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“[I]nquiry, in spite of the diverse subjects to which it applies, and the consequent diversity of its special techniques has a common structure or pattern”—John Dewey (Later Works 12, 105).
“[T]he unfortunate division of contemporary philosophy into separate ‘fields’…often conceals the way in which the very same arguments and issues arise in field after field…We can only regain the integrated vision which philosophy has always aspired to if at least some of the time we allow ourselves to ignore the idea that a philosophical position or argument must deal with one and only ones of these specific ‘fields.’” –Hilary Putnam (Ethics Without Ontology, 1).
Introduction. In a paper on norms and rationality, our conference host, Pascal Engel, notes that within the domain of normative concepts it is common to distinguish two classes: 
a) evaluative or axiological concepts, among which philosophers also distinguish 
--‘thin’ concepts (‘good’, ‘bad,’ ‘desirable’) and 
--thick concepts (‘courageous’, ‘coward’); and 
b) deontic concepts, such as ‘right’, ‘ought’, ‘permissible’, ‘forbidden’ (deontic concepts [being] by definition thin).
 

The distinction between evaluative concepts (which may be either thin or thick), and deontic concepts (which are always thin), can provide a starting point to my talk, since I want to argue that the present ‘wave’ of virtue epistemology is increasingly being ridden by epistemological “thickies.” In addition to Engel’s useful distinction we can note Jonathan Dancy’s insistence that whether in ethics or in epistemology, we essentially have “three layers” of concepts to work with: the non-normative at the bottom, the thick-normative in the middle, and the thin-normative at the top (2004, 84). Evaluations of epistemically responsible actions-in-inquiry and creditably reliable epistemic agency proceed from what Dancy calls “the thick intermediate layer” of concepts, the layer which includes intellectual habits of the agent that we deem intellectual virtues or vices. 
Epistemologists are increasingly concerned with the nature and sources of epistemic value. Being pushed along by these currents, they are today turning to more detailed studies of particular intellectual virtues and vices, and to “thick descriptions” of communal epistemic practices and of agents viewed not passively, but as engaged in contexts of inquiry and problem-solving. So we also find this interest in thickening epistemology exemplified by work on thick descriptions of intellectual traits and their role in inquiry, as well as by work that engages social epistemology and/or one of several literatures on empirical studies of cognition.
As time allows, I want not only to describe the second wave, but to articulate a philosophical rationale for the thickies’ expanding research interests and changing conception of epistemology’s central tasks. Most especially, I want to make it an aim of the paper to show the continuities between the research interests associated with second-wave VE, and conceptions of agency and normativity associated with classical pragmatism. Certainly some of these continuities can be seen in points of connection between the pragmatist tradition and the accounts of epistemic normativity and agency that John Greco gives us in his “agent reliabilist” epistemology. Most specifically, as I’ll explain, Greco offers us, just as pragmatists would want, a way to resituate practices of epistemic evaluation within a broader and more varied class of social practices.
 The credit theory allies attributions of creditability for success with respect to an epistemic aim with a more general and familiar sort of normativity found to some degree in achievements of any kind. This resituating that the credit theory aspires to suggests a more unified account of normativity. It is important to consider in social perspective the social practices in which pragmatic, ethical, and epistemic norms are embedded.
 It seems fitting for a virtue epistemology to support this social epistemological insight, and this is, anyway, where classical pragmatism looked to ground normativity—in our concerns with practice and with “indeterminate situations” (Dewey).
 

But if our question were which forms of virtue epistemology best cohere with and explicitly incorporate aspects of the classical pragmatic naturalism of Dewey, Peirce, and C.I. Lewis, or again, which forms of it best provide support for the research interests of epistemological thickies, then I’d suggest we look to explicitly “inquiry-focused” virtue epistemologies, the best-developed account of which is Chris Hookway’s. Hookway’s prescribed shift “from the doxastic paradigm to epistemology-as-inquiry” (2006) is essentially a prescribed shift from thin to thick-focused epistemology. So we will use Hookway’s work, in bridging second-wave virtue epistemology and pragmatist thought.
 

Section 2.  The Second Wave

The time seems particularly ripe to draw attention to parallels between successive ‘waves’ of interest in virtue-theoretic perspectives in ethics and in epistemology. This is because the resurgent interest in ethical virtue is often dated to a half-century ago, 1958, when influential papers in ethics by G.E.M. Anscombe and Philippa Foot were published. Anscombe’s “Modern Moral Philosophy” criticized a thin-focused “law conception of ethics” in British moral philosophy, for its neglect of individual and social psychology.  Arguing that “a society in which ethical life is understood and conducted in such general terms is socially different from one in which it is not” (130), she suggests that ethical theory will not advance unless and until philosophers attend to the neglected psychology of character. Foot’s paper “Moral Arguments” utilized what C.L. Stevenson called “mixed mode” terms, both descriptive and evaluative, or what Bernard Williams would later describe as “thick” ethical concepts, to argue directly against ethical non-cognitivism.
 Over the past half-century frustration with act-based ethics and its preoccupation either with thin deontological concepts like ‘right’ and ‘ought’ or with thin axiological concepts like ‘good,” has given rise to extensive studies of ethical character traits, their relationship to emotional dispositions, and their role in explanation and evaluation of agents.
 Thereafter the ‘friends of entanglement’ as Hilary Putnam describes Foot, Williams, McDowell and himself, clashed with ‘friends of reduction,’ and ‘thickies’ with ‘thinnies’ like Hare, Blackburn, and Gibbard.
  

Describing virtue ethics as breaking upon the philosophical establishment in successive ‘waves’ is useful for understanding its development. I extend this description to virtue epistemologies, showing that they may be supported by a second wave in some ways strongly analogous to the second-wave that began some decades ago in virtue ethicists. For following in the wake of the revival of virtue ethics came virtue epistemologies that make the agent herself epistemically central. In its first wave debate still revolved around traditional issues like scepticism and the nature of justification; while these remain topics of keen interest, we today find the use of the intellectual virtues expanding well beyond the question of what aid they might or might not lend to a project of conceptual analysis for concepts like knowledge and justification—beyond projects of reductive analyses, that is to say. Sometimes this is a shift to interest in epistemic standings other than knowledge and justified belief; at other times it is concern with epistemic, practical, and sometimes even ethical value or disvalue of the reasons for which we inquire, and try to settle our belief’; at still others it is concern with psychology and the special sciences in what they tell us about human cognition.


Recent examples of thick descriptions of intellectual virtue might begin with Bernard Williams’ seminal book Truth and Truthfulness (2002), and extend to work on particular intellectual virtues including intellectual curiosity (Miscevic), Trustworthiness (Elgin), self-trust (Lehrer; Foley), conscientiousness (Montmarquet), open-mindedness (W. Hare; Riggs; Baehr; Arpaly; Kvanvig); insight (Riggs), and humility (Roberts and Wood); and to intellectual vices such as epistemic akrasia (Hookway), malevolence (Battaly) and self-indulgence (Baehr).
 
