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Pragmatism and Epistemic Truth

Epistemology has long been dominatefi by the zflttcmp_t t'o uncf‘o;rir themc;or;:c;
ount” of epistemic justification. As Alvin ‘Plantn}ga writes, f[ti WO 1d be @
\ssal understatement to say that Anglo-American epistf:mology 0 - 151?;:;1 ‘i-?; has
je much of the notion of epistemicj ustification” (.Plantmga‘l 99.0,1 12: e eason
this recurring interest is the feeling that something essen_tlal is lac 11(11g mOurlt e
ffered accounts of epistemic justiﬁca*’cion.2 No matter which propose :.lilcc s
4.3 there are counter-arguments claiming to demonstrate t'hat satlsfylgg he ¢ for
:d,by the account will not guarantee the golagl é}é’ “aﬁﬁiﬁ;nlga;rtu:; ;a; i;n;z;r:;ianﬁ
ity i dv of beliefs” (Alston , 83). t]

:)lotitzlxrxite.l "i'alicg f;rt:a(:ic;)yr'ninam view in the Western Philo:?ophi(.:al_ tra(.if{tloq hasﬁi?:
t truth is separate from, and ultimately the gloal of epistemic justi 1ca;£‘10n.. temié
, reason why we should care about uncovering the proper acfcountbc; e:p1ts0 nie
tification is that it will give us criteria that, wl;e;r; ;at;sf;;acsi, :;11} :;1;}1 :n uIs< ) agﬂg

i iefs are true (sece Bonjour , 6-8). .

;9‘31)]1\:rgt2§,?}[1’rf]i)§é§osiﬁon that %epistemic] justification is valuable independently

i . }
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akin to developing statistical catc;gories in baseball that will have n
th winni all games” (432). '
" WI%I;igegrgtiS:cl; in tﬁese tem(ls, the real problem concerns what L‘auren_ce.Bc?fj- (()::_'
985) calls “the metajustification” of the propos;d accounts of.ep1§;c~emt1‘<: Ju;iinls ’
n (9; Rescher 1980, 13-14, makes a sim.ilar c?aiyn). :Thls .metajustld ical ut)n1 s ot
owing that the proposed criteria for epistemic _]I.}Stlﬁc'atl()n ar;ada Bequ.al e yWTiteS
ynducive (see Bonjour 1985, 8). Such a metajustification would, bonjour \

.onstitute, in Feigel’s useful sense, a vindication of the proposed standards of

Jistemic justification: it would show that adopting those standards 1s a reasonable

\eans for reaching” truth (9).f Without sucha metaj: ust?ﬁcation, the ch.oice ofB cr:tc;x;
emed sufficient for abelief’s being epistem:icaily justified seems_arbltralry. _ :10 ?fers
e have come to the crux of the gpistemologist’s prob'lem. Omne epistemo Ogl‘;‘; o
set of criteria whose satisfaction is claimed to be singularly necv:ssar::rr1 an gffereg
afficient for a beliefs being true. A critic then purpoﬂs fo showi tha_t ft etpr fored
riteria are inadequate because they fail the requlrem.entff metajusti ;lca E)n -t
5, they are shown to be inadequately truth-conducive. Wh:f; tho.ug ,nl s 01; awe
.c;ccpt the standards of metajustification ‘u.sed by thc' critic? It 1s ;)f y(;criteria
tandards are accepted that the critic can legitimately claim that the proffere

. . R . . ate.

