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1. Introduction

The discussionbetweenfoundationalismand coherentismhas been around for a
long time, but for about two decades it hasa way, becomemore seriousthan befo-
re, currently formingone of the centralepistemologicalssues.It startsfrom the well-
known justification trilemma which runs as follows:

Any rational subject is concerned with haviagional or justified beliefs. Apparent-
ly, the only way to justify beliefs is to justihhemwith otherbeliefswhich arein turn
justified. This soundsobvious, but it immediatelygenerateghe trilemma: The claim
that justifying beliefshaveto be justified in turn triggersa regressleaving two unap-
pealingoptions. Either the regresscontinuesendlesslyjn which caseno one hasany
idea how the infinite regress could build aipy justificatory force; or the regressurns
back on itself, but theit seemspuzzlinghow this circularity canavoid beingvicious.
Still, it is this secondoption coherentistsrentureto defend.Thereis a third option,
namely to deny the claim generating the regress and to maintain that tHemsiabeli-
efs having justificatory forcvithout requiringjustification for themselvesThis is the
foundationalistspositionwhich differentiatesaccordingto the kind of beliefs held as
basic; the most usual varianttestake our perceptuabr observationabeliefsas basic,
at least as far as our empirical beliefs are concerned.

| said that the preseniscussions, in away, more seriousthanbefore.This is so
because theossibility of suchbasicbeliefs,which many held to be obvious, hasbe-

come more and more doubtful, abecauseoherentismhasonly recentlyfound more



precisenon-metaphoricalormulationswhich canescapehe mostobviousobjections.
In any case, felt strongly confirmedin my coherentisprejudicesby BonJour(1985)

andothers! On the otherhand,it becamencreasinglyclearthat the coherentistsonly

have a chance toonvincethe foundationalistsf they areableto provide a compelling

accountof the specialrole of those beliefs which the foundationalistserroneously
describe as basic in their special sensen hot fully satisfiedby the existing attempts
to do so, and therefore | would like here to add another attempt.

This will require two preparatory explanations. The first reladeny major discon-
tent with the whole discussione. with the fact that the relevantepistemologicahoti-
onssuchasjustification, coherencebeing a reasonfor, etc. usually remain relatively
vague.BonJour(1985) excuseshimself by pointing out that the clarification of these
notionsis not the particulartask of the coherentistThis is certainly correct. Still, the
discussionwould be greatly helped,l find, if it werebasedon precisemodelsof our
doxastic constitution whichapturedat leastthe mostrelevantaspectsMy main moti-
vation for this paperis that | believe myself to be in possessiorof such a model,
though this is nothe placeto introduceit. Instead,asa first preliminary| will briefly
sketch the epistemological outlines of this model.

The second preliminary will beoncernedvith how | intendto accountfor the epi-
stemological roleof dispositionalconceptsawithin this model. The assumptiorthat the
whole world is in principle disposed to appear to us in perceptiorthgiflimmediately

lead to what | have to offer as a coherentist account of observation.

2. Belief, Belief Change, Reasons, and Apriority

Epistemology has two parts: a theory of knowledge and a theory of beleitdn-
cernedwith the latter which is certainly more basic becausedoxasticnotions play a
crucial role in the theory of knowledge.

Whatwould a doxasticmodel, a theory of belief haveto accomplish?Primarily, it

would have to account for the statics dhedynamicsof doxasticstates;andit would

! Even though BonJour (forthcoming) seems to turn away from coherentism.



have to do so not as a merempiricaltheory, but from the perspectiveof a theory of
rationality which leadsa characteristicxormativeand empirical double life. The static
part describes doxastic states as they rationally are at a given tintbeaydamicpart
describes how doxastic states rationally change over time.

Probability theoryyields one very powerful model. It representsational doxastic
statesas probability measuresthe rational changeof which is describedby various
rules, for instance by the old andsimplerule of conditionalizationor by van Fraas-
sen’s very general reflexion princigi@he theoryof ranking functions which | deve-
loped fifteen years ago yields anotipewerful model. Rankingfunctionsbehavevery
muchlike probability measuresn surprisinglymanyways. They are lesswell suited
than the latter in some important respeltg,haveone big and consequentiahdvanta-
ge: They allow for a naturalnotion of plain belief which is difficult to capturewithin
probability theory (as the famous lottery paradaskesclear). The notion of plain be-
lief is also extensively dealt with in the belief systems of the AGM thebuy | believe
ranking functions exhibit a more geneaald satisfyingdynamicsthan AGM belief sy-
stems.