In its first wave, virtue ethics remained focused on these general, largely metaethical questions, especially with the defense of cognitivism against non-cognitivism. Only in the second wave of virtue ethics, as it turned to more constructive projects in the 70’s and 80’s, did virtue theorists and other friends of entanglement have those consequences that Putnam, in The Collapse of the Fact/Value Dichotomy, associates with them: consequences of inspiring a more pluralistic account of the good, a resurgence of first-order ethics as a subject, and a parallel resurrection of political philosophy.
 Now, can a ‘thick-focused’ second-wave of virtue epistemologies, moving us beyond traditional preoccupations with scepticism and conceptual analysis, have any such dramatic consequences? In this paper I argue that the research programs of ‘second-wavers’ have at least the potential to significantly improve our conception of epistemic normativity, and perhaps also of epistemic agency.
 

A key claim of epistemological thickies, directly analogous to their ethicist cousins, is that our practices of epistemic evaluation,  like ethical evaluation, would be hamstrung (greatly disadvantaged) if our language were to lack a rich repertoire of thick concepts as resources with which to work.  Much of our language, as Putnam argues, is and has to be ‘entangled’: this conclusion holds for epistemic appraisal of agents and their beliefs as readily as it does for reflective morality.
 Viewing norms as explicit, overarching principles or rules from which we deduce guidance to particular actions, inevitably leaves us with insurmountable philosophical problems (Will 1997, liii). But these problems can be avoided or at least mitigated by adopting the pragmatist view “according to which rational norms are inherently embedded in our practices, and are subject to rational assessment and modification only because they are thus embedded”; “norms are intrinsically socio-psychological entities that interlock with each other and are rooted deeply in the practices of individuals and their communities. Embedded in these practices, norms are in principle open-textured: open to further definition and revision” (Will 1998, liv & 159).
 Among social epistemologists we find these views spurring growing interest in testimony, in genealogical approaches to knowledge (Craig; B. Williams), in categories such as epistemic injustice (M. Fricker; L. Code), and in considering “what epistemological project[s] may lie at the intersection of collective and character epistemology” (Lahroodi  2007b, 282; __________).
 

Second-wavers regard the invitation to thicken epistemology as equally an invitation to expand epistemology (Axtell 2008a). For second-wavers, the need to better understand the nature and sources of epistemic value is proof of the need for greater diversity of interest in epistemology. More things are epistemically central than the conceptual analysis of propositional knowing, or ‘knowing that.’ How do the character virtues, together with other enabling conditions, support the epistemic competence of agents? What else is desirable from an epistemic perspective, besides truth-conduciveness in our beliefs? How can we explicate the deep inter-dependency between the epistemic responsibility and the epistemic reliability of agents, while maintaining a fallibilist stance? 
The value of the virtues is itself a key facet of the debate, and discussion of epistemic value and of epistemic virtue have often gone hand-in-hand. More specifically, concern about the ability of a theory to satisfactorily explain the value of the virtues. Pparalleling the plural sources of good that virtue ethicists insisted upon in contrast to both deontology and consequentialism, some second-wavers explicitly reject veritism as a adequate account of our epistemological axiology, endorsing epistemic value pluralism instead [See Appendix: Epistemological Axiology].
 For pluralists like J. Kvanvig, “epistemic goals include knowledge, understanding, wisdom, rationality, justification, sense-making, and empirically adequate theories….[T]he class of epistemic goods is manifold, as wide as the class of cognitive successes” (2005, 287). Kvanvig and Hilary Kornblith (2002) both find that veritism tends to reduce epistemology to the theory of propositional knowing, and to devalue debates over epistemological axiology. Duncan Pritchard agrees that it is unfortunate that so much work on the value of truth/true belief “has taken place independently from the debate regarding the value of other epistemic standings like knowing and understanding” (2007b, 28). It has been a positive implication of the “value of knowing” debate that we “shift the focus on contemporary epistemological theorizing away from the merely minimal conditions for knowledge—a focus that has arisen largely in response to the Gettier problem—and move it towards higher epistemic standings” (23).
 Epistemic value pluralism suggests the need to rethink many further assumptions about epistemology’s central tasks and to re-address the issue of the nature of epistemic normativity. Pluralism arguably has the deeper effect of rendering the study of the nature and sources of epistemic value across all of our positive epistemic standings a more central and continuous endeavor.
Let’s turn now to highlighting some recent research by self-described virtue epistemologists that fits my descriptions of a shift towards interest in what Jason Baehr calls “character epistemology,” and the “thickened” conceptions of agency associated with it. Experimental philosophy provides empirical data, some from cognitive neuropsychology, some from social psychology, about our reasoning propensities and the likely limits of our reliability. One example of the engagement with empirical studies that bear on intellectual character is the “metacognition” literature, and more broadly decision theory and strategy selection (Lepock, 2007; Morton 2006).
 Metacognition is the monitoring and control of object-level cognitive transactions with the world, the regulation and management of thinking. This literature studies the impact of metacognitive reflection on cognitive control. (Lepock).
 Adam Morton argues that that “Most intellectual virtues have essential connections to capacities to search in some particular manner, and capacities to know when that kind of search is a good idea. These are the capacities we makes names for, because they are the ones we need names for…multi-purpose virtues of intelligent activity”

A second and still larger set of psychological studies that virtue epistemologists have begun to engage with is the “need for cognition” literature (Lahroodi, 2007). This studies the different levels of cognitive motivation that individuals display (Capioppo and Petty, 1982; 1984). “Virtue epistemologists have begun to explore how to evaluate the psychological literature on need for cognition from the standpoint of virtue theory.” (Lahroodi, 230).
 


Turning to examples of virtue theory that draws directly from the resources of classical pragmatism, we should discuss Christopher Hookway, Matt Pamental, and Phil Olson. Both argue that insights drawn from the pragmatism tradition can help us arrive at more promising ways of talking about our evaluative practices. Cartesian tradition, according to Hookway, has employed a vocabulary for the evaluation of stable states rather than for the regulation of activities, while pragmatists encourage us to recognize the primacy of the latter (103). Hookway writes,

Dewey’s theory of inquiry treats inquiry as a problem-solving activity, governed by norms of practical reasoning. Successful inquiry (whatever its subject matter) begins when we find ourselves confronting a problem [an ‘indeterminate situation’]….Peirce’s writings on epistemological matters are also focused on the norms that govern inquiry, which is described as a struggle to replace doubt by settled belief… [T]hey both regard issues of inquiry or theoretical deliberation as the fundamental ones. (Hookway 2006, 103; recheck quote) 

