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ABSTRACT OF THE DISSERTATION

Believing for Reasons

Andrew James Jewell
Doctor of Philosophy in Philosophy
University of California, Los Angeles, 2015

Professor Mark D. Greenberg, Chair

Believing for reasons is ordinary. For example, I believe that irises respond well to heavy
watering for the reason that my plants have always responded well in the past. During the last
rainstorm, I believed that there was lightning outside for the reason that it was thundering.
Believing for reasons is part of our rational endowment, and believing for good reasons is an
important part of our attaining knowledge of the world. But what is the relation between a belief
and a reason, such that the belief is held for that reason?

One reason we need a theory of believing for reasons is to explain the distinction
between, on the one hand, the so-called “normative” or good reasons that there are for a subject
to believe something, and on the other hand, the reasons for which a subject believes it. In order
to appreciate this distinction, consider that there may be a normative reason for a person to
believe that she will win a raffle (perhaps she knows that she has purchased nearly all of the

tickets), but she not believe it on the basis of this reason. She might believe it, instead, for the

il



reason that she dreamed of winning. But that she dreamed of winning the raffle is not a
normative reason for her to believe it.

One tempting explication of this distinction is that, when a person believes for a reason,
the reason must explain her believing, whereas a normative reason to believe something need not
explain why the person holds the belief. But this understanding of the distinction is inadequate.
Many philosophers have observed that it is possible for a person’s belief to be explained by a
reason without the person believing it for that reason. Suppose that I hear thunder. My belief that
there is thunder may make me nervous, my nervousness may cause me to trip, and my tripping
may cause me to look up and see lightning. In such a case, my belief that there is thunder will be
causally explained by my belief that there is lightning, but I will not believe that there is
lightning for the reason that there is thunder. I will believe it, instead, because I see that there is
lightning. This “problem of deviant causal chains” shows that we need an account of believing
for reasons that does not understand the reasons for which we believe to be merely causal or
explanatory.

I consider a variety of attempts to give a theory of believing for reasons, and I argue that
even the most plausible available accounts fail. In chapter two, I argue against the view,
endorsed by Gilbert Harman, that to hold a belief for a reason is to hold a belief that is the result
of some historical process of reasoning. This view has difficulties explaining the sorts of control
we have over our own believing. It is a necessary feature of our doxastic control that we have the
power to change the reasons for which we believe, but we cannot exercise the appropriate sort of
control over the history of our beliefs. I argue also against the view, defended by Kieran Setiya,
that believing that p for the reason that q is nothing more than to believe that p and separately to

believe that the fact that q is evidence that p. This view is subject to counterexamples, it over-
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intellectualizes the phenomenon, and it leaves unexplicated the nature of the explanatory
connection between a belief and the reason for which it is held.

In chapter three, I argue that problems with these theories push us toward adopting a
causal sustaining theory of the basing relation, but I hold that the available causal sustaining
theories cannot solve the problem of deviant causal chains mentioned above. Philosophers
supporting a broadly causal conception have proposed solutions to the problem of causal
deviance by appealing variously to direct mental causation (supported by Kevin McCain),
cognitive dispositions (supported by David Armstrong and John Turri), and causation “in virtue
of” rationalizing (supported by Ralph Wedgwood). I argue that even the most sophisticated of
these causal sustaining theories fail to solve the problem of deviant causation. Indeed, one
version of the problem, involving neurological breakdown, seems intractable given the resources
of these theories.

In chapter four, I give a positive account of the basing relation that explains the difference
between believing for reasons and believing something for which there are merely normative
reasons to believe. I argue that believing for reasons is constitutively the exercise of a capacity to
causally sustain a belief with another belief, where the capacity has the function of sensitivity to
normative reasons. Importantly, pace the characterizations of cognitive 'abilities' sometimes
found in epistemology, for instance in the work of John Turri, being the exercise of a capacity in
this sense is not the same as being the manifestation of a disposition. Instead, I isolate a sense of
“capacity” according to which capacities, unlike dispositions, have essential aims, and exercises
of capacities have characteristic norms of functioning. I argue that this view avoids the problems
that beset the theories discussed in chapters two and three.

I conclude the dissertation by answering objections and clarifying the aim and scope of
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the account. I extend the scope of my account by offering an account of a general sort of basing
that applies to perceptual belief and memory. And I consider the objection that our cognitive
capacities do not in fact function to be sensitive to the epistemic reasons. In particular, it might
be argued that our supposedly rational capacities do not in fact aim at sensitivity to the normative
reasons but instead roughly at survival or procreative success. I argue against this view in part by
appealing to the fact that our cognitive capacities can have two kinds of functions: cognitive and

biological.



The dissertation of Andrew James Jewell is approved.
Michael Rescorla
Andrew Hsu
Pamela Hieronymi

Mark D. Greenberg, Committee Chair

University of California, Los Angeles

2015

Vi



In memory of my grandmother Doris Szyndrowski and Professor Anthony Brueckner.

vii



Table of Contents

0. INrOUCTION ........ooiiiiiiiiiiie ettt ettt e e e 1

1. Ground CIeATING ..........cccoiiiiiiiiiiieiieeete ettt e et e et e e sabeesaeee e 7

Ll INEOAUCTION ..ttt ettt et sb et e b et eaeenaes 7

1.2 The BasiC CONCEPLION ....ccuvieriiiiiieiieeiieiieeitesiteeteesiteettesiteebeeseaeebeesateenseessneenseesnseenne 8

1.3 EXPlANatiON ..ccuveeeiieiieiie ettt ettt ettt et e st e et e e saae et eesnbeenbeeenbeenseeenaeenne 9

Li4 WAATTANT ..ottt ettt ettt e sttt e bt e e neesane e 13
1.5 An Organizing ASSUMPLION .....cc.eeruiieiiierieeiierieeteeseeetteseteeseesseeenseessseenseessseenseessseenne 17
1.6 Believing for Reasons and Causal Deviance ............ccecverieeriienieeniienieeiiecie e 18
1.7 Dialectical REMATKS .........coiiiiiiiiiiiiiieee e 21
1.8 CONCIUSION ...ttt ettt ettt et ettt et st e b et e ebeenaes 22
1.9 Introduction and Chapter One Bibliography..........ccccevieriieniiniiiinieiieeiiecie e 24
2. Reasoning, Justifying, and TaKing ..................ccoccoiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiie e, 26
2.1 INETOAUCTION ...ttt ettt ettt sb et et sbe et eae e bt eabesaeenees 26
2.2 Etiological EXplanation...........cccccocieiiiiiniiiinieniieieeesiceiee e 26
2.3 The Reasoning TREOTY ........ccceiiiriiiiiienieeeetee ettt 30
2.4 Problems for the Simple Reasoning Theory ..........cccceevieiiiiniieniiiiieieeeee e 31
2.5 The Modified Reasoning ThEOTY ..........coveeririerienienieniieieeeieete e 34
2.6 Rejecting @ REASOM....c.iiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieieeet ettt st 38
2.7 JUSHEYINZ oottt ettt ettt ettt et b et ees 43
2.8 TAKINE ..evieiiietieeie ettt ettt et s e et e st e et e s ab e e bt e e nb e et e e enbeenbeeenbeenneeenaeenne 46
2.9 Taking and Connecting Beliefs.........ccoovviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiicieee e 55
2.10 CONCIUSION ...ttt sttt ettt ettt sb ettt e sbe et ebee bt enbesanenees 59
2.11 Chapter Two Bibliography ..........cccieriiiiiiiiiieiiieiee et 60
3. Causal Sustaining Theories.............ccoocoiiiiiiiiiiiiie e 62
3.1 TNEOAUCHION.....iiiieiieieeitect ettt ettt st et sbe et eaee b e e 62
3.2 The Naive Causal Sustaining TREOTY .......cccceciiriiiiiiiniiiiieeceeeee e 62
3.3  Modified Causal Sustaining TREOTIES .......cceeoiiriiriiriiniiiecieece e 64



