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ChapterI

Introdaction |
Knowledge and Causality

_ Causality has been a pivotél concept in the_ history of philoéophy since the times of the
ancieﬁt Greeks. Besides science and ‘philosophy of science in contemporary
philosophiqal thinking, concept Qf causality has been instrumental in 'fonhulating the
relationship between the psychological and the neuro-physical -aspects of human
behaviour. It has had an important role to play in philosophy of mind also. What is of
moment for us in the context of the present work is that a category of theories in the
philosophical discipline of epistemology has been christened as casual theory -of
knowing exploiting the ﬁotion of causality for solving problems of knowledge. Prior to
: any statement about the relation of causality to kndwledge, which is our present
concern, the nature of causality is intended to be clarified. We shall, therefore, first try
to understand the nature of 'causality before proceeding to discuss its applicability to
certain problems of; knowledge as proposed by some epistemologists.

I _
It is the business of the various sciences to discover particular causal relationship and
causal iawé; but it is part of the business of philosophy to determine what causal
relationshiﬁ in general are. What it is for one thing to cause another or what it is for
nature to obey causal laws? This is indeed an ontological question, a question about
how the world goes on. In Hume’s phrase, the central problem is that of causation ‘in
the objects’. In approaching the ontological question pHil_osophers are engéged in the

meaning, the logic of causal statements and the uses of causal language or conceptual



" analysis .There is also an epistemological dimension to this basically ontological
enterprise. The epistemological question is: How can we learn about causal
relationships, test, refute, establish, confirm causal claims and hypotheses? There are
various theories here, the verificationist, the phenomenalist, or subjective idealist, efc.
The ontological and epistemological questions are interrelated in that the possibility of
finding things out may set limit to what we have any right to assert to be there. Again,
on the other way, an ontological claim that lacked epistemological support would be
nothing but an empty speculation. Causality is thus, taken in philosophy in a very
broad sense. It covers functional dependence as well as connections between cause-
events and effect-events; ther.e may be continuous processés, which it would be not at
all natural to describe in the ordinary terminology of cause and effect. There may be
statistical laws, probabilistic laws working in contrast to strict -causal, thaf | is,
" deterministic laws. Causal relation is also described as the relation betwéen ground and
consequent. There may be human actions which do not fit into some preferred
framework of mechanical causation. There may be room for teleological explanatiop
of what goes on. Philosophers have paid attention to one, or some, or mosf of them
according to their predilection.

Caﬁs'ality is used throughout the sciences and in daily life for inference and for
explanation. We represent the world causally so that we can make predictions,
diagnose faults, make strategic discussions, explain events and apportion praise or
blamg. Like all other typés of explanation, casual explanation is a correlation of given
phenomena, how actions and events stand in relation to one another. To understand the
nature of causality, therefore, two questions need to be answered: (I) what are th@e

characteristics of causal relation? And (IT) what are the properties of causal entities?



These two questions are but rélatively independent. There cannot be any crisp division
between them, as the charabterisﬁcs of the entities and those of relations flow into one -
another. For example, the essential characteristics of mind and body as res cogitans
and res extensa respectively a la Descartes, makes possible not an one-directionalA
causal relation from either the mind or the body, but one of interaction, although the
theory of causal interaction was replaced by the theory of barallelism by Spinoza, and
this theory is implied .by the.very nature of consciousness and extensién as
independerit attributes.

There é.re different typeé of pfocess or order in the world — casual, purposive,
etc. An example of the casual rélationship, occurring by sheer chance, would be the
relation between alighting of a bird on a tree and the dropping of a fruit from the tree.
In Sanskrit ‘terminology it is expressed as Kakataliya; It is absolutely :irreg'ular, justa
matter of accident, a matter of pure chance. Instances of causal érder would be “heat
melts ice”, “water quenches thirst”, “bodies gravitate towards one another”, etc., or to
take Hume’s example of billiard balls, one billiard ball strikes another and the second
ball moves. The above instances of c'auéal relation exhibit three characteristics. They
are non-anthropomorphic, uniform and deterministic. Let us discuss them below.

Causal relationship is a certain order of events and not an activity of* an agent
undertaken to serve some purpose. This is true in spite of the fact that all our
knowledge about the earth and the fullness thereof arises from causal interaction, not
only among earthly bodies but of earthly bodies with our bodies. In the objects of the
world, causahty or rather causation is seen as a relation between concrete events.. But
more precisely, it isitis a relatlon between ‘instantiated features’. We do not have one

concept for physical causation and another for human actions and reactions. Cause is a



fairly unitary concept. However, an expansive» view of causality accommodating
human purpose, etc., may not be accepted in all quartefs. A person, may, of course, be
instrumental for bringing about the pérticular order of events in a particular situation
through his activities, e.g., switching on the gas oven and putting a kettle of water dn
it, b;inging the water to the state of boiling. Yet, with regard to the causal relation, we
canno;c speak of approving or disapproving purposes, ends, wishes or desires. Causal
relation simply disregards them.

Causality refers primarily to the uniformly constant features of the given
phenomena. One aspect of theA uniformity of nature is the causal uniformity — the same
cause giving rise to the same effect. The uniformities of causal relations deal with
spéciﬁc processeé under certain limited conditions. In our daily experience or in the
early stage of science, the unifornﬁties are of a general character, one thing causing
another, fire causing burning. But in advanced sciences, the uniformities may be stated
numerically with precision. |

The. third characteristic is that causality is associated with the concept of
determinism or necessity. The concept of necessity has been violently criticized by 4
philosophers from Hume to Russell. After Hume, inany have questioned whether there
is (or can be) any metaphysical meaning of causality or valid inference based on it. We
do not perceive any real effect of one thing upon another, that is, no causality in the
classical sense. What we term ‘causality’ can be nothing other than mere constant
conjunction of the idea ofAthe cause with that of the effect. Without minimizing the
likelihood of this criticism we may content ourselves to hold that -necessity is not a
myth; it has a meaning, otherwise such objections aéainst it woplﬂ have been of no

consequence. Even Hume does not reject all forms of necessity. He says that



‘necessity’ belongs to the causal discourse, to the relation between cause and effect.
The relation between cause and effect is characterized by two factors; uniformity and
regularity; and in terms of these two factors Hume defines the concept of necessity.
‘Hume equates causation as it really exists in the objects with regular succession. It is.a
general feature of the Way the word works. It is as he says, ‘the cement of the
universe.’.. Such regularity is well fitted to play the role of necessity, tﬁat is, of
something that would license causal inference, but not a priori, not from thg

<

knowledge of individual cause or effect on its own. “...the necessary consciousness

merely a percepﬁon of the mind...”" “The iﬁind feels the necessity.”2
Causal relation is deterministic in the sense Vt'hat' something more than tﬁg
sequence of events is asserted. Here, the assumption is that a given result is due to or is
determined by the existence of some other fact. Somg have understood the regularities

of successién as probabiiisticor statistical rather than dAeterministic.3
Hume’s treatment of causality leads on to Kant. Kant’s concept of caﬁsality is
an answer to Hume’s criticism. According to him, experience of events requires not
only awareness of their intrinsic features but also that they be regarded as ‘one after
another, in an invariable regularity determined by the concept of causality. E.g., in
order to eXperience the flowering of the chrysanthemum as an event, I must not only
perceive fhe blossoms as they now appear but must also regard them as merely the
present consequence of a succession of prior ;)rganic developments. Thus, Kant
responded to Hume’s skepticism by maintaining that tﬁe concept of causality is one of
the conditions we determine for ourselves prior to all experiences. Causality as a pure

concept of understanding is applicable a priofi to every possible experience. We might

naturally ask whether every event has a cause. Does the cause obtain in the world



itself? To these further questions Kant’s answer is that it is vital to distinguish between
the realms of phenomend and noumena. Phenomena are the appearances which
constifute our experience, noumena are the things in themselves which constitute
reality. All our synthetic a pn’oﬁ judgments of causality apply only to the pﬁenomenél
realm, not to the noumenal. What Kant claims to have shown is that the concept of
cause and the principle drawn from it, for example, that everything that happens
“presupposes something upon which it follows according to a certain rule” stands a
priori before all experience and has its undoubted‘ objective rightness though
admittedly bply in respect to experience.*

Let us now consider the nature of causal entitieé. In a literal sense causal
entities are percepfual entities. Causaliﬁ begins with perceptual experience and
attempts t0 make it intelligible. The evénts or procesées in the world offer problems.
How does Wooa float? Why doés iron sink in water? How do the heavenly bodies
move? All causal entities can be located within the space and dated in time. Causality,
‘in the most. general way, is ‘a type of explanation which employs only functional
correlation among entities in the space-time continuum. The causal entities —the cause
and the effect—are events, for events are needed to bring about other events.
According to Davidson it is events that are the most plausible candidates for ‘causes’
.and ‘caused’ alike.> States alone cannot ca;use change. For example, the states,‘ like the
dryﬁess of thé ground, the density of tﬁe trees, the wind’s being strong, may all be
causally reievant for the explanafion of a forest fire. But these states might persist for
ever and the forest fire may never occur without an event to triggef it off, for example,
Someone’s lighting a match of throwing a lighted cigarette into the dry bush. But it is

also required that the states be included alongside events. The lighted match or



cigarette’s being dropped into the bush would neirer have caused the forest fire, had
not the ground been so dry, the wind so strong, the foliage so dense. The states,
combined with the events are the causally efficacious entities to produce effect events.
The ontology of causality is thus a two-tiered ontology of states and events.®

As regards the question whether causal entities are facts no easy answers are
forthcoming. J.L.Mackie, while considering the nature of the entities that are thought
to stand in causal relationship, distinguishes two types of causes, (1) producing causes
which are related to events and (2) explanatory causes which are related to facts.
Mackie will thus, 'accommoda_te beth events and iacts into causal relationship.” There
is another strong view. We shall see that Alvin Geldman has very emphatically
asserted that causal relationship holds among facts only.® Another philosopher, Steven
Luper-Roy assuines that matters involving causes and effects can be 'dealt with.in
"terms of facts, so that there is no need to introduce the ontological category of events.’
However, to regard the causal chain as a series of events each link of which causes its
successor and is caused by its predecessor is pretty strong.

Having recourse to grammar, we find that events or states may be referred to by
singular terms such as names, definite descriptions or demonstratives. When we
express them in sentential structures or propositienal constructions, we introduce
“fact,” as far example, “the fact that the lighted cigarette butt was thrown into the dry
bush (p) caused. .. ”_or, “the fact that the lighted match was dropped in the dry bush (p)
caused .” The fact is counterfactually relevant for the occurrence of some effect. We
ask ourselves. the question, “Would the effect still have occurred if p (the lighted
match...’ "etc.) had not been true?” Or, “Would the effect have been as likely to occur

if p (‘the lighted match ... etc.) had not been true?” What we observe from the above



discussion is that our causal clgims are heterogeneous. Sometimés, it is a claim of
being in a ceﬁain state, or a claim about a particular occurrence or, event or an
accounting of the fact that such and such which 1s counterfactuaily relevant in the
production of the effect. In whatever way it might be interpreted our éausal claims aré
causal explanations in which two events are linked by the verb ‘to cause’.

Apart- from the ontology of causation, there is tﬁe employment of causality in
_epistemology. Causalify is not ohly explanatory; the explza;nation is the cementing-of
the explanan; and the explanandym, s0 that no chance factors can- intrude. It is
necessary for knowledge that what is known causes the knowledge — the true belief,
that is to be styled as knowledge. Ordinarily, we argile that someone could not have
known this or that, by showing that he or his sense organs could not have been: tenmm
of any causal chain emanating from the thing allegedly known. Accordlng to G.
"Vlastos, Plato himself held this view. 10

Our question naturally becomes: “What contribution does causality make
| _to§vards ‘having knowledge?” or “Why do we need such a notion for our analysis of -
knowledge?” The most common answer that is being given by the causalists in
epistemology is that it 1s to preyent arriving at knowledge in an accidental or lucky
way. Now, the ‘chance’ factor may be relevant in the sense that pé.radigm. cases of true
belief may fail to count as knowledge. Suppose that I believe lsomething and am
correct in my belief, ‘but my true belief may not qualify as knowledgé. My beliéf may
merely happen to be true. The possibility that our beliefs can be true ‘by chance’
leaves ué unsatisﬁed with an account of knowledge as mere true belief. What is needed
.is to define kpowledge in the following way:

a) S believes that p.



. b) P is true and,A
¢) the conjunction of (a) and.(b) is not a matter of chance.

But how do we test that ‘chance’ has been eliminated? Such ‘a characterization
of knowledge, hence, automatically requires justification to be the criterion to ward off
true beliefs held by chance. Yet, that may not be the end of the trouble. Though, one
" has a true belief that is justified, it is nevertheless plausible, at least primq Jacie

plausible, that one has ended up having a true belief as ‘a matter of chance. So justified
true belief cases are not really different from ordinary cases of believing truly. If so,
then what is needed is yet anéathér condition that wards 4off true beliefs which are
‘chancy’ in this new way. That additional condition is said to be the causal factor in
one’s belief-forming practices. This is how some epistemologists have introduced
causality in theory of knowledge, rather, in how the traditional analysis of knowledge
is to be carried out. In what follows we shall discuss the traditional or classical theory
of knowledge, and how a reorientation of epistemology has been suggested in causal
terms, in the light of the issues raised by Edmunci L.Gettier.!! This will concern us in
the next section.

| 1

A lion’s share of episterﬁology in contemporary philosophy investigates what is
perhaps epistemology’s main question: “What is knowledge?” Episfemolog_ists today
"have taken closer look at this question. Not only that; most of what has been written in -

epistemology over the ages may be said to be a quest for an answer to the question:

“What is knowledge?” For example, in the Theaetetus, Plato considers the thesis-that
knowledge is true opinion that can be backed up with adequate evidence or

explanation, thus, providing an answer to the question above. It can also be argued that



some answer or other to the question was preéupposed in the epistemological writings
of the philoéophers of the 17" and 18™ century Europe.

There are different aspects of this question like “What is the concept of
knowledge?” or “What is_ the definition of knowledge?” or “What are the trutﬁ-
conditions of a statement of the form S knows that p, where S is some subject and p
stands for some sentence expressing a state of affairs. Of these different formulations,
the formulation of the question ‘in terms of the truth conditions, i.e., neéessary and
sufficient conditions of the truth of a statement of the form S knows that p is as
.fdllows:

S knows that p if and only if
() Pistrue
(ii) S believes that p and
(iii) S is justified in believing that p.

This formulation, incorporafing _the necessary and sufficient conditions of
knowledge — the true-condition, the belief-condition and the justification-condition — is
also calléd the traditional or the classical account of knowledge because it is alleged to
be traditionally accepted by philosophers. Heré tﬁe idea is that the conditions (1), (ii)
and (1ii) are individually necessary and jointly sufﬂciéht for the truth of S knows that
p. Versions of this-account of knowlédge have been advanced by A. J. Ayer'? and R.
M. Chisholm® and is strongly suggested in Moore’s Some "Main Problems of
Philosophy.!* These versions, although -different in important aspects, -agree n
formulating the question “What is knowledge?” in terms of stating the necessary and
sufficient conditions of knowledge. Accordiﬁg to Ayer, “S knows that p” iff,

1. P is true

10



2. S is sure that p is true, and
3. S has tlie. right to be sure that p is true.
Chisholm’s analysis goes thus:

“S knows that h is true” means
(i) S accepts h
(i) h is true,
(iif) S has adequate evidence forb.

_This justified-true-belief analysis of knowledge has been criticized by Edmund
Gettier in his art1cle “[s Justified True Belief Knowledge?” In this artlcle which is
regarded as a turning pomt in the history of eplstemology, Gettier puts forward two
counterexamples’® to show that the traditional account of knowledge, the account of
.the truth-conditions of knoWledge—ascribing statements | given above, is insufﬁc;ent.
| These exaﬁlples show, according to him, that it may be true of a person S, a sentence p
that p is true, S is justified in believing that p is true and yet it is not the ca;se that S
knows that p. Let us state the two counter-examples. |
'Case I: Suppose that Smith.and Jones have applied for a certain job.. And suppose that
Smith has strong evidence for the following conjunctive proposition:

(d)J ones is the man who will get the job and Jones has ten coins in .his pocket.

Smith’s evidence for (d) might be that the_President of the Company told him
that Jones i_n"the end would be selected, and that he, Smith, had counted the coins mn
Jones’ pocket ten minute;s, ago. Proposition (d) entails:

(e) The man who will get the job has ten coins in his pocket.

11



Let us suppose that Smith sees the entailment from (d) to (e) and accepts (e) on
the ground of (d), for which he has strong evidence. In this case, Smith is clearly
justified in believing that (e) is true.

But then imagine further that unknown to Smith, Smith himself and not Jones,»
gets the job. And also, unknown to Smith, he himself has ten coins in his pocket.
Proposition (e) is then true, althougﬁ (d) from which Smith inferred (e) is false.

In this example, then, all the following are true, fhough the proposition (d) from
which Smith inferred (e) is falsg, (1) (e) is true, (ii) Smith believes that (e) is true, and
(iii) Smith is justified in believing that (e) is true. But it is equally true, says Gettier,
that Smith does not know that (€) is true, for (e) is true by virtue of the number of coins
in Smith’s pocket, and .Smith bases his belief in (e) on a count of tile coins in Jones’
pocket, whom he falsety believesto be the man who will get the job.

It is to be noticed that no skeptical problem is involved here, since everything
that has been said, however, is compatible with tﬁe idea that if Jones had got the job,
we would héve granted Smith that he Anew that Jones would get the job.

Case II: Suppose Smith has strong evidence for the following proposition:

(f) Jones owns a Ford.

Smith’s evidence might be that Jones has at all times in the past within Smi(’th’s
memo‘ry owned a car, and.always a Ford, and that Jones has offered Smith a ride while
driving a Ford. Let us imagine now that Smith has ‘another friend Brown, of whose
where- about he is totally ignorant. Smith selects three place-names quite at random,
and constructs the following disjunctive propositiohs:

(¢) Either Jones owns a Ford, or Brown is in Boston.

(h) Either Jones owns a Ford, or Brown is in Barcelona.

12



(i) Either Jones owns a Ford, or Brown is in Brést-Litovsk.

Either of these propositions is-entailed by (f), since’any proposition entails the
disjunction of itself and any other proposition (‘p” entails p or ). Imagine that Smith
realized that each of the disjunctions he has constructed are entailed by (f), aod
proceeds to accept (g), (h) and (i) on the basis of (). Smith has correctly inferred (g),
(h) and (i) on the basis of (f), and he io therefore, justiﬁod in believing each of these
three propositions. But, of course, he has no idea where Brown is.

Imagine now that Jones does rot own a Ford, but is driving a rented one, and
secondly, that Brown is, by pure coincidence, in Barcelona. We have now a situation
in which (h) is true; Smith bolieves that (h) is true, and is justified in believing (h). But
still Smith does not know that (h) is true. Gettier’s conclusion is that justified true
belief is not adequate for knowledge. ' |

- Let us take note of some features of Ge_tti‘er’s critique of the traditional or JTB
analysis of knowledge. Gettier’s analysis purporting to demolish the troditional
account doos not consist in sayin.g that the three conditions, characterized as the truth-
condition, belief-condition and justification-condition are not necessary, it consists in
showing that they are not sufficient. “The purpose of the counter-examples is to show
that even if all the conditions are fulfilled, by a person and a proposition the person
might not have knowledge with respect to that proposition; it is not to show that we
“could have knowledge even if some of these conditions were not fulfilled.”*S

- The question whether the conditions are necessary may be raised and in fact,
has been .act.ually argued out by some philosophers. We may be allooved some

digression to discuss this issue at this stage.
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Thus, against the tru;ch-cqndition, it can be said that this is a condition which
can be laid down only for propositional knowledge, but not all knowledge is
propositiongl. The non-judgemental awareness of children, knowing someone oOr
something through acquaintance of kn'owir}g in the sense of having an expériencé
cannot be expressed in propositions.

We now consider the conception of knowledge as entailing a belief. Such a
condition has not played a central role in_the history of philosophy. Let us consider
several key figures in the historical trad_ition. For Descartes,” that which is known is
that which is clearly and distinctly perceived. Locke'® holds that knowledge “is the
‘perception of connection and agreement, or disagreement and repugnancy of any of
our ideas.” For Berkeley,"” knowledge seems to be a relation between a knowing-mind
and an idea that is known. That is, it appears that.kn()wledge is for him the perceiving
of an idea. And Hume® says that knowledge is “the assurance arising from the
comparison of ideas”.

What is 'mteresting is that all th:ese historical figures are concerned with .
knowledge understood as a species of perceptual or intuitive awareness and not a
species of belief.

Some philosophers, notably John Cook Wilson® and H.A. Prichard® have
argued not only that knowledge was not historically construed as a species of Belief,

. but rather that it is a mistake to construe it aé such. The main argument is that
knowledge is sui generis, indefinable and therefore, not to be understood in.terms of
some otﬁer thing which is not itself knowledge. |

It is also maintained agaiﬁst the justiﬁcation condition that we cannot demand

justification for every belief or every knowledge-claim on pain of infinite regress.
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Again, let us consider the followi.ng; kind of case. In D.H. Lawrence’s short story “The.
Rocking-Horse Winner”, a young boy could accurately predict which horse will win
by riding his rocking-horse. This, of course, is an unlikely scenaric;. But it is at least
imaginable. We might come to say of him, “We have no idea how he does it, bﬁt
somehow or other he does know WMch horse will win the race.” This will be an
example of knowledge without jusﬁﬁcation, since the only reason the boy had of being
confident that his next prediction will be correct is his past run of successes. But a past
run of successes gives one a good reason for being confident that he will be successful
in future prov1ded that he has reason to think that the past run would not glve out on
him. And the rocking-horse winner has no such reason. If this line of argument is
correct, we have to dilufe the justification condition.

We shall not, however, stop to consider these views in any detail, and shall
" come back to the features of Gettier's counterexamples. The most natural way of
looking at the critique of Gettier and his followers is that each of the three conditions
may be necessary for knowledge but they are not joi‘ntiy sufficient. Another feature of
Gettier’s critique is that it depends upbﬁ some presuppositions: |

First ... it is possible for .a person to be justified in believing a

proposition that is iﬁ fact false. Secondly, for any proposition p, if S

| is justified in believing p, and p entails g, and S deduces q.from p.

and accepts q as a result of this deduction, then S is justiﬁea in

believing q.2
There is a ’Fhird unacknowledged presuppositioh involved, namely, ;chat even if a
proposition’is false, it can justify our belief in another, at least in those cases in which

the first proposition entails the second.