Epistemology according to Hookway, and arguably the whole classical pragmatist tradition, “is primarily concerned with how it is possible for us to engage in activities such as inquiry and deliberation, and questions about knowledge and about justification should be seen as subordinate to these concerns” (109). Our ability to reason, Hookway argues, rests upon a system of habits, capacities, traits, and virtues, skills and attitudes, subdoxastic processes which serve as enabling conditions for reflection” (103).
The intellectual virtues help us respond to reasons, and while agents lack direct control over belief, they remain in normal cases accountable for the entrenchment of intellectual habits into an integrated character. Now responsibilist epistemologies, which often trace epistemic value primarily to this effort (Dalmiya), are also among those that would seem most naturally to focus on the role of thick evaluative concepts in practices of epistemic evaluation. Perhaps all forms of responsibilism concern, as Hookway puts it, “how it is possible to be good at inquiry rather than, more simply, what it is to have justified beliefs or knowledge” (2006, 101). But in the approach of “epistemology as theory of inquiry,” “The target of epistemic evaluations lies in our ability to carry out inquiries, to reason effectively and solve problems” (98). According to Dewey and other pragmatists, even theoretical inquiry is a practice, an activity. So it is important to avoid any radical dichotomy between the ‘theoretical’ and the ‘practical,’ by restating the ‘primacy of practice’: “[S]ince reasoning is a goal-directed activity, the norms that govern reasoning will include norms of practical reason: we are evaluating strategies for solving problems, the effectiveness of agents at putting their strategies into effect, and so on” (Hookway 100). “[E]pistemology should study our practice of epistemic evaluation by exploring how we are able to carry our inquiries and theoretical deliberations in a well-regulated manner” (104).

I conclude this section with a passage from another Deweyan virtue epistemologist, Matt Pamental, who writes, 
The Deweyan model of human nature thus integrates multiple aspects of the self while at the same time recognizing that selves are always embedded in and interpenetrating with natural and social environments. The core ‘units’ of the self are its motivational schemas, which are constituted by both personological and situational components. Both cognitive and affective components contribute to the personological side of a habit, while social norms, group size, and other situational features make up the situational side. ..What the model shows, then, is that not only is the self a complicated and highly variable structure, but that the explanation of behavior will of necessity reflect that complexity. 

3. Greco and Pragmatism

In “The Nature of Ability and the Purpose of Knowledge,” John Greco  argues that a credit theory of knowing has certain advantages, including a good deal of explanatory power and the ability to provide normativity a comfortable home within a reliabilist account of knowledge. If it provides this, it does so by resituating the normativity involved in knowledge attribution within a more general or ubiquitous kind of crediting or valuing associated with success through ability. Credit theories face serious problems, Greco concedes, but he suggests two resources to address them. The first such resource concerns the nature of abilities and their role in explanation and evaluation. Abilities or competences are dispositional properties that display a characteristic structure, so that a project of explicating that structure can help us understand the kind or kinds of value we associate with intellectual achievements and the basis for attributing credit to the agent for success with respect to an epistemic aim. The second idea he offers concerns the purpose of knowledge and even of the concept of knowledge. This second of Greco’s two ideas I think supports what we’ve called the second-wave of research in virtue epistemology. Not only knowledge for use in practical reasoning, (Greco 6); but also the concept of knowledge is seen as directing us to social or communal epistemic practices and to approbations and disapprobations (in Dewey’s language). “[T]he concept of knowledge functions so as to flag good information and good sources of information” (5), Greco says in agreement with Ed Craig and Bernard Williams. For Williams in Truth and Truthfulness, “What the question introduces is the notion of function, and that step itself does some of the work. If one sees the concept of knowledge as having a function—in particular, a function in relation to very basic needs—this in itself helps one to see why it has the features it has…”
 Williams’ and Craig’s genealogically-recast question, “Why should we have a concept such as the concept of knowledge?,” is intended to let us see why the virtues of truthfulness are important, why people want to possess those virtues, and why they hold value for them. “They are useful, indeed essential, to such objectives as the pooling of information, and those objectives are important to almost every human purpose” (57).

Finally, some points of connections between Greco and pragmatist thought are apparent as well in his second (wave) idea. Dewey’s younger contemporary C.I. Lewis, argued most explicitly that, 

Knowledge, action, and evaluation are essentially connected. The primary and pervasive significance of knowledge lies in its guidance of action: knowing is for the sake of doing. And action, obviously, is rooted in evaluation. For a being which did not assign comparative values, deliberate action would be pointless” (1946, 3).

Unfortunately Dewey, Lewis, Alaine Locke and other pragmatists who shared this view were paddling against the currents of Anglo-American analytic thought, especially in the years prior to and through the 1950’s, when logical empiricist influence reached its zenith, and hung onto a fact/value dichotomy by relying more and more heavily on C. L. Stevenson’s two “modes” of analysis of evaluative language to resolve its deepening problem with respect to their highly disparate or asymmetrical treatment of normative language and meaning. 

That the concept of knowledge serves the purposes of practical reasoning by flagging good or trustworthy sources of information, is something Greco thinks we must acknowledge if we are to meet the burden of the “generality problem” and specify in the right way the abilities or competences and dispositions we hold salient in explanations of the agent’s success. Greco’s account has some flexibility because it rejects as unreasonable any demand for a fixed level of generality, and instead holds that “what counts as correct varies from context to context.” Specifications of generality—relevant levels of generality of processes or methods of belief-acquisition—“are determined by context”; “Relevant parameters should be specified according to the interests and purposes of relevant practical reasoning” (8). A reliabilism of this sort doesn’t conceive of probability enhancers as the only epistemic desiderata; it needn’t tie itself to holding that the subject context or the attributor context as such is important for specifying relevant levels of generality. “Rather it is the relevant practical reasoning context, which may be that of the subject, the attributor, or some third party.” (10) The generality problem, and therefore the broader reliabilist concern with truth-linked or externalist accounts of knowing, therefore can’t proceed without considering the connection between pragmatic factors and the order of explanation sought.

The strongest single point of connection we found between pragmatist thought and Greco’s epistemology is that they both allow us to see the philosophical advantages of resituating norms of epistemic evaluation within a broader and more varied class of social practices. Creditable success is a familiar sort of normativity, and linking epistemic to other sorts of non-philosophic normativity suggests both a less mystifying account and a more unified account. I do not know how much farther Greco would go along the pragmatist path, however, or where he would get off. Since pragmatists hold reasoning to be a goal-directed activity, the norms that govern reasoning and inquiry will naturally include norms of practical reason; but some inquiry-focused epistemologists like Morton and Hookway go further, claiming that we are at this point evaluating strategies for solving problems and the effectiveness of agents at putting their strategies into effect.
 This would be rejected by others, however, who take the intellectual virtues and vices, for the very reason that are so often concepts that apply to the quality of our inquiries, as epistemically tangential. This is indeed the position both of arch internalists like Richard Feldman, and of some virtue reliabilists like Ernest Sosa—both would banish character epistemology to what is seen as a tangential matter of ‘pragmatics’ or of “ethics of belief.” I have, by contrast, argued that an epistemology that marginalizes inquiry is also one that cannot integrate factors of social interaction. So perhaps it is left up to epistemologists more strongly influenced by pragmatist thought to insist on that degree of ‘thickening’ of the field of epistemology that only acknowledgment of the centrality of inquiry can facilitate. 
4. Conclusions

I have been alleging that epistemologists are increasingly looking for ways to “thicken” epistemology, by engagement with social psychology and the special sciences of cognition, or by providing detailed accounts of inquiry-focused thick evaluative concepts—concepts of intellectual virtue and vice and their role in inquiry. In whatever degree this contention is correct, in the view taken here it represents the ‘pragmatic upshot,’ of developments internal to analytic epistemology itself (Smith 1990).