In any case, whatever the precise theory, it sebatgs dynamicscannotbe stated
without introducing both somethirlidke conditionaldoxasticstatesand somethinglike
degrees of belief (which need not be probabilities). This gives rspedfectly natural
notion of reasonsj.e. of one propositionor belief contentbeinga reasonfor another
relative to a given doxastic state. Intuitively, what a reason wouldrdodivedis sim-
ply to strengtherthe belief in for whatit is a reason.In formal terms,this meansthat
the propositiorA is a reason for the propositi@in a given doxasticstatejust in case
the conditional degree dkeliefin B given A is higherthanthat given non-A. In other
words, the reason relation is just positive relevance.

Since this notion is of central importanoc&e mustbe awareof the fact that people

talk of many different justificatory relations:

2 Cf. van Fraassen (1984) or Hild (forthcoming).

3 Cf. Spohn(1988)and(1991). Therel clumsily calledthesefunctionsordinal or naturalconditional
functions. Goldszmidtand Pearl (1992) introducedthe term ‘ranking functions’, a terminology| like
much better.

4 Cf. e.g., Gardenfors (1988) or Gardenfors and Rott (1995).



There is, first and most importantly, deduction, i.e. the notionttiegiremisesof a
deductiveargumentare reasonsfor the conclusion.Positive relevanceembraceghis
notion; a premise is positively relevantite® deductiveconclusionsHowever, positive
relevance also admits inductive, non-deducteg&soning And fortunatelyso; it seems
fairly clear that deductive reasoning alone is insufficient for the justificatiempirical
beliefs.

Thereis, secondly,a causalnotion accordingto which the reasondor a belief are
simply those belief¢or possiblyotheritems) causingits acquisitionand maintenance.
This divergesfrom positive relevancan two respectsThe two notionsdiffer in their
objects.Positiverelevanceis a relation betweenbelief contents, whereasthe causal
notion is a relation between belsthtetokens(and possiblyotheritems, thus opening
the externaliststrategyof seekingjustification from outside).Moreover, they refer in
different ways tahe dynamicsof belief. As explained,positive relevances relatedto
the rational dynamicsof belief which actualizegtself in rational subjects whereashe
causalnotion refersto the actualdynamicsof belief, the rationalizationof which still
needs to be explained. These remarks also indiateclosely relatedthe two notions
are.

Thirdly, thereare computationahotionsof reasondormalizedin variouskinds of
calculi. They emphasize the process character of reasoning. They may have advantages,
for instance,in explaining how mathematicabssertionanay be justified. They fall,
however,on the otherside of a fundamentachasmin the theoryof belief. There are
semantic theories of belief which seem unable to eapiewhat Stalnaker(1984) calls
the deduction problem, and there are computational theafrigslief which are proble-
matic in many otherways. Computationahotions of reasonsinherit theseproblems.
By contrast, positive relevance, as explained, falls under the s€@eenanticheories
by conceivingof belief contentsin a purely semanticway and not as syntactically

structured.

® Merely for stylisticvariancel shall also speakof propositionsor evenof facts, thoughtheseterms
have other uses as well.

%1 have more fully discussetiis chasmin Spohn(1997a).My main reasonfor sticking to semantic
theories is that only they seem capable of capturing the normative aspect of theories of rationality.



The multiplicity of concepts is certainly a main source of unclamitgpistemological
discussions. The notioof coherencepr degreesof coherencemakesmattersworse,
insofarasits relationto the conceptionf reasongust mentionedis quite unclearin
turn. The prominent notion of explanatory coherence is, howesdrin line with my
preference for positive relevance. If my argument in Spohn (198buisd,the search
for explanationgs tantamounto the searchfor positively relevantreasonsn a very
specific sense.

Anyway, this brief discussion indicatady | think thatthe notion of positiverele-
vancewhich embracegleductiveand inductive reasonsis the most appropriatefor
discussingempirical belief. | shall henceforthalwaysrefer to positive relevancevhen
talking of reasons, of support, or of justification.