> eplsggfxiftsélofz:t:;na;irifslta\ifl:lcaltt Roderick Chisholm, followirllg earlier writers
xuch as Sextus Empiricus, calls “the problem of _tl}e criterion” (Chls::sl;n ;g’?zi(cl;
7: 1982, ch. 5; Rescher 1980, ch. 1; Sextus Empu'lcu’s 193.3, bk. 2, chs. ;! t,res.te&
:1,15. 114-17; see also Popkin 1979, ch. 1). Incontexts 1n which what we are Inte
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in is an adequate understanding of knowledge, the problem, writes Chisholm, arises
when we ask two very general questions: First, what are the criteria of our
knowledge, and second, what is the extent of our knowledge (Chisholm 1977, 120;
also see 1982, 65; and Rescher 1980, ch. 1)? Relative to the relationship between
epistemic criteria and truth, the problem of the criterion plays itself out into the
following dilemma. If we can specify metajustificatory criteria whose satisfaction
ensures that proposed epistemic criteria are singularly necessary and jointly sufficient
for a belief’s being true, then we will have a way of deciding whethér we have
maximized truth and minimized falsity in a large body of beliefs. Alternatively, if we
know the extent of our true beliefs, then we can work backwards and use this as the
metajustificatory mark of whether the proposed epistemic criteria are adequately
truth-conducive. However, as is the case when the dilemma is posed in terms of
singularly necessary and jointly sufficient criteria for knowledge, “if we do not have
the answer to the first question, then, it would seem, we have no way of answering
the second. And if we do not have the answer to the second, then, it would seem, we
have no way of answering the first” (Chisholm 1977, 120; see also 1982, 65-66).
_ There have been many attempts to answer this dilemma.? For instance,
Chisholm’s answer (1977) to the dilemma with respect to knowledge is to adopt a
kind of “common-sensism” according to which ctiteria of knowing are accommo-
dated to “prior assumptions about what it is that we do know” (121). On such an
account, at least part of the metajustification for proffered epistemic criteria is that
they accord with those prior assumptions about what we know. Still, whether focused
on the case of knowledge (as in Chisholm) or on the relationship between epistemic
Justification and truth, at the heart of the dilemma is the separation of epistemic
justification and truth (see Williams 1988, 430-31). Once the separation of epistemic
justification from truth is made, the resulting “epistemological gap” (see Fine 1984,
54) seems inevitably to lead to “the problem of the criterion”, and in so doing, raise
the specter of scepticism.® Thus, one response to the dilemma is to de-solve it rather
than solve it. One way to dis-solve the dilemma involves retaining the notion that
truth is a property,' but adopting what has come to be called an epistemic concept
of truth in which the distinction between truth and epistemic justification is
collapsed. Although in one form or another this has had some notable contemporary
exponents, epistemic concepts of truth have generally not been well received." In
what follows I will look at several of the most significant problems with “epistemic
truth” and argue that such problems can be answered by adopting a view of epistemic
truth as pragmatist truth.
To begin with, collapsing the distinction between epistemic justification and
truth seems patently Draconian.” If epistemic justification is “one and the same
thing” as truth, then it seems, as Paul Moser (1985) writes, that this:

... rules out the justification ofall false pmpositidns, regardless of how much evidence
* they enjoy. This view implies, for instance, that astronomers working in the Ptolemic
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tradition before Copernicus were not, and in fact could not be, justified in believing the

distinctive false propositions of their theory. And this implication seems especially

implausible when we consider the fact that the Copernican theory was based on the

same kind of evidence as was the Ptolemic theory: the recorded positions of the sun,

the moon, and the planets on the celestial sphere at different times. (7.)
hat Moser is getting at is the concern that if epistemic justification and truth are
¢ and the same, then only true propositions are epistemically justified. At the very
1st, this seems to entail two counterintuitive consequences. First, if distinguishing
istemic justification from truth is a necessary condition for the possibility of
staken beliefs, then equating the two precludes the possibility of mistaken beliefs.
r example, equating truth and epistemic justification seems to entail that neither
» claims of the Ptolemic view nor the claims of the Copernican view concerning
e relative positions of the sun, moon and planets are mistaken. On the seemingly
n-controversial assumption that a number of Ptolemic claims are inconsistent with
spernican claims, it is difficult to understand how no members of either set of
aims could be mistaken. Expanding on this last point, precluding the possibility of
istaken beliefs seems to imply that “two incompatible ... beliefs can be equally
pistemically] justified” (Lynch 1998, 104). But iftwo incompatible beliefs can both
> epistemically justified, then, if truth and epistemic justification are “one and the
me”, it follows that both beliefs are true. If both beliefs are true though, then they
e not really incompatible. Thus, we seem left with the implausible conclusion that
e belief that the sun revolves around the earth and the belief that the earth revolves
ound the sun are not incompatible. On top of this, if the “rules we follow for
nding the truth ... constitute the truth itself” (Moser, Mulder and Trout 1998, 64),
en a second counterintuitive consequence is that the truth-value of a belief may
\ange when what counts as epistemic justification changes. For example, the belief
at the sun revolves: around the earth may be true using Ptolemic justificatory
iteria, but false using Copernican justificatory criteria. This seems to imply an
npalatable relativism about the world that runs counter to the common-sense notion
at “truth is unchanging, while the epistemic status of a belief ... may change
ositively or negatively as new information comes in” (Lynch 1998, 104).” As
Villiam Alston (1996) writes, the “epistemic value of a belief varies over different
pistemic situations. But truth-value does not vary in this way. A belief (i.., a belief
ontent) is true or false once for all; it does not alter its truth-value through time or
cross the population. If it is true that gold is malleable, it is true for everyone and at
very time” (192).

