know how probable it is that the activation of the belief that p would 

cause the activation of the adequate grounds. Knowing the above probability 

of causal activation requires a research on how activation works in human 

psychology. This research clearly belongs to psychology. Moreover, 

psychological researches can tell us whether in human psychology a belief in 

question and its adequate grounds are usually associated in terms of 

activation relation. This is an important question that should be asked to 

shed light on epistemological issues such as skepticism. If it turns out that 

human beings are very bad in activating grounds for a belief, (DA) justifies 

skepticism with respect to epistemic justification in defense conception of 

epistemic justification. 
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I think that the subdiscipline of cognitive psychology especially 

relevant to our present concern is human memory: the studies of how 

information are stored in memory and how they are retrieved or decayed 

from memory .205 It is widely agreed among psychologists that the storage of 

an information into a long term memory is a constructive process. When an 

information is given to a system by external stimuli, it is processed by the 

general knowledge of a system. At the first stage, an external stimulus is 

registered in short term memory and even at this stage general knowledge of 

a system plays a positive role. In the case of visual information processing, 

the positive role played by general knowledge in the process of registering 

information in short term memory is the process of pattern recognition. A 

system utilizes the general knowledge about patterns of objects and tries to 

find the pattern which matches the given input the most approximately. Once 

the pattern is found, the stimulus is stored in short term memory as an 

instance of the pattern. In this manner, the process of pattern recognition can 

be called a process of conceptualization and it is a crucial step in the process 

of registering information in short term memory. The information registered 

in short term memory goes through another process before or after it is 

stored in long term memory. Some psychologists claim that when an item of 

information is stored in long term memory it constitutes a unit with other 

relevant information and the set of these relevant information are stored in 

205For a complete and introductory account of theories and researches on memory, see 
Roberta L. Klatsky, Humall Memory, 2nd edition (W. H. and Freeman Co.: New York, 
1980 and R. G. Crowder, Principles oj Learnillg and Memory (L. Erlbaum Associates: 
Hillsdale, 1976) 
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long term memory as a unit (schema, frames, or scriptS).206 And again the 

unit of memory retrieval is the set of relevant information. Even if it is 

controversial whether the storage of information in long term memory 

always proceeds in terms of those schemas207, it is agreed by most of the 

psychologists that in the process of being stored in long term memory other 

relevant information of a cognitive agent plays an important role. One 

example is that when a piece of information to be stored in long term 

memory conflicts with other information that a cognitive agent already has, 

the information is modified in a way that it does not conflict with already 

stored information.208 This shows that other pieces of information playa 

positive role in the process storing the short term memory information into 

long term memory. Another well-known psychological fact is that the way a 

piece of information is stored in long term memory affects its recall later on. 

A piece of information is stored in a way to facilitate its later recall. That is, 

when two information are stored in a way that they influence each other, 

they will affect each other in their recall. 

Another important area of psychological research that is relevant to 

the application of (DA) is the relation between human memory and 

206Minsky, M., itA Framework for Representing Knowledge" in P. H. Winston, ed., The 
Psychology ojComputer Visioll, (New York: McGraw Hill, 1975). Schank, R, and 
Abelson, R, Script, Plans, Goals and Understandillg, (Hillsdale, N. 1..: Erlbaum, 1977). 
Rumelhart, D. E., "Schemata: The Building Blocks of Cognition", in R J. Spiro, B. C. 
Bruce, W. F. Brewer eds., Theoretical Issues ill Reading Comprehensioll, (Hillsdale, N. 
1..: Erlbaum, 1980). 
207For an overview of schema theory and criticisms of it, see Alba, J. W. and Hasher, L., 
"Is Memory Schematic?", Psychological Bulletin 93, pp. 203-231. 
208See John R Anderson, Cogllitive Psychology 2nd edition (New York: W. H. Freeman 
and Company, 1985), especially chapter 7. 
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attention.209 It is generally known that attention or interest of a cognitive 

agent affects storage and retrieval of information enormously. Depending 

upon what interest a cognitive agent has at the time, a cognitive agent can 

store different information from the given circumstances and retrieve 

different information from the same set of information stored in her long 

term memory. In (DA), epistemic justification of the belief that p depends on 

the activation of the adequate grounds of the belief that p given that Sis 

interested in reflecting upon the reasonableness of the belief that p. 

Therefore, the psychological research relevant to our concern is how well the 

interest of reflecting upon the belief that p affect the activation or retrieval of 

its adequate grounds. 

We have seen that psychological researches on memory is relevant to 

the completion of the defense account of epistemic justification. This is well 

expected from (DA). If I put the gist of (DA) differently, (DA) says that 

epistemic justification of a belief depends on how it is stored in human 

memory. If the belief that p is properly stored in the memory of S in 

association with its adequate grounds, S is justified in the belief that p. (DA) 

just specifies what the proper storage of the belief that p is, which is relevant 

to the justification of the belief that p. This consideration shows an 

interesting symmetry between the genetic conception of epistemic 

justification and the defense conception of epistemic justification. In the 

genetic conception, justified belief is well-formed belief whereas in defense 

conception justified belief is well-stored belief More specifically, justified 

209For a detailed account of this topic, see D. A. Norman, Memory and Attention, 2nd 
edition, (Wiley: New York, 1976) 
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stored with a proper relation with its adequate grounds. 