This move has grave consequences which are succinctly epitomittefollowing
observation: According to the deductive and the causal concéiptioeasonrelationis
transitive, but not symmetric; and the same holds for most computationalnotions
(thoughthis depend=n the specific calculus).In sharpcontrastto this, positiverele-
vanceis symmetric,but not transitive! This alreadysettlesthe dispute,in a way, for
coherentism and against foundationalism, sincamediatelyoptsfor the circular dis-
solution of the justification trilemma and deniesbasic justificatory propositions,i.e.,
propositions which are reasons without having reas@fsourse, anaintaskof this
paper will be to make this conclusion credible.

Another central notion immediately springs from considering the dynarhioslief,
the notion of apriority. It takes on two forms bathwhich will play animportantrole
later:

In onesense,'a priori’ means‘unrevisable’; apriority accruesto thosebeliefs, or
generally to those features of doxastic states, whichraevisableand hencenecessa-
rily and always present in doxastic states. The beliefd gt now, or thatif p then
p, area priori in this senselt is importantto note that unrevisablebeliefs like these

cannot enter the reason relation. Nothing can change the statusrmkvisablebelief,

"If relevance would be transitive as well as reflexive and symmetric, it would be an equivalence relation
with eitherone equivalenceclass— in which caseit would be absurdlyuniversal— or severalequiva-

lence classes — in which case it would badly fail to yeelderencen any reasonablesenseSo, it had

better not be transitive, and it is not.



hence there cannot be argasondor or againstthem, and sincethe reasonrelationis
symmetric, they cannot be reasons for or against other beliefs.

In anothersense,a priori’ meansinitial’. In this sense apriority accruego those
doxasticstatesor partsthereofwhich initially obtain with respectto a given subject
matter,i.e. beforehavingany experienceaboutit. This notion is not unproblematic,
but notuselessgither. A priori probabilities— for instance an equaldistribution over
the possibleresultsof a throw of a die — exemplify this kind of apriority; default as-
sumptions as studied in default logic may also be taken esaanple.Clearly, what is
initially presenteednot be forever, it is revisableor defeasible Hence,the second
sense of apriority is much weaker than the first.

Both notionshavea rich history, asindicatedby the examplesRecentdiscussions
havefocussedon a priori justification asthe key notion sinceit seemsto provide the
only route taa priori beliefs. How does this relate to my notions? Onathehand, if a
priori justification is to justifya priori beliefs, it can dso only in a computationaken-
se. So, these discussions belong to another field. On thehatheya priori justificati-
on is, in a way, easily subsumed under my notions. | have deliberately applied apriority
to featuresof doxasticstatesin general.Thus, also justificatory or positive relevance
relations can obtaia priori in eachof the two sensesfor instance a premiseis unre-
visably positively relevantto its deductiveconsequencesnd in Carnap’sinductive
logic certain initial positive relevancies haaentralplace.Indeed,suchinitial positive

relevancies will play a crucial role in the sequel.

3. Dispositions and Reduction Sentences

Thusarmedlet me turn first to a topic prima facie unrelated:dispositions.We all

know well enough what a disposition like solubility is:

& The main difficulty is this: Either, one takes ‘initial’ in an absolute sense in whiochcomessome-

thing like ‘innate’. But thenit is quite obscurewhetherwhat is innate can be desribedin doxastic
terms, e.g., as innate concepts. Or one relativizes ‘infba#l given subjectmatter(as| haveimplic-

itly done). But then one needs concepts for structuring the subject matter at hand, concepts which are
be acquiredonly throughexperienceandso the problemariseshow to separateexperiencewhich is
allowedto inform a (relatively) initial doxasticstatefrom experiencewhich turns the stateinto an a
posterioristate.



(1) xis soluble if and only ik would dissolve if it were placed in water.

Being unsure,however,of the truth conditionsof subjunctiveslogical positivists re-
sorted to explaining dispositions with the help of reduction sentences, i.e., seonfences

the form:

(2) if xis placed into water, thendissolves if and only if it is soluble.

The logical empiricistsat first thoughtreductionsentencesvere analytic. But they
are not, as the case of dispositions with twanore characteristiananifestationsnade
clear; a pair of reduction sentences may have synthetic consequences.reuiesion
sentencesire, strictly speaking false. They hold only ceterisparibus the presenceor
absence of the characteristic manifestation is sotrasign of the presenceor absence

of the disposition. So, (2) should be reformulated as:

(3) if xis placed in water and normal conditions obtain, théissolves if and

only if it is soluble.