What is common to these objections is the belief that the notion of truth as
pistemic justification is really no notion of truth at all (see Kitcher 1991, 676)."
Vhat lies behind such a claim is what has come to be called the “Modernist” view
hat truth, however it is to be finally accounted for, is some sort of timeless,
nchanging ideal against which we must judge our endeavors. Truth, on thisaccount,
5, as James (1991 )-says, that goal of inquiry which “no farther experience will ever
lter”; it is the “ideal vanishing point towards which we imagine that all our
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tem - i ”
fem gp;;a;gt tfgt}l:js wﬂ}i some day converge” (98)." It is precisely at this point that the
pre » 1N luis or her rejection of Modernism, has something important to say. F.
the xia(;aﬁgmahst ther; ari at least two different senses in which “truth” can be tl?g g 0;
ry, senses that, for the pra. i i iectio i
bruth prosented o bragmatist, are conflated in the objections to epistemic
First, there is the concept -
, pt of truth that makes a difference in « i
. . » n i
;f, :1}11; ??récrete, historically situated settlement of opinion, and as a stal‘):l?enrl?liz?flrife
c.ondit-iona(; gndersttlaod, truth as the goal of inquiry is, as James rightly observ:g1
Sond Sanctioir:;i 9?1, 28 1., 101~2).. When a belief is conditionally true, it is a:
chaue’n nciioned y situated (local) social practices, that is successful in res,olvin
pnale I% doo c aln%s that we wou.ld be epistemically irresponsible in holding thg
satisfa; : es not olIQW-.f{om this that the success in question is gauged by th
sa ;: 10n of a single }nd1v1dua1’s “epistemic doubt”, Although “[S}atisfactior}; .
i, ‘soéia?]ﬁe; fl 1997) .wrltes, “a subjective condition” (190), the assessment of succier
> soci . Wh? obvu.)us.aflalogy here is to the successful use of a word WithinSS
mg lge. ile an mv:hwc'lual may be satisfied that he or she has used the 3
SV ‘ gie; ¥, .such satisfaction is neither a necessary nor a sufficient condition-fo??ll;
word b ;:;ni rcei:zilzoz‘:enturd é,ug:essfully. Success, unlike satisfaction simplicitere
_ ext. As Catherine Elgin (1999) writes, “[Tndivi ’
inferences, conclusions and the Jike justi ot e metbods
: . , are Justified by the stand i ,
: . Y the standards of the pract
:\ift ul:t]'; ;h;}; gilg?ag‘;ti); ;-ul}i:s they rei;:ogmze as binding on them” (99) Itp i: (l:):::fl:z
. change, and with th : i
that this concept of truth is conditional.!® e hat counts as successful practices
102 1(;1"6he:1: g;-com? c‘?ncept ot.‘ truth is what James (1991) calls “Truth with a big T”
ae 3 - . ).' It is Truth wﬂh'a big T”, hereafter referred to as “absolutist trugth”
ames has in mind when writing of inquiry’s goal as the *4 ,