15



It has been observed that Gettier’s critique, the very force of his
counterexamples, depencis upon ‘diese presupbositions. If anything is wrong with these
presuppositions, Gettiier’s counterexamples would cease to exist. | |

Since Gettier’s construction of his t\;\io counter-examples, very little has beer_i
.written in epistemology which does not respond in some manner or other to the
problem, they raise for the so-called classical account of knowledge. Various attempts
have beéri made to amend, refine or improve upon the account to solve the problem,
which has now come to Be called “the Gettier Probiem”.

The 's‘olutio.ns proceed -along different lines. AWe'shall here content ourselves
with mentioning the différent attempts to salvage the traditional account of knowledge
from Gettier’s objections. Although aware of the nature of the problem.Gettier raised
an'ci the varjous attempts at solving it, we shall desist from elaborating upori them, we

intend also not to i:onsider the questions whether and to what extent the problems can
be solved, whether the solutions are acceptable or whether the problems themselves are
gen'uine; We wish, rather, to pursue our main concern .in course of this work—the
relation Between knovsiledge and causality as 2 speciﬁc/ response to Gettier’s
coxinterexamples. Before we embark upon this task, we shall take a qilick look-at the
reactions against Gettier"s critique.

Some of these consist in showing that one or more of Gettier’s presupi)ositions
aré wrong. Robert Almeder®* has questioned .the first presupposition. He is criticized
By William Hoffman,® and Almeder defends his position in his Philosophia
article.2The second presupposition, which is called the principle of deducibility for

: justiﬁcaticiri (PDJ), has been rejected by Fred Dretske?” Irving Thalberg® has

criticized the PDJ via the counter-examples. He has challenged the genuineness of

16



Gettier’s counter-examples to undermine the principle itself. And in this task he is in
good company with C.G.New.?” However, Michael K. Hooker® points out flaws in
Thalberg’s arguments against Gettier. The third presupposition has been called into
question by R. G. Meyers and K. Stern®'. Michael Clark® not only attacks the;
unacknowledged third presupposition but also attempts to remedy the defect in the
traditional at‘;count of knowlédge 5y adding one more conditidn to the three already
listed. Turk Saunders and Narayan Champawat® are, however, critical of this solution.
. Likewise, both R.M.Chishollm34 and Keith Lehrer,>® two leading philosoph_ers of the
~ West, have.responded to the problem over the last thféé decades‘by offering a fourth
condition formulated differently by them within the framework of their respective
theories of justification. |
| One importanf message of the Getfier- c;ountérexamples is that for genuine
‘knowledge and not just fortunately true belief, luck ought to be ruled out and there
ought to be an appropriate'coﬁnection bétween the fact that p and the believer’s belief
that p. Such a solution is put f-orward by Alvin Goldman in his article “A Causal
Theor-y‘of Knowing”.36 To.understand the force of Goldman’s views we need to see
~ that in all-the contrary examples produced to show théf knowledge is not JTB, if we
look at thém with care, we find, in all of them, not only produced by Gettier but also
those which cropped up in the course of the literature that what makes the spbject
'bel'ieve that p, ;and what makeé the belief true fall apart. And this introduces the
element of chance in the knowing process. This becomes clear if we look at-Gettier’s

clariﬁcations of his counter-examples. He says:
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But it is equally clear that Smith does not know that (e), i.e., (The
man who will get the job has ten coins in his pocket”) is true, for (e)
is true in virtue of the number of coins in Smith’s pocket, while
Smith does not know how many coins are in Smith’s pocket, and
bases his belief in (e) on a count of the coins in Jones’ pocket whom

he falsely believes to be the man who will get the job*”.

The reaeon why the counter-examples arise is the following:

.“What causes Smith’s belief is not that in. virtue of which Smith’s belief is true; they
fall apart so, if we want to exclude Gettier’s counter-example[s] we shall have to
- prevent these two from falling apart” % |

'The chance factor has been taken note of in a slightly different way by Sibajiban
Bhattacharyya.>® He says that the traditional definition of knowledge “is a conjunction
of several sentences which afe, of course, intended to be logically independent of one
another. That ‘p is true’ is one of them shows that it cannot be deduced from the rest.
Tts addition to them looks very much like an ad hoc measure only to ensure the truth of
‘p if known™. This is so because the problem of knowledge has been posed in terms of
finding out what factor, if any, is necessary and sufﬁcient to turn a true belief into a
state of knowledge Bhattacharyya elaborates on this saymg that “‘X believes truly that
p’ is analysed into the conjunction ‘X believes that p and p is a true proposmon. " That
is, in believing truly that p, X does no more than simply believe that p, the rest is left to

chance, a factor beyond his control.”*! Bhattacharyya says further that even when we

have supplemented other sentences to determine the nature of the belief the position is
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no better. We can do 1o more than holding a justified belief which happens to be true.
“Whether p is a true proposition or nof is a matter of chance; so when I hold a justified
belief that p, it is an ac01dent which turns out my believing into knowing that p”. 42
Bhattacharyya refers to Gettier's own gloss on his counter-examples. “In the
first example, he says ‘But imagine, further, that unknown to Smith, he himself, not
Jones will get the job. And, also, unknown to Smith, he himself. has ;cen_coins in his
pocket In the second example, he says ‘ And by the sheerest coincidence, and entirely
unknown to Smith, the place mentloned in proposmon (h) bappens really to be the

place where Brown 1s™”. s

The account of knowledge, dug to Alvin Goldman, seeks to prevent what
causes Smith’s belief and what makes it true from falling apart. This he achieves by
écknowledging a causal connection between them, and thus, also proposes to eliminate
the chance factor in our aﬁalysis of knowing. The pioneering effc;rt of Goldman is
followed by important defenses from other causal theorists. The éonsjderation of
Goldman’s causal theory of knowing and allied causal theories will occupy us in-the
chapters to follow.

Before we conclude we intend to cite one very relevant comment on the chance
factor vitiating knowledge. “Wnters on Gettier normally do not say what they think 1s
wrong with chance, but Aristotle does when he says, ‘To leave the greatest and noblest
of things to chance would hardly be right.” Aristotle is here referring to eudaimonia or
happiness, but his point _ is a general one about goods, at least | great goods, and .
knowledge is surely a great g"ood. It is incompatible with the value of knowledge that

the aim of the knower, namely, getting the truth, occurs by chance. i
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Chapter II

The Causal Analysis of Knowledge a Ia Alvin 1.
Goldman |

I

In the previous chapter we have discussed an important inadequacy in the traditional
analysis bf “S knows that p” as poihted out by Edmund L. Gettier. We have also hinted
at several attempts made by pflildsophers to correct the deficiency. One of these -
requires. that S knows that p only if there is a causal connection between the belief that

p and the.state of affairs described by p. This is the solution suggested by Alvin L.

Goldman. The causal theory of knowing, introduced by Goidman, is conceived
primarily as a response to the Gettier problem. In Gettier qxamples, a person, S, has a

justified belief in something that is only coincidently true. This element of
coincidence, which is perhaps the most salient feature of Gettier cases, is very difficult

to explain wfthout introducing some element of external connection between the

individual’s belief and the staté of affairs which is the object of the belief. If the

publication of Gettier’s article is a turqing point in the history of epistemology,

publication of Goldman’s “A Causal Theory of Knowing™! is another.

Goldman argues in the above paper that the Gettier problem arises because of the .
neglect of an extremely important factor in knowing, viz., the causal factor. It is not
sufficient thét the justifying propositions are true, or what is the same thing, they; stand
for some actual states of affairs; it is necessary that these states of affairs are related by

way of appropriate causal connections with the beliefs which they are supposed to
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justify. Thus, the theory in its simple form is that beliefs caused in the appropriate way
are justified. Goldman proposes to delimit the application of his theory to knowledge
of empirical propositiorlls only, the traditional analysis being, according to him,
.adequate for knoWledge _6f non-élﬁpirical tru.ths.2 In the dorﬂain ~of empiricai
knowledge too, basic empirical propositions, that is, propositions relating to
knowledge of directly evident truth are, it appears, excluded from the ambit of his
analysis. For, the question of justiﬁcatibn is truly relevant and can arise significantly,
only with respect to what is generally known as non-basic knowledge. A beliéf isa
piece of non-basic knowledge if and only if it is a case of knowledge because some
other statemént justifies it. Hénce, the causal theory of knowledge is not set out in all
generality, applying to any and ali knowledge.

Let us look at Gettier’s second counterexample once again. Analysing Gettier’s
second counterexample ®1dmm observes that Smith believes (q) Jones owns a Ford
for which he has strong evidence and seeing that (q) entails p. Either Jones owns a
Ford or Brown is in Barcelona, Smith infers that p is true. Since he has aﬂequate
evidence for q he also vhas adequate évidence for p. But it might be that Jones does not
own a Ford, and by quite a coinciden;:e, Brown happens to be in Barcelona. That
means that p is true, that Smith believes p and that Smith has adequate evidence for p.
But Smith does not know p. To account for Smith’s not knowing p Goldman says, “...
what makes p true is the fact that Brown 1s in Barcelona, but that fact has nothing to do
with Smith’s believing p. .That is, there is no causal connection between the fact that

Brown is in Bgrcelona and Smith’s believing p”? According to Goldman, “... one

thing that seems to be missing in this example is a causal connection between the fact
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that makes p true [or simply: the fact that p] and Smith’s belief of p. The requirement
of such a causal connection is what I wish to add to the traditional analysis.”*
Since the basic prihciples involved in Gettier;s two counterexamples, called
Case I and Case Il by him, are the sarﬁe, Goldman’s diagnosis of the ailment of Case Jig
also applies to Case I, althpugh he does not discuss it. Let us look at it. We see that
Smith believes tﬁat the man who will get the j.ob has ten coins in his pocket, not
because he knows or believés that he himself will get the job and has ten coins in his
pocket, the fact that makes his belief true, but he' believés this because he believes that
Jones is the man who will get the job and Jones has ten coins in his. pocket — a belief
.which is, in fact false. Thus, what makes Smith to believe what he believes is not what
makes his Belief true, and what makes his belief trué is not what makes Smith to
believe Wh_at he believes ... They féll apart. Goldman’s interpretation would be this
" is so because there is no causal connection between them. The causal _connection
seems to give the right judgment in such cases; it shows us why they are not cases of
knowiedge.
Goldman, thus, formulates the analysis of knowing as follow: S knows that p if

and only if the fact p is causally connected in an “appropriate” way with S’s believing

p.’

Goldman, however, does not immediately procéed to give us an analysis of S
knows that p. He postpones it till he has examined a variety of cases of such causal
connection. And almost ten pages later he comes forth with his ﬁroposal

The traditional attempts confer the status of “justified” on a belief without
restriction on why the belief is held, ie., on What causally initiates the belief or

causally sustains it. Many of the counter-examples that cropped up in connection with
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the Gettier problem are not causal in character. We shall go into all the details of
Goldman’s proposal to be clear about the full significance of the causal theory of
knowledge. This theory has taken its place alongside causal theories of perception,
memory and. action, and is a member of such a family of theories. Goldman tells us
that the causal theory of knowing was anticipated 5y H. P. Grice’s “The Causal Theory

of Perception.”7 |
Goldman is not interested in the details of the causal process. As an
epistemologist he need not. But to understand his théory; it is necessary to bear in
mind that in his present article he includes states of affairs, events, facts, beliefs, etc.,
in his conception of “cauée;’. His account definitely does ;equire that “the appropriate
kind” of causal connection should exist betweer: the fact that p and S’s belief that p.
But why? Why would not just'any causal connection suffice? To require only that
there be some causal connection would open the theory up to modified Gettier-like

counterexamples, like the following sort of case:

Smith is in Indonesia, an earthquake prone country. He is

buying newspaper from a newsstand. Suddénly, a newspaper

falls off the stand. Smith sees the headlines. It reads,

“Earthquake hits Indonesia”. Smith now believes that an

earthquake has just hit the place. His belief is justified because

he reads the headlines. What is more, it is actually the -case that

Can earthquake has just hit Indonesia. Thus, Smith’s belief is

true. Howe\-/er, the newspaper Smith reads is actually an old

one, ten years old. But Smith’s belief that an earthquake has

just occurred is caused by this earthquake because the paper’s
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falling from the rack is caused by an earth tremor resulting
from the earthquake.

Examples of this sort put pressure on the causal theorist to elaborate the
requirement that the fact that p must cause the beliéf that p. He will have to say that thé
fact must cause the belief in the appropriate, i.e., in the right sort of way.

Epistemologists have always recognized the importance of causal processes
involved in-our knowledge of things-. In discussions of percéption, memory and
reasoning, for example, it is commonly assumed that these ways of con;ing to know
are fundamentally causal. We perceive things and come to have knowledge abbut them
via complex causal processes; mémdry is, at least in part, the retention of previously
gained knowledge through some sort of causal process; and reasoning is a causal
process that takes beliefs as inputs and genérates beliefs as outputs. Naturally, in trying
to spell out the idea of an “appropriate” causal connection and making it mére preci’se,
Goldman thinks that we can do no better than give examples, that is, we must examine
the important kinds of such causal connection that enter into different cases of
knowing like perception, inference, memory, etc., and he represents his contention
through diagrams.

In perception, our ordinary concept of sight includes a causal requirement. It is
shown by the fact that if the relevant causal process is absent, if the object allegedly

| seen plays no causal role in the formation of the perceiver’s bel_ief, we withhold the
assertion that S saw such-and-such®. Let us illustrate that with Goldman’s hologram
example. When a subject S is said to see a vase'before him, there must obtain a certain

kind of causal liﬁkage between the presence of the vase and S’s belief that there is a

vase before him. The causal process 1s a necessary condition of our saying that so and
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so sees such and such. If the relevant causal connection does not obtain, we cannot say
that a subject S sees a vase in front of him. For example, if a laser photograph is put
between the vase and the percetver, and the photograph is illuminated by a laser beam,
it looks to S exactly like a real vase, though it is numerically different from the real
one. S forms the belief that there is a vase in front of him. But we cannot say that S
sees a vase in front of him for his view of the real vase is completély blocked by the
interposed laser vase so that it has no causal role in the formation of his belief. We
deny that S sees a vase before him.

In analogous fashion, causal connections obtain in cases of knowledge by -
memory and testimony. For Gbldman, remembering, like perceiving, must be reéarded
as a causal proc:::ss.9 S remembers p at time 2 only if .S.’s believing p at an earlier time
t! is 'a cause of his believing p at t2. To this we canAadd knowledge-producing (or
}(nowledge-transmitting) méchax_ﬁsms like inference and tes;cimony.

Appropriate causal connection is shown to occur in cases of inferential
knowledge.'When someone base; his belief of one proposition on his belief of a set of
other propositions, then his belief of the latter propositions can be considered a cause
of his belief of the former. Goldman takes ‘inference’ in a rather wide sense than it is
used ordinarily. It is not an explicit, conscious process of reasoning. He recogniées the

importance of inferential knowledge and the role that justification plays in it. He says:
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. much knowledge is Based on inference. As I shall use the term
‘inference,” to say that S knows that p by ‘inference’ does nof entail that
S went through an explicit, conscious process of reasoning. ItA i1s not
necessary that he has “talked to himself”, saying something like “since
such-and-such is true, p must also be true”. My belief that there is a fire
in the neighbourhood is based on, or inferred froﬁl, rhy belief that I hear a
fire engine. But I have not gone thfough a process of explicit reasoning,
say_ing “There is a fire engine. Therefore there must be a fire”. Perhaps
the §vord ‘iﬁference’ is érdinadly used only where exph'cit reasoning
occurs; if so, my use of the term will be somewhat broader than its

. 0
ordinary use.!

In explaining inference, Goldman, in addition to an appropriate causal
connection, speaks of a “céntinuous causal chain”. Let us state Goldman’s example to
clarify Qhat he means. Suppose S infers that a nearby mountain erubted centuries ago:
on the basis of his perception of solidified lava strewn over the countryside and his
background belief of lava. Suppose this is a true proposition and{ S is justified in
accepting it on the basis of the evidence he ‘possesses. Now, whether ér not this is a
.case of knowledge will depend on the nature of the causal process that induces his
beiief. It rests upon the presence of a continuous causal chain from the fact that the
mountain had erupted at such and such a time in the past to ’s belief of the same now.

If there is no such causal chain, however, S does not know. To put it in Goldman’s
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words, “If there is a continuous c;ausél chain of the sort he [S] envisages connecting
the fact that the mountain erupted with his belief of the fact, then S knows it. If there is
no such causal chain, however, S does not know the proposition”.11

The example developed here, by Goldman, illustrates the intuitive appeal of his '
proposal. The naturally intuitive appeal of the example given by Goldman is
coﬁﬁrmation that Goldman’s causal theory captures, at least, part of what we require
for knowledge. The necessity of the continuous causal chain becomes evident if we
consider a variant case. Suppose long ago a mountaiﬁ erupted, and as a result, there
was lava all around. Now suppose thét after the volcano has erupted, a man, for some
reason or other, removes all the lava from the mountainside. Long after, a different
man, not knoWing the real volcano, brings the lava there, and puts it all around to givé
the place, say for tourist attraction, an appearance of a mountain eruption. S pefceives
this lava, and infers that a mountain erupted here long ago.”

In this case, S cannot be said to know the proposition. This is because the fact
that the mountain did erupt is not a cause of S’s believing that it erupted. In the
suggested variant of the lava case, there is no continuous causal chain connecting (p)
the fact that the mountain erupted to S’s belief of (p). Goldman coﬂcludes that in the
variant case, S cannot be said to know. “A necessary condition of S’s knowing p is that
his believing p be connected with p by a causal chain.”"? |

Moreover, besides a continuous causal chain, knowledge by inference requires
that (i) the knower’s inference must be warranted® and (i) the knower must
reconstruct important links in the causal chain. 4 The first means that the propositions
on which he bases his belief of p must genuinely confirm p very highly. They must be

highly trustworthy. Merely lucky guesses do not yieldl knowledge. The second means

31



that the fact and the belief need not be directly related by a causal relation, for the
causal chain might be a very unusual one. The fact may be a causal ancestor of S’s
belief that p, where these are not in direct causal relation, S must be able to reconstruct
the relevant causal chain. It may be asked, what does reconstruction of links in the.
relevant causal chain mean? How to determine the importance of links in the chain?
Goldman’s answer is that “Clearly we cénnot require someone to -reconstruct every
detail ... On the other han(i; it is difficult to give criteria to identify which details, in
general, are ‘important.” This will vary substantially from case to case.”® Goldman
says further, “Though he [S] is not required to reconstruct every detail of the Call_sal
chain, he must reconstruct the important links.”*¢

At this juncture, the question can be legitimately raised: Are the grounds of
inference and the inferred conclusion causally related? Although Goldman does not
give any definite answer, he does go on to say, quite firmly, that «...if a'chain of
-inferences is ‘added’ to a causal chain, thén the entire chain is causal.”!” In a further
clarification of the notion of a “causal chain” Goldman adds that causal chains with an
admixture of logical connections would amount to causal chains too. It can be stated as
the principle “If X is logically related to Y and if ¥ is a cause of Z, then X is a cause of
Z."1® The reasons for these complications are amply illustrated in his paper. The
introduction of this principle, Goldman avers, is necessitated by Keith Lehrer’s
counterexample and by universal generalisations. Keith Lehrer introduces the
counterexample in the early discussion of Gettier problems. Suppose, Smith correctly
.infers that someone in his office owns a Ford, from some true evidence that justifies

the false belief that a colleague, Mr. Brown, owns a Ford. It so happens that another
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colleague in Smith’s office, Mr. Jones, does own a Ford, but Smith has no evidence

one way or another for this proposition.19

Suppose Smith bases his belief of

(p) Someone in his office owns a Ford on his belief of four propositions:
(q) Jones owns a Ford

(r) Jones wérks in his office

(s) Brown owns a Ford

(t) Brown works in his office.

In fact, Smith knows g, rand t, but-he does not know s because s is false. Here,
although 1ot all of Smith’s grounds for p are true, yet enough of ti_lem are, to ensure at
least one causal connection between p and S’s belief that p. Smith thinks that he knows
in two ways via his knowledge of the conjuncﬁonAof q and r and via his knowledge of
the conjuncﬁon of s and't. He does not know p via the later conjunction because s i8
false. But he knows via the former cohjunction, and that is enough. Here the fact q and
r is, in turn, logically related to the-fact q and, by inference his belief of g and r and of
p. Similarly, r is a cause of S’s belief of p. Hence, by the above principle, p is a cause
of §’s belief of p. Since Smith’s inferences are warranted even setting aside his belief
of s and t, he knows p.2’

How can there be such a thing as knowledge of universal truths of the form, all
men are mortal? Jonathan Dancy expresses this 6bjection saying “My belief that all
men are mortal is caused, but not by the fact that all men are mortal, if any facts cause
it they are the facts that this man, that man, etc, have died.””!

Goldman would answer m a way similar to the answer to the first question. The

universal fact that all men are mortal causes our belief thereof. The fact that all men
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are mortai is logically related tb each of its instances: John’s being mortal, Oscar’s
being mortal, George’s being mortal, etc. S’s belief that all men are mortal is
‘warranted because he infers it from seeing John dying, Oscar dying, George dying, etc.
Now each of'the above facts is a cause of our belief that all men are mortal. Further,'
since the universal fact that all men are mortal is logically related to each of the
particular facts, this universal fact is a cause of §’s belief in it. Hence, S can be said to
know that all men are mortal. 2 On the causal theory, thus, we can make sense of the
claim that _'I know that all men are mortal. Agaiﬂ, this depends on Goldman’s
assumption that “causal chains with admixtures of logical connections are causal
chains.” We may note that Goldman’s way of arguing also answers Peter D. Klein’s
objection that “there appears to be no causal chain that can be traced from the mortality |
of all men to S’s belief therein.” >

Goldman develops these several types of causal connection without claiming
that the list is exhaustive. The appropriate causal connection between:the fact p and the
belief p does not necessarily mean that the fact p is a cause of the belief p. Otherwise;
the causal fheory would not be in a position to deal with many kinds of knowledge,
eg., knovﬂedge of the future. 'P_eoplle do ordinarily claim to know things like T will go
to take my bath in the next ten minutes, or that some students will turn up for the
‘epistemology lectures. But how can the facts in question be said to cause oné’s belief
in each of these? (Arguably, those facts do not even obtain yet at the time of speaking).
Should we say with the skeptic that the knowledge of the future is ’impossible?
Goldman is aware of this problem. Indeed, this is exactly why-he uses the above

formulation. “The analysis”, he says, “requires that there be a causal connection

between p and S’s belief, not necessarily that p be a cause of S’s belief that p and §’s

34



belief of p can also be causally connected in a way that yields knowledge if both p and
S’s belief of p have a commoﬁ cause.”** Goldman uses an example to illustrate this as
follows: |

T intends to go downtown on Monday. On Sunday, T tells S of his intention..
Hearing T say he will go downtown, and having good reasons to believe that Tis a
-reliable sort of person who rarely éays what he does not mean, S infers that T really
does intend to go downtowﬁ on Monday; and from this S concludes that T will do so.- |
Now supp;dse that T fulfills his intention by going do.wni:own on Monday. Can S be
said to have known that he would do so? It is a kind of case where we ordinarily would
allow after the event that S did know this. T’s going downtown on Monday obviously
cannot be said to be the cause of S’s belief the previous day. Nevertheless, there 1sa
common cause of T°s going downtown on Monday and S’s belief that T \;vould g0
downtown, viz., T’s intending (on Sunday) to go downtown the next day.” If we agree
.with Goldman that ‘if a chain of inferenceé is “added” to a causal chain, then the entire
chain is causal’, then we can also agree that S’s belief is causally connected to T’s
visit. It is jﬁst the sort of case where after the event S would be likely to say that she
knew that T would go downtown on Monday, and not just she believed it. And it isvthe
kind of case where we ordinarily could allow that she did krow this. This case is surely
a reasonable candidate for knowledge about the future.