3.4 Rationalizing CauSAtION .........cccvieruieeiiieriieeiierie et eite et e steeebeeteeeteeaeeenbeesaesnseenseesnnas 72
3.5 The Causal-DoxXastic TREOTY ......ccceeriieriieiieriieeieeie ettt e e ebee s 78
3.6 Unconvincing ODJECIONS. ......cccvieruiieiiieiieeiieniieeteeriteeteeiee et esseeeteesseesnbeeseesnseenseennnas 81
3.7 CONCIUSION ...ttt ettt ettt be et sbe et et e saeenae e 87
3.8 Chapter Three Bibliography .......ccccecuieiiiiiiieiiieieeieeeee et 89
4. The Capacity ACCOUNT .........cooiiiiiiiiiiiieeice ettt st sbte st ee e sbeeesabeessabeeenaneas 90
4.1 TNETOAUCTION . ..ccutiiiiitieieeiteee ettt ettt ettt sb ettt sbe et eaeenbe et esaeenees 90
4.2 CaUSal TREOTICS. .. .eiueetiriieriieieeie ettt ettt sb ettt ettt sb et enes 91
4.3 Capacities and DISPOSILIONS ........eecuieruieriieriieeiieiie et eieesteesieesteereesbeebeessreeseesnseenne 94
4.4 The Capacity ACCOUNL........cccuieriierieetieeteerieeeteettesreeteessteebeessseeseesnseenseessseeseessseenns 101
4.5 Applying the Capacity ACCOUNL........cc.eeriirriieriietieeie ettt eiee et ere e e sereeeeeeeae e 106
4.6 The DiSpositional ACCOUNL .......c.ceviieriieriieiieeieeite ettt ete et e ete et eebeebeessreeseeeeee e 109
4.7  Additional ConsSiAETatiONS ..........ceeeruerieriierierienieee ettt nees 116
4.8 CONCIUSION ..ttt ettt ettt ettt sb ettt esbe et eb e bt esbesanenees 118
4.9 Chapter Four Bibliography ........cccccuieiiiiiiiiiieiiieiiecee ettt 120
5. Objections and Clarifications ...............c.cccoooiiiiiiiiiiiiee e 122
5.1 TEPOAUCHION.......eiiiiiiieieiiectt ettt et ettt sbe et saeesbe e e 122
5.2 SUTTICICINCY ..eoutieiieeiieeie ettt ettt et et e st eeabe e bt e et e esbeeenbeenseeenseenseennnas 122
5.3 The Structure of the ACCOUNT.........cceriiriiiiiiiiieeeee e 126
54 NAUTALISIIL.c..cotiiiiiitieieeee ettt ettt et sbe et e e sat e bt et e sbeenbeeatesbeenbeas 132
BT T o7 ) o OO UPTSPUTRRTPPTRR 136
5.6 FUNCHIONS ...ouiitiiieitieieee ettt sttt et st be et sbeesbeeatesbeenbea 142
5.7 CONCIUSION ...ttt ettt sttt et be et sbe et et e sbeenae e 145
5.8 Chapter Five Bibliography..........cccoeiiiiiiiiiieieeiieeceee et 147

iX



Acknowledgements

Thank you to Mark Greenberg, who does philosophy with glittering precision, and who
has helped me to think clearly about the right things. Thank you to Andrew Hsu for countless
philosophical conversations in Dodd Hall. Many of the ideas in this dissertation were shaped by
trying very hard to convince Andrew that a view or objection was correct. Thank you to Pamela
Hieronymi, who has taught me, by perfect example, how to ask the right questions. Thank you to
Michael Rescorla and Sheldon Smith. Michael’s feedback on the following chapters has been
concrete, specific, and always productive. Shel’s skepticism has given me something to resist.
Thank you to Gregory Antill for many wonderful conversations about epistemic rationality, and
Adam Masters for his significant insight and unflagging good humor. Thank you to my friends
and members of my cohort Lee Ann Chae, Ashley Feinsinger, David Friedell, Justin Jennings,
Michael Lopez, and Aaron Mead. Special thanks to Ebony Bertorelli and Linzi Juliano who both
helped tremendously with assembling the nuts and bolts. I have many additional debts that are
too numerous to recount in detail here. I wish to thank Saul Anton, Jody Azzouni, Denis Buehler,
David Bordeaux, Tyler Burge, CAPS, Lindsey Chambers, Sam Cumming, Daniel Dennett,
Katrina Elliott, Laura Gillespie, Jonathan Gingerich, Brian Hutler, June (Tingley) Jewell,
William Jewell, AJ Julius, David Kaplan, Alex Kiefer, Kathrin Koslicki, Kevin Lande, Gavin
Lawrence, Linda Louie, Yannig Luthra, Steve Martin, Joseph Margolis, Eliot Michaelson,
Robert Minervini, Eileen Nutting, Ockham the cat, Angel Pang, Alexander Patsaouras, Lauren
Pham, Gabe Rabin, Will Reckner, Mrs. Reed, Mrs. Riccomini, Mark Richard, Louise Rode, Matt
Sepielli, Christina Simons, Hester Stinnett, Sabine Tsuruda, Tamar Weber, Kate Witherell, and
Gerald Vision. Thank you to John Gibson, who encouraged me to study philosophy. Most

importantly, thank you to my family Ellen Jewell, Kathy Jewell, James Jewell and my partner
X



Scott Oshima, who have made it possible for me to write this in the first place, who have always
and with great enthusiasm offered their unwavering and loving support, and who have offered
me refuge in laughter and excellent company. My partner Scott has seen much of my hair-pulling
stress and countered it with good cheer, loving advice, and significant (and very necessary)

understanding. Finally, thank you to everyone else who has helped me along the way.

xi



Vita

EDUCATION

Tufts University

MA (Philosophy), 2008

Temple University, Tyler School of Art

BFA (Printmaking, Philosophy), 2004, summa cum laude

xii



Introduction

The phenomenon of holding a belief for reasons is an ordinary one. For example, I
believe that lilies respond well to frequent watering for the reason that they have always
responded well in the past. During the last rainstorm, I believed that it was lightning outside for
the reason that it was thundering in the distance. We can believe for good reasons, but we can
also believe for bad or irrational reasons. A superstitious person, for example, might believe she
will win the lottery for the reason that, during the previous night, she dreamed it.

Understanding believing for reasons is an important part of understanding knowledge. In
many cases, a central part of the explanation for why a subject knows is that they believe for
good reasons. Believing for good reasons also has independent epistemic value (Turri 2011:
384): a subject who believes for good reasons has a belief that is in some important way good,
even if it fails to attain the status of knowledge; a subject who believes for good reasons has done
something well; and perhaps she has even believed what she ought to (Feldman and Conee 1985:
19). In contrast, believing for bad reasons does not help a subject secure knowledge, it has
negative epistemic value, and it does not redound to her credit.

Believing for reasons is both ordinary and important, but it is the source of significant
philosophical confusion. I argue in what follows that the nature of believing for reasons is, at
least in important respects, significantly different from how present theories of the phenomenon

understand it. In the following chapters, I will answer the following metaphysical question:

MQ: What is believing for reasons?

The relation between a belief and a reason, such that the belief is held for that reason, is
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conventionally called “the (epistemic) basing relation.” Hence, the metaphysical question can
also be stated: What is the basing relation? Answering this question will require drawing out the
relationships between believing for reasons and related phenomena like reasoning, justifying,
and what is sometimes called “taking” a consideration to be a reason (Setiya 2013, Boghossian
2014). It will also require evaluating current theories of the basing relation.

The theories that I discuss in the following chapters fall under four main views or
approaches; (i) The reasoning approach holds that believing for reasons is to believe as the
result of a prior process of reasoning; (ii) The attitudinal approach holds that believing for
reasons reduces to holding an attitude about the epistemic relation between a belief and a reason;
(ii1) The dispositional approach holds that believing for reasons is to possess or realize a certain
sort of psychological disposition; (iv) The causal approach holds that believing for reasons is to
hold a belief that is appropriately caused by the reason or by an attitude encoding that reason.
These four approaches have been combined in various ways (e.g. Turri 2011, Wedgwood 2006),
but they broadly represent the different strategies to be found in the contemporary literature.

I will argue in what follows that these approaches are all inadequate. Even the most
plausible available theories of believing for reasons suffer from a variety of serious problems.
The inadequacy of available theories of believing for reasons might raise the concern that our
rational capacities are inexplicable, non-natural, or sui generis. But I think that this worry is
unwarranted. Instead, problems arise for the available theories of believing for reasons in part
because philosophers have neglected the fact that believing for reasons is constitutively the
exercise of a capacity and that capacities, unlike mere dispositions, have constitutive aims and
functions. In chapter four, I appeal to this fact to offer a novel theory of believing for reasons,

and I argue that this theory avoids the problems affecting other accounts. The theory that I will



propose understands the basing relation to be both causal and teleological, and it fits into a
naturalistic conception of the world.

I mentioned above that the primary aim of this dissertation is to answer the question:
What is believing for reasons? One subsidiary aim of the dissertation is to show that current
accounts of believing for reasons are mistaken. Another subsidiary aim of the dissertation is to
give a substantive characterization of capacities that relates them to certain characteristic sorts of
success and failure. In addition, an external aim of this dissertation is to develop a tool for use in
theorizing about epistemic warrant. The central positive theory of this dissertation is that
believing for reasons is constitutively the exercise of a teleologically characterized capacity with
a certain causal profile and a certain constitutive function. This view holds promise for informing
an account of warrant transmission between beliefs, such that warrant transmission involves the
successful operation of the relevant capacity with respect to its constitutive function. I discuss
this matter in very general terms in chapters four and five, but warrant transmission is not the
topic of this dissertation.

The following chapters are organized as follows. In chapter one, I introduce and motivate
a preliminary characterization of believing for reasons (“The Basic Conception™). According to
this characterization, the reasons for which we believe (i) explain why we believe and (ii) are
part of what explains the phenomenon of warrant transmission between beliefs. I distinguish
believing for reasons from some related phenomena, and I argue that one of these distinctions
(viz. between believing for reasons and holding a belief that is supported by reasons)' shows that
the Basic Conception is incomplete. If we wish to understand the difference between (on the one

hand) believing for reasons and (on the other) holding a belief that is supported by reasons, a

1 Iam following Davidson 1963.



more complete characterization is required. The rest of the dissertation is devoted to providing
such a characterization of believing for reasons.

In the beginning of chapter two, I consider the view that believing for reasons is to
believe as the “result” or culmination of a process of reasoning. I argue that believing for reasons
is metaphysically independent of any such process. One problem with such a view is that it is
incompatible with one kind of present control that we can exercise over the reasons for which we
believe. I consider various modifications to this “reasoning” theory that aim to account for the
relevant control. But I argue that they all fail.