This shows us that pragmatism contains resources to displace the fact/value dichotomy, and suggests the possibility of a more unified conception of the value of the virtues. The metaphilosophical idea of inquiry into intellectual and ethical virtue as constituting an in-some-sense unified study, marks a step away from the radically asymmetrical metaphilosophy of mid-century. On this view, the renewed interest by philosophers in virtue-centered accounts, and rising interest in epistemological axiology, are both indicative of an appealing shift of metaphilosophical positions. It is the possibility of addressing challenges to philosophy's normativity on the basis of an essentially unified conception of human knowing and valuing. The reluctance on the part of many to accept such a shift reflects at least partially in the lasting hang-over effect of the fact/value dichotomy and the radical dichotomizing and contrasting of ‘the language of science’ and ‘the language of ethics’ in logical empiricist thought (Axtell 1993; 1996).
 By contrast with such a fragmented treatment of normativity, virtue theorists hold it as a decided advantage that we can now begin by locating symmetries between moral and epistemic evaluation of agents, symmetries out of which we can understand their respective differences as emerging (Montmarquet). According to Olson, Dewey assumes no aboriginal basis for the distinction between individual virtues or kinds of virtue (e.g., intellectual and moral virtue).

From a Deweyan perspective, then, all virtue has its source in inquiry; and the distinctions made between individual virtues and kinds of virtue are themselves conclusions of inquiry—conclusions that may be preserved, so long as they serve as resources, or refined, changed or rejected, if they prove to be obstacles to future inquiries (2006).
 


Finally, while Dewey’s pragmatism led towards a reunion of theory and problems of practice, he also valued highly the import of a general “theory of inquiry.” Dewey explicitly supported the complementarity between domain-specific research techniques, and general theory of inquiry, which insisting that philosophical methodology is theory of inquiry rather than logic or epistemology is any narrow sense invoking a spectator theory of knowing. Dewey wrote that “[I]nquiry, in spite of the diverse subjects to which it applies, and the consequent diversity of its special techniques has a common structure or pattern” (LW 12, 105). This claim is deeply problematic on the received view. The natural tendency of a modern philosophical mind is individualistic (Will, 1988, 35), making grasp of the social character of the norms of thought and action, and an appreciation of the consequences of this character, all the more difficult, but also all the more vital to what the contemporary Deweyan, Frederick Will, terms “norm governance.”
 In redressing the prosaic legacy of logical empiricism, the Janus-faced nature of thick affective and ethical concepts have already shown themselves a force of change in ethical theory; today it may be that the Janus-faced nature of thick concepts of intellectual virtue and vice portend equally important changes in our views about epistemic agency and normativity.
 
As some further indication of the metaphilosophical shift that virtue theory might contribute to, I close with the opening lines of Ethics Without Ontology, in which Putnam states his view that

the unfortunate division of contemporary philosophy into separate ‘fields’…often conceals the way in which the very same arguments and issues arise in field after field….We can only regain the integrated vision which philosophy has always aspired to if at least some of the time we allow ourselves to ignore the idea that a philosophical position or argument must deal with one and only ones of these specific ‘fields’ (2004, 1).

END
Appendix A: Social Epistemology & Virtue Epistemology

Many forms of both internalism and externalism ignore the social dimension of knowledge (Williams 2001, 36). Lorraine Code's responsibilism, by contrast, remains connected with feminism and with social epistemology, as is evident in her recent work on "the power of ignorance" in shaping epistemic practices that result in exploitation and oppression. How are epistemic goals, norms or desiderata (e.g., knowledge, truth, warrant, justification, rationality, and consensus) promoted or impeded by various social practices? Linda Zagzebski, Miranda Fricker, and Christopher Hookway each also develop versions of responsibilism that provide responses to questions such as this. Zagzebski’s stated reasons for seeking a virtue epistemology include not only the impasse between internalist and externalist accounts of epistemic justification, and a neglect of understanding and wisdom as other epistemic ends worthy of study, but also a lack of direct concern with the practical ends of theoretical reasoning, and a certain blindness towards social dimensions of epistemic practice. Miranda Fricker's recent book Epistemic Injustice: Power and the Ethics of Knowing, elaborates further convergences between virtue theory and social epistemology. Fricker’s book studies the ethical and political aspects of our epistemic conduct, and works to support these as proper concerns for epistemologists. Social identity and relations of power impact our collective epistemic practices, and especially the assessments we make of testifiers and their testimony. I agree with Fricker’s call for “a truly social epistemology,” and think that such a proposal naturally finds support in the responsibilist approach within virtue theory.
I defend the plausibility of the credit theory of knowing while allowing the each of the two objections must have serious repercussions for our way of understanding the causal and non-causal links established in explanations framed in terms of in terms of intellectual character traits. What is said about the causal or non-causal explanatory links will depend upon whether what is being appraised is a belief-forming cognitive “faculty,” “process,” “disposition,” “competence,” “ability,” “method,” etc. The two objections do each find a target among virtue epistemologists, and lead to the need for much clear and closer “matching” of the focus of appraisal with its place along a  spectrum of links from those that are most plausibly construed as causal to those that appear rather to address only or essentially normative concerns. A more careful delineation of the various senses of the “because of virtue” claim along this spectrum shows for ways to amend virtue and anti-luck epistemologies to meet these two serious challenges to the credit theory of knowing that they support. 

Without studying the shifts and dislocations in explanatory frames it would be impossible even to determine when two explanations are inconsistent with one another, irrelevant to one another, complementary to one another, etc. We find the new pluralistic basis for a philosophy of explanation as soon as we begin to focus critically upon the value presuppositions of our own interests in seeking explanations—a pluralistic but non-relativistic account of explanatory interests and “frames.’ Inquiry methods and strategies which systematically underwrite success-conducive theses deserve to be credited with a significant measure of rational warrant (Rescher) We can find responsibility and reliability conceptually connected in the richest of ways, while still respecting fallibilism.