6.4 Foundationalism and Coherentism 
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One of the questions that attracted the most attention in the history of 

epistemology concerns the structure of epistemic justification. The issue has 

been dominated by the dispute between foundationalism and coherentism. 

Therefore, it would be appropriate to ask a question how (DA) fares in the 

face of this dispute or how I interpret (DA) in the dispute between 

foundationalism and coherentism. 

As I have had chances to point out, the dispute between 

foundationalism and coherentism had focused on whether there are beliefs 

that can be justified for a cognitive agent in the absence of justification from 

other beliefs. Those beliefs are called either basic beliefs or immediately 

justified beliefs. I will call them basic beliefs. Foundationalism is normally 

construed as a view that acknowledges the existence of basic beliefs. 

According to foundationalism, basic beliefs are the originators of 

justification for all the other beliefs. Justification of other justified beliefs 

depend directly on basic beliefs or depends on other beliefs whose 

justification depends on basic beliefs and so on. That is, justification of non

basic beliefs depends ultimately on basic beliefs. 

While there is a way to define the core idea of foundationalism as 

above, it is not as easy to define coherentism. This is mainly because there is 
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no coherentist theory that came up with a clear definition of coherence. 

BonJour provides the best analysis of coherence that I know of. But he 

himself acknowledges the difficulty of a complete analysis of the concept. 

He says, "[t]hus various detailed investigations by philosophers and 

logicians of such topics as explanation, confirmation, probability, and so on, 

may be reasonably taken to provide some of the ingredients for a general 

account of coherence. But the main work of giving such an account, and in 

particular one which will provide some relatively clear basis for comparative 

assessments of coherence, has scarcely been began, despite the long history 

of the concept. My response to this problem, for the moment at least is a 

deliberate ... evasion. "210 However, one thing that is common to all those who 

claim to be coherentist is that they deny the existence of basic beliefs. Then, 

in the minimal sense, a view that denies the existence of basic beliefs can be 

classified as coherentist. 

Then, the question whether (DA) is foundationalist or coherentist is 

reduced to the question whether (DA) acknowledges or denies the existence 

of basic beliefs. I intend (DA) to remain neutral in this dispute. (DA) can 

remain neutral in this dispute because (DA) does not specify what sorts of 

things can be adequate grounds for epistemic justification of beliefs and 

whether (DA) is foundationalist or coherentist partially depends on what 

sorts of things can be grounds for epistemic justification. 

(DA) implies that I am justified in believing that p only if I have 

adequate grounds for believing that p. Suppose that only beliefs can be 

adequate grounds for the justification of any belief. As I have argued in 

210Laurence BonJour, The Structure of Empirical Knowledge, pp. 93-4 
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chapter 5, when the adequate ground for the belief that p is another belief, 

the ground belief can justify the belief that p only if the belief itself has been 

justified. This shows that if the adequate grounds of a belief has to be beliefs 

then (DA) implies the denial of the existence of basic beliefs.211 On the other 

hand, if non-doxastic psychological states, e. g., sensory states, can be 

grounds for justification of beliefs, then (DA) is compatible with the 

existence of basic beliefs. If some beliefs can be justified purely on the basis 

of purely non-doxastic psychological states, then their justification do not 

depend on justification from other beliefs. This is how (DA) can be either 

foundationalist or coherentist depending upon what sorts of things can be 

grounds for epistemic justification. 

There is another consideration that affects a theory's status with 

respect to foundationalism and coherentism. It is whether justification of all 

the non-basic beliefs depends on the justification of basic beliefs. Even 

though a theory acknowledges the existence of some basic beliefs, it can still 

claim that not all the rest of the beliefs depend on the basic beliefs for their 

justification. The theory can acknowledge some subset of beliefs whose 

justification does not depend on basic beliefs but on the coherence among 

themselves. This theory will be a hybrid of foundationalism and 

coherentism. This suggests that a theory that admits non-doxastic 

211This is not exactly true. Some foundationalists claim that some beliefs are self
justified in the sense that S's believing that p justifies S in believing that p. First person 
sensory state beliefs are usually presented as examples. The rationale for this claim is that 
when I believe, e. g., that I am in pain, this belief cannot be false and, therefore, I am 
justified in believing that I am in pain. In these cases, the grounds for the justification of 
those beliefs are themselves and their justification does not depend on the justification of 
other beliefs. Therefore, they are basic beliefs whose grounds are beliefs, i. e., 
themselves. However, the claim that adequate grounds for the justification of any belief 
are other beliefs will imply the denial of the existence of basic beliefs. This claim is what 
I have in mind in the text. 
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psychological states as adequate grounds for justification can still be 

partially coherentist unless it additionally claim that justification of all the 

non-basic beliefs depends on the justification from basic beliefs. I leave this 

possibility open again. This is another reason (DA) is neutral with respect to 

the debate between foundational ism and coherentism. 
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