In the later sections of chapter two, I consider two additional views of believing for
reasons. Firstly, I consider the view that holding a belief for reasons requires having the
disposition to justify the belief by appealing to certain considerations (Lehrer 1965). Secondly, I
consider the view that believing that p for reasons reduces to a mere conjunction of the belief
that p and a separate belief about the evidence (Setiya 2013). I argue that both views are subject
to counterexamples and neither respects the Basic Conception. I conclude the chapter by
discussing the view (in Audi 1993: 240-241) that believing for a reason requires that the subject
believe something “to the effect” that a consideration counts in favor of believing. This view is
motivated, in part, by the intuition that believing for reasons involves the subject “taking” some
consideration to count in favor of believing. I argue against this view in part by arguing that the
phenomenon of “taking” has been misunderstood.

In chapter three, I discuss a popular class of theories of believing for reasons that take the
phenomenon to be essentially causal (Armstrong 1973, Wedgwood 2006, Turri 2011, McCain
2014). According to these theories, the basing relation is a kind of causal sustaining relation

between the belief and the reason for which it is held. I consider increasingly sophisticated
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versions of this causal sustaining proposal, arguing that each version suffers from the problem of
deviant causation. These theories are correct in holding that believing for reasons involves a
causal sustaining component. But they are incorrect in holding that believing for reasons can be
fully elucidated using the resources causal theorists have allowed themselves.

Chapter four builds on the critical discussion in chapter three. I argue, in particular, that
causal sustaining theories have neglected an important resource. Namely, they have neglected the
fact that believing for reasons is the exercise of a capacity with a certain aim and function. This
neglect is obscured by the fact that capacities are not often distinguished from “mere”
dispositions. Hence, I spend the middle of chapter four distinguishing exercises of capacities (in
one ordinary sense of “capacity”) from realizations of mere dispositions. In the relevant sense of
“capacity,” capacities have aims, and exercises of capacities are essentially subject to certain
forms of success and failure. The same is not true for realizations of mere dispositions. I use this
characterization of capacities to give a novel account of believing for reasons. According to the
account (the “Capacity Account”), believing for reasons is constitutively the exercise of a
capacity to causally sustain one belief, employing another belief, with the function of sensitivity
to the normative reasons. I end the chapter by showing how this account avoids the problems
discussed in chapters two and three.

I conclude the dissertation in chapter five by addressing a number of different objections
to the capacity account and by clarifying its aim and scope. I answer the objection, in particular,
that the capacity account is question-begging or trivial because it invokes the capacity to believe
for reasons. And I answer the objection that the notions of a capacity and a function are not
plausibly naturalistic. Capacities and functions do in fact figure in uncontentiously respectable

sciences like biology and cognitive psychology. With respect to the aim and scope of the



account, I sketch out a generalization of the capacity account that applies to perceptually

warranted belief and to beliefs warranted via memory.



Chapter One: Ground Clearing
1.1 Introduction

We believe things for reasons. I believe that the office is closed today for the reason that
today is Saturday and that the office is closed on Saturday. I believe that I am allergic to wool for
the reason that after wearing it I develop a mild rash. I believe that the man sitting next to me at
the coffee shop is writing a screenplay for the reason that his document has a particular
formatting. Believing for reasons is an important part of our rational endowment, and it plays an
important role in explaining our knowledge of the world. The fact that I believe something for
good reasons explains why believing it amounts to knowledge rather than (for instance) a mere
hunch. Believing for reasons is part of what allows us to extend our knowledge of the world past
the perceivable features of our environment to facts about quarks and capitalism and pareto
optimality. The capacity to believe for reasons is also implicated in our unsophisticated
knowledge of the world. Young children and unsophisticated adults believe for reasons when
they believe (e.g.) that a loved one is taking a nap in the other room. But they do not generally

have knowledge of quarks or capitalism or pareto optimality.

The picture of believing for reasons that I will sketch in the following chapters is a
picture of a psychological capacity we share with less sophisticated creatures. It is also a picture
of a capacity that is largely independent from our justificatory practices and our judgments about
what there is reason for us to believe. This picture of believing for reasons stands in stark
contrast to accounts of the phenomenon according to which exercising the capacity to believe for
reasons involves taking an explicit position on what one ought to believe or which considerations

count in favor of which beliefs. The picture of believing for reasons that I defend is also one in



which the phenomenon is a part of the natural causal order. This naturalistic picture has long
been afflicted by the problem of distinguishing the right causal phenomena from the wrong
causal phenomena (this is the so-called problem of “deviant causal chains”). I argue that the
problem is solvable. But I think solving the problem shows that we must take a somewhat more
liberal view of what the natural causal order includes. The natural causal order, as I will claim in
the following chapters, includes not only electrons and carbon and solar systems but also

capacities and functions, aims and successes.

1.2 The Basic Conception

What is believing for reasons? The question is complicated by the fact that we might
ordinarily call different sorts of things “believing for reasons.” We might sometimes say “John
believes it for the reason that he was angry at his mother,” but we might in the same breath say,
without contradiction, “John believes it for no reason — he was just angry at his mother.”
Similarly, there are different phenomena that might go under the name “reason” and not all of
them are the reasons for which we believe. We talk about reasons 7o believe, reasons for which
someone believes, reasons someone Aas to believe, sufficient or good reasons to believe, and

sometimes we talk about the considerations that we fake to be reasons to believe.

In this chapter, I will begin to isolate one phenomenon that is ordinarily referred to as
“believing for reasons” and a corresponding sort of reason. The phenomenon that I want to

discuss meets at least the following criteria:



The Basic Conception of Believing for Reasons:
(1) The reasons for which we believe are explanatory reasons.

(i1) Believing for reasons plays an important role in explaining why the warrant for
certain beliefs depends on the warrant for other beliefs.'

The Basic Conception is not intended to provide an answer to the question with which I began
this section. Instead, the Basic Conception is intended to give a first-pass characterization of the
subject of the dissertation and to help isolate believing for reasons from some related
phenomena. Importantly, the Basic Conception is neutral with respect to many — although not all
— of the theories of believing for reasons that I consider in chapters two and three. In addition, I
make no claims that the Basic Conception captures the only phenomenon that can be permissibly
referred to by the phrase “believing for reasons.” I hold only that the Basic Conception captures
a real phenomenon that figures in our ordinary explanations of warranted belief, that this
phenomenon is naturally referred to as “believing for reasons,” and that it is described in the
example cases below. In the next two sections, I will motivate the criteria of the Basic

Conception and issue some additional clarifications.

1.3 Explanation

The first condition of the Basic Conception holds that the reasons for which we believe

are explanatory reasons. This condition can be motivated by examples. Here is an ordinary case

1 Tuse the term “warrant” in the sense of Burge 2003. Warrant is a positive epistemic status of a psychological
state, event or process that applies both to what philosophers have called “justification” as well as what Burge
and others have called “entitlement” (Burge 2003: 505-509). When a belief is warranted, that belief is normally
sufficient, excluding Gettier cases and given truth, for knowledge.

9



of believing for reasons:

(1) I have just spent the past several days writing in isolation, and I decide that I need to
go to the Philosophy Department office to pick up some paperwork. I am unsure whether
the office is open, so I check my phone and learn that today is Saturday. Since I know
that the office is closed on Saturday, I promptly come to believe that the office is closed
today. And I hold this belief for the reason that today is Saturday and the reason that the

office is closed on Saturday.

In the example, if someone asks me to explain why I believe that the office is closed today, then
one permissible response is to appeal to the fact that “today is Saturday” or to the fact that “I
believe that today is Saturday.” The fact that the reasons for which I believe can be cited in
answers to such “why?” questions shows that they are reasons cited in true explanations for our
believing. I will call such reasons “explanatory reasons,”” and I will say that they explain (or
partially explain) the fact that a subject believes. A little reflection will show that this
observation applies quite generally: if we believe something for reasons, then the reasons for
which we believe are amongst the reasons why we believe it (Harman 1973: 29-30, Neta 2015:

2, Audi 1993: 216).

The fact that the reasons for which we believe explain our believing can help to

distinguish the reasons for which a subject believes something from the reasons there are for the

2 The locus classicus of the present distinction with respect to action is Davidson 1963: 691. The distinction
between “explanatory” reasons and what are sometimes called “justificatory” reasons is widely drawn in the
literature in philosophy of action: cf. Lenman 2009, Hieronymi 2011: 413. I do not use the expression
“explanatory” reasons, because the reasons for which we believe are only a sub-set of explanatory reasons (see
section 1.6).

10



subject to believe it. The reasons there are for a subject to believe something are sometimes
called “normative reasons.” They are considerations that constitutively count in favor of the
subject believing it. Yet the reasons which constitutively count in favor of a subject believing it

may not explain why the subject believes it (Turri 2009: 492).> For example:

(2) Suppose that I wish to become a professional actor. There are good reasons for me to
believe that I will become a professional actor. I know that my mother is able to influence
casting decisions and I know that I am better at acting than the average member of my
peer group. However, [ am pessimistic about the importance of family connections and
talent and so these reasons play no role in explaining my belief. It happens that I do in
fact believe that I will become a professional actor, but the reason for which I hold this
belief is that I irrationally trust my unreliable weekly horoscope which reads “fame in

your future!”