Appendix B: More on Pragmatism & Virtue Theory



Virtue epistemologists, as proponents of “mixed theories” (Greco), are all well-served to draw attention away from a minimal set of conditions on knowing, and to the importance of higher epistemic standings and the personal and social worth of the virtues. It is because the virtue reliabilists and responsibilists are both proponents of “epistemic compatibilism” that the burgeoning interest in thick epistemic concepts, needn’t be polemically described as a shift ‘from thin to thick,’ since there are resources in both kinds of concepts, and the distinction between them is one of degree.
The genealogical approach to knowledge in Craig and Williams  reminds us of Dewey’s earlier argument that the radical separation of knowledge acquisition from its original function, which is to resolve indeterminate situations, gives rise to an “intellectualist fallacy” and the notion of autonomous, self-sufficient rationality (MW 6:89; de Waal 120).
 But empiricist traditions can incite a “spectator theory of knowledge” as well as Cartesian tradition. We cannot hope to have an adequate account of knowing if we start by separating knowing from its working context, or if we are driven either to the contention that the most plausible analysis of knowledge will be infallibilist, or that “The most plausible analysis of knowledge will be in terms of factors over which we have no control” (Reed, 23). A conception of epistemology in which knowledge is taken as conceptually independent of the merit of the choices by which it is attained would seem to reduce to what Leite (2004; 2005) justly criticizes when he writes, 

The Spectatorial Conception regards the activity of justifying as epistemologically irrelevant because justifying is aimed at showing that one possesses a status which is fully independent of this activity. This is incorrect. The basic point of the activity of requesting and offering reasons in defense of beliefs is to provide a setting within which entitlements to hold beliefs can be challenged, defended, established, and shared. To develop a justification for one’s belief is to attempt to establish or secure a positive normative status by basing one’s belief upon adequate reasons. (2005)

By contrast, Leite’s critique of the SC might to taken to lend support to  compatibilism (exhibited for instance in Sosa’s virtue-basing requirement) when he argues that “To enable epistemic evaluation of the person, basing relations must be attributable to the person and not merely to some reasoning-like process which takes place ‘in’ him or her” [emphasis original].
 While he doesn’t endorse a virtue epistemology, Leite does usefully point out that,

The Spectatorial Conception runs into trouble here because of a fundamental bifurcation which it forces within our thinking about a person: on the one side are the facts which determine basing relations, and on the other is the person’s overt deliberative and justificatory activity, and the latter does not ever directly determine the former. Once we clearly recognize this division, we can see that the Spectatorial Conception of the basing relation does not do the necessary work: it does not provide an adequate basis for epistemic evaluation of the person, at least not for the forms of evaluation which are my concern here—forms of evaluation connected with the notions of entitlement, responsibility and fair criticism of the person (2004, 230). 

According to Leite, the Spectatorial Conception runs into trouble by trying to force a fundamental bifurcation over our thinking about a person, where: “On the one side are the facts which determine basing relations, and on the other is the person’s overt deliberative and justificatory activity, and the latter does not ever directly determine the former.” But this bifurcation, Leite maintains, isn’t forced upon us by logic. I agree, and would relate it instead to the antipathies bred from emphases placed upon either “facts” or “principles,” respectively by those who reflect the philosophic temperaments James refers to as the tough and the tender-minded.


Pragmatism sees reason as purpose-directed and action-involving. “My pragmatism affirms  that action is involved in knowledge, Dewey writes, but then qualifies by adding that this does not mean that “knowledge is subordinated to action or ‘practice’” (LW 14: 13). What it affirms is that human knowledge cannot be seen as independent from the conditions in which it arises, nor from the situations to which it applies. Knowing is a product of inquiry, and is intended to aid future reflective action. In How We Think (1910), Dewey writes, 

[Pragmatism] starts from acts, functions, as primary data, functions both biological and social in character; from organic responses, adjustments. It treats the knowledge standpoint, in all its patterns, structures, and purposes, as evolving out of, and operating in the interests of, the guidance and enrichment of these primary functions. (MW 6:88)

These primary data we start with, Dewey held, “are not objects but means, instrumentalities, of knowledge: things by which we know rather than things know” (MW 10: 347; de Waal 119) 

Dewey responds to the intellectualist’s focus on reason as a fixed faculty, to reasonableness (LW 11; 565f), and from the connotation of knowledge as “a meaning of its own apart from connection with and reference to inquiry” (LW 12: 15) to a focus on “warranted assertability” as one with clearer connections with inquiry. De Waal comments, “An important motivation for preferring warranted assertability above truth is Dewey’s embracing of Peirce’s fallibilism. As Dewey explains, “The position which I take, namely, that all knowledge, or warranted assertion, depends upon inquiry and that inquiry is, truistically, connected with what is questionable (and questioned) involves a sceptical element, or what Peirce calls ‘fallibilism.’ But it also provides for probability….” (LW 14: 171f)


Hookway contrasts his prescription for epistemology-as-inquiry with “the doxastic paradigm: epistemic evaluation is fundamentally concerned with evaluating beliefs and their objects, by establishing whether they are justified or by establishing whether they constitute knowledge. The doxastic paradigm seems to employ the idea that the person as studied in epistemology is, primarily, a holder of beliefs…[and that] our primary interest is in the resulting belief rather than the process of reasoning.” (96-97)
Hookway’s primary argument is that inquiry-focused epistemology “enables us to raise [critical] questions about (for example) knowledge and justified belief which focus on the concepts that we ought to have rather than describing [or applying] the concepts we actually possess.” (98) For this inquiry-focused kind of virtue responsibilist epistemology, “The target for epistemic evaluation lies in our ability to carry our inquiries, to reason effectively and solve problems, rather than in how far our beliefs are justified, or whether we possess knowledge” (98). The importance of knowledge and justified belief because of their role in reflective inquiry, so that we want to ask how they can fulfill that role. “The core question concerns how it is possible to be good at inquiry rather than, more simply, what it is to have justified beliefs or knowledge” (101).


It may be that epistemology is becoming as divided between ‘friends of entanglement” and “friends of reduction—between epistemological thickies and thinnies—as ethical thickies and thinnies have been divided over the last few decades. No, I am not claiming that  the Janus-faced nature of thick epistemic is likely to prove just as challenging to received conceptions of epistemology’s central tasks, as “thick affective concepts” like lewd, rude, dangerous, were for non-cognitivists in the academic milieu in which Anscombe and Foot wrote their influential essays 50 years ago. But there are those who advocate the view that epistemology is only the theory of knowledge; and this narrow conception of epistemology is one a thickie is right to reject. It is because they are epistemic compatibilists or proponents of “mixed theory,” that they reject it.  Compatibilists must worry anytime inquiry is shoved out to the margins of epistemology: they worry first when internalists want to conceive notions like rationality and justification as conformity with consciously-held standards, making demands on epistemic responsibility unrealistically high.
 But they may also worry about forms of externalism that are incompatibilist—those that fall prey to what Robert Brandom call the ‘naturalistic temptation,’ “the temptation to suppose that the concept of reliability of belief-forming processes can simply replace the concept of having good reasons for belief—that all the explanatory work for which we have been accustomed to call upon the latter can be performed as well or better by the former (1998, 373). Compatibilists worry that treating virtues as belief-forming processes seems to problematize our ability to uniting high-level and low-level virtues (Lepock 2007).
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� This is indeed important, because ampliative processes and valuative phases of inquiry are seen as needing to be purged or filtered out of philosophical accounts of norm governance, to be replaced by processes which are only deductive or inductive surrogates. As a more contemporary Deweyan, Frederick Will, aptly states in Beyond Deduction (1988), "the attachment of philosophers in the Anglo-American tradition to deductivism remains strong.  In ways that we are hardly aware of we are influenced in various steps we take in governance by the deep-seated preconception that to whatever extent issues of governance transcend the competence of deductive, applicative processes, they transcend the competence of philosophical governance altogether" (1988, 13).