The principlé kinds of causal connection are what he calls “Pattern 17 and
“Pattern 2”. While the causal chain in perception is of Pattern I, a causal chain of
f’atter 2 is exemplified by the above ekamples, that is, empirical universals and
existential generalizations éuch as “All men are mortal” and “Someone in the office

owns a Ford”.
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After considering the different cases of appropriate causal connections
Goldman wants to keep the class of causai connection open to make room for species
of causal | processes which ﬁe controversial or not admitted as standard cases of
knowledge, like extra-sensory perception, or knowledge of our mental states.

Goldman explicates that he has taken a truth condition approach , that is,
stating th¢ necessary and sufficient conditions for saying that “ S knows that p”. He is
not interested in the meaning of the werd ‘knows’ or of the sentence (-scﬁema) “S
knows that p”.%® He is of the view that giving the correct set of truth-conditions for “S
imows that p”, is no part of providing the verification condition, namely, purporting to
state the procedures for ﬁﬁding out whéther a person.knows a given proposition. He
also is not inclined to view his epistemoiogical positic;n as one of answéring the
skeptic. For this is not ‘one of the jobs of giving truth conditions for “S knows that p™”.
What then are the truth-conditions, that is, the necessary and sufficient conditions? On
his own admission in “A Causal Theory of Knowing” the causal connection is what he
wishes to add to the traditional analysis; he does not make plain his inténtion to
‘substract’” or ‘leave out’ the conditions accepted. That is, besides the truth and
}ustiﬁcation conditions there will be the additional condition of the causal connection
between the belief p and the fact p. Goldman does not speak of replacing the
justiﬁcatiori conditioﬁ but speaks of adding the requiremenf of the causal connection to
the traditional analysis. He says, “A necessary condition of $’s knowing p is that his
believing p _be connected with p by a causal chain.”?” Each of the conditions including
the causal conditions is a necessary condition and together they constitute the

sufficient conditions for “S’s knowing that p.
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The causal theory of knowing, 'since its formulation has attracted critical attention
of philosophers in the way of pointing out its ghortcomings, proposals for revi.sing it or
subsuming it to a larger theéry of explanation. It can be said that in Gettier’s examples
as well as ‘ordinary’ cases in which we would tend to ascribe k;lowledge to

" individuals, the causal theéry provides a clear and intuitively appealing account of
knowledgé. Thfs, however, should not make us obliviou§ of the difficulties, some of
them serious, of the causal theory.

It méy be pbinted out that epistemological que;tfons are not causal or genetic
questions but questions .of Jogic and justification. Goldman himself anticipates this
very important point in the concluding paragraph of “A Causal Theory of Knovﬁng”

and gives his responses to it. He says:

The analysis presented here flies in the face of a well-established
tradition in epistemology, the epistemblogical‘ questions are
questions of logic or justification, not causal or genetic questions.
This traditional view, however, .r.nust not go unque-
stioned. Indeed, 1 think my analysis shows that the
question of  whether  someone knows a  certain
proposition, is, in part, a causal question, although,
of course, the questibn of what the correct analysis of

“S knows that p” is not a causal question.28
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It may be said in support of the causal theory that whether someone knows a
certain proposition is, in part, a causal question. A man’s failure to know is often due
to some peculiarity in thé causal links, the evidential belief and the event in question. |
There may be failure of knowledge in case where the causal chain is impec@ble but
the evidential support is inadequate. This shows that knowledge of specific event and
state of affairs is a matter of both causal and epistemic considerations and claims to
knowledge may be vitiated By defects of either type.

Petéf D. Klein’s objections to the causal strategy. is designed to show that a
causal theory of knowledge cannot provide an adequate analysis.of inferential
knowledge.( He explores the vulnerability of inferenfcigl knowledge within the causal
framework. A person S khows that p inferentially if ﬁnd only if S knows that p and S’s
belief that p is caused by some othér belief S has, for example, the belief q. The causal
chain with admixtures of inferences and logical connections are causal chains too. Wé
have seen that essential to Goldman’s analysis of empirical universal and existential
generalization is the following principle:

P: If X is logically related to ¥ and if ¥ is a cause of Z, then X is a cause of Z.

| This -principle is an admixture of inference and logical connection.
According to Klein, this .principle is not acceptable, even though, he recognizes its
importance for Goldman to let him account for the vafiety of empirical propositions we
know. “The principle is clearly incorrect”, he says.” S knows that p” is not a causal
question. For, what appears to Goldman to be a clearly desirable result of the
épplication of this principle will probably appear to others to be a reduction ad

absurdum of it? In the ordinary sense of ‘cause’ it is simply not true that S was
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causally affected by the mortality of all men. For there appears to be no causal chain
that can be traced from the mortality of all men to S’s belief therein.

We have already discussed Goldman’s response to such objections. What is
Klein’s further objection to Goldman’s causal account is that “...if his approach is to
be generalized so as to include everything we know inferentiaily, we will have to
‘develop some rather ingenious ways of augmenting the causal order of events. Some
mathematlcal propositions are known by inference. So we must have appropriate facts.
referred to by those propositions to serve as causes of believing the proposmons But
then we are to expand the sense of ‘cause’ to account for our knowledge “of
mathematical propositioes ... But whether a new and expanded sense of ‘cause’ would
be so encyclopedic as to rob the causal theory of its explanatory power and initial
credibility-'remains to be seen.”!’

A more serious objection of Klein’s is that causal strategy cannot exclude
Gettier-inspired counter examples. And he brings in the original version of the Grabit
case, the case where the mother was not introduced. Suppose S sees a man remove a
book from. the library by concealing it under his coat. S is sure that the maﬁ is Tom
Grabit whom he has often seen before. He reporte that he knows Tom Grabit stole the
book. S knows because Tom stole the book, S has sufficient evidence to justify the
belief and the belief is appropriately caused. Suppose now, that unknown to S Tom
Has a twin brother, John who is a kleptomeniac and he was at the libraw on the day i
question at the same tin5;e as Tom and stole a copy of the same book. “In that case,
‘even though all the necessary conditions of knowledge are satisfied, S would fail to

know, since the belief 1s fortu1tous 232 This is so because the evidence that S has for his

belief that Tom stole the book is not conclusive evidence. For it is clear that the
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-evidence does not guarantee that Tom stole the book; It is not completely truth-
preserving. 8’s evidence is that he sees a Tom-like person and infers that it is Tom.

Klein - compares Goldman’s account of inferential knowledge with
D.M.Armstrong’s and comes to the conclusion that no causal theor.y of knowledge can |
.provide an adequate analysis of inferential knowledge. A properly constructed
" defeasibility theory, according to him, is able to provide such an account. A
defeasibilitv analysis is able to pfeserve the benefits of the. causal theories and does not.
suffer from their defects..33

The oausal connection has faced other difﬁculties. Gilbert Harman® has pointed
out that not every causal connection, specially, in the extended sense made out by
Goldman, that is, counting logical connections among the causal connectlons is
- relevant to knowledge If every such connection were relevant then, on Goldman s
analysis, knowledge would be reduced to true belief, since there would always be a
relevant ‘causal connection’ between any state of true belief and the state of affairs
believed in. Goldman avoids this identification of knovvledge ‘with true belief by
saying that in inferential knowledge relevant cansal connections in the inference must
‘be “reconstructed”. S knows that one of her friend’s owns a Ford only if her inference
reconstructs the relevant causal connections betvveen evidence and conclusion.

But what does “reconstructing” the relevant causal connection in the .inferenCe.
mean? -asks Harman. It means one must infer or be able to infer something about the
causal connection between his conclusion and the evidence for it. We may try to
understand the situation in the light of an example. |

| ‘Nogot presents Mary with evidence that he owns a‘ Ford.

She infers that one of her friends owns a Ford. But her conclusion is true not because
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Nagot owns a Ford, but because Havit does. Mary fails to know because the causal
connection is lacking. Her second conclusion, Mr. Havit owns a Ford is a
reconstruction of the causal connection. But how detailed must her reconstruction be?
If she must reconstruct every détail of the causal connection between evidence andl
conclusion, she will never gain knowledge by way of inference. If she needs only to
reconstruct ‘s-ome ‘causal connection’ she will always know, since she will always be
able to infer tha.t evidence and conclusions are both entailed by their conjunction.
However, Goldman’s remark about reconstructing the causal gonnection has to do with
its being warranted; a process of reasoning which does nét involve false conclusion.
Accordingly, it is possible to turn Goldman’s theory of knowledge into a theory of
inference. Harman proposes that a better account of inference emerges if we replace
“cause” with “because”.l On this. revised account we infer not juét a statement of the
form X causes Y but, more genefally, a statement of the form Y, because X or X
explains Y. Inference to a causal explanation is a special case of inference to the best
explanatory statement. Such change from “cause’ to ‘because’ apart from its other
advantages, provides a sufficiently plausible account of Goldman’s treatment of
knowledge of generalizations. On this revised account the causal connection betwéen
the belief that all emeralds are green aﬁd the fact that all emeralds are green is
conceived as explanatory. “Although there is no causal relation between a
generalizati-on' and those obsewéd instances which provide us with evidence for the
generalization, there is an obvious explanatory relationship. That all emeralds are
green does not cause a particular emerald to be green; but it can explain why that
emerald is green. And. other things being equal, we can infer a generalization'only if it

provides the most plausible way to explain our evidence.”*
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We may note how Goldman’s theory of inferc_ential knowledge receives two
different treatments. While Klein Qp_ines that it is defective, Harman sees the
possibility of its being developed into gtheory of inference to the best explanafion.

Section I

Goldman’s “Discrimination and Perceptual Knowledge™® is a descendent of his early

paper “A Causal Theory of Knowing”. In this latér paﬁe; ®1dm presents a theory of
non-inferéritial, i.e., perceptual knowledge. He attempts to refine the initial version of
his causal account of knowing by introducing the potion of reliability. He is prompted
to do so to accommodate cases where neither the traditional justified-true-belief
account of knowledge nof his own caqsal analysis is of any help. Goldman still adheres
to the causal theory seeking to explicate knowledge by reference to the causal
procesées that produce beliefs. However, he gives up the requirement that a knower’s
belief that p be causally connected with the fact or state of affairs that p. He raises the
question: What species of causal probesses or mechanisms must be responsible for a
belief for 'it' to count as knowledge? In answer to this the new idea of ‘reliability’ is
introduced. Goldman says: “There must be mechanisms that are in an appropriate
sense, ‘reliable’”. It appears that 'Goldman is seeking to replace the notion of
‘appropriate causal connection’ by ‘causal reliabilism’.

What, then, is his idea of ‘reliability’? As a first approximation reliability
consists in the tendency of a process to produce beliefs that are true rather than false.
The idea behind the reliability theory is simple and attractive. It says that a belief is
justified if and only if the process leading to that belief is reliable. There are a variety

of cogniti\}é processes that result in beliefs. Some of these processes are reliable. They

generally yield true beliefs and the beliefs they produce are justified. Other processes
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are unreliable and the beliefs they produce are unjustified. Goldman explicates the idea
of a reliable cognitive process saying, “... a cognitive mechanism or process is reliable
if it not only produces true beliefs in actual situations, but would produce true beliefs,
or at least inhibit false beliefs, in relevant counterfactual situations.”’ In the following |
paragraph he also says, “To be reliable, a cognitive mechanism must enable a person to
discriminate or differentiate between incompatible states of affairs. It must o'perate in
such a way that incompatible states of the world would generate different cognitive
.responses.”38

What is the motivation for a reliable approach to knowledge or belief
formation’? A belief does not qualify as knowledge even if it happens to be true if the
style of belief formation/production is error-prone or unreliable. If, however, the
belief—prodqcing procesé is reliable that helps qualify the.belief for knowledge. All the
faulty belief-forming prdcesses like qonfused reasoning, wishful thinking, reliance on
emotional attachment, mere haunch or guesswork have belief outputs which WOuld be
classified as unjustified. What do these faulty processes have in common? They share
;che feature of unreliability. The reliable cognitive processes include standard
perceptual processes, memory, good reasoning and introspection. The beliefs they
produce are generally true. The reliability of the procesé or processes that causes a
belief also confers the status of knowledge on that belief. That Goldman has not given
-up his earligr theory of causal processes as the producer or sustainer of belief is clear
from this. Granted that principles of justiﬁed belief must make reference to cause of
belief, what kind of causal process confers the status of knowledge on beliefs? The

answer is: It must be a reliable cognitive process, - the belief be caused, or causally

sustained by a reliable cognitive process. There may be the possibility of endorsing a
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reliability requirement for belief without endorsing a causal requirement. But Goldman
in the paper we are concerned with here, maintains a causal reliabilist position.
Aside reliability, Goldman introduces, in the course of developing his theory,

s 143

relevant alternative”, “relevant counterfactual

7 &L

expressions such as “discrimination
situation”, ‘-‘perceptual equivalen'ce”, etc. And they need careful analysis. And this is
what we propose to do now.

Accofding to Goldman, the reliable cognitive mechanism is a mechanism
capable of discrimination. This Goldman seeks to illustrate with reference to our
perceptual mechanism. In fact, true to the title of his paper, Goldman concentrates
exclusively on perception not 'asﬁiring any more to account for other forms of
.knowledge. He stresses upon the “discrimination” theme as associated with one sense
of the verb ‘to know.” The O.E.D, he tells us, lists “one (early) sense of ‘know’ as ‘to
'distinguish’. (one thing) from (ano.ther).”39 This dictioﬁary meaning is important
because it throws light on what is involved in attribution of knowledge to someone. A
person S is said to know that p o.nly if the causal process forming his belief that p is
reliable. And a causal process is said to be reliable if the subject distinguishes or
discriminates the truth of p (the proposition he claims to know) from relevant
alternatives to p. This is the causal reliabilist approach to knowledge.

The question that arises at thisv stage is: What alternatives are relevant
alternatives? At the first blush, relevant alternatives are possible alternatives to the
actual staté of affairs. But thisA is not very informative. Any number of possible
alternatives to a given state of affairs is logically conceivable. It 1s not very helpful to
say that the subject S in forming beliefs about the world is required to discriminate all

logically possible alternatives. In deciding whether someone knows that p we do not -

44



require hiﬁl to distinguish p from all logically possible alternatives. Goldman is, of
course, not forthright with what alternatives are or ought to be considered. He proceeds
immediately to clarify the role of discrimination in conferring the status of kﬂowledge,
t0 decide whether someone knows something or not, with the help of an exami)le:

Henry is driving along the éountryside and comes across objects which have
characteristic features ofa barﬁ and identifies one as a bamn. Henry has good eyesight, |
the objéct is fully in view and the identified object has features characteristic of its
type. With this information it seems we can safely concede knowledge to Henry that
the object he sees is a bafn.

Now Goldman asks us to imagine that, unknown to Henry, the district he first
entered is full of papier-miché fascnmles of barns. They are so cleverly constructed
that they are invariably mistaken as real barns. Given thlS new mformatlon we would
be inclined to withdraw the claim that Henry Knows that the object he sees is a barn.”

Before we come to Goldman’s gloss on that example, we may note that we get
from it an inklihg of what--a ‘relevant alternative’ is supposed to be. It is a similar
enough al;cernative. Among the possible alternatives to the actual state of affairs the
closest is the relevant alternative. So copies, fg.csimiles, dummies, decoys which
possess similarity to the real object are relevant altemnatives. We seiect as relevant
those alternatives whicﬁ have commonality_ with the actual object, which possess
relevant respécts of similarly- similarity of features and properties to it. In thié sense, a
bonsai cannot be a relevant alternative of a big red wood tree, while a stripped mule
can be a relevant altemative of a Zebra. quever, we do not know if Goldman will
agree to that analysis but his anti-luck stance brush_es shoulder with this sense of

relevant a_ltérnative.
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Now, let us come i)ack to Goldman’s explanation of his example. He discusses
several theories to assess it and discounts each of them.
(1) The example with a relevant counter;evidence'poses a problem, according
to Goldman, for the traditional analysis. of knowledge.
(2) His own old causal anal&sis (expounded in “A Causal Theory of Knowing”)
failsitoo. Henry’s belief that the object is a barn .is caused by the presence of the
barn, the causal process is a standard perceptual one which has the tendency to
prodﬁce beliefs that are true rather than false, still we hesitate to call it
knowledge. The reason is associated with the comparative reliability of process.
The same belief forming process — perception — is used in both the real and
hypothetical worlds. But the visual processes in the later categofy are less
reliable t'hén those in the former. In the later, Henry fails to discriminate
visually. |
(3) feter Unger’s ‘non-accidentality’ analysis is also not satisfactory because
thé notion of ‘non-accidentality’ itself r/leeds explanation.
(4) Lastly, ‘indefeasibility approach’, Goldman admits, is competent enough to
" handle such problems. But ‘defeasibility’, he holds, in an un_restricted form, is
too strong. On suqh"an account of ‘defeasibility’ (viz. S’s justification that p
must not be defeated by true statements), it will always be possible to find a
true proposition that defeats S’s justification. Hence, S will never (or seldom)
know.
Now how does the facsimile bear on the preseﬁt case? Its presence makes the
possibility- that the object Henry sa\;v is a facsimile — a real possibility. Knowledge

requires the elimination, not of all possible alternatives. The possibility of knowledge
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depends, to a large measure, on the elimination of relevant ones.” The ‘qualifier’
relevant is important for Goldman who considers two answers to the question: Which
?ltematives are relevant alternatives? What makes an alternative a relevant one? This
issue is directly pertinent to the dispute between the skeptic and their opponents. Since
the skeptic challenges the claims to knowledge, the relevant alternative will be an
“unusual alternative hypothesis” which the putative knower is 'unab'le to preclude.
Descartes’ evil demon who is doing everything in its power to get S believe p as false,
'is a hypothesis which one is unable to preclude.' It will not do for the opponents of
skepticism to respond that thé skeptical hypothesis is an idle one. A person can know
despite the presence of ‘idle’ alternates which cannot be precluded. Goldman perceives
| .the problemA to be one of specifying when an altern.ativ-e is ‘idle’ and when it- 15
‘relevant’ or serious.

In trying to answer the above query, Goldman ha; stated two views. The first
view is that the sét of relevant alternatives in a putative knower’s circumstances is
mapped by rules implicit in the “semantic contents of ‘know’”. .“.Given a complete
speciﬁcatioﬂ §f Henry’s situation, a unique set of relevant alternatives is determined:
either a set to which the facsimile alternative belongs or one to which it doesn’t
belong”. According to this view, the semantic content of ‘know’ contains (implicit)
rules that map any putative knower’s circumstances into a -set of relevant alternatives.
We should not say that thg facsimile is a relevant possibility if there is none in his
district or.that a single facsimile once existed in a far away country, say, the Iceland,

but none exists now.

The second view denies that the knower’s circumstances uniquely determine a

set of relevant alternatives. The verb ‘know’ does not semantically determine a set of
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relevant aiternatives in any putative knower’s circumstances. “The putative knower’s
circumstances do not mandate a unique selection of alternatives, but psychological
regularities govern which set of alterngtives are in fact selected.”* We may say that
the two views differ in that while for the first the standards of relevance do not shiﬁ:A
from context to context, on the second view, the standards of relevance can shift from
context to context..

The second view has two variants. The first is té be found in Robert Stalnaker’s
article “Pragmatics”®?, and éom’es close to what is suggested by Fred -Dretske in
“Epiétemic Operators,” According to it, knowledge sentence of the form “S knows
that p” implies a specification of the. speaker’s presuppositions concerning the réleirant
alternatives. This requireinent appears to Goldman as téo strong. And he is attracted to
' the second variant of the second view according to which a full épeciﬁcatién of the
relevant alternatives need not be stated. S may know p and discriminate the truth of p
from relevant alternatives but this does not mean that he has a distinct set of |
alternatives in mind. But Goldman intends to remain nbn-cémmittal regarding Whether
the semar_lti'c content of ‘know’ contains rules that map the putative knower’s situation
into a unique set of relevant alternatives or not, and whether there 1s a ‘correct’ set of
relevant alternatives, and if so, what it is. He also a;voids taking up issues of skepticism
and remains neutral on that score. However, he admits that there are certain
(psychological) regularities that perfain to ‘I;he putative knpwer"s circufnstanceé
determining thg selection of relevant alternatives,, and seeks to defend his analysis-of
*perceptually knows’ in that light. In that task, he treats certain examples. Here he
brings in the actual/counterfactual distinction he talked of at the beginning of his paper

as part of the reliable process approach to knowing. He invokes counterfactual
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situations, that is, actual/counterfactual distinction in accounting for knowledge
attributions. His examples are as follows:

I Suppose that Sam sees Judy on the street and correctly identified her as Judy. Judy
and Trudy are identicai twins, and so the possibility of a person’s being Trudy father.
than Judy' is. a relevant alterﬁative, just as in the barn case an object’s being a barn
facsimile is a relevant alternative: Suppose further that Sam has a way of
discrimiﬁating between them, such that when he meets Judy on the streef he can make
correct identification. So we say, he know; that it is Judy. Now if Sam does not havé a
way of discriminating bet_weén them, then his being right that it is Judy is just
accidental. He does not knbw-it is Judy.

To assess whether a person knows or not in such cases we have to determine
the truth value @f a counterfactual. In the ‘Judy-Judy’ (Judy is identified as Judy) case,
the crucial counterfactual is, “f fhe person before Sam were Trudy Sam would believe
her to be Judy’. And if the céunterfactual is true, Sam does not know that it is Judy. If
the counter example is false, then Sam rﬁay know it is Judy. This counterfactual theory
involving a relevant alternative theory suggests the foilowing analysis of (non'-—
inferential) perceptual knowledge, accbrding to Goldmém.