: ind v ideal vanishi i
towards which we imagine that all our temporary truths will some d;;néil;tlggg ™

twh?tce];or;of j'?zt(l)leg .t;)'(pe;ienc; will ever alter” (98). In this respect, absolutist truth is
nditional truth. Because this goal is an idealizat; i i

; Be zation, its function i
;I\S[fséii;ts tsﬁfgage, {‘egula}:uve as qpposed to constitutive (see Fine 1984 nf:;,)tg
Dot ¢ 1901; the “final’ regulatlve epistemic ideal, unassailable by dou’bt (sée
e (Pum[ 19]9,6257), to which all particular claims of epistemic justification
aspire (Put (z)ifr-r;imate,d 132,2;11 AItho:'xgh al;sglutist truth does not enter directly into the
. : practices, it does provide thei i

1mporta(1;t impetus for continuing reflexive assessment 2° rerounding, as wellasan

nce the distinction between conditio : i
o ) nal and absolutist truth is
tc;}b;:g;o; that onlly true beliefs are epistemically justified can be resolved. ’}I'lli:dg,eltil;
mat the un r::vo ves aroupd the earth is true, conditionally, when situated within the
1¢ system. The belief that the earth revolves around the sun is true, condition

ally, when situated with the C i .
whon he wrote: ¢ Lopernican system. This is what James (1991) meant
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¢ can get today, and be ready tomorrow 1o cali
Aristotelian logic, scholastic
erience has boiled over those
or true within those borders

...we have to live today by what truth w
it falsehood. Ptolemaic astronomy, Euclidean space,
metaphysics, were expedient for centuries, but human exp
limits, and we now call those things only relatively true,

of experience. (93.)

[owever, it does not follow from this context specification that true and false beliefs
cannot be distinguished. Once a specification of epistemic justificatory practice is
made, it is often straightforward, depending upon the context, to distinguish true
from false beliefs. For instance, suppose I see it raining outside and hear the rain

falling on the roof. In most familiar situations my belief that it is raining is

epistemically justified, and so is conditionally true. Naturally this does not mean that
we ought to abandon caution in claiming that our current beliefs are conditionally
irue. Like Peirce, we are well advised to be fallibilists when it comes to accepting the
beliefs we hold as true as well as which epistemic justificatory practices we accept.
However, when the point is reached where the accepted justificatory practices
successfully answer the inquiry, there is no point in continuing the inquiry unless
challenged at some later date. “When doubt ceases,” writes Peirce (1955[1877]),
“mental action on the subject comes to an end; and if it did go on, it would be
without a purpose” (11).%'
It must be admitted that from the “perspective” of absolutist truth very little

of what we believe to be the case may in fact be 50.2 Such is the view of the
metaphysical realist with respect 1o truth. The metaphysical realist tries to stand
outside all the various situated epistemic practices and judge them as more or less
adequate from this external point of view (see Fine 1988, 1201). This position tempts
adoption of skepticism precisely because of its insistence that absolutist truth is the
only truth there is. However, as James (1997) continually and consistently insisted,
“this is what the pragmatist denies” (see, e.g£., 274). For the pragmatist, epistemology
is best thought of as a bricolage in which conditional truths, as epistemic justifica-
tions, are “challenge and doubt eradicating™ negotiations and renegotiations within
the natural and social worlds.
Not only does the identification of truth and pragmatic epistemic justification

permit one to distinguish true and false beliefs, it also permits the possibility of
mistaken beliefs. Specifically, a belief may be mistaken in at least one of four ways.
First, a person could hold a belief to be true because she or he is satisfied that the
belief is true—in effect, that the belief satisfies an epistemic “irritation” for the
inquirer. However, if such satisfaction is not supported by the epistemic justificatory
practices within which the belief is held to be true, then the person is mistaken in

holding the belief to be true. This reflects the difference between satisfaction and
success with respect to conditional truth. Second, a belief may be supported by one
not by another. In such a case, holding the beliel

epistemic justificatory practice but 7
d epistemic justificatory practice, mistaken. Here

is, from the perspective of the secon
one, though not the only possibility is that members of the two practices will engage
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one another in such a wa
. y that an enlar ;
tht? earlier practices (see MacIn ged practice emerges that supersedes both of

b . . .
been mistaken in not holding those beliefs, Third, within a “singl
- ? e

37

notion (})rf mlﬁ;taltcﬁ is multi-faceted, not univocal ur. For the pragmatist, the
Inally, the identificati o :
the truthoval y, thei entl_ﬁcatxon of truth with epistemic Jjustificati )
ue of a belief may change with chan ation does entail that