� Now this brief description may sound self-serving, in that it would appear best-exemplified in an epistemological research program into the reflective or acquired virtues, or to the “responsibilist” approaches that makes what Jason Baehr calls “character epistemology” primary. Indeed I do think these are some of its clearest expressions, but I do not mean to make the term ‘thickie’ as a characterization of the second-wave mean that that wave is peopled only by responsibilists. The support of the thickies’ research programs is strongest anyway when their stance is that of “mixed theory” (Greco’s description of virtue epistemologies), not any radical form of epistemological internalism that makes unrealistic and costly demands upon epistemological responsibility. I do see the description of one as a thickie I do see as reflective of Baehr’s descriptions of “moderate” and “radical” VE, and contrasted with a first wave whose interests in the concept of epistemic and intellectual virtue were the “conservative” one—one that could accord value to the virtues only as they contributed to a successful analysis of propositional knowledge. But many empirically-engaged reliabilists, and virtually anyone whose conception of epistemology has been impacted by recent discussions over the value problem and epistemological axiology more generally, are “moderate” and not “conservative” in Baehr’s sense as well.





� Inquiry relates to the attempts to resolve the objective conditions of an indeterminate or problematic situation. “By focusing on the indeterminate situation, Dewey follows Peirce’s doubt-belief theory where inquiry is similarly the product of a distress of some kind……Like Peirce, Dewey rejected the notion of universal doubt. Doubt is always related to a specific indeterminate situation” (De Waal, 114).Knowledge has forward-looking epistemic implications—it is available as a resource for inquiry. “Unless we think about how we can use knowledge in further inquiry, we shall not understand the epistemic value and importance of knowledge” (105) But the doxastic paradigm obscures this, focusing instead on backward-directed epistemic credentials, or the history of the candidate belief. But if we are to engage value theoretic epistemology, we must give up our penchant for giving the questions of value that attach to our epistemic standings “a backward-facing cast: why is it good to have cognitive states with this kind of history?” By contrast, Hookway thinks, the value of knowledge is traced to factors that are internal to the process of inquiry. (105-6)





� The pragmatic naturalism I develop will also draw from Hilary Putnam, Frederick Will and other recent pragmatist thinkers (see especially Axtell 1996; Elgin 2008; Hookway 2006; Pamental ; Olson 2006 & 2007; Welchman 2001 ). Phil Olson writes that, "It is both surprising and unfortunate that Dewey’s philosophy has received so little attention from contemporary virtue theorists working both in ethics and epistemology. It is surprising because Dewey frequently writes about the importance of habit, virtue, vice and character in all areas of human experience. It is unfortunate because Dewey’s theories of inquiry and transactional experience can make important contributions to some of the central concerns within contemporary virtue theory.





� “The idea that it might be impossible to pick up an evaluative concept unless one shared [or at least understood] its evaluative interest is basically a Wittgensteinian idea. I first heard it expressed by Philippa Foot and Iris Murdoch…in the 1950s” (ELP 218, note 7; see also 148).  It is held to be the case with some concepts that without participation in the practice itself, identifying the relevant non-evaluative properties from case to case becomes impossible; they may form a group that is quite shapeless at the non-evaluative level.  Williams allows that there are cases where the thick concept seems to be correctly applied, yet is with a neutral or even reversed evaluative valency. In this way he may not be open, as arguably some virtue ethicists have, to overstating the ‘Wittgensteinian’ argument by saying the evaluative valence of thick ethical concepts are invariant. As Dancy definitively puts the objection, “Centrality is one thing and invariance another…the fact—if it is a fact—that thick concepts play this central role [in moral judgment] does not require them to be of invariant relevance” (122).  But the Wittgensteinian argument is only a ‘may be’ claim, not an invariant evaluative valence claim. See my “Thick & Thin Concepts” for responses to Peter Goldie’s development of the distinction between “engaged” and “disengaged” ways of grasping a thick ethical concept. Goldie’s view is consistent with B. Williams “Morality and the Emotions” paper, in acknowledging the “complex relations between the emotions and moral seriousness” that Williams also argues for (220). 





� In an autographical footnote, Williams recollects that “The idea that it might be impossible to pick up an evaluative concept unless one shared [or at least understood] its evaluative interest is basically a Wittgensteinian idea. I first heard it expressed by Philippa Foot and Iris Murdoch…in the 1950s” (ELP 218, note 7; see also 148).  It is held to be the case with some concepts that without participation in the practice itself, identifying the relevant non-evaluative properties from case to case becomes impossible; they may form a group that is quite shapeless at the non-evaluative level.  Williams allows that there are cases where the thick concept seems to be correctly applied, yet is with a neutral or even reversed evaluative valency.





�  Distinguishing between an ordinary distinction and a metaphysical dichotomy, “I pointed out that if the fact/value distinction is intended as a mere distinction, it is not univocal; we get one ‘partitioning’ of a space of judgments if we take value judgments to be judgments in which certain relatively abstract or ‘thin’ ethical concepts figure (for example ‘good,’ ‘bad,’ ‘ought,’ ‘should,’ ‘duty,’ ‘virtue,’ ‘obligation,’ ‘right,’ ‘wrong,’) a somewhat different partitioning if we take value judgments be judgments that praise or blame some person or persons, and we get still other possible interpretations of the distinction” (Putnam, 60). Smith (1992, 85) might be seen as supporting Putnam’s view when he notes how one result of the logicism was “the postponement of discussion of first-order philosophical questions on the supposition that these could be taken up again after we had set the houses of logic and language in order.”





� While I won’t describe this work in any detail, these studies contribute to providing insight into how agents developmentally acquire habits that extend their competence as problem-solvers, and how and why we credit or blame them for their performance in particular situations.