S (non-inferentially) perceptually knows that p if and only if

(1)‘S (‘non;inferentially) perceptually believes that p.

(2) P is true, and

(3) There is no relevant contrary q of p such that, if q were true (rather than p),

then S would (still) believe that p*.

These conditions, incorporating the factor of contrary to fact relevant alternatives

[condition (3)] show that the situation in which S would believe p is the situation in
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which p Ais true. Goldman points out that essentially the same analysis‘ of non-
inferential knowledge is proposed by D. M. Ammstrong in Materialistic Theory of
Mind* barring the restriction to ‘relevant’ alternatives, and this analysis is refined and
extended in Belief, Tyuth and Knowledge.**

However, Goldman says that the suggested analysis of perceptual
knowledge is too restrictive in that it withholds knowledge attribution to deserving
cases. To clarify his point Goldman considers a second example, Oscar sees Dak; the:
dachshund, and non-infefentially forms a belief in (P): N

(P) The object over there is a dog.

Now suppose that (Q):

(Q) The object over there is a wolf.

Qisa relevant alternative to (P) because wolfs frequent that part of the field.
There is the background information that Oscar has the téndency- to mistake wolfs as
dogs. Now, if the object Oscar saw Were Wiley, the wolf, rather than Dak, the
dachshund, Oscar would still believé that (p), namely, that the object over there is a
dog. This means that Oscar fails to satisfy the proposéd analysis with respect to (P),
since (3) is violated. But does it mean Oscar does not know that (P) is true? It seems
not, accordi;lg to Goldman. The mere fact that he mistakes wolfs for dogs hardly
shows that he does not know a dachshund to be a dog. Goldman is not willing to deny
him knowledgé. This is because the wolf-situation is not a relevant alternative. The
Judy-Truciy' situation and the dachshund-wolf situation are not on. par. To disqualify a
person from having perceptual knowledge, the contrary state of affairs that would
produce the same belief in him must be a perceptual equivalent, a state that would

produce a sufficiently similar experience. A ‘perceptual equivalent’ of an actual state
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of affairs is an alternative which debars a true pergeptual belief from being perceptual

knowledge. Trudy is a perceptual equivalent of Judy, the makeshift barn is g perceptual

equivalent of a real barn. The hypothetical wolf-state of affairs is not a perceptual

equivalent of the dachshund-staté of affairs. Unlike the Judy-Trudy situation the.
dachshund wolf- situation would produce in Qscar the same belief but not by means of
the same appearance. The dachshund-world includes properties and features which are

not too similar to the woif-v'vorld to exhibit perceptual equivalence. Hence Goldman
cannot deny knowledge to Oscar.

Goldman now comes with his definition of perceptual equivalence saying,
“Perceptual equivalent of an actual state of affairs is a possible state of affair.s that
would produce the same or similar, perceptual experience.””” Only those altematives
which are perceptually relevant can cause S to fail to know that p. Goldman’s
discussion of the notion of percep;cual equivalence is complicated. And we shall stick
to the main points of what he says without going into the" whole length of dissecting
his view. This notion is important for him because as he says, the definition of
perceptual equivalence paves the way for an analysis of perceptual | knowledge.
Different factors come into play in the definitional analysis. A perceptual equivaient is
an object with a set of properties, relativised to person and time, relation between the
object and the perceiver plus conditions of the environment (distance, relative
orientation, etc., a DOE relation). Since the definition of pe'rceptual equivalence is a -
complex one, we propose té statel as it has been by Goldman himself.*®
If object b has the maximal set of properties J and is in DOE relation R to S at L, if S

has some percept P at t that is perceptually caused by b’s having J and being an R to S
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at t, and if P non-inferentially causes S to believe (or sustains S in believing) of object
b that it has- property F, then
(c, K, R*)_ is a perceptual equivalent of (b, J, R) for S at t relative to property F if and
only if (1) if at t object ¢ had K and were in R’;‘ to S, then this would perceptually causé
S to have some percept P* at t,
(2) P* would cause S non-inferentially to believe (or sustain S in believing) of object ¢
that it has F, and
-(3) P* would not differ from P in any respect that is causally relevant to S’s F-belief.

In the above analysis, Goldman employs the notion of ‘perceptual causation’.
The object of which a person pefceptually believes a proﬁerty to hold is the object he
percetves. It is the object which perceptually causes the percept that elicits belief. The
problem about perceptual causation, Goldman observes is that a person’s percept may
be caused by many objects, not all of which the person is said to perceive. The
question then is which of the causes of the percept the persons is said to perceive?
Again, it is not clear whether the set of properties J or K contains the property F. This
'is important because where F belongs to J, $°s belief is true in the actual situation but
where it does not so belong to K, S’s bélief 1s false in the counterfactual situation.
Keeping these points in view Goidman offers a revi.sed analysis of perceptual
knowledge. And here too we state his formulation intact.*

Att S non-inferentially perceptually knows of object b that it has property F if
and only iAf |
(1) for‘ some maximal set of non-relational properties J and some DOE relation R,
object b has (all the members of ) Jattand isin R to S at t,

'(2) F belongs to J,
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(3) (A) b’s having J and being in relation R to S at t perceptually causes S at t to have
some concept P.

(B) P non-inferentially causes S at t to believe (or sustains S in beli-eving) of object b
that it has property F, and

(C) there is no alternative state of affairs (¢, K, R¥) such that

(@) (c, K, R¥) is a relevant perceptual equiyalent of (b, J, R) for S at t relative to

the broperty F, and |

(ii) F does not belong to K.

We may recall that in congluding his “A Casual Theory of Knowing,” Goldman
tells us that he .is not interested in giving the meaning of “S knows p”, but only its truth
conditions. In the above analysis, conditions 1 and 2 jointly entail the truth condition
for knowledge that S knows b to have F (at t) only if b does have F (at t). Condition 3B
contains the belief condition for knowledge, restricted to perceptual knowledge. The
most important condition is condition 3C which requires the elimination of the relevant
alternative which is perceptually equivalent to the actual state (;f affairs.

How does this analysis bear upon the barn case where thére art;, barn facsimiles
in Henry’s district? Let S=Heﬁry, b=the barn Henry actually sees, and F=the property
of being a barn. Conditions 1 to 3B are met if J stands for the set of all non—relationél
properties actually possessed by the barn at t, R for the actual DOE relation in which
the barn stands to Henry at t and P for the actual visual percept caused b"y the barn.
Condition 3C, however, is violated. There exists an alternative state of affairs (c, K,
R¥*) where C=is a suitable barn facsimile, K=a suitable set of properties (except the
properties of being a barn) and R*=almost the same DOE relation as thé actual one.

Thus, Henry does not know because he fails to discriminate.
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In the dachshund-wolf case, S=Oscar, b=Dak, the dachshund, and F= being a
dog, the first several conditions are again met. What about fulfilling the condition 3C?
Is it met as well? Here, there is a relevant alternative state of affairs in which Willy the
wolf is believed by Oscar to be a dog, but lacks the propefty of being a dog. So 3C i.s
not violated because the hypothetical wolf-situation is not a perceptual equivalence of
the actual state of affairs relative to being a dog. The relevant alternative does not deny
knowledgg to Oscar. | |

Now what is Goldman’s recipe for eliminating the relevant alternative that is a
"perceptual equivalent? Qne view about elimination is Dretske’s.’’ According to this
view, S can eliminate a relevant alternativs q only if his evidence for believing not-q is
strong enough to allow her to know that not-q. One may also adopt the view that S can
eliminate q if her evidence for thinking, that hot—q is either strong enough to allow her
'to know that not-q or strong enough to all.ow her to have very good reason to believe
that not-q. Also, a proponent of relevant alternative may adopt the view that S can
eliminate a'relevant alternative q by meeting one of the foilowing three conditions: (1)
her evidence for not-q is strong enough to allow her to know | that not-g, (2) _her’
‘evidence for not-q is strong enough to allow her to have very good reason to believe
that not-q, or (3) S’s belief that not-q is epistemically non-evidentially rational, where
this is “a way in which it can be rational (or reasonable) [for S]to believe [that not-q]
without possessing evidence for the belief >

Goldmsn will not settle the issue in any of these ways. [He will fall back on
perception]. Recognising a causal condition as necessary he takes his task to be that of
bringing ouf how a reliable percéptual mechanism embodies resources for picking out

the perceived object in the actual world from among the causes of the relevantly
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alternative sensory experience. Such cases of perceptual discrimination also indicate
that S;JCh cases override the counterfactual component by spelling out the
incompatibilities in the apparent shape, size and colour of the object seen.

In this discrimination business the ‘environmeﬁt’ relation plays a vital role 1n
the actual pattern of human Vispal beiief formation. These features were developed in
ways which are important for Goldman’s own epistemological thinking and for

epistemology in general. We shall take them up in a separate chapter.
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Chapter 111

Marsha]l Swain and the Causal Account of Knowledge.
Statement and Appraisal

I

The causal theory of kﬁowledge is further developed by Marshall Swain.l Swain’s
theory is intended, in part, as an improvement on Goldman’s eatly proposal in which a
causal connection between states. of affairs and beliefs is required for knowledge.”? We
may say that Marghall Swain’s theory is a successor to Goldman’s causal fheory oAf'
knowing . Like Goldman, Swain too delimits his enquiry to empirical knowledge, but
unlike his predecessor he clearly says that he confines it further to an analysis of the
concept of primary non-basic knowledge — knowledge of specific events @d states of
affairs in the world, for example, “There is a table in front of me”, “The house is on
fire”, “A football is larger than a marbl , etc. That is 1o say, Swain wishes his analysis
to cover all cases of empirical knowledge.

Like a number of contemporary epistemologists, Swam begins with Gettier’s
important paper, “Is Justified True Belief Knowledge?” and attempts to repair the
definition. ACcording to him, “One way of characterising the defect [pointed out by
Gettier] is: fo say that even though the justification involved is sufficiently strong to
render the proposition evident, the justification nevertheless; is defeated by some
special counter evidence.” ? Let us state the definition of non—basié knowledgé as
concelved by Swain. |

(X) S has non-basw knowledge that p if and only if
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(@) p 1s true;

(ii) S believes that p; - '

(iii) S’s justification renders p evident for S and

(1) there is no special counter evidence q such that q defeats justiﬁcation.

Keepmg in mind the area of primary non-basic knowledge Swain attempts to
clarify condltlon (iv) of definition (K) saying “I shall argue that w1th respect to
primary non-basic knowledge defeasibility condition can be replaced by conditions '
‘that refer to facts about the causal connections that obtain between a man’s evidential
beliefs-and the events or states of affairs about which he has knowledge.”*

He constructs a counter-example of the Gettier-type. Suppose that S is looking
mto a field, and in the distance he sees an object that has the shape of a sheep. In
add1t10n to this visual expenence he has olfactory and auditory stlmulatlons of there

“being a sheep in the field. On the basis of this evidence he comes to believe truly that
there is a sheep in the ﬁeld but in some far corner where S cannot see it. What S
actually sees is a cement replica of the sheep. “Thus, S has a true behef that there is a
‘sheep in the field and his justification renders this ev1dent for him. Yet, S does not
Jmow that there is a sheep in the field, for his justification is defective. In the case at
hand, there is some special counter-evidence ¢ namely, ‘S does not see a sheep, but
rather a cement replica of one’ such that g defeats the. justification of p. Henee,
condition (iv) of (K) is not satisfied—a 'desired result.”® So he cor_nplains that the
defeasibilit;l analysis 1s not very illuminating.

_ The. condition (lv) coulcl be replaced by a causal condition which can be

formulated as follows:
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(iva) The causal chain leading to S’s belief in e contains the event or state of
affairs referred to by p.

Here ‘o’ refers to that portion of S’s total body of evidence (E) that is
immediately relevant to the justiﬁéation of p. In the particular example under
consideration S’s belief thz}t e, he seems to see a sheep in the field, is caused by his
seeing a cement replica of a sheep and not by the real sheep in the field. The fact that
there is a sheep in the ﬁéld plays no role in the causal chain leading to his belief that e.
In any case, S does not know that there is a sheep in the field. “That there is some
special defeating counterevidence can be explained in terms of the lack of a causal
chain connecting S°s belief that e with the state .of affairs referred to by p”.G_Thus,
Swain starté, with a full-fledged causal analysis of knéwledge, and a little further on he

| suggests a ;:ondition amalgamating both defeasibility and causality or we can say that
he suggests an interpretation of defeasibility of justification in terms of causality. Let
us consider the case proposed by Swain (changing only the name of the protagonist):
Suppose that Smith has wired up -a detonator box to a charge of TNT
to blast a hole on the mountain side. He has checked the wiring, the
batteries and the TNT carefully; he sets the timer, moves to a safe
distance and waits for the explosion that he knows will occur. Before
the occurrence of the explosion, it seems clear that Smith can be said
to knéw it 'will occur, and even when it will occur. However, the -
above conditions of knqvx;ledge, with condition (iva) replacing (1v),
are not satisfied, because the event referred to by p (the future
explosion) is not a member of the. causal chain leading to Smith’s -

evidential beliefs. It could hardly be so, since it has not occurred yet.”

61



The situation Swain exemplifies is a situation where one is said to know what is
yet to occur. The yet unoccured event cannot surely be a member of the causal chain
leading to one’s evidential belief. To am;and this incongruity, he accepts the suggestion
of Goldman that the event and the evidential belief need not stand in a direct causal '
connection. It is enough that the beliefs and thev state-of-affairs belong to an
appropriate causal chain. Accordingly, Swain revises condition (iva) in the following
way:

(ivb) The causal chain leading from S’s belief in e either
(1) contains the events and state of affairs referred to by p, or (2) contains some
other event that is also a member of the causal chain leading to the occurrence of
the event referred to by pt

Referriné to the replacement of (iva) by (ivb) Swain says: “... [It] will allow us
to say that S knows that the explosion will occur in this example. The resulting
conditions are similar in some respects to the causal theory of knowledge put forward
by Alvin Goldman™.® The two. basic causal chains, distinguished by Goldman, that
enter into the causal situation are claimed by Swain to correspond to parts (1) and (2)
of condition (vb).

Now, this revised condition incofporating a clear causal connection between a
chain of events that caused Smith to have his evidential beliefs and the occurrence of
the explosion, is also not free from defects. In fact Brown Skyrms' has raised an’
objection against analyses that involve clauses formulated in the manner of (ivb). Here
is his counterexample. Suppose while walking down the street, 1 find a man lying in
the gutter, his head severed from his body. On the basis of this I come to beiieve that

the man is in fact dead. Moreover, from the belief which'is evident 1 can be said to

62



believe that the man is dead. But there may not be any causal connection between the
fact which makes my belief true and the belief itself or my reasons for having the
belief. It may be imagined that the man died actually by heart attack and fell into a
gutter. After that a demep'c'ed man came along and severed his héad. The man was
found in that condition by me. So, the force of this co-unterexample is that “condition
(ivb) above is not satisfied because there is no event in the causal chain leading to your
belief that his head has been severed from his body”."

Swain’s understanding of this example, howevéf, is different. He points out that
severing the man’s head from his Body, though not the actual cause, is céusally
sufficient for his death. He does this by pointing to a counterfactual situation — a
situation which is often invoked in understanding causation. He explains that “had this
unfortunate man not died of a heart attack and had his head been- severed from his
body amyway, then he would (still) be dead.”’ In order to allow for knowledge in
situations of this sort Swain revises the causal condition. Over and above the three
usual conditions of knowledg¢ that p, he adds the revised fourth condition rephlac'ing
(ivb) in the following manner:

(ivc) The causal chain leading to §”s belief that e either (1) contains the event or
state of affairs referred té by p, or (2) contains some other event or state of affairs
that is causally sufficient for the occurrence of the event referred to by p.

Swain, however, observes that'(i‘vc) is not able to forestall cases which bear the
structure of Skyrms’ example. So far our empirical kﬁowledge is concerned, in many
cases, it is dependent upon the presence or lack of a causal connection between events
that the knower has experienced, and through which he had gained certain crucial

evidential beliefs, and the events which he is said to have knowledge. These cases are
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‘cases in which the causal connections are straightforward. But causal connections are
sometimes very peculiar and unusual. To handle such cases, the conditions thus far
provided will not suffice. And this leads Swain to consider some possible and actual
counter examples. One is a variation on the first of his examples.

Suppose that S is looking into a field as before, and sees an

object that he takes to be a sheep. And, as before, he hears

bleating noises anci is aware of shéep-like odors in the air. This

time, he is not seeing a cement replica of a ship, but rather a

very cleve;rly engineered television image of a sheep.

Moreover, the sheep whose image is being projected 1s off iq

some far éorner of the field, where S cannot see it. We may

suppose that S’s evidential beliefs, etc., are in this case just as

they were in the previous exé.mple. Of course, in this case, as in

the previous éxample, S does not know that there is a sheep _ih

the field.” |

Swain uses another example which is a variation of his second example stated

‘above. Smith (this proper name has been inserted by us) is about to blast a hole in the
mountainside. He has checked the wiring, TNT, and other things carefully. However,
this time, one of the wires connected to the TNT becomes severed. When the timer sets
off the detonat'or, the explosion does ocour. But it is because of a felicitous _stroke-of :
.luck. The battery was strong enough to form the arc jumping the severed ends of the
wire. Here is an unusual causal chain. Smith might have reasoned that the battery was

powerful enough and TNT will explode. But he did not reason in that way, and his
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justification is still sufficiently good to render it evident for him that the TNT would
explode. Even so from the point of view of knowledge his justification is defective. 14

These examples show us that the causal chain is vitiated by some true counter-
evidence. We need some guarantee that the causal chain is unproblematic;-we need fo
guarantee that the causal chains involved are roughly what one would expect them to
be if one’s evident is to provide éne with k_nowledge_. In each case, whether in the
original or the reconstructed examplés instituted by Swain the causal chains contaiﬁ
events such that the occurrence of that event is a source of special defeating
counterevidence. “Moreover, this special counterévidence consists  of certain
statements that are true because of évents in the unusual causal chains that havé
resulted in S’s evidential beliefs”."

In each case, there is a true recalcitrant piece of evidence, a televised image of

" the sheep in the first example and the broken connection between the TNT and the
detonator of which Smith is u;law.are in the second example. To guarantee that the
causal chains are not peduliar is to screen out any events or series of events the
occuﬁence of which is a source of special defeating counter example. In view of this
Swain reformulates his fifth condition as follows:

(v) There is no true statement g such that g in conjunction with S’s evidence £
fails to render p evident for S and such that g is true because of events in the causal
.chains referred to in (ivd).

Swain’s final set of conditions stands thus: S has primary non-basic knowledge
that p if and only 1f

(1) p is true,

(i1) S believes that p,
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(iii) S’s justification for p renders p evident for S,

(ivd) The causal chain leading to S’s belief in e (i.e., the evidential beliefs)

e1ther (a) contains the events or state-of-affairs referred to by p, or (b) contains

some other event or state-of-affalrs that is, in the context of the ev1dence
possessed by S, either causally or logically sufficient for the occurrence of the

state_-ef-affairs_ referred to by p,

and

(v) There is no true statement q such that q in conjunction with S’s (total

evidence) E, fails to render p evident for S, and such that q is true because of

-events in the causel chains r’efefred to in (ivd). This fulfills the need to
guarantee that the causal chains referred ‘to in condition (ivd) is
unproblematic. '

In the conditions of (v) above, Swain has dropped the vague term ‘speeial
.defeating counter evidence’ and states clearly that the causal chain should not c‘oﬁtain
any events such that their occurrence is a source of special defeating counter evidence.

In his remarks concluding the paper, Swain obser\;es that his analysis will be
applicable not only to relatively simple cases but also to cases where the causal
‘connection and the epistemic relations involved would be more complicated. In
situations where we have knowledge of events, which occurred either long ago or far
'away, the causal connections between those events and our crucial evidence e will be
considerably complex. But this need not prevent us from having knowledge unless the
causal chains involve defeating evidence. Whether our justification is going to be

defeated by such events depends on the content and strength of our total evidential
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belief. The strength of our evidence to render some proposition evident without being
defeated is determined by the nature of the causal chain. So, we can say that

(1) the knowledge of specific events and states of affairs is a function of both
causal and epistemic considerations, |

(2) the causal complgxity and evidential strength are functionally related.

Swain’s analysis avoids the problem of correct reconstructions of . the causal
connection by eliminating the presence of any defeating countere\}idence that is true in
the causal chain. But his analysis is confined to primary non—basi(.: knowledge, and
‘hence, leaves open the queétion how are we to explain knowledge of universal
generalizatiéns and other propositions which do not fit the causal fra_mework.
Howevef, the mofe difficult problems facing Swain’s proposal, lie elsewhere. These
problems are brought out clearly in Paxon énd Tolliver’s commentaries on Swain’s

paper. We propose to discuss these in the sections to follow.

1
In his causal analysis of knowledge, Swain combines the justified true belief approach
and the causal connection as conditions of knowledge. Each is designed to corréct the
defect of the other. Thomas D. Paxon, Jr. 17 attacks the defeasibility clause, and shows
the inadequacy of Swain’s formulation of knowledge by referring to Swain’s own
examp'le‘. Paxon regards Swain’s Strétegy to be too strong. In his article, “Prof. Swain’s
Account of Knowledge” he raises initially the question “whether Swain’s analysis is
successful in employing the two sorts of analyses to co;rect the weaknesées of one
another ...”'* and then asks, “Qhether there are cases satisfying Prof. Swain’s five

conditions which we would not admit to be cases of primary non-basic knowledge”.”
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Paxon has stated all the five conditions of knowledge formulated by Swain. We
are not going to state them over again to avoid repetition. Paxon also presents Swain’s
own example to show the inadequacy of his forr;iulation of knowledge. The example
referred to here is stated by Swain in this manner. WéA répeat it for our convenience - ;co
understand Paxon’s reading of it.