LOH i “, o A
g1n0 1994, 141 ff.) and does not lead to some sort of “an;t}«;igél;z: l’}’d]?fs” ee
s” relativism,

and vali
validated, and by the naturaj world. This latter is

. .

Instead the pra, i
_pragmatist is denyin ;
somehow picture that world ying that our beliefs, when (conditionally) true

tion. For instance, i important concerns that deserve .
» 18 the pragmatist account oftruth as epi Stt’-‘micjus(t:?; zfltll examina-
ication in heed

9 W .

. : ggest that the ;
conception of i . : pragmaticall . .
P truth is not so implausible as has sometimes gezﬁdce;flttgog ZPIStemlc
nded.

Notes
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1 Also see Chisholm (1977), who writes that “[T]he theory of knowledge co;felfiee :?;tg{fog;\': :;
it bject matter the justification of belief, or, more cxact!_y, the JustlﬁcaFlon o lieving” ( bé]iefs
ltS_ Kham (19 7}, who writes that “it'is the primary task of epistemology to discover whether o 950,
Kli"kha_m ('lggd ) \3‘ if so, how” (42). In their recent introduction to epistemqlogy, Pollock and Cruz(l 9
- beJUSt:‘ﬁ iste ’]lo ; has traditionally focused on epistemic justification more t,l:an on knoYv e gm.?
Epis thatl eplifﬂ;?bfger be called *doxastology’, which means the study 9f beliefs (1. lt); T]t]\te f[s\;; o
eE;i))i]s\Stt:nI?b(: _(i)l;gs{iﬁcition is certainly not limited to .t}}e 20::)!;‘ :;:ugl};ispl;c;ﬂl:g; l(slt’97si)xa::nE mc;’ ir’icus, fih
. reiiﬁﬁﬁi&iﬁtﬁ?&iﬁ :::1::?; l:?:c:xvt::;!ggft of the philosophical core of the religious struggles
argum

then taking place” (1). » o .

2 The question to what extent this “feeling of inadequacy” is mitural or mtultlt\;zn,s :‘n(‘il:;[‘i:ms
.tent it is “the product of contentious and possibly dispensable theoretical preconcep

ex

1996, 1) is an important one.

3 There have been many. For a survey of various kinds of justification as they relate to
ﬁ;undationalism, see Triplett 1990,

Put differently, “our central cognitive aim is to amass a la‘rge bod)‘r“of: be!ie}:s Sit?oz :?:;ll'lasl:::
?I:uth falsity ratio” (Alstc;n 1989, 84). As Timmeons {1996} rig;uliy ?omtg n:rut,idﬁl : E;cszez b zs” AN
A i i i i iefs and avo . 25)
ere is a single epistemic goat — having true belie : ' 0. 25).
ge?grfk?:l‘::;}sla;t?avorable trﬁth-fa] sity ration does seem to be one of the most important epistemic g
for traditional epistemology.

i i ften hoped to underwrite our
ites, “ Philosophers who discuss truth have o ed o e
> A i e e ioucon ief, the likelier it is that that beliefis true” (284-85).
i re justification we offer of a belief, t e like f ¢ A
35;“3?’“?;:?:::&?; tﬁle assumption that the subject of be!lef is sep‘arate from Dthe ob_](ei:;sg cIJ;' lﬁiltzf; atll'llc
::ataa r::cs:essary condition for knowledge is that this separation be bridged. As Dewey 3
traditional questions of epistemology

all spring from the assumption of a merely beholding mianhon oni s;(::v ar;d r:ifl;o(;’e;lglg
i i d noted on the other. They as :
and remote object to be viewed an ; o a mind and
j i dent can by any possibility ¢
1d, subject and object, so separate and indepen _
:::::rh relatijonship to each other as to make true knowledge possible. (150.)