� Simon Blackburn says that thickies in ethics have ‘taken up the moral high ground,’ and they find it necessary to “stress and stress again our attachment to these civilized things [in order to] get a hearing” (Blackburn, “Disentangling Disentangling,” 2). Non-cognitivists like Blackburn typically argue that there is nothing very important about thick concepts, while their critics like Hilary Putnam find that the debate over them sparked some of the best ethical theory in the twentieth century. Obviously, I agree with the latter view. I mean to take the thickie metaphor (for which I must credit Blackburn, though no friend of mine), in a number of ways, but in all of them, Putnam has described their relationship to Dewey. The connection between pragmatism and the ‘thickie’ wave shared by “the locals,” the social epistemology and virtue epistemology crowds, is strong enough that Richard Bernstein, should, in reflection on Putnam’s career ( in “The Pragmatic Turn: The Entanglement of Fact and Value,’), argues that “Putnam’s claims about the entanglement of fact and value stand at the heart of his philosophic vision” (2005, 258).





� In the second wave of virtue ethics, concern shifted from analysis of language and criticism of the fact/value dichotomy as it informed the ethical non-cognitivists’ “reductions” of thick evaluative concepts into separable descriptive and emotion components, to such activities as connections between character study and literature, ‘thick descriptions’ of particular virtues, and the application virtue-theoretic perspectives to fields including jurisprudence, business ethics, bioethics, environmental ethics, etc. See my “Recent Work in Applied Virtue Ethics,” American Philosophical Quarterly, forthcoming.





� Putnam; Dancy; McNaughton and Rawls. Non-cognitivists like Blackburn typically argue that there is nothing very important about thick concepts, while their critics like Hilary Putnam find that the debate over them sparked some of the best ethical theory in the twentieth century. I agree with the latter view.





� “The term ‘governance’ is used here in a very broad way to cover all the processes by which in both individuals and groups, social practices are developed and regulated; strengthened and weakened; changed or preserved against change; and sometimes extinguished” (64).





� Lahroodi replies to his own question this way: “Character epistemology teaches that the cognitive character traits of individuals are proper subjects of epistemological inquiry. Collective epistemology…teaches that collectives can be genuine cognizers like individuals. Combined together, they suggest the possibility that some collectives too may have cognitive character traits and be worthy of epistemic assessment as virtuous or vicious” (282).





� Indeed the philosophic value of the virtues themselves has been one point of debate, and most virtue epistemologists hold that this value is not. A turn to value-theoretic (Pritchard) or value-driven (Riggs) epistemology has been one consequence. A “value driven” epistemology, or for what Pritchard calls a “value-theoretic epistemology,” does not view life as a true/false test (Elgin), and allows that “epistemological inquiry deserves at least some enlargement in the direction of concepts other than knowledge” (compare Kvanvig 2003, xvi; see also188). 





� Similar points are made by Jason Baehr (2007) in his “value pluralism conception” of the value problem,� and by Wayne Riggs in his call for a “value turn” in epistemology. As Riggs puts the proposal that has been behind much recent interest in a pluralist axiology, we should “put the need to find the bearers of epistemic value at the fore of…epistemological theorizing” (2007).





� G. Mazzoni and T.O. Nelson (eds.), 1998; Chambres, P et. Al. (eds.). 2002.





� For Lepock (2007) these include especially problems involving the coordination and integration of different processes or strategies; because they involve strategy-selection, they cannot be studied by independent object-level processes acting alone. Lepock does not presuppose any necessary link between managing one’s own cognitive behavior and doing so consciously. He focuses on describing three central “functions for which successful epistemic agents need metacognitive processes: conflict resolution, selective application, and resource management.” (5-draft). Virtue epistemologists who have connected with this literature examine the range extending from  “low-level” virtues involved in the production of knowledge, to “high-level” virtues most directly involved in specific problems that metacognitive processes are needed to solve, and sorts of epistemic appraisal tied to these concerns.





� Morton 2006, 118-119. “Nearly all the intellectual virtues that we have everyday names for are virtues of intelligent activity generally [Making and carrying out plans], and not specifically of belief formation, decision, or some other category of thought…So the epistemic virtues, in particular, are pointless unless they coincide with or cooperate with virtue of epistemic strategy….” So part of the point of thinking in terms of intellectual virtues, according to Morton, “is to avoid begging the question about the relations between the qualities that make for intellectual success. They may not have much in common; they may often act contrary to one another; it may not be possible for one person to cultivate all of them” (119).





� “NFC is conceived as the intrinsic motivation to engage in effortful thinking,” but effortful cognition is not conceptually identical with the careful scrutiny of arguments and evidence. Low and high NFC dispositions each provide costs and benefits that social psychology has explored. 





� But for the virtues to function this way, Olson holds that "virtue epistemologists must not conceive of the value of intellectual virtue as restricted to its usefulness in clarifying the concepts of knowledge and its justification." Olson thus illustrates a responsibilist orientation in that he is not interested “to explain what knowledge and justified belief are, and to investigate how far we are able to possess states of knowledge and justified belief,” but, with Hookway (and quoting Hookway), “to describe and explain our practice of epistemic evaluation; to investigate how far our epistemic goals are appropriate and how far our evaluative practice enables us to achieve our epistemic ends.” (Hookway 2003, p. 192). However, even many of those on the responsibilist side of the fence focus narrowly on the value of knowledge when they would be better-served to focus on the value of the virtues and of articulate reflection.





� 2002, 31-32. Compare Craig and Fricker. Williams and Craig ask, “Why should we have the concept of knowledge?” and say that what the question introduces “is the notion of function”: “If one sees the concept of knowledge as having a function –in particular, a function in relations to very basic needs—this in itself helps one to see the features it has, and can discourage one from less fruitful approaches.” (2002, 32). Craig rejects the notion that the meaning of knowledge can be captured in terms of necessary and sufficient conditions (see also Kusch, 2008). Miranda Fricker writes that,


“Craig’s proposal is that the functional origin of the concept of knowledge is to identify good informants. According to Craig’s genealogy, then, we start to operate with the concept of knowledge, of necessity, because at the core of that concept is something that meets the absolutely basic epistemic need to pick out good informants. This combining of externalist and internalist features of the practice of justification on the part of good informants in the State of Nature echoes and substantiates the internalist-externalist combination we find in default-and-challenge… My suggestion has been that a responsibilism of that combinatory sort finds explanatory support in the genealogical approach.” (Fricker 2008)





� So knowledge is “for the sake of action; and action is directed to realization of what is valuable. If there should be no valid judgments of value, then action would be pointless or merely capricious…” (CL 112)





� See also Fricker 2008 and Elgin on Craig. Elgin and Greco, while perhaps at odds on other scores, both find importance with Edward Craig’s account of the purpose of knowledge in identifying good or trustworthy sources of knowledge. Both agree it appears with his “practical explication of knowledge, in which we do not expect to base analysis of knowledge only on the concepts extension, but consider as well that “its purpose is at least as interesting as its analysis” (1988, 212) I find this interesting in light of the fact that Williams takes the genealogical explication of knowledge from Craig and develops in Truth and Truthfulness.





