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Abstract

Timothy M cGrew hasarticulated an argument that presentsadilemmafor moderate
foundationalistsin order to make classical foundationalism moreplausible. T his
argument has recently been challenged in an article by D aniel H oward-Snyder and
Christian L ee. Inthispaper, | explain M cGrew®dilemmaagainst moderate
foundationalism. | show that Ho ward-Snyder and L ee beg important questions against
M cGrew®argument. U ltimately, thispaper is adefense of M cGrew®dilemma, which
showsthat those who hold to internal justification cannot accept moderate
foundationalism.

Classical foundationalism (CF) and moderate foundationalism (M F) agreethat the
correct meansto refute skepticismisto find firm stopping points on which one can base
knowledge. Foundationalists disagree about the sufficient strength of these basic beliefs.

M oderatefoundationalists believe that basic beliefs can befalible. Classical foundationalists, on
the other hand, believe that basic beliefsareinfalible. 1f afoundational structure of knowledgeis
accepted asasolution to epistemic skepticism, arbitrating between CF and M F turnson the

requisite strength for basic beliefs. Below, | defend an argument that pressesafatal dilemmafor

moderate foundationalists because of their commitment to fallible basic beliefs.

A Dilemmafor M oderate Foundationalism
Timothy M cGrew has formulated the dilemmafor M F thisway:*

1 IfMFistrue then Shasat least onebasic belief which isinternally justified but less
than certain, i.e., which has an epistemic probability greater than zero but lessthan
one. (Call thisbasic belief 80

2. N o proposition has an epistemic probability which isgreater than zero but lessthan
onein strict isolation; all judgments of intermediate epistemic probability or
likelihood areimplicit relational propositionsof theform P(h/e) = n(i.e, the
probability of h given the evidence eisn).

T imothy M cGrew, The Foundations of Knowledge (L anham, M aryland: L ittlefield Adams B ooks, 1995),
64. M cGrew offers ashortened version in @ D efense of Classical Foundationalism,Gn The Theory of Knowledge:
Classical and Contemporary Readings, ed. L ouisP. Pojman, 3. ed. (Belmont, CA: Wadsworth, 2003), 197.



3 IfMFistrue B isprobableonlyin relation to some other propostion or
propositions. (Call this conjunction of these propositions GQ

4. Either SbelievesB onthebasisof C or he doesnot.

5 |f hedoesbelieve B on the basisof C, then B isnot basic for S [D efinition of GasicO
stipulation that B isbasic given premise ]|

6. |fhedoesnot believe B onthebasisof C, then Sisat best only externally QustifiedOn
believing B, not internally justified.

7. MF isfase.

T hisdilemma, if successful, showsthat fallible basic beliefsareamyth. For if basic beliefs
arefallible, they are based either on abody of evidence or not. |f the basis of moderately founded
beliefsisabody of evidence, thisevidence congtitutesthe basis, or at least the proximate basis, for
these fallible beliefsN which entailsthat these beliefs are not basic. |f these probable beliefsare
not based on evidence, they are not internally justified.? So, given falible basic beliefs, moderate
foundationalists must either embrace CF or deny their moderate foundations are justified. In

either case, M F isuntenable asastructurefor justifying beliefs.

Questioning the Dilemma

I n aforthcoming article, D aniel H oward-Snyder and Christian L ee argue that M cGrew®
dilemmarelieson threefaulty premises: (i) that only beliefs can be probabilifying evidence; (ii)
that justification isinternal; and (iii) that only beliefs can be nonarbitrary justifying reasons.’
Since, on their view, al three claimsare false, Ho ward-Snyder and L ee concludethat M F
survivesM cGrew®dilemma. | nwhat follows, | explain in more detail how they intend to
undermine M cGrew®dilemmawith these three criticisms and then arguethat M cGrew®

dilemmawithstandsthese criticisms.