Indeed,the referenceto normal conditionsseemsubiquitous? But what are they?
We have tanvestigate describe andlist them, but apparentlythey are only extensio-
nally equivalentto such a descriptivelist. Are they so definedas to make (3) true?
Again no. The literal understanding is thest: The normal conditionsare thosecondi-
tions relevantto the caseat handwhich normally, or usually, obtainin our environ-
ment.
However, the real force of the reference to normal conditions emerges only when we
place them into an epistemological perspective. Then it apfmebesan a priori default
assumption that normal conditions obtandthe conditionalsappearto expresgusti-

ficatory relations. In this way (3) turns into:

° Cf., e.g., Hempel (1988).



(4) Given thatx is placed in water, the fact thais soluble is ama priori reason

for assuming that dissolves (and vice versa).

Of course, the reason relation in (4) is not fixedever. New factscanturn up in a
given case on the basis of which solubility is aoeasonor evena counter-reasoifor
dissolving, and vice versa. For instance, it may turn out thaagahef wateris already
saturated with the stuff in question, or is exposed to unusual pressureasfloered
by electromagnetic fieldahich hinderor further the dissolution.The spaceof further
reasonsgcounter-reasongndrelevantconditionsis to be exploredonly by empirical
research. Still, this consideration already provides a inémamative understandingf
normal conditions:they are just thoseconditionsunder which the reasonrelation (4)
continues to holdTo find out what they actually are the task of an empiricalinvesti-
gation whichendswith the requireddescriptivelist, while being constrainedorecisely
by the epistemological role of the normal conditions just given.

These observations obviously entail that the ‘a priar(4) hasto be understoodn
the sense ofnitially’. They also entail that the refined reductionsentence3) is unre-
visablya priori: If normal conditionsare thoseconfirming the relation betweensolubi-
lity andactualdissolving,any counter-reasono this relation must be an instanceof
non-normality; hence, (3)annotturn out to be false. However,this is not to saythat
(3) is analytic. Following Kripke, | take analyticity to agriori necessity. Thus to find
out about the analyticity f3), onewould haveto inquire into the metaphysicaktatus
of (3), but that would leads astray.The unrevisabilityof (3), in turn, entailsthatthe
original reduction sentence (B)a priori in the senseof beinginitially acceptedsince
we also believe prior to any investigation that normal conditions otain.

This analysis of solubility may suffice as an illustration of the machiokrgasons,
apriority, etc. in a fairly uncontroversial case. Megy sameconsiderationshowever,
apply to the far more delicate case of the foundations of empirical knowbeigshall

argue in what follows.

10 All this is more fully explained in Spohn (1997b) where | also congliemetaphysicakide of the
matter.



4. A Thesis Concerning the Basis of Empirical Beliefs

As an intermediate step consider briefly secondary quaNi&s. would not subcri-

be to the following assertion?

(5)  An objectxis red if and only if it looks réd under normal conditions.

Neverthelessthe statusof this assertions controversial Doesit define‘red’? Is it a
necessaryruth?1 think everythingl havesaid aboutsolubility applieshereas well.*?

The core of (5) is, agaim, priori positive relevance:

(6) The fact that an objegtlooks red is am priori reason for assuming thats red

(and vice versa).

Hence, as beforgb) is an unrevisablgruth a priori, andwithout referenceto normal
conditions, it would express a defeasible beligfiori. However, (5)asit standsneed
not be analytic. Again this depends on the resolution of hidden ambiguities.

The next step will not be a surprigéot only do someobjectslook colouredto us,
the world incessantly appears to ushis andthatway, at leastaslong asour aware-

ness is directed outwardly. Thus we may generalize (6) to the following claim:

(7)  The fact that it looks as fif is ana priori reason for assuming tha{and vice

versa).

However,this formulation is too imprecise.Our discussionrequiresa more explicit

version:

1 Obviously it is dangerous to use the crucial phrase ‘looks red’ without further comment. The way |

understand it here will unfold in the following sections.