� That is also to say, to make the pragmatist connection more obvious—were it not for logicism having “stifled embryonic axiology, with its promising account of norms,” as Alaine Locke in ___ complained (see Axtell 1993 on “American axiology” or “general theory of values). In my “Epistemic Virtue-Talk: The Re-Emergence of American Axiology,” (1996) I argued that interest in a unified conception of ethics and epistemology was anticipated by the group called the ‘axiologists’.





� Olson writes in “Dewey’s Virtues”, "[B]y focusing on the epistemic value of virtue, epistemologists can position their accounts of knowledge within a more extensive domain of cognitive achievements or excellences."  Olson also writes that,  “Dewey’s conception of motives, emotions and feelings, as meanings that accrue to experience on account of inquiries, assumes no aboriginal basis for the distinction between individual virtues or kinds of virtue (e.g., intellectual and moral virtue).  When we discriminate and identify within impulsive, thoughtless human activity certain elements of human potency, which, when intelligently stimulated and directed, tend to help us identify and solve the problems we encounter in various situations, we have identified virtues and should encourage their cultivation.  When we identify potencies that prevent us from solving problems, we identify vices and should suppress those potencies in our current endeavors.  Moreover, whether a particular potency is to be classified as a “moral” virtue (or vice) or as an intellectual virtue (or vice), or as a virtue or vice of some other sort, depends not upon its origin in an isolated human quality buried deep inside of us (as Zagzebski maintains), but instead depends upon the kind of problem that is encountered.  Yet the very discrimination and identification of problems, as problems of this or that kind, is itself a part of the process of inquiry. Thus, unlike Zagzebski’s highly fragmented, motivation-based account of the sources of virtue, an account of virtue modeled after Dewey’s theory of inquiry is able both to encompass the moral and intellectual virtues (as well as all other kinds of virtue), and to establish continuities among the various virtues that inquiry has discriminated.”





� Will’s work especially helps us to recognize the importance of ampliative (non-deductive) aspects of the philosophical governance of norms.





� I mean by this not a shift ‘from thin to thick’ in a way that neglects the importance of analysis of knowledge and justification. A proper balance allows us to find the resources in both kinds of concepts, which it is crucial that we do.





� “Reflection appears as the dominant trait of a situation when there is something seriously the matter, some trouble, due to active discordance, dissentiency, conflict among the factors of a prior non-intellectual experience” (MW 10: 326). I would relate the doubt/belief approach to the default and challenge model of justification that Wilfred Sellars, Robert Brandom, and Michael Williams are proponents of. In another connection, the phrase “warranted assertability” that Dewey controversially focuses upon rather than knowledge and belief, de Waal describes as having the advantage of making a clear connection with inquiry as what warrants assertion. This might indicate a kind of inferentialist contextualism (again like that of the intellectual heirs of Sellars). In other writings Dewey’s commonalities with inferentialist contextualism appear quite strong.





� On my own view, a thin aretaic condition on knowledge is needed because we are impassioned beings, and because pragmatic naturalism demands that involvement of the passions be acknowledged as normal aspects of human belief formation and maintenance. For what does it even mean when virtue reliabilists promise that an aretaic condition allows the agent to be recognized as ‘the seat of justification’?





� “The crucial question here concerns the appropriateness of treating a person as responsible for a certain condition and hence as an appropriate subject of normative evaluation and criticism on its account”. “The problem is not that [it] places basing relations outside the person’s voluntary control; basing relations, on any plausible view, can’t be modified simply at will. The problem is rather that according to the Spectatorial Conception, basing relations are never directly determined through the person’s explicit evaluation of reasons…So while the Spectatorial Conception needs basing relations in its account of justification, whatever it calls a “basing-relation” will not be a relation which is involved when a person holds a belief for a particular reason” (Leite 2005b)





�. From this we can see the self-defeating nature of the Spectatorial Conception of the basing relation, that it does not do the necessary work: “[I]t does not provide an adequate basis for epistemic evaluation of the person, at least not for the forms of evaluation which are my concern here—forms of evaluation connected with the notions of entitlement, responsibility and fair criticism of the person” (2004, 230).  “The crucial question here concerns the appropriateness of treating a person as responsible for a certain condition and hence as an appropriate subject of normative evaluation and criticism on its account”. “The problem is not that [it] places basing relations outside the person’s voluntary control; basing relations, on any plausible view, can’t be modified simply at will. The problem is rather that according to the Spectatorial Conception, basing relations are never directly determined through the person’s explicit evaluation of reasons…So while the Spectatorial Conception needs basing relations in its account of justification, whatever it calls a “basing-relation” will not be a relation which is involved when a person holds a belief for a particular reason” (Leite 2005b).





� Cornelius de Waal comments on this passage that “This is the core of Dewey’s instrumentalism. To ignore what motivates the inquiry, how it is conducted, and what it is aimed at, leads inevitably to a misconstrual of what knowledge is” (2005 119). Also, “As Dewey points out in the Logic,  ‘All logical forms (with their characteristic properties) arise within the operation of inquiry and are concerned with control of inquiry so that it may yield warranted assertions’ (LW 12:11). Dewey agrees with Peirce that the aim of inquiry is settled opinion. However, since Dewey focuses much less on the long run than does Peirce, while agreeing with Peirce’s fallibilism, Dewey in effect trades the notion of truth for what he calls ‘warranted assertability’” (de Waal 118). Dewey’s connections with inferentialism would also be interesting to explore. Pragmatism seeks to reintegrate knowledge of the world wherein we live; “Pragmatism,” as Dewey put it, “regards both knowledge and truth as bridges which enable us to approach our purposes” (MW 12: 213).





� The evaluations we make use of in practices of agent evaluation “are not all epistemic: we can be concerned with whether particular beliefs are interesting or important, about whether methods of inquiry are ethical,” about how to approach beliefs for which we have less-than-adequate evidence,” (95)  or serious counter-evidence, and so on.





� David Owens writes, “[D]ependence on others is indispensable to our intellectual lives and so must be consistent with our intellectual responsibility. The more we can relax the over-strenuous conception of our intellectual responsibilities bequeathed to us by the Enlightenment, the less tempted we shall be to follow the externalist and renounce them altogether” (2000, 164; compare M. Williams, 2008).





� Character virtues like open-mindedness, intellectual courage and the like are not dispositions to form beliefs, some rather seem to be dispositions to engage in inquiry in certain ways (Lepock). As Lepock writes, “One forms [testimonial] beliefs by believing the testimony of others, rather than by being open-minded. The open-mindedness is a disposition to treat the testimony of others in certain characteristic ways; it shapes one’s secondhand belief-formation though it doesn’t produce the beliefs itself” (Lepock, 17) Reconceiving the high-level virtues as capacities for metacognition and metacognitive control “makes those capacities excellent candidates for intellectual virtues.”