. . . .. . twhich
6 Bonjour ties the requirement to metajustification to internalism, This is a connection about whi

I -intend in this paper to be agnostic.

7. As Harman (1973), p. 112, writes:

one response to skepticism assumes the validity of certain p:)inciples: of jtl}llsttlizﬁgt;c:‘:
i inci fute the skeptic by arguing tha
then tries to use those prmcap]_es to refute the e
flllllstiiﬁecl in believing many of the things we ordinarily suppose Welknt?ul.'l.e'll;hz f;af[?e
-{)rob[em with any response is that it merely transfers the skeptical challeng
assumed principles of justification. (112.)

Paraphrasing Montaigne’s formulation of the issue in his Essays, Chisholm (1982) writes:

To know whether things really are as they seem to be, we need to ha:el a prBocte:i:lr:l (t;c::
distinguishing appearances that are true from appearanhces t}tlatkarewa “s’lel;:th:r oy
ic] is a good procedure, we have to kno
whether our procedures [sic] isa g ciher it really
in distinguishi true from appearances
in distinguishing appearances that are al
ilt‘:dcc\:‘iscannot kngow whether it does really succeed uniess we already know which
appearances are true and which ones are false. (62.)

is is a tri ishol for his

8 If one accepts skepticism as an option, this is a tnlemrpa. See Chl::l'lolrr:itlc?f;rgﬁj,u sgl;_l e

il acterization of the skeptical alternative. Rescher (1980?, focusmg_ ondhow ebcl:lt e ot
:vr?:es that “[ T)he short answer is that they are ultimately validated not in advance,
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through the resuits of their applications: By their fruits shall ye know them”

(14). In other words,
Justification is pragmatist.

9. Williams (1988) makes the astute observation that, strictly, “[1Jt is not the logical gap alone th
threatens us with scepticism but the thought that, pending heroic efforts, we are stuck on one side of i
(432).

10, Another way to dis-sulve the dilemma would be to opt for a deflationist account of truth, A
epistemic account of truth is not deflationist. As Kirkham (1997) writes, it is “self-contradictory” {
suppose that a deflationist account of truth i

is not a property at all, then it is certainly not an epistemic property.” ints,
not examine this strategy in this paper.

i1. Moser, Mulder, and Trout (1998) express well the prevailing opinion about epistemic account
of truth when they write:

We have little, if any, reason to collapse the distinction between the standards for
discerning what statements are frue and the defining standards for what it is for a
statement to be true. The distinction is clearly intelligible and very useful, It is akin to

the distinction between how things seem to one {identifying standards for truth} and

how they in fact are (defining standards for truth). {63-64.)

12. ‘This is not meant to imply that these are the on} |
that what distinguishes epistemic justification from other forms of justification is that it “is vaiuable fod

the pursuit” of true beliefs and the avoidance of false beliefs (253). Without the distinction, “how can we
do it?

y problems. For example, Alston (1996) writesi

13, As Alston (1996) writes: -

The epistemic status of a belief varies over differ
value does not vary in this way. A belief (i.e., a bel
all; it does not alter its fruth value through time or

ent epistemic situations. But truth
ief content) is true or false once for
across the population, p. 192,

Schlick (1979) too criticizes the pragmatist on this very point. He writes that truth for the pragmatist:

.. i3 a variable thing, Thus, for many people over a Iong period the Jjudgments of the
Ptolemaic or Tychonic systems of the world were true; only now they are so no longer.
Again, the judgment; *J upiter has only four satelljtes’ was true from the time of Galileo

i » when it suddenly became false owing to the discovery of the fifth moon.
Thus all truths subsist, so long as they verify themselves
by a new discovery. (64

14. Schlick (1979) makes a similar observation:

-..logic and science have at alj times acknowledged that it is never truths, but only
probabilities that admit of varying degrees. Anyone who so defines truth as not to
conform to this postulate has not really defined the concept which has always been
intended in science and life when speaking of truth, and which will also continued to
be s0 intended in the future, (66.)