In example (2), there are reasons that count in favor of my believing that I will become a
professional actor. One such reason is that my mother is able to influence casting decisions.
Another reason is that [ am better at acting than the average member of my peer group. But these
reasons do not help explain why I believe that I will become a professional actor. Hence, they are

not reasons for which I believe it.* Conversely, the fact that my horoscope reads “fame in your
y y P y

3 Alternatively, normative reasons may count in favor of the truth of p or it may count towards settling the
question whether p. I do not mean to commit myself to any particular view of normative reasons besides that
they in some way support believing and they are not identical to the reasons for which we believe at least in the
present sense of “reasons for which we believe” (see Hieronymi 2005).

4 Davidson makes this distinction between different sorts of reasons for action in his famous “Actions, Reasons
and Causes” (Davidson 1963). Roughly the same distinction is made for beliefs in Harman 1973, Audi 1993,
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future” does not count in favor of my believing that I will be a professional actor, even though I
hold my belief for this reason. Hence, the reasons for which I believe need not be normative

reasons for me to believe it.

In addition to the distinction between normative reasons and the reasons for which we
believe, a distinction is sometimes drawn between the reasons there are for a subject fo believe
something, and the reasons the subject /as to believe it. Here is one way of drawing this
distinction from Robert Audi in his “Foundationalism, Epistemic Dependence and

Defeasibility:”

A proposition, g, is a reason to believe a proposition, p, if and only if q bears some
warranting relation to p, e.g. is an adequate ground on which to base a belief that p (the
relevant kinds of warranting relations are difficult to specify, and need not be sorted out
for our purposes here). (2) By contrast, typically, a reason which S has for believing p is
another proposition, g, such that (a) S believes q, and (b) q is a reason to believe p. (Audi

1985: 123-4)

I will take no official position on Audi's view of normative reasons here. The important point in
the passage is that there is a distinction between there being a normative reason for a subject to
believe that p and a subject having a (normative) reason to believe that p. A reason that an
individual has to believe something is a normative reason that is available to the individual in a
certain way but not all normative reasons are so available. However, I mention this distinction

simply to put it aside. I will avoid appealing to the reasons that we “have” to believe something.

Turri 2009, and by many others.
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Instead, I will talk only of the reasons for which we believe something and the reasons that there
are for us to believe it. The relationship between having reasons to believe and there being

normative reasons to believe is interesting, but it falls outside the scope of the present project.

Finally, there is an important distinction to be drawn within the set of normative reasons
between sufficient normative reasons for S to believe and (merely) normative reasons for S to
believe. A normative reason for S to believe is a consideration that counts in favor of S believing
to at least some degree. In contrast, q is a sufficient reason for S (in some circumstances) to
believe that p iff S's believing that p for the reason that q would be rational in those
circumstances.” What I will call a “normative reason to believe” does not have this feature. This
is partly because a normative reason for an individual S to believe that p can be outweighed by
some other reason to not believe that p. For example, the fact that (as S knows) bark beetles are
endemic in Southern California is some reason for S to believe that they are also endemic in
other western states. But the fact that (as S knows) bark beetles live only in sub-tropical climates
is an even stronger reason for S to believe that the bark beetles are nof endemic in these other
states. And this opposing reason is strong enough to make S's believing that bark beetles are

endemic in other western states irrational.

1.4 Warrant

The second condition of the Basic Conception is that believing for reasons helps to

5 Iam following the rough gloss that Scanlon 2014: 106 gives on sufficient reasons for action. I do not intend this
necessary and sufficient condition on sufficient reasons to provide anything like an account of such reasons. I am
instead only offering a way of distinguishing sufficient normative reasons from “mere” normative reasons. In
addition, we may need to add a further condition to this characterization to account for the fact that whether
believing for a reason is rational will depend on the way that the belief is based on the reason (Turri 2010: 316).
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explain why the warrant for some beliefs depends on the warrant for other beliefs. To see this,
suppose in example (1) that [ am warranted in believing that today is Saturday and that the
Philosophy office is closed on Saturday. Barring unusual circumstances, my belief that the
Philosophy office is closed today will also be warranted, and it will be warranted because I am
warranted in holding these other beliefs. However, the full explanation for why I am warranted
in believing that the Philosophy office is closed today requires more than appealing to the fact

that I have some other warranted beliefs. To see this, consider another example:

(3) Phillip has the warranted beliefs that the Philosophy office is closed on Saturday and
that today is Saturday. He also believes that the Philosophy office is closed today, but he
is not warranted in believing it. Phillip has been reading the tabloids, and a recent story
about an imminent Martian attack has distracted him from the implications of his other
beliefs. Phillip does not believe that the Philosophy office is closed today for the reasons
that today is Saturday and that the office is closed on Saturday. Instead, Phillip believes
that the office is closed today for the reason that a Martian attack is imminent and the

office is shutting down in preparation.

There are some similarities between examples (1) and (3). Phillip and I both believe with warrant
that the Philosophy office is closed on Saturday and that today is Saturday. We also both believe
that the Philosophy office is closed today. However, only I am warranted in believing that the
Philosophy office is closed today. The intuitive explanation for our difference in warrant is that
we believe the office is closed today for different reasons. My belief that the office is closed

today is warranted because certain other beliefs of mine are warranted, but this is only true
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because I believe the office is closed today for certain reasons. In other words, the full
explanation of my warrant in believing that the philosophy office is closed today appeals not
only to the fact that I am warranted in believing that today is Saturday and that the office is
closed on Saturday, but also to the fact that I believe it for those reasons. This feature of
believing for reasons is quite general. For many of our ordinary beliefs about the world, it is only
because we hold them for reasons that they are warranted: more precisely, believing for reasons
plays an important role in explaining why the warrant for some beliefs depends on the warrant
to other beliefs. In what follows, I will follow convention and call this dependence of warrant

. 6
“warrant transmission.”

It will be useful to have at least a partial formulation of the conditions under which
believing for reasons transmits the warrant for one belief (or set of beliefs) to another belief. I

adopt the following as a working hypothesis for the positive epistemic status of warrant:

For a central class of beliefs, a subject's belief that p is warranted in part because

(1) the subject has the belief(s) that q and the belief(s) that q is(are) warranted;

(2) the subject holds the belief that p for the reason(s) that q;

6 I will adopt the terminology of “warrant transmission” to describe what is happening in the previous example (1)
but with some provisos. First, philosophers have often used the phrase 'warrant transmission” to refer to
transmission of propositional warrant (i.e. the warrant one /has to believe something), but what I am discussing
here is the transmission of doxastic warrant (i.e. the warrant of a token belief). Second, the metaphor of
“transmission” can be misleading. A transmission is often an event that takes place at a certain time and can then
cease while the property transmitted endures. For example, the ordinary cold virus is transmitted from one
person to another via a momentary event (perhaps an episode of coughing) but then it continues in the new host.
The basing relation does not appear to transmit warrant in this way. In particular, when a belief that P is held for
certain reasons, and the belief is warranted because it is held for certain reasons, the warrant of the belief usually
remains sensitive to the warrant of other beliefs long after any initial “transmission” event. For instance, my
belief that the philosophy office is closed today would become unwarranted if my belief that today is Saturday
became unwarranted by the acquisition of opposing or undermining evidence.
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(3) the belief that q supports believing that p.

I will not defend this working hypothesis here. However, I do want to issue a few clarifications
before moving on. Firstly, I have framed the three conditions so that they apply only to “a central
class of beliefs” because they do not plausibly apply to all beliefs. For instance, I doubt that
many memorial beliefs are warranted even partly because they are held for reasons, although this
view is contentious (Cf. McCain 2014: 118).” Secondly, I have tried to phrase the conditions so
that the formulation is non-committal about the relationship between the belief(s) that q and the
reason(s) that g. I have tried to be non-committal because it is a subject of debate whether the
reasons for which we believe are psychological states, worldly facts, or propositions. I will later
stipulate that the reasons for which we believe are beliefs, but I do not want this to simply fall
out of the current hypothesis about warrant alone. Thirdly, I do not think it is true that meeting
the three conditions is sufficient to warrant a subject in believing that p. This is because the
subject may believe for reasons that q, and the subject may be warranted in believing that q, and
the belief that q may support believing that p, but the subject may nonetheless believe that p only

. . 8
via some poor reasoning from q.

7 1 think it is somewhat plausible that the conditions apply to cases in which the epistemic warrant to a belief
depends on the epistemic warrant to another belief. But we need to be careful about how we understand
“depends” in this claim. It should not include cases in which the warrant to one belief explains why some other
belief is warranted, but in some “strange” way (e.g. perhaps the fact that your belief that q is warranted explains
why someone provides you with additional, new evidence E, on which basis you form a warranted belief that p).
However, it is difficult so see how to rule out “strange” sorts of warrant-dependence other than by specifying
that the sort of dependence we are interested in is warrant-transmission via the basing relation.

8 Turri 2010 gives several examples that show it is not sufficient for S to believe with warrant that S believe on the
basis of sufficient reasons. Cf. Harman 1973: 31 and McCain 2014: 109-112.
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1.5 An Organizing Assumption

The central question of this dissertation is “What is believing for reasons?” As I
mentioned above, answering this question is complicated by an ongoing debate about the nature
of the reasons for which we believe. It is variously held that such reasons are worldly facts,
propositions, states-of-affairs, psychological states, or facts about psychological states (Dancy
2000: Chapter 5, Hieronymi 2011). For the purposes of exposition, I will need to adopt some
metaphysical framework in which to discuss the basing relation. I adopt the following

assumption:

(ii1) The reasons for which we believe are beliefs.

I will not argue for this view. The arguments in the following chapters do not materially depend
on (iii) being correct, and the central puzzles of this dissertation can be put into terms that every
party to the debate can accept. As an illustration, I will briefly argue in section 1.7 that the

primary puzzle of this dissertation does not depend on accepting (iii).

However, I do not think that (iii) is unmotivated. It is, at any rate, a prima facie plausible
thing to assume. Firstly, beliefs are the sorts of things that can both (1) explain why we hold
other beliefs and (2) figure into explanations for why a belief is warranted given other warranted
beliefs. Secondly, assumption (iii) is supported by the intuition that, in order to believe that p for
the reason that g, the subject must in some way have taken a positive stand on whether q.” That

is, it is not possible to believe that p for the reason that q if one's attitude toward q is only one of

9 This is noted by Dancy 2000: 102 and by Setiya 2011: 134 with respect to acting for reasons.
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doubt or disbelief. And one plausible explanation of this fact is that basing reasons are beliefs.
Thirdly, identifying basing reasons with beliefs illuminates the earlier working hypothesis about
warrant transmission in 1.3. The fact that a subject's belief that q is warranted explains why the
subject's belief that p is warranted via believing for reasons in part because the basing relation is
a relation between those very beliefs. In other words, no additional story is required in order to
connect S's believing that q (with warrant) to the reason for which S believes that p. The belief
that q is simply identical to the reason for which S believes it. Fourthly, I have assumed that
basing reasons are beliefs, but it would be easy to extend the relevant assumption to include
other psychological states such as perceptions. This final point will only become relevant in the

final chapter of this dissertation, so I will put it to one side.

Although I will assume that basing reasons are beliefs, I do not assume that normative
reasons for a subject to believe are psychological states. I think it is prima facie plausible that the
reasons that count in favor of believing are at least sometimes non-psychological facts in the
world. For instance, it seems to me very plausible that the fact that the fire alarm went off is a
reason to believe that there is a fire. However, this matter is outside of the scope of this

dissertation and none of the following arguments will depend on it.'°

1.6 Believing for Reasons and Causal Deviance

What is the difference between believing for reasons and believing something that there

are, as it happens, normative reasons to believe? Consider again the earlier example (2). In the

10 I take such a conception of normative reasons to be compatible with assumption (iii) if we accept the view that
normative reasons are in many cases not strictly identical with the basing reasons, but are instead represented by
them. For an overview of this approach, see Lenman 2009 with respect to reasons for action.
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example, I do not believe that I will become a professional actor for the reason that my mother is
able to influence casting decisions even though (i) I believe I will become a professional actor
and (i1) that my mother can influence casting decisions is a reason for me to believe it. I do not
believe I will become a professional actor for the reason that my mother can influence casting
decisions because my belief is not explained by that reason. The reason that explains my

believing is instead that I trust my weekly horoscope.

However, this explanatory difference cannot be the only difference between believing for
reasons and believing something for which there are reasons. This is because there are

explanatory relations between beliefs that are insufficient for basing:

(4) There is a rat crawling around Marc's apartment. Marc sees the rat and comes to
believe what he sees: namely, that there is a rat crawling around his apartment. This
belief causes him to lunge forward to chase the rat, which causes him to knock his head,

and the knock causes him to see (and so come to believe) that his front door is open."’

In example (4), Marc’s belief that there is a rat crawling around his apartment is a cause of his

belief that his front door is open. Hence, his belief that there is a rat crawling around his

11 This sort of example is modeled on famous examples from Davidson. Davidson 1980: 79: “A climber might
want to rid himself of the weight and danger of holding another man on a rope, and he might know that by
loosening his hold on the rope he could rid himself of the weight and danger. This belief and want might so
unnerve him as to cause him to loosen his hold, and yet it might be the case that he never chose to loosen his
hold, nor did he do it intentionally. It will not help, I think, to add that the belief and the want must combine to
cause him to want to loosen his hold, for there will remain the two questions how the belief and the want caused
the second want, and how wanting to loosen his hold caused him to loosen his hold.” Similar sorts of cases
applying to belief are common in the literature on believing for reasons and inference. For instance, with respect
to inference, see Wedgwood 2006; with respect to believing for reasons, see Turri 2011; and with respect to
epistemic basing more generally, see Plantinga 1993 (cited in Korcz 2015 and McCain 2012).

19



apartment partially explains his believing that he left his front door open.'? However, Marc does
not believe that he left his front door open in part for the reason that there is a rat in his

apartment. Instead, he believes it only because he saw that the front door was open.

The relation between Marc’s beliefs in example (4) is a causal relation. Hence, it is an
explanatory relation.” A causal-explanatory relation that connects two beliefs is called “deviant”
just when it is of the wrong sort for the one belief to be held on the basis of the other.'* I follow
this usage and call the problem that these relations present for the theory of believing for reasons
the “problem of deviant causation.” The existence of deviant causal relations shows that not
every explanatory relation between two beliefs is a basing relation, and this shows that the Basic
Conception is in an important way incomplete. As I formulated it above, the Basic Conception
requires that believing for reasons meet two conditions. Firstly, the basis for the belief needs to at
least partially explain why the subject holds the belief; secondly, the relation needs to play a role
in explaining warrant transmission between beliefs. However, we cannot explain the difference
between deviant and non-deviant explanatory relations by appealing to either of these conditions.
The deviant causal relation in example (4) in fact meets the first condition. And it fails to meet
the second condition only because it fails to count as believing for reasons (Neta 2015: 4). We
cannot explain why the causal relation in example (4) is deviant by appealing to the fact that it
plays no role in warrant transmission, because this fact about deviance is explanatorily prior to

the fact about warrant.

12 1 would like to thank Katrina Elliott for a helpful conversation on this point.

13 I take causal relations to be explanatory relations at least in the following sense: if ¢ caused e, then ¢ can be cited
in a true explanation of why e occurred or is the case.

14 It could turn out, on this understanding, that a causal chain is deviant but does not present a problem for any

theory (because no theory holds that it counts as a basing relation). In addition, it could turn out that all causal
relations are deviant, because no sort of causal relation is of the right sort to establish basing.
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It is consistent with the problem of causal deviance that the basing relation be a certain
sort of explanatory relation or that it be an explanatory relation that satisfies other conditions."” If
believing for reasons is a certain sort of explanatory relation, then what sort of explanatory
relation is it? If it is an explanatory relation plus some other condition(s), then what is (are) the
extra condition(s)? What sort of relation rules out causal deviance while nonetheless respecting
the Basic Conception? I take these questions to present a serious and difficult puzzle for any

account of the basing relation. They arise again and in different guises in the following chapters.

1.7 Dialectical Remarks

I have assumed that the reasons for which a subject S believes are beliefs such as the
belief that today is Saturday. As I noted in section 1.5, however, the arguments in the following
chapters do not depend on making this assumption. I want to briefly argue that the central and
important puzzle discussed in section 1.6 in particular does not depend on making this
assumption. It would restrict the potential scope of the present project if it turned out that causal

deviance presented a problem only for views that hold basing reasons to be identical to beliefs.

Suppose, for example, that the reasons for which we believe are the contents of

psychological states (that is, the things believed) rather than psychological states themselves.'°

15 Audi takes the basing relation to be partly an explanatory relation that also satisfies a series of apparently non-
explanatory conditions. One such condition is that it involve a “connecting belief” (Audi 1983: 124).

16 This is the position (for example) of Audi 1983. Audi holds that the reasons for which we believe that p explain
why we believe that p by virtue of being the contents of beliefs that explain why we believe that p (Audi 1983:
236). I do not agree with Audi that this gets us the right sort of explanatory connection. As Turri 2009 has argued
in a slightly different form, this is because the form of explanation does not seem to generalize to similar cases.
For example, suppose that I doubt that q and this doubt explains why I performed some action. In such a case, I
would not have performed the action for the reason that q nor (to use slightly different language) did I perform it
because q (Turri 2009: 499-500).
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On such a view, there must still be a difference between there being reasons for a subject to
believe something and a subject believing it for those reasons. This difference, at least, is not an
artifact of the previous account of basing reasons. In addition, the problem of deviant causation
still shows that the difference between (i) believing for reasons and (ii) believing something that
is supported by reasons, cannot be captured by the Basic Conception alone. If reasons are
contents, then presumably they explain our believing in virtue of being the contents of
psychological states that stand in explanatory relations to our beliefs. This is Audi's view in
“Belief, Reason and Inference” (Audi 1993: 236).'” But example (4) shows that not just any
explanatory relation between a psychological state and a belief is sufficient for basing. And if
reasons are facts in the world, then example (4) also shows that such facts — e.g. the fact that
there is a rat crawling around Marc's apartment — can explain why a subject believes something
without being his reason for believing it. Hence, even on these alternative views of basing
reasons (viz. normative reasons are facts or contents), causal deviance still presents a puzzle to

be solved, and the Basic Conception is still in an important way incomplete.

1.8 Conclusion

The reasons for which we believe both explain why we believe and explain why certain
beliefs we hold are warranted. But the existence of deviant causation shows that the basing
relation cannot simply be any explanatory relation between S's reasons and beliefs. In particular,

the explanatory relation cannot simply be causation. Hence, we are left with a puzzle about the

17 Wedgwood appears to think that the “propositionalist” will have to adopt such a view (Wedgwood 2006: 661)
although he never explicitly endorses this position.
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nature of believing for reasons. What is believing for reasons such that it meets the Basic

Conception and avoids the problem of causal deviance?

In the next chapter, I will consider several different approaches to believing for reasons.
The first approach holds that to believe for a reason is to believe as the result of some prior
process of reasoning. The second approach holds that to believe for a reason is (or at least
requires) being in a position to justify the belief by appeal to certain considerations. The third
approach holds that to believe for a reason is to “take,” in some non-trivial way, the reason to
count in favor of believing, or at least it requires such taking. I argue that each of these
approaches is inadequate. The first approach is incompatible with one sort of present control we
have over the reasons for which we believe. The other two approaches are subject to

counterexamples and are incompatible with the Basic Conception.
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Chapter Two: Reasoning, Justifying, and Taking

2.1 Introduction

What is believing for reasons? In the previous chapter, I isolated a conception of
believing for reasons according to which basing reasons are explanatory reasons and the basing
relation plays a role in warrant transmission. In this chapter, I will consider several theories of
the basing relation that link believing for reasons to the process of reasoning, the activity of
justifying, and the activity or state of “taking” some consideration to count in favor of believing.
I will argue that believing for reasons is, in important ways, metaphysically independent of these
states, processes, and activities. Believing for reasons is not to believe as a result of a process of
reasoning. It is not to be disposed to offer a certain consideration as part of an activity of
justification. And it does not require holding (or being disposed to hold) any attitude about the
available evidence or the normative reasons. The first theory cannot account for the fact that we
have present control over the reasons for which we believe. The latter two theories rule out the
possibility that unsophisticated believers can believe for reasons, they are subject to counter

examples, and they cannot account for the fact that believing for reasons is explanatory.

2.2 Etiological Explanation

The problem of deviant causation shows that the basing relation cannot be just any
explanatory relation. It is nonetheless consistent with the problem of deviant causation to hold

that the basing relation is a certain sort of explanatory relation. What sort of explanatory relation
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could the basing relation be? We might try to get some insight on the nature the explanatory

relation by looking at the following ordinary example of believing for reasons:

(1) Ged wonders how long it will take to get to a certain island so he reasons from his
antecedent belief about the distance of the island, and his standing belief about the
average speed of travel on water (as well as some background mathematical
generalizations), to the concluding judgment that it will take several weeks to arrive at
the island. Ged's reasoning involves multiple steps and takes place over a period of time.
When the reasoning is complete Ged's concluding belief is based on the antecedent

considerations in his reasoning.

The example appears to show a connection between believing for reasons and the process of
reasoning. But what is the nature of the connection? Gilbert Harman appears to hold that the

relationship between believing for reasons and reasoning is constitutive.'® He writes that:

“aperson's reasons are a function of his reasoning and [...] to say that a man believes
something for certain reasons is to say that he believes it as the result of certain

reasoning” (Harman 1973: 31)

Harman's view in this quotation lacks some detail,'” but it has much initial plausibility. Harman’s

18 Leite endorses the current interpretation of Harman in Leite 2004: 2.
19 The proposal does not give a theory of reasoning or an account of what it is to be the “result” of some reasoning.

Presumably the problem of causal deviance arises for reasoning and “resulting” as well. I also want to note here
that Harman himself would probably not find my way of laying out the theory congenial. I discuss this exegetical
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view illuminates the pre-theoretical link between reasons and reasoning.”’ In addition—on the
surface at least—the view seems to capture the difference between believing something for
reasons and believing something that is merely supported by reasons. The difference between
believing something for reasons and believing something that is merely supported by reasons is
that, when we believe for reasons, we believe as the result of reasoning. But a belief that is

merely supported by reasons need not be held as the result of any process of reasoning.”'

In addition, the view promises to explain the way in which the basing relation is
explanatory, for according to the view, the basing-relation is a sort of causal historical or
etiological relation, and causal historical or etiological relations are a species of explanatory
relation. Finally, the theory also provides some limited guidance in explaining the fact that
believing for reasons transmits warrant. The fact that believing for reasons is warrant-
transmitting can be seen to be a consequence of the fact that a belief held for reasons is the result

of a process of reasoning, and this process of reasoning is itself a warrant transmitting process.

Nonetheless, the view may seem implausible on further reflection. We may intuitively

matter in more detail in section 2.5.

20 Andrew Hsu has pointed out to me that someone might be led into a view like Harman’s by noticing that it is
permissible to say of someone S who believes for reasons that “S believes that p, reasoning q.” According to
Harman, to believe for reasons, and so to believe that p, reasoning g, is just to believe that p as the culmination
or result of a process of reasoning from q. In addition, there may be other notions of reasoning that do not take it
to be a process that normally culminates in belief. On these views, reasoning is probably not a process at all (it
may have no duration, for instance). Thank you to Andrew Hsu and Gavin Lawrence for this important point. I
do not consider such notions of reasoning here, but I suspect that whatever one will want to say about them can
be said directly about believing for reason.

21 Although what I will eventually call the “reasoning theory” is seldom explicitly endorsed (although Harman
endorses it) the broad view that believing for reasons is etiological is suggested by a number of philosophers.
John Greco, for instance, very strongly suggests that believing for reasons is etiological in Greco 2005: 261-262.
I think a similar sort of view can be found implicit in Goldman’s claim that his theory of process reliabilism is a
“Historical” or “Genetic” theory to be contrasted with what he calls “Current Time-Slice” theories, although
Goldman is a complicated case, since he recognizes that sustaining causes can figure into justification (Goldman
1979: see the text surrounding note 8). I think that Matthew Boyle may also assume such a view in parts of his
argument against “Process Theories” of doxastic control in Boyle 2011.
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think of reasoning as an activity involving conscious deliberation,”* but we often hold beliefs for
reasons without arriving at them via conscious deliberation. However, this view of reasoning
need not undermine the general picture. The reasoning theory has some plausibility in part
because it provides a clear distinction between those cases in which we believe for reasons and
cases in which we hold a belief that is merely supported by reasons. The difference is that when
we believe for reasons we believe as the result of a certain historical process but otherwise not.
But there is no reason why it needs to be a part of this view that the historical process in question
involves conscious deliberation.” In order to motivate the present point, suppose that I notice a
speeding car go by followed by a police cruiser and without conscious deliberation form the
belief that the car is being pursued by the police. It intuitively matters to the assessment of my
warrant exactly which states figured into the production of my belief. For example, did my
coming to believe that the car was being chased by the police depend on my belief that it was
speeding? Did I come to believe it via my belief that the car was grey? Did I come to believe it
via my apparently unrelated belief that the Pope is Argentinian? If my belief that the car is being
chased by the police was the result of my belief that the Pope is Argentinian, it is hard to see

how I could be warranted in holding it.

Why might it matter to my warrant how my belief was created even in those cases where
I did not consciously deliberate about it? One plausible explanation is to take the warrant-

explaining process that resulted in my belief to constitute the basing relation. The reason why

22 Robert Audi denies that acting for reasons consists in acting on the basis of practical reasoning (Audi 1993a:
148-149) apparently for something like this reason. See Audi 1982: 34 for more discussion on this point. I doubt
that it is correct that reasoning must involve conscious deliberation of any sort, but the present argument does not
hinge on the nature of reasoning.

23 Harman requires that unconscious processes can be reasoning in part because reasoning (for him) is necessarily
part of the etiology of any piece of knowledge subject to the Gettier problem (Harman 1973: 20-23).
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facts about the process matter to warrant is simply that being-the-result-of-such-a process is
constitutive of the basing relation. And the bases of one’s beliefs help to determine the epistemic
status of these beliefs. In what follows, I will call the relevant warrant-explaining process
“reasoning,” but nothing of importance will hang on using this term. What is presently important
is simply that there is a particular reasoning-like process that generally results in beliefs, that this
process often has inputs in the form of other beliefs, and that it helps to explain the subject’s

warrant in the example cases above.

2.3 The Reasoning Theory

Let every theory with the following form be called a “reasoning theory” of basing:

Schematic Reasoning Theory: the belief that P is based on the reason that q iff the belief
that P is held as the result of some reasoning process from the reason that q.

As I mentioned above, I take a reasoning process to be extended in time, to have duration, and to
culminate in a belief or judgment. There are potentially a number of different reasoning theories,
corresponding to different understandings of what it is for a belief to be “the result of” a
reasoning process. One intuitive way of instantiating the schema is to treat the “result” relation as
a generative relation. According to this understanding, the process results in (i.e. generates) a

belief just when the process culminates with the creation of the belief:

The Simple Reasoning Theory: The belief that p is based on the reason that q for a
subject S iff (constitutively) S’s belief that p is generated by S reasoning from q.
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The simple reasoning theory is still only an outline of a theory of the basing relation. If we want
to fill in the account we will need to give a characterization of reasoning that generates beliefs.**
However, while I think that providing such a characterization is an interesting project, I will not

discuss the nature of these processes in this dissertation. As I will now explain, I think we have

good reason to doubt that any theory of this general type is correct.

2.4 Problems for the Simple Reasoning Theory

The fact that reasoning can generate beliefs is uncontroversial, and I will accept it here.
However, I think it should be controversial that the property of being-generated-by-reasoning is
constitutive of believing for a reason. One problem with the simple reasoning theory is that it
does not allow the subject to exercise present control over the reasons for which she believes:
that is, to right now change the reasons for which she believes. For an illustration of this
problem, consider the following example, which shows two different ways in which a subject

can change her beliefs over time:

(2) Margie has advertised online and found a new roommate Ai. Margie believes that Ai
is an easy-going roommate because she believes that Ai was born in the year of the Ox.
She later learns that Ai grew up in Santa Cruz, and via some reasoning, she comes to
believe that Ai is easy-going for that reason as well. Margie later grows disillusioned

with astrology and no longer believes that it means anything that Ai was born in the year

24 For some recent work on reasoning see Valaris (unpublished), Wedgwood 2009 and Boghossian 2012.
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of the Ox. She retains her belief that Ai was born in the year of the Ox, and she retains
her belief that Ai is easy-going, but she no longer believes that Ai is easy-going for the

reason that she believes Ai was born in the year of the Ox.

In the example, Margie exercises present control over her own believing. Margie's control over
her own believing does not involve her making a choice in what she believes, or in her being free
to choose it, or in her willing it. Margie does not believe at will. However, Margie still has
control over her own believing. The control she has over her own believing consists in part in a
capacity to determine the reasons for which she believes: that is, to right now revise or eliminate
the reasons for which she believes. But the simple reasoning theory is incompatible with this sort

of control. In order to make this criticism clear, suppose that (2) unfolds as follows:

(a) at time-t;, Margie learns that Ai was born in the year of the Ox, and infers that Ai is
easy-going. She comes to believe that Ai is easy-going for the reason that Ai was born in
the year of the Ox.

(b) at time-t,, Margie learns that Ai grew up in Santa Cruz, and so infers that Ai is easy-
going. Margie now believes that Ai is easy going for the reason that she was born in the
year of the Ox and, in addition, that she grew up in Santa Cruz.

(c) at time-t3, Margie becomes disillusioned with astrology, and stops believing that Ai is
easy-going for the reason that Ai was born in the year of the Ox. She still believes that Ai
is easy-going for the reason that Ai was born in Santa Cruz.

The example raises two difficulties for the simple reasoning theory:

First difficulty: The simple reasoning theory cannot explain how someone could come to
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hold an old belief for new reasons. At time t,, Margie adds to her reasons for believing
that Ai is easy-going. In particular, Margie learns that Ai grew up in Santa Cruz and, via
some reasoning, comes to believe that Ai is easy-going for the reason that she grew up in
Santa Cruz. However, this should be impossible on the simple reasoning theory.
According to the simple reasoning theory, the reasons for which Margie believes that Ai
is easy-going are inputs to the process that generated that belief. But Margie learns that
Ai grew up in Santa Cruz after she forms the belief that Ai is easy-going. Hence, the
reason that Ai grew up in Santa Cruz cannot be an input to the process that generated her
belief. And this shows that the reasons for which a subject believes are not in general

inputs to a process that generated the belief. *°

Second difficulty: At time t;, Margie modifies her reasons for believing that Ai is easy-
going by eliminating one of the bases for her belief. However, the simple reasoning
theory is incompatible with this change in her reasons. The fact that a belief is generated
as the result of a certain reasoning process is not subject to this sort of revision. The fact

that a belief is generated via that historical process, with those historical inputs, is fixed

25 The theory could be complicated somewhat so that it includes not just beliefs that are generated by the
reasoning, but which are strengthened by it as well. This complication is not particularly helpful to the reasoning
theorist, however, because one can hold a belief for new reasons that do not increase the strength of the belief.
For instance, one can believe a simple mathematical truth for new reasons even though one is absolutely certain
about it. Or there are cases (see Kung 2010: 3—4) in which one comes to gain reasons for which one believes that
nonetheless ought not (and presumably do not) increase one's credence. Adapting the general outlines of Kung
2010, suppose, for example, that a subject believes that p with an irrationally high credence and gains some new
evidence for p that indicates that p is likely to be true but not that likely (say it has an 70% probability of being
true). In such a case, a subject might come to believe that p on the basis of that evidence and in so doing lower
their previously irrationally high credence.
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no matter what happens to it in the future. *°

These two difficulties point to a general problem with the simple reasoning theory. The theory is
apparently incapable of explaining the sorts of present control we exercise over the reasons for
which we believe. According to the simple reasoning theory, the reasons for which we believe
are the reasons that created the belief, but facts about what created the belief cannot be modified

in the present. And we can modify, expand, and contract our reasons for believing in the present.

2.5 The Modified Reasoning Theory

It may seem that there are non-generative versions of the reasoning theory that can avoid
the two prior difficulties. I want to spend the next two short sections of this chapter arguing that
this impression is incorrect. I will argue that the most plausible versions of the reasoning theory

cannot simultaneously solve both of the prior difficulties.

One way for the simple reasoning theory to avoid the prior difficulties is to claim that
every time the subject Margie alters the reasons for which she believes that Ai is easy-going, she
produces a new belief that Ai is easy-going, and that this new belief is generated by reasoning
containing all of her basing reasons as inputs. I do not know anything to recommend this
response besides the fact that it saves the simple reasoning theory from some embarrassment, so

I will set it aside here.

26 After developing these objections, I discovered that Ian Evans has independently given a version of some of
these criticisms against the causal theory in Evans 2013. Some differences between our two approaches are that I
take these criticisms to apply more broadly than the causal theory, I explore notions of “resulting” that are not
the same as “generating,” and I consider a version of the “reasoning theory” that adds various no-defeaters
conditions.
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A more plausible way around the difficulties is to abandon the simple reasoning theory
and adopt an alternative understanding of the relationship between believing and reasoning. This

latter approach is probably closer to what Harman originally intended in Thought. He writes:

When a person first comes to believe something, why he believes it appears to be a
function of how he came to believe it. [...] But it is not in general true that the reasons for
which one believes as one does are simply a matter of how one came to believe what one
believes. When the reasons why one believes something change, the reasons for which
one believes as one does also change. In that case, the explanation of why one believes as
one does has changed and is no longer simply a matter of how one came to believe as one

does. (Harman 1973: 30)

Unfortunately, Harman does not have much to say about how reasoning can “result in” a belief
without generating it. Instead, what he writes seems to suggest the simple reasoning theory. For
example, he later writes “to specify a man's reasons is always to specify reasoning that leads to
his conclusion (Harman 1973: 31)” and “[explanation by reasons] describes the sequence of
considerations that /ed to belief in a conclusion [...] (Harman 1973:52). Perhaps Harman intends
to only be writing about the circumstances in which a person first comes to believe something in
these passages, but he gives no indication that his view is to be understood in this restricted way.

And if it is not restricted, then phrases like “leading to” are no more helpful than “resulting in.”*’

27 We could also take Harman to be claiming that the reason for which something is held is broadly whatever
explains it (Tierney and Smith 2012: 31) rather than specifically that it be the result of reasoning. But this
approach suffers from the previously discussed problem of causal deviance (section 1.6), and it does not fit
easily with what he says about reasoning in Thought. 1 will come back to this issue again with respect to causal
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There are, nonetheless, alternative ways to understand believing for reasons in terms of
reasoning. It is a familiar fact that if we reason to a conclusion, even if it is one that we already
hold, then we (at least very often) come to believe on the basis of the inputs to that reasoning.*®
And we might try to take this familiar fact to be constitutive of believing for reasons even in

cases where the reasoning does not generate the belief:

The Modified Reasoning Theory: The belief that p is based on a reason that q for a
subject S iff (constitutively) (i) S holds a belief that p and (ii) S has at some point in the
past reasoned to the belief that p (that is, performed reasoning that culminated in a belief
that p) from the belief that q whether or not the reasoning generated the belief that p.

According to the modified reasoning theory, the belief that p is held for a reason that q just when
the subject engaged in a reasoning process, extended in time, that output the belief that q,
whether or not that reasoning created the belief that p. I take this to describe what Margie does in
example (2). At time-t,, Margie infers that Ai is easy-going from the fact that Ai is from Santa
Cruz, but she already believes that Ai is easy going. Importantly, notice that it is a consequence
of the fact that a subject can reason to a belief that she already holds, that reasoning cannot, pace
some theories of reasoning in the literature (Winters 1982: 202), only be a generative or
eliminative process. As an alternative, perhaps when one reasons to a belief that p that one
already holds, one “reaffirms” (Wedgwood 2006: 661) the belief that p. I will take no position on
this matter, but for present purposes, [ will assume that there is some good sense to made of talk

of a process of inference concluding with a belief that one already holds.

sustaining theories of the basing relation in the next chapter.
28 The issue is whether this familiar fact supports a conception of the basing relation according to which the

relation is constituted by a historical reasoning relation, rather than a view about reasoning according to which it
merely creates (rather than constitutes) the basing relation.
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The modified reasoning theory is clearly an improvement over the simple reasoning
theory. In particular, the modified reasoning theory can explain how it is possible to come to
hold a belief for new reasons. However, there are still two problems for the theory. The first
problem is that the theory leaves it unclear why, or in what way, the basing relation is an
explanatory relation. According to the simple reasoning theorist, the reasons for which S holds a
belief are a subset of the etiological reasons for that belief, but the modified reasoning theorist
cannot hold this view. This is because the reasoning that produces the conclusion that p does not
in many cases (e.g. in example (2)) cause or produce the belief that p. But if the belief that q did
not cause the belief that p via reasoning, then in what way does the belief that q explain the belief

that p?