Suppose fo blast a.hole in the mountainside Smith has planted TNT in the
apbropn'ate place and has wired the TNT to a detqnator box. The detonator has a timef
on it. Smith sets the timér on the timer box for 30 minuets and the explosion occurs on
schedule. The first three conditions are then fulfilled. Fuither, there is a clear causal
connection between the chain of evénts that caused us to have our evidential belief,
(that is, evidence for believing that the explosion -wi,ll take place at time t*°), cqntdins
some event other than which is referred to by p (i.e, future explosion) which is
causally ‘sui"fi_cient for the explqsion. |

Paxon maintains that the _expldsion will occur everything remaining the same.
He imagines the possibility that the two wires running to the TNT somehow break and
adds that the two ends fall into a small pool of water or a piece of steel and the circuit
is completed once again as a matter of chance. Thus, we can say that Smith does not
know that the explosion will occur, this evidence is defeated by a true statement q (the
wire is broken), even though conditions (iv) and (v) are satisfied. The q in conjunction
with S’s evidence E fails to render p evident for Smith. So, the conditions (iv) and (V)
in Swain’s analysis without a cetérz's paribus cléuse (clause to the effect that
everything remaining the same) would be too severe. This is particularly necessary for
{iv) f_or.our knowledge of future events. But such a ceteris paribus reading of (iv)

raises difficulty for (v) since it requires the defeating statement to be true as a result of
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state of affairs which may not turn out to be causally sufficient for p (the TNT will
explode at %) given the state of the universe.”’ Accordingly, Paxon seeks to substitute
condition (v) by (¥). The substituted condition is as follows:
(0) There is no true statement ‘q’ (defeating statement) such that ‘q’ in conjunction
with S’s evidence E fails to render ‘p’ evident for S and such that either ‘q’ is true
because of events in the causal chains referred to in (iv) or because of events.in the
causal chain actually yielding p.%! |
What does such a substituti‘on‘ take care of? According to Paxon, we can now
_count the breaking of the wire as an element in the causal chain which led to the
'occur;ence of p. But this reconstituted analysis is also too strong.
Swain has claimed that “the defeasibility conditions can be replaced by
conditions that refer to ‘facts about the causal connection that obtains between a man’s
' evidential beliefs and the events or states of affairs about which he has knowledge”.?
Paxon develops his own counterexample to shovf that the defeating statement is true
because of | the causal chain leading to S’s belief. The importation of the causal
conditions into an essentially justified true belief analysis has failed to save it. “It often
seems clear;’, says Paxon, “that it is often causally possible that there be some
misleading counter-evidence that obtains because of the causal chains leadihg to S’s
belief in the evidence o.r those leading to tﬁe state of affairs to be known. If this 1s so,
causal connections befween the state of affairs desi;gnafed by the defeating statement
“g”, and either S’s belief in e or the state of affairs p no matter how carefully restricted,
»23

are not sufficient to guarantee the appropriate epistemic relation.

Paxon concludes that Swain’s analysis is too strong.
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m
Joseph T. Tolliver?* has taken note of Marshall Swain’s analysis of the concept of
primary, non-basic knowledge according to which knowledge is gained only if certain
causal relations obtain between a ﬁerson’s evidential beliefs and the event or state of
affairs known. He observes that Swain intends clause (v) in his definition of (K) to
specify the conditions under which there might be ‘special defeatiné counter-evidence.’
This functions as a defeasibility component in his analysis of knowledge.

What is unacceptable to Tolliver in Swain’s contention »is that although
according to Swain we do not want the causal chains involved to generate defeating
counterevidence, Swain also says that these causal chains are the only source of
possible counterevidence. A defeating counterevidence might have no genetic relation
with the reasons for believing. sométhing.' It may be independently true. The condition
(v) is too weak as it fails to exclude defeating counterevidence. And Toiliver decides to
take issue with Swain’s claim. He clarifies his position on the matter ‘with the help of
.an example. And we quote from him:

Suppose S is a hunter of some experience who comes across
some tracks on the ground. He is very good at discriminating
tracks, and realizes that he has seen tracks like these, and
discovered an animal at the end of them, that animal has been a
deer. Let all this pést observational evidence be part of S’s
background évideﬁce b. In virtue of b, S correctly believes that
(h) One hundred percent of times when § has observed tracks
like these have begn times when S subsequently found deer at

the end of them.
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On the basis of b, A, and his current observétions, S believes that

(¢) These tracks are deer t;acks.

He follows the tack, s and they eventually disappear into a thicket behind which
he hears some noise. On the basis of these observations and e, S concludes that

(p) The animal behind the thicket made these tracks and it is a deer.”’

Tolliver says that this might not.be the case. It might be possible that there are
a strange group of animals which leave tracks same as deer tracks and ninety-five
percent of these tracks are made By these am’mals. Here we ﬁave a case where p is true,
S believes that p, and S’s evidence renders p evident for S. The causal chain leading to
S’s belief is sufficient for the occurrence of these states of affairs referred to by ‘p’,
and there is no true statement g such that q in conjunction with S’s evidence fails to
reﬁder p evident for S and such that q is true because of events in ?‘he causal chains
referred to in (ivd) of Swain’s definition of X).

But S does not know that p, although S is clearly justified in believing p. The
fact tha_t.in ninety-five percent cases the tracks which look like deer tracks are actualiy
caused by these strange animals constitute defeating counterevidence to S’s
justification. But the counterevidence is not true because of events in the causal chains
as Is requi;ed by clause (v). The causal chain is not the only source of possible
defeating counterevidence. Hence clause (v) is too weak.

v
The examples discussed by Paxon and Tolliver reveal an important distinction. When a
person has evidence which justifies a belief, there will almost always be some
additional pieces of -evidence, | which the person does not possess. Sometimes

fragments of such unpossessed evidence are such that if the person comes to have that
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fragment as additional evidence, then his belief has no longer been justified. This
defeat of justification by unpossessed evidence makes Swain”® propose some .revisions
to his previous theory. He in course of his revisions introduces certain new concepts to
.clarify his ideas. For this he calls any fragment of unpossessed evidence which defeats
justification undermining counterevidence. But an important distinction has to be
drawn. Any undermining counterevidence is not defeﬁting. There may be some
undermining counterevidence which S does not possess. This evidence even though
-undermining need not defeat S’s justification. This is shown by Paxon’s example of a
person who sees a sheep.in the field. Some counterevidence is merely unciermining or
misleading while some other counterevidence is not only undermining but also
defeating as is the case with Tolliver’s example. The’ counterevidence, namely, that
hinety five percent of the animal tracks which look like dear tracks are not made by
" deers, not only undermineé justification but defeats it too. Swain’s previous theory
fails to take into account this important distinction. He adnﬁts that both these examples
go against the conditions put forth in KCJ (Knowledge, Causality and Justification).”’
To rgctify the situation, Swain introduces still another distinction. With respect
to a particular justification, a distinction is to be made between a defective and a non-
defective causal chain. In his words: |
“Intuitively, a defective causal chain is one that provides
undermining counterevidence, while a non-defective causal chain
is one that does not provide such counterevidence. Hence, when 1
say’ that a causal chain is defective 1 mean that it is defective
insofar as it plays a role in some epistemic situation; I do not

mean that it is defective from the causal point of view.?
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Generally, when a causal chain occurs there will be possible alternative causal
chains with respect to some specific event or state of affairs in the causal chain. Not
every alternative to a causal chain is a significant one with respect to a particular
justified belief. (i) C (causal chain) is significant alternative to a causal chain, say,
X—Y (X causally leads to Y) and'_(ii) if C had occurred instead of X—Y, then there
_would have been an event or state of affair U in C such that S would not be justified in
believing that p if S were justified in believing that U occurred. Swain wishes to
develop the idea that one way in which a causal chain can be defective, with respect to
a justification, is that there be some alternative of this sort to that‘ causal chain. Swain
calls the alternatives of this sort significant alternative. |

To elucidate the idea of a casual chain which is-a significant alternative, .Swain
refers to Goldman’s example. Henry is driving through the countryside where he
comes across a barn. We say that Henry perceives a barn. Now suppose that, unknown
to Henry, there are papier-maché facsimiles. If Henry confronts one such copy-barn, he
will have perceptual experiences similar to those when he sees a real barn. Hence,
there are alternatives to the causal chain P— Bse (S believes e). But are the
alternatives significant? Does Henry know that there is a barn? Goldman avers that
Henry does not know, and Swain’s intuitions are on Goldman’s 51de But where there
are many ﬁore bamns thah facsimiles, it is not objectively likely that one of the
alternatives P —BSe should have occurred. If one is to pick at random from among
relevantly similar cases, actual and possible, it is unlikely that one would pick a case in
which the person in question was looking at a barn facsimile. The barn-case strongly

suggests that the conditions explicated above are not necessary for significance of an
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.alternative causal chain. Swain thus offers only a partial explication of the norm of
significance. B
Th_er_e is another unexplicgted notion. It is the notion of a non-defective pseudo-
over determinant. Towards the beginning of his paper Swain, in4 suggestiﬂg
modification to his account of knowledge in KCJ, introduced the notion of | non-
defective pseudo-overdet_ermiﬁant. He maintained that p is justified w'ﬁen there i§ some
event or state of affairs H such that (i) there is a non-defective causal chain from H to
BSe (S’s believing that ) and (ii) H is non-defective pseudo-over determinant of P
_(the specific events or states of affairs refer_red to by p).
The question is: what is a pseudo-over determinant?

There are two kinds of causal over determination, according to Swain. In his words:

In any case of over-determination, two or more events or

status of affairs are related to a single effect in such a way

that, ceterus paribus, if either of them alone had occﬁrfed,

then the effect in question would still have occurred. When |

each of the over detéermining events is appropriately called a

caﬁse of the effect in question, we have genuine over

determination. But, when one of the over determinant.s 18 not

properly called a cause, then itis a pseudo-over

detrerminant.”’

Tn his KCJ, Swain has given two examples of pseudo-over determination; one is

the severed head case originally suggested by Skyrms, and the other case is the
marriage example, wherein two people go through a wedding ceremony though fhey

were already married. The pseudo-over determinant, taken by itself is causally
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sufficient, though not actually the cause in a certain situation. Generally, when one
event XAis -a pseudo-over determinant of another event, Y, then there will be a non-
actual causal chain from X t(; Y QMch is an alternative to the actual causal chain W
—Y. This seems to mean tﬁat the genuine and the pseudo-over determinants may work
together in some cases. In this sense, a potential causal chain, a pseudo-over-
determinant and a significant causal alternative - all these seem to bear the same
meaning.

Now, let us see what a defective pseudo-over determinant is. A pseudo-over
.determinant' may be defective if its actual occurrence would have the actual causal
chain defective lwith respect to S’s jusﬁﬁably believing that p on the basis of e.

To put it in the way Swain d'oes:

(DPO) For any event or state of affairs X and Y, X is a defective pseudo-over
determinaﬁt of Y with respéct to S’s justiﬂably believing that p on thé basis of e iff:

If X —Y had occurred, then the causal chain X — Y would have been defective with _
respect to S’s justifiably believing that p on the basis of e.

In the above, DPO means defective pseudo-over determinant and X—Y means non-
actual causal chain.

Swain, after all these elaborate discussions on causal analysis, admits at a later
paper: “I am now convinced that fhis approach to the prqblem of knowledge is the
correct one”. The context of this remark is analysis of knowledge purely in terms of
defeasibility. The distinction between prima facie and absolute justification 1s
dependent on a clear notion of defeasibility. We have already _sgid that Swain never
completely abandoned reference to the causal ancestries of the subject’s reason states.

But the ‘causal account of knowledge’ is not suggested as a competitor of the
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‘defeasibility” view; rather, it is suggested as a reﬁnément of the ‘defeasibility
analysis.’

We may recall that both Goldman and Swain attempt to account for knowledge
by reference to causal antecedents of the belief that p (Goldman) or the reaso.ns one h.as
for believing that p (Swain). And both of them utilize counterfactual considerations
concerning the manner in- which ﬂle subjecf’s beliefs or reasons would have been

affected by different causal antecedents.’
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Chapter IV

Goldman and Reliability Theory of Justified Belief

In his “What is Justified Belief?”! Goldman intends to give a theory of justiﬁed belief.
In his carlier papers on knowihg, viz., “A Causal Théory of Knowing”, “Innate
Knox'xllledge” and “Discrimination and Perceptual Knowledge” Goldman denied that
justification ‘is necessary for knowledge. But in the pfesent paper, he has second
thoughts on the matter. He wants to preserve the relationship between knowledge and

justiﬁcatiori and says that “Justification is necessary for knowledge, and closely related
to it”.? However, despite this major difference between his earlier and later
.deliberations, we shall see that there are Amany points of contact between these two
phases. This entitles us to éay that the present de;felopment has its p,recursbrs in his
earlier coﬁdems with knowing.
In framing the criteria of an adequate theory of justification Goldman speaks of

two constraints to place on a theory of justified belief:

~ (A) The theory must provide a set of substantive conditions, expressed in non-

e_pistemic terms that specify when a belief is justified.

Goldman is not interested in defining the term ‘justified” with reference to terms
which are themselves ebistemic, for example, terms such as ‘warranted’, ‘has (goéd)
grounds’, ‘has (reason) to believe’ and so on. Like some normative ethical practices of

defining ethical terms by a set of substantive conditions, e.g., defining ‘right’ in non-

evaluative terms, such as productive of the highest balance of good over evil, he
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“prefers a theory of justified belief to specify in non-epistemic terms when a belief is
justiﬁed.”3
(B) An adequate theory of justification must explain why belief;s that meet
. those conditions count as justified.

Goldman does not assume a position according to which “when a belief is justified
.t_here is something ‘posseséed’. By the believer which can .be called jus’ciﬁc:ation.”4 A
theory of justified belief will specify the truth-conditions for the schema ‘S’s belief in
pattis justiﬁed,’ and the theory of justification includes (a) one or more base clauses,
(b) a set of recursive clauses and (c) a closure clause.

Before presenting his own theory, Goldman pauses to survey so'me other poésible
approaches - to justified belief in a manner, which concentrates on the atterhpt to
formulate one or more base-clause principle. The first candidate states it as follows:

(l) If S believes that p at ¢ and p is indubitable for S (at #), then S’s belief in p ét
tis
justified.

Here, .‘p is indubitable for S” means ‘S has no grounds for doubting p’. Since
‘erounds’ is an epistemic term, the above theory does not meet criterioh (A). ‘P 1s
indubitable for S> may also mean ‘S is psychologically incapable of doubting p”. But
such an interpretation is vitiated by the counterexample of the religious fanatic who
ma{y be psychologically incaﬁabie of doubting the tenets of his faith but that does not
make his belief in them justified.”

(2) If S believes p atz andp is self-evident, then §’s Belief inpattis justiﬁed: '

In the ‘above base-clguse principle the crucial term is ‘self-evident’. The
expression méy be interpreted differently. On one reading, ‘self-evident’ means ‘p is
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directly justified” or ‘p is intuitively justified’ or ‘p is non-derivatively justiﬁed. This,
again, does not meet criterion (A), for ‘justified’ is an epistemic term. ‘p is self-
evident’ is also read as ‘It is impossible to understand p without believing it’. Oﬁ such
an interpretation any belief in a Uivial analytical truth or in a necessary truth will count
as justified. -Agaih, it’s being humanly impossible to refrain from believing certain
propositions that we undérstand is not enough to make those beliefs count as justified.
Again, thére are no prepositions such that (a) we understand them and (b) it is.logically
impossible not to believe them. If we accept (2), then there will be no justiﬁed
'contingeﬁt beliefs. “... other Abase-glause' principles will be needed to explain the
justiﬁcationzil status of beliefs in contingent propositioris.”6
Goldman rightly points out that a base-clause prinbiple is- naturally associated
| with the notion of ‘direct’ justification, and contingent propositions of first person-
'A current-mental state variety often fﬁnction in this way. Goldman, in this connection,
refers to Chisholm’s notion of a ‘self-presenting’ state or proposition, e.g., “I am
thinking”. When a self-presenting’prbposition is true forf a person S at tinie t, S is
justified in believing it at t. On this analysis, for a proposition to be ‘self-evident’ for S
att suggests the following base-clause principle.
B)Ifpisa self-presenting proposition, and p is true for S at £, and S believes p
at ¢, then §’s belief in p at 7is justified.”
Now, what does ‘self-presenting’ niean‘? On Chisholm’s definition in the Theory
of Knowledge, “h is ‘self-presenting’ for S at ¢ if & is true at £, and necessarily 1f h is
true at ¢, then A is evident for Sat?. |

This, again, does not meet criterion (A), for ‘evident’ is an epistemic term.
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There may be another definition: of 'self-preseﬁting. ‘Self-presentation’ is an
approximate synonym of ‘self-intimation’ and the definition of a self-intimating
proposition has been construed by Goldman in the following way:

(SP) Probosition p is self-presenting if and only if necessarily, for any S and

any p if p is true for S at £, then S believes p at t?

The above definition of ‘self-presenting’ seems to be promising for a theory of
justified belief because it is not an epistemic predicate. So (3) would be admissible as a
base-clause principle. We are justified in believiné the first person—current-menfpl state
propositioné because their truth guarantees their being believed.

Goidman, however, is not yet ;:onvinced'of the correctness of principlé-(3) and
décides to further rescrutinize the notion of ‘self-presenting’ more precisely. He
bbseryes that as the modal operator ‘necessarily’ can be read in different Ways, so there
are different forms of self-presentation and hence, different versions pf principle (3).
Goldman concentrates on twb such forms — nomological and logical, (31;1) and (3.L)
respectively. According to (3y) self-pfesentation has to do with Homological necessity.
Tt is nomologically necessary, let us say, that anybne in brain-state, B will ipso facto
believe thaf he is in B. And 4such a belief is justiﬁed. The reliabilist position of
Goldman would appear to dic_tate; tﬁat any such belief is justified for the process
producing it could not be more reliable: it is a causal lavs; about the kind of brain-state
that it always prodﬁces in its subject a belief that he or she is in a brain-state- of that
kind. But as Goldman himself goes on to say, the claim that any such belief is justified
“_.. is clearly false. We can readily imagine pircumstances in which a person goes into
brain-state B and therefore has the belief in question, though this belief is by no means

justified.”
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We oan think of counterexamples. We can imagine cases, in which that belief is
not justified, e.g., a case in which we have reliable evidence (froni the super ECG) to
‘the contrary. Or, we can imagine that a brainasurgeon operating on S artificially
induces brain-state B. From all this, Goldman ohserves, “We would hardly say, in such
a case, that S’s belief that he is in brain-state B is justified.”"

According to the logical version of (3) — (31) self-presentation has to do with
}ogical neceésity. ‘I am awake’ is such 'that logically necessarily, for any S and any t, if
‘I am awake’ is true for S Aat t, then S believes that she is awake at t. But since we
(perhaps often) believe that we are awake even when we are sleeping or dreaming, my
belief that I am awake need not be justified simply because its truth logically
-guarantees that it is held Goldman’s objection is that the truth of a proposmon
logically guarantees that the belief is held, but the truth of the proposmon does not
" guarantee that the belief is justiﬁed;

The above criticisms make Goldman to consider .the matter afresh. The idea of
'self-presentation was introduced to ensure that truth guarantees justiﬁcation. But there
are cases of self-presenting beliefs without truth. So what is necessary or at least .
sufficient is that belief should guarantee truth Such a notion is often labelled as
‘infallibility or incorrigibility’. And this brings us to another formulation in terms of
the incorrigibility of a proposition. A proposition p is incorrigible if and only if

necessanly for any S and any ¢, if S believes p at f, then p is true for S at #”. H Basmg
on this definition of incorrigibility Goldman proposes principle (4). |

4) If p is an incorrigible proposition, and S believes p at ¢, then S’s belief in p

att isjustified.’?
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As with self-presentation, there are two versions of incorrigibility corresponding to
.different interpretations of ‘necessarily’. And from this, two versions of principle (4)
can be constructed nomological and logical, called (4y) and (4r) respectively.

Accordmg to (4n) 1ncorr1g1b1hty has to do with nomologlcal necessity. It 18
nomologically necessary, let’s say, that if anyone believes that he is in brain-state B,
then he is in B. Thus, ‘I am in brain-state B’ is nomologically incorrigible. But we can
think of a counterexample for (4y) along the lines of refutation of (3n). We. can
imagine cases in which the belief considered is not justified, e.g., in the case in which
we have reliable evidence (from the super-EEG) to the contrary. Apart from the above
.counterexample Goldman qonsiders anotﬁer possibility fqr (4y). 1t is that a person’s
mental structure might be guch that the fact that S’s believing that p guaréntees tﬂe
truth of p pfecisely at the time of belief. But does that imply that the belief is justified?
Goldman discounts the intuitive possibility of such a supposition. |

According to principle (4y) incorrigibility has to do with logical necessity.
Logical incorrigibility has a more honoured place in the history of conceptions of
justification. Any true proposition of logic and mathematics is logically incorrigible.
But not all such propositions are justified. Imagine, for example, that S comesfo
.believe some complex logical truth on the basis of faulty mathematical reasoning or
wishful thmkmg But we may note that logical and mathematical truths are
1ndependent of any beliefs. Hence, the idea of beliefs loglcally guaranting truth is not
applicable to them. The idea is restncted to contingent 1ncorr1g1b1e propos1t1ons But
-such restrictions are not immune to coun.terexamples as shown by Goldman’s

ingenious thought experiments with Humperdink and Elmer Fraud.”
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Diagnosing the problems with the initial attempts Goldman notices that
counterexamples arise, in each case above, because we can find a belief that meets the
conditions (set by the theory of jﬁstiﬁcation) but that is also aberrantly caused. To
enumerate: |

a. Belief is casually sustained by an inability to doubt the tenets of one’s faith.

b. Belief is causally sustained by being blinded by the aura of the Presidency.

c. Belief is causally initiated by its being humanly impossible to refrain from

believing a certain propositioh.

d. Belief is causally initiated by the mere fact that the subject is in some brain-

stafe.

e. Belief is causally ini;ciatedA by wishful thinking.

f Bélief is causally initiated by reliance on a psedo-logical pfinciple.

Such beliefs are fair game as counterexamples because_ none of tile above theories
places restrictions on how beliefs are caused, that is, on what causélly initiates the
belief or sustains it."* Each theory either fails to meet criterion (A) or criterion (B).
Those that fail to meet criterion (B) do so because some causal requirement is needed
in order to explain why beliefs count as justified. This brings us to Goldman’s own
theory of justified belief.
II

Goldman sefs out to devise his theory of jﬁstiﬁed belief, dependent upon the reference
to causes of beliefs. He says, “Thus, correct principles of justified belief must be
principles that make causal requirements, where ‘cause’ is construed broadly to
include sustainers as well as in;tiators of belief ...”" The need for causal requirements

covers both base-clause principles and recursive principles. Conditions that fail to

86



require appropriate causes of a belief do not guarantee justifiedness. Granted that
principles of justified belief must make reference to causes of beliefs, the question
‘arises, what kinds of causes confer justifiedness. Goldman makes a distinction between
faulty processes of belief-formation and the belief-forming processes which are
justification-conferring. The former include confused reasoning, wishful thinking,
' rehance on emotional attachment, mere hunch or guesswork, and hasty generalization,
among others. They share the common feature of unreliability and their belief outputs
would be unjustlﬁed The latter processes of belief-formation 1nclude standard
perceptual processes, remembenng, good reasoning and introspection. They have the
common feature of reliability. A belief arrived at through a rehable means is generally

‘true. Goldman states his positive proposal as follows:

The justification status of a belief is a function of the
reliability of the process or processes that cause it,
where (as a first apprexireation) reliabilify consists in
the tendeney of a process to produce beliefs what are

true rather than false.'