2 1n Spohn(1997c)l morefully discussthe epistemologicahnd metaphysicabtatusof the various
readings of (5).
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(8) The fact that it looks to persorat timet as ifp is ana priori reasonfor persony
to assume that (and vice versa, given thatobservesatt the situationin which
p obtains®).

| believethatthis claim is universally correct,i.e., correctin all its instantiations.
The matteris extremelyintricate, however,and my discussions boundto be incom-
plete. Before trying to defend (8), let me briefly disciisgeneralsignificancefor our
epistemological concerns.

There isa characteristiagndecisionamongfoundationalistavhen pressedo specify
the allegedbasisof our empirical beliefs. They oscillatebetweena physicalisticand a
phenomenalistibasis.A physicalisticbasiscontainssuch propositionsas ‘there is a
computeron the tablein front of me’ or ‘the pointer pointsto 2.6’. They provide a
common-senseasis,in the sensehat they usually needno defense.Doubts concer-
ning basic propositions dhis kind are usually not answeredy argumentput by the
request to look again more carefully. Still, sutthubtsare often legitimate;hence this
kind of basis seems to be neither reaklytainnor really basic.So foundationalistsare
driven to a phenomenalistitasisconsistingof propositionsaboutsense-datalhough
sense-data belortg the more problematicspeciesn the ontologicalzoo, the intended
propositions can be simply expressed in common-sense terms, for example, as ‘it looks
to me as if there is a computer on the table in front of me’ or ‘the pointer seems$ao me
be pointing to2.6’. This kind of basisseemsboth really certainandreally basic.lt is
affected, however, by the problem how to build anything on it.

Claim (8) bringsthe matterinto a more plausibleperspective| think. It sayshow
the two alleged bases tife foundationalistsarerelated.It explainswhy the physicali-
stic base is not really basi@nd how somethingcan be built uponthe phenomenalistic
base. Because of the symmetry of the reason relation it also daesmtleeseand says
how phenomenalistic propositions are not basic, but can have reasons,ta wbich
| shall haveto return. Thus, (8) fits into a thoroughlycoherentispicture. The reason

relation claimed in (8providesa pervasivecoherentistink asa crucial building block

3 The 'given that' clauseindicatesa conditionalreasonrelation; henceit is still within the scopeof
this relation. The clause is not really necessary, but it guards the 'vice versa’ directigrifnenfiacie
objections.
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of our empirical world view from which further coherentist links spread to qitggyo-
sitions about the external world more remote from observdtiérperience may refine
or even replace this building block in particular cases, hsitgtiaranteedo be initially
present by its apriority. All of this is achievadthout claiming any absolutecertainties
where there are none.

(8) can also be viewed as an attempt to answer skeptit@na, least one version of
it, by showing that there is anpriori argument leading from assertions about our sense
impressions to assertions about the external world. Notkitigerebydeclaredndubi-
table,andthe arguments defeasibleBut it is a good argumentand generallyappli-
cable,andit is not proneto skepticalquestions,but only to positive counter-reasons
(which the skepticefusesto provide). Obviously, however,this topic deservesnuch
more scrutiny.

Thus, we have plenty of reasons to wish (8) to be teuie.really true?Well, let us

look at it more closely.

5. Defending the Thesis

Five observations concerning (8) seem to be the most relevant.

First, the domain of the propositional variaiplen (8) roughly consistef observati-
on sentencesuchas ‘there is a computeron the tablein front of me’ or ‘the pointer
points to 2.6’. Thisdoesnot mean,however,thatthereis a distinguishedobservation
language (‘computer’ would not typically belong to it). Indeed, | daxetievein such
alanguageHence,in the absenceof a more precisetheory aboutthe domainof the
variablep, we shouldstick to our ordinary understandingf what canbe observedor
perceived.

Secongdit should be emphasized that asser{@nseemsperfectly reasonablavhen
x andy are different persons. In one direction $8)sthatwe initially trustthe senses

of others.If they make us believe, by credible assertionsor whatever,that certain

4 The metaphor of spreading is, | find, nicely explicated in the theory of Bayesian nets (cf. Pearl 1988),
which works for ranking functions just as well as for probability measures.

5 This kind of attempt is launched by Kutschera (1994).
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thingslooked so andso to themin a particularway, we also believethat thesethings
were that way. This conclusion can only be obviated by particular counter-reasons.

The sameholdsfor the oppositedirection.If p is an observablestateof affairs, as
just assured, and the personx is observingthe situationin which p obtains,as pre-
supposedn (8), thennormally it shouldlook to x asif p. Again, specialreasonsare
required for assuming otherwi¥e.

