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                    Abstract
Objective standards for justification or for being a reason would be desirable, but inductive skepticism tells us that they cannot be presupposed. Rather, we have to start from subjective-relative notions of justification and of being a reason. The paper lays out the strategic options we have given this dilemma. The paper explains the requirements for this subject-relative notion and how they may be satisfied. Then it discusses four quite heterogeneous ways of providing more objective standards, which combine without guaranteeing complete success.
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                    Notes
	Here I use “inductive” in the widest possible sense of “non-deductive”. There is a widespread prejudice that inductive reasoning is nothing but deductive reasoning with implicit premises. This prejudice is deeply amiss.


	
Freitag (2015) gives an entertaining and convincing analysis of a crucial aspect that goes wrong in Goodman’s riddle.


	My own attempts are contained in Spohn (2012), at least in chapters 5, 6, 12, 15, and 17.


	For instance, one may also have moral reasons for having a certain belief (if one manages thereby to acquire or maintain that belief). The distinction between epistemic and other reasons to believe is an interesting side issue. Cf., e.g., BonJour (1985, sect. 1.2).


	Note that we can give a similar account of what it means that A is a reason against B or may speak against B. This has equally many ways of linguistic expression.


	
Horty (2012) is the most elaborate attempt to provide a theory of reasons in terms of default logic. It does not point out, though, any way how to conform to Definition 1. Of course, one might start with defaults and construct from them a suitable credibility function, as first proposed by Pearl (1990). However, this is not Horty’s way, since he wants to provide an alternative to what he calls the weighing and the force conception of reasons, both of which he finds too metaphorical (pp. 2ff.).


	The AGM way of specifying conditional degrees of belief would consist in specifying a posterior entrenchment order after a first belief change, which would govern then a second (iterated) change. See, however, the many possibilities of specifying such a posterior order in Rott (2009), none of which seems generally adequate.


	A thoroughgoing study of many possible measures is given by Halpern (2003). Still other options are studied in Walley (1991).


	This is the main reason why traditional epistemologists are reserved or even hostile towards Bayesian epistemology.


	There is a rich discussion trying to get around this devastating conclusion. Understandably so. On the one hand, there is little sympathy with Jeffrey’s radical probabilism (1992, ch. 1) simply dispensing with the notion of belief; on the other hand, one very much wants to preserve the unity of our epistemological accounts. In my view, however, this discussion is a complete failure (as explained in some detail in Spohn 2012, sect. 10.1). Let’s not enter it. The most sophisticated recent attempt of Leitgeb (2014) leads to an extremely partition-relative notion of belief. He defends this consequence; I find it unacceptable.


	More extensive presentations may be found in Huber (2013), Spohn (2009) and Spohn (2012, ch. 5)


	Note that \(\upkappa (A \cup B)\) = min {\(\upkappa (A)\), \(\upkappa (B)\)} translates into \(\upbeta (A \cap B)\) = min {\(\upbeta (A)\), \(\upkappa (B)\)}.


	In the lottery paradox we may have \(\tau (W) > z\), i.e., a belief in the proposition Wthat exactly one ticket wins, and the same attitude \(\tau (L _{i})\) = 0, i.e., suspense of judgment, for all propositions \(L _{i}\) that ticket i loses. This is not an exciting solution, but it clearly is a consistent belief state, and this is all that matters.


	This definition is the crucial progress of ranking theory over its predecessors such as the functions of potential surprise of Shackle (1961) or Baconian probability as conceived by Cohen (1977) and even over parallel developments such as possibility theory presented in Dubois, Prade (1988), which is formally equivalent to ranking theory, but gives no clear intuitive guidance for defining conditional degrees of possibility; this may be done in a way equivalent to Definition 3 or in some other way as well.


	Just replace min in (b) by + and addition and subtraction of ranks, respectively, by multiplication and division, and you get the basic laws of probability.


	There is formal literature that tries to explicate the degree of coherence one proposition has with others; cf., e.g., Shogenji (1999) and Olsson (2012). However, it remains unclear there what this has to do with reasons and justifiedness. Moreover, I am obviously neglecting the third option of accepting an infinite regress of justification.


	Proof: \(\upbeta (B) > z\) entails that both \(\upkappa (A \cap {\sim }B) > z \) and \(\upkappa ({\sim }A \cap {\sim }B) > z\). \(\tau (B {\vert } {\sim }A) = 0\) entails \(\upkappa ({\sim }B {\vert } {\sim }A) = 0\) and hence \(\upkappa ({\sim }A \cap {\sim }B)=\upkappa ({\sim }A)\). Therefore \(\upkappa ({\sim }A)=\upbeta (A) > z.\)


	This theorem has no probabilistic counterpart, at least if one identifies justifiedness of a proposition A with its probability P(A) being above some threshold x. Even if A is a sufficient reason for B in the sense of \(P(B {\vert } A) = 1 > P(B {\vert } {\sim }A)\), \(P(B) > x \) does not entail \(P(A) > x\).


	I have addressed this issue more extensively in Spohn (2012, ch. 16), where I find only little fault with traditional foundationalism with respect to perception, i.e., just as much fault as to satisfy its opponents.


	The distinction is not always drawn in the same way. For instance, Friedman (1999) identifies a constitutive, relativized a priori diverging from the traditional Kantian a priori, whereas Field (1996) distinguishes a weak and a strong form of apriority. I have explained my two notions more carefully in Spohn (2012, sect. 6.5 and 17.1).


	This explains the difficulty of characterizing “initial” in the explication of defeasible apriority. Given literally no experience whatsoever, we cannot form any concepts or any doxastic state at all. Hence, initiality must be understood in a relative sense: after sufficient experience to develop the relevant concepts, but before any experience applying these concepts to a new case to be judged.


	Cf. Spohn (2012, sect. 13.3–4).


	Literally, Kripke’s contingent a priori also counts as synthetic a priori. But since it is still purely conceptual it thoroughly misses Kant’s intentions.


	For all this see, e.g., Carnap and Jeffrey (1971). For a ranking theoretic account of enumerative induction see Spohn (2016b).


	The only exception I know of is my own in terms of ranking theory; cf. Spohn (2012, ch. 17).


	This was first proved by Savage (1954, p. 114).


	
Shafer (1976, p. 78) mentions that “evidence of infinite weight produces ... certainty”.


	For a criticism see Lukits (2014).


	As more fully explained in Spohn (2016a).


	J. Williamson’s (2005) objective Bayesianism is a strong effort to reestablish objective inductive probabilities. T. Williamson (2000, ch. 10) intends to relaunch them as well as what he calls evidential probabilities. He has interesting things to say about the form in which they process evidence. However, unlike Carnap and J. Williamson, he makes no efforts to say anything about their a priori shape. Thus, he just postulates them. I cannot find that this procedure makes his posits credible.


	I have explained my version of the projectivistic picture in Spohn (2017). The details of my account of objectivizing ranks, however, are quite involved; they can only be found in Spohn (2012, ch. 15).
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