Goldman now clar_iﬁes anel explains aspects of tﬁe initial statement. For him,
certain beliefs are. more justified than others, and accordingly certain belief—fenning
processes are more reliable than others. For example, some visual beliefs are justified
and some are nof. In fact, Goldman himself gives exareples that demonstrate this. He
.says that a person’s visual belief that he hes seen a mountain goat may be more or less

justified depending upon “whether he caught a brief glimpse of the creature at a great
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distance, or whether he harl a good look at the thing only 30 yards away”."” So, all our
visual beliefs are not equalfy justified as they are caused by visual processes which are
not equally reliable. Seeing a distant object turns out to be a different process from
seeing a nearby obj ect.. |
Goldman intends to regard the justifiedness of a belief as categorical in the
interest of simplicity and apparently believes that ‘Categorieal’ is the antonym of
‘relative’. As to how reliable a belief-'fdrming process must be in order that ‘rhe beliefs
be justiﬁed, ‘Goldman finds 'tl.rat there is no precise answer to the question, and
characterizes the justiﬁcation—corlferring processes as ones that have a ‘tendency” or
‘propenéity’ to produce beiiefs that are true rather than false. However, he did not
develop in detail an accourlt of propensities that can easily be applied to belief-forming
processes. He thinks that our ordinary concepf of justifiedness is- vague and leaves Ait
thus.'® |
Goldrnan, however, preposes a complex type-token distinction regarding r)elief-
forming processes in a brief passage of his paper, a distinction which has raised mueh
debate }almong his critics. The distinction has been clarified in the following way by
Richard Feldman. “A belief-forrning process token is a specific, dated sequence of
events that results in a belief. A belief-forming precess fypeisa kind of belief-forming -
process token”. 19 The belief- formmg processes are types rather than tokens and
Goldman recognizes “A critical problem . concermng the degree of generahty of the
process types,”?” so that it is the reliability of the process type responsible for a belief
that determines its justification, the degree of génerality will partly determirle the
degree of reliability. However, it may be observed that the specific process token thet

leads to any belief will always be an instance of many process types. For example, the
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process token leading to my current belief that it is cleudy today is an instance of all
the fellowing types: the percept_ual process, the visual process, processes that occur on
" Wednesday, processes tha’_c lead to true beliefs, etc. Of these, the reliability of the
perceptual process may be important for the assessment of the belief but the feliabilify
of the processes that occur on Wednesday or the processes that lead to true heliefs are
. not. If, however, the relevant type is characterized too narrowly then the relevant type
for some or all process-tokens will have only one instance, (namely, the token itself).
.This point has been brought out by Goldman. When he says that “[a] process-type
might be selected so narrowly that only one instance ef it ever occurs, and hence the
type is eifher completely reliahle or eompletely unreliable.”*' This p_roblem‘which is
characterized as ‘The Single Case Problem’ is noted in his observation that “If such
narrow.process-types were selected, beliefs that are intuitively unjustified might be
~ said te result from perfectly reliable .processes; and beliefs that are intuitively justified
. might be said to result from perfectly unreliable processes”.”* A very broad account of
the relevant types of belief-forming processes leads to what has. been called -the
_problem of ‘generality’. Goldman seems to thihk that the reliability theory is to
provide an account of relevant types broad enough to eVoid the single case problem but
not too broad to encounter the prohlem of generality.” It may be noted here‘that
Goldman does not dwell on these problems in any greater length than what he says in a
brief passage | of his paper. However, this was taken up for consideration bsl
philosophers who have written on the rehab111ty theory of Justlﬁcatlon in general and
Goldman’s version of it in particular. We shall return to this at a later stage.

* We have seen that the reliability theory appeals to the belief-forming processes

that are reliable. The belief-forming processes must make reference to causes of

89



beliefs. We have already referred to Goldman’s congern with the causal requirement
when he says that the correct principles of justified belief must be principles that make
‘causal requirements, their being involved in both the base-clause principles and
recursive principles. He has also raised the question: What kinds of causes confer
justiﬁgdness_? He now elaborates on that. |

The causal ancestry of beliéfs includes reasoning processes, desires, hopes or
.emotional states of various sorts, memofy and .perception, etc. The belief-forming
processes concerned are resfricted by Goldman “to cognitive events, i.e., events within
the organiém’s nervous system."’24 But the belief-forming processes, which confer
jusﬁﬁedness, besides the ‘cognitive’ events, deals with the cognizei’s environmental
inputs, i.e., ‘«with the goodness and badness of thg ‘operations that register and
transform the stimulatibn that reaches him, ... A justified belief is, roughly speaking,
one that results from cognitive operations that are, generally speaking .good or
successful. But ‘cognitive’ operations are most plausibly construed as operations of the
.éognit_ive faculties, i.e., ‘information ‘processing’  equipment internal to the
organism.”25

In fhe light of the above Goldman formulates the Base—claﬁse principle, he was
concerned with, for justified belief. He states it as follows:

5) If S’s believing p at # results from a reliable cognitivé belief-forming

procésé (6r set of broﬁesses), then S’s beliefinp at £ is jus’tiﬁed.26
The above, says Goldman, is an admissible base-clause principle because ‘reliable
belief-forming process’ has been defined in terms of such notions as belief, tru‘th_,
'Statistical frequency like producing true beliefs 80% of the time, etc. and as -such it is

" not an epistemic term. The above principle is only a provisional one because there are
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difficulties if it is taken as providing the necessary as well as sufficient condition of
justifiedness. Consider some processes which we take to be reliabie, e.g., deductive
inference. Imagine, however, that for one reason or another, we tend to infer from
beliefs that are false. Given this, deductive inference would tend to generate fal&e
beliefs even though we are performing inferences just as we should. Thus, deductive
inference would not count as reliable (since it would tend to produce false beliefs).
This result strikes Goldman as inappropriate, for it seems that a process’s reliability is
a functién of something about .the'pro'cess itself, rather than a function of something
about the process’s inputs (for example). This leads Goldman to revise his notion of
reliability by introducing that of ‘conditional reliability’ in this way. “A process is
conditionally reliable when a sufficient proportion of its out-put beliefs are true given
that its input-beliefs are true.””’

At this point to understand the conditional reliability of a process Goldman
'introduces the distinction b_etween two kinds of belief-producing process: belief-
dependent and belief-independent processes. The belief-dependent processes are those
some of .Whose inputs are belief—sta;ces. The belief-independent processes are processes
none of whose inputs are belief ‘states.zs The former processes, such as inferring, are
processes which take other beliefs as ‘inputs’ and yield new beliefs as outputs. The
latter processes, such an introspection and perhaps, perception produce beliefs from
states and events that are not beliefs. A belief-dependent process is conditionally
reliable provided it generally prqduces true beliefs when its input-beliefs are true. A
belief-independent process is reliable provided it generally produces true beliefs.

Given these notions, Goldman reformulates his reliability theory this way:
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(64) If §s belief in p at ¢ results (‘immediately’)
from a belief-independent process that is
(unconditionally) reliable, then S’s belief in p
at ¢ is justified. |

(6B) |

) " If &’ belief in p at ¢ results (‘immediately”)

froma Belief-independent process that is (at

least) conditionally reliable, and | if the

beliefs (if any) on which this process

operates in producing S’s beliefin p at £ are

themselves justified, then S’s beliefinp at

is justif_ied.29
| In note'® of his paper Goldtﬁan refers to an objection that might have been made to his
principles -stated above and offers a reply. To quote him: |

It may be objécted that principles (6A) and (6B) are
~ jointly open to analogues of the lottery paradox. A series
of processes composed of reliable but less-than-perfectly-
reliable processes may be extremely unreliable. Yet
applications of (6A) and (6B) would confer justifiedness
on 2 belief that-is caused by such a series. In i’eply to this
objection, we might simply indicate that the theory is
intended to capturé our ordinary notion of justiﬁedness,_

and this ordinary notion has been formed without-
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recognition of this kind of problem. The theory is not
wrong as a theory of the ordinary (naive) -conception of
justifiedness. On the other hand, if we want a theory to
do more than capture the ordinary conception of
| justifiedness, it might be possible to strengthen the

principles to avoid lottery-paradox analogues.*

Goldinan adds a standard closure clause, to (6A)Aar'1d (6B), to have a complete
theory of justified belief, saying that beliefs can only be justified in accordance with
(6A) and (6B), that is, if they have an ancestry of reliable and/or condiﬁonally reliable
cognitive operations. Although these two principles sey nothing about the degrees of
justification, we might say thet the degree of justification of a belief corresperrds to the
degree of reliability of the process that produees it. Absolute or complete justificati-orl
‘might then be characterized as justification to some suitably high degree, say for
example, one beyond which justification in a given instance cannot be stretched.

Goldman, in keeping with the causal requirement of justifiedness of beliefs,
calls the theory of justified belief of his as an Historical or Genetic theory and contrasts
it with the ‘Current Time-Slice’ theories, borrowing the phrase from Robert Nozrck.
The ‘Current Time-Slice’ theories are instantieted by  the Cartesian type
Foundetienalist theories which traee all justification status, at Jeast of contingent
propositions to the current mental states which are true of the cognizer at the time.of
having or entertaining the belief. He also puts the coherence theories under the same
umbrella. In contrast to the Current Time-Slice theories, whether Foundationalist or

Coherentist, the Historical/Genetic theory makes the justificational status of a belief
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Hepend on the entire history of the process — both prior and final. Since the Historical
theory emphasizes the reliability of the belief-generating processes, it is named
Historical Reliabilism by Goldman.**

Goldman recognizes that he is not the first to discover the theory and finds thé
ancestors of the Historical/Genetic theory of knowledge or justification in Plafo’s
theory of recollection; piausibly Locke and Hume had genetic theories of sorts in their
accounts of origin of ideas; it might be argued that Hegel and Dewey had Genetic
epistemologies; among contemporary writers W.V.0. Quine and Karl Popper have
Histo;ical epistemologies. We may also add to the list Putnam. Both Davidson and
Putnani think that the obj ecf of a belief at least in a maj ority of cases is the cause of the
belief.

Goldman notes that the theory articulated in (6A) and (6B) may be viewed as a
kind of ‘Foundationalism’ because of its ‘recursive structure,” but he is quick to
distinguish ilis “Foundationalism’ from the ‘Cartesian; variety because the Historical
theory makes no assumption that the justification status of a belief 1s somethihg which
. the cognizer is able to know or determine at the time of belief. There are indeed many
foundationalits ‘w-ho make the epistemic assumption of ‘privileged access’ as
necessary.’” Goldman’s reliabilist foundationalism is diffefent in that there are many
facts about a cognizer to which he lacks privileged access. It is not to say that a
cognizer 18 necéssarily ignorant of the justificational status of his current beliefs at a
given time; it is only to deny. that he necessarily has and can get, knowledge or true
belief about this status. This can be shown by a characteristic case of a cognizer who
no longer remembers how or why he came to believe something'? he may not be able to

justify his belief if asked to do so, because the original evidence of the belief has long
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been forgotten. Yet, we cannot say. that the belief is not justified. “The belief is
justified, though the cognizer can’t demonggrate or establish that”. 3
Tt is clear that the Historical theory of justified belief as advocated by
.Goldman is related to the Causal theory of knowing presented in his other writin\gé.
We may go so far as to say that itis a blend of the causal and the reliabilist approaches
found in thém, even though he hés refined his theory by introdﬁcirig many new notions
and sophistications. He says:
The historical _theory of justified belief I advocate is connected in
spirit with the causal theory of knowing I have presented _
elsewherel.® T had this in mind when I remarked near the outset
of the paper that my theory of justified belief makes justifiedness
come closely related to knowlécige. Justiﬁed belief, like pieces of
knowledge, have' afppropriate-histories; but. they may- fail to be
k.nowledge either becaﬁse they are false or bec;ause they founder
on some other requirement for knowing of the kind discussed in
the post-Gettier Knowledge-trade. >
Goldman distinguishes a variant of the Historical theory and palls it Trgnsition’al
Phase-Reliabilism. It is a theory which envisages that from a set of beliefs some of
which are unjustiﬁed one may arrive at a belief p through an impeccable reasonfng
procedure. We can sa.ly that the person 'concernec'l is justiﬁed in- believing p. But
Goldman avefs that such a kind of justifiedness is not so closely related to knowing as
the one statéd above. For, it is nét enoughlthat the final pﬁase of the process that leads
to his belief in p be sound. It is also necessary that the entire histo'ry- of the procéss: be

sound (i.e., reliable or conditionally reliable).*®
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Goldman now proceeds to consider two objections to his theory, namely, the
Historical theory.

1) The objection he considers here is this. It mey be argued that there are some
justified beliefs whose justifiedness .is not derived from any causal ancestry, e.g.,
beliefs about one’s current phen_omenal'states and intuitive beliefs about elementary
logical and conceptual relations. |

To this objection Goldman’s reply is that our beliefs of our immediate
experiences, such as of ‘pain;, which are said to be self-jhs‘tiﬁed, have a causal history,
however brief. Similarly, appreheneions of logical and conceptual relations -are
_cognitive processes which are in time. When we speak of ‘seeing’ or ‘intuiting’ of
logical truths, they may be very fast, but they too invoive some mental operations that
occupy t1me |

2) The second objection focuses on the reliability aspect rather than the causal or
historical aspect. Since the theory is intended to apply to all possible cases, the
objection is that we can imagine a possible yvorld W where the reliability of
justifiedness of a belief does not hold. In that world, fnay be, wishfhl thinking is a
reliable process; a benevolent demon so manipulates things that beliefs formed by
wishful thinking usually come true. This would rhake wishful thinking in the possible
world, the demon world, a reliable process. But according to the reliability theory no
behef formed by wishful thmkmg is Justlﬁed Goldman’s first response to this objection
is not very satisfactory as 1t seems to swallow the objection. He says, “One possibility
is to say that in the p0351b1e world 1mag1ned beliefs that result from wishful thinking
are Just1ﬁed In other words, we reject the claim that wishful thinking could never,

(19

1ntu1t1vely, -confer Justlﬁedness?’.36 In note® to his text he says, “... in the world
Yy
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imagined, even pure wishful thinking could confer justifiedness.”®” This response
strikes us as surprising and not very sensible from Goldman’s reliabilist position. He
seems to retrace his steps by allowing that wishful thinking is a reliable process to
confer justifiedness 38 |

However, there may be persons who feel that wishful thinking is not a reliable
process. It is not epistemically rational to believe what is a result of wishful _thinking,
even in an imagined world. This objection has been sought to be encountered in two
ways. Firsg it may be said that the proper criterion of jlistiﬁedness is nbt only the
propénsity of a process to genérate true rgther than false beliefs, but also to generate
beliefs that afe true in a non-manipulated world. The p'bssible woild, the demon world

is not a ‘natural’ situation, but a ‘manipulated’ situation involving benevolent or

malevolent demons. It is beliefs. yielded by processes reliable in the absence. of - '

'maﬁipulative terms such as demons that are justified. Hence, the Histérical theofy can
be suitably amended to include this condition.

Another way of encouﬁ'tering’ the objection is to suggest that a belief in possibie
world W is justified if and ‘onlyAi'f it results from a cogniti\}e process that is r,eliable. in
our world. Let us explain if we are willing to grant that in our world some of the
propositions S perceptually believes are epistemically ratipnal because perception is a
reliable cognitive process, then tﬁe same propositions would be epistemically rationél
for S to believe in ¥ as well. But the same cannot be said of wishful thinking. For
wishful thinking is not a justification-conferring process. So a> befief formed in a
possible world W by wishful thinking would not be deemed justified, even if wishful

thinking is reliable in 7. To put the matter in another way: a ‘belief is justified in a
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world W even if it is yielded by a proéess that is unreliable in W so long as that process
is reliable in the actual world.

But that maneuver will not do perhaps if we consider the péssibility that wishful
thinking may turn out to be not irrational but reliable in the actual world. Indeed, ifs
reliability_ may be a genuine possibility in the actual world if unbeknownst to us at
present, there is a benevolent demon, who will arrange things in such-a manner that our
wishes come true. Goldman observes that such a future possibility of our wishful
thinking rendering our beliefs justified goes against our intuitive judgments. According
to him, such problems/counter_examﬁles_ arise because we have adopted a standard
schema of ‘conceptual analysis’—in the present context, the analysis of “what is a
justiﬁgd belief?” What is really required is an explanatory theory of justifiedness of
beliefs, why we do count or would count certain beliefs as justiﬁed and others as
unjustified.” Such an explanation must refer to our beliefs about reliabﬂity—what
cognitive processes we believe to be reliable. The ones we believe to be reliable are
then regarded as justification-conferring processes. So what counts with regard to the
justifiedness of beliefs is what we believe as reliable. We believe wishful thinking as
unreliablé. Hence, we regard beliefs formed by wishful thinking as unjustiﬁed. What is
important for us then is not what is actually the case or what is true about wishful
thinking, but what we believe about it.

This embhasis on what we believe makes Goldman to consider a final
objection and a final revision of his theory. The objection runs thus. It is possible that
S has reason to believe that his belief is caused by an unreliable process although, in
fact, its causal ancestry is fully reliable. Would not that make S’s belief unjustified?

That shows that the present reformulation of his theory by Goldman is mistaken. Let
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us state the example of such an objection mentioned by Goldman himself in his own
-words:

Suppose that Jones is told on fully reliable authority that a

certain class of his memory beliefs is almost all mistaken. His |

parents fabricate a wholly false story that Jones suffered from

amnesia when he was seven but later developed. pseudo

memories of- that petiod. Though Jones listens to what his

4parents say -and has éxcellent reasons to trust them, he persists in

believing thé ostensible memories from his seven-year-old past.

Are tﬁese memory beliefs justified? Intqitively, they are not

justified. Bu;c since these beliefs result from genuine memory

and original perceptions, which are ‘adequately reliable |

processes, our theory says that these beliefs are justified.*®

- Here, reliabilism suggests that Jones’ memory beliefs are justified, even

though he tends to think théi they are not: How can reliabilism account for this case?
Goldman,.ih his reply, reiterates his earlier s-tance' that the éctual reliability of a belief S
ancestry is not enough for justifiedness; the cognizer must be justified in believing that
the ancestry'of his belief is reliable. And after several tries/and testing with several
formulations specified uﬁder'(7), (8) and (9) which ére supposed to replace (6A) and
which are not trouble and objection-free, he claims finally, “The justiﬁcation. status of
a belief is not only a function of the cognitive processes that could and should be
.employed in producing it, it is also a function of the process that could and should be
employed.”* And from this line of thinking springs a fundamental change in his

theory:

99



10)

If §’s beliéf in p at f results from a reliable
cognitive proceés, and there is no reliéble or
conditionally reliable process available to S |
which, had it been used by § in addition to the
- i)rocess actually used, would have resulted in §’s
not believing p at #, then S’s belief inpattis

justiﬁed.41

This ‘for}mulation'r-eqﬁnds us of the defeasibility theory for justi_ﬁcation of
beliefs. Tﬁé defeasibility condition says, among other things that a person’s body of
evidence should not contain ahy true propositions which will defeat the justification of
‘belief. In the same way there should be no reliable _pfocess in addition to theA one
already in use if its addition will jeopardize §’s believing p at . The reliability theory is
- a refinement of the defeasibility view. |
The question is: How d_oes this component alluded to the reliability theory handle the
.proposed counterexample to the theory? Jones’ beliefs result from a reliable cognitive
process, namely, memory:. Yet, in spite of what his parents tell him about his loss of
memory vx-/hen he was seven and development of pseu_db—niemory later, he coﬁtiﬁues to
hoid his memory beliefs. Howe_v.er, according to the above principle, his beliefs are not
justified. For, in addition to memory, Jones has avail_a_ble to him the testimony'ofhis
parents, which, although misleading in this case, is generally reliable. His using this

process - the one constituted by forming or édjusting beliefs on the basis of his
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parent’s testimony - would have resulted in his not holding his memory beliefs. Thus,
Jones’ memory beliefs are not jus_tiﬁed.

We have given an exposition of Goldman’s reliability theory as an account of
justifiedness of beliefs. Towards the end of his paper he makes a distinction between
ex post justifiedness and ex ante justifiedness. The ex post use occurs when there exists
a belief, and we say of that belief that it is or is not justified. Ex ante use occurs when
no such belief occurs anel we say of a person independent of his doxastic state with
regard to p that p is not suitable for him to believe. Goldman says that the-bulk of his
paper is about ex post justiﬁednees. For, in studying the connection 'betWeen
knowledge and justifiedness, What is crucial to whether a person knows a proposition 1s
whether he has an actual beliefin the proposition which is justified.

I
In this part ef our exposition we shall attempt an assesernent of Goldman’s reliabilistic
theory so far as justifiedness of beliefs is concerned. Generally speaking, the theory
that a belief is justified if it results from a reliable process is vague about what might
constitute this process. It seems that a feature of Goldman’s reliability views is that
they fail to spell out what might be thought to be their most important and
distinguishing characteristic. Goldman, in trying to state the substantive conditions that
specify when a belief is justified has gone through several modifications of his version
of reliabilism. The vagueness of the theory is acknowledged by Goldman himself. He
observes that no precise answer te the question as to how reliable a belief forming
process must be in order that its resultant be justified, should be expected, and o’pines
that “Our conception of juetiﬁedness is vague in this respec‘ra.”42 He also says, “Since

the purpose of my present theorizing is to captur'e our ordinary conception of
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justifiedness, and since our ordinary conception is vague on this matter, it is
appropriate to leave the theory vague in the same restpect.”“.3 Further ‘on, while giving
the final shape to his theory, he points out that “Our ordinary notion of justifiedness is
vague, so it is appropriate for our analysans to disploy the same sort of vagueness.” |
Moreo_vér, in his paper, Goldman says that he wants to “specify when a belief is
justified.”* This seems to ‘mean ‘give ne-cessary' and sufficient conditions.” What he
does, however, is to provide a putatively sufficient condition in the final formulation of
his theory 46 Reliability “con51sts in the tendency of a process to ‘produce behefs that
are true rather than false” and “A process is conditionally reliable when a sufﬁcwnt
‘proportion of its output beliefs are true given that its input beliefs are true.”"’

- The belief-forming prdcesses concerned are restricted by Goldman “to _cognitiVe
events, i.e., events within the organism’s nervous system.”48 They are types rather than
tokens and Goldman recognizes “A critical problem cohceming ... the degree of
'generality of the process type.”* The probiem of generality is the problem of choosing
the relevapt process type which is reliable for the assessment of a belief.