2M cGrew tables the issue of externa Qustificationor discussion elsewhere. T hisis noted explicitlyin
M cGrew, Gtrong Foundationalism,Q195 n. 1 M cGrew provides a defense of traditional, internal justification in
Foundations of Knowledge, 8-22. L ater he writes, O he move to externalism is not so much impossible as, from the
traditional point of view, uninteresting; we might beforced to that (or induced to drop philosophy altogether) if we
were shown that the traditional questions have no meaning or areinsoluble, but the difficulties of formulating a
theory of epistemic justification, though formidable, are not a sufficient reason to abandon internalism ab initioO
(ibid., 45).

% Seetheir forthcoming article, @n a®atal D ilemmaor M oderate FoundationaismOn the Journal of
Philosophical Research, which D aniel H oward-Snyder has made a preliminary copy available on his website at:
http://www.ac.wwu.edu/~howardd/dilemmajpr.pdf. Page references will refer to the page numbers of the pdf file
from H oward-Snyder@website.



Only Beliefs can be Probabilifying Evidence

T hefirst criticism raised by Ho ward-Snyder and L eeisthat M cGrew®dilemma
incorrectly presumesthat only beliefs can be probabilifying evidence.* T hey arguethat premise 4
isfalse by showing that abelief can be probable without being based on some body of evidence.
Ho ward-Snyder and L ee claim that non-propositional evidence, such as purely qualitative states
(e.g., having the sensation of itchy toes) and object perception (e.g., having ared cup experience)
are counterexamples: beliefsformed on the occasion of such experiences can be merely probable,
yet they are not based on other evidence.

Ho ward-Snyder and L ee believe that M c¢G rew®dilemma goes wrong because
M cGrew®theory of probability succeeds only if the following assumptions aretrue:

(&) Probabilityisareation that holds only between aprobable proposition and abody of

evidence.

(b) If probabilityisarelation that holds only between a probable proposition and abody

of evidence, then amerely probable belief is based on an inference from other beliefs.

(c) If amerely probable belief isbased on an inferencefrom other beliefs, then, if thereare

merely probable basic beliefs, they are based on an inference from other beliefs.

(d) Soif thereare merely probable basic beliefs, they are based on an inference from other

beliefs. (a)

(e) If any beliefsare based on an inference from other beliefs, then they are not basic.

(f) So, if they are merely probable basic beliefs, then they are not basic. (d, €)

T his assessment seemsto capture accurately M cGrew presuppositions concerning
probability. M oreover, H oward-Snyder and L ee concedethat if these assumptionsare correct, it
isaGhort stepQo accepting the validity of thedilemma® What Ho ward-Snyder and L eefind
problematic isM cGrew's underlying conception of @vidence.OT hey claim that M cGrew means
evidence according to either ordinary or technical usage. |f M cGrew endorsestheordinary
account of evidence, they claim that he has woefully misconstrued the notion of evidence since
even physical objectslike guns, fingerprints, and the like are all ordinarily considered to be
evidence, even though they are not beliefs. On the other hand, if M cGrew hasin mind amore

technical understanding of evidence, they claim that thiscommitshimto

*1bid., 35
*|bid., 2
®1bid., 3



(9) probabilityisarelation that holds only between a probable proposition and abody of
beliefs.”
Ho ward-Snyder and L ee argue, however, that (g) isfalse because other things, such as
qualitative states and object perceptions, can probabilify beliefs.

| find Ho ward-Snyder and L ee@alternative assessment of evidence isunacceptable.
Firgt, itisnot clear that the ordinary concept of evidence permitsthingsthat are not beliefsto act
asevidence. For example, inamurder trial the prosecutor may present agun with the
defendant&fingerprintson it as evidence, but the gun and the fingerprints simpliciter do not
constitute reasonsto convict the defendant. Rather, the evidence against the defendant isthe
proposition that the jury believes about the gun and the fingerprints, particularly the logical
relationship that connects these beliefs to the defendant®innocence of guilt.

Even if thismisgiving isunfounded, it ssemsmost charitable to assumethat M cGrew
intends amore technical application for the term @vidence. OALt thispoint, Ho ward-Snyder and
L ee attempt to gain traction by appealing to non-doxastic itemsto probabilify beliefs. Here, the
onusrestson H oward-Snyder and L eeto produceabelief that is probabilified, athough not
based on abody of beliefs. T hey suggest that beliefsthat arise on the occasion of one's having
purely qualitative mental states (e.g., having itchy toe sensations) and object perception (e.g.,
having red cup sensations) fit thiscriterion.

| havetwo worrieswith thisproposal. First, it isnot obviousthat these are examples of
merely probable beliefs. By baldly asserting that these types of basic beliefsare probable,

Ho ward-Snyder and L ee areassuming M F istrue, which is precisely the matter in question.

M cGrew has presented argumentsin thetradition of CF that demonstrate that referentially
formed experiencesare incorrigible: that they cannot be formed without being true? Since

Ho ward-Snyder and L ee have not provided an argument to validate that referentially formed
beliefs can be probable, their examples presumethetruth of M F. Consequently, their examples

do not refutethe dilemma; rather, they beg the question.

"I bid.

& See M cGrew, Foundations of Knowledge, 57-59; idem., Gtrong Foundationalism,(I99; ¢f. Roderick
Chisholm, The First Person: An Essay on Reference and Intentionality (M inneapolis: U niversity of M innesota
Press, 198]), 7591



My second worryisthat Ho ward-Snyder and L ee©examples are not clearly non-doxastic.
W hile some non-doxastic states of affairs(e.g., having itchy toe sensations; having red cup
sensations) arerequisite truth-makersfor the beliefs they typically induce ("M y toesitch”; "T here
isared cup in front of me"), the truth-bearersfor these beliefs will be propositions, which are
doxastic entities. What isn©clear iswhether the relevant probabilifying evidence for aperson is
the non-doxastic states of affairs, rather than the referentially formed proposition about those
states of affairs. For internalists, the doxastic proposition about those states of affairsiswhat the
agent can accessto justify those beliefs. Externalists could appeal to the non-doxastic states of
affairs asthe evidence for abelief, but that would take the dilemmainto territory where M cGrew
did not intend it to apply. By claiming that their examples demonstrate non-doxastic probilifiers,
Ho ward-Snyder and L ee either beg the question in favor of externalism or confuse truth-makers
and truth-bearers. N either choice advancestheir case against M cGrew®dilemma.

So, Howard-Snyder and L eefirst criticism of M cGrew®dilemmaisineffective.
M cGrew®@presuppositions about probability and evidence are not obviously problematic.
Additionally, the examples supplied by Ho ward-Snyder and L ee do not clearly present a
foundational belief that isprobable and unsupported from aproposition or set of propositions.
T hus, thefirst objection does not succeed.

Justification is I nternal

T he second problem according to Ho ward-Snyder and L eeisthat M cGrew®fatal
dilenmadependson an interna sense of justification.” T hey intend to undermine premises 1and
6 with thiscriticism.® SinceM F iscompatible with external justification, M cGrew®dilemma, if
successful, isnot asweeping refutation against all formsof M F.

T hiscriticism commitsacrucial mistake. Ho ward-Snyder and L ee completely overlook
M cGrew®@footnotein the third paragraph of hisessay, @ D efense of Strong Foundationalism,0

that explicitly limits hisargument to an internal sense of justification.** M cGrew has

° L eeand H oward-Snyder, &ata D ilemma,(56.

D |n their paper, they completely reconstruct M cGrew®dilemmain away that is congenial towards
external justification. T hisisn®fair to M cGrew, however, since his argument builds on the success of his casein
favor of internal justification, which he has made elsewhere (see note 2in this paper).

M cGrew, Gtrong Foundationalism,95 n. 1



intentionally established the dilemmaon internalist criteria, since he has presented arguments
against external conceptionsof justification elsewhere.** M cGrew does assume an internalist
conception of justification, but thisassumption isneither hidden nor dubious. If Howard-
Snyder and L ee wish to overturn thisfeature of M cGrew®dilemma, they will haveto engage
with hisother work that supports hisassumption in favor of internal justification.

N onetheless, Ho ward-Snyder and L ee argue that they can show that the dilemma
against M F won®succeed even with M cGrew-styleinternalism. T hey point out that M cGrew®
internalism does not require oneto be aware of one®justifying reasons, but only that such
justifying reasons are available to someone upon introspection.*®* Sincethisistruefor M cGrew-
styleinternalism, they claim the following example can meet M cGrew®standard for internal
justification:

Thereisared cup in front of you, and you now have avisual experience characteristic of

seeing ared cup under typical circumstances. (Call the experience @9 N aturally

enough, you cometo believe that thereisared cup. (Call the proposition that you believe

A& Furthermore, your believing R iscausally explained, in no small part, by your having

E; and experienceslike E arerelated to the cognitive processesthat giveriseto themin

such away that, in the typical circumstancesin which they operate, thereisalawlike

tendency for those experiencesto occur only if the beliefsthat they produce are apt to be
true. M oreover, thereisaconjunction of propositions, C, such that the epistemic

probability of R given E and C isvery high for you, but below 1; and you believe C.

Finaly, if you had enough timefor reflection and sufficient linguistic resources, you would

apped to C, and E aswéll, in defense of your belief that R. (Add that you have no

defeatersif you® like.)**

Ho ward-Snyder and L ee do not claim that the above caseis (or isnot) ajustified belief.
Rather, their claimisthat nothing in M cGrew®criteriafor internal justification rulesit out asa
justified belief. 1f thisisso, something besides propositions can probabilify beliefs. T hus, even
given M cGrew®predilection for internal justification, they believe the dilemmadoes not

succeed.

2 See Timothy and L ydiaM cGrew, Internalism and Epistemology: The Architecture of Reason
(forthcoming from Routledge, 2006), which contains much material that the M cGrews have published over the past
decade on the topic of internalism and exter nalism.

BM cGrew, Foundations of Knowledge, 9.

% H oward-Snyder and L ee, GFatal D ilemma,(5-6.



N otethat thiscriticism follows only on the grounds that Ho ward-Snyder and L ee®
previouscaseN that items other than beliefs can be probabilifying evidenceN is sound. Sincethey
have not established that E isanon-doxastic belief, M cGrew could respond that the referentialy
formed proposition about E ispart of C, which does not threaten the validity of hisdilemma. So,
if thecriticismsraised against their first point are accurate, their second contention fails
accordingly. T hisisnot, however, the only objection to their second criticism of M cGrew®
dilemma.

Another problem isthat their example doesn®meet M cGrew@standard for internal
justification. For M cGrew, justifying reasons need only to be available upon introspection in
order to confer justification. Ho ward-Snyder and L ee misread M cGrew®internalism to
maintain that this condition issufficient to confer justification. T hisisapparent from following
passage: ™ cGrew®internalism does not require S to believe that p on the basis ofher belief that
C. Itonlyrequiresthat S believe C, and that S would appeal to C in defense of her belief that p,
given sufficient time and linguistic resources.®& On M cGrew®internalism, however, this
condition is necessary, dthough not sufficient, to confer justification. T hat Ho ward-Snyder and
L ee make this sort of mistake is perplexing since M cGrew categorically outlinesthiscondition as
one of four conditionsthat are necessary for hisbrand of internal justification.'®

What other necessary conditions of M cGrew®internalism do H oward-Snyder and L ee
overlook in thisexample? For onething, their example missesM cGrew®stated definition of
internalism that justification ®asto do with one@cognitive set and not just with circumstances
independent of one@cognitiveset.& T heir example repeatedly appeals to conditions extrinsic to
oneScognitive set. T hisisevident from their statement in the example that Qour believing R is
causally explained, in no small part, by your having E; and experienceslike E arerelated to the
cognitive processesthat giveriseto themin such away that, in thetypical circumstancesin which
they operate, thereisalawlike tendency for those experiencesto occur only if the beliefsthat they

produce are apt to betrue.OT hisisexternalism. N one of these factors have to do with

®|bid., 5.
B M cGrew, Foundations of Knowledge, 66-69.
71bid., 8.



circumstances dependent of one@cognitive set. T hus, contrary to Ho ward-Snyder and L ee,
their examplewould not qualify asajustified belief on M cGrew®internalism.

Another necessary condition their examplefailsto meet M cGrew®standard for internal
justification isthat justifying reasons are nonarbitrary. T hisisthe focusof Ho ward-Snyder and

L ee@final objection.

Only Beliefs can be N onarbitrary Reasons

T hethird criticism H oward-Snyder and L eecite against M cGrew®dilemmaisthat it
presumes that only beliefs can be nonarbitrary justifying reasons.** M cGrew®internalism
includesthe condition that justifying reasons must be nonarbitrary, which meansthat the
justifying reasonsmust have an evidential connection to the believer®current cognitive set.

M cGrew adds this requirement because @o belief can pass on credibility unlessthat belief
possesses some credibility itself, & which is a safe requirement among most foundationalists.

T he problem Ho ward-Snyder and L ee detect at this point isnot that the justifying
reasons must be nonarbitrary, but that the nonarbitrary reasons can only be beliefs. Certain
experiences, though, seem to qualify as nonarbitrary justifying reasons, and these experiences are
not beliefs. AsHoward-Snyder and L ee explain: &xperiencesare not the sort of things for
which it makes sense to say that there can be evidence forthem. 1t®not as though you could have
evidence foryour itch or forthe cup®appearing visualy to you. T hat in itself, however, does not
preclude them from being nonarbitrary justifying reasons. It only meansthat their
nonarbitrariness will consist in something suitableto their nature.é?

N oticethat thiscriticism depends upon the cogency of their first objection. Since
significant problemstroublethefirst objection, thiscriticism losesits efficacy accordingly. M ore
subtly, thiscriticism also depends on the success of their second objection. T heir appeal to non-
doxastic experiences as probabilifiersrevealsthat they have dipped into externalism. N otethe
following description of perceptual experiences explained in the third objection of their paper:

@Vell, most of the mundane perceptual experienceswe have arerelated to the stimuli and

B |_eeand H oward-Snyder, Bata D ilenma,(6-7.
® M cGrew, Foundations of Knowledge, 11
2 H oward-Snyder and L ee, Bata D ilenma,(Y.



cognitive processesthat cause them in such away that, in the environment in which those
processestypicaly operate, thereis alawlike tendency for them to occur only if the beliefsthey
cause are apt to betrue. T hey arethe causal productslawful interactions between our cognitive
faculties and the environment; they tend to cause true beliefs.® Asamere statement of
neurophysiological fact, this us unobjectionable. But it isquite another thing to infer from this, as
they must in order for their objection to have any force, that the stimuli, as such and independent
of any beliefson the part of the subject, induce an epistemic probability. T hisisclearly
externalism, which dependson the validity of the second objection in order to have relevance
against M cGrew®dilemma. Sincel e argued that their second objection fails, the third
objectionisalso forceless. So, thethird criticism accumulates the mistakes Ho ward-Snyder and
L ee commit in their first two objections.

What more can be said about their third criticism? On my reading, not much more can
be said because the third objection does not advance their criticism any further than what their
first two points attempted to accomplish. For the central complaint inthiscriticismisthat
experiences, rather than only beliefs, should count as nonarbitrary justifying reasonsN thisis
essentially the same thesis of thefirst criticism. T hey explicate how thisisso in termsof external
justification, which isthefocus of their second objection. T hus, their third challengeto
M cGrew®dilemmarevisits the same points that they have attempted, unsuccessfully, to

establish. T hethird objection therefore adds nothing to their case against the dilemmafor M F.

Conclusion

| have argued that M cG rew®dilemma survives the challenges raised by Ho ward-Snyder
and L ee. Inorder to show that the dilemma doesnot compel oneto abandon M F, they would
need to demonstrate either that abasic belief can be probable or that externalismistrue. Inthis
recent attempt to overturn the dilemma, they have either merely assumed the truth of these
debatable claims or argued for them in aquestion-begging manner. T he burden of proof rests
squarely on moderate foundationaliststo respond to thischallenge. T he prospectsthat they will

?1bid., 7
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answer thisdilemmasuccessfully seem poor. So, when arbitrating among types of

foundationalisms, | believe that dilemmacompelsmeto accept CF over MF.