Third, the case whenre# y is the epistemologicalliessexciting one. Only the case
wherex andy arethe samepersonis relevantto the debatebetweencoherentistsand
foundationalists. To a large extent, however, this isrgsoblematiasthe interperso-
nal case. To see why, let look more closely at the temporalrelationsin (8). x’s ob-
servation in which certain things appeasiparticularway to him takesplaceat a cer-
tain timet. However, the priori reason relation asserted(B) is timeless,it holds for
any initial doxastic state. Still, we can apply it to a given timsincethe initial reason
relation is maintained dtif the information availabléo the doxasticsubjectup to time
t' is not unfavourable.

Again therearetwo casest andt' canbe differenttimesor the sametime. Now it
seems to me that the case witeardt' are different times is like the interpersonake.

If you are reasoning now about the relation betweengraifuture facts andthe ways
past and future things appear to you, you aresimaar positiontowardsyour pastor
future selves as you are towards other persons. | cannot see a relevant difference.

So the hard casasto be expectedjs the casewherex andy arethe sameperson
andt andt' the same time. | shall call this the reflexive case of (8). One might argue that
the case cannot really occur, becaassoonaswe startto reasonaboutor from how
thingsappearto us, the appearances alreadyin the past,andwe canreasonabout it
only via recollectionHowever,this argumentsoundslike a lameexcuse It would be
more convincing to face the problematic case, not to deny it.

Fourth, to this end we have to take a closer loothatverb ‘look’. How crucially it
appears in claim (8) is clear from the fact that it ultimately fixes the doofdire varia-

ble p. Obviously all and only suglhfor which it makes sense to say that it looks &3

!¢ This corresponds to the negative case discussed by BonJour (1985), sect. 6.3, where the subject infers
the absence of a givesxternalstateof affairs from the absencef the correspondingpontaneoubge-
lief.
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if p are allowed in8). However,the treatmentof this verb requiresconsiderableleli-
cacy, and here | cannot fully treat it. Let me make just two observations.

On the one hand, the verb ‘look’ appearsat leastin three different constructions
which are not equivalent.The fact that an object looks red to x, for example,is not
guite the same as the fact that it looks &s if this object were redgain, the fact that
an object looks like a car tois not quite the same as the fact théaks to x asif this
objectwere a car. Still, in the contextof claim (8) theseconstructionsseemto be
exchangeable. | do not see which differenchouldmaketo my reasoningo replace
‘look as if’ by ‘look like’ or by ‘look’ followed by an adjective. Hence, my remarks are
intended to cover the two latter constructions as well.

On the otherhand, the verb ‘look’ has,accordingto Chisholm’sfamiliar doctrine,
three different readings: the epistentitg comparative andthe phenomenateading:®
| need not decide whether the phenomenal or the comparative reaaiogizdequate.
The important point is that assertion (8) cannot be maintained with the epistemic reading
of ‘look’ in the reflexive case.The reasonis this: If the phrase'looking asif p’ were
defined solely in doxastic terms, assitin the epistemicreading,then(8) would claim
that second-ordebeliefs areinductive reasondor first-order beliefs, and vice versa.
This, however,contradictsthe widely acceptedeflexion principle of doxasticlogic.
This principle says that it is logically true that | believe thitand only if | believethat
| believethat p, andthusit entailsthat the reasonrelationsbetweensecond-ordeand
first-order beliefs are deductiveand unrevisable not defeasible as required by (8);
there is no wayo drive any wedgebetweertfirst-orderand second-ordebeliefs, asit
were neededor (8) to betrue in the epistemicreadingof ‘look’.*® Hence,| haveto
reject the epistemic reading of ‘look’ as inappropriate for (8).

This conclusion may soundhplausible.However,the impressionof implausibility
certainly derives fronthe fact thatthe verbs‘look’, ‘appear’,and‘seem’ superficially

seemexchangeablethat their subtle differences,emphasizedy philosophers? are

1 have considered the matter more thoroughly in Spohn (1997c).
18 Cf. Chisholm (1957), ch. 4.

9| owe this point to Benkewitz (1997), sect. 5.3. The point also marks a difference to BonJour (1985),
who proposes in sect. 6.3 to justify observational beliefs with reference to metabeliefs.

2 Austin (1962), ch. IV. gives a paradigmatic investigation of the differences.
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blurredin every-daylanguageandthat at leastthe verb ‘seem’ has a broad usagein
which it expresse thefirst person,or describesn the third person,nothing but a
tentativeor feeblebelief. But ‘look’, ort ‘sound’doeshavea more narrow usageac-
cordingto which nothinglooks any way to the blind or soundsany way to the deaf,
thoughthings may well seemto themto be red or loud or someotherway. It is this
narrow use, the use according to which it could not locka® ifp unlessx hasa cer-
tain kind of qualia, which is intended in assertion (8).

| have argued so far that the fact that it looks &g if p is a non-doxastidact about
X, andthereforeis suitedto enterx’s own inductive reasoning.Yet dangerthreatens
from another direction which is dealt with in rhifgh remark.

It is often saidthat beliefs aboutintrospectivefactslike ‘this flower appearged to
me’ are infallible and unrevisable.This was the reasonwhy many soughta pheno-
menalistic foundation of empirical knowledge. These beliefs ara poori, of course,
they do notexist all along. But oncethey havearisen,they seemunrevisable at most
they may be forgotten. If this were true, claim (8) taken reflexiwelyld be in trouble
again, because, &plainedin section2, unrevisablebeliefs cannotenterjustificatory
relations.Hence, claim (8) canfully be maintainedonly if beliefs aboutsuchintro-
spective facts may be mistaken and confirmed or disconfirmed by other beliefs.

Indeed, they can be mistakéar a simple, but generalreasonWhenl| cometo be-
lieve that it looks to masif p, | subjectmy sense-impressiorts a certainconceptual
scheme or linguistic classification, and in thimady err. Austin’s well-known example
of magentds a relevantcaseat hand** But there are more far-fetchedand dramatic
examples to the same effect. A strong case cdmuitie | think, thattheremay be peo-
ple with inverted qualia: red or reddish things I@wkenor greenishto them,andvice
versa.ln fact, the hypothesighat suchpeopleactually exist hasbeenseriously enter-
tained onscientific grounds?? Of course,thesepseudonormapeople,asthey are cal-
led, do not realiz¢his. It is very hard (and presentlyunfeasible)o recognizepseudo-
normal vision. Hence thdyelievethat red things look red to theasto normal people,

thoughred things actuallylook greento them. Neverthelessthey may find reasonto

2 Cf. Austin (1962), pp. 112f.

2 Nida-Rimelin (1993) and (1996) presents the hypothesiwim detail andthoroughly discussests
philosophical relevance.



15

believe in their pseudonormality. This is, after all, a scientific hypothesis confirmable in
indirect and complicatedways. Thus someonemay indeedlearn that the ripe tomato
actually looks green to him, though starting with the firm belief that it looks red.

If suchexamplesaretelling, the allegedunrevisabilityof the relevantintrospective
beliefs is cleared away — even in geeminglyhardestcaseof beliefsaboutwhich co-
lor things look to us. So the last obstacle to accepting (Bje reflexive caseseemso
be removed, and | conclude that §8)ouldbe endorsedn full generality.This in turn
seemdo licenseus to proceedto the favorableand exciting conclusionssketchedin

section 4.

6. The Foundationalist's Last Resort?

Many things would still need to be salSlomeremarkscomparingwhat | havesaid
with other theoriesvould be in order. It would be worthwhile to extendthe applicati-
ons of my notion of priori reasonsasgiving it someconcretework to do was, in a
way, amajor point of the paper.However,the philosophicallymostsignificant conti-
nuation is perhaps the following, which | would finally at least like to indicate.

The last argument may have raised the suspicion thetenot yet donefull justice
to foundationalismThe argumentusedthe fact that ‘looking red’, for instance,is al-
readya linguistic conceptcontrolledby the linguistic community. Thatis, whenl say
that something looks red to me, | aot necessarily referring to ngurrently experien-
ced phenomenal quality or kind gbiality. Rather,evenif my utterancds takenin the
phenomenal reading, | am referring to that kind of quality the experienceidi most
people expresby thatlocution, andwhich may or may not be the onel am currently
experiencing.The questionwhich quality this is, if any, is the source of doubt,
reasoning, and error just exploited by my argurient.

However, ifthis observatiomaboutthe semanticof ‘looking red’ is correct,it fol-

lows that the state of being appearethts— where the ‘thus’ is accompanied by a sort

% The assumption that it isne andthe samekind of quality which is mostly expressedy "looking
red" is the presupposition characteristic of the phenomenal reading. The compaeativgdoeswith-
out it, and the epistemic reading even works in the case of missing qualia. Cf. Spohn (1997c).
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of inner pointing — is linguistically ineffable, even if the experienced quality actually is a
specific shadeof red. Yet the propositionthat somethinglooks or soundsthus to me

can very well be believed. There are pure conagjpphenomenagiuality, evenif they

are ineffablé€; there is undoubtedly a purely perceptual memory which is not heiped
linguistic concepts, and so there are such purely phenomenal beliefs.

Hence, there seems to be a third option for basic bali¢fe foundationalist'ssen-
se. Thereare not only physicalisticallybasic propositionsexpressedy observation
sentencep or phenomenalistically basic propositions expressedbservatiorreports
of theform ‘it looksto x asif p’, both of which we havetreatedfrom a coherentist
point of view. Thereare also purely phenomenapropositions.Do they savethe case
for foundationalism?2.et us seehow the picture changeswhen we add thesepurely
phenomenal propositions.

First, it seemsclearthat propositionsof the form ‘it looksthusto x’ are positively
(or negatively) relevant to propositions of the form ‘it lodéx asif p’, andvice ver-
sa. That something lookkusto me strongly suggestshut aswe saw, doesnot gua-
rantee, for instance, that it looks red to me; and that something looksmedstamngly
suggestsput againdoesnot guaranteethat it makesme experiencea certainkind of
quality.

Moreover, | think that this positive relevance hadsriori (if the missingqualiaca-
se is excluded). For, | can acquire, for instance, the linguistic concept ‘something looks
red tox' only by associating itvith somepurely phenomenatoncept.The association
may turn out to be erroneous, but | have to start with it. Heniseg@feasiblya priori;
and it obtains as long as it is not defeated.

This, finally, raisesthe questionwhetherthe positive relevanceevenholds in the
problematic reflexive case. Heréelel | haveno choicebut to admitan exception.If |
attentively look at the scene before me and it Idbksto me, | believe at the same time

that it looksthusto me, and | do nadeehow this belief could be supportedor weake-

2 This ineffability is nothing mysterious or even impossible. One has to observthattiee concept
expressed by Bnguistic predicatediffers in generalfrom the propertydenotedby it. Thus, the claim
that purely phenomenal concepts are ineffable amounts to the fact thavemo linguistic predicates
for expressing these concepts. At the same time, howtasephenomenatonceptsare phenomenal
properties, and as such they may well be, and presumabgearedy linguistic predicates.
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ned by any reasons or counter-reasons. Has foundationalism thus got thieaunojaer
last? | think not, on two scores.

First, the indubitability of the belief thatit currentlylooks thusto me is a genuine
doxastic singularity. The indubitablity fades as soon as the Ihetieginto a recollecti-
on, and thereby it becomes accessible to doubt and reason. Hencecallealta lame
excuse above is perhaps a good excuse in this case.

Second, eveif we grantthe possibility of suchmomentarilyindubitablebeliefs, it
would be a mistake to conclude that our empirediefs are ultimately basedon them.
Introducing the notion of direct perceptidncansurely grantthat the dynamicsof our
beliefs is basically driven by whate directly perceive. However, | takethis to define
what is directly perceived. It does not mean that snlghpurely phenomenaproposi-
tions were theobjectsof direct perception.On the contrary,very often we do not pay
much attention to our phenomenal experience. Ifseenstance thatl am standingin
front of my car, | act accordingly, and | would havedoonstructhow it looked tome.
Therefore, the proposition thetam standingin front of my caris what! directly per-
ceive, it is the baseor sourceof the belief changel therebyundergo,andat the same
time it is open to reason and counter-reason.

This holds generally: The rules of rational belief change mentioned in section 2 allow
us to identify the source traseof eachspecificchange.This source,l propose,con-
sists of the propositions directperceivedandasmy examplesuggeststhesepropo-
sitions may or mayot be purely phenomenallf this very rough sketchof direct per-
ception can be maintained, the coherentist picture still stands.

However, | amaboutto opena new andlarge chapterin the inexhaustiblebook of

epistemology. | should refrain.
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