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ABSTRACT

THE EVIDENTIAL WEIGHT OF CONSIDERED MORAL JUDGMENTS

by Christopher Michael Cloos

The input objection to reflective equilibrium (RE) claims that the methosldaibh
method of moral justification. According to the objection, considered moral judgment
(CMJs) are not truth-conducive. Because the method uses inputs that are not dnedible, t
method does not generate justified moral beliefs. The objection is solved by
reinterpreting RE using contemporary developments in ethical intuitionismfir3tiealf
of the thesis sets up the input objection, explores potential responses to therglgecti
uncovers the best way to solve the objection. The second half of the thesis solves the
input objection by defining key terms, detailing the revised RE procedure, rigigsbe
notion of a competent moral judge into the method, using intuitionist criteria for
identifying genuine moral intuitions, creating three filters capablerig good from
bad CMJs, and showing how it is possible to assign evidential weight to CMJs so that
they can be used as standards against which moral principles can be measured and a

justified moral theory realized.
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1. INTRODUCTION

1.1 BACKGROUND AND BIG PICTURE

Reflective equilibrium (RE) remains a prominent way of thinking about moral
justification. However, many moral theorists mention RE in their work withcutfly
analyzing the method itself. Many theorists are not aware of thentstage of the
literature. RE has been shown to be defective. To cite one example, Daniel Bonevac
(2004) has shown that as a decision procedure RE fails to reach a final equiitaiem
where beliefs are fully justified. As a consequence of Bonevac’s papeniRibe
revised if it is to remain viable. Bonevac somewhat develops a pragmatimimst
version of RE, yet he never fully develops such a version of the method.

Historically, RE has been tweaked in response to a fundamental objection to the
method known as theo credibility objectioror theinput objectiorf According to this
objection the inputs of the process must be initially credible if the outputs of thagproce
are to consist of justified beliefs. Norman Daniels extended RE from #ésRawlsian
interpretation in order to answer Richard Brandt’s formulation of the inputtadsjec
Brandt (1979) became an RE-eliminativist by opting for a rational, dessedmoral
epistemology. Brandt did this in response to his own criticism of the RawlIs&inrverf

RE. Brandt’'s accusation amounted to pointing out that Rawls’ method had intuitionism

1 Cf. Brink 1989: 103. In fairness, it could bgaed against Bonevac that he has misunderstood the
notion of coherence and justification in RE. TR& fails as a decision procedure comes as no sarpri
because there is no decision procedure for detergithe explanatory power of beliefs. Such a move,
however, makes RE succeed or fail in relation ¢ortbtion of coherence. There is reason to movey awa
from a pure coherentist interpretation of RE, aédlllshown later.

2 | cast the input objection in terms of the sedorteredible inputs. Though there are many input
problems one could raise against RE | take theckdar credibility to be the preeminent input prerol.

As a result, | uséhe input objectiorandthe no-credibility objectiomnterchangeably.



in its starting points. Daniels addressed this concern by elaborating e oftide
RE, which posited foundations without foundationalism. Daniels’ wide-RE reinforced
the traditional interpretation of RE as a method consisting of coherentism,
constructivism, and conservatism (CCC). Another theorist who provided a well-
developed interpretation of RE was Michael DePaul (1993). He creatiedl-RE in
response to problems he perceived with Daniels’ embrace of conservdtism. |
interesting to note that none of these responses to the input objection met the objection
head-on. These responses side-stepped the problem and introduced a host of new
problems into the method. The important point is this: how one responds to the input
objection determines the type of interpretation of RE one formulates and advocates
In this thesis, | will formulate a post-Rawlsian version of RE that erebréne input
objection and answers it head-on. Instead of clinging to a (CCC) interpretation of RE
will revise RE in the direction of foundationalism and moral realism by usingnaiede
ethical intuitionism to establish the credibility of the inputRecent developments in the
literature on intuitionism make this a viable move. Many RE-proponents hHavtete
positing special foundations. This is because such foundations were equatgdongh
foundations. In contrast, moderate intuitionism employs fallible foundationsls Raw
himself was not against positing special foundations. In certain plaéeshrory of
Justicehe refers to the starting points of RE as epistemically privileged. ahere

further motivations for moving away from a coherentist interpretation of RE.

3 Minimally, ethical intuitionism holds that someoral truths can be known without inference. Acdogd
to this view there are basic (non-inferential) nhdsaliefs. Such a view is committed to cognitivigine.,
that there are moral propositions), and typicabpugh not exclusively, the view is combined witbrad
realism and ethical non-naturalism.



Two reasons to move away from coherentism are that it is no longer the domina
theory of justification and truth in epistemology, and technical results in forma
epistemology have shown that pure coherentism is not truth-conducive. Regarding the
former, Rawls was writing at a time when Goodman and Quine made holistic
epistemology fashionable. Rawls himself seemed under the sway of holistic
methodology as he moved from a more foundationalist approach to moral epistemology
(in 1951) to a more coherentist approach (in 197Eyen Laurence BonJour who was
once a leading proponent of coherentism has now embraced foundatiohaisa
shifting of the proverbial winds is not a sufficient reason for moving away from a
coherentist picture. There are also technical results that show that cishersmtot
truth-conducive. Most of my discussion of RE will not focus on the structural agpects
the method (e.g., the basing relation), though architectural questions Yadesur
throughout the thesis. | will largely embrace foundationalism without providing a
detailed defense of foundationalism pef sehat being said, | recognize that there is
more work to be done after this project in defending RE from common objections to
moderate foundationalism. There is, however, an immediate objection to my approach

that arises.

* See Pust 2000: 14-22.

® For evidence of this shift compare BonJour 191t ®onJour 1999.

® 1 will also largely assume that foundationalistwommitted to some form of moral realism and
coherentism is committed to some form of constuigti. Though this may be the standard casenibiis
without exception (e.g., see Brink 1989 for a deéeaf coherentism and moral realism). The versfon
intuitionism | endorse escapes many of Brink’s obigms because Brink construes intuitionism as a
traditional foundationalist version of moral reaiis I, however, adopt a contemporary version of
foundationalism that is modest about the stren§thexfoundations.

3



One might wonder whether my solution to the input objection is too obvious. If the
input objection to RE questions the initial credibility of the inputs, and | simply posit
special foundations, which are by definition initially credible, then it seemsofagion
to the input objection is not a substantive solution. Surely not all theorists before m
could have missed such an obvious solution. More specifically, Brandt's objection
accused coherentism of intuitionism. An objector might balk: all you areinfaisthat
intuitionism rather than coherentism is true, so saying that intuitionism iddagenot
establish why coherentism cannot be accused of intuitionism. It appeararnhat |
positing too easy of a solution and missing answering Brandt’s objection directly.

Looking closer at Brandt’s objection, it is not an argument against Rawls
coherentism that accuses Rawls of adopting intuitionist-style foundatiotinss \Were
the case, this objection would be problematic because RE’s input data (i.e., cdnsidere
judgments), as understood by Rawls, are not compatible with intuitionisntiagstar
points, which according to Brandt requires indefeasible foundations. The input data on
any viable interpretation of RE is revisable and not strongly foundational. dnstea
Brandt was requesting that the input datayever that data is conceivdak of the sort
that could support the weight of justification. Brandt was requesting bettesrefuis
foundations for an ethical theory than the kind Rawls had posited. Brandt’'s objection
could be seen either as requesting something more foundational, though not indefeasible,
or requesting a refinement of the coherentist picture; otherwise, the otitpatprocess

would not achieve the objective of the method—justifying a moral theory.



Most theorists have either misinterpreted the input objection and simply ceidfor
the point that considered judgments are not strongly foundational (i.e., fixepodats),
or they have sought to bolster the starting points under a coherentist sshesne
interpreting RE so that considered judgments have goma facie(i.e., initial)
credibility and further worries about the judgments’ credibility vanishtdulee vast
revision pressure brought to bear against them. It is telling that no one haopted t
directly answer the objection by establishing considered judgments as fmapeations
for justifying a moral theory. This move has not been attempted because it igtbmy w
the last decade that the theoretical apparatus needed for such a move hasdidd@gn cr
established.

My solution to the input objection may seem obvious, but it is far from easy. It may
seem obvious that if considered moral judgments (CMJs) are special foundations the
they are credible and the input objection does not hold water. The difficulty,ghen, i
formulating the story of their reliability. Even Daniels recognized thd faesuch a
project, “To be sure, it would be good if we could supply a philosophically satisfactory
set of credentials for the reliability of considered judgmehtmstead of directly
addressing why CMJs can be assigned justificatory weight (i.etegrapistemic status)
Daniels opted to use the judgments in a beneficial way. His solution to thembjscti
methodological. It does not establish the credibility of the CMJs theesselt is my
contention that assuming that appeal to CMJs is unavoidable and that they can be used

constructively does not go far enough to explain why they are best suited tdibg sta

" Daniels 1996: 6.



points and something against which we should test other aspects of our belief system.
Given this consideration, solving the input objection involves formulating an anafysis
the reliability of CMJs. What is the story we can tell about why these judgraen

reliable or worthy elements in a theory of moral justification? Onededl thow these
foundations get their unique epistemic value and how they avoid common traps to good

reasoning, such as social bias, personal prejudice and wishful thinking.

1.2 OVERVIEW OF THE METHOD

In this section, | will situate RE within theoretical rationaldaytline the typical
formulation of RE, and highlight how the method gives rise to the input objection.

Reflective equilibrium is a method of moral justification. The focus of RE i
theoretical rationality. That is, RE seeks to justify moral theories—coaapofsmoral
beliefs and principles—to gain a more accurate picture of right and wildng.
endeavor can be contrasted with practical rationality, whereby the foonsactions that
one might undertake to satisfy desires. Though RE might be concerned with moral
actions it is not used to determine what it is right to do in a given case. It needm®t be
case that one actually does RE. What matters is that RE can be done througihout de
historical time, not that it can be done in a particular case. One might wonder, “Why
attempt to justify a moral theory thorough a process that no one actually tdés?”
importance of studying RE is that it is a theory that has been used to jusain ceoves
in moral and political philosophy. Whether RErn9rinciple possible (or theoretically

viable) sheds light on the use of the method to justify conceptions of justice and moral

8 | thank Anand Vaidya for pressing me on this poin
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issues (e.g., perspectives on euthanasia and biotechndl&fy)s also important

because it involves an attempt to manage and discover new moral principles. Though
one might not be able to carry out RE pragmatically, something like the RE $ouees
describe a great deal of moral theorizing. Gilbert Harman has regatdasl éhe of the

top three trends in moral and political philosophy because trying to find maraipbes

to account for moral intuitions can lead to new discovéfiesnalyzing whether RE is a
theoretically rational method for justifying moral theories calls into quest great deal

of philosophical practice. Now | will explain the method.

The RE process begins with a set of initial judgments. These judgmants see
correct upon reflection. They include judgments made at all levels of 4grefeom
judgments about particular cases to judgments about abstract geneiplgwinthese
judgments are filtered to eliminate judgments made under conditions unfavordige to t
exercise of undistorted cognitive functioning. This eliminates judgmerde man state
of emotional duress, incomplete knowledge of relevant facts, or excessivencaitbe
one’s own self-interest. Judgments that survive this filtering processrared
considered moral judgments (CMJs). In the next stage, moral principlesratgdted
that systematize (i.e., account for) the CMJs. The goal is to achieve a cohekagepa
of beliefs'* Where there is inconsistency between principles and CMJs one works from
both ends, as needed, revising judgments and principles until one achieves a state of

narrow-RE whereby judgments and principles are consistent. Progressinupfrom to

°® Rawls 1971, Daniels 1996, St. John 2007.

% Harman 2003.

11| often use the term ‘belief’ as a general tehat tovers the three types of beliefs in one’selfelet
(i.e., CMJs, principles, and background theori@é$dthing important hinges on this convention. When
use ‘belief’ as technical term | will notify theader of this more precise locution.



wide-RE one considers background theories. Background theories are comprised of
moral and nonmoral judgments about the nature of persons, the role of morality in
society, and so on. Background theories place the judgments and principles in one’s
belief-set under different moral conceptions, which serve as argumentsafgainst

one’s working moral theory. One continues ironing out inconsistencies and reksing
CMJs, principles and background theories until a maximally coherent-bediss
achieved. This set consists of an ordered triple of CMJs, moral principles, and
background theories. When one arrives at this state one has reached wide-Bfs. Beli
that reach wide-RE are fully justified in light of being members of thamadly

coherent belief-set.

RE gives rise to the input objection because CMJs are used as data points agains
which other beliefs are tested and revised throughout the procedure. Fit wgh<CMJ
considered a good thing. It seems reasonable to think that moral theobettera/hen
they accord with credible moral judgmeMsRE is a method of moral epistemology that
exploits this intuition. Moral theories, which are comprised of moral priesj@re
brought into a state of mutual support with CMJs (or moral intuitibhs)owever, many

critics of RE have argued that moral intuitions are not fit to serve as eeiftamnor

12 This point is made by Hooker 2002. There areupte of ways to understand why the fittingness
relation between theories and credible judgmentetits theories. If the judgments are crediblentfit
with those judgments corroborates or confirms tte@ties to a certain degree. Fit with crediblegetints
increases the justification (i.e., grounds or supdor the theories. Another way to understarid goint is
in terms of data coverage. In general, if theoryefter accounts for the data when compared toytgo
then A is to be preferred over B. Fittingness\deh justificatory goodness because fit with crieddata
increases the likelihood of the correctness otltkeery.

13 | will follow precedence set within the literatuand use ‘considered moral judgments’ and ‘moral
intuitions’ interchangeably (Lemos 1986: 504; Lemn2807: 63-64). However, CMJs are rightly
understood to be a species of moral intuitiongcasidered judgments are intuitions that have sadva
filtering process.



against moral principle¥. It is argued that testing moral principles against CMJs will
never lead to justification because CMJs possess no evidential Weibhis is a
problem for normative ethics because, “Reflective equilibrium remains thewsyghat
philosophers think about the vexed status of intuition in normative etfiies potential
response to this problem is to be an eliminativist and exclude from RE any sfzssa
of CMJs. However, RE is incompatible with this md¥enstead, | will argue that moral
intuitions derived from certain ideal conditions and cognitive competencegsstify
moral principles. In arguing for this conclusion | will consider objectionsnag&@MJs

and refine and develop the requisite conditions and competences.

1.3 WHY BOTHER WITH REFLECTIVE EQUILIBRIUM?

Reflective equilibrium is often regarded as a natural way to think about jasstific
in moral theorizing® Despite the initial attractiveness of RE the method is riddled with
problems. These issues include, but are not limited to, those identified in the table on the

next page.

14 See, e.g., Hare 1973; Singer 1974: 494, 516 :200%6-346; Lyons 1989: 146-147; Brandt 1979: 16-23:
Brandt 1990; Copp 1984: 160-161; Little 1984: 3&%;3Sencerz 1986; Timmons 1990: 107.

15 Commonly called theo credibility objectior(see Daniels 2003) various critics have used i@tyanf
terms for what considered judgments lack: probdtivee, evidential value, and evidential forceadbpt
‘evidential weight’ to cover all such references oficonceptual simplicity and technical feasilyilitThat
is, ‘weight’ readily lends itself to technical (i,@robabilistic) conceptualization.

16 Appiah 2008: 78. This topic is also of relevateepistemology, as experimental philosophers claim
is illegitimate to appeal to intuitions as evidelfesy., Swain, et al. 2008).

7 Scanlon 2003: 151. Scanlon’s example is thatsRBdompatible with the idea, “that ‘intuitions’ @it
what is just or unjust in particular cases showtle given any weight in justifying general prpleis but
must be derived from them.”

18 RE is “natural” because it formalizes the commsense notion that one’s belief system is in flux,
consistency between beliefs is a good thing, aatilibliefs must be revised in light of new beliefs.
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Table 1. Problematic Components of Reflective Equilibrium

Problematic Component Problematic Domain

Considered M oral Judgments No Credibility (evidential value), Justificatory Ro
(pragmatic vs. epistemic), Underdetermination of
Principles and Theory, Indexing Confidence, Speatfon

of Filtering Conditions, Calibration.

Revision Procedure Path Dependence (order of addressing discrepancies)
Intuitive Judgment, Open Problems in Belief Rewvisio
Degrees of Justification (vulnerability to revisjpn

Nonmonotonicity.

Final (Resultant) Equilibrium Inexhaustibility (beliefs outstrip representatiorfinal form

State or theory), Indeterminacy, Undecidability (halting
problem).

Versions of the M ethod Narrow vs. Wide, Conservative vs. Radical, Domain

dependent Appropriations (bioethics, epistemology,

morality, mathematics, etc.).

Method in General Disagreement, Conservatism, Emptiness, Architecture
(coherentism), Classification of Elements (judgment
principles, background theories, and constraints),
Competent Judge (characteristics required for bleia

inquirer), Begging the Question Against the Morkéftic.

Given the problems associated with reflective equilibrium the questiomies¢ as
Michael DePaul tersely wonders, “Why bother with reflective equilibridth®ePaul’s

answer to this question is that other methods of philosophical inquiry are irfationa

19 DePaul 1998.

10



because they involve either abandoning reflection, leaving out of refleetitmn beliefs
or not allowing the results of inquiry to inform what one believes. DePaul provides a
negative argument in support of RE because he does not think RE can be positively
defended as a method that will act as a reliable guide to truth or produce justiééd be
Instead, he imposes a rationality criterion and holds that all other approezhes a
irrational. This move requires DePaul to defend RE by arguing that ratyasdhe
primary value that ought to guide moral inquiry and that all other approachesal
epistemology are irrational. Until DePaul defends rationality as the primary value of
inquiry, which is a huge undertaking, it is reasonable to assume that inquiry should be
structured around the traditional goals of aiming at truth and achievirficptiin 2*

For now | will set aside the question of truth and focus on justification. What is
justification?

In its epistemic form justification seeks to answer the question, “Undér wha
conditions is a subje&epistemically justified in believing a proposition tipat
Generally speaking, epistemologists answer this question in one of two agays: t
conditions are internal or external to the subject. As an example of internadigm, E

Conee and Richard Feldman argue that one is justified only if one’s doxagiaes(i.e.,

% |bid: 307. About the primacy of rationality tojuiry DePaul confesses, “the truth is that | amatal|
sure what to say.”

2 To be sure, the rationality of RE and irratiotyatif alternatives is an attractive feature of RH it is

not likely to convince an RE-skeptic who wants tmWw whether a positive account of RE can be
formulated to defend its use in pursuing the epigtegoals of forming beliefs that are true andifiest.
Granted, the epistemic value of truth and justifamaare contested. However, if moral inquiry doesin
some minimal sense involve truth and justificatiten one has already assumed a particular veo§ion
inquiry (e.g., moral skepticism) which is incomgéei with RE. Thus, one has begged the questiomstga
RE as a valid method of inquiry.

11



attitude of belief), which meets certain conditions, fits a body of evidénés.an
example of externalism, Alvin Goldman holds a belief is justified if and onlysfttie
product of a reliable belief forming mechani§inWhat unites these epistemologists is
that they are seeking to explain justification in relation to knowledge. Tradiyiona
justification is what gets added to true belief to yield knowl€dgepistemic
justification is connected with the goal of truth. Believing true betiats not believing
false beliefs can be viewed as the primary epistemic goal in the purkninwfedge®
Epistemic justification is crucial to achieving this goal because itweggbroviding
reasons for our beliefs in relation to what is true.

Moral justification can also be understood in relation to it fact, the input
objection is centered around a truth claim: without CMJs being credible (i.eQ same
degree) one may only end up with a coherent package of false beliefs. A beliabis rel
if it is truth-conducive or able to evidence truth. Solving the input objection involves
showing that CMJs are reliable. If CMJs are reliable indicators ofutiedf their
contents, then they will be good inputs and tend to generate justified outputs. The
difference between epistemic and moral justification is in the content bétiaeés.

Moral beliefs evidence truth in relation to moral factors (e.g., justice, caoral
sentiments, promise keeping, and the good and the right). This makes moraajistific

related to epistemic justification, but moral justification cannot be compksibsumed

22 Conee and Feldman 2004.

% Goldman 2008.

4 Cf. Williamson 2000.

% |tis an open debate whether truth is the prinegigtemic goal (e.g., Steup and Sosa 2005: Ch.[10)
only claim that it is possible to view it as such.

% Cf. Freeman 2007: 31.
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under epistemic justification because the propositions will evidence diffenetent and
different truths. With these considerations in place it is natural to ask, “Inwelyat
RE a method of moral justification?”
T.M. Scanlon claims that justification can be understood with regard to beliefs or
with regard to persons. In the first sense, principles or judgments can bedumstifie
being supported by sufficient reasons. In the second sense, a person can be justified in
holding the beliefs within her belief system, but it may remain an open question whethe
the beliefs within her system are justified. As Scanlon explains:
A person may be justified in accepting a principle if it accounts for his or her
considered judgments in reflective equilibrium and the person has no reason to
modify or abandon these judgments. But it does not follow thaptimsiple is

justified. Whether it is or not will depend on the status of these considered
judgments?

A person can be justified in accepting a principle into her belief-sebutithe
principle itself being justified. A principle’s justification stems fréme status of the
CMJs it is connected . This highlights the importance of the current project of
establishing the evidential weight of CMJs. If a principle is testeidstga CMJ that
possess nprima faciecredibility, then the principle is not necessarily justified even
though the person may be justified in holding the principle. To circumvent this problem
one must either (i) establish that the justification of beliefs and persons ¢chageert,

or (ii) establish the initial credibility of CMJs. The better option is (ii)duse it is

" Scanlon 2003: 140.

% One may also wonder at what time a belief becqustiied. Are beliefs only justified once thesedn
the final state of equilibrium? Or, does justifioatcome in degrees? These are important quedtiares
bit premature and would take us too far afielchat point. | will argue in a later section that my

to the achievement of a final equilibrium statg(eBonevac 2004).

13



possible for beliefs and persons to come apart when it comes to justificatipa (e.g
person might be justified in holding her beliefs but her beliefs might not biegd}xti
Thus, without establishing (ii) RE is not a method capable of justifying rhelaffs.

A generous skeptic could grant that Rightbe a method of moral justification, yet
she could rightly press, “What’s the upshot of this undertaking? Why bother finding a
method to justify moral beliefs?” To reply to such a skeptic | turn to Rawils.

There are three assumptions that underlie taking a broadly Rawlsian &pjortdae
justification of moral beliefé? Thefallibility assumptiorholds that moral theories are
not perfect or infallible. There is no assurance that a presently acceptddiraory will
not, at some point, be supplanted by another theory that better explains the relavant da
The best a moral theorist can do is to search for the theory that best explanwsahe
data (i.e., the CMJs) at hand. In this way, moral theory is akin to science iroferms
theory change. Theracticality assumptioeschews any attempt to restrict moral
justification to the meta-domain. Moral theories are not solely accountelighter
order meta-beliefs concerning the nature of justification but must also be matterdns
with first-order claims about justice, civil disobedience, discriminat@méss, and so
on. Moral theory must deal with substantive moral issues and cannot retreat to the meta
domain or ignore practical interests. Tdmplicability assumptioclaims that despite the
reality that most people do not have a formal system of moral beliefs, but rgtoepa
of beliefs loosely held together with logical relationships, there &t gedue in

attempting to formalize moral beliefs. Making CMJs consistent with begidative

2 Harris 1974: 137-138.
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principles can lead to the solution of new moral dilemmas. As one tries to formulate
principles, the application of which would lead to the considered judgments at hand, one
is equipped with regulative principles that can be applied to further moral prodlems.
endorse all three assumptions as reasons to “bother” with RE, although | do not defend

the assumptions hef.

1.4 WHAT TYPE OF JUSTIFICATION DOES RE OFFER?

As previously mentioned, option (i) for establishing the evidential weight of CMJs
holds that the justification of beliefs and persons changes in concert (i.e., whesf & beli
justified a person is justified in holding the belief, and vice versa). By caritrashput
objection is an example of how beliefs and persons can come apart in justifiddten.
input objection plays on the difference betwegreesonbeing justified in holding a
belief and aelief being justified. This can be illustrated by way of an argument:

1. SubjectScan be justified in accepting princigieas long as| accords witlS’s

CMJs in reflective equilibrium. (premise)

2. The justification ofg depends on thegrima faciecredibility (not the mere

believability) of the CMJs that suppayt (premise)

3. WhenSis justified in accepting it does not necessarily follow theis

justified 3" (1, 2 Conj)

4. CMJs cannot be established todsema faciecredible. (input objection)
5. Thus,q cannot be justified. (2, 4 MT)

The outcome of the argument above is that RE cannot justify principles andsheor
My thesis can be viewed as a denial of premise 4 so that RE can justify. b&hefs

argument above claims RE cannot justify beliefs when beliefs and personspanina a

%0 | do not, however, endorse the specifics of tieeaincommitments that Rawls thinks we have. For
example, Rawls’ commitment to the substantive fpilecthat, “it is fair to submit people to princgd they
themselves would have chosen” (Little 1984: 374).

3L The justification of principles is something exthat must be established in relation to CMJs.
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justification. When proponents of RE respond to the input objection by focusing on how
people can justify CMJs—without the proponents establishingrthe faciecredibility
of CMJs—they fail to directly respond to the input objection. This position is commonly

put forward as person-centered credibility (PCC):

(PCC) Considered judgments are initially credible because they are the judggment
thatpersonsaffirm upon reflection under ideal conditioffs.

PCC implies thatve establish the initial credibility of CMJs by making the
judgments under ideal conditions (i.e., thathold the beliefs with confidence gives
them credibility). Such a move is often made to resist CMJs being foundations of some
stripe yet to affirm CMJs being initially credible. An assumption ugdegl(PCC) is
that credible persons will tend to select credible beliefs. However, the pthasgh
which credibility is passed from persons to beliefs must be explained and defémded.
defending this claim one will need to argue that persons and beliefs do not conie apart
justification. This requires arguing against premise 3 by negating pimise 1 or
premise 2. Negating premise 1 requires claiming a belief can be accemethér
reason other than whether it fits with other beliefs (i.e., CMJs). Takinggpi®ach
moves the theorist in a foundationalist direction, which moves the theorist awaRREom
as traditionally formulated. Negating premise 2 requires claimingdtiaatistification of
beliefs does not depend on credibility being injected into the process fromrthd il

argue against this “wait and see” approach to justification later. For walnention

32 As typically understood on an RE model, thesalitimms could be physically instantiated by onenlei
in a situation of emotional equanimity, sobrietyl] knowledge of relevant facts, and possessinticseft
intelligence to be able to understand the concapdsissues about which one is making a judgmehe T
upshot of ideal conditions is that they are condgiconducive to good judgment making and by imiege
conditions conducive to capturing the moral facts.
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that the justification of a principle does depend on whether or not the standard against
which it is assessed e some degreeredible. Claiming that a CMJ jgima facie

credible is claiming that it is credible to some degree and that the CMahisie®f

serving as a standard against which principles can be justified. In theegating

premise 2 is merely affirming premise 4—claiming that CMJs arenog facie

credible. So, this response is not a response to the input objection but an affirmation of it.
Finally, directly negating premise 3 begs the question against the argument bg holdi
that beliefs and persons cannot come apart during justification when it isheftease

that they do come apart and the argument is merely playing on this facpo#sible

thatwe can be justified in accepting a principle even thougiptimeiple is not

justified®* Similarly, we can be justified in accepting a CMJ even though the CMJ is not
credible because, for instance, other factors undercut the justificatory fohee of t
judgment. Such factors we might not be, nor could we be expected to be, aware of no

matter how reasonable and impartial we*re.

