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                    Abstract
In this essay, I motivate and defend a pluralistic view of epistemic rationality. The core of the view is the notion that epistemic rationality is essentially a species of (teleological) practical rationality that is put in the service of various epistemic goals. First, I sketch some closely related views that have appeared in the literature. Second, I present my preferred, pluralistic version of the view, and I sketch some of its benefits. Third, I defend the view against a prominent objection recently offered against a class of closely related views by Selim Berker. Last, I raise some distinct, lingering worries, and I sketch some possible ways one might address them.
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	This terminology is perhaps not ideal, due to some confused early scholars who used the term ‘normative’ when applied to epistemology to contrast it with ‘naturalistic’ epistemology, on the false assumption that naturalistic accounts in philosophy are necessarily devoid of proper oughts. All the same, the usage is starting to take hold. Berker (2013a) is one prominent example.


	Cf. Brössel et al. (2013). Cowie doesn’t specify that he means meta-epistemological instrumentalism, since he doesn’t focus on this distinction. But I think it is clear from his discussion that this is what he would intend.


	I should say at the outset that my inspiration for classifying the various views in the way that follows was, in large part, the excellent discussion of many of these issues in Foley (1993). Folks familiar with that work will see much in common.


	That is, if she’s capable of forming such a belief. This is a somewhat important hedge, since some have tried to use it to make pragmatist views seem less absurd, as in Bishop’s (2009) attempt to bolster Stich’s view. But since Stich (2009) himself doesn’t accept Bishop’s help here, I’ll set the worry aside.


	It will soon become clear that this formulation is not quite specific enough to be useful. But I hope the reader will accept the intuitive notion for the time being.


	Lockhard takes himself to be talking solely about ‘instrumentalist’ views, but there is no harm in using his apt label there to discuss a broader range of teleological views.


	In his later book (1993), Foley moved to calling this kind of goal a ‘purely epistemic goal’, and modified it slightly to be the goal of having as accurate and comprehensive a belief system as possible. I leave this out of the discussion above, because Foley also leans toward a kind of pluralism in that later work, and I’ll discuss that move in depth below.


	As he puts it, “Cognitive value derives from the project of trying to understand nature. Some truths are worthless because they play no role in that project. Some falsehoods are valuable because they do play such a role” (104).


	Even Kuhn, who many consider the father of relativistic leaning sociology of science with his (1962/1996), backtracked after scholars started taking his earlier work in this direction (1970).


	In case the reader wasn’t aware, the geocentric theory was, in fact, the more predictively accurate theory for many decades after the scientific community had rejected it as false (cf. Forster and Sober 1994).


	For Foley, when we assess an agent based upon facts about her own perspective, we shouldn’t simply base it upon the agent’s current state of mind, but rather upon what perspective she would have after achieving some manner of reflective stability (1993, pp. 94–101). I’m not yet convinced that this modification is required, at least outside of cases where an agent is so badly incoherent that it makes little sense to talk of her perspective on things in the first place. So, I won’t make such a restriction in what follows. I thank an anonymous referee for reminding me of this aspect of Foley’s view.


	
Foley (1993) adds a third category, namely, how the world seems to the agent’s community, which he calls the sociocentric perspective. Since I’m concerned with what makes agents rational, not what makes agents seem rational to their community, I’ll drop this category from the account. But I do not mean to minimize the possible importance of those kinds of questions. For example, they will be very important if we wish to retrospectively judge exactly how revolutionary a particular historical scientist’s thinking was.


	The distinction has appeared under different names. For example, Foley (1993) refers to this as the egocentric/objective distinction. In the literature on instrumental or practical rationality, it is sometimes referred to as the subjective/objective distinction. I think these terms are likely to invite confusion. For example, a liberalist may well think there are objective facts of the matter concerning what an agent ought to do from her subjective point of view. The epistemologist’s terminology is just awkward enough to clearly signal that we are talking in technical terms.


	This position is often associated with Hume (1739). Whether Hume was himself a ‘Humean’, in this sense, is up for debate.


	One example would be a view of practical rationality based on an objective-list theory of well-being, such as the view defended in Nussbaum and Sen (1993). Maguire (2016) is a more recent defender of the value-based approach, although he seems to equate value-based assessments with moral assessments. (I prefer not to equate the two.)


	One sort of pluralism is already a well-established position in the practical rationality literature, that is, the pluralism between external and internal practical reasons. (It’s usually referred to as pluralism between the “subjective” and “objective” notions of practical rationality, although I feel that terminology invites confusion, since those terms have also been used to refer to the desire-based and value-based distinction.) One recent example of a pluralist of this sort is Schroeder (2010). Foley (1993) seems to be the closest thing to an explicit desire-based/value-based pluralist about practical rationality at the non-morally loaded normative level. Those who take a so-called ‘hybrid’ approach to the grounding of practical normativity, like Ross (1930), Chang (2013), and Behrends (2015), think that both desires and values can generate practical reasons, but this leaves open whether these distinct domains give rise to a plurality of normative requirements. Some authors hold so-called “dualist” views (cf. Crisp 1996; Dorsey 2013), where prudential reasons and moral reasons generate incommensurable normative demands, e.g., Copp (1997). Such views would amount to a desire-based/value-based pluralism of the kind I’m after, so long as the moral status of any action is determined by facts about egoistic value promotion (which is obviously dubious). And those who deny that there is an ‘all-things-considered ought’ or an ‘ought simpliciter’ in the practical domain, such as Tiffany (2007) with his ‘deflationary normative pluralism’, seem to hold closely related pluralist views. See Baker (2017) for a survey of some of the various views one can take on the nature, and possible incommensurability, of different normative domains. I thank two anonymous referees for suggesting that I spell out more clearly the relationship between my view here and those in the practical rationality literature.


	Of course, it’s possible that he might not, in fact, have held such a belief. Let us just assume that he did.


	Perhaps after we add the further specifications I mention in fn11.


	Of course, one might find Foley’s insistence implausible. Let us take it for granted for now, but more on this below.


	I’ll back off from this a bit later in the essay. But for now, I’ll be as liberal as possible.


	In other words, I’m assuming that epistemic value monism is wrong-headed, although I won’t present a full argument against that view here. For a defense of the monist position, see Ahlstrom-Vij (2013).


	For example, this kind of assessment often occurs when we judge whether a poker player will be rational in calling a raise, given the cards she has in her hand and the cards she can see on the table. Since we can conclude, very naturally, that she would be right to call even if we (watching on the television) know that her opponent already has her beat, we must be making internalist assessments in such contexts.


	I’m doubtful that such an objective evidential favoring relation exists, for the reasons sketched in Titelbaum and Kopec (ms). But I could be wrong.


	We could think of this position as an epistemic analogue of a view like Ross’s (1930) in the practical domain. I thank an anonymous referee for suggesting this parallel.


	I should mention that I am only sympathetic to the view that there is no all-things-considered ought in the practical case if we are setting aside all moral assessments. I am much less comfortable denying such an ought simpliciter, once we allow moral normativity to also weigh in the judgement.


	I thank an anonymous referee for pressing me to make my position on this matter clear.


	Just to be clear, this kind of situation will not always occur. In any case where an agent’s own epistemic goals align with the epistemic ends that we think are of independent value, and the world looks to her as the world actually is, all the various assessments will issue the same verdict. But, admittedly, we will not usually be so lucky.


	I should admit that the possibility of having justified false beliefs about the evidence is not entirely uncontroversial. For example, Titelbaum (2015) argues, roughly, that mistakes about what rationality requires are, themselves, mistakes of rationality. If he is right, and evidentialism happens to be true, then the kind of case I’m sketching here isn’t really a possibility.


	To borrow an example from Jackson and Smith (2016), someone might tell you how to escape a labyrinth by saying something like, “Walk in a path that doesn’t cross any hedges until you reach the end.” While this may still counts as advice in some sense of the word, it is certainly not helpful advice, since it is not implementable.


	I do not mean to suggest that these rival views don’t offer agents any useful guidance for how they can improve their cognitive behavior. They surely do, since they give the agent something to aim for, be it true beliefs, coherence, beliefs that accord with the evidence, or what have you. I only intend to point out that these views might promise less guidance than is often thought, so that the pluralist view doesn’t seem like an automatic non-starter by comparison. I thank an anonymous referee for encouraging me not to overstate my point here.


	I thank an anonymous referee for helping me clarify my position here.


	Assuming Leitgeb and Pettigrew (2010a, b) are right.


	If views in epistemology can be ‘consequentialized’ as some have suggested is possible in ethics (see Portmore 2009), then the vast majority of other normative epistemological views would be special cases. Thanks to Daniel Cohen for pointing me toward the literature on consequentializing deontological views.


	Here I’m thinking of work in the division of cognitive labor literature (Kitcher 1990; Strevens 2003; Weisberg and Muldoon 2009; Muldoon 2013) and much of the work on network epistemology (Mayo-Wilson et al. 2011, 2013; Zollman 2013).


	For some of the possible normative consequences of these kinds of group directed epistemic goals, see Kopec (2012).


	I sketch the benefits of my pluralistic account when applied to social epistemology in more detail in Kopec (ms).


	As Berker admits, the kind of criticism he presents really goes back at least to Firth (1981). But since Berker’s version has been the topic of much recent debate, I’ll focus on his as well.


	Others have criticized aspects of Berker’s arguments, e.g., Ahlstrom-Vij and Dunn (2014) and Goldman (2015), but I won’t rehearse those critiques here. My defense of epistemic teleology will take a rather different route.


	Berker realizes that there are many versions that will lack the consequence in question. In fact, he raises many such examples and then cooks up new cases corresponding to each to show they also share in the counterintuitive consequences under the revised cases. But he ignores one that I discuss here, and his modified case fails for the other, as I show shortly.


	Hausman’s apt example involves Jack, a patient who needs to determine his preference for either a treatment that will leave him deaf or a treatment that will leave him without the use of his legs (2011, pp. 120–123). It should be obvious that Jack, unless he is rather unusual, would not come to such a decision with a ready-made preference one way or the other. Rather, he would have to go through a somewhat messy process to form such a preference. The point here is that a mature decision theory ought to have something to say about which ways of forming such a preference would be rational.


	The pluralist could offer a similar response to the charges Kelly (2003, 2007) levels against what he calls ‘epistemic instrumentalism’. Kelly argues that epistemic instrumentalism, which amounts to the liberalistic mode of assessment in my terminology, can’t be correct, because epistemic norms are intuitively categorical in nature. Since they are categorical in nature, they cannot be determined by the goals held (or lacked) by particular agents. A pluralist who accepts the validity of idealistic assessments can account for these intuitions. In other words, the agents in Kelly’s cases really are irrational, in some sense, i.e., when assessed according to whether their attitudes accord with the evidence, are truth tracking, etc. But the agents aren’t irrational when assessed from a liberalistic perspective.


	In more technical terms, her preferences dictate that she’ll maximize her expected subjective epistemic utility every time she commits the gambler’s fallacy for two temporally correlated events.
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