Richafd Feldman has formﬁlated the type-token distinction, sayiﬁg “.. for each
belief-forming process token there is some ‘relevant’ type such that it is the reliability
‘of that type which determines the justifiability of the belief produced by that token”

and gives the following formulation of the reliability theory:

(RT) '
S’s belief that p is justified if and only if the process

leading to S°s-belief that p is a process token whose

relevant process type is reliable.”!

102



An assessment of (RT), however, requires some account of what the relevant types of
belief forming processes are. The problem with coming up with an account of relevant
types is that relevant types may be characterized too narrowly leéding to ‘The Single
Case Problem’ or they may be given a very broad account leading to ‘The No;
Distinction Problem’. To provide an account of relevant types, the reliabilist must
avoid both The Single Case Problem and The No-Distinction Problem.- Finding such
an account is called “The Problem of Generality.” According to Feldman the
seriousness of the problem of generality applies to a sophisticated version of the
reliability theory proposed by Alvin Goldman. He complains that “Goldman does not

say a great deal about what the relevant types of belief-forming processes are”, 52

and
is of little help in solving The Problem of Generally. It is true that in his examples of
reliable processes he méntions standard perceptual processes, remembering, | g'ood
-reasoning and introspection. “It is not difficult to see,” says Feldman, “. tﬁat the
visual process is too broad a process and that Goldman’s theory runs inté .The No-
Distinction Problem.”*® and “The Problem of Generality is not solved.”**

Goldman seems to respond to this difficulty by Bracketiné his standard processes of
relevant types. His example of seeing a mountain-goat amply demonstrates that. Hasty
scanning or catching a brief glimpse of the creature at a great distance is a process of a
different relevant type from the one of leisurely scanning “having a good look at the
creature only 30 yards awaj” The different relevant typ_és are of different degrées of
reliability and hence the beliefs resulting from them-are not equally well justified.

Thus, we can avoid the consequence of the standard view that beliefs produced by the

same‘relevant type (visual procéssés, e.g.,) are equally well-justified.
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But how do we, by what means, differentiate between relevant type processes?
Feldman points out that this ... requires distinguishing processes in terms of factors
pxtemal to the believer. Seeing a distant obj ect turns out to be a different process from
seeing a nearby object. This appears 0 be incompatible with Goldman’s remark thaf
the processes that he is concerned with are purely cognitive processes, operations that
are ‘internal to the o'rgan_ism.”’55 It seems that the Problem of Génerélity can be
solved but only at the cost of an important basic tenet of reliabilism.

The Problem ‘of No-Distinction persists even when we have relativiséd the
same relevant process type to different observation conditions. Thus, S’s belief that p
results from a process token of the same process type —Visual belief-forming
process—under observation conditions O. The belief is juétiﬁed if the visﬁal process
type is reliable in O. Howe;.ver, such a devise cannot save the situation. Whatever be
the observation conditions, numerous beliefs can be formed in the same observation
conditions. As such, these beliefs are either all justified or all uhjustiﬁed. However,
that cannot be the case. I may be justified in holding some of my beliefs and
unjustified in holding some others. So the No-Distinction Problem pérsis'ts eveh who
have inducted the observation conditions and relativised the process types.”® Feldman
also shows that unless S’s visual belief that p and Abeliefs of the same kind are
produced many times in one set of observation conditioné, there will be The Single
Case i’roblem. Forifa visugl belief is an unusual one, never entertained before, or if a
visual belief is formed in unique condition never to be repeated — then that belief will
result from a process that leads only once to that kind of belief in those conditions.
Consequently, the belief is justified if true and unjustified if false.'The Single'Case

Problem remains.’” In view of the above difficulties Feldman says:
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Thus, the relativised relativity theory does not provide an

acceptable solution to the Problem of Generality. It is

| difficult to be entirely sure what implications the theory

has, since we don’t know what counts as the same

observation conditions or the same kind of belief.

However, to the ‘extent that .its implications can be

determined, they seem to render the theory open to both

The Single Case Problem and the No-Distinction

Problem

Feldman further observes that Goldman’s final formulation of his theory does
not provide an adequate solution to The Problem of Generality. This can be shown
with.reference to the two different visual beliefs, one when I see a mountain-goat elose
at hand and one in which I only catch a ghmpse of it at a distance. My belief that I see
a mountain-goat is justified in the first case but not in the second This result follows
because in the second case there is available to me a reliable process that would have
led me to withhold belief, but no available reliable process would have led to that
result in the first case. Now what is that available reliable process which leads one to
withdraw belief in the first case but either is not avallable or would not lead one to
withdraw in the other? Feldman suggests that the only p0551b1e answer 1s a hlgher
order cogniti\.Ie process of reflection on the belief and the evidence for it, leading to the
retention or rej ection of the belief. ‘Such reflection will reject the belief in case of the
distant mountain-goat but not in the case of the nearby-mountain goat. Feldrﬁan
concludes his observations saying “So Goldman’s appeals to other available processes

seem not to work in resolving the Generality problem”.
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Feldman makes another move. He tries to align reliabilism to foundationalism.
According to this theory beliefs about one’s current state of mind are results of belief-
independent processes and from these beliefs one infers propositions about things
external to one’s current mental state. Foundational Reliabilism too does not avoid The
Problem of Generality. It creates problems both for belief-dependent and belief-
independenf processes. We may take the example of introspection. Introspection 1s a
belief-independent process. It is a relevant type for all its instances. Hence, all
introspective beli-efs are equally juétiﬁed. But this is highly impiausible. Introspective
geports can be less well-juétiﬁed when one is under the influence of drug, drunk or is
attentive or otherwise preéccupied than when .one is free from vthese conditions,
resulting in different introspective reports. So it again becomes unclear what is to
count as a single relevant type and whether any two token processes will be instances
of the same relevant type. So The Single Case Problem arises.

One 'way to get around the problem is to refer. back to the distinction Goldman
introduces between two kinds of belief—forming processes: belief-dependent and belief-
independent. The former procegses are ﬁnconditiqnally reliable provided they
generally produce true beliefs, the latter processes are conditionally reliable provided
they génerally produce true beliefs when their input beliefs are true. i’erceptual process
is evidently a belief-independent process, and reasoniﬁg is belief-dependent process,
though Goldman does not mention that. We have already stated the problem with
perception as a relevant type of belief-generating process. Feldman shows thgt The
Problem of Generality seems to be extremely vexing in the case of belief-dependent
processes such as reasoning. We may explain this contention in our own way. Let us

assume that reasoning is a reliable process, i.e., reasoning results in more true beliefs
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than false ones; let us assume that ‘affirming the consequent’ 1S a species of reasoning,
and that it leads to more false beliefs than true ones. According to Goldman’s principle
(10), then, the-belief resulting from a process of affirming the consequent is justified
.(assuming that there 1s no other reliable or- conditionally reliable processes available tc
S, etc) smce it results from a reliable process, viz., reasomng, and also unJustlﬁed
since it results from an umehable process, viz., affirming the consequent "Goldman is
actually uncommitted to the result that a belief resulting from an unreliable process is
‘unjustified, eipce he gives only a sufficient condition for justification. F.eldman’As own
observation on this score is also instructive. He says that reasoning cannot be.rega:r'ded
as the single relevant type for all its instances, but there ie also no acceptable way to
slice it into several processes. In any piece of reasoning logical relations between.
propositions are crucial, and there are not distinct physical systems, as there are in the
| case of perceptlon to which we might appeal. “Spec1fy1ng relevant types in terms of
forms of argument makes the theory susceptible to The No-Distinction and a problem
similar to the Single Case Problem.’ »39
We have recounted Richard Feldman’s criticism of the reliability theory of
justification, focusing on The Problem of Generality in both its aspects — _The-No-
Distinction Problem and The Single-Case Problem. He has also shown that the
problem cannot be avoided even when we haife considered the several ways in which
.the theory can be developed. .
We may now tumn to another difficulty of the reliability theory of | Goldman
pomted out by Steven Luper-Roy % So long we were concerned with types and tokens

of belief-forming processes and their reliability, conferrmg Justlﬁedness on behefs We

may also proceed from the belief themselves and ask: AWhen is a source reliable for a
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certain sort of belief? To be reliable in this respect, a source must be reliable for a
given type of beliel'. We entertain beliefs-about different states of affairs. If we are
specifically interested in a belief about tables, the source must be reliable for that and
not for a belief about books; the relial)ility of the source for a belief in mountﬁin-goaté ‘
is not the same as the rel1ab111ty of a source for a belief in buffaloes. This is called
specific reliability by Luper—Roy But the questlon we started with may be understood
in another way. When is a source rehable in respect of all the beliefs it is capable of
, ylelding‘? For example, when is a source reliable in resbect of all lhe pércepmal beliefs
it is capable of yielding? This is unspecified reliability. So there is a distinction
between specific and unspecific reliability. A soﬁrce can yield many beliefs of one
type and these beliefs are true. It may tend to producé .very few beliefs about talbles or
buffaloes Such a source Is rehable as an unspecific sort contrasted to source
specifically rehable for tables. So sources are reliable relat1ve to the type of belief at
hand. Luper Roy claims that this distinction between specifically and unspecifically
reliable sources of beliefs is overlooked by Alvin Goldman For a source which is’
reliable in his sense—its being conditionally or uncond1t1onally réhable—need not be
reliable relative to a given type of belief. The reliability of a source for belief abou’l
animals is not a reliable way to arrive at a be‘lief about tables. And the reliable method
of arriving at Beliefs about tables is not actually a reliable method to arrive at beliefs
aboul dné’é. pet dog. This is because of the fact that there is a distinction between
specific and unspecific reliability. |

Many more objections are brought against the reliability theory, particularly of

Goldman’s, which is the best-developed reliabilist account of justification.
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We have seen above that Feldman is one of the most through critics of reliabilism.
What he does -is consider extant replies to the problem and restricts himself to
crmclzmg these replies. Yet he has not attempted to show that reliabilists are in
principle unable to offer a plausible solution to the generality problem. Indeed, even 1f
his criticisms are all perfectly successful, the most that they have shown 1s that we, at
present, have no good way of distinguishing from many candidates just which process
actually do generate a particular belief. If we look to the critics, we find that no one has
shown that there is not, as a matter of fact, some thing, that is the pfocess by which a
given belief is generated. So long as there is such a process, the generality problem
poses no threat to fhe reliabilist’s conception of positive epistemic belief. Secondly,
beliefs are not usually causally overdetermined. Though the causal chains that lead toa
belief, may be quite complex, it is not usually the case that there ate two or more such
chains, each of which could have generated the belief in the absence of the other. Such
overdetermination rarely 'occurs in doxastic contexts. If it does occur, then it will create
problems for the reliabilist.

Suppose again, as the critic of reliabilism maintains, if we have no principled
‘way to single out, from many plausible candidate processes, just which one actually
caused a given belief. What follows? Only this: reliabilists would be unable to defend
their epistemic assessments of particular beliefs. This is not as damaging as it might
appear. This is' a failure in demonstrative jusﬁﬁcation, and not in agent justification. If
we lack any general criterion enabling us to isolate or articulate the causally
efficacious processes, it does not follow that we are unjustified in our epistemic
evaluations. Tt will only cast doubt on our ability to demonstratively juétify our

evaluations of the epistemic status of our beliefs.

109



We can further diminish the threat of the generality problem by asking why this
problem does not arise for every other case in which we are interested in making
causal attnbutlons Doctors, chemists, and biologists are not handicapped by their lack
of solution to the generality problem. Progress in their disciplines very often amounts
to dlstmgulshmg genuinely efficacious processes from thelr more general likenesses
“Thus, different chemical components ina med1cme may be all causally efficacious for
cure of an illness. Do they bother to distinguish the one which is genumely causally
relevant from mere likenesses? If this happens without the aid of theoretical solutions
to the problems of causation, then there is no reason to suppose that it cannot be done
in reliabilist enquiry. In other ¢causal enquiries the methods are not perfectly precisé.
But that does no prevent the archaeologist’s efforts to reconstruct the causes of the
degeneration of an ancient cmhzatlon or the disappearance of a population. It does not
mcapac1tate a sleuth from the crime detectlon from iSsuing a report on the cause of
death — whether, accident, sulc1de or murder. It does make an insurance officer from
ascertaining the cause of a fire. In many such cases the ensuing reports are credible and
‘justified, though their precision and accuracy do not exceed that associated with
selecting a belief-forming process.

Goldman presents a refined version of reliabilism in his paper “The Internalist
Conception of Justification”.®! In this paper he allows that the conditions by which a
.person is justified in .changing his or her beliefs should be immediately accessible to
the person, a point that seems clearly right. He suggests further, however, that what
makes a coﬁplete set of justiﬁcétion principles a correct complete set is just the fact
that if one always followed those principles in forming one’s beliefs then (given the

‘way the world is) one’s beliefs would be mostly correct. He argues that there are no
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other ways that the principles of justification can be validated. It is clear Goldman is
advocating a conception of justification which is not primarily interested in the
appraisal of beliefs. He no longer advocates “Historical Reliabilism” and moves

further on to a regulative conception of justification.
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Chapter V

TOWARDS NEW HORIZON

In the foregoing chapters we have made an attempt to understand and evaluate Alvin
Goldman’s causal account of knowledge and the subsequent modifications proposed
by him. We have not so far taken up a question which in lﬁrkjng in Goldman’s causal-
reliabilist. account. It is about Goldman’s manner of determining the traditional
.approach to epistemology. It has been said that Goldmaﬁ’s approach to epistemology,A
his manner of doing it, gradually veers towards  what is known nowadays as
naturalized eplstemology What, then, is naturalized epistemology? What it mlght be to
naturalize epistemology? To naturalize epistemology would be (a) to be specific about
what kinds of cognitive processes are at work. This may mean, for example, ;ctdverting
to aspects of contemporary cognitive theory, such as the computational model of mind,
and (b) to show how these specific cognitive processes interact with the context of the
epistemic agent.

We owe this conception of naturalized epistemblogy to W.V.0.Quine who
treats knowledge as a natural phenomenon to be studied by the procedures of science.
Most of Quine’s own work in epistemology is an articulation and defense of thlS very
general conception. Knowledge COIlISiStS in tracing connections between theory and
evidence in psychologically realistic fashion, to see how our knowledge is, in fact,
related to the evidence we have. Epistemology of this kind is thus a branch of

psychology.
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Let us look back to what the traditional problems of epistemology are. When
Plato tried to distinguish in the Theaetetus between mere belief and knowledge, as an
attempt to answer the skeptical doubts concerning the possibility of knowledge of .the
external world, he created, we may say, what has come to be known throughout thé
history of philosophy as epistemblqu, the main concern of which is to determine the
nature, the scope, the sources of human knowledge. These problems, which are known
as th¢ traditional problems are to be determined, according to the tra_ditional épproach,
by using conceptual, logical, definitional analysis, not_By any enipirical investigation.
Such a view of 'epistemology. is rejected partially or wholly in different ways and for
various reasons by the recent trend known as ‘naturalized epis’cemology.’1
The source of much of the recent interest in naturalized epistemology is
W.V.O.Quivne:.2 Accordiﬁg to Quine, episterholdgy can b¢ restricted to science. Quine,
who is a staunch supporter of naturalized epistemology, holds that it simply falls into
place as a chapter of psychology and hence, of natural science. It studies a natural
human vphenomenon, viz., a physmal human subject. A consplcuous dlfference
between old epistemology and the eplstemolog1cal enterprise in this new psychological

setting is that we can now make free use of empirical psychology. To quote his words:

The old epistemology aspired to contain, in a sense, natural s;cience; it
would construct it somehow from sense data. Epistemology in -its new
setting, conversely, is contained' in nafural science, as a chapter of
psychology. But the old containment remains valid too; in its way. We
“are studying how the human subject of our study 4posits bodies and

brbj ects this physics from his data, and we appreciate that our position
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in the world is jusf like his. Our very epistemological enterprise,

thgrefore, and the psychology wherein it is a component chapter, and the

whole of natural sciénce wherein psychology is a component book — all

this is our own construction or projection from stimulations like those

we were meting out to - our epistemological subject. There is thus

reciprocal containment, though containrhent “in different senses,

epistemology in natural science and natural science in epistemology.’

The above implies at least two things: (1) Eliminating traditional epistemology as »
an inquiry into the nature, the limit and the sourceé of knox'zvledge in favour of science
or psychology. By doing psychology, i.e. by discovering the processes by which we
actually arr_ive at the belief we ought to* ‘because the processes by which we arrive at
the létter beliefs are just the same as those by which we arrive at the férmer. After
psychology nothing is left for epistemology. (2) The problem of justiﬁcatibn is
answered from within sc_iencé, is given a naturalistic account. “We gave up trying to

»5 Elsewhere he

justify our knowledge of the external ‘wérld by rational reconstruction
says, “Jﬁstiﬁcation is not dropped, it is neutralized”®

Naturalization in philosophy has a long and distinguished heritage. There have
been attempts in philosophy to assimilate problems. of philosophy to science. The
logical positivists talked of “the unity of sciences”. That science is a unity, for Carnap,
means that all empirical statements can be expressed in a single language, all stafes of
affairs are of the one kind, and are known by the same method. Following Otto
‘Neurath, he argues that this fundamental language is the language of physics in Awhich

all the propositions of science that are to be tested by reference to experience, can be

formulated. The unity of science is, then, due, not only to the unity of the method they
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all use, but also due to the vnity of the object, L.e,, yielciing empirical knowledge of the
world. Karl Popper also asserted in fhe Logic of Scientific Discovery that the main
problem of epistemology is and has always been the growth of knowledgé. He seeks to
refocus the problem of knowledge as the problem of the growth of knowledge. The
recent trend -of naturalized epistemology 1s restricted to doing science. After
psychology, nothing is left over for epistemology. _As it has been put by Hillary
Kornblith, Quine claims that, having encouragement in Darwin, nature has endowed us
with a predisposition for believing truths, and thaf we afrive at belief in just the way
we ought té, what we need is only to discover the pfocesses by which we ought to
arrive at Beliefs, because in this way. we discover at the same time the processes by
which we ought to arrive at beliefs. Then the epistemological enterprise will be
replaced by empirical psychlogy.7 Quine does not want the question.of justification as
the original problem to be dropped from epistemology but only to be naturalized. For
Quine, the scientific knowledge is the nature, the scope and the limit of knowledge.
Beyond the scientific facts or outside science, we cannot hope to get knowledge. The
source of knowledge, as he states explicitly, is thé combination of the subjective énd
the objective, i.e., “The contribution of the world and the contribution of the knowing
or perceiving subject”. Quine’s naturélized epistemology, in this way, seems to give an
answer to thé traditional question of epistemology: how is knowledge possible?
I

What is Goldman’s connection to this recent trend in epistemology? Goldman
focuses on the notion of epistemic justification in terms of psychological processes.
His thesis in this respect is known as the thesis of reliabilism. This represents the

naturalized epistemologists’ answer to the question of justification. And his paper
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“What is Justified Belief?” has been printed in e recent anthology on naturalized
epistemology, edited by Hilary Kornblith which has been made mention by us.
.Goldman’s solutron to the Gettier problem is a radical one in that it abandons the idea
that knowledge requires ev1dence or Justrﬁcatlon and tries to explain knowledge as
true belief whrch satisfies some causal or reliability condition. Reliability is  what he
adds to true beliefs instead of evidence or Justrfrcatron. Goldman came to hold such a
view several years before he published “Discrimination and Prceptual Knowledge”.
And defends this view in “What is Justified Behe

Thongh Goldman was not explicitly discussing naturalism in'this.paper, tne
things he mentions are pointers to the interpretation his theory receives. He suggests
that the crucral things about sentences using the terms like ‘justified’, warranted’
‘has(good) grounds’ ‘has reason (to believe)’, ‘knows that,” ‘sees that’, apprehends
that’, ‘is probable’(in an epistemic sense), etc., seems to do more than merely
describing how things are. They say how something is to be evaluated from an
'epistemological perspective.8 He provides a list of non-epistemic terms: believes that,
is true,.causes, it is necessary that, implies, is deduciblefrom, is »probable (either in a
frequency‘ or in a propensity sense)’. He says, “In general, (purely), doxastic?
metaphysical, modal, semantic or syntactic expressions are not epistemic.”™
According to him, if epistemic terms are to make any sense at all, they must be
understood in terms of items such as those on the list _of non-epistemic terms. This is in
contrast to the traditional epistemologists who formulate their anelysis using ewfaluative
_ terms.

In place of evidentiary support for justification, Goldman- snpplies the causal-

reliabilist account. The simplest version of the causal theory says that a belief p is
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justified when the fact p-is causally connected with the belief that p. This theory -
invokes facts, beliefs and causal connections — all terms acceptable to the naturalist.
When he speaks of reliabilism, he speaks of terms which are naturalistically
respectable causal terms only and are not committed to any troublirig non-naturali_sm'.
In fact, Goldman compares his project to naturalism in ethics, in which evaluative
terms are defied naturalistically in terms of pleasure or happiness. u
The most obvious place where psychology matters in the reliability enterprise is
the ideniifieaﬁon and evaluatieii of .belie\-/ing processes. Itis psychology which tells us
what processes cause our Beliefs. and it is psycholegy which enables us to judge their
reliability. Philos‘ophically,l we can say tliat the belief Gf justiﬁed and true) is
knowledge if it was caused in a suitably reliable way. The question whether it was
caused in such a way, however, is a question for empirical ‘science.. |
Goldman’s approach to epistemic justification is also reliabilist and grounded in
‘science. The core of his view is that justiﬁcation'is at‘leasi partly a matter of beliefs’
being produced by reliable cognitive precesses. Goldman has made many modiﬁcatien
of his v_iew and he has worked out its details in va.rieus ways at different times.
However, in one of his A early. papers, he comes out vividly on. his views on
episteinology naturalized. In the concluding Iearagraph of “A Causal Theory of

Knowing”. Goldman vindicates the naturalized approach.

The analysis presented here flies in the face of a Well-esteblished tradition in
philosophy, the view that epistemological questions are questions of logic or
Justlﬁcatlon not causal or genetic questions These traditional views, however
must not go unquestioned. Indeed, I think my analysis shows that the question of

whether someone knows a certain proposition is, on part, a causal question... 12
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The analysis presented here flies in the face of a Well-established tradition in
philosophy, the view that epistemological questions are qﬁestions of logic or
justification, not causal or genetic questions. These traditional views, however, must
'not g0 unquestionéd. Indeed, 1 think my analysis shows that the question df
whether someone knows a certain proposition is, on part, a causal question... 12

The cé.ﬁsal-geliabilist approaéh is further pushed forward in “ Discrimination and
Perceptual Knowledge.” Goldman contrasts his anslysis with the Carte;ian perspective

in epistemology as overintellectualized and thereby leaves open the possibility of

naturalization. In a revealing passage of the paper, he says as follows:

Tﬁe trouble with rhény philosophical treatments of knowledge is that
they are inspiréd by Cartesian like conception of justification or
vindication. There is a consequent tendency to intellectualize or
.overrationalize the notion of knowledge. In the spiﬁt of naturalized
epistemology, I am trying to fashion an account of co.gnitive. life, in
connection with which, I believe, the term ‘knov;r’ gets its application.
A fundamental faéet of animal life, Both’ human and infra-human, is :
telling things apart, distinguishing predator from prey, for example, or
a pfetective habitat from a threatening one. The concept of knowledge

has its roots in this kind of cognitive activity."

The above shows that what cases of knowledge, whether percéption or
inference or reasoning has in common in a relational process, it has to do with how our
beliefs are produced. Epistemology is not so much concerned with coming forward

with adequate defense, good reason, or justification in favour of belief. “Instead, what
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is required is a certain sensitivity to features of the environment. Our cognitive
processes re;ult in knowledge when they manifest a stable disposition to produce
.beliefs which are an accurate reflection of the agent’s environment.”*

- Perhaps, because of this in Goldman’s view, it is necessary also to construct a
theory of Wh;clt epistemic justiﬁéation really is, as opposed to how commonsense takes
it to be. The theory will -be grounded in our psychological understanding of how

_beliefs are formed and it will include assessment of these procésses in terms of
reliability. To be ‘suitably reliable’ a belief-forming process must have a greater
propensit3-r to produce more true beliefs than false oﬁes and the process’ own causal
ancestry must have a greater propensity to préduée reliable processes than unreliable
-ones. Though Goldman arg_u'es for this view éf kﬂowledge on prixﬁarily é—priori
grounds, e. g., by considering how well it captureé our intuitive classifications of
' beliefs as ;:ases of knowledge or.not, the theory itself gives empirical science an

important place in our understanding of knowledge. Goldman’s naturalism is the view

that epistemology need helﬁ from sciences, specially psychology. He says:

...to find out whether we know, we need to dscertain the
properties of our cognitive processes. This is where ps&chology
enters the picture. Psychology can (in principle) tell us about
the nature of our cognitive processes. When these processes are

spelled out, we can try to determine their possibility. 5

Again;
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... psychology is needed not merely to tell us whether we do
know. The reliability-process theory of knowing entails the
logical possibility of knowledge, but it does not entail that
knowledge is humanly possible. It is humanly possible only if
humans have suitable cognitive 'equipment. And this is
something which we can best be appraised only with the

help of psychology.16

The important point that Goldman saysis that knowledge is reharded as a human
phenomenon and not something of purely cqnceptual concern. However, unlike
Quine, Goldman is concemed with such traditional epistemological problems as
developing'an adequate theoretical understanding of knowledge, justified belief, and
truth. Also, in contrast to Quine, He does not see epistemology as part of science.
Instead, Goldman thinks that answering traditional epistemological questions requires
both aprz’oﬁ' philosophy and the application of scienﬁﬁc results. To distinguish his

position from Quine, he say:

In saying whether we do or can know depends on psychological
Facts, I partially con cur with Quine when he says that “skep-tical
doubts are scieﬁtiﬁc” doubts. But my agreement is only partial.
Some routes to skepticism arise from concern over the propriety of
crediting someone with knowledge if certain Iogiéally possible
alternatives cgnnot be excluded. The be_stA way to counter this
skeptical maneuver is though a satisfactory analysis of knowledge,

not through psychology or other branches of science'’
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Hence we cannot perhaps say that he was an unmitigated naturalist in epistemology.
However, in his later works like Liaisons: Philosophy Meets the Cognitive and Social
Sciences, he has engaged himself with the relation of cognitive sciences to philosophy

and sociology of epistemology.'® It is relevant in this connection the words of

Kornblith:

Itéeems that investigation into knowledge must take place at a
number of different levels: We must examine the various
psychological mechanisms by which knowledge is produced
and retained in order to see what, if anything they have in
common. ... In addition, as man have argued, there seems'to
be an important social element in knowledge. In many of the
imost central cases, social factors play a role in the production,
retention, and dissemination of knowledge. Investigatior; of
these social factors is likely to reveal features of knowledge
that are easily overlooked in the investigation of the psycho-

Jogical mechanisms of individual knows."
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Chapter VI
THE NYAYA VERSION OF THE CAUSAL THEORY OF

KNOWLEDGE

Causal Theory of Knowledge may be described as the view that an agent knows
that something is so when there is some appropriate causal connection between the fact
that it is so, and the agent’s belief. The clearest example is direct perception, where the
fact that thefe is a chair in fhe room causes my visual state of seeing that there is, and
hence causés my knowing that there is. Difficulties include identifying the .appropriate
relations, extending the idea to less direct cases, especially those involving such
apparently non-causal things as abstract objects, énd accommodating examples where
there may be a causal connection, but it would be rﬁost unreasonable of the agent to
. believe that there is. There is then the notion of deviant causal chain to test and refine
causal theories of perception. and memory. Suppose, it is suggested that for me to
remember an event it is enough (a) that I witnessed it, and (b) that this was the original -
cause -of my present thought about it. Then a deviant causal chaiﬁ might be that I
witnessed the event because of the fact that I wrote about it in my diary, and on now
reading the diary think about. A causal chain is in place but it is not enough to establish
that I remember the event; it is consistent with this story that I have forgotten it entirely.

However, as for the epistgmological theories in the schools of thought iﬁ India
there is a strong inclination towards a causal explicability of the concept of nowledge.It
appears that they seek to answer the Kantian-looking question: How is knowledge
possible?

The Sanskrit word for knowledge is prama, which is defined as yathartha

anubhava, that is valid cognition. There are as many as four, and in some cases Six

128



varieties of valid cognition. The difference between them is said to be constituted by the
difference of pramanas or instruments of validity, called karanas, which render the validity
of the cognition possible.

There is a sense in which the sense of cause is built into the notion of karana. A
valid cognition or yathartha anubhava arises or is brought _about by the instrumentality
involved. A karapa is thé means through which prama arises. It is a causal process and
does not admit of deviation if all the processes of the causal process are properly attended
‘to. We propbse to consider the case of the causal theory of knowledge in the light of
Nydya epistemology.

Let us begin by noting the definitions prama and pramapa. A true or valid
cognition is prama, while pramapa is the means of true cognition. For Nyaya cognition is
not self-validating. It holds on to the thesis of parathpramagyavada. Hence, the question or
issue of causal explicability of prama arises.

It fs often held that the core of the Nyaya theory of knowledge is constituted by
defining prama and aprama in respect of utpatti (genesis) and jfiapti (ascertainment).
‘Prama is said to be yatharthanubbava, meaning vericiical non-recollective cognition. Jiiana
or cognition is either smiti, that is, recollective cognition, or anubhava. Anubhava is a
cognition other than recollective cogn_ition: Smytibhinna jiiana. Recollective cognition is
not prama. A non-recollective co gpiﬁon can be yathartha or true only in so far as it is an
exact reproduction of a true non recollective cognition of the same object, which the
subjecf prex.fiously had. Smyti has no inde[;endent ciaim to truth, its truth 'can be said to be
borrowed from that of its cause, that is, the previous non-recollective cognition of the
same object. In the primary sense of the term ‘yeridical’ smrti does not qualify, for it does

not correspond to its object at the time of its occurrence.
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But what does it mean for a cognition to be true or veridical? It is held that a
cognition is true if it is aﬂhﬁvyabhichﬁri i.e., non-discrepant with its object. That means if
a cognition represents an object as it really is, then.the cognition is trﬁe. For Nyaya, the
truth of a cognition depends on the actual existence of the relational complex represented
by the cognition, in the objective world. The relational complex is known as or called
vifigta-visaya. Accordingly a wveridical cognition is described as tadvad viSesyakatva
vacchinna tat prakarakanubhava. This how Vi$vanath has put the matter “in
iahagapariccheda% (Karika and Muktavali 136)

In order to know things as they are, we are rgquired to have some epistemic
conditions:ﬁﬂﬁlled. Epistemic conditions can be said to be fulfilled when a pramana is
employed as a means of knowing things. A pramapa is a special causal condition and as
such it is what enables a cognition to represent an object as it really is. Prama is sajd to be
_pramana janya that is caused truth of a cognition by pratﬂélga The, then, is dependent on a
set of two conditions, one 'ontolqgical, »and the other epistemic. When the two conditions
are fulfilled in the case of arthivyabhiciﬁ, a cognition comes out ﬁe. The two conditions
are importantly significant, since for Nyaya, unlike Mimamsa, a cognition does not reveal
itself, it is revelatory of the object alone. This Nyaya thesis implies that' there is a
cognition is a .higher order statement, only introspecti\}ely availaﬁle by apuvyavaséya.
Even then it would not be apparent that the cognition in question is prama. The property of
being prama or pramdtva is to- be pragmatically verified. If on the basis of a cognition we
succeed in having thé objects of our desire (saphala bravgtti) the cognition could thén hold
as prama. Prama alone leads one to successful activity; it is to be inferred post eventum.

The epistemic condition for availing oneself of prama goes by the name pramaga.
A pramana is an instrument (karaga) of prama. A prama is caused by pramana. Or to spéak

alternatively, pramapa is pramakarapam. This is the classical Nyaya position held by
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.Vatsyﬁyana in his bhasya on Nyaya Sfitra2 (1.1.3). The word karapa belongs to a set of
general terms of Indian Philosophy, and it means causal conditions conducive to the
production ef effect. A karapa is the sp'ecial cause or the most effective cause of an effect.
A karana i‘s unique as a cause, asadharana vyapara, i.e., the unique operation of which the
.effect is the result. The causal condition immediately after the occurrence of which the
effect occurs is the most effective cause or the karapa. Summarily speaking the concept of
pramana .n.layl be explicated as that causal condition which is immediately followed by its
result. A pramaga is a pramakarapa.

,‘There is also the view advanced by Jayanta Bhatta that karana js the aggregate of
causal condiﬁons, and that until the aggregate of the ceusal conditions is complete, the
productioﬁ of the effect cannot be said to be inevitable. This is the view put forward in the
Nyaya-mafijart. |

One can appropriately esk: does a prainﬁl;ia always produce or yield prama?
'Apropos the standard definition, pratyaksa pramana is either the sense-organ or the
spec1ﬁc operatlve relation of the sense organ with the ob] ect (indriyartha Sanmkarga,) But
is it the case that whenever we percelve through our sense the cognition is true? If it were
the case there would not have been instances of 111u51on or mlsperceptlon Hence the

_ sense;brgan or its relation with the object is the ‘accredited prami;la, it prama results
contingently, sometimes We have pramé, at other times fher_e occurs aprama. In order’ to
circumvent the impasse, Nyaya thinkers propose the thesis of paratah préneényavﬁda in
respect of both the genesis ar.ld ascertainment of pramatva of prﬁménye. |

Just as there may be common sense-data for veridical perception and hallucinetions,
so there are causal conditions common to both pramad and aprama. Hence, the causal
conditions for prama have got to be differentiated from those responsible for aprama. It is

argued that for each instance of prama there is a guna or excellence by which a karana
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must be qualified. Only-if the karapa is qualiﬁed by gupa, the karana can be said to be
pramakarana. The Kariakas no. 131-134 of the Bhésﬁpaﬁ_ccheda3 state explicitly that the
guna in the case of pratyaksa is the rg:latior_x of the sense-order with the object which is the
actual possessor of the property which figures as the qualifier in the resulting perceptﬁal
cognition. When there is a lack of gupa, the sense-organ or the sense-object relation would
fail to‘produce a true perception or pratyaksa prama. Therefore, the sénse—organs can be
pramapa only if they are qualified by the guna. There are different gunas which give rise
to pramﬁﬁa in different types of prama. For anumiti it ié yathartha paramarsa, for upamiﬁ
it is yatbartha sadysya jfiana, and for $abda-jfiana it is yathartha vakyartha jfiapa are the
different gupas for different pramas. Absence of guna is called‘dosa or the condition that
prevents the possibility -of pramai in respective cases. The karapa or the means of cognition
must be free from defects or must not be associated with aﬁy defect that might stand in the
way of cognising an object as it really is. If follows then fhat the karapa is neutral to @th
and falsity of a cognition, aqd it attains or acquires the status of pramakarana only if it be
qualified by the excellence (gupa-visigta) -and is free from defects (adugta or .dosibhiva-
viSista). Cofrespondingly with the gunas attending the various veridical cognitions, we
may take note of the defects responsible for erroneous anumiti, ’ubamiﬁ and $abda.
‘Respectively they are erroneous paramarsa, erroneous Sadysya jfiana, and erroneous
apprehension of the vakyartha. It appears that Viévanatha’s iﬁtention is to suggest that
dosas are causally responsible for aprama, while gupas are the causes for cases éf prama.
This is evident by the conception- of prama as properly caused cojgnition or janya jfiana,
and as such distinguished from aprama. Prama is bhramabhinnam *.

Now, by holding on to a causal theory of knowledge does itself solve the epistemic
diﬁ'lculties}. They are dilemmaﬁc in nature: (a) A person, for instance, misperceives steam

to be smoke, and on the basis of his knowledge that smoke is pervaded by fire, he infers
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the presence of fire at the place where he perceived smoke. Eventually he goes over to that
place r’only to find that there was fire, no smoke at all, what he perceived to be smoke was
but steam. In the case under consideration the inferential cognition does correspond to
fact. The question however is: Can the karapa be regarded as pramana? If not, the
inferential cognition can hardly be said to be obtained through a pramana. The out of the
problematic situation could b\e suggested in the fbllowing manner: The gupa required for
the generation of pramatva of an anumiti is yathartha pardmaréa. This consists in
cognising the paksa as qualiﬁe'd‘by the hetu which is pervaded by the Sadhya. It is held
Fhat unless the paramarsa is valid, the anumiti-karapa is either the paramarsa itself 4or
vyaptijiiana (i.e., the cognition to the effect that the hetu is pervaded by the sﬁdhya) cannot
be charactensed by the gupa. A paramarsa cannot be true unless the hetu actually
characterises the paksa and it 1tse1f is actually pervaded by the sadhya. The paramarsa is
not true because the hetu is not present in the paksa. In the case under consideration the
smoke is the hetu, wﬁch is not present at the place where the presence of fire is inferred.
So the anumiti-karana is not characteised by the gupa, and hence should not be regarded as
pralﬁﬁpa. |

Again, let us suppose that our perceiver sees that smoke is co present at the
i)lace along with fire and steam. Paramarsa in this case corresponds to the facf, and we
would be tempted to call it true. But is the paramarsa a réal instance of prama? The smoke
is indeed present, but our perceiver did not see it. He perceived instead steam to be smoke.
In his cognition the object which appeared as the visegya or subject is steam; and steam, as
we all know, lacks the property of smokeness (dhﬁmatva), while the property that
appeared as the qualifier (viSegana) is smokeness. Nyaya requires that a prama haé got to
be tad vad visegyakatva avacchlnna tat prakaraka anubhava All that the explanatory

normative statement means is that the property which appears as the qualifier in the
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cognition has got to be possessed by the object which appears as the subject in the same
cognition. This truth-condition is ﬁot satisﬁgd by the paramarsa. A barimaréa is a direct
cogniﬁoh yielded by sense-object contact. In the case qnder consideration both smoke and
steam are co-present, though the cogniser’s eyes are in contact with ‘Fhe steam aloné.
Hence steam is the subject to which smokeness is being wrongly attributed by the
cogniser. In the absence of smokness in the steam with which the cogﬁis‘er’s eyes are in
contact, there is absence of the guna, namely, viSesanavad viegya sannikarga, i.e., sense-
contact with the thing which is the possessor of the property which appéa;rs as the
qualifier. Thus the paramarsa is false; the karapa of anumiti lacks the guna required for
anumiti prama_ properly so-called. In the case under review the inferential cognition
-(anumiti) turhs out to be true, yet it cannot be said to be pramana-janya, i.e., caused by
pramaga.

In thé two problematic instances the karapa is either vitiated = defective) or lacks
the relevant guna. Even though the cognitioﬁ be pravyiti samvad or happen to lead to
successful activity. The pragmatic test does not ‘save the epistemic uneasiness. The
cognition is arthﬁvyabhiéﬁri, non-discrepant with the object, yet leads to successful
activity. The question that arises in the context is that (a) whether cognition non-discrepant
with the object should be regarded as prama in spite of the fact that it is not produced by a
pramana? The cognition is pramana janya or caused by a pramana. Again, further, (b) if
the pefception or cognition of steam for smoke be évaluated as prama, should its karapa,
though defective or lacking in gupa be regarded as branﬁpa? The problematic ins’;ances
are called from the dialectics of Sriharsa’s in Khzmdanakhal;ldakhzidyai6 _

It rem:ins to be seen how Nyaya would come up with a rejoinder. We have already
noted the fact that Nyaya Theory of Knowledge comprises the notion of prama and

pramana, both in respect of genesis of pramatva and its ascertainment. We found also that
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Nydya is likely to draw a distinction between a prama which is obtained through some
pramana ahd any yatharthanubhava irrespective‘of its obtaining it. Such a distinction may
not be mcompatlble with Nyaya theory. This can be argued unexceptionably.

The Nyaya definition of pramiana implies a causal relation between pramana and
prami. And giving and accepting the relation, it follows that no occurrence of a prama
without a pramana would be admi_ssible for the theory. The property of pramapajanyatva
seems 1o be an essential feature of prama, even though the property is not mentioned in the
definition of prama, least it should move in a circle. It is of course c1e>ar. that in absence of
the said property no cognition would be deemed as prama, however much it be a case of
- yatharthanubhava. |
The claim to pramatva on behalf of a piece of cognition has to be a two-fbld affair; (a) it
should and does lead to successful activity, and (b) it should have its cause, i.e., pramana.
- A cognition might be yathartha, yet it has to stand the test of having been caused by some

pramana. A cognition however true or yathartha, availed» of through an improper means
:should be refused the status of prama.

The inclination to the causal explicability of a veridical cognition is so strong with
Nyaya that in exceptional or accidental cases (Kakatahya sambada or yaddrcchika
sambada) of true cognition, an unseen cause or adista in the form of 1mpercept1ble
consequences of the deeds of the knower in his previous birth has to be postulated.

“Uncaused occurrence of true.cognition is a null concept for Nyaya. This process is of
course resorted to only when perceptible causes are not availe;ble.
- 10
The insufficiency of yatharthanubhava in respect of prama-pramana correlation resembles
blosely the problem ehcc_)unt_ered the so-called JTB formula. To this problem Edmund L.

Gettier had addressed himself very famously.
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Prami is said to be yathartha ni$cayatmaka anubhavatmaka buddhi. In the light of
the description, what is presupposed is that jfiana or buddhi is a mental state. Is prama true
belief, as it is put or held in Western epistemology? That it is so is put forward ina paper
by Professor P.K.Sen’. Sen has argued that a prama is a true belief (ie, yathﬁrtha
nigcayatmaka jfiana) brought about or (produced, caused) by pramaga. Pramana is what is
the cause of prami. The element of causality of prama in its definition renders it somgwhat
non-empty. There is a good deal of interdefining of the concepts of prama and praméga, as
if in keeping with a net working model. Hence the definition of prama in Nyaya is quite
illuminative in the sense that prama is related to some concepts in some identifiable ways.
As an instance of net working mbdei of deﬁnitipn Sen has referred to the interdefinability
of truth-functional constants and the universal and existential quantifiers. Even though the
concepté of prama and pramaya are interdefined, the circularity involved is q{lite harmless
in the model involved. Moreover prama and pramana are fqundational notions of Nyaya
epistemology,» and such notions ;:an only be apprehended in terms of interdefining the
notions that form a cluster. That is the reason why there cannot be any definition of prama
independently of pramana, and vice versa.

A karana is a condition or causal factor. As a cause, a karapa is esteemed asadhérana. By
an asadharapa karapa is meant that it cannot occur without the effect following 1t
immediately. In this sense the karapa is a sufficient condition of the event of which it is
-karaxila. But what is no less interesting to note is that karana is also the necessary condition
of the effect. in question. Sen refers to Vi$vanatha’s chracte'rising of causality
anyathﬁsidﬂhiéunyasya niyata pirvavartita. The set of conditions is called karapkita, out
of which the asadharana karapa is selected in terms of two marks: (a) anyathasiddhi
‘$unyata and (b) niyata plirvavartita. The first (a) stands for the sufficiency of the .cause,

while the second (b) stands for the necessity of the cause. Accordingly, if karapa is an
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asadharana karana, then whenever the effect is there, it is preceded by the cause. The
occurrence of the cause is a necessary condition of the effect. Now given the view that the
cause or the karapa is both a necessary and sufficient condition for the effect, then the
pramana which produces a prama is both a necessary and sufficient condition of the Apramé
it produces.

An important consequence follows: If the pramapa is a nécessary condition, then a prama
cannot be produced by anything Which is not a pramana. And if the prama is a sufficient
condition, then it cannot fail to produce a prama. If the pramana is both a necessary and a
sufficient ;:ondition, then no prama can ever be produced by anything which fails to
produce a‘p.ramﬁ but produces soﬁaething else. By adding a reference to the causality of
the belief understood as both a necessary and a sufficient condition, then the gap be"m;een
knowledge and prama is excluded. A true belief is a pr_atﬁi if and only if it is brought
about by a pramapa. Otherwise a gueés or an illusion may give rise to a true belief, but
would not always do so. The addition of the condition of causality shows that prama is

knowledge. The epistemic thesis of Nyaya may be represented schematically as under:
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Jiiana or Buddhi

Smyti ' o Anbhaya

Samsaya Nis'caye,

(Doubt) ‘ ' : (Belief)

Y athartha ' Ayathartha

(True) (False)
I .
r N |
Prama = Pramanajanya Pramana ajanya

The schema may be summarised as giving a definition of prama as Pramar;la janya
. yathartha niscayatmaka anubhavatmaka buddh1 A pramanajanya true belief is a ]ustlﬁed

A belief in order to be prama will have to be justified, and a belief is justified if and only if
it is brought about by the right kind of cause. Conversely, a cause is a cause of the right
kind if and only if it is such that it cannot produce anythirrg but a true belief. |

The Nyaya notion of justification is introduced in terms of causality. Sen suggests that
according to Gettier’s notion of ius‘dﬁcation, a belief which is false can also be justified.
But to the Nyaya notion of pramar,la, nothlng else can produce a prama, except a pramana.

Nyaya would rule out Gettier’s counter-examples put forward on the assumption that a
belief can be both false and fully justiﬁed. Nyaya conception of justification requires us to
drop the assumption. It is a great advantage of the Nyaya view that the justiﬁcarion

condition is so strong as to argue that prama is something that is essentially produced by

‘pramana.
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