15. Peirce (1955[1878]) makes a similar point when he writes concerning scientific research:

Different minds may set out with the mo:

investigation carries them by a force outside of themselves to one and the same
conclusion, This activity of thought by which we are carried, not where we wish, but
to a fore-ordained goal, is like the operation of destiny. No modification of the point

of view taken, no selection of other facts for study, no natural bent of mind even, can

enable a man to escape the predestinate opinion. This great hope is embodied in the
conception of truth and reality. The o

pinion which is fated to be ultimately agreed to

st antagonistic views, but the progress of
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by all who investigate, is what we mean by the truth, and the object represented in this
opinion is the real. (38.}

There is a connection between the claims made in this context to Wright’s conception (1992) of
“superassertability:” “[ A] statement is superassertable ... if and only if it is, or can be, warranted and some
warrant for it would survive arbitrarily close scrutiny of its pedigree and arbitrarily extensive increments
10, or other forms of improvement of our information” (48).

16. See Peirce (1955[1877])=[T}he irritation of doubt causes a struggle to attain a state of belief”
(10). Also see Peirce 1955[1878], 26-27; and 1955[1905], 257. Longino (1994) makes a similar point:
“ITustificatory reasoning is part of a practice of challenge and response: challenge to a claim is met by
the offering of reasons to believe it, which reasons can then be challenged ... provoking additional
reasoning” (141),

17. Peirce (1955[1877]) makes a similar claim when discussing correct applications of the scientific
method: “[T]he test of whether I am truly following the method is not an immediate appeal to any of my
feelings and purposes, but, on the contrary, itself involves the application of the method” (20). A similar
distinction occurs in Peirce 1955[1868], There Peirce writes that were he really convinced by the
formalism of the Cartesian criterion, “Which amounts to this: “Whatever I am clearly conceived of, is
true.”,” then he “should have done with reasoning, and should require no test for certainty. But thus to
make single individuals absolute judges of truth is most pernicious” (229).

18. As Fine {1984) suggests, there is “no projectable sketch ... of what truth signifies ...” (63).
Schlick (1979) sees this as yet another reason for withholding the characterization of “truth™ to what it is

in which the pragmatist is interested (67).

19. James (1991) also characterizes absolute truth, “Truth with a big T”, as a “regulative notion™ (98-
99).

20. The idealized nation of truth, “Truth with a Big T”, is important. As Thomas McCarthy (1993)
writes: '

To dispense with the ideal in the name of the real is to throw out the baby with the
bathwater. [dealized notions of accountability, objectivity, and truth are pragmatic
presuppositions of communicative interaction in everyday and scientific settings. They
form the basis of our shared world and are the motor force behind expanding its
horizons through learning, criticism, and self-criticism. (34.)

In this sense, “Truth with a Big T” does serve as a norm in inquiry, albeit a norm of a different kind than
conditional truth. Also see Misak (1996), who argues that truth as a regulative notion is important because
without the hope of ever reaching judgments that can always withstand the tests of rigorous and sustained
inquiry “there would be no point in debate or investigation; giving up the assumption places an
insurmountable obstacle in the way of inquiry” (215).

21. Peirce 1955[1878], 26-27, makes a similar point. Malcolm (1977) makes a similar observation
when discussing the “groundlessness” of language games: “[W]ithin a system of thinking and acting there
occurs, up 1o a point, investigation and criticism of the reasons and justifications that are employed in that
system. This inquiry into whether a reason is good or adequate cannot ... go on endlessly. We stop it. We
bring it to an end. We come upon something that satisfies us” (210).

22, That is to say, few if any of our beliefs may be immune from revision; few of our beliefs may be
of such a sort that no further experience or reasoning would lead to our revising or giving up holding the
beliefs.

23. As Levi (1985) notes, on a broadly Kuhnian picture, if the dispute between epistemic accounts
“is settled by revolution, conversion, gestalt switch or, perhaps, some other psychological, social or
political process ... [then] [Tjhe outcome is not the product of genuine inguiry in which pros and cons are
weighed from a point of view which begs no questions under dispute™ (4).
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