The second difficulty for the modified reasoning theory is that it does not give a sufficient
condition for believing for reasons. This is because it is possible for a subject to cease to believe
for a certain reason. But the modified reasoning theory does not allow for this possibility. If a
subject’s belief that p has been reasoned to, that is, i.e. it is part of the history of her believing
that p, then that fact is immutable in the present. Just as with the simple reasoning theory, we

cannot now change the fact that we once reasoned to a belief or judgment from certain premises.

The present point is important. It may be thought that the problems with the simple
reasoning theory are tied to its understanding of the process of reasoning as generative or
creative. Hence, it may seem one can resist the criticisms by treating the relevant reasoning
process as non-generative. However, the present discussion suggests that this strategy will be
unsuccessful. The difficulty the simple reasoning theory has accounting for our ability to change
the reasons for which we believe can arise solely from the minimal conception of believing for

reasons as a current trace of a past process, whether or not that process generated any beliefs. It
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is because it is not possible to change a belief’s history from the present that issues with present

control arise.

We might try to respect the apparently non-historical aspects of the relation by adding

something like a “no-defeat clause” to the account:

The Second Modified Reasoning Theory: The belief that p is based on the reason that q
for S iff (constitutively)

(1) S holds a token belief that p.
(i1) S has (in the past) reasoned to the conclusion that p.
(iii) the reason that q is not (presently) rejected by S with respect to the belief that p.”’

This account has some prospect of success because it adds a non-historical condition. We do in
fact have present control over whether we presently reject some reason. In the next section, I will
argue that adding this “no-rejection clause” will not help solve the problem. This is because we
do not have a theory of rejection that can do the work required of (iii) that is likely to be

compatible with the reasoning theory.

2.6 Rejecting a Reason

I do not think it is at all clear what it is to reject a reason with respect to a belief, but not

every option is consistent with the reasoning theory. Here are two options that do seem

%% Korcz considers a similar condition (but one that does not fit easily into the reasoning theory) in Korcz 2000: 546.
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compatible with it:

The reason that q is (presently) rejected by S with respect to the belief that p:

Option One: to presently reject a reason that q with respect to the belief that p is to
presently not hold the belief that q.

Option Two: to presently reject a reason that q with respect to the belief that p is to
presently hold a negative evaluative attitude about the rational connection between
the reason that q and the belief that p.*

Neither understanding of rejecting a reason will work. Regarding the first option, it is possible to
stop believing that p for the reason that q while continuing to believe that q. Margie stops
believing that Ai is easy-going for the reason that she was born in the year of the Ox, but she
nonetheless continues to hold that Ai is an Ox. The second option is better, and it apparently fits
what happens in example (2), but it makes the account too restrictive. It is possible to both
believe that p for the reason that q and believe that q does not rationally support that p. For
instance, it is possible for someone who is extremely superstitious to deny the rationality of their
reasons but nonetheless believe on their basis. Indeed, part of the explanation for the fact that

such a person would be irrational is that they hold these sorts of incompatible attitudes.

I want to discuss this last point in some more detail because some readers will doubt that
it is in fact possible to simultaneously do the following even irrationally:*' (i) believe that the
consideration that q does not rationally support the belief (or content) that p; (ii) believe that p

for the reason that q. I cannot give a complete response to this skepticism without putting an

30 For example, one might reject a reason (relative to a belief that it supports) by forming the attitude: “I believe
that R does not indicate that P” (or something of this very general form).
31 AlJ Julius has expressed such skepticism to me in conversation.
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alternative theory of believing for reasons on the table. I will do this in chapter four. However,
there are some things that we can say now that lend partial support to the view that a subject can
meet (i) and (ii) simultaneously. Firstly, it is prima facie plausible that we can hold such attitudes

simultaneously. Consider the following example:

(3) Sara is convinced by a persuasive philosopher that skepticism about other minds is
rational and so comes to believe that the fact that an individual appears to be in a certain
mental state is no reason to believe that he is in such a mental state. Suppose that most of
the time Sara is able to keep this commitment in mind and is able to maintain what she
thinks is a courageous, albeit depressing, skeptical outlook on the world. Nonetheless, on
occasion, she find herself with ordinary beliefs about the mental lives of others, beliefs
that are based on what she takes to be facts about their behavior, even though she does
not believe that these facts are evidence that they are in any particular mental state (from

an example in Greco 2013: 204).

Although I find it prima facie plausible that Sara believes for reasons in this example, we can say
a little more in support of this intuition. Let us ignore the claim built into the example that she
believes for reasons and instead just consider the ways she might be warranted in the situation in
question. In particular, suppose that the subject in example (3) is unwarranted in her skepticism
about other minds but does not recognize this. It is then plausible that, when she occasionally
finds herself with ordinary beliefs about the mental lives of others, these beliefs of hers could be
warranted, and the explanation for their warrant could be that certain other beliefs (i.e. beliefs

about the behavior of others) are warranted. But in such a case, what is the explanation of this
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dependence, if not that the subject believes for the reasons in question?

Secondly, it is difficult to see what a dialectically good motivation could be for denying
the possibility of holding a belief for a reason that one rejects. One motive might be the
following: according to some, believing that p for reasons that q is constituted in part by a belief
that the fact that q is evidence that p.** But this will not be helpful to the reasoning theorist for
two reasons. Firstly, the reasoning theorist does not actually endorse such a constitutive
condition. Indeed, the condition is apparently at odds with the strategy outlined earlier in this
chapter, because present belief seems to have little to do with etiological explanation. Secondly,
the possibility of believing for a reason that you reject is still possible on such a view. It is
possible for an irrational subject to believe that [the fact that q is evidence that p] while believing

that [the fact that q is not evidence that p].”’

I want to be clear about what I am claiming here. I am not claiming that the reasons for
which we believe cannot be defeated or “rejected” in some sense. Indeed, I think it is obvious
that we can make a present judgment that defeats one of the reasons for which we believe (that
is, that makes it the case that we no longer believe for a certain reason). I am claiming, instead,
that present judgments do not necessarily succeed in defeating our reasons. Separately from this
point, I think we should deny that this sort of defeating judgment is something that we can
simply assume is compatible with the reasoning theory, where the basing relation is understood
as constituted by (in non-defeat cases) a historical relation of a certain sort. This is because the

way in which a present judgment defeats a reason may depend on the existence of a basing

32 Setiya 2013. Cf. Valaris unpublished: 2 for a related account of inference.
33 An additional strategy might hold that the belief is defeated when the relevant additional belief is no longer held

by the subject. The plausibility of this view depends in part on whether it is a necessary condition on believing
for reasons that there be such a belief. I discuss this issue in some detail in section 2.8 of this dissertation.
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relation that is not constituted, even in part, by historical facts about the belief. For example, if
believing for reasons is a present counterfactual relation between present beliefs, then our present
judgments may defeat a reason simply by removing the relevant counterfactual relation.*
Alternatively, if believing for reasons is constitutively to believe that p and believe that there is
compelling reason that q to believe that p, then our present judgments may eliminate the belief
that q is compelling reason to believe that p. But neither of these pictures of rejecting a reason is

compatible with the reasoning theory.

Finally, importantly, I take the whole strategy of appealing to a defeat condition to be at
odds with the spirit of the reasoning theory. The reasoning theory takes the basing relation to be
a certain sort of etiological relation. But why ought present facts have any effect on such a
relation? The same point can be put in terms of a problem for the explanatory power of the
current account. In particular, in those cases where the reason is not defeated, the fact that a
belief was produced by reasoning is sufficient to make that belief held on the basis of reasons.
But what is the explanation for the fact that holding a certain sort of present belief (e.g. that q is
not evidence that p) defeats basing? This is a fair question because presently holding a belief
seems to have nothing to do with etiology. But, according to the Second Modified Reasoning
Theory, the question has no answer. It is simply a constitutive requirement of believing for
reasons that there be no belief of the relevant sort and that is enough to make it a defeater. But
there are other theories that I will discuss that can provide explanations for why some beliefs

(and not others) are defeaters. And this gives us some reason to prefer these alternative theories.

34 Evans 2013, Kvanig 2015 give additional citations for this counterfactual view. Marshall Swain holds a
counterfactual view of basing, although his view is substantially more sophisticated than the one briefly
mentioned above (Swain 1979). Swain’s view is ably rejected by Turri 2011: 387.
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2.7 Justifying

The arguments in the previous sections suggest a view of believing for reasons that is not
etiological. It also suggests that the study of reasoning (understood as a generative or historical
process extended in time) in cognitive psychology and in large swaths of contemporary
epistemology (see e.g. Adler 2008, Boghossian 2014, Winters 1983, Wedgwood 2006) cannot be

applied in any straightforw