% This distinction could be upheld by borrowingistidiction from epistemic justification: deontologl
justification versus perspectival internalism (Pap@005). If justification is a deontological cept, then
it is a matter of fulfilling one’s intellectual das. A scientist, for example, has a duty to felkhe
evidence where it leads and not cling to propasstimcompatible with a hypothesis due to emotional,
political or religious attachments. The scientistuld be justified in holding the belief if she dig up to
her intellectual duties. However, whether or it belief in question is a justifier or is itsalfjified is a
separate, though perhaps interrelated, issue.c@uid fulfill one’s intellectual duties but fail fpossess a
justified belief as a result. The deontologicah@ept of justification is a thesis about the tejustified”
and this may not have an impact on what the jessifiurn out to be. In contrast, perspectivalrivdsm
is a thesis about what type of beliefs count asifigis for other beliefs; namely, only justifie@lefs can
justify beliefs. This is a thesis concerning bisligot a thesis concerning whether the person has
conducted herself in such a way that she is “jigstifin the beliefs she possesses. Similarly,raqre
could be justified in accepting a principle withalie principle thereby being justified.

3 One could stipulate omniscience or perfect imiait to the notion of ideal inquirers, but iti®t clear
these provisions would apply to persons as such.
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Two considerations emerge from this discussion: (1) if one wants to rest the
credibility of CMJs on persons one must argue that persons and beliefs do not come apart
during justification (i.e., where you have a person justified in holding a lyelieélso
have a justified belief), or (2) one must argue directly for the credibilibebéfs (i.e.,
even if persons and beliefs come apart during justification you can stiljusiifeed
principles because the judgments on which they are ground are credible). Gdiosider
(2) is the only viable way to directly respond to the input objection. It can be
accomplished by negating premise 4 by showing that CMJs can be establishathas
faciecredible®® An upshot of arguing for consideration (2) is that I will be able to make
sense of RE beingdeliberativemethod of moral justification.

There is a difference between@scriptiveversus aleliberativeinterpretation of
RE2* This distinction concerns what the method is aimed at regarding justific&ion
adescriptiveinterpretation RE aims at capturing the moral beliefs of a person or group of
people. On a@eliberativeinterpretation RE aims at deciding what is correct to believe
about moral matters. The former interpretation is descriptive and thantpretation
IS prescriptive or normative.

Each interpretation lends itself to a different interpretation of how idealtcorsli
are functioning during the filtration of initial judgments to make up the set osCMdr

the descriptive interpretation judgments one is confident in under ideal conditgins be

% Though the history of the debate over the crégilif CMJs has centered aroupdma faciecredibility
(i.e., credibility on a first pass), my solutionttee input objection will be stronger—somethingtie
neighborhood o$ecunda facieredibility (i.e., credibility after a thoroughga process of reflection and
filtration). As an upshot, establishisgcunda facieredibility allows me to capturgrima faciecredibility
as a consequence. For most of this thesis, howewdl keep with standard convention and onlyadiss
prima faciecredibility.

% Scanlon 2003: 142-148.
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express one’s ability to make moral judgments. The conditions accept judgnagnts t
represent this capacity well and reject judgments that tend not to represdéactulty

well. For the deliberative interpretation the ideal conditions function ta gétat is

correct and avoid what is unreliable. Judgments made while ill-informed ofctisenfa
under emotional duress will tend not to correctly reflect moral matteesibe they will

tend to reflect performance errors, personal biases and cultural conditionimgasyhe
judgments made under ideal conditions will tend to, “state those things that seem to us
most clearly to be true about moral matters if anything is, and that uréessstsome
ground for doubting them it is reasonable to grant them initial credibility (lgapen

the possibility that they may be revised or rejected later in the prodédsagree with
Scanlon that the deliberative interpretation of RE is the primary intelipretdtthe

method. Under the deliberative interpretation CMJs evidence what seems true about
moral matters and because of this they are initially credible. In setekasgablish CMJs
asprima faciecredible one is seeking to establish the primary goal of RE as a method of
justification. Seeking the truth and evidential weight of CMJs allows one to atisaver
input objection, which requires that the CMJs are, “initially credible—and notymere
initially believed—for some reason other than their coherence, say, becaustatbey

facts of observation®® Thus, answering the input objection directly aligns with the

correct interpretation of RE’s ability to produce justified beliefs.

37 Ibid: 145.
% Brandt 1979: 20.
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2. THEINPUT OBJECTION

2.1 CMJsPossessNO EVIDENTIAL WEIGHT

In this section | will briefly explain the input objection, present differerjswa
responding to the objection, and showcase some of the dialectic on the objection in an
attempt to gain clarity about what is at stake in the debate.

Broadly speaking, the input objection can be captured by the following claiis CM
possess no evidential weight because of reason R. The main placeholder fer R is t
charge that CMJs are purely subjective. That is, CMJs do not possessraudigtance
from an inquirer’s other beliefs or the beliefs of the inquirer’s culture. Tihigstivity
charge is a request for greater objectivity, and it can be understood in tehesrgt
ladenness. CMJs are subjective because they are determined by one’smralucati
training, childhood development and cultural norms. Instead of being responsive to the
moral facts in a given case, it is alleged that CMJs are inapprdpriegeonsive to
contingent factors. Because CMJs do not possess sufficient objectivityrehmyt it to
serve as evidence for or against moral principles or theories. Nowrhakk sense of
the claim that CMJs possesseawdential weight

Evidence is a standard against which claims can be measured or justifigeince
that supports a theory confirms that theory, and evidence that tells aghiestya t
disconfirms that theory. Any piece of evidence can confirm or disconfirm a tteeary
greater or lesser degree. Weight, roughly speaking, is the degree hoawdiece of
evidence can confirm or disconfirm a theory. In RE, the evidence in questioiid.a C

If, for example, CMX is weightier than CMy, thenx has a greater ability tharto serve
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as evidence for or against a moral principle, or a set of moral principleprisog a
moral theory. When a claim is made against CMJs that they do not possess evidential
weight this means they are not suited to be a standards against which mores ttesori
be assessed. This claim is typically taken to be totalizing in that CMJsposse
evidential weight. Proponents of RE often respond to this claim by showing that CMJs
possessomeevidential weight, even if the precise weight possessed cannot be
formulated® David Brink illustrates this tendency:

All I claim is that considered moral beliefs have initial credibilitydolnot claim

they enjoy maximum initial credibility; such a claim is not necessaoyder to

claim that coherence with considered moral beliefs is evidential. If wehzawv

that moral beliefs with some initial credibility cohere with other limcluding

beliefs of still greater initial credibility, we have reason to accepethawal
beliefs and others that they suppbrt.

To adequately respond to the input objection it is important to show how CMJs
possess enough evidential weight to be used as justifiers in the RE processigS$hatvi
CMJs possessomeevidential weight is not an adequate response to the subjectivity
charge because merely consistent CMJs could pgssessfacieevidential value yet
fail to be objective or responsive to the moral facts. If the source of those €£€MJs i
distorted, then the CMJs will not possess enough evidential weight to produce adequate
justification* This means that answering the subjectivity charge must screen CMJs for

not only consistency but also for judgments that stem from corrupt sources. Such a move

39 Because ‘weight’ is used metaphorically a furtkblem is determining how much weight a CMJ must
possess to serve as evidence for or against aythepthere a minimum threshold or are all RE-jmognts
committed to an “anything above zero” understandifigyeight? There is a further problem with ‘weight
used as metaphor: does weight reside in the b@lief the inquirer? Does a belief possess weigl or
weight an attraction to a belief that resides mphopositional attitude of the inquirer?

*° Brink 1989: 139.

“L | owe this point to feedback | received from Adaraidya.
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not only captureprima facieevidential weight but also moves CMJs into the arena of
secunda facievidential weight (i.e., evidential value resulting from surviving a

thoroughgoing process of reflection and filtration).

2.2 WAYSTO ESTABLISH THE CREDIBILITY OF CMJs

There are three general ways one could try to establish the credib{litiviJs. The
first move is to show that CMJs are non-inferential foundations. The second move is to
establish an analogy with observation reports. The third move is to use CM.seiinla
way without telling the story of the credibility of moral intuitiomsr se instead just
showing how CMJs play a vital role in RE methodology. | will focus on the last move in
a forthcoming section entitled “the methodological response.” In the rés$ cection |
will look at the non-inferential foundation move and the observation report move.
Looking at the dialectic on these moves it becomes clearer what is atrstiakbat
option remains viable for establishing the evidential weight of CMJs.

Establishing CMJs as non-inferential foundations is one way to solve the input
objection. The requirement that CMJs be credible might be the requirementi¢ast at
some CMJs be non-inferentially justified. This response to the input objection stems
from viewing the objection as positing that intuitionism, as a version of foundasional
is true rather than coherentism. Brink considers this response and claims #iagt m
RE take-on all objections to foundationalism as a general theory of the stmfcture
justification®® Brink argues foundationalism is untenable in all its versions, so

establishing CMJs as non-inferential foundations is not a viable option. Brink saddles

42 Brink 1989.
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intuitionism withstrongfoundationalism and concludes non-inferential foundations are
incompatible with RE, which is a method that allows for the revisability of behedn
effort to generate coherence. In contrast, contemporary intuitionists need trohge s
foundationalists. Weak or modest foundations can be used within a framework that also
employs coherentism to increase the justification of the belief-satk’8response to
the charge of intuitionism involves reinforcing RE’s coherentism. For Brink, if<CMJ
were intuitionistic moral judgments they would be self-justifying, but CMds ar
ultimately justified through coherence with other beliefs, so they are mgustfying or
a product of intuitionism. Brink’s move does not work because a contemporary
intuitionist like Robert Audi allows intuitionistic moral judgments to havelential
grounds of justification. Audi clarifies this by saying:

| have already explained how intuitive moral judgments may have evidential

grounds and, even though non-inferential, may be defended by inferences in many
cases where a need for justification ariSes.

So, it is not the case that intuitionism means moral judgments are purely self
justifying. Althoughat some tim&on-inferential moral judgments must have been
justified without being inferred from premised,a later time and as part of a body of
beliefs, they can receive support from other propositions. Thus, establishingg€MJs
non-inferential foundations is still a viable move for solving the input objection eecaus

such foundations can be incorporated into a belief system in a way that allows them t

43 Audi 2008: 490.
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serve as foundational justifieasid receive support from inferential connections with
other beliefs'*

Another way to solve the input objection is to consider an analogy between moral
intuitions and observation reports. Daniels notices that Brandt’s version of the input
objection gains greatest plausibility when CMJs are compared with observatots ia
empirical sciencé® This is because putting these entities side-by-side it becomes
apparent that there is a causal story to tell about the reliability of obeasydut there
is not an analogous story to tell about the reliability of moral judgments. Dhis to t
contrast in reliability, initial credibility can be assigned to observatiparte but not to
moral judgments. To combat this reading of the input objection Daniels cleatthe
analogy between moral intuitions and observation reports generates only a pseudo-
objection. Moral concepts, like rightness and wrongness, are not basic psoplertie
moral states of affairs, whereas observational properties are basidipsopkcausal
states of affairs. So, observation statements play a different role in thevettell about
causal reliability than moral judgments do in the story we tell about mdeddiligy.
Daniels concludes that moral judgmedtsfunction differently than observation reports,
SO an objection that points out that tliefunction differently is not a genuine objection

against moral judgments. In effect, Daniels explains away the input objectiautvi

4 | understand ‘non-inferential’ to mean judgmethist are not ultimately justified by inference frarier
beliefs. Though non-inferential judgments cantbengthened by receiving support from other beliefs
their justification is independent from the suppbgy receive from other beliefs (Cf. Streumer200if
non-inferential judgments are regarded as strofuglpdational, then such judgments cannot have their
degree of justification increased by their conrgcivith other beliefs. The justification of strang
foundational judgments is solely determined by dowrastic sources. Such beliefs would be incomfeatib
with RE becauseutual supports a key feature of RE.

** Daniels 1979: 269-273.
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directly arguing against the disanalogy between observation reports ardntuitians.
Claiming that the analogy generates a pseudo-objection leaves open a move in the
dialectic whereby a theorist can argue directly for the disanalogyay to sustain the
input objection. Such an approach is taken by Daniel Little.

Little argues for the disanalogy between observation reports and CMJs, and he
concludes that this disanalogy is a bad tffhgittle does this by providing three reasons
why the disanalogy generates an asymmetry in the credibility of @bserveports and
CMJs. First, according to Little, the causal basis of perception allsws think that
observations are largely corréétThe origins of moral judgments are, by contrast, not as
likely to be correct because, “accidents of familial, religious, and eduehgxperience
seem to have a major influence on the particular constellation of beliefs whithadiye
express our moral competené&.’Second, considered moral judgments involve greater
reflection and are more likely than observation reports to be theory-laden.d€redsi
judgments are arrived at by weighing relevant facts and principles, saltyragnts are
more likely to reflect the background theories of the inquirer. Third, “Whereas
observation reports serve to validate or refute empirical theories, cometke
judgments are themselves often validated or refuted by appeal to mord gesrata
theories.*® Moral judgments require justification from moral theories more frequently

than they justify moral theories, whereas observation reports frequently sgusefy

“® Little 1984: 377-379.

" A counter-example to this point was raised by Wth&aidya. Speaking literally, all observation o
are false because they report on space as iEitégidean, yet we live in a non-Euclidean spachis s
one way to press Little’s unexamined faith in tleeidicality of observation reports.

*® Little 1984: 378-379.

*° bid: 379.
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empirical theories. Little’s reasons in support of the disanalogy drives henmgut
objection more forcefully?

Even though Little has provided reasons to think that the disanalogy between
observation reports and CMJs is problematic for RE, it is informative toretuvhy
Daniels thought the disanalogy was unproblematic for RE. Looking at a response to
Daniels sets-up the move | am going to endorse for establishing the dnedfd@MJs.

Daniels attempts to turn a liability into an asset. That is, Danielddrtesn a
reason RE lacks objectivity (i.e., theory-ladenness) into a source of atgddrithe
method. Background theories might prove an independent check on the acceptance of
moral principles and judgments. The theory-ladenness of CMJs resultsdnogn
unaware how background theories, largely shaped by cultural indoctrinatiom| toatr
judgments that are formed. Daniels requires the inquirer to not only reflaet on
favored background theories but also to reflect on competing background th8gyries.
doing this Daniels introduces some degree of independent support for principles and
judgments and requires the inquirer to be more aware of how theories are corttmlling
reasoning. Considering a wide range of competing theories is thought to provide a
justificatory gain over a more narrow approach that only systematiedxeliefs the
inquirer already subscribes to. Such inter-theoretical support is thought tdeprovi

traction in cases of moral disagreement. Inquirers can point to an independgnatiteor

0 These points reinforce the importance of my thesisormative theory. If CMJs are epistemicallyeidr to
observation reports because they lack the reltglufiperceptual reports, then there is not mueisoe to place
credibility in CMJs because it cannot be shown iglagy that they are largely correct. Observat@ports can serve
as a credible empirical check against physicalribepbut moral judgments cannot serve as a ceedtick against
moral theories. Moral judgments, at most, can des©ur moral competency, but they cannot presaribat is
morally correct. As a result, moral inquiry thaties on CMJs falls into the realm of anthropolagimoral
psychology, but it does not fall under the realnmefmative moral theory.
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debate the theory instead of going in circles about moral disputes, whioh toeit

example—the abortion debate—often endlessly cycle without achieving consensus.

Little raises a problem with Daniels’ approach: it merely shifts thblpm of credibility

to the background theories. What constitutes the independent grounds on which the

background theories can be established as credible? Little makes this priaaleosing

the case of Smith and Jones:
Smith and Jones. Consider discussants Smith and Jones who disagree over
moral theories T and T'. Suppose T and T’ are equally consistent with all
considered judgments shared by Smith and Jones, so both discussants may
continue to hold their distinct views without inconsistency. But when we
introduce philosophical theory P which Smith and Jones both accept, it may
emerge that P supports T and is inconsistent with T'. In this case Smith and Jones
must come to agree on the correctness of T on pain of inconsistency. Thus appeal
to background philosophical theories may permit us to achieve consensus over a
moral theory; but (unless we have independent reasons for believing these

theories to be correct) such an appeal does not increase the rational warrant w
may attach to the moral theaty.

The Smith and Jones case implies that consensus is purchased without a gain in the
warrant of moral theories. It simply shifts the credibility questioléophilosophical
background theories. However, the history of philosophy shows that establishing the
credibility of a philosophical theory is far from a conclusive matter or semidht lends
itself to conclusive independent credibilty.Philosophical theories frequently reflect
theoretical commitments instead of objective facts. It seemwiti@RE only justifies

moral theories to the degree that inquirers share the philosophical theorigledppén

°L | ittle 1984: 382.

2 Some philosophical theories can be checked agi@sesults of scientific experiments. Psychizlaly
experiments can inform philosophical theories, llagree with Timothy Williamson that the best way t
formulate philosophical theories is from the arnich& his does not mean, however, that all phildgop
must be done from the armchair (see Williamson 26€8).
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the argument. This is at best a lateral move in terms of justificatong#ireLittle
completes his analysis by deepening the distinction between ethics and sdienade
comes to coherentist epistemology.

For Little the objectivity of theory is determined, in part, by the indepecel of the
evidence supporting the theory. Observation reports are more objective than moral
judgments because perception is independent from background theory. CMJs and
philosophical theories are not independent controls on moral theory. CMJs emanate from
one’s background theory and philosophical theories only increase rational warrant to the
degree that there are independent reasons to think the theories are corratieaniis
that moral theory and science are not equally objective; thus, they have different
epistemic standing. Little summarizes his findings by restating the ibpadtion and
drawing out the relativistic implications of his conclusion:

There is thus a crucial disanalogy between the two areas: empirical iheory
constrained by evidence which is in a rough and ready sense independent of the
theoretical conclusions we eventually arrive at, whereas moral delieisanot.

But if there is no class of beliefs which have an antecedent credibilifyandent

of their relations to other statements, then how dogepistemic warrant enter

the system of moral deliberation? We must conclude that the method of reflective
deliberation provides only a very weak scheme of justification; it dependsyheauvil
and unavoidably on the particular considered judgments and background beliefs
with which we begin, and these are themselves unjustified. The most this process
can do is to bring to the surface the principles which underlie the moral practices

of the existing community, and subject those practices to a limited form of
rational criticism?

The dialectic between Daniels and Little reinforces the move | ang goimake in
arguing for the credibility of CMJs: establishing them as non-infetdotiadations. No

matter how sophisticated the RE procedure becomes by incorporating in background

3 Little 1984: 384-385.
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theories one cannot escape the input objection if the starting points are not cledible.

the preceding quote Little requests a set of beliefs that possess “an arttecsdibility
independent of their relations to other statements” so that justificatios émdvelief

system. Though it is possible to argue against the input objection by establishing
symmetry between observation reports and CMJs the best option for solving the objection
is to establish CMJs as non-inferential foundations. This is the option | en@afeee
providing a positive account of this solution | will look at the third option for solving the
input objection: holding that CMJs are credible because they play a vital methodblog

role.

3. THEMETHODOLOGICAL RESPONSE

3.1 KEY DISTINCTIONS

In this section | will draw a distinction between thethodological rolerersus the
epistemic statusf moral intuitions or CMJs. 1 also will frame the input objection more
succinctly. First, let me reframe the input objection using a differenbctisin.

Mark Nelson draws a distinction between a strong and weak version of the input
objection®* Thestrong versiorholds that one has a positive reason to think moral
intuitions are false. This version of the objection falls under the categortgioted
well argument If you place a well on a nuclear waste dumping site it will tend td yiel
water contaminated with radionuclindes or other elements of radioactive wadéfect

in the origin of the water will tend to yield bad water. The same might be saioraf m

5 Nelson 1999: 70-72.
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intuitions: if there is a defect in the origin of moral intuitions, then they aniditto be

false® Peter Singer puts forward a strong version of the input objection when he
considers that many moral convictions derive from, “discarded religiotensystrom
warped views of sex and bodily functions, or from customs necessary for survival of the
group in social and economic circumstances that now lie in the distanthatltling

that intuitions are tainted sources of justification—Ilikely to be falseldsia strong
conclusion. According to Singer, “it would be best to forget all about our particular
moral judgments® There is reason to avoid such a strong statement.

Nelson mentions four pointstainted well argumenmust establisA® First, such an
argument must explain why CMJs are likely to be false because of theg aatliorigin.
Second, the explanation of the falsity of CMJs must be the best explanation of this
phenomenon, not simply a possible explanation of why CMJs are false. Third, the
explanation needs to apply to all CMJs, not just certain types of CMJs. Fourthd tainte
well arguments must show that the defects in the nature and origin of CMJs
systematically resists correction; otherwise, recognizing tha¢ somcepts, theories and
cognitive faculties can taint CMJs is compatible with designing a fdtenty allow
good CMJs to pass through to the next stage. This does not make arguing for a strong

interpretation of the input objection impossible, but it does make it a lesgiaéra

> This interpretation of the input objection cagsithe intuitive idea of ‘garbage in, garbage olftthe
CMJs that start the process and hold the procedsdok are not credible, then the output will témtbe
non-credible or tainted.

% Singer 1974: 516.

" Ibid. This conclusion could be seen to moti\@iteger’s utilitarianism, as he holds it is betsearch
for self-evident moral axioms instead of muckinguard with considered judgments. It is interestimg
note, however, that CMJs contain judgments atakls of generality. So, the highly general ppieiof
utility (i.e., one big intuition) might be a CMJahis fed into the RE process. Singer seems tislsthis
possibility without argument.

*® Nelson 1999: 70-71.
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mountain to scale. It is possible, however, to use the strong version to motivatekhe wea
version of the objection.

Theweak versiorof the input objection holds that there is no reason to think CMJs
are true, regardless of whether there is reason to think of them as falséormhi$ the
objection holds that CMJs possess no evidential weight. To respond to this version
Nelson proposes an argument from practice. He reminds us that there are not non-
circular reasons to regard perceptual observations as true, but weyatill tieem as
credible and use them in scientific reasoning. So, even if CMJs are not true, it is
permissible to regard them as credible and use them in moral reasoning. Tessis a
articulated version of the analogy between observation reports and moral intuk®ns
previously explained, such a move does not address whetheratdtledible. It
simply reminds us that we can use thasnfthey are credible. A better response
involves showing CMJs are credible or capable of serving as evidence fauthheft
moral theories. In addition, solving the weak version of the objection takes care of the
strong version of the objection. If there are reasons to think that CMJs ar&érue, t
those reasons can be used to rebut reasons to think that CMJs are false.

A successful defense of RE against the input objection must rebut the weak versi
of the objection by establishing CMJs in relation to moral truth. It must dothigvay
that makes CMJs suitable as evidence for or against theories. This can be done by
showing that CMJs possess epistemic weight. By being evidence of the trutrabf mor
theories, and true themselves, CMJs can provide rational grounds for preferring one

theory over another theory. CMJs gain positive epistemic status lgytheenin virtue of

31



possessing positive epistemic status, and, as a result, being fit to providd gatiands
for moral theories.

The next distinction | want to explore is betweesthodological roleandepistemic
status® Some theorists hold that only if a CMJ possesses positive epistemic status
should it be used in a justificatory capacity. Proponents of RE like Normanl$amie
Michael DePaul take a different approach. They argue that even if @Mil® possess
positive epistemic status they can still serve an important methodologe#hatblin the
end, leads to justification. This is done by allowing CMJs to serve a role in RE
methodology (e.qg., acting as fire-starters or sustainers oftreflipcegardless of their
epistemic status. After CMJs play this role it is possible to see whatesithie
reflection process and claim that what survives is what is justified (hat, emains
when a point of reflective equilibrium is reached is justified). On such a reidng
possible to hold the view that CMJs possess no positive epistemic status (i.e., #lgy mer
reflect one’s prejudices) yet to affirm that the best way to justifpaahtheory is by
using CMJs. Further motivating the methodological response to the input objection is the
idea that possessing positive epistemic status does not provide a guide to mosalinquir
The result is that one can have CMJs with a positive epistemic status that dy ot pla
methodological role, and vice versa. It is possible to argue for one without afguing
the other.

| agree that the epistemic status and the methodological role of CMJ®are tw

different avenues of justification CMJs can be used to pursue. However, | holdythat a

% DePaul 2006: 598-599.
%0 |pid: 598.
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successful response to the input objection is going to have to establish CMddafithi
avenues of justification. One must have reliable or truth-apt CMJs and propeithg use
CMJs in a methodological role that exploits their truth-aptness to indrease
justification of the belief system. This provides a full response to the inputiohjec
The need for both avenues of justification can be elaborated by returning to the
distinction between epistemic status and methodological role.

A truth-apt CMJ corresponds to taking justification as aiming at truth obitgiia
A CMJ that is well-utilized by having a clearly identified methodatagrole
corresponds to taking justification as providing rational grounds for or agaonat m
theories. The problem with the history of RE is that theorists have focusetiemagit
epistemic or a methodological response to the input objection and never fulgradsw
the objection. In the next section | want to provide two examples of how theorists have
avoided the epistemic status of CMJs and focused solely on methodological solutions.
These theorists tried to remain agnostic about meta-ethical questionsahydasisigned
a methodological role to CMJs to show that CMJs can serve as rational grounds f
theory choice. As is now apparent from the distinction between strong and weiakwver
of the input objection such positions do not claim CMJs are true, they simply try to use
CMJs in a useful (i.e., pragmatic) way. Omitting the positive episteaatiessof CMJs
results in a failure to address the weak version of the input objection and provide a

rebuttal against the strong version of the objection.
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3.2 POSITIONSEMPHASIZING A METHODOL OGICAL RESPONSE

The two theorists | will use as examples of taking a methodological abpaoa
William Shaw and Norman Daniels. These theorists remain agnostic abtuithie
aptness of CMJs. Failure to establish the positive epistemic status of€dulis in an
inability to solve the input objection. In this section | will establish thatheorists
avoid meta-ethical issues and argue against such an approach.

For Shaw reliance on intuition in moral philosophy is unavoiddb®haw
understands moral intuitions not in the Moorean sense as being self-evident but in the
Rawlsian sense as being firmly-held moral judgments. The episterhis sf moral
intuitions is left an open question, as firmly-held moral judgments do notsadyg
signify the apprehension of objective moral properties. Shaw agrees with Raw!
there are only two alternatives to reliance on moral intuitions: positifig\adent first
principles or taking a naturalistic approach by defining moral concepts ia ténmon-
moral concepts. The other alternative is to start from our firmly-heldl manaictions
and try to bring all of our beliefs into one coherent view. Using intuitions as unavoidable
starting points is acceptable for Shaw because these intuitions are notgatseaSuch
moral intuitions are, “delivered after calm consideration and reflection, urizbsitiy
personal interest or emotiof?” Considered moral judgments are not making contact
with objectively true moral facts, instead they are emanating fronrierpe and our

reflective capacities.

61 Shaw 1980. Shaw is clearly thinking of intuioalong the lines of Bealer 1996. That is, intuisi are
the result of conscious reflection or they aredhithat survive reflection in good cognitive commtis. Cf.
Haidt 2001.

®2 Shaw 1980: 131.
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The slogan of Shaw’s perspective is: if the conditions are right, the intugiens
credible. ldeal conditions of reflection guard against judgments simpdgtiety gut-
reactions based on cultural indoctrination. It is possible, however, to genpratgean
for Shaw’s slogan.

Though an inquirer is reflecting under ideal conditions one problem is that the
mechanism doing the reflecting (i.e., the mind) has not been shown to be reliable or to
yield judgments with positive epistemic status. Telling a story about thbiligy of
CM?Js involves telling a plausible story about the reliability of the psyckidiegind
moral judgments. Placing reflection in an ideal context does not tell theo$tidwey
reliability of the psychological mechanism producing the judgments. Even in ideal
conditions one may be systematically wrong in determining which judgments ar
credible, not because the conditions are not ideal, but because our minds aredthrd-
for certain biase®® If this could be the case even in ideal situations, the only way to
form a reliable judgment is to not use the mechanism that is systeryatiwagliable.
However, because one must use the mind to form judgments the only other option is to
tell the story of the reliability of the judgments themselves. That ipjtdastuitions
stemming from an unreliable source the intuitions are still credible in wofteehibiting
certain characteristics that are truth-conducive. Shaw avoids the hardrpasble

establishing that CMJs are truth-conducive by avoiding taking a metaledtdod on the

83 Systematic biases are illustrated in the worknamal psychology (e.g., work by Jonathan Haidt and
Joshua Greene). This, however, is an empiricalseld rendering of intuitions. Intuitions on thiedel
are regarded as pre-conscious gut-reactions.h8alabate becomes whether intuitions are ratianaies
rational, whether they stem from conscious cordgradutomatic processes. RE methodology regards
intuitions as the result of conscious processethesonaterial from moral psychology is only relevvéimne
denies intuitions are of the rational variety thiis is not established, the dispute is merely aidecause
the two sides are talking about different terms.
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epistemic status of CMJs. This is demonstrated by Shaw’s response to Belanit's

that firmly holding a judgment gives the judgment a status no better tictioa.f As

Shaw wonders:
[B]ut do not any normative judgments—Iike our shared conviction that the torture
of innocent children for fun is immoral—rightly enjpyima faciecredence? The
view that such considered judgments, even when they are widespreadylack an
initial credibility is hard to swallow. If, rather, as | think, judgmentseyated
under such [ideal] circumstances do emerge for that reason with some plausibility

then the problem which Brandt poses for the intuitionist’s coherence theory of
justification disappear¥.

A quick response to Shaw’s statement is that credence is not equal to cyedibilit
possessingrima faciecredence is not equal to possesginma faciecredibility (i.e.,
truth-aptness). This is exactly Brandt’'s point: credence does not correspond to
credibility.®> Instead of viewing Shaw as having misunderstood Brandt’s objection | will
posit a more charitable reading and hold that Shaw misspoke when he said that
“normative judgments...rightly enjgyima faciecredence.” Let me now look at a more
charitable response.

According to Shaw the input objection disappears under the influence of ideal
conditions. Against this | argue that the problem does not disappear, it singpgaea
in a different place as the status of CMJs is outsourced to the project of detieding

ideal conditions under which CMJs are made. However, such conditions have been

% Shaw 1980: 131-132.

8 As brought to my attention by Anand Vaidya crditipmight be a threshold concept. It may be that
certain level of credence is required for a sotwdee credible. On such a reading, the only giaalibn
needed is that minimal credence or credence siitglis not sufficient to correspond to credibility
Instead, credence must meet a certain threshaldrtespond to credibility. | take, howevprima facie
credence as understood by Brandt to be below stioteshold value.
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systematically analyzed and have been found incapable of generatinglieyefibihe

methodological response makes the input objection take on greater force. Agithe ru

pulled out from under ideal conditions all that is left is a direct response to therepiste

status of CMJs, but a methodological response is unable to directly addrgsstdraie

status of CMJs. Without showing that CMJs possess indepgna®atfaciecredibility

the problem is not solved. This means that the methodological solution is not sufficient

to establish CMJs as credible. Shaw does, however, acknowledge that there is an

alternative to the methodological response when he mentions, “Earlieoimittsi met

this problem head-on by arguing that our faculty of intuition yields knowleflge o

objective, non-natural moral properti€d."Despite seeing this option there is good

reason why Shaw and Rawls did not think an epistemic response was a viable option.
Equating an intuitionist model with positing strong foundations prevented theorists

from embracing an epistemic response to the input objection. Because Shaw éguated t

intuitionist model with boldly asserting strongly axiomatic foundations (i.#-eg&lent

Moorean intuitions) neither he nor Rawls saw this as a viable alternative.térhtulie

on intuitionism has recently progressed to open-up a third alternative to axiseift

evidence or reductive naturalism. This option is moderate intuitionism. bheebr

moderate intuitionism as a way to directly address the input objection byhgositidest,

% Sencerz 1986. For Sencerz confidence in CMJs dogjustify the credibility of CMJs. The credityi

of CMJs is justified on epistemic grounds. Typiir criteria (calmness, fully informed aboutta, and
so on) do not provide adequate epistemic grouds.CMJs are not credible, and moral principlesioan
be tested against CMJs with the result leadingdtfjcation.

67 Shaw 1980: 132. Margaret Holmgren corroboratesx@hcomment when she says, “In the end, | think
we have to address the issue of the credibilitgusfconsidered moral judgments head on. | belieat
these judgments are credible. We actually do Inawel obligations, and certain actions actually are
wrong. Further, we have an overriding reason e@ietrform these actions even when it is in our own
interest to do so. In order to fully account foe truth of these statements, | believe we musptaalo
nonnaturalistic version of moral realism” (Holmgr&®90: 135).
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non-inferential foundations. Such an alternative will be explored in relation totRober

Audi’'s work during the positive account | formulate of the credibility of GMBlow, to

show that the narrow rendering of only two alternatives to the use of intuitions, as

understood by Shaw and Rawls, does not establish the positive epistemic status bf CMJ

will turn to Noah Lemos. As Lemos says of the argument that there are only two

alternatives to relying on moral intuitions:
Neither of these alternatives, it is argued, hold out much hope for fundamental
ethical principles, and since there are no other alternatives we must rely on our
considered moral judgments. This argument, however, does not show that any of
our considered moral judgments have any positive epistemic status. At best it
shows that if fundamental moral principles are to be justified, then considered
moral judgments must play some sort of justificatory role. But the argument doe

not show that some fundamental moral principles can be justified or that
considered moral judgments can play an epistemically justificator{’role.

Lemos’ statement is a good summary of how Shaw and Rawls fail to dsthblis
positive epistemic status of CMJs and, hence, their fithess to serve as efodemnce
against moral principle¥. Now | will consider Daniels attempt to establish the initial
credibility of CMJs by providing a methodological solution.

To analyze Daniels’ approach | will take a meta-ethical vantage. plowill largely
follow Mark Timmons’ treatment of Daniel§. Timmons’ approach is useful because he
raises two objections to RE that illuminate the importance of providing aempist
solution to the general input objection (i.e., credences do not correspond to credlibilities

The first objection Timmons raises is tim@ral input objection It is a version of the

general input objection that focuses on meta-ethical issues, as it is an &atéonge the

%8 |emos 1986: 507.
% For another discussion of Shaw’s ideas see Hem#®87: 119-120.
° Timmons 1990.
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RE-realist to become a constructivist concerning moral facts. Tketimin states that
CMJs are not likely to correspond to inquiry-independent moral truths. Under an RE-
realist interpretation, CMJs provide evidence of inquiry-independent moral, tiihls
point at truth or correspond to an inquiry-independent realm of moral facts. The RE-
realist must hold that CMJs are reliable, as evidence, in corresponding to sath mor
facts. For the RE-constructivist, CMJs do not correspond to moral facts beyond inquiry;
instead, moral facts are a construction of inquiry. On the RE-constructoas there is
no need to tell the story of how CMJs reliably point at an inquiry-independentaéalm
moral facts. If thenoral input objectiorcan box-in a theorist to RE-constructivism then
the methodological response gains traction because it aligns with constructBssm
contrast, the epistemic response aligns with realism because it holds tlsaa@Nidith-
conducive whereas the methodological response does not assume nor does it take a stand
on the truth-aptness of CMJs. One way to circumventibral input objections to
establish that CMJs reliably correspond to an inquiry-independent realm of moral
properties and facts. This can only be accomplished by abandoning a pure coherentist
interpretation of RE.

Themoral input objectiorworks because it assumes RE is a coherentist model of
justification. The objection works as follows. It requiresadrquateheory of
justification to be truth-conducive to some degree. This will work for RE ekexrentist
model only if one embraces a constructivist, not a realist, conception of mdnal Rt
cannot guarantee truth in the realist sense; it can only set up conditions urater whi

CMJs are likely to be true. CMJs will not necessarily correspond totamak(non-
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conceptual) reality. So, coherentist moral epistemology must adopt a comstructi
account of moral truth. This is because coherence is a matter of beliefdlynutua
supporting one another. Maximizing coherence does not necessitate inputéam a r
external to the belief-set because it is a standard internal to thedeiett is a matter of
how the beliefs fit together and mutual support one another. Without external input the
beliefs will not necessarily correspond to what is true in terms of norepturat reality.
Thus, according to the objection, for a theorist to get an adequate theory afgtistifi

using RE the theorist must be a constructivist about truth.

This is a problem for responding to the general input objection because
constructivism is aligned with the methodological response, and the methodological
response is inadequate for solving the input objection. One way of circumverding thi
problem is not to assume that RE is a pure coherentist methodology. | will argus for t
position and cast RE as a foundationalist method with coherentist elements, which opens-
up a realist interpretation of CMJs whereby they correspond to inquiry-independent
moral facts and truths.

Themany alternative systembjection like themoral input objectionforces the
coherentist to be a constructivist about moral truth. To meet the criterion of truth-
conduciveness the coherentist needs to be a constructivist about truth in the facg of man
alternative coherent moral systemMsTo understand this objection it is important to note
that a normative theory consists of a consistent set of moral principles. Usangndi

sets of moral judgments it is possible to generate different sets of consistal

1 Ibid: 103.
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principles. Seeking coherence will not necessarily facilitateaa cleice between
different moral theories. This makes it difficult to achieve intersubjeativeement on a
pure coherentist rendering of RE. The method takes-on relativism and swffersnfr
inability to establish on an independent basis the warrant of the whole belehsyét
interpersonal disagreement persists and RE-truth is construed in a reaksttsen
coherentist epistemology will not necessarily be truth-conducive. That issuni¢h is
construed relative to a given system, unless one becomes an RE-constructivist.

Two observations come out of the forgoing discussion. First, solvingahg
alternative systemabjectionit is not enough to provide a methodological solution. Even
if interpersonal agreement could be generated, a methodological solution would not show
which of the alternative coherent moral systems is to be preferred.sT@sause truth
is relative to each system and choice between equally coherent sysbemsdgo be
arbitrary to some degree. To overcome this one could argue that the coysiemtte
be preferred is the system that contains CMJs that possess positive es&taunsi
because they are credible or truth-apt in the realist sense. A second aisésuvhnat
remaining a constructivist is not a plausible option for solving the general inpatiobje
A constructivist provides a methodological solution by not taking a stand on the existenc
of inquiry-independent moral truths. The input objection is solved only if CMJs are in
fact true. A methodological solution is not able to establish that CMJs are gear&mt
be true or sufficient to provide evidence of truth; they are only likely to be true if
conditions are ideal. However, even ideal conditions are not enough to secure the

probative value of CMJs. On the other hand, an RE-realist can resisbtakeinput
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objectionand thamany alternative systerosbjectionby adopting a foundationalist
architecture and providing an epistemic solution that establishesitie facie
credibility of CMJs. This also results in a solution to the general input objedtrmw
turn to the work of Daniels to show that being a constructivist and providing a
methodological solution does not establish the credibility of CMJs.

Daniels adopts don’t worry strategyupon confronting the input objection. This
strategy says: don’t worry about the epistemic status of CMJs or toysajvte thanoral
input objectioninstead, focus on thmany alternative systenabjectionby providing a
methodological solution, then see if this solution provides a story about the credibility of
CMJs. Daniels seeks to show that coherentist methodology can lead to interpersonal
convergence, and then he will deal with the input objection after convergence is
established. As Daniels says:

It is plausible to think that only the development of acceptable moral theory in
wide reflective equilibrium will enable us to determine what kind of "facghiy,

is involved in a considered moral judgment. In the context of such a theory, and
with an answer to our puzzlement about the kind of fact (if any) a moral fact is,
we might be able to provide a story about the reliability of initial considered

judgments. Indeed, it seems reasonable to impose this burden on the theory that
emerges in wide reflective equilibriufh.

Only after reaching wide-RE can a theorist, looking backwards, establisherhe
CMJs constitute moral facts. Daniels’ solution is initially attradtigeause in getting to
wide-RE one must bring CMJs and principles in-line with background theories. These
theories are largely nonmoral. So, disputes over nonmoral theories may prove more

tractable than disputes over CMJs and moral principles. It looks plausibleghtgrgr

2 Daniels 1979: 271.
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consensus could result from moral inquiry on such an account. There are three problems
Timmons identifies with this strategy.
First, there is the problem of ever achieving convergence. Without an account of the

initial credibility of CMJs there is reason to doubt whether reaching conve gen
possible. Turning to background theories to try to reach convergence and sohamyhe
alternative systemsbjectiondoes not eliminate the fact that background theories rely on
CMJs for their justification. The filter that is imposed on initial moral juelgts screens
for general sources of error in judgment making. These general conditionginvol
freedom from bias, emotional duress, ignorance of facts and so on. Judgments that
surviving this general filtering process and become CMJs are relialdenm sense, but
there are many incompatible sets of CMJs that meet the generaldiktenditions. So
searching for convergence using background theories without selecting ntadva set
of moral facts represented by CMJs is not likely to result in moral convergé&hee.
second worry Timmons has about Danielsh’t worry strategys that it reverses the
order of addressing the two objections necessary to secure a solution to the input
problem. Ultimately, a solution to the input objection must establish CMJs as trua from
realist perspective. Daniels’ methodological strategy is unable to do thsseec

Unless we have some reason to supposelvance andindependentlpf the

results of wide RE that this sort of methodology &lhslong been guided by

inquiry-independent moral properties and facts that serve to constrain the,inquiry

| see no reason to construe CMJs realistically—as by and largeemomgs
reliable input from an objective realify.

 Timmons 1990: 107.
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Even if the methodological approach is cashed out in coherentist/realistiierms
is a problem wittepistemic potenc} Coherentists generally hold that RE possesses
some epistemic credentials. If an integral part of RE’s ability ¥e legistemic potency
is in question until the end-point of the method, then there is no reason to accept the
epistemic potencthesis until the end-point of the method. Without establishing the
positive epistemic status of CMJs prior to the end-point of the method the epistemic
potency of RE must be taken on blind faith. It is like saying: there is nohtyreason
to believe RE is epistemically credulous, but wait until the end of the processwand y
faith in RE will be vindicated. This means a coherentist/realist must mmaveaker
claim about the power of coherence methodology in ethics, nai@lJs are currently

reliable, then the end-point of RE will vindicate the reliability of CMJs.

The final concern of Timmons about tthen’t worry strategyinvolves the idea of
theory-ladenness. If an observation is theory-laden, then being able to make the
observation depends on having made some theoretical assumptions. Instead of
observations purely reflecting sense experience they are mediated gsthddris does
not destroy the ability to make scientific observations as long as the disenaae
independent of the theories they are being used to test. If the observatiooisreretral
evaluations of the theory, then they cannot be reliable guides to the truth of the theory
similar thing can be said about moral theories. CMJs should not be weighted in favor of
one of the competing theories they are used to evaluate. Otherwise, CMJsedeahbd

not reliable evidence of moral truths. Tden't worry strategyinvolves waiting until one

™ Ibid: 109.
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has a moral theory in reflective equilibrium and then using that theory to expdain t
reliability of the CMJs that were used to select the theory. A casudhysaipproach is
the type of objectivity the realist wants to capture. The CMJs do not standoaea pr
distance from the theories, as the theories are used to explain the reldiie CMJs

that are used to justify the theorf@sin contrast, a reliability story can be told about
scientific observations in advance of scientific inquiry, and this story is fyope
independent of the results of such inquiry. This means that Daniels must abandon the
don’t worry strategyand start the process with a group of CMJs and a story about their
reliability. Both the story and the CMJs will be subject to revision, but betaeise
epistemic status of the CMJs is established independently from the reshésrafutiry

the theory will be tested against inquiry-independent f4cts.

In conclusion, looking at Shaw and Daniels produced the following results. A viable
approach to addressing the input objection is to posit modest, non-inferential foundations
by adopting some form of moderate intuitionism. Such an approach exploits a realist
interpretation of CMJs whereby they correspond to an inquiry-independent méral rea
Taking a “wait and see” methodological approach to solving the input objection will not
result in converge between inquirers on moral theory selection. To solve the input
objection one must attack theoral input objectiorfirst. Thedon't worry strategymust
be abandoned because it first attackathay alternative systemjection Ignoring
the epistemic status of CMJs in an effort to focus on their methodological role will

undermine one’s efforts in the end. It is not enough to take CMJs as an unavoidable

> There appears to be a vicious form of justifimattircularity at play here.
® Timmons 1990: 109-110.
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alternative in starting moral inquiry, as Shaw does, and it is not enough to ignore the
epistemic status of CMJs, as Daniels does, until the method itself has beet agdsan
instance of employing the method has reached its conclusion. The statussofinQ#tJ
be established first, then the justificatory role CMJs play within the methBE can be

solidified.””

4. ARCHITECTURE AND TRUTH

4.1 VARIOUSCOMBINATIONS

The previous section touched on architecture (i.e., the structure of justifjcatobn
truth. This section will elaborate on those themes by answering the followingques
“What combination of architecture and truth is best suited to solving the input
objection?” The two options | will consider are: coherentism or foundationadisch
realism or constructivism. After exploring various combinations of truth and ectumé
| will defend the combination of realism and foundationalism as the best combirmation t

solve the input objection.

Toward the end of the last section it was concluded that a coherentist/realist m
address thenoral input objectiorbefore tackling thenany alternative systerobjection

What are the prospects for such an approach?

" This also corroborates Brink’s point that, “thenthnd that some moral beliefs be initially crediikey
be the demand that some moral beliefs be initigible before RE, that is, before the end pdint o
coherentism” (Brink 1989: 135).

46



A representative of a coherentist/realist approach is David Btifink tries to
establish the credibility of CMJs contextually prior to reaching thepenat-of RE.
There are three problems with his approach. The first problem is that tleeRdatir
process is ridden with intuitive judgments. Unless the capacity to make intuitive
judgments is defended as reliable it is not clear that an inquirer can establish t
credibility of CMJs within a context in an objective fashion. Second, Brink's analog
CMJs with observation reports is inadequate. It is not obvious that using CMJs as
auxiliary hypotheses to test a moral theory establishes that mor#s laebecredible
along realist lines. This may only show that CMJs can be used methodologically in such
a capacity, but whether using them in such a capacity provides a credible ghiesk a
the truth of moral theories is another story. This relates to the notion of obyeasivit
independence from the theory being tested. Observation reports can be established a
credible independent of inquiry to a degree that CMJs cannot. Third, if CMJs are
ultimately credible in virtue of being ground in empirical properties and factseing
evidence of such facts), then it may turn out that the system ultimately embodies a
foundationalist architecture. If there is no external input into the systenhefEpthen
the system may not make contact with non-conceptual reality. These catisider
point the coherentist/realist in the direction of either foundationalist artri¢ear
constructivist truth. What are the merits of being a coherentist/conststicingd can

such a position solve the input objection?

® Ibid.
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Under a coherentist interpretation a CMJ is justified if it is part of areolh system
of beliefs. These beliefs include CMJs at all levels of generality. Famsiractivist
moral facts are constituted by the beliefs held in reflective equilibriéroonstructivist
holds that the truth of CMJs is explained by reference to the process by whienehey
constructed, which includes human stances (e.g., attitudes and conventions)tgpecific
RE methodology?® A constructivist wants a well-justified system and may remain
agnostic about the ultimate truth-value of the components of the system. In siodving
input objection, however, a constructivist cannot remain silent on meta-ethical issue
Because constructivism equates the moral facts with coherent beliefs refldahve
equilibrium the best fit for a theory of truth is a coherence th&ofihe truth of beliefs
is determined by coherence with other beliefs, not correspondence to a readie thiets
beliefs. This makes the coherentist/constructivist establish the truth ofiGkélation
to a coherence theory of truth. The problem with this move is that recent techsudial re

tell against the notion of coherence being truth-conducive.

Recent developments in formal epistemology show that coherence alone ismot trut
conducive®™ | will mention a couple results from this area of research. Erik Olsson has
argued that any theories that depend on the truth-conduciveness of coherence must put
forward a doxastic, or testimonial, truth connection instead of a propositional one. Even

then, there is only a very weak connection between an increase in coherence and an

9 For explanation about the notion of a stanceTseenons 2003: 394.
% Brink 1989: 17.
81 For a good overview of these results see Ols80i.2
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increase in the likelihood of trufi. Tomoji Shogeniji has argued against justification by
coherence from scratch. Shogenji considers individual pieces of evidence tleaspuss
individual credibility and wonders if making them coherent makes the evidesaible.
Most theorists agree that independent evidence that possesses individuditgnetidm
brought together in coherence can make the evidence more credible. But Shiggesji a
that independent evidence that does not possess individual credibility when brought
together in coherence does not generate credible evidence. Justification bga®here
from scratch is impossibfg. This is a problem for pure coherence theory because it
assumes no credibility of the initial data. The coherentist/constructivist explain how
beliefs that have no independent credibility can become truth-conducive by beiggtbrou

into coherence with one another.

The probability calculus results just mentioned tell against the
coherentist/constructivist picture. The coherentist/constructivist taketheory of truth
that is not truth-conducive and takes on a theory of justification that cannot generat
justification. This reinforces the importance of establishing the imitedibility of
CMJs. Typical RE theorists do not posit the independent credibility of CMJs b only
weaker version of credibility that is uniquely tuned to ideal conditions. Assigrea§
credibility to CMJs is problematic: general filter conditions aresetective enough to

screen amongst many incompatible sets of CMJs that satisfy thei@osdsind

82 Qlsson 2002. Also, reference Olsson 2005b fangossibility proof that the constraints normally
placed on coherence are jointly incompatible. Paiwerful result implies that there is no phenonmreno
that can play the role typically assigned to cohege The role itself is incoherent. A further €2is
reference is his bookgainst Coherence: Truth, Probability and Justifioa. See Shogenji 2008 for a
good critique of Olsson’Against Coherence

8 Shogenji 2005. Shogeniji’s news isn't all bace dbes show that coherence per se does not make
justification from scratch possible, but recurreaherence can make such justification possible.

49



confidence alone in judgments that survive filtration is not enough to make CMJgyinitia

credible. This seems to push the RE theorist in the foundationalist/realisibdiféc

A moral realist believes moral claims can be taken literally. Thamthat there
are moral facts and true moral propositions. CMJs try to instantiate mctsbhd assert
moral propositions. There are two senses of objectivity involved in moral realism. The
first kind involves realism about moral facts and the truth (or falsity) of moral
propositions. The second kind of objectivity holds that moral facts exist irraspetti
persons believing things about right and wrong. This last sense of objectivity
distinguishes moral realism from moral constructivism. Constructivismsriakiy both
belief and evidence-dependent. Realism holds that the truth of moral propositions exists
independently from anyone’s beliefs and evidence. An inquirer can, on the realedt m
discover the truth of moral propositions, but the truth of those propositions is not

constructed relative to the inquirer’'s beliefs and evidence.

There is a natural link between realism and foundationalism. Foundational non-
inferential beliefs are justified irrespective of their evidentikdtiens to other beliefs.
Non-inferential beliefs can provide evidence of moral facts. These moisbfac
inquiry-independent, yet CMJs used within inquiry can provide evidence for the truth of

those moral facts. On the foundationalist/realist model, the truth of momkktbe

8 This move seems vindicated by another consideratie probability theory results are aimed at
Laurence BonJour’s defense of coherentism in 1988 Qlsson 2005a, ch. 4), and such results support
BonJour's move away from coherentism and towaradationalism in 1999. As BonJour states, “having
labored long in the intriguing but ultimately barr@byrinths of coherentism, | have come to theviziion
that the recent anti-foundationalist trend is doser mistake, one that is taking epistemologicqliry in
largely the wrong direction” (BonJour 1999: 229-p30
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directly apprehended through intuitih. These truths are discovered through a process
of understanding and reflection, not inference. On this account, RE is a method for
achieving a better understanding of moral facts and the truth of moral propogiébns
the truths that are discovered are inquiry-independent moraffaBtsdorsing this
perspective moves my approach away from the coherentist/constructituse pubereby
moral facts are constituted by an inquirer’s propositional attitude at thgoamoof
reflective equilibrium—when a set of beliefs are held to mutually support oneeamot
maximal coherence. Now | must explain how RE is possible within the foundaional
framework and how such a post-Rawlsian interpretation of RE still capturesaf

Rawls’ intuitions.

4.2 REISCOMPATIBLE WITH FOUNDATIONALISM

Foundationalism is the thesis that justification is asymmetrical. Adigtn is
made between basic and non-basic beliefs. Basic beliefs are epadieprivileged.
This means that their positive epistemic status does not come from their iaferent
evidential relations with other beliefs. A non-basic belief is justified byifgean
appropriate relation (evidential or inferential) to a basic belief. Whatpertant for the

foundationalist is that there are non-inferentially justified beliefs tlmatighe the

8 Aligning the foundationalist/realist position Wiintuitionism in ethics is consistent with thethiy of
intuitionism, which unites a foundationalist epmatdogy with a realist metaethics. Such a view hadlvat
one can have knowledge of evidence-independentl famta and there are foundational moral belidfer
a recent defense of ethical intuitionism see Hue2G65.

% | realize that | am taking on many theoreticamels that | will not have space to defend. Bupider

to completely establish the epistemic credibilityCd1Js | cannot remain neutral on meta-ethicaléssu
Without taking a stand on metaethics the entirenitEhod and CMJs in particular are exposed to klatan
objections, such as the moral input objectionmlveilling to defend the realist position at lengthanother
paper, but for now | will focus on the foundatiasaklement. For a detailed defense of non-nasdral
moral realism see Shafer-Landau 2003.

51



justification of other beliefs. Inferente basic beliefs can provide justification for non-
basic beliefs, but inferendeom non-basic beliefs to basic beliefs is not required for the

justification of basic beliefs.

Different types of foundationalism emerge depending on the strength of the
foundations. Strong foundationalists of the Cartesian variety hold that basic melgtfs
be certainties that cannot be doubted and that deductive validity is required tattransm
justification upward from the basic beliefs. By contrast, Audi has created aydoubl
moderate version of foundationalism: the foundations possess some credibility but not
absolute certainty, and justification can be transmitted upward by inference, not
deduction alon&’ If RE is to accommodate some form of foundationalism it cannot be
the strong variety. RE is not compatible with positing CMJs as indefeasible fiaunsda
CMJs must be revisable. They must possess some epistemic privilege in the form of
credibility but be capable of being revised in the face of new beliefs andenqesi
Regarding moderate foundationalism, basic beliefs are nonderivativelgfgasibly
justified. As Audi says about moderate foundations, “the relevant beliefappayently
have a far wider range of types of content, and certainly they need not bblafalli
indubitable, or immune from revision in the light of new beliéfs One advantage
modest foundationalism has over its strong counterpart is that it has a wideofrange
grounds at its disposal. This facilitates a larger tool-set for providitiigason.

Despite linking RE with foundationalism being both possible and desirable pastant

to consider an objection to the idea of uniting RE with foundationalism.

8 McGrew 1998.
8 Audi 1993: 107.
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It is possible to argue that RE and foundationalism are not “positions on the same
topic.”® This idea can be defended based on the distinction between the methodological
status and the epistemic status of CMJs. RE is properly conceived as a raethod f
organizing our beliefs, and foundationalism concerns the epistemic status of ost belief
Though the topics of status and method are related, the connection between the two is not
simple. Distinguishing between different types of foundationalism DePauudeaschat
narrow-RE is not committed to foundationalism, as it is often assumed, and wide-RE is
compatible with foundationalism. This flips the standard conception on its head because
it is typically assumed that narrow-RE is committed to foundationalism atel RE
coherentism. First, | will outline DePaul’s argument, and then | will ysewm
considerations and some considerations from Roger Ebertz to undercut DePaul’'s
argument. Next | will claim Ebertz’ argument must be sharpened if sswge

connection between RE and foundationalism is to be drawn.

The argument that narrow-RE is not necessarily connected to foundationalism re
on showing there is equivocation in the use of the term “considered moral judgment.” To
assume that a person’s beliefs in narrow-RE exhibit a foundational architeabure
claims are made (i) CMJs are not formed based on the relation they have toebdisr
a person holds (ii) other moral beliefs are formed in relation to foundationad, Gkid
such beliefs (i.e., principles) are held because they best account for fonat@Js.
The first claim is accurate in relation to the initial set of CMJs (Jkh& person holds

because set CMds formed through a filtering process and not in relation to other beliefs

8 DePaul 1986.
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the person holds. The second claim is accurate in relation to the final set of@WI]%

the person holds because set GMJormed through a process of revision in relation to
other beliefs (i.e., principles). To achieve a coherent set of moral belgefssible

that CMJ and CMJ{ are not going to be the same. Through radical revisions it may turn
out that none of the beliefs in CMdre in CMJ. So, it is argued, CMXannot serve as

the foundation for other beliefs because once one has arrived at the final set of moral
principles (MR) that would best systematize CMtlis unlikely that one will still hold all

or any of the beliefs in CMJ Also, CMJ, cannot serve as the foundation because this set
of beliefs is likely to have been constructed in relation to other beliefs, anditfe ive

MP,, might have been formed for reasons aside from their relation tq. CMik puts a
person wanting to maintain narrow-RE is connected to foundationalism in a bind. The
only way out that allows one to hold onto claims (i) and (ii) is to equivocate between
CMJ, and CMJ. The two claims will only be satisfied if one does not draw a distinction
between initial judgments and final judgments. If one equivocates one can hold that
CMJs in general are capable of being foundations and MPs can be justifiediom tela
those foundations. If one draws a distinction between varieties of CMJs one cannot

satisfy the two claims of foundationalisth.

The best way to undercut DePaul’s argument is to make more accurate claims on
behalf of foundationalism. A more accurate specification of the two claimg ig’Yha
CMJs are not formed by using other beliefs as premises (ii’) othefsbateeformed as

inferences from foundational CMJs. DePaul’s two claims on behalf of found&mnal

% DePaul 1986: 64-65.
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are too general. It is not simglyata belief is related to another belief that makes it non-
basic; ratherhowthe belief is related to the other belief must be part of the distinction
between basic and non-basic. As long as the beliefs in the set ga&vhbn-

inferential, then they can be used as foundations for the principles that systehem
throughout the process. So, the key is not whether CMJs are ever revised in relation to
other beliefs, but that when they are revised they are not revised through explici

inference.

For Ebertz, RE is best interpreted as a form of modest foundatiorfalishe prima
facie credibility of CMJs derives not from their relation to other ket by indicating
the way beliefs seem to the person morally. The beliefs that survive én@dlprocess
can serve as standards against which principles can be tested. Thesdaedmima
faciedirect justification, but they can be undercut during the reflection proceksliefs
survive to the end of the process theyudtiena faciejustified, and there is no reason to
think that they lose their direct justificatiéh.Relating this point back to DePaul’s
argument, just because the final set of principles in narrow-RE) (@@ pointing at a
different set of beliefs (i.e., CMinstead of CMy) this does not mean that iB
pointing at beliefs that are not directly justified. The radical interpoetaf RE

challenges this point.

The radical interpretation of RE challenges the idea that the final sehapfes is

pointing at a justified set of CMJs. Given that Glsidd CMJ might be completely

%1 Ebertz 1993.
2 For more on the prima facie/ultima facie distiootsee Senor 1996.
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different, yet CMJmight be nevertheless justified, this means it is wrong to say that the
justification is coming from thprima faciejustification of the initial CMJs. Instead, it
seems correct to hold that the notion of coherence is driving the justification, not the
beliefs that are posited to be foundations. Initial CMJs survive the process based on
coherence considerations, not based on possessing positive epistemic status. Thus, it

seems that coherence and not foundationalism is generating justification.

Ebertz argues against the previous challenge by focusing on the inescagable rol
CMJs play. CMJs are necessary components in RE, and principles must cdmere wit
CMJs if they are to be justified. Rawls himself even claimed, “Thaal&finite if
limited class of facts against with conjecture principles can be checkedynanore
considered judgments in reflective equilibriufi.’Having considered judgments about
moral situations is more direct than applying a general principle to aaituathese
judgments continue to have direct justificatory force because a person can€onti
make direct judgments even when the procedure leads to radical shifts in tfse belie
Ebertz lets go of the search for truth and epistemic privilege and holds thatntability
for moral perception and judgment that gives the CMJs a directness that begets
justificatory force. Ebertz takes a turn in the constructivist direction.inds this
approach corroborated in Rawls’ Kantian Constructivism. As Ebertz sdys g@al is

not to find principles that are true, but to find principles which are reasonable for us to

% Rawls 1971: 51.
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live by, given our own common situation and assumptions about persons and sdciety.”

This leads Ebertz into two problems.

Taking a constructivist turn in defending modest foundationalism exposes tbree t
problem of social indoctrination and establishing the normativity of modest foundations.
The first problem occurs if one embraces RE as seeking practical, not epistemi
justification. The principles accepted are those which match somethiraqnlike
overlapping consensus of core values in a solefihe values that a society shares
eventually become the principles by which it is reasonable for those in the/societ
accept and live by. These principles do not derive their force from being in caherenc
with other beliefs (CMJs). They derive their force from reflecting#asonable
overlapping consensus that makes a well-ordered society possible. One prablem w
this approach is found in societies where slavery and prostitution are norms. réch sha
value in society is that people should be held to do labor against their will based on their
race or that it should be legal for persons to sell sex for money, then one has to ask
whether such CMJs should play the role of being criteria principles are baskdhis.
society is not representative of societies around the globe, and it does not seem that
prostitution and slavery ought to drive the justification of principles evergbould
accept and live by, then a generality problem rears its head. How does one cubthe noti
of a society to get at the normative values? Are the values all relatisotiety? If so,

then how does one fight the problem of pernicious prejudice and cultural indoctrination?

% Ebertz 1993: 205.
% For more on the overlapping consensus see R#@01s: 32-38.
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How does one identify the core values that ought to govern a society if one sikegly ta

the deeply engrained values as the ones that drive the formation of moral miciple

The second problem that results in taking a constructivist turn in defending modest
foundationalism is that one is led intal@n’t worry strategy Ebertz’ strategy involves
restating the inescapable methodological role CMJs play in jusibincaThis, however,
avoids addressing the problem of the epistemic status of CMJs. That CMJs em®s poss
direct justification because they are made on the basis of moral percepsamtioe
establish the beliefs so formed as credible. It just shows that whatebetlidis are the
beliefs can be reproduced throughout the RE process. That is, as humans we do not lose
the ability to replace a revised CMJ with another CMJ, so throughout the proceas we
always keep in place a thing that plays an important role in justificatiorglpaaCMJ.
Again the question returns, what is it about the nature of a CMJ that gives it thetabili
play this role? That CMJs can play a special role does not mean that they saptitéipl
role. Applying adon’t worry strategyonly takes-on further difficulties with cultural
indoctrination and cutting the societal pie to know where to find the correct moras,value

not to mention the specific difficulty of being unable to solve the input objection.

The reason Ebertz shied away from a foundationalist/realist combinétion o
architecture and truth is because he held that intuitionism is commiftdeltble
foundations. This is the same mistake made by Shaw and Rawls. As Ebedbmaty

Rawls’ quote equating CMJs with moral facts, “Clearly, they should not be understood a
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committing Rawls to the existence of self-evident or unchangeable mata.f° In
discussing Rawls’ move away from truth and toward a practical conception of
justification Ebertz says, “Although this conception of the justificatory daes take
Rawls further from classical ‘intuitionist’ foundationalism, it is not ackdhr that is
takes him away from foundationalism per &&.Realizing RE is compatible with
foundationalism the best way to argue for this is to hold that the foundatigmsnaae
facietrue pending further reflection. Without embracing foundationalismgraah the
form of moderate intuitionism the epistemic status of CMJs remains in@uefE is

never placed on solid footing.

| conclude this section by affirming some of Rawls’ intuitions. | affirawis’

intuition that CMJs are facts against which principles are to be evafifaféte problem
for affirming this intuition is, at the same time, affirming Rawls’ cohgse intuition that
justification is a matter of everything fitting together—it is a eratf mutual support.
This intuition can be accommodat&€dModerate (fallibilist) foundationalism is able to,
“account for the main connections between coherence and justification, and it can
provide principles of justification to explain how justification that can be plausibly
attributed to coherence can also be traced—by sufficiently complex and semetim
inductive paths—to basic sources in experience and redSoBé&spite the compatibility

of coherentist elements (i.e., mutual support) along with foundationalism dargtles

% Epertz 1993: 203.

" |bid: 205.

% This avoids being embarrassed by Rawls’ comntexit@MJs are moral facts; there is no need to
explain away the comment.

% 1t is interesting to note that even within strqtrgditional) foundationalism it is possible tacaant for
synchronic evidential lines of mutual support, Brew and McGrew 2008.

1% Audi 1993: 164.
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section that, “reflective equilibrium is a model not of coherentism but of modest
foundationalism combined with the claim that coherence between beliefs is an atiditiona
necessary condition for justification® This sets-up a question that needs to be

answered. What version of RE best fits with moderate foundationalism?

4.3 AGAINST WIDE ETHICAL FOUNDATIONALISM

There are two main versions of RE: narrow and wide. Given that the most plausible
way of solving the input objection involves taking a realist/foundationalist starsce it i
possible to wonder whether narrow or wide-RE better accommodates this stance.
Narrow-RE better accommodates this stance because narrow-RE ifiytyjaisain
intuitionist terms whereas wide-RE is typically cast in non-intuitioeishs. Narrow-RE
looks at CMJs as non-inferential sources of justification whereas wide-REdboks
nonmoral background theories as sources of justification. For a wide-RE foundsttional
model the background theories constitute foundations proper. Though narrow-RE is a
better fit for a combination of architecture and truth capable of solving theabjagtion

wide-RE poses a problem for my approach.

A challenge to my view that an intuitionist version of foundationalism is bestisuit
for RE is that a non-intuitionist version of wide-RE is able to be foundational without
positing non-inferentially justified beliefs. This does not give CMJs fullefsl
epistemic standing independent of other beliefs, but it does challenge whetbés ther

way around the input objection—a way of introducing credibility into the sysiémout

101 Epertz 1993: 206.
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telling a “realist” story. What Timmons callgde ethical foundationalisns such an

attempt:®?

Non-intuitionistwide ethical foundationalismposits nonmoral background theories
as foundations in the architecture of justification. It holds that certain mamnalples or
judgments are privileged relative to other moral beliefs because they depend @maionm
background theories to receive their justification. This makes it possijlstify moral
beliefs independent from reliance on other moral beliefs. It positions nonmoral
background theories as the standard for choice between moral theoriesarguell

against wide ethical foundationalism.

For Timmons a foundationalist about ethical justification adopts what is called the

independence thesis (IT), which can be elaborated as follows:

(IT) Relevant background theories, sufficient for constraining a choice among
competing moral systems, can be developed independently of moral
consideration$®?

According to Timmons, accepting or rejecting (IT) determines whetteeison
foundationalist or non-foundationalist concerning the architecture of jutitficaFor a
coherentist like Daniels (IT) is not possible because a nonmoral theory, sagois,
cannot be developed apart from moral considerations. The goal for the foundationalis
according to Timmons, is to develop a theory of persons that satisfies (IT)wdlics
show thatide ethical foundationalisns possible because a nonmoral background

theory can be formulated without reliance on moral beliefs, and such a theognn s

192 Timmons 1990: 123 n.6.
103 Timmons 1987: 607.
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as an independent check on moral beliefs. If this can be accomplished then there is no
need to posit CMJs as foundational because CMJs can receive their jistifican
such background theories. CMJs need not possess initial credibility. The pratilem w
Timmons’ formulation is that he bases his version of foundationalism on a coarse
distinction between immediately and mediately justified beliefs. H& o of ethical
foundationalism runs as follows:

For any person S at tintgif S is justified in believing any moral propositiontat

then the set A of S’s moral beliefs that make up that justified set has the fgjlowi
justificatory structure:

i. There is a nonempty subset A* of A such that S’s believing each member
of A* is immediately justified,;

ii. All other members of A (all non-A*s) are such that in believing each
member of that set, S is mediately justified where such justification
involves at least one member from X¥,

It is possible to draw a distinction between propositions thatrenediatelywersus
mediatelyjustified1°> A foundational belief need not be immediately justified. For
example, a self-evident proposition can be mediately justified. Such a piapositd
not be inferred through the mediation of other beliefs. It can be non-inferepisified
through the mediation of reflection. An immediately justified proposition does not
require such reflection. Mediately justified beliefs are knowable withebying on
inferences as their grounds, but they may require reflection in order to se¢rutheor to

see that the proposition is self-evident. Thus, the propositions that serve as foundations

194 Ipid: 596.

195 Audi 2004: 51-53. The context of Audi’s discussis the notion of self-evidence and how it is fiaies
to “see” the truth of a proposition without havitagprove the truth of the proposition. Audi’s ptsimlso
apply to seekingrima faciejustification for CMJs. Though the intuitionistesis directly applies to the
self-evidence of moral principles it also appliesrtoral intuitions, which can lggima facienon-
inferentially justified.
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in set A* need not only be immediately justifi€d. It is possible that S’s believing each

member of A* is immediatelgnd mediately justified.

Using moderate intuitionism as an example of a commitment to foundationalism it
shows that Timmons’ construal of foundationalism is not general enough to cover what
all moral theories are committed to when they adopt a foundationalist struBturging
this discussion back to (IT), one could be an intuitionist/foundationalist and rdject (I
Foundationalists need not accept (ITwide ethical foundationalismit is possible for
an intuitionist/foundationalist to reject that nonmoral background theories inrRieca
developed independent from moral considerations. It may be that nonmoral theories can
constrain theory choice based on moral considerations, namely, fit with moral
propositions that are foundational. Timmons use of (IT) to divide foundationalists from
non-foundationalists belies an adoption of a particular structure of ethicatptsiii—
wide ethical foundationalismHowever, the problem witlvide ethical foundationalism
connects to the problem with Timmons’ version of foundationalism, even when
formulated in wide foundationalist terms. The subset A* of A need not be formulated so
that each member of A* can be justified independently of any other member binay |
be the case that during justification members of A* can be clarifiegppgaling to

members of A, as in law when one uses a prior case as precedence to see théh&uth |

196 Audi’s distinction avoids Timmons critique of isitionism, namely that it is committed to a special

faculty capable of immediately “seeing” nonnaturaral properties as they apply to concrete actee T

special faculty, if it can even be called that, Aardi is the capacity for understanding. Underdiag, as it
relates to justification, has been defended in A0Mi8.
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case at hand without inferring from precedence to the justification of theathand®’
So,wide ethical foundationalisns not the only type of foundationalism that can be

accommodated by RE. It seems possible to accommodate an intuitionist versadhn as w

If it is reasonable to opt for positing CMJs as foundations and avoid positing
nonmoral background theories as foundations, it seems one is left with only n&row-R
as the best version of RE. This might be viewed as a non-progressive step MuétE.
of the justificatory power of RE is thought to consist in the wide range of cortsdera
and the detailed revisions it urges. The justificatory gain from this segq@hthfearless
moral inventory is thought to make RE a defeasible theory of moral justification. IHave
not robbed RE of its justificatory force by claiming that wide-RE is not terebh

theory of foundationalism?

4.4 WIDE-RE ISNOT SUPERIOR TO NARROW-RE

The first reason it seems wide-RE (WRE) is preferable to narroNRE)(is that,
“WRE allows us to make a weaker and more defensible claim about the iniiitlildye
of our considered moral judgmentS8® As noted throughout this paper many
philosophers have objected that initial CMJs (@Mhave no credibility. Brandt makes
this claim and Daniels takes this objection as a reason to move in the WRBlirecti

Instead of granting judgments in C)Vhl privileged status (i.e., calling them non-

197 1t is also possible to use cases of precedenstify the current case, but precedence usualisksvas
a guide, a guide with a certain weight that is apgxbto, but the justification of the case at haedd not
strictly be justified by using precedence as aargtftial ground, though it may be used that way.
Precedence may also be overturned by the indepepudgification of the case at hand, by seeingtitbth
of the case at hand in a way not predicated on pases.

198 Holmgren 1989: 45.
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inferential intuitions), it is better not to grant these judgments cregibiibwever, both
WRE and NRE require making claims about the credibility of initial CMJs. Soroerof
judgments (e.g., beliefs about astrology) will have no credibility. NRE doesquitae
our principles and theories to systematize these judgments. It only reqaireset
systematize judgments wigitima faciecredibility. WRE must also ascrilpgima facie
credibility to initial CMJs if it is capable of justifying moral theorid§ the principles in
WRE only derive their credibility from nonmoral background theories, then thevagst
for moral principles to derive credibility would be to deduce the principles fromdlse m
plausible current background theories. However, in effect, this would be to abandon

WRE10°

Proponents of WRE might respond to the argument above in the following way.
They might grant theds a wholanitial CMJs possess initial credibility but argue that
many of these judgments are likely to be incorrect. Daniels, for instasioés put that
many of these judgments are likely to reflect, “cultural backgroundirdelest, or
historical accident*'® Because NRE only asks that principles are brought in-line with
initial CMJs it requires that most of the initial CMJs are correct. WiREhe other
hand, makes a weaker claim about the correctness of CMJs because it usesibdckg
theories as a further mechanism in weeding out incorrect CMJs. So, WREamakes
plausible claim about how credible initial CMJs are. Responding to this argument one
must remember that NRE is not without a filtering mechanism capablerohaiing

judgments conducive to error. Both methodologies possess this feature. letreafilt

109 |pid: 45-46.
10 paniels 1979: 257.
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be improved it is possible to filter out incorrect CMJs with a high degree ofeagcuit
is also possible to use empirical studies to help decide when CMJs are corrélatad w
factors Daniels mentions (i.e., reflect cultural background, self-interésstorical

accident):*!

There is another reason why NRE and WRE are on equal footing when it comes to
being committed to the credibility of CMJs. In either NRE or WRE theoriesclas a
corrective on CMJs. Sometimes it is difficult to know when to revise a monaige to
accommodate a moral judgment and when to revise a moral judgment in light afla mor
principle. One way that it would be preferable to revise a judgment is if a domgpel
theory is created that accounts for the judgment but the theory requires theritauir
revise the judgment. Reinterpreting thaain this way is typical in science. Similarly
in moral theory, “a compelling moral theory may explain why a given intugeemed
correct initially, although from our new theoretical perspective we cathsg it should
be revised.**? Given that moral theory is more theory-laden, as Daniels has suggested,

then this type of revision may happen more often in moral theory than in science.

If a WRE-proponent continues to press that WRE allows for a more qualified claim
about the degree of credibility that CMJs possess, then this requires the proponent to
defend the superiority of WRE to NRE using two claims. These claims are thévathe
reasons why one might hold WRE is superior to NRE. WRE might be shown to

eliminate more of the mistaken initial CMJs if it can be proven that (1) moraliples

11 Holmgren 1989: 47.
12 bid.
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in WRE gain their credibility from nonmoral background theories and these thaaries a
more reliable than moral judgments, and (2) WRE avoids accidental gertemalifa

CMJs as moral theories are formulat&t | return to thedon’t worry strategyof Daniels,
which holds that a stance on the credibility of CMJs is forthcoming from going through
the process of WRE. Once we know “what kind of fact, if any, is involved in a
considered moral judgment” we will be able to describe why such a judgmepicel ity
warranted. For Daniels, people might also converge on a specific equilibriumgmaint
CMJs could be referenced as credible to explain why there is convergenceatnebje
moral truth. | have already discussed the problem with this approach iarretati

Timmons’ work** Holmgren, however, takes a different approach to rebutting Daniels.

Holmgren brings the discussion of the superiority of WRE over NRE back to the
guestion of why a proponent of NRE could not adopt the same provisional stance toward
the credibility of CMJs as the proponent of WRE. The proponent of NRE could discover
what kind of fact is involved in a CMJ by reference to a moral theory. Inquirers from
diverse background might also converge oraaow equilibrium point. So, a reason for
the credibility of CMJs could emerge from NRE in much the same way as WIRE.

WRE proponent might respond that looking at background theories increases the
possibility of converge because people can debate background theories insteaal of
judgments and principles. This argument hinges on the reliability of backgrouneésheori

and their supposed superiority to moral theories. It, again, requires the WRE proponent

113 :

Ibid 48.
114 A good summary of Timmons’ argument against Diarden’t worry strategyis found in Timmons
1990: 109.
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to establish the truth of claims (1) and (2) mentioned above. However, even if a
convergence point is reached, the moral theory at the point of convergence cannot be
used to account for the credibility of the CMJs in the way Daniels proposes.otbh m
theory establishes the credibility of CMJs it must be sufficiently indegpericom the

CMJs it is used to establish the credibility of. But, if one waits until a the@glected

in WRE to explain the credibility of CMJs, then the credibility of CMJs can only be
defended in reference to assumptions that favor the moral theory selectedne@hs

that CMJs cannot play a role in moral theory selection in the way that obserepioots r

in science help select correct scientific theories. If one waitsalaiaxhe credibility of
CMJs, selects a theory in WRE, then explains the credibility of CMJs usinidioay,

then the CMJs cannot be used to select a moral theory without undermining the ability to

objectively explain their credibility™®

Holmgren goes on to argue against claims (1) and (2). Against the idea that
background theories are more reliable than moral theories Holmgren drgulesth
WRE and NRE use nonmoral background theories. Epistemological theories can be used
to show that moral principles can derive support from nonmoral background theories.
Such an argument might run as follows:
1. There is a truth of the matter about morality.
2. If a moral principle economically systematizes a greater range of our
considered moral jJudgments than competing principles, it constitutes our
best available approximation of a true moral principle.

3. That principle P economically systematizes a greater range of these
judgments than competing principles, we can conclude that P is our best

115 Timmons 1990: 109.
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approximation of a true moral principle and ought to guide our actions in
cases in which it clearly seems to appf.

This argument derives a moral conclusion from a nonmoral background theory. The
epistemological principle supports the use of RE methodology, but it does not do so
within the context of WRE. Nor does the principle differentiate between NRE and WRE
Holmgren identifies that, “Moral intuitionists have always drawn on logiodl
epistemological background theories to justify the methodology they useity nustal
theories.*’ Thus, it seems that moral intuitionists who employ the NRE methodology

can still use nonmoral background theories to justify moral theories.

It is possible to produce further arguments that show that WRE and NRE fail to use
nonmoral background theories in a way that is structurally different. WRE and NRE
might still differ in how much weight they place on CMJs, but this difference can be
located within the rolenoral background theories play in WRE. So, it seems both WRE
and NRE can accommodate the use of nonmoral background theories, and nonmoral
background theories do not enhance the credibility of moral principles by pkaying

unique role in WRE. Both methods can accommodate claim (1).

Holmgren also argues against claim (2). Claim (2) asserts that WiRé&fesable to
NRE because it minimizes the problem of moral principles being accidental
generalizations of CMJs. The implication is that the CMJs in WRE migimoioe
credible than the CMJs in NRE. The plausibility of this idea derives from Baniel

introduction of the independence constraint. This constraint requires that the seisof CM

1% Holmgren 1989: 51-52.
Y7 1bid: 52.
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systematized by background theories is disjoint from the set of CMJs siztehiey

moral principles. This makes moral principles secure from being acaident
generalizations from initial CMJs because the moral principles, “havesheam to

have some kind of logical connection (entailment or inference to the best exqrianat
with background theories which systematize another set of considered moral
judgments.*'® So, the principles that pass through NRE to WRE are less likely to
represent ad hoc generalizations from one’s CMJs. Against this claim Holanguess

it does not establish that WRE is preferable to a sophisticated moral intaitionis
Because Holmgren has shown that WRE does not differ from NRE in its use of moral
background theories this means the WRE proponent must hold—along with the
intuitionist—that CMJs have prima facie credibility and moral thea&s their

credibility due to the fact that they systematize these CMJs. This imakssible for

the intuitionist to adopt WRE as a more advanced moral methodology, but it does not
mean that using WRE allows one to avoid moral intuitionism. Thus, Daniels’ WRE is
not an alternative methodology to NRE that avoids the stance an intuitionist takes on the

prima faciecredibility of CMJs. Holmgren continues to argue against WRE.

NRE is capable of avoiding accidental generalization because principlascapted
based on the epistemic desiderata of explanatory power. The more explanatara po
principle P possesses the less likely it is an accidental geneaalisthe judgments it
describes. The more CMJs a principle P accounts for the greater the xglpoaver

of P. The goal is to formulate and retain principles with the largest degreplah&ory

18 |pid: 57.
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power. WRE even seems to increase the possibility of accidental generalizatiiRE

the goal is to find a moral principle P that accounts for the widest range OMbe that

have not been discarded or revised. The goal in WRE is to account for the widest ran
of CMJs and to account for a plurality of principles (e.g., Q, R, Sand T). A subset of
these principles (Q, R and S) might be used as background theories to support another
moral principle (T). The independence constraint requires Q, R and S to systematiz
CMJs that are disjoint from the CMJs systematized by T. Because dfdtess no

single principle within the set that Q, R, S and T can be reduced to. Imagine in NRE a
theory N is created that has a single principle P. Imagine in WRE a theisrgréated

and it supports the plurality of principles, Q, R, S and T. If the widest range of EMJs i
captured by both N and W, then N has more explanatory power than W because the
principle in W cannot all be reduced to a single principle in W. The explanatory power in
W is more dispersed because it must rely on two sets of disjoint principlgdameke

same wide range of CMJs as N is capable of doing using a single princigkeusBef

this P is less likely to be an accidental generalization of our CMJs than@itR, S or

T. The credibility of the principles derives from systematizing the judgraard P is

able to systematize the entire range of the CMJs whereas Q, R, S aror alpée to do

so. Thus, there is reason to prefer N over theory W because P is more likely to be a

correct systematization of the CM4S.

Holmgren has shown that standard reasoning for preferring WRE to NRE is

unfounded. There are certain cases where WRE is preferable to NRE, but $kesmrea

119 |pid: 58-59.
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up to the discretion of the inquirer and the work that has been done in the area of moral
theory one is exploring. The sophisticated moral intuitionist can hold that N@RE a

WRE are complimentary methods. They are not to be seen as providing bettet@cces
the prima faciecredibility of CMJs. Holmgren has shown that WRE affirms the two
basic ideas of a sophisticated moral intuitionism, namely (i) CMJs possesfacie
credibility and (ii) moral theories gain their credibility from ®rstatizing CMJs.

Whether NRE or WRE should be employed in a given circumstance depends on which
theory is better at avoiding accidental generalization in that context. Thedukgical

principle that links accidental generalization with explanatory power (E4®)fisllows:

(EP) Search for a principle possessing the greatest possible degxeéanatory
power in order to minimize the risk of accidental generalizdtfon.

Most RE-proponents argue that WRE is preferable to NRE, but Holmgren argues
WRE is not better than moral intuitionism and that NRE is preferable for agoidi
accidental generalization of one’s CMJs. For the foregoing reasons | widl tocNRE
as the primary interpretation of RE. | will also use moral intuitionismnagral theory
guiding the positive reformulation of my version of NRE. This is not becausé¢ mora
intuitionism is a priori true as a normative theory with methodological imitsit
rather, intuitionism seems best suited to inform RE in a direction capable ding bioe
input objection. There is another reason to focus on NRE as the primary interpretation of

RE.

120 |pid 59.
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One reason to favor NRE over WRE is because it makes RE a method that is more
than a mere metaphor. Scanlon argues that WRE is open to the charge of emptiness.
Because WRE instructs us to conduct such a broad and sweeping moral inventory it
seems that, “we should decide what views about justice to adopt by considering the
philosophical arguments for all possible views and assessing them on thesir’kri
This seems to broaden RE to the point of emptiness. It demands of the inquirer that he
consider all potential conceptions and all the arguments for those conceptions. What
counts as considering “all possible views” and the pros and cons of each of those views?
Surely this does not mean consider all possible views of justice and consider thedpros an
cons of each of those views. Aside from concerns of cognitive and temporal limitations
there is the question of how to limit one’s inquiry to just the relevant views. If dge fa
to consider a relevant theory T that could alter one’s final equilibrium point E, has one
truly reached a justified equilibrium point or somehow been deficient in doing one’s due
diligence? What identifies a view as relevant to moral inquiry? By coni&& does
not ask that one brings to bear all possible conceptions and all possible arguments that
could potentially disrupt one’s equilibrium. The relevant considerations are those that
count toward systematizing one’s CMJs with the goal of adopting principlesatinsly

(EP) and other methodological desiderata.

NRE also returns RE to its foundations in Goodman. Goodman articulated
something like NRE when he stated that, “The process of justification is thatdelne

of making mutual adjustments between rules and accepted inferences; and in the

121 Scanlon 2003: 151.
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agreement achieved lies the only justification needed for eitffelGoodman was

talking about induction: inductive inferences are justified based on fit with denles
and general rules are justified based on fit with accepted inductive inferences.
Substituting “induction” for “moral theory” it is the mutual support of princpad
considered judgments that generates justification, not the system’'thfgamething that
gains its support from outside the system. NRE allows for input from outside temsyst
in the form of experience and new judgments, but it does not require one to go on a
search for all views that might relate to the beliefs within the sysdad it does not

require that justification stems from such a search.

45 NRE ISCOMPATIBLE WITH MODERATE INTUITIONISM

By focusing on NRE it is important to establish that NRE is compatible with
moderate intuitionism. This has been largely assumed in discussion, but it has not been

argued for. Now I turn to that task.

According to Audi, a general form of moderate intuitionism—ethical rédieisim—
is compatible with RE*® The compatibility of NRE with moderation intuitionism can be
defended using a distinction betwagaestification from abovandjustification from

below

In justification from belowone derives intuitive moral principles from supporting

grounds. The principles are not presupposed. They are derived from somethimg deepe

122 Goodman 1983: 64.
123 This has been argued in several places: Audi,1898i 1997, Audi 2004, Audi 1998b, and Audi 2008.
Intuitionism is a restricted form of reflectionismthe Audi account.
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In justification from abovene presupposes the principles and sees what consequences

one can infer from them. This involves, for instance, seeing what kind of lives we would

lead if we were guided by the principles presupposed. From these consrdensdi

notice our intuitions about the possible lives and the principles that guide thoseflives. |

our intuitions are satisfactory, then the principles are confirmed. Justfi¢ceom above

can lead to the revision of principles. As Audi says, “We may find that if, fonjgbea

we restrict the cases in which promising yields a prima facie duty—esajuations in

which it is fully voluntary—we get a better principl&* Using reflection to generate

and test intuitions about cases may result in the revision of one’s view ort@rgrea

justification of principles. This type of reflection is compatible with RE infélewing

way:
One can compare one’s intuitions with each other, with those of people one
respects, and with the results of applying plausible generalizations to the
situations that the moral intuitions are about; and one can strive to get all these
items—revising them if necessary—into a stable, coherent whole: this is the
equilibrium resulting from one’s comparative reflections. The intuitionighmmi
to be sure, use the procedure more to refine moral principles already accepted
than to discover moral principles; but this is a contingent matter that depends on

what principles are accepted at the start of the process and on how many new
principles or refinements of old ones it produtes.

Audi’s revised ethical reflectionism is clearly in conflict with REapplies to the
revision portion of RE, but not to the initial direction RE urges us to pursue. RE asks us
to start with CMJs, filter CMJs and find principles to systematize our CKuJdi holds
that one may begin reflection in any fashion. One may start from principlesasidar

intuitions about consequences or one may do the reverse. The way ethicabnislecti

124 Audi 1997: 50.
125 |pid.
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mirrors RE is that it requires that everything be made coherent. Howevewemaye
derived principles from CMJs Audi’s method is compatible with RE. From the outset,
although, RE urgegsistification from belowwhereby intuitive moral principles are
derived from their supporting groundg+ma faciejustified CMJs. Reflection is used in
RE not just to arrive at intuitions about cases and principles but to arrive annuted
convictions that serve as a basis for the justification of principles. Givsendirection

to Audi’'s compatibility with RE by positing an order of initial reflection (efgom CMJ

to principles) there is reason to think Audi favors NRE as opposed to WRE.

One reason Audi’s ethical reflection lends itself to NRE is because when Audi
mentions WRE it is in the context of the method of reflection that proceeds without
directionality (i.e., whatever the circumstances seem to dictate). Buaweeshown that
there is directionality to RE that proceeds witktification from belownitially, though it
may usqustification from abovence one is trying to achieve mutual support. The goal
in NRE is to generate the strongest principles possible that systerhat@®tls. The
directionality of the procedure is a primary consideration, whereas the rfititogl
together of judgments and principles is a secondary consideration. The otteées ma
because CMJs gwima faciecredible foundations act to constrain and guide the

formation of principles.

Another reason Audi’'s method lends itself to NRE is because Audi holds that it is
possible to increase the justification of a judgment by systematizing é&xdanding it.

This also might allow a CMJ with some degree of justification to becoméhanis twell

76



justified and capable of guiding action or constituting knowlédgeéudi also holds that
it is possible for the intuitionist to allow RE to systematize principles moeshing
more general. It might even be desirable because, “that systematizefimpravide
reasons for the principles and a possible source of correctives for certdianstar
apparently intuitive moral judgment&?* With slight modifications the union of NRE
with ethical reflectionism seems a natural fit. The goal is to use some fefatures of
ethical reflectionism (e.g., the notions of understanding and non-inferenti&bimsjii
within NRE to fill out the details of NRE and systematize and strengthen tlds @ih
which the process begins. Audi nicely summarizes the synergy between NRE and
moderate intuitionism in the following quote:

There is much to commend a fallibilist, intuitionistic moral rationalism thed us

reflection as a justificatory method in the ways described here, encongpbe#h

intuitions agprima faciejustified inputs to ethical theorizing and reflective
equilibrium as a means of extending and systematizing those #iputs.

In summarizing chapter 4, | have argued the best combination of architecture and
truth is realism/foundationalism, RE is compatible with foundationalism, wideag¢thi
foundationalism is not a viable way to solve the input objection, wide-RE is not superior
to narrow-RE and narrow-RE is compatible with moderate intuitionism. Witk thes
points in mind | turn to providing a positive formulation of a solution to the input

objection.

126 Audi 1998b: 42.
127" Audi 1997: 55.
128 Audi 1998b: 44.
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5. SOLVING THE INPUT OBJECTION

5.1 Key OBJECTIVES

Providing a solution to the input objection could quickly become unwieldy if | do not

focus my solution around some core objectives. | will start by clearing @pes that |

will not address but that do need to be addressed at some point to provide a complete

solution. Though I will borrow and adapt ideas from moderate intuitionism huill

attempt a defense of moral perception, moral knowledge, moral realism and moral

reasons. Though | am adopting moderate foundationalism, | will not defend my solution

against general objections to moderate foundationalism. The focus of this seation is

defending a solution to the input problem. Here are some of the objectives of my

solution:

e Defineand Explain Key Terms
e Realize Methodological Objectives

(0]

(0]

0]

Bring back Rawls’ notion of a competent judge to solidify the conditions
of inquiry that make it successful.
Create an upgraded filter capable of separating good intuitions from
intuitions emanating from tainted sources.

= Use the revised filter to answer Sencerz’ objection that filtering

does not add to the epistemic status of CMJs.

Clearly define the confidence index and the processing of CMJs from the
stage of initial judgments to considered judgments.

e Realize Epistemic Objectives

0]

0]

(@)

Utilize intuitionist criteria that facilitate the identification génuine

moral intuitions.

Establish that genuine moral intuitions, as moderate foundations, are truth-
apt.

Explain how positive epistemic value is possessed by CMJs.

Connect positive epistemic status with truth.

Establish how CMJs with positive epistemic value can be assigned weight
in relation to credences.

Explain how weight works in the face of expanding experience and
revision pressure.
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o Explain how credences correlate to the balance of evidence.
o Show how CMJs are fit to serve as evidence for or against certain
principles.
e Yield aCorrect Prediction
o Explain how the revised RE procedure yields correct predictions for the
cases in question.

5.2 SLAVERY ASA CASE STUDY

A case that is often upheld as an example of mistaken moral intuitioneeisysfa
Slavery was morally permissible for thousands of years, yet it is agerfitat is morally
problematic on many levels. Slavery can be used as a case against tivtglgect
moral facts. If there are objective moral properties, then how come whole geoybs
found the practice of slavery morally permissible when it is a practiceitiates basic
moral rights? For the sake of argument, a CMJ worth capturing might be, “Ithatge
slavery is unjust.” In the United States slavery was practice from abédtuntil 1865.
The majority of slavery was practiced in the southern United States whees slere
cogs in an agricultural machine. The treatment of slaves was harsh and inhumane. How
could someone living in the Deep South during the time of slavery form the corrett mora
judgment that “slavery is unjust” even though slavery is morally permissiblerding to
upbringing and culturé? Can my version of RE correctly handle a mistaken moral
judgment, such as, “I judge that slavery is morally permissible,fjint bf a person’s
moral principles and morally-relevant background beliefs? Conversrlid my version

of RE properly justify a correct moral judgment, such as “I judge that slavenjust,”

129 This example is mentioned by Weatherson 2003: 5.

130" A contemporary example of slavery is human teéffig in the global sex slave industry. This inys
is illegal and operates as an underground operafitie tales of people abducted into sex slavexy ar
horrific, but | am using slavery in the southern &Smy case study because the practice was pdslaigsi
the culture at large. In that case, slavery inRkep South is a harder case study in term of lionesne
would arrive at the correct moral judgment aboethactice.
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in light of a person’s moral principles and background beliefs? Both cases adkeoehsi

in relation to explaining how someone in the Deep South during the time of slavery could
use RE, in the face of morally wrong enculturation and personal bias, to justifpthe

truth that slavery is unjust. The upshot of yielding a correct prediction is thajiegga

RE methodology leads to correctly capturing moral truth. Now | willggreand explain

the relevance of the two cases.

Casel Dr. Bis an atheist physician in the South during the time of slavery. After
careful consideration, which includes reflection on the context in which he
was raised and lives, Dr. B forms the following CMJ, “I judge that slavery
is morally unjust.” Dr. B has not deduced this judgment or formed it on the
basis of principle or premise. It just seems correct to him upon due
reflection.

Case2 Laura Engels is a Christian homemaker in the South during the time of
slavery. After careful consideration, which includes reflection on the
context in which she was raised and lives, Laura forms the following CMJ,
“l judge that slavery is morally permissible.” Laura has not deduced this
judgment or formed it on the basis of principle or premise. It just seems
correct to her upon due reflection.

Both cases highlight the importance of assigning proper evidential weiGhids.
In case 1 the CMJ needs to be weighty enough to survive the RE process when brought
in-line with atheist principle$®! In case 2 the CMJ needs to be less weighty so that
through the RE process it is revised to become consistent with basic Glpistaples.
For the sake of argument, | will assume atheist principles (e.g., survived bftest)

tend to be more accommodating of the idea of slavery, and | will assume @hristia

131 The assumption here is that a case could be foad¢heism supporting the morality of slavery.
Perhaps slavery is a useful environmental adaptatlich produces an efficient use of resourcesin a
effort to allow the strong to thrive and survivEhat it is done on the backs of the “weak” is pasitile
because of the overall moral good that results.
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principles (e.g., love your neighbor as yourself) tend to be less accommodating of
slavery™® In case 1 atheist principles put revisionary pressure on the intuition that
slavery is immoral. In case 2 Christian principles put revisionary pressuhe
intuition that slavery is morally permissibf&. A successful RE methodology must
preserve and justify the CMJ in case 1, and it must revise the CMJ in casénDrBBt
and Laura are considering the context in making their CMJ. For Laura eatatius
allowing her to have a false intuition. She is attaching too much weight to a false
intuition. If she assigns less weight to her intuition it will be revised whenries into
conflict with intuitive Christian principles. Dr. B is not swayed by enculiomabut
unless he assigns enough weight to his intuition it will be revised, perhapseewshen
brought into equilibrium with intuitive atheist principles. These considerationsinate
several important factors required for a reasonable inquirer to properlyantuhandle
moral truth.

To establish the evidential weight of CMJs | must clearly explain how weaghbve
assigned to CMJs. | must show how it is possible to separate genuine from false

intuitions. The RE filtering mechanism must be strengthened to bolster REg tabil

132 These two assumptions are made strictly basebemmetical concerns. Failure of practice to fle
principles does not bear on these assumptions.y@anistians probably justified harsh treatment of
slaves in the name of God while many atheists poigljastified abolition in the name of fairness and
equality. It might even be the case that somedfian principles could be used to justify slaveryhat
some evolutionary principles could be used to fystie moral treatment of slaves. | have madeethes
assumptions out of convention.

133 The Christian principle to “Love your neighboryasirself’ (Mark 12:31) can be formulated as a
golden rule, “Treat others only as you consentindptreated in the same situation” (Gensler 1998).
Considering this principle against her intuitioawva@ry is permissible Laura would have to imagineséié
in the place of a slave as vividly and accuratslglze could. She might even have to get to knelane to
know what they go through. Then, she would havastoif she was African American would she want to
be treated as a piece of property or a mere anithabt, the acceptability of her Christian pripig would
place pressure on her to revise her CMJ.
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capture CMJs with probative value and eliminate CMJs that lack probative value. The
notion of a competent judge also needs to be established. Laura might have farmed h
moral judgment in ignorance of the specific facts of slavery. Perhaps siseslavery

as good for the Southern economy but is unaware of the historical and present-day
injustices committed in perpetuating the slave industry. Judging the tnofadiavery

must be done in light of the specific facts of slavery. It might also be thdaletd aura

is less open-minded and aware of how prejudice and bias are influencing herjudgme
that slavery is morally permissibt&’ In addition, it would be worthwhile for a

competent judge to possess sympathy and imagination to properly assess the rtioral wor
a particular policy or action has on a person or people group. Before accomplisheng thes

goals it will be important to get clear on some key terms.

5.3 ATAXONOMY OF KEY TERMS

To keep my analysis on-track | will define some key terms: intuitiongfgel
judgments, considered moral judgments, intuitiveness, intuitive judgment, evidence,
credence, balance, weight, specificity, and weight of evidence.

An intuition is a non-inferentially believed proposition that asserts an attraction to

assent® The intuition is believed on the basis of an adequate understanding of its

1341t may be the case the Laura lacks certain episteirtues.

135 This makes my version of an intuition have bothational and a phenomenal side. The rationaliside
ground in a proper understanding of the contentthagphenomenal side has a seemingish quality that
invites one to affirm the proposition. My versiohan intuition is a hybrid of a Robert Audi anddiiael
Huemer model. For a good discussion on these getigsps see Bedke 2008. The problem with this
hybrid is the distinction between doxastic (i.eliéf based) intuitions and non-doxastic intuitiomsudi
2004 endorses doxastic intuitions as primary, dlodva for nondoxastic varieties. Huemer 2005 hdlds
non-doxastic “intellectual seeming” version of iitians is primary and denies intuitions in the deti@
sense. An middle ground account is Sosa 1998 Wwhdreth intellectual seemings and beliefs can be
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content™®® It is not held based on any premises nor is it held as a theoretical hypothesis.
Reflecting on the proposition—with adequate understanding—the specific conteat of t
proposition exerts an attraction to assent to the truth of the proposition. Intuitiormd are
necessary or a priori. Intuitions possess epistemic weight but theyliate,fas

reflection can lead them to be corrected, improved or defeated.

A beliefis a propositional attitude. It comes in degrees of confidence to affirm the
truth of the proposition. To believe a proposition one must be sufficiently confident in
the proposition. Belief requires a degree of confidence of the truth of the piaptsat
is above a certain threshdfd.

A judgmentis a cognitive act of affirmation. Whether one holds an intuition or a
belief depends on whether one is disposed to affirm the proposition intuited or believed.
A considered moral judgmerd an intuition that one affirms under ideal conditions
after having reflected on the proposition with an adequate understanding of the abntent

the proposition.

Intuitivenesss a property of a proposition that elicits “the sense of non-inferential

1138

credibility”~*" under certain conditions. This term marks an important distinction
between an intuition and something being intuitive. An intuition may non-inferentially
seem true (i.e., seem to have a credibility of its own) and be intuitive, yetanéil to

believe the intuition is true. It can fail to be believed to be true, yet gexam to be true.

intuitions. | am most closely aligned with Sodaugh parts of my account of intuitions have aniAud
emphasis.

136 See Audi 1999 for a good explication of the notd adequate understanding.

137 A threshold is a notion that might be contextuatitablished. Though, one must admit that trensi
readily a non-arbitrary way of identifying a thresh

%8 Audi 2008: 477.
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An intuition may also non-inferentially be believed and assert an attractassént, but
it may fail to possess intuitiveness because the intuition is based on a complex
proposition that does not readily elicit a sense of non-inferential credidiityuch a
case, it can be believed to be true, yet it can fail to seem true.

An intuitive judgments an act of affirmation that is accompanied by a sense of non-
inferential credibility™*° Throughout the RE procedure intuitive judgments are made in
the process of filtration, revision and seeking harmony between judgments anglgsinci

Evidenceor a belief is that which can increase the likelihood of the truth of the
belief*° Evidence can also tell against the truth of a belief. Evidence can come in a
range of strengths. Putting together confidence and evidence, it mighbbealrtdi
proportion one’s confidence in a proposition to the strength of one’s evidence. An
epistemic goal might be to believe all propositions to a degree of confidence that |
appropriate, which could mean, “believing everything with the exact degree of
confidence that the evidence warrarits."Evidence can shape what one is justified in
believing or it is reasonable to believe. It can also confirm or disconfirm a/theor
hypothesis*?

Credencas a subjective estimate of the truth-value of a belief. It is a proligbilis
notion that allows for an expression of the level of confidence a person places inhthe trut

of a belief. Credence is a term that covers these confidence levelesdehbelief,

139 \bid: 476-477.

140 This general, probabilistic notion of evidencéaisnd in Fantl and McGrath 2002. This accountsdoe
not commit one to a Bayesian, evidentialist or K thesis.

141 Foley 1987: 126-127.

142 For an informative treatment of the probabilistizsion of “evidence” see Williamson 2000 and
Achinstein 2001.
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subjective probabilities, and grades of uncertainty. Specifically, “a pers@usnce in
Xis a measure of the extent to which she is disposed to presupoker theoretical
and practical reasonind® Beliefs, at a given time, can be represented by a set of credal
functions G (i.e., a credal state). To each proposition X and condition Y, for each
element in § there is a credence function that assigns a unique real numlog)Y)
< 1." Credences obey laws of probability. This makes how strongly one believes a
proposition X expressible in real numbers in an interval between 0 and 1. The degree of
truth of a CMJ can vary in concert with its degree of justification. In gértee higher
the credence level, the higher the degree of justificaffn.

Continuing to explicate these terms along Bayesian lines the nextehrese t
(balance, weight and specificity) concern how a person’s subjective prbeabil
(credences) reflect a person’s total evidence. In a given credahgiatson’s
unconditional and conditional probabilities can reflect one’s total evidence or what it
reasonable to believe given one’s total evidence. Proposition X increases evatenc
another proposition Y as long as the probability of X conditional on Y surpasses the
unconditional probability of X.Balance weight andspecificityexplain how
probabilities can reflect total evident&.

Balanceis connected with individual probability values. The balance of the

evidence determines how firmly the evidence counts for or against a proposition,

143 Joyce 2005: 154.

Y4 Ipid: 156.

145 Keep in mind, that credences equal credibilifies, degrees of warrant or justification) after a
external standard has been applied to the credémégsntify propositions with subjective credentiest
are credible. This is how the subjective is idigedias objective, as something that correspondsai@
than what one is disposed to affirm.

146 Joyce 2005: 154.
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hypothesis or theory. Balance is a valance notion that tells in what directievidbace
points.

Weightindicates how substantial the evidence is. The weight of evidence increases
as one’s evidence increases. Weight can be thought of as a measure of the sum of
evidence on which the probabilities are founded. New evidence increases thieofveig
evidence, but it may decrease the probability of the proposition being true—it may
decrease the balance of evidence. So, if the evidence for a proposition, hypothesis or
theory is weighty this does not necessarily mean it is more likely to béntmet
proposition, hypothesis or theory that is less weidftty.

Distinguishingweightfrom balancecan be done using an exampi&.The following
example is a case where one acquires more evidence, thus more weight okebidenc
does not change the balance of one’s evidence. Imagine one randomly grabdipscoin, f
it once and it lands on tails. One flips it again and it lands on heads on the sgxotd fli
the coin is flipped two years from now how much credence should one put in the
proposition that the coin will land on tails at that time? Given the current evideisce, it
reasonable to assign a credence of .5 to the proposition. If the coin is flipped a thousand
more times and one keeps careful records about the outcomes and the eviddime is in-
with the coin being fair, then one should still assign .5 to the proposition that the coin will
land tails two years from now. The balance of evidence has not changed, bugtite wei

of evidence has substantially increased. A few conclusions can be ddalamce

47 This consideration highlights a problem with gsiveightin the metaphorical sense whereby higher
weight equals higher probability. The confusioargates is in situations whereby the weight oflence
is increased, but the balance of evidence (valdme® ot changed.

148 | porrow this example from Kelly 2008: 2. An gatteatment of the difference between weight and
balance is found in Keynes 1921: 71-78.
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concerns how confident it is reasonable to be that a proposition is true giverotale’s t
evidence.Weightis not reflected in the confidence it is reasonable to have toward a
proposition. Weight is what it is reasonable to believe in light of new evidence. The
weight of evidence shows up in the resilience of credences in light of new edfenc
As James Joyce says:
Increasing the gross amount of relevant evidence for X tends to cause csedence
to concentrate more and more heavily on increasingly smaller subsets af chanc
hypotheses, and this concentration tends to become more resilient. As a result,

the excepted chance of X comes to depend more and more heavily on the
distribution of credence over a smaller and smaller set of chance hypdthesis.

Weight of evidence for a hypothesis is reflected in the stabilityotdedences
across a credal state. Témecificityof evidence for a hypothesis is reflected in the
spread of credence values across a credal state. Specificity is,dtbe tewhich the
data discriminated the truth of the proposition from that of alternativésAmbiguity or
incompleteness in the evidence determines the spread in the credence values. As
evidence accumulatesgightandspecificitytend to increase together, but they can come
apart. It is possible to gain in specificity without gaining in wetght.

Theweight of evidenctor a proposition relative to the evidence can be expressed
formally and metaphorically. The formal Bayesian expression of the weighid&nce
is in terms of stabilizing credences on a small set of chance hypothette=e ik a high

weight of evidence, adding new evidence E it will not tend change a proposition X’'s

149 Skyrms 1980 expanded the idea of weight as edttti unconditional credence but to resilience of
credence in the face of possible sequences of data.

150 joyce 2005: 167.

1 bid: 174.

152 For a good example of this see Ibid: 174-175.

87



probability conditional on the chance hypotheses. The difference between threerede
for the proposition conditional on the new evidencegE)>and the unconditional
probability of the proposition c(X) will be small. What is stabilized is thiadcse
between X’s credence and X’s chance hypotheses. The weight of evidencel&iiv¥ re
to E can be can be captured by a fornftiaThe formula shows that the overall weight
of the evidence for X relative to E [w(X,E)] will be smaller in relation to hasighty the
evidence for X is. Another important idea the formula captures is that weight has
evidential valence. This means the weight is the same for X as it is fdreoking

only at the statistical version wfeight of evidencevould make the title of this thesis
moot. On this account, weight is not a concept for or against a proposition. Itis a
measure of the stability of the proposition when introduced to evidence. Itis not a
measure of the evidential valence of the proposition, which is often presupposed when
weight is used in other contexts.

There are additional waygeight of evidencis used. The metaphorical use of the
termweight of evidencgypically stands for a summary interpretation or synthesis of the
evidence™> When weight of evidence is used in this sense or when the term weight (or
weighty) is used in this regard there is no accompanying methodBfogie author

could be using the following phrase, “in my all-things-considered estimation the

153 The formula is: W(X,E) Z,|c(Ch(X) = XE)  (x — ¢(XE))* — c(Ch(X) = x)s (x — c(X)f’. X is a person’s credence

of X that is the person’s estimate of its objectib@nce. A fixed partition of chance hypothesd€is(X) = x], and E

is a possible item of data. From Ibid: 166.

% Weed 2005: 1546.

155 One example of this is when Tom Kelly is respagdio Timothy Williamson'’s intuition that a person
in the bad case is as equally justified as a perstre good case in terms of his evidence or fslids

Kelly wonders, “In deciding whether to accept geot the phenomenal conception of evidence, howhmuc
weight should one give to this intuition, relatieeconsiderations which seem to count against the
phenomenal conception, e.g., considerations hawilg with publicity?” (Kelly 2008: 20).
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proposition X is significant relative to E to a certain degree.” There is not aniexpl
weighing of the evidence but more of a gut-reaction to what seems to be tigerease
total considerationsWeight of evidencean also be referred to as a methodology. A
contrast can be made betweengtrength of evideng¢avhich covers statistically positive
and significant results from a subset of the evidence, witivéight of evidencthat
looks at all evidence—positive and negative, significant and insignificamieight of
evidencecan also take-on a theoretical meaning. In legal th@erght of evidencean
be given a conceptual framework. Four concepts of this framework include:
1. Relevance the extent to which any single piece of evidence could have the
tendency to make a fact more or less probable.
2. Rdiability: the extent to which the evidence is of a sort reasonably relied
upon to form an opinion or inference.
3. Sufficiency: the threshold “weight” of the totality of the evidence needed to
infer a claim.

4. Standard of Proof: levels of proof needed for the sufficiency of different
types of legal opinions or inferences, e.g., in civil versus criminal ¢3ses.

The four theoretical concepts cover important aspecsteigfht of evidenceThey
are qualitative in nature or left up to the intuitive judgment of a competent judge.
Relevanceoncerns how a single piece of evidence contributes to the probability of a
fact. Like the Bayesian notion bélanceit is a matter of how the evidence is reflected
in the individual credences. If a single piece of data has a relevant wk@hdence, it
will tend to make a fact more or less probable. The distinction betwksmanceand
balanceis that relevance is a notion that is less rigorously statistical arghlights

whether a bit of data has thbility to support or detract from the probability of a fact.

156 \Weed 2005: 1548.
157 |pid: 1552.
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Balance, on the other hand, indicates the direction that the bit ciatatdly points and

the degree to which it points in that direction. Relevance indicates the poseibilit
valence, whereas balance is equal to the valence (credételgbility is the extent to

which it is rational to form an inference based on the evidence or proposition. @WJs ar
often attacked as not being reliable because they are not stable or truthaaanduc
However, if evidence has a dimension of balance then one has a measure of how
confident it is reasonable to be that a proposition is true given one’s total evidence. The
higher the balance of evidence is in favor of a proposition the more reasonsbberély

on the proposition in situations of inferenc&ufficiencyconcerns whether the total
evidence passes a threshold whereby the evidence is sufficient fongpieeiaim.

Standard of proofecognizes that different moral claims might require different degrees
of sufficiency. The four theoretical concepts just mentioned are more tualttzan
guantitative because there is no precise formula that indicates how to ea¢adhat
dimension. Weight of evidence in this regard informs an inquirer how she should look at
individual and total evidence to estimate the importance of the evidence to the

proposition at hand.

| have covered the Bayesian, metaphorical, methodological and thearsésaif
the termweight of evidencw arrive at a more precise formulation of the phrase. | will
use the phraseeight of evidencer evidential weighto cover both a qualitative
dimension of intuitive judgment on the importance of the evidence and a quantitative

dimension that estimates the likelihood of the truth of the evidence and how stable the
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evidence is when presented with new information. As a resuktvttiential weighof a

body of evidence can be defined as follows:
Evidential Weight: Quantitatively, it is a statistical measure that is refleated i
the concentration of credences around a group of chance hypothesis, and, thus,
stability in light of new evidence (weight), and the balance of evidence in favor of
a proposition as represented by the proposition’s credence values (balance).
Qualitatively, it is a method of intuitively weighing individual or to¢é&idence in

accordance with the degree to which four theoretical concepts are attriliatable
the evidence—relevance, reliability, sufficiency, and standard of proof.

The quantitative and qualitative aspectswtlential weightire two modes of
inquiry. One could be rigorous and apply credence values to propositions (CMJs). This
allows for precision when revising beliefs within one’s belief-set. If tihenoa of total
evidence in one’s belief-set favors proposition X over proposition Y and one is trying to
decide between the two proposition one rationally ought to favor X over Y. In situations
of conflict one ought to be prone to revise Y before X to resolve the conflict. This means
revising the lower credence values as compared to the higher credemserghitive to
the total evidence. Using the quantitative measure also helps an inquirer to know when
the credences are stabilizing. As the weight of evidence mounts the creteewlces
settle around a small group of chance hypotheses. As one exposes one’sdtetietey
conditions that upset equilibrium one will gain in stability until new evidence n@tong
upsets equilibrium because the credences are sufficiently resilient. Tgsshenquirer
to know when to stop reflection and when one’s evidence has acquired an acceptable
degree of weightEvidential weightan also be evaluated intuitively based on how it

seems the evidence tends to make a fact more or less probable, how reasortahlset is
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the evidence as a premise in inference, the threshold of the weight needed to infer a

claim, and the sufficiency of different types of inferences.

5.4 FRAMING THE INPUT OBJECTION IN KEY TERMS

Using the key terms detailed in the last section it is possible to gaty darihe
input objection. The objection finds sharp expression in BrénTkeory of the Good
and the Right>® Brandt attacks the legitimacy of appeal to ethical intuitions or
considered moral judgments (CMJs). According to Brandt moral intuitions akg-firm
held moral beliefs. They are indicated by dispositions to affirm specificatimen
statements. They are non-inferential because they are not held basedarétaions
to other beliefs (e.g., holding a belief that a mass killing at a school is wroagdesit is
an instance of a general principle that one already accepts, such as,imwrdag).
Brandt mentions the other standard features of a CMJ: made in moments of calm, not
distorted by self-interest, and includes any level of generalityf(oe, a particular
action to a whole class of actions). How committed an inquirer is to a normative
statement can be placed on a scale from 0 (no inclination to belief) to 1 (stronges
possible belief). A degree of belief in a non-inferential intuition determingsetisen’s
initial credence level. Initial credence levels allow one to choose betwemative
beliefs with the purpose of maximizing initial credence levels. This isenthe
coherence theory of justification enters Brant's interpretation of R@ndcedure.
Proposed normative principles are tested against intuitions, and specifiongaite

tested whether they can be included in a system that maximizes imtahce levels.

158 Brandt 1979: 16-23.
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The problem with this requirement is that requiring consistency does not provide much
guidance for the process of belief revision. It might turn out that belietsuarer false
and that one could make consistent a set of falsehoods. Revising to preserve initial
credence levels does not assure initial credences correspond to ¢ieslilnliess there is
good reason to think that the initial credences are truth apt.

The quickest way to respond to Brandt is by noticing that | have revised RE to be a
foundationalist procedure. The foundations express initial credibility not nughges
of commitment. Taking this response a step further in light of the taxonomy af d@en
can see that credence is an estimate of the truth-value of a belief. Crsdence
probabilistic notion that allows for a precise specification of the subjesstvmates of
the degrees of belief in a proposition. Though, credence is not a purely subjective
measure because credences are assigned in relation to relevanteevieddence is that
which can increase or decrease the likelihood of the truth of a belief. It is rational
assign credences to beliefs based on the strength of one’s evidence. Eviddree ca
reflected in the credence values along the linegeafht balanceandspecificity
Against this idea, it seems that inference could guide the assignmenteiazedlues,
which undercuts the non-inferential character of CMJs.

Against the objection above it is possible to argue that evidence does not entail
inference. Matthew Bedke argues against the assumption that evideailseigierence
and holds that intuitions can have evidential value without befegedfrom

evidence™® A direct realist like Huemer can hold that awareness of external objects

159 Bedke 2008: 266.
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provides evidence for propositions about those objects. The belief about the object must
be based on the intuition in order to be justified, but the basing relation does not have to
be inferential. It can be a causal chain of a certain type wherebdyr¢loce awareness of

the object causes the intuition. This also allows one to overcome Brandt’'s objeation t

it is not clear what kind of facts normative claims express. A normativesfaot just a
disposition to affirm a non-inferential intuition; rather, it is a relation a ncgrential

intuition bears to an object of intuition. If Rawls had adopted such a stance on intuitions
and avoided a strict coherentist/holist conception of justification his claintilaere is

a definite if limited class of facts against which conjectured priesipan be checkel§®
would have been less confusing, and he would have avoided objections like the input
objection as raised by Brant.

Brant’s objection also includes a concern about cultural indoctrination. Bebause t
beliefs we happen to have, and tend to affirm upon reflection, might be influenced by the
culture in which we were raised a procedure that systematizes suds inelieonly be
“no more than a reshuffling of moral prejudices.” Across cultures thereat mugal
disagreement. Some cultures embrace child infanticide as a form of $gaittifice.

Some cultures embrace the efficient slaughter of cows as a food source. uldtines ¢
view the cow as sacred and prohibit killing of the cow for mere consumption. When
different equilibria between contemporary and traditional cultures coriféoe is no
easy way to choose between the belief systems. The rational or moral @gigofotm

in a given case might be culturally relative. Antecedent moral commgrdentot

160 Rawls 1971: 51.
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provide a way to resolve moral disagreements unless there is some reason totthink tha
the subjective probabilities are not biased or that there is a robust way to handle bias
within a system of subjective probability.
On the Bayesian account is it possible to handle bias. Joyce has illustrapednthis
as follows:
Bayesians are often portrayed as radical subjectivists who reject aningiaha
epistemic distinction between evidence and biases. On a subjectivist picture, a
person’s biases merely reflect her ‘prior’ judgments of credibility abaubus
propositions, while her evidence is the ‘posterior’ information she gains from
experience. This suggests a model in which a person starts off with a prior
probability G that reflects her initial judgments of credibility (sophisticated

treatments make this a set of priors), and learning proceeds by updatingtse pri
in light of data*®*

This quote makes it seem that there is something right about the input objection. It
seems right to call CMJs biases. Of course, one mitigates bias by fa@zMirgunder
ideal conditions, but, nevertheless, CMJsparer credibility judgments that may reflect
certain biases. The problem with the input objection is that it is not the whole Gioey.
is not simply reshuffling priors to maximize initial degrees of commtin Priors on the
foundationalist model have a greater degree of contact with realitgi@gpeshen
direct realism is assumed, and they are subjected to experience so thatetter post
information which is brought into reflective equilibrium has sufficiently weeded out
propositions that seemed credible initially but which turned out to not be credible upon

further reflection and exposure to experietiéeThis is why CMJs possepsma facie

161 Joyce 2005: 157.

182 This captures the idea that most people havebiastheir belief system because they have not

subjected their beliefs to tests of consistencgtespatization and critical scrutiny. Most peopleddiefs
are largely unexamined. Such beliefs are mordylitcereflect prejudices, which are beliefs accdpte
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credibility and are natiltima faciecredible or are not taken to be infallible, incorrigible

or indubitable. In this regard, it is reasonable to use CMJs even though it is possible that
some CMJs reflect some degree of cultural and familial indoctrinatiorsthan-

veridical.

Now | will solve the input objection by going through each component in the RE
process that enables CMJs to possess positive epistemic status and to be put to good use
in a methodological role of moral justification. These components are as follows
architecture, general procedure, competent moral judge, intuitions, retdiftéa criteria,
upgraded filter criteria, credences, principles, and revision procedures. Wy ne

interpretation of RE is called moderate-RE (MRE).

5.5 ARCHITECTURE

MRE possesses an architecture consisting of modest foundationalism andlminim
coherentism. On this perspective one starts with beliefs that are non-ialesent
credible independently from their fit with other beliefs. Bringing thediefeento
coherence increases the credibility of the beliefs, but coherence isfrméesufor the
justification of the beliefs. Instead, modest foundationalism claims thatptal belief
can be justified independently of its inferential relations with other moriaff&t®®
Despite this, MRE can accommodate the idea that mutual support betweenidaliefs
desirable and necessary feature. Mutual support may increase the jigstificdeliefs,

and be necessary for th#ima faciejustification of beliefs, but coherence is not

without critically examining the reasons for aciegthe beliefs. This captures Rawls’ intuitiomth
“reflective equilibrium...is a notion characteristif the study of principles which govern actiohaged by
self-examination. Moral philosophy is Socratic’afids 1971: 48-49).

%% Hooker 2002: 163.
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sufficient for justification because some beliefs capiima faciecredible or justified
independent from coherentist requireméfitsOn this account, “a belief is [ultima facie]
justified just when it belongs to that highly coherent belief-system whicheobest, on
the whole, with these modest foundatio8."MRE is a search for a coherent system that
best accommodates modest foundations. CMJs serve as modest foundations.

There are several motivations behind the modest foundationalist architecture in
MRE. Pure coherentism maintains a counterintuitive proposal on the credibility of
beliefs. It is reasonable for a coherentist to hold that if there are twoethéwat are
equally good in every regard but one aligns better with independently credikelis,beli
then the one that accords with the independently credible beliefs is a better theory.
counterintuitive to hold that fit with independently credible beliefs is a good, thirig
beliefs are only justified in relation to other beliefs. Brad Hooker captuses thi
awkwardness as follows:

So, for coherentists, an independently attractive moral belief, although itself
unjustified unless or until it is connected to other moral beliefs, can play a
decisive role in an argument for one moral theory against another. This seems to
me an awkward position to maintain. If some well-informed moral belief seems
independently attractive to us, and if a moral theory’s accordance with ti@g beli
counts in favour of the moral theory, why hold back from calling the belief [prima
facie] justified:®®

Aside from the awkwardness of the pure coherentist rendering of RE theoghera

reason to move away from pure coherentism. Thomas Pogge points out that CMJs (i.e.,

164 | am operating on the assumption that justifimtomes in degrees. CMJs carphima faciejustified
but notultimafacie justified until they are members of a system eitinip mutual support among beliefs.
For more on the prima facie/ultima facie distinoteee Senor 1996.

165 Miller 2000: 163.

1% Hooker 2002: 162.
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firmly-held convictions) can increase in credibility when they coletie other firmly-
held convictions. An analogy to legal theory can be drawn such that, “If twoiahater
witnesses give independent and matching descriptions of events, each of theiniesti
becomes more credible than it would have been on its &finrhe analogy to legal
reasoning is telling because a similar analogy is used to argue agdiaestnce theory.
As already noted in chapter 4, formal epistemology has produced impogsdslitts

that indicate pure coherence theory is not truth-conducive. If a pure coheapptisich
to RE is assumed, coherence must be able to create credibility from sdra#ths, a
series of beliefs that are not independently credible when brought into coherght&ou
be capable of creating credibilit§? If one takes thdon’t worry strategythere is no
guarantee that beliefs that are not independently credible, and not memhgtetian
lead to a credible system of beliefs in the end. If one assumes that éeiefs
independently credible, one has assumed those beliefs are foundations of gEmMscstri
one has already moved away from pure coherence theory. These technitsal resul
corroborate the idea that firmly-held convictions (or the testimony of ceedithesses)

can only generate credible conclusions or increase credibility because theiconsare

187 pogge 2007: 163. An important thing to note & there is a disanalogy between RE and the legal
model of justification unlesa fact of the matteis held to exist. Rawls did not commit himselthe claim
that independent of our convictions there existsaiouth. The jury is clearly assuming that thisra fact
of the matter about what happened apart from theesses’ reports. Thus, this analogy attainsréatgst
force when moral realism is assumed.

188 An objection might be that coherence is just@pprty of a coherent system and, as a consequence,
there is nothing possessing independent credibiégded to appeal to. The individual beliefs doneed
to be credible because truth is a property of gegsysnot independent beliefs. However, the sysigae-
property that generates truth is coherence. Ifiddal beliefs cohere (or, because they cohere) a
coherentist thinks the beliefs are credible. Yfetpherence cannot generate credibility, unlesslibility
pre-existed in the beliefs brought into coheretioen system-wide coherence is not adding to the
credibility (truth) of the beliefs. The resulttlsat coherence is not truth-conducive. For a glienimto this
debate see Olsson 2002 and Shogenji 2005. |,wéependorse Olsson’s results. For his detailed
treatment see Olsson 2005a.
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independently credib® Credibility has to get into the system somehow and pure
coherence theory is unable to account for this fact. Matching testimoniasetiible
witnesses will not, necessarily, result in information that is credible. Quiesedone of
different testimonies or beliefs is not a sufficient condition for direcingy or a moral
inquirer toward trutit’® However, if modest foundations possess independent credibility,
then bringing them together can increase the warrant of the entire $y5tem

Another motivation for modest foundationalism is that RE assumes a foundationali
requirement’? This is the requirement that the judgments that we actually favor play a
justificatory role in reaching equilibrium. In deciding between two equalherent, yet
mutually incompatible belief systems, imagine | accept the firs¢syas true and, thus,
believe the second is false. The first system is true because | favorangdfdeliefs.
This reason plays a self-justifying or foundationalist role and coheremjistements
cannot explain my choice because the coherentist chains of justification aiaezbnta
within the belief systems. If principles and CMJs are coherent, yet theypaactually

held, then they are not pertinent to the reflective procedure for the person who does not

%9 One way to understand the connection betweeryfineld beliefs and the independent things thegktra
is in virtue of fittingness relations. Audi expiaisuch relations as one develops morally fromegrerg
certain cases, conceptualizing the cases and issiiall fittingness relations between the concepis.
Audi says, The perception of the instancgs/enappropriate discriminative capacities and suffitie
conceptual capability, puts us in a position tocemtualize those instances; we can then readilseappd
fittingness relations between them; and on thaisk{#isough perhaps not only on that basis) we camec
to believe corresponding general moral propositenms, eventually, to understand those adequately fo
justified belief and knowledge of them” (Audi 20083). Though | do not endorse Audi’s use of self-
evidence (i.e., | believe moral propositions naedd through RE to attain justification; they acg n
justified in virtue of being self-evident), it ipsible to see how the process Audi describes dmildsed
to explain the link between firmly held beliefs gmerceptions, as understood on a foundationalisteino
179 see Olsson 2002 for an explanation of the proldepure coherence theory. This literature vintisa
the claim in Lewis 1947 that one cannot generagtfication from scratch. This is why C.I. Lewis
endorsed a weak foundationalism.

1 For an argument against a coherentist versidtEoin favor of moderate foundationalism see Cleve
2005.

172 Knight 2006: 218.
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hold those beliefs. The foundationalist architecture is the ground-floor in MRE, but
coherentist considerations are used, as needed, to revise fallible foundatieaseincr
justification and generate the final state of justification.

The final reason that MRE utilizes modest foundations is that RE is compatible wi
such foundations. The later Rawls allowed for a moderate interpretation ofiétEby
rational intuitionism or other foundationalist perspectives were not excludedHeoRE
proceduré’® On such an interpretation, “to show that our moral convictions ‘it together
in reflective equilibrium’ requires that we demonstrate how our most considered
convictions about right and wrong are derivable from a moral conception which iself ha
a deductive basis in these abstract rational intuitibf{sMRE is compatible with
holding that all-things-considered abstract moral principles are sel@vand can
provide a deductive basis for moral convictiofis This deductive basis may only be
realized after principles are discovered that account for convictions anenaéirek are
brought into agreement, but such a basis is possible nonetheless. One thing that is

excluded is simply deducing convictions from principi€sThis would make seeking

3 This moderate perspective is indicated by Rateement that CMJs have “a certain initial credtil
(Rawls 1974: 8), and it is further explored in RadD93. Initial credibility is something a weak
foundationalist may ascribe to a person’s repdstaiher experience, which would provide evidential
support for a moral or scientific theory.

1" Freeman 2007: 34.

175 scanlon corroborates this conclusion when hestéthe possibility that our conception of justice
should be founded on self-evident principles isexatiuded. All that the method of reflection edurilum
requires is that the self-evidence of these priasipe established through the method itself, bir th
demonstrated ability to carry the day against aguér conflicting judgments and alternative prireip
What the method of reflective equilibrium prescsli® so to speak, a level playing field of intati
justification on which principles and judgmentsatiflevels of generality must compete for our abege.
It thus allows all possible sources of justificgtéorce to be considered” (Scanlon 2003: 151).

76 Two other things excluded from RE is moral n#iiti and moral skepticism (Freeman 2007: 34-35).
Since | am not using RE to argue against the nakegbtic | avoid the charge of begging the question
against the moral skeptic. | am trying to show hioie possiblewithin morality, using elements from
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RE akin to taking an abstract principle and applying it to specific casextomeaal
convictions. Instead, MRE holds that fit with considered judgments that are
independently credible is a desirable element of justification, and thaeansykbeliefs

can have a deductive basis in moral intuitions while, at the same time, seraing as
deductive basis for the intuition§. Establishing the credibility of the moral convictions
must not have been done as inferences or deductions from other beliefs. Although, it is
possible once the credibility of these judgments is established that one can ssehow

could infer from abstract principles to the moral convictions.

5.6 GENERAL PROCEDURES

This section provides an overview of the MRE methodology. There are two specific
objections raised by Tom Regan that MRE must address: prejudice and cosisef{ati
Prejudice implies that intuitions that are not truth-conducive and they rpamptslia
procedure that emphasizes intuitions. Conservatism holds that moral convictiects refl
the status quo, as they merely reflect cultural conditioning. Prejudice vaitidressed in
the section on moral intuitions and the reliability filters and conservatidrbavil
addressed in the section on credences. These objections are addresse@statoasi
of the input objection.

The input objection, as formulated by Brandt, distinguishes subjective crddamce

objective credibility and argues that moral judgments do not count as evidence for the

epistemology, to justify moral beliefs. A separaterthwhile endeavor involves using MRE to fendl of
the moral skeptic. That is not the primary objezf this thesis.

17" A helpful understanding of RE is that, “we calym@n our capacities for moral reasoning under
appropriate conditions, and that our moral judgmané not always arbitrary but are capable of discg
and being guided by objective moral principlesdit85).

178 Regan 1983.
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truth of a theory because they might stem from biases, historical acciddmsegudices.
Because of this MRE must make sure it is not merely reshuffling moral pregudi
Brandt himself rejected the use of intuitions and argued in favor of rationalsiisite
survive psychological vetting. His idea is that one must get outside one syfste
beliefs and assess the beliefs in relation to facts of logic and empaadidy. Daniels
argues against Brandt's method at lerfgthBut Daniels is unable, as | argued in chapter
3, to address the question of the truth-conduciveness of CMJs. Daniels brought
objectivity into the procedure by subjecting beliefs to the widest possible amount of
critical scrutiny, but he evaded the truth-question by providing a methodolsglagbn
to an epistemic questidfi® To answer Brandt’s objection head-on | propose accepting
the charge of intuitionism/foundationalisit. Let’s briefly consider the intuitionist's
model.

A contemporary version of moral intuitionism finds expression in the work of Rober
Audi. The key for Audi is the notion of self-evidence. A proposipos self-evident if,
“an adequate understanding of it is sufficient for being justified in beliavargd for
knowing it one believes it on the basis of that understandfigThis makes there a

relation between understandip@nd believingp, and it posits the adequacy of

17 See Daniels 1996.

180 Regarding Danielsion’t worry strategy Shaw plainly says, “that someday we may undedstary we
are justified in relying on our intuitions as artiteg point for doing moral philosophy. This issgin-the-
sky unless we can be given some inkling of whatt jtistification might be or some reason to belithet
the coherence method, even in its wide reflectouglrium form, is likely to produce a plausible
‘credibility story’. Such a theory will require@nvincing meta-ethics” (Shaw 1982: 127). | hdidtt
convincing meta-ethics is not found in coherentemétructivism, but in foundationalism/realism lire t
hand of the contemporary ethical intuitionist.

181 james Blachowicz points out that in answeringiBsabjection, “prior credibility might entail an
intuitionist or foundationalist conception of jugtation” (Blachowicz 1997: 455). | accept thisrden of
proof and formulate how such a conception is pdssib

182 Audi 1999: 206.
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understanding as it relates to knowledge. As Audi says about the contrast betfveen se
evidence and truth, “The application of the concept of self-evidence to a prapositi
explains both how it can be known (roughly, through understanding it) and why its
justification requires no premise¥* One might intuitively know that a proposition is
true without knowing why it is true because one lacks an adequate understanding of the
proposition. The truth of a proposition is apprehended through intuition. As Audi says,
“the primary role of intuition is to give us direct, i.e., non-inferential, knowledge or
justified belief of theruth of certain moral propositions® So, for ethical intuitionism,
intuition provides justified belief of the truth, not the self-evidence, of moral
propositions. This distinction is important because the plurality of basic moraipbes

(i.e. prima facie duties) that intuitionists tend to embrace need not be defemied as
inferentially self-evident. Because the truth of intuitions is known based on comple
relations between concepts, yet self-evidence is known through knowledgehaseut t
grounds, such knowledge might not be available. One might recognize the truth of a
proposition but not recognize the self-evidence of that proposfiomtuitions may or

may not have self-evident propositions as their objects. | mention these idisinct
because it allows me to borrow the notion of intuition from the ethical intuitiortisowti

thereby being committed to the self-evidence of the propositions intuitechtumoinist

183 Audi 1998b: 18.

184 1pid: 19.

185 This contemporary, moderate twist on intuitioniatiows one to hold that one is not necessarily
committed to the self-evidence of a propositioniti€s of Ross argued that he was committed to
recognizing the self-evidence of the propositighen it was shown that the propositions are ndt sel
evident. Of primary importance is to defend thehrof the duties, yet establishing the second+oidia
that the duties are self-evident is of secondappoirtance. As a normative theory, moderate intaision is
committed only to there being non-inferential jfist beliefs attained through intuition, but it desot
always be committed to the basic duties possesissgpistemic status of self-evidence.
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notion of intuition will be used to get at the truth of CMJs—to show how CMJs are
genuine or objectively valid despite being fallible. This will provide a diregtarse to
Brant’s objection. Why defend CMJs or moral intuitions as truth-conducive?

I must explain how CMJs are truth-conducive because CMJs are the data, the
evidence, against which principles are evaluated. Though | provided acsgefiifition
of CMJs, the purpose of CMJs could be understood as, “judgments about what actions are
required, permissible, and/or forbidden in a particular set of circumstancésubiize
acceptability of a more general moral rule (either absolute or pro tantgptgwties
what is required, permissible, and/or forbidden in a range of similar cd85e8NJs are
intuitions about the rightness or wrongness of actions. In MRE the accentfafgtish
is on CMJs. We ought to select a moral theory based on the considerations that we place
greatest credence in and these are our CRiJ#/hen a group of principles (a theory)
best accounts for CMJs, then this match counts as evidence for the principles.
Alternative moral principles (or sets of moral principles) are tested bywethey fit
with one’s reflective intuitions. As Michael Huemer, a contemporary iotugt, has
stated, “ethical intuitions provide prima facie justification for ethicakfel"®® Because
of the important role CMJs play in justification one must defend their statuslas tr
conducive otherwise one is open to the objection that intuitions should not play such an

important role in the justification of ethical beliefs.

188 Miller 2000: 157-158.

87 Tim Mulgan even claims that, “One primary purpo$@ moral theory is to unify and make sense of
our considered moral judgments or intuitionsdetisiveintuition represents a judgment any acceptable
moral theory must accommodate” (Mulgan 2006: 2).

%8 Huemer 2009: 232.
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Though the accent of justification is on CMJs this account is not committed to the
factivity of CMJs. There can be false intuitions. Even in ideal inquiry conditioss it
possible to have a false intuition because one’s intuition is biased or distortetioby fa
of enculturation. Ideal inquiry conditions make it more likely that intuitioascarrect,
but they do not absolutely block against the fact that, “a mere prejudice can masquera
as an intuition.*®® MRE is only committed to the idea that our moral intuitions are not,
en masse, unreliable. MRE holds that, “our considered moral convictions are sufficientl
reliable to proceed with a moral theory of justice that at least approxirhatesrtect or
most reasonable view® This makes CMJs reliable, though not infallible, evidence of
moral truth. CMJs posses what Hooker calttependent credibility” CMJs are
attractive without reference to something beyond themselves, but CMJs migbtittio
be wrong. In addition, CMJs can accept support from other beliefs, even as they carry
their own justification or are attractive in their own right. Through sysieatain of
CMJs, and potential revision, there exist resources to correct false oy aygpalent
intuitions. Over time beliefs should come to track the truth to a greater degresess bia
and inconsistencies are uncovered and eliminated. This is part of the process of
achieving greater moral maturity. One comes to see with gréatiey ehat is true
regarding moral and immoral actions.

This is also how MRE solves tineak versiorof the input objection. The weak

version of the input objection holds that there is no reason to think CMJs are true. MRE

189 Audi 2004: 66.
190 Freeman 2007: 35.
191 Hooker 2002: 165.
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shows how CMJs possess evidential weight and this explains why it is reasonhiolke to t
that CMJs are tru€? Though it is possible that some CMJs are false, as MRE proceeds
the probability of there being false CMJs in one’s belief-set continues to simini

MRE is a process of deliberately inducing conditions for the moral development of
an individual. Often, one’s moral beliefs settle into an unhealthy homeostasss. Thi
occurs when one’s belief-set contains biases, inconsistencies or explamateyuacies
that go unchecked. Uncertainty, instability or new experience can upset a tasiseos
and lead to a new equilibrium point. The general flow of MRE is to establish
equilibrium, upset equilibrium, allow beliefs to settle, then self-induce uncsrtai
through self-examination or increased experiéfitélhis captures the intuition that
people only typically re-examine their moral beliefs when their world is shiake
personal or social tragedy and suffering. In this regard, MRE aims to béiyerdzetief-
formation and moral maturity methodology. Now I will review the standard RE
procedure and indicate how MRE differs from this procedure.

In typical RE methodology one begins with a set of moral intuitions. These
intuitions are examined and only intuitions that one can confidently affirm aree@t
Grounds for dismissal include suspicious formative factors or occasionah@piste
distorting factors that generate instability and vagueness in a moral judgitent

retained intuitions become CMJs because they are judgments one is inclined to adopt

192 By way of situating MRE historically it is pos#to locate the original expression of this ide&iies
1937. Fries tried to establish a method of provirgyal realism by articulating how moral judgmeces

be put forward and revised in a way that makes tliesty to be true.

193 As Dan Bonevac has stated, “Judgments at equitibare not immune to all revision, they remain
stable unless ‘expanding experience’ alters theéBahgvac 2004: 363 n.2). New commitments can occur
through experience or seeing what is entailed bgtwhe believes.
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under conditions conducive to good decision making. From the CMJs, principles are
inferred or conjectured that might account for the CMJs. Working from both ends one
revises principles and CMJs until they are mutually supportive. From narrow-RE one
proceeds to wide-RE whereby different background theories are introducettieetset
of CMJs and principles under different conceptions. These conceptions are arguments
for and against the current set of beliefs and act as further evidenast agach beliefs
are revised. When CMJs, principles and background theories are harmonized one has
achieved wide-RE®* As already argued, wide-RE does not constitute a theoretical
advantage or an increase in justificatory force over and above narrow-REhisFor
reason | will continue to focus on narrow-RE and defend it against the chargesha
fundamentally conservative (i.e., matches principles with relatively fixé¢ds}. By
contrast, the MRE method might be outlined in the following steps, which will be
elaborated in forthcoming sections in this chapter:
1. Ensure that one is a competent moral judge.
2. Collect all moral intuitions.
3. Validate the genuineness of each intuition by verifying four requiresr@@atmet:
non-inferentiality (or directness), firmness, comprehension, and prethelitsetica
4. Discard intuitions that are not genuine.
a. This includes propositions that are not beliefs but are mere inclinations to
believe (i.e., held with less than .5 degrees of confiderite).
5. Validate that genuine intuitions are genuine CMJs by putting the intuitions
through three filters: occasional epistemic distorting factors (OE€DEpicious

formative factors (SFF), and the mixed error menagerie (MEM).
a. This is where the data is validated as veridical.

19 Implicit in this formulation is Daniels’ indepeedce constraint whereby the judgments supportieg th
background theories must be disjoint from the CBldsporting the principles.

19 The impetus for specifying the MRE process iswapg Bonevac'’s intuition that, “Without a precise
characterization of the Rawlsian revision prociss,impossible to achieve any results” (Boneva64
386).

1% This distinction expresses the idea that confidds related to degrees of belief, whereas credisnc
related to the truth value of the belietsvidential weightovers both of these dimensions.
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b. MEM is a mixed filter that includes some elements in previous filters, but
it also includes other elements not found in previous filters. Such
redundancy generates greater purity of filtration.

6. Disregard CMJs that fail any of the three filter tesfs.
7. Apply credences to the remaining intuitions (the CMJs) according to the strength
with which one is attracted to assent to the truth of the intuitfns.

a. These assertions might have the following form: Moral judgedges
thatp is the case to degree of strength

b. This is assigningvidential weighto the CMJs.

8. Rank the CMJs according to their credence values.

9. Infer or conjecture from the CMJs to principles that account for the CMJs.

10.Revise the principles in an effort to discover the set of principle that best cohere
with the modest foundations (the CM3%).

a. This is how the accent is placed on CNfJs.

b. To decrease the risk of accidental generalization, favor principles that
have the greatest degree of explanatory power.

11.In situations of conflict where principles are recalcitrant to revisien they
resist revision or keep reappearing while seeking inference from amndls
coherence with them) revise some CMJs so that they are in-lin¢hgiresistive
principles.

12.When revising CMJs be more willing to revise CMJs with lesser evidentightve
and be less willing to revise CMJs with greater evidential wéfght.

a. In a case where one holds CGMudth .5 credence and CMwith equal
credence, and there are no CMJs held with lesser credence, then one may

197 This step overcomes a doxastic conservative stahereby anything a subject believes has some meri
counting in its favor, which might include productssuperstition or wishful thinking. For an exdmpf
such a position see Elgin 1996: Ch. 4. The inquirast not only have a genuine belief or intuitiart the
belief must also seem to be the case. The fifllamginate things that seem to be the case butyraed not
the case. Products of superstition and wishfulkihig are filtered out. This step aligns MRE with
phenomenal conservatism whereby things that sedra teridical have a presumption in their favor,
which includes but is not limited to things thag &elieved. This is not, however, pure phenomenal
conservatism because things seem true in relaiioprtain filter criteria, not simply by seemingte the
case to the person.

198 This use of credence, which covers ‘degree débgis echoed in DePaul 2006: 620 n.13. It
corresponds to how likely is seems to the agentthi@aproposition intuited (believed) is true.

199 This can be instantiated in terms of explanapayer.

200 1t is interesting to note that the accent on Ckd®rses the consequentialist impulse to put more
weight on abstract principles and less weight éuitions about specific cases. Intuitions can teny
level of generality, but they tend to be about #jmecases. The bumper sticker for MRE reads:ttyasir
intuition.

201 Notice that all judgments with credence valuesaliowed into consideration. This avoids the prob
of the confidence constraimthereby one eliminates CMJs that possess lesikrgial weight. Even
judgments that one is not fully confident in ar@sidered, but they are considered in accordandetigt
confidence it is reasonable to put in them in refato the evidence in their favor. This captugeanlon’s
suggestion to consider all judgments with crederadees (Scanlon 2003: 144).
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resolve the conflict using the criterioniatuitivenesdor which the CMJ
that elicits a greater sense of non-inferential credibility is revistd la
b. Repeat steps 10-12 until CMJs and principles are brought into a state of
mutual support or maximal coherence.
13.Consider other hidden assumptions or background principles that one finds
intuitive in relation to the set of CMJs.
14. Apply these background principles to the belief set and revise the CMJs, the
principles, or the background principles as ne€ded.
15.When CMJs and principles are maximally coherent one has achieved moderate
reflective equilibrium (MRE).
16.As new experience (empirical or informational) is encountered revisenturr
commitments in light of new experience to achieve a belief set that is more
comprehensive and fully justified. Also, revise beliefs as one intuits neal mor
convictions and infers or conjectures principles from these convictidns.

There are several points worth mentioning about the MRE procedure. The MRE
procedure invites an inquirer to establish and defend why credences ar@equal t
credibilities. It allows an inquirer to explain and rank what seems tnogding to
degrees of commitment. It then asks the inquirer to apply external fitesracto
credence values that are subjectively weighted. This challenges theinquirake the
subjective more objective. The external filter criteria are independetiyble because

they are standards that address typical ways in which intuitions can bkenfSt

Credences are validated and one is warranted in putting the credence one does in one’s

202 These background principles are not the samleealsackground theories of wide-RE. They are not
required to be a systematic conception that isiegpd the current set of beliefs. It is assunied &
reasonable conception has already been generatedbackground principles may produce slight
alteration in one’s current moral conception, Igise are likely to be refinements instead of radica
departures from current commitments.

203 There is not a mandate that people seek formatiperiences, as is mandated by DePaul 1993. Itis
assumed that one must remain open to experienceeshdo revise beliefs in light of experience, ahhi
means that the person is a competent judge. Ualesss completely isolated from society one wéll/a
ample feedback for the revision of beliefs. If anén isolation, then imagination can proxy foe tlole of
experience.

204 The filter criteria come from ethical intuitiomis attempt to explain moral disagreement. If rhora
beliefs are facts, then how come there is so migdgteement? Intuitionists, like Huemer, explain
disagreement by showing how people go wrong inomag, how distortions stem from errors common to
reasoning in general and morality in particular.
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CMJs because the CMJs have survived filtration. In addition, the CMJs then@selves
genuine intuitions. They meet four requirements for being properly formed and held by
an inquirer. As such, CMJs are likely to be truth-conducive because the coralitibns
constitution of genuine intuitions has been satisfied. This makes it rational far puie t
the evidential weight one does in the CMJs. A competent judge who follows MRE will
tend to reach justified moral beliefs. Akin to observation reports, the competent judge
will tend to veridically apprehend moral matters. For example, one mightd&aise

that under certain factual circumstances it is very likely one should keep co@iser

This is similar to claiming that a competent perceiver, under conditionsafdedo good
perception, will see an orange on the kitchen counter when there is in fact an orange on
the kitchen counte?®® This is why the first step in the procedure is important. If one is
not a competent moral judge, then one might not be able to apprehend moral truth. A
color-blind perceiver may be unable to apprehend the truth of certain color perceptions
Similarly, if one is highly self-interested, closed-minded and unwiliingse the

intuition requirements and filter criteria that lead to good moral judgmiis one may

not see the true moral propositions. If the agent is defective in terms of moral
competence, then moral truth is not likely to be apprehended and false judgments are
likely to result. For this reason | will re-introduce the notion of a compgtdge back

into the RE procedure.

295 Relating this example to intuitions, the consiitm conditions on the intuitions make sure thaaivne
is receiving through one’s epistemic channel ifagt a genuine intuition. It separates, for exampl
emotional reactions from reflective seemings. fwerable conditions (e.g., good lighting) are atkirihe
filter criteria that ensure the conditions undeiickihgenuine intuitions are formed are conducivatming
veridical judgments.
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5.7 COMPETENT MORAL JUDGE

From Rawls’ first articulation of a “decision procedure” in ethics (195h)g0
embedding of a similar procedure in his theory of justice (1971) the notion of a
competent moral judge was dropped. It is possible to speculate why this occumeed. O
possibility is that Rawls dropped the notion of a competent judge under the sway of
Quinean epistemology. Instead of focusing on the agent making the judgments, the focus
changed to the beliefs themselves.Alitheory of Justicthe make-up of the agent
bringing the judgments into reflective equilibrium is not central as lornigealseliefs
themselves are mutually supportive. The shift to focus on beliefs accords witlifthe s
a holistic, coherentist reading of the procedure. Another possibility is thas’Raw
original position is thought to embody many of the characteristics of a competent judge
It is possible to assume that behind the veil of perception one would be a competent
judge. Regardless of the possible reasons for dropping the competent judge-l will r
insert the competent judge into the procedure to guard against person-centeregsmist
in making moral judgments.

Whether or not RE contains a provision on the inquirer being a competent moral
judge impacts the justificatory force of a CMJ within RE. When Rawls dropped the
competent judge it had the effect of weakening the notion of a CMJ. This exposed RE, as
found inA Theory of Justiceto the objection that the data of RE lack credibility. Thus,
the credibility of CMJs is going to be restored, in part, by reintroducingotin@&tent

judge and the more stringent notion of a CMJ.
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The notion of a competent judge has two categories of characteristics-atgener
knowledge capacities and moral knowledge capacities. The first catedodemthe
following features: average intelligence, general knowledge of thel\aod the
consequences of actions, knowledge of the facts of specific cases where ded te cal
judge, a willingness to use logical reasoning to determine what one should kalitve,
an open-minded when it comes to re-examining options in light of further evidence. In
the second category are characteristics attuned to capturing moral knowkedge
example, a competent judge, “knows, or tries to know, his own emotional, intellectual,
and moral predilections and makes a conscientious effort to take them into account in
weighing the merits of any questioff® This self-knowledge is important because it
results in the ability to account for one’s prejudices and biases. Though biases may
influence one’s judgments, such biases do not determine the outcome of one’s judgments
because one is insufficiently aware of their influence. A competent judgeatso have
a sympathetic knowledge of human interests that tend to conflict and create moral
dilemmas®’ Experience is important in gaining knowledge of human interests. Where
experience is incomplete Rawls’ admits the importance of imaginafiorough
“imaginative appreciation” the competent judge can imagine how stsecan

conflict?® The judge can then lay before himself, “all the interests in conflict, tagethe

2% Rawls 1951: 179.

27 This is callecherceptive equilibriunby Martha Nussbaum 1990: 25-26. As Charles Hatnismarizes
this notion, “We must place ourselves in the pogitbf another as fully as we can in order to deitgem
what moral judgment is proper” (Harris 2005: 73).

208 A contemporary take on this idea is the notiohygothetical retrospection (Hansson 2007). Tis i
where one imagines a future possibility has mdteed. One does this to minimize risks and
uncertainties. The correct course of action isalkernative that is morally permissible accordiogll
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with the relevant facts of the case, and to bestow upon the appraisal of eachdlease
which he would give to it if that interest were his oVff.”"Imaginatively taking-on the
interests of others as if they are one’s own serves the end of impartial pidgine
competent judge is impartial and reasonable in the appraisal of moral matters.

MRE’s adoption of the notion of a competent judge has the effect of sharpening the
notion of a CMJ. DePaul summarizes the notion of a CMJ in relation to Rawls’ notion of
a competent judge as follows:

() the judge does not stand to be punished for making the judgment, (2) the judge
does not stand to gain by making the judgment, (3) the judgment concerns a real
case where real interests are in conflict, not a merely hypothedisal (4) the
judgment was preceded by careful inquiry into facts and fair opportunity for all
concerned to state their side, (5) the judge feels sure of the judgment, (6) the
judgment is stable for the judge across time and shared by other competent

judges, and (7) the judgment is intuitive, in the sense that it was not formed as a
result of the conscious application of moral principf8s.

This more restrictive notion of a CMJ details the type of judgment a compedgst
is likely, willing and required to make. Competent judges possess chatacderi
conducive to the generation of CMJs as outlined in the preceding quote. On this account,
CMJs are impartial, grounded in facts and fair inquiry, firmly-heldh®judge, stable
and intuitive, and reflect real human interests—either present day or lakt@icce
these characteristics are brought to light it becomes evident why CMagiaty
credible, not merely initially believed. Though CMJs have subjective qgalitiey are

far from purely subjective judgments that lack precedence, reflectaneti

hypothetical retrospections. This is a way of phaing intuitions and considering moral alternatiaad
human interests. It can aid in developing sympgattk@owledge.

299 Rawls 1951: 179.

?1% DePaul 2006: 620 n.15.
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enculturation or are biased by ulterior motives at the hands of self-intéreste
gualities find parallels in the intuitionist’s notion of an intuition. The nextseetall

explore in what sense a CMJais intuitionthat one affirms under ideal conditions.

5.8 MORAL INTUITIONS

MRE adopts four requirements outlined by Robert Audi as requirements an intuition
must embody to be counted as a genuine intuftibiwhile describing the four
requirements | will show how the notion of a CMJ, which is grounded in the notion of a
competent judge, meets these criteria.

The first requirement for an intuition to count as a genuine intuition is the
requirement ohon-inferentiality(or directnessj*? This is the requirement that intuitions
are foundational beliefs because what is intuitively known is not evidendetebgnce
from premise$?® This means that a genuine intuition must not be arrived at as a
conclusion of inference. It can, however, be arrived at as a conclusion of reflection
whereby one reflects on the content of a proposition from a global perspaatation
to its context. That a genuine intuition cannot be inferred from premises csimgttie
the requirement that a CMJ is intuitive with regard to ethical principles. A caMdot
be arrived at by a conscious application of principles. If CMJs are to be something

against which principles can be tested, they cannot be inferred from the psribgy

2L | am using the term ‘genuine intuition’ as anuitibn that meets Audi’s four requirements.

12 Audi 2004: 33-34.

13 This does not mean that what is not evidenceothgr beliefs cannot itself serve as evidenceiniply
means that the ground of what can serve as evidemu# further beliefs or premises. Instead,gireind
is the capacity for a competent judge to form CMdder ideal conditions. It involves the rationapacity
of the judge to form judgments that emanate froohr@flect the character of the judge. Placingftioais
on what can evidence what is intuitively known asoids implying that a proposition intuitively kwa is
a priori.
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are supposed to validate. This would threaten the method with justificatarkactyc
This is also consistent with CMJs being conclusions of reflection becauseylas Ra
states, “An intuitive judgment may be consequent to a thorough inquiry into the facts of
the case, and it may follow a series of reflections on the possibléseaffatifferent
decisions....What is required is that the judgment not be determined by a systathatic a
conscious use of ethical principlés® The goal is to reach principles that can justify
moral beliefs and can be shown to be justified. CMJs are the anchor adaatsthus
process is elaborated. This requires CMJs to be arrived at with suffigt@rice from
the principles that might later elaborate or intuitively express lésC
The second requirement for a genuine intuition idithenessrequirement. An
intuition is not merely an inclination to believe because it is typicalbsa of belief.
Something can be intuitive without being an intuitfdh.An intuition must be a
proposition that is thought to hold, and it “tends to be relinquished only through such
weighty considerations as a felt conflict with a firmly held theory on artother
intuition.”**® This account aligns with Rawls’ requirement that a CMJ be firmly-held.
The third requirement for a genuine intuition is that an adequate understanding of the

propositional content must be part of the formation of the intuition. This is the

1% Rawls 1951: 183.
215 Audi makes this distinction with reference toqemtion. Regarding that which is merely intuititte
data would be less clear, just as a view of an peeted island in the fog is less clear than it \adaé in
sunlight and provides less reason to alter onejg’rfudi 2004: 34). | part ways, however, with Auxy
reserving the terravidential weighfor degrees of confidence (belief) along with emece (likelihood of
truth); whereas, Audi mentions that evidential iiigeed not be denied to intuitive propositiong,that
intuitions proper have much more evidential weighhold that genuine intuitions have degrees of
confidence, but they only posseagdential weightnce their tendency toward truth has been assessed
is possible that being held firmly or confidentrcincrease the evidential value of the intuitiom, both
2glcgnfidence and truth must be present for the iotuito have evidential weight.

Ibid: 34.
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comprehensionequirement. When considering a proposition an intuition may quickly
arise in response, but when there are many conflicting human interestsorefeay
take awhile to properly understand the proposition. Adequate understandingdaldegra
notion and a minimal amount of adequate understanding is required for a proposition to
be genuine. The upshot of this is that, “this kind of basis of a belief tends both to produce
cognitive firmness and to enhance evidential vaftie.Understanding can add to the
evidential value of an intuition, and it can produce a firmness with which an inttion i
held. This connects to the notion of a CMJ because one is required to feel sure of the
CMJ. Feeling sure results from cognitive firmness—the fact that one has gréisp of
the content of the proposition.

The fourth requirement of a genuine intuition is phetheoreticalityrequirement.
This means that intuitions are not, of necessity, ground on theories for theirtsapgor
intuitions are also not held as theoretical hypotheses. To avoid confusion it is important
to recognize that it is possible for the content of intuitions to be inferentiatified or
held on the basis of a theory. Non-inferential justification is nobtihetype of
justification that can justify an intuition. However, for the intuition to be genuine the
intuition must not be held as a theoretical hypothesis or based on a premise. The crucial
question is, “How is the intuitioim factheld??*® This links-up with the notion of a CMJ
in that a group of principles can constitute a theory and a CMJ cannot be ellidentia

ground in a principle to receive psimafaciejustification, its initial credibility.

217 \bid: 35.
218 |hid: 35-36.
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These four requirements act as a baseline for testing the genuinenegisiafsnt
Intuitions that meet all four criteria continue on to the next round in the MRE process
The baseline for being an intuition does not exhaust the requirements for being a CMJ
This is why genuine intuitions must continue to the next stage where theyidatechas
being veridical. The four requirements of a genuine intuition ensure that tekeivélkeld
in the right way to count as an intuition. Aspects of a CMJ that the four requireiaients
to capture are: that the outcome of the judgment is not tied to merit and demergdncur
by the judge, the judgment concerns an actual case (either current oc&listath real
human interests in conflict, the judgment was made with a reflection on all thefact
the case, and the judgment has precedence and is shared by other judges. Thigis why t
four requirements for being a genuine intuition is a test appropriate to the coefitisnc
reasonable to have in a belief, but it is not appropriate to the truth of the belief because
the belief has not survived a vetting process aimed to identify purely subjective
judgments that are likely to reflect suspicious formative factors anattehst epistemic
factors. As Audi mentions, “absenceatif bias is apparently not part of the concept of
an intuition.”*® The same holds for the concept of a CMJ. Thalghias is not
eliminated during the filtration process there is a progression toward lesanbighe
elimination of purely subjective judgments. Bias can also be identified andtedrss
CMJs are extended in the form of principles. It is reasonable to view MRE asagroc

of the successive elimination of biases as CMJs are systematized and brtmuglstate

219 \pid 37.
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of ultima faciejustification. With this thought in mind | proceed to the next section

where the three filters are explained.

5.9 THE THREE FILTERS

Once a proposition is firmly held, adequately comprehended, and pre-thelgretical
and non-inferentially formed it is ready to pass through a series of fiteits way to
becoming a full-fledged CMJ. Now | will motivate the move from the traditiBtia
filters to the robust three-fold filters.

As traditionally understood, there are two general conditions RE fileethanght to
capture. The first condition can be formulated agptiveiple of general reliability

(PGR). The principle can be stated as follows:

(PGR) Moral beliefs formed under conditions generally conducive to the formati

of true beliefs will be more reliable than moral beliefs not formed under these

conditions??°

PGR assumes that a belief, when formed under the right conditions, willdidereli
To be reliable is to be truth-conducive. So, a belief formed under conditions of general
reliability is more likely to be true. These conditions capture a great dedilabfit
means for an intuition to be a CMJ. Generally reliable cognitive conditions have the
following traits: good inference patterns, based on nonmoral evidence (i.e., well-
informed), not distorted by prejudice or self-interest, held with confidence, made i
moment of emotional equanimity and stable over fifhahen a further condition is

added to the principle of general reliability all of the outstanding elemehish were

220 Brink 1989: 132.
21 |pid.
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not captured by the notion of a genuine intuition, are captured to make an intuition a
CMJ. This is the requirement fonpartial andimaginative consideratioaf the interests
of the relevant parties in a given case. Greater reliability is gedesden a competent
judge uses her capacities for imaginative consideration of the interestexs and from
that impartial perspective formulates a judgment about the case.

The two general conditions of reliability alone do not produce an intuition with
probative force. To cite one example, intuitions formed in an emotionally calmmhome
are not always evidentiat> Calmness cannot always ascribe credibility to CMJs
because there are cases where arousal of moral emotions can lead t@the corr
judgment. If one discards an intuition formed when one has an overwhelming sense of
moral indignation and disgust this can lead one away from the correct mesdrasst
of the situation. Indignation may have non-inferential evidential value. As Audi
indicates, “This is certainly possible where the emotion is produced as an aperopriat
response to the relevant base properties, such as flogging or lying, propetrinasutia
directly support the corresponding moral judgméft.’Adding an intuitionist
perspective to the filter conditions allows for a more accurate assesdnstaad of
requiring emotional equanimity as a condition of reliability what is requeed i
fittingness relation between the emotions and the base properties, which may be
perceptually ground or ground in certain cognitions (i.e., memorial impressidhth

this revision to the emotional component the first filter is established cdtlex] the

222 gee Sencerz 1986 for a sustained argument agaégsinciple of general reliabilityand for a specific
argument against the evidential value of emotieafhness see pp. 80-82 of the paper.

22 Audi 2004: 56. This sentiment is corroborated)®Paul when he states, “feelings of moral outrage
reliably indicate egregious wrongdoings” (DePau®3:9017).
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occasional epistemic distortirfgctors filter’?* It recognizes that certain factors can
interfere with one’s ability to correctly form epistemic judgmentsanlintuition is made
under conditions of insufficient information, intoxication, inattention, bias, haste or lack
of fittingness between emotions and base properties, then it is likely to derfals
misguided. Despite the first layer of protection against misguided intuiticosniosy
CMJs there is another filter that is needed. This filter specializes avereg bias and
prejudice that emanates from enculturation or a tainted source.

A common element in the input objection is insistence that CMJs may mdlety re
familial and cultural indoctrination that could have been different if one had bsed ra
in a different family or lived in a different culture. Our moral intuitiong/rba
subjective in that they simply reflect views that have been, “inculcated intoperénmts,
teachers and society from childhodd> Brandt agrees with Singer and Hare’s
assessment and argues that our goal should be to step outside our own tradition and
objectively access the facts of the case. Against this idea Scanlos, &fidweeaim of
Moral Enquiry is not to justify our ‘considered judgments’ with reference to some new
and independent standard, but to clarify the reasons that we already hadcefondpeli
them to be correct and to determine whether, in the light of reflection, wenstithem
persuasive®® The ultimate credibility of our CMJs is not going to be found in an ever-
elusive culturally-neutral vantage point. The goal is not to seek a culturalinahe

standard, but to use a standard that is capable of sorting good from bad enculturation.

224 | porrow this term from Copp 1984.

225 ginger 1974: 516. Another argument along thessslis found in Hare 1973 and in a strong statement
that, “The equilibrium they have reached is oneveen forces which might have been generated by
prejudice, and no amount of reflection can maké dhsolid basis for morality” (Hare 1981: 12).

%0 Scanlon 1992: 16.
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The goal is to minimize the influence of pernicious prejudice and bias by usenggast
that stands outside, yet is implied within, the system of beliefs being sadluto
address this concern I turn to the next filter.

The next filter is thesuspiciougormative factordilter. This filter seeks to further
mitigate the influence of inadequate familial and cultural training. ithertant to
realize that not all formative factors are negative. Some fanalitliral and religious
training is consistent with forming CMJs that are truth-conducive. Morajréisment is
a related topic, but it can be addressed apart from factors that tend to degradktyhe qua
of moral judgments one tends to make. To mitigate the influence of negative formative
factors on one’s judgments it is important to generate sensitivity to tloesféicat
negatively influence one’s cognitive attitudes. These factors decreasexibdity of a
judge’s cognition in a given situation, making it rigid to the point of missing the @fut
the situation. These factors cloud one’s apprehension of objective moraf tréth.
judge’s cognitive flexibility is influenced by the degree to which:

One’s early moral training and environment were authoritarian.
One is stubborn.

One is intellectually self-confident, or has intellectual courage.
One is able to admit error to others and to oneself.

One is influenced by authority.

227 My theory could be understood along the linesidfie epistemology. Such a reading would focus on
the development of the moral agent in an efforbtoease the efficacy of making moral judgments.
However, the filters train inquirers to spot fastthat distort judgment making. The filters aré onertly
designed to cultivate epistemic virtues. It isgiole that possessing epistemic virtues would bplsbe’s
ability to filter intuitions, but such a positiveqgram of character development is not centralitming
judgments through the filters. The filters indit@ negative program of eliminating bad judgmenst,
there might be a pragmatic argument in this areh that possessing epistemic virtues would enaideto
make better judgments and, as a result, requisdfilesring of judgments made under the influente o
distorting factors.
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e One's interests and the interests of one’s fellows depend on the general
acceptance of one’s viek&

Copp posits these factors and claims that conservative foundationalism cannot deal
with these factors because, “there is no fact of the matter as to what sigleced
judgments would be like were our early moral training not to have been at all
authoritarian, and were our moral views not to have been at all influenced by’anyone
self-interest, by our class background, or by the culture of our soéfétZbpp is right
that there is no absolute fact-of-the-matter as to what our judgments watitidoe
were free from the influence of any distorting factors. CMJs still ¢pevithin the
realm of fallibility and what appears to be the fact-of-the-matter at owertiay appear
to not be the fact-of-the-matter at another time. However, if one is sersitihe
influence of one’s early moral training and how an authoritarian upbringingsnoaiee
more prone to blind submission to authority, then one is able to recognize the influence of
this attraction to assent to propositions that favor one’s upbringing in this réigasd.
may produce a heightened need for reflection on intuitions that take authoritg at fac
value or true in virtue of emanating from an authoritative source. This coxeds the
formative factors mentioned by Copp. The other factors one must screen forsin one’
intuitions are low intellectual self-confidence, stubbornness, pride and ihe fdes
acceptance. These factors can cloud one’s ability to see moral situatiomsfohey
are and form correct judgments. For example, if a judge was raised by pdrents

struggled with obvious pride issues, then one may be more inclined to lie in situations

228 Copp 1984: 153.
22 |bid: 154.
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where one has the opportunity to admit one has made a mistake. The judgment that one
must lie to protect one’s sense of self and reputation is emanating fronea plac
conditioned by negative formative factors. The true moral judgment is that one@ught t
tell the truth and take responsibility for one’s actions and the harm one’s mistakes

have caused. This is because lying to protect one’s pride only tends to perpetuate more
problems and not allow for an accurate assessment of what happened and why it
happened. The desire for acceptance, the trait of stubbornness and low inkskdetua
confidence can produce similar false judgments of situations where one is confronted
with moral issues or human interests that conflict. Though there may beo# flaet-

matter with regard to what is morally true one cannot reasonably expeeloy timaking
judgments under ideal conditions one will reach CMJs thatlafieee from distorting
factors®*® One would need something like perfect cognition, if not omniscience, to be
able to apprehend all facts-of-the-matter under idealized conditions. Oneisveng
capacities are limited and the complexities of actual human interesist$&rip one’s

ability to perfectly apprehend and judge the moral truth in a given situation. Dibsfite

the cognitive filters mitigate against gross errors of judgment. Tleeyeogressively

allow one to triangulate on the moral truth as one discards judgments that@atedlis

CMJs may not ever totally capture the moral fact-of-the-matter, buttregerve as
evidence of objective moral truth and in that regard credibly serve as foundations for

one’s normative theorizing and normative conclusions.

230 This brings to mind a some/all distinction. Ideanditions do not requirall CMJs to be free from
distorting factors. The conditions only increase probability thasomeCMJs are free from distorting
factors. The CMJs that are distorted but still em@khrough initial filtration are likely to be prsed or
revised as CMJs are systematized.
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The final filter is themixed error menageri€' This last filter aims at addressing
wide-spread sources of error that lead to disagreement. If beliefs andmstaitn at
truth, then people will tend to agree with each other when they see the truth; yet, in the
moral realm great disagreement persists. Disagreement persesis®derror exists and
people are fallible human agents. Michael Huemer summarizes this poinbasfol
People seldom satisfy ideal conditions for reasoning, and even the best of
cognitive conditions do not render humans infallible. The causes of our beliefs
can be highly complex and largely hidden from us. We often cannot articulate
some of the reasons for our beliefs. The intuitionist can no more produce an

algorithm for computing the correct moral theory than we can produce a general
algorithm for computing correct empirical theori&s.

MRE is not a decision procedure or an algorithm for computing moralffuthis a
procedure that when followed tends to produce beliefs more likely to be true and
justified. A competent moral judge is competent in virtue of possessing capamitie
reasonableness. A competent judge, however, is hot immune from errors that can occur
during the procedure. A competent judge is, however, disposed toward looking out for
such errors and correcting such errors when they are discovered. Nowlisoubs the

details of themixed error menagerie

21 Thjs term is adapted from Huemer 2005: 137-139.

232 bid: 137.

233 This entire thesis opened by discussing an dbjetly Daniel Bonevac. Bonevac’s assumption is tha
RE is a decision procedure that must attain theraiof logical consistency and theoretical cortgrless.
The problem with this assumption is it reduceshthiman to an inference machine, and it reduces the
complexity of moral decision making down to genieigta well-formed formula. The problem with this
assumption is articulated by Huemer when he say/$jlé beliefs in some sense aim at the truth, pespl
beliefs may gratify many other passions besidesatienal hankering after the truth. Nor do thaars of
logic and critical thinking algorithmically deterng what is and what isn’t a bad argument” (Ibid7)13
Thus, in some sense, Bonevac generated a stravargament that was easily knocked down. MRE is a
messy procedure to a certain degree and cannedbeed to a logical decision procedure that is
guaranteed to reach a point of final equilibriuAssessing whether RE is a hon-terminating procedure
assumes it is a decision procedure. Under suabricrit is doomed to failure as such.
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Themixed error menageriaffords the competent judge a last opportunity to screen
the set of CMJs for mistaken CMJs. The competent judge is to screen the Givids wi
eye for eliminating CMJs that may reflect the following errors: biascalculation,
confusion, misunderstanding and lack of understanding, oversight, hasty judgments, false
or incomplete information, unarticulated assumptions, stubbornness, fallacies,
forgetfulness, intrinsic difficulty of issues, inarticulate evidence, aedtah defects. The
mixed error menagerieontains some elements in the previous two filters, and it also
contains greater specificity of some previous filter criteria. The¥also new criteria in
the filter and some criteria that touch on the four requirements that make aanntuit
genuine. This filter acts as a final validation before the set of moral amtsiithat
survive the filtering process are coinatinma faciecredible and ready to be used to
justify moral principles. | will paraphrase each criterion in therfatearticulated by
Huemer and connect the criterion with previous steps in RIRE.

Biastoward self-interest often results in error in apprehending moral truinis. c&n
occur when one wants to believe what it is in one’s interest to believe. It can also occ
when one does not want to believe something that is true. Bias can be shaped by pride, a
yearning for acceptance by a community, or wishful thinking concerningameavants
to be true. This filter criterion connects with being a competent judge bduaingea
competent judge requires considering the interests of others, not just wiaihess

interest to believeBiasalso connects with theccasional epistemic distorting factors

234 1bid: 137-139.
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and thesuspicious formative factofdters. Notice the strength with which MRE
combats bias and prejudice.

Miscalculationoccurs when a judge makes a mistake. Despite being a competent
judge this can occur when one makes a mistake in reflecting on the dynamiceraf a m
case.Confusionoccurs when one fails to distinguish two things that seem similar. An
example of this error is someone who thinks that talking requires using language so one
cannot talk about the language-independent redMisunderstandingor lack of
understanding, occurs when concepts and theories are misunderstood. A moral judge has
a genuine intuition when there is proper understanding. It is possible, though, that an
intuition masquerading as a genuine intuition has survived to this point in the process.
This is why it is important for the moral judge to screen for this type of bafore the
intuitions become CMJ<Oversightoccurs when a judge fails to notice important
considerations. This can occur when judgments are made but an important element is
overlooked or it can occur from selective attentiblasty judgmentsccur when a judge
makes a judgment based on an initial impression or gut-reaction. This punctuates the
importance of using non-inferential reflection to attain adequate understarkttirys
from false or incomplete informatiomccur when not all facts relevant to making a
judgment are known. An example of this is two judges discussing abortion. One judge
has consulted pro-life literature and one has consulted pro-choice liter&tme of the
information might be false, and both judges do not possess complete information about
abortion. Unarticulated assumptionsccur when an assumption is operating in the

background and controlling the judgment. If, for example, a judge is arguing fbiepro-
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when it comes to abortion and the other is arguing against pro-life, they mayimgarg
past each other because the pro-life judge is operating under the assumption &bortion i
murder while the other judge is operating under the assumption it is termiaafingter

of cells. Stubbornnessan impact willingness to examine old beliefs in light of new
evidence. Perhaps an intuition stems from a refusal to reflect on the evidence at hand
This criterion is also covered by the notion of a competent judge asdspeious
formative factordilter. Fallaciesoccur when poor forms of reasoning guide judgment
making. Examples include, denying the antecedent, equivocation, begging the question
and non sequitur arguments. This criterion is not as relevant to intuitions bdwause t
are largely based on reflection and not explicit inference, but is it possihleaiathe
naturalistic fallacy has been committed when one has the intuition that because
something is natural it is goodkorgetfulnessan occur when one fails to remember
important factors in the process of reflection. Leaving such factors owtariol

incorrect judgments. Errors can also result fromitrénsic difficulty of issues Some
propositions with complex content require a great deal of reflection beforeaghdye
properly understood and intuited. If one stops the process of reflection prior tangraspi
an intrinsically difficult issue or fails to reflect on the interestsllafedevant parties, then
one’s resulting intuition about the case may be in edraarticulate evidenceccurs

when there are grounds for a belief that one is unable to articulate. This kind atevide
often occurs when one is forming an intuition and one is unable to articulate thimbasis
the intuition. The point is not to eliminate intuitions that one cannot recognize the

evidence for; rather, the point is to recognize those intuitions that one canndatic
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the evidence for and ensure that one still has confidence in those intukental
defectsare hedged against by the first step in the MRE process. Part of being a
competent moral judge involves having average intelligence and good cognitive
functioning. If, for example, one is a paranoid schizophrenic it will be diffioulthat
person to distinguish delusions from veridical judgments.

Huemer detailed the menageries of error to show how disagreement is possible
within an intuitionist framework. | packaged the criteria intortheed error menagerie
and deployed it in the service of vetting intuitions prior to them becoming CVI3is
move is strategic because it puts MRE well on the way to addressing thenpiafbl
disagreement. It embeds criteria for identifying common sourcesooftkat lead to
disagreement in the criteria for what it takes to become a CMJ. This migdssate
less likely to be the kinds of things people disagree over. If disagreementsplesisit
is possible to look at the filters and identify how one of the judges made a mi$take
facilitates a convergence toward truth, and it solves the problem of explaining the
credibility of CMJs prior to the end-point of RE. The story that can be told is tbgliepe
even competent moral judges, are prone to error, and CMJs are credible to ¢leetusgr
the judge mitigates these errors from creeping into the set of CMJs.

In closing this section, given the four requirements for constituting an intuition and
the three filters an intuition must get through to become a CMJ, a CMJ cameatig
equated with a prejudice or a mere subjective reflection of cultural and familia
indoctrination. The reason this objection is commonly leveled against RE is bdtause

method only uses the first filter (i.@¢casional epistemic distorting factpis its
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unrevised form and a confidence index as the sole factors bestowing csedibilitviJs.

By contrast, on many different levels, a CMJ is evaluated and benchmarkest agai
general and moral standards that vindicate placing confidence in the CMJ and &indicat
believing that the CMJ is likely to be true. Judgments are not certifieddislersimply

by the confidence we place in them. Given these considerations, MRE has undermined
the claim that CMJs represent prejudices or mere subjective judgmentajhiaave a

status no better than fictioAS.

5.10 ASSIGNING EVIDENTIAL WEIGHT

Now that CMJs are established as credible they are ready to be assegteatte
values according to how likely they are to be true. CMJs arrive at thesistéhe
process with a certain degree of belief or confidence attached to thensreditmlity of
the CMJs stems from having subjective degrees of confidence validated inhargpar
and objective way. Filters act to instill a measure of objectivity into theegsodn this

stage the competent judge takes another look at the CMJs and prepares them for the

235 As brought to my attention by Richard Tieszeredognize the potential for conflicts between tireé
filters. The biggest source of conflict may bevestn thesuspicious formative factors filtand themixed
error menagerie The formative factors filter screens for biasasgsult of cognitive inflexibility (i.e.,
missing the moral truth because of patterns okthmthat prevent accurate belief updating in lighhew
evidence). If, for example, one is raised in athaxitarian home, then certain beliefs about lipert
connected with the values of democracy or belibauawomen’s role in society may impact the abilidy
correctly judge the moral truth in issues of frpeexch or women'’s rights. There may be cases, henwev
where such an upbringing is conducive to perceittreggmoral truth. That is, one may refuse to biarttie
face of pressure (e.g., from society or a peergrthat what is morally wrong is actually moraligtt.

As an example of conflict between the filters orightinot have formed a belief as a result of acoeq
of one’s views (e.g., from a peer group), yet wtienbelief passes to the next round it is discaVvénat
the lack of acceptance also reflects a lack oftififmum one’s peers, which may have resulted in
miscalculation of the dynamics of the moral cashe second filter says the belief is not problemadtut,
because of the same criteria that allowed the ttelipass through the second filter, the belieflentified
as problematic in the third filter. | take sucbase and other potential scenarios to reinforce the
importance of having all three filters in placeedpite the potential for conflict, what one filtlaay miss
the other filter may catch.
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revision process by assigning to them credence values in relation to theezbtnuid-
value of the beliefs. This involves putting a number or a relative ranking on a person’s
degrees of belief. The higher the credence level a CMJ enjoys the higlegtiee of
justification it possesses. CMJs with higher credence values will impactgbeis
differently than CMJs with lower credence values.

An inquirer assigns a probability value to each CMJ according to the level of
confidence the inquirer has in the truth of the judgment. These assertions might have the
following form: moral judgeX judges thap is the case to degree of strengthThis is
assigningevidential weighto the CMJs. Such a procedure is warranted because of the
capacities of the moral judge and the constitution of the CMJs being assassed (i
genuine intuitions made under ideal conditions that have survived filtering). THyis w
credences correspond to credibilities. After assigning credence valines@MJs the
CMJs are ranked relative to each other according to their credence¥2ltsy that
these values are assigned it is important to consider a common objection to RE and to the
idea of assigning subjective probability values to beliefs.

The charge of conservatism against RE takes many forms. The most genera
objection of conservatism is the idea that moral convictions simply reflestatues
quo®’ It is clear that this version of conservatism is not problematic for MRE. Most

CMJs are not formed on the basis of cultural and familial indoctrination. Teaeota

23 Using credence values is not trying to make MREesion procedure. It is simply trying to intcme
a measure of accuracy to the procedure. The up$hlusing credences is it allows for a measureosf h
evidence is reflected in the credence values acawptd balance, weight and specificity. If, howewene
does not like assigning numbers to beliefs oneusana relative ranking and say: | hold GkaJbe truer
than CMJ and but not truer than CMJ

%7 The version has been mentioned by Regan 1983:137.
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held because they are what one was taught to believe or what one was modeled while
growing up. They are held because they pass extensive filter tests thatesppa
reflective from reflective intuitions, biased intuitions from unbiased intuitiand false
intuitions from true intuitions. It is highly likely that beliefs in the set ddahiCMJs are

not made on the basis of reflecting the status quo or cultural conditioning.

Another variety of the conservatism charge is made against conservative
foundationalism, which MRE seems to be a version of at first glance. Conservative
foundationalism would, “portray our idealized considered moral judgments as
epistemically basic beliefs that, together with other basic beliefs,dertive basis for
any other justified beliefs but are justified themselves without need ofidjray™*®
The modest intuitionism adopted by MRE guards against this claim becausbdigfs
(CMJs) are not “without need of grounding” they are simply without need of grounding
in other beliefs. Instead, they are ground in one’s ability to intuit non-infareetiefs.
Further, the charge of conservatism has its greatest force in relatioheience theory.

As Copp states:
Conservative coherence theories of moral justification face a dilemméaheOn t
one hand, unless there is a prior reason to think that considered moral judgments
in ideal circumstances would be credible, there is not reason to treat them as a
standard of justification....On the other hand, if there is a justification of theém tha
is prior to the account provided in the conservative theory, then the theory is not a
fully general account of the justification of moral judgments. Hence, evanlhf s

a prior justification is avoidable, it would be an error to build a conservative

constraint into a theory that is intended as a general theory of moral

justification?3°

238 Copp 1984: 150.
239 |bid: 158.

131



The dilemma Copp poses is not as pressing for conservative foundationalism as
embraced by MRE. This is another benefit of going the foundationalist/intuittonist
it is quickly able to discharge the objection of conservatism. This has the addéd bene
of being able to nullify DePaul’'s move towards a radical, as opposed to a camservat
interpretation of RE.

DePaul held that the input objection shows that the conservative version of RE is
untenable. This is because moral beliefs have truth-values and persistént mora
disagreement shows that many moral beliefs are false and not credible.e@hs m
initial credence levels are not credible. As discussed in the previous section, mora
disagreement is the result of errors and the mere fact of moral disagtekres not
impugn holding that moral beliefs are truth-conducive and credence valuessstgr
evidential weight, correspond to credibilities. DePaul thought that a method that used
credence values cannot reliability generate credible beliefs, skicalraterpretation of
RE was called for so that prior degrees of commitment to beliefs do not hold sway in the
revision process. One could have a conversion experience and disregard credesce val
all together. One could radically alter one’s belief-set without paying g@megprior
commitments*® The move to radical-RE is founded on a lack of explanation of the
variety of ways moral disagreement can occur and embedding those ways into a

heightened sensitivity to those factpreor to one assigning credence values. DePaul’s

240 While DePaul’s method sounds plausible it leads Wild West of moral belief formation and
justification. Without clear steps or guidelineslasimply leaving it up to the inquirer to determivhat
standards to apply and licensing the underminingflgirior commitments in an instant leads to atleof
moral justification that is highly random and sudtiee. DePaul tries to provide some levity to the
procedure by urging people to seek out formativeeeiences like reading a good book or poetry, histis
DePaul imposing a constraint of what constitutge@d experience and what constitutes a bad formativ
experience. Again, this is an external standaat] from within his version of RE, should be ignire
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book length treatment of RE and his adoption of the radical version of RE is founded on
this mistake. MRE, however, has corrected this mistake and held it is reasonsdde t
credence values in RE and that credence values correspond to credibilities.

MRE embraces conservatism or degrees of commitment as an opeoating ¢
proposing a method of reflection in the mold of RE. It uses this factor in a productive
way and avoids the objection that using a mere confidence index does not produce

credibility.#**

5.11 PRINCIPLES

Now that the set of CMJs is established the next stage involves formulating
principles that match the CMJs. These principles can be inferred asgeérom the
CMJs. By applying these premises one can see if one is led to the CMJsethéy s
account for. Another way to formulate principles is to conjecture principlesrtiea
thinks may account for the CMJs. Inference may work in cases where theCsdiof
lend themselves to an obvious set of principles whereas conjecture may worlsin case
where one is unsure how a general principle can be inferred from a specific @détor
of CMJs. This use of principles matches the intuitionist model of justification ead ra
an objection.

An objection to the incorporation of intuitionist elements in MRE hinges on the

directionality of justification. For many intuitionists, “knowledge of sitag moral

241 This also avoids dropping the confidence constrail together because it is not a reliable gaide
revision. Knight 2006 drops confidence and allémvall judgments that meet general conditions of
reliability. MRE generates greater precision afgments. This acts as a guide to revision when
comparing a bunch of judgments one has little c@mfte in with a single judgment one has great
confidence in. The individual has actual numbersamparative rankings to determine whether thegro
of judgments possesses greater evidential weigintttine single weighty judgment.
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judgments is epistemically prior to knowledge of moral principt&s.This reflects a
particularist orientation to the discovery of moral truths. According to thetmjet
principles are ground in the capacity to form singular judgments, then it is passibl
principles will only reflect the CMJs of the judge going through the processuch a
case, there would be as many valid moral principles as there arerdiftetges with
different CMJs. This represents another variety of a subjectivist aredotRE because
there is no guarantee that generally held principles will ever be reathedirst
response to this claim comes from within MRE. One of the requirements of the
occasional epistemic distorting factditer is the requirement for impartial and
imaginative consideration of the interests of the relevant parties inracage. Though
CMJs are particular judgments, which are made at all levels of genetadyyare not
exhausted by the interests of the judge making the judgment. Part of the definition of a
CMJ is that the judgment is stable for the judge across time and shared by other
competent judges. Thus, MRE is capable of handling the objection that there would as
many valid principles as there are moral judges.

Another way of responding to the subjectivist charge against MRE’s moralptesci
is by drawing a distinction betweestablishingethical principles as valid arkthowing
ethical principles are valitf> A moral judge can claim that principles are valid for all
people, but not know that the principles are in fact valid for all people. It could turn out

that the moral judge is mistaken. However, as Regan clarifies, “Havwnigted my

242 Audi 2007: 218. An exception to this rule is Sidgk 1907. Sidgwick allows for intuitive knowledge
of general principles, which might precede knowkedfjparticular judgments.
243 Thjs distinction is made by Regan 1983: 138-139.
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fallibility, it does not follow that | am advocating principleslid for me along?**

Fallibility need not lead to subjectivism. If a competent moral judge chrfettbws the
MRE procedure that judge can reasonably claim those principles are binding on all
because the principles account for generally shared intuitions and the snoétest

relevant parties to the moral dilemma. It is reasonable for one to claioothpetent

judges who make ideal moral judgments about which principles to accept would reach a
consensus about which principles are binding on all people. What the competent judge
cannot claim is that she woutdowwhat principles any or all competent judges would
choose. Despite not knowing that the universal application of the principles is whlidate
due to fallibility, competent judges still can claim the principles arriveateabinding. In
closing this section it is important to consider another way MRE is sitoilgt different
from intuitionism.

In relation to moderate intuitionism MRE allows that moral principles caorbe
intuitions, but it does not endorse the self-evidence of moral principles. If MiRised
self-evidence it would be possible to simply apprehend the truth of moral principles
without going through CMJs. This would defeat the purpose of principles being ground
in CMJs. The way RE is typically mentioned as being compatible with a moderate
intuitionist schema is as an additional (optional) method that can be used to irnfceease t
justification of moral principles, but RE itself is not necessary for théigasion of
moral principles. MRE, by contrast, requires moral principles to be validatétinas

faciejustified in reference to moral intuitions. Locating the set of principletsit

244 1pid: 139.
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cohere with the modest foundations produces ultimate justification, not simply
apprehendingrima facieduties (principles) and applying the principles to a given case
to discover the resultant duty that justifies the correct action in a given Eas the
intuitionist, RE is an additional procedure that can add to the justification of thke belie
set, but it is not, of necessity, integral to generating justificationpif@ehis difference
between a strict moderate foundationalist model and the model of MRE that incarporate
some intuitionist elements there is a similarity between what the malti@lv for in
terms of principles.
A principle can become an intuition at a later point in time. This idea is eddiyr
DePaul’'s admission that:
[A] principle originally formulated via inference from a number of intuitive
judgments about particular cases can come to be an intuition itself. In such a
case, the principle would at first, and perhaps for some time, have been believed
on the basis of its best explaining a range of intuitive judgments. But at some

point the principle would come to seem true in its own right, and would be
believed on the basis of seeming true rather than on the basis of inférence.

Under the MRE model a principle can become self-evident, but its self-evidence
comes via the ground of being properly situated with CMJs. After a period of being
situated with CMJs the principle can become self-evident or seem tru@wnitsght.
However, its self-evidence was precipitated by and dependent upon its rotdaiimiex
CMJs. Self-evidence cannot bypass this necessary step on the way to agprincipl
appearing true in its own right. On the contrary, for Audi, the ground of self-eeit®nc

first and foremost adequate understanding—Ilooking at the proposition the rightrway ca

245 DePaul 2006: 619 n.9.
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reveal its truttf*® If this were the case one would not need to go through the process of
forming principles out of intuitions. Principles could be justified from the staply by
attaining a proper understanding of the content of the proposition. In such a model,
understanding is both necessary and sufficient for justification. On the MIJEI,m
adequate understanding is necessary but not sufficient for forming phsidiefs. The
intuition here is that one does not adequately grasp a principle until one is able to apply
the principle or see its consequences in particular judgments in specic €aseof
apprehending what principles entail, self-evidence emerges; selfiegidenerges out of

the systematization of CMJs. There is no shortcut to this process by saihgdyimg on

a principle in the right way. Principles are conclusions of inferencedinadbecome

intuitive at a later point in tim&"’

5.12 REVISION

At this point in the MRE process CMJs have been formulated and principles that
match the CMJs have been inferred or conjectured. The next stage in the process
involves revising the principles in an effort to discover the set of prindipdedest
cohere with the modest foundations (the CMJs). This is how emphasis is placed on the
CMJs. However, some principles may resist revision or continue to re-appeaiset t
of principles even as one revises or discards the principles to bring the toffal set

principles more in-line with the CMJs. This is an indication that some CMJsmbed t

24 Audi 1999: 206-207.

247 To further see that Audi and | are in confliceothis point | will mention a related point. Faudi the
notion of adequate understanding can be distoatiébtype of procedure MRE advocates. As Audssay
“One would have distorted understandingf the proposition if one took it to require a imial level of
confidence appropriate to knowledge and that thailed belief must be accompanied by the subject’s
attributing a corresponding numerical probabildthie proposition in question” (Ibid: 207).
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revised. In this case, one retains the resistive principles and revisédlbes&that they
are better in-line with the principles. As one revises the CMJs one should worth&om
CMJs with less evidential weight toward the CMJs with more evidential weRgtause
the CMJs have been ranked according to numerical or lexical standards these is le
guesswork when it comes to knowing the next proposition to ré¥igdooker
illuminates the need for this methodological principle while discussing a centpet
judge’s belief that the principles arrived at in RE should be obeyed, “If the modest
foundationalist theory of justification is correct then she will still bafjastin this
belief, so long as, in the course of attaining equilibrium between her beliefsashaost
willing to revise those beliefs with the least prima facie credibifity What about a case
where there are two equally credible beliefs in need of revision? In a hase one
holds CMJ with .5 credence and CMwith equal credence, and there are no CMJs held
with lesser credence, then one may resolve the conflict using the cr&nnduaitiveness
for which the CMJ that elicits a greater sense of non-inferenadllwlity is revised last.
The next step involves continuing to work from both ends, revising principles and CMJs
as needed, until one converges on a state of maximal coherence or mutual support.
At this point it is important to consider other hidden assumptions or background
principles that one finds intuitive in relation to the set of CMJs. Apply these prstiple
the belief set and revise the CMJs, the principles, or the background principledexs nee

When CMJs and principles are maximally coherent one has achieved modtretieae

248 One outstanding problem with belief revision atpdependence. The path taken through the tesief-
can determine the outcome. For the sake of speaeniot address ordering effects in belief revigmthis
thesis, but | have addressed this issue in a diffggaper (Cloos n.d.).

% Hooker 2002: 165.

138



equilibrium (MRE). As new experience, either empirical or informationane®untered
revise current commitments in light of new experience to achieve a beltehtes more
comprehensive and fully justified. Also, revise beliefs as one intuits new moral
convictions and infers or conjectures principles from those convictions. Now | will
mention another consideration—simplicity.

The consideration of simplicity comes out of a question Brandt mentions: “ghé mi
say that a ‘coherent’ system is one that maximizes the ‘initial chégliiout is this the
same as degree of firmness?) of the relevant beliefs. Is there aamgniiace for
considerations of simplicity in the choice of what is to be accept®dPb answer
Brant’s question embed in parentheses “initial credibilitygwdential weightannot be
equated to firmness, although firmness is one component of a CMJs evidentil weig
Regarding Brandt’'s main question, MRE does allow for considerations of simlic
the choice of what is accepted and revised. The primary concern is the maamoza
evidential weight, but a secondary concern might be simpfiitithe objection raised
by Brant is that RE’s preoccupation with maximizing initial credibiligiects other
important epistemic desiderata. MRE allows for simplicity, for exantplguide
reflection in cases of conflict where beliefs are equally credible @ writial credibility
has been maximized to shift to considering the simplicity or elegance of tee beli
system.

Another consideration worth exploring is that without the method being a decision

procedure guaranteed to reach an end-point in a finite amount of time it isandhale

%0 Brandt 1990: 271.
1 For a treatment of the epistemic desiderata Rfht@mbody see Kappel 2006.
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one will ever reach MRE or know when to stop revising. This objection stems from
Bonevac taking RE to be a decision procedure and then concluding that, based on logical
considerations, RE possesses its own halting problem. This motivated Bonevac in the
direction of pragmatic intuitionism. Despite not being able to reach equilibirigm

possible on Bonevac’s model to hold that judgments and principles that are stable under
reflection are true. These judgments are not stouthearted principldseligrds Rawls
proposed (i.e., his two principles of justice); instead, they are unruly prindigles t

always admit of exceptions and fallibility. One always seeks normatitricaison in

the face of a plurality of competing principfé.| escape Bonevac's objection because |
have shifted in a moderate intuitionist direction and not tried to articulate thesprxa
decision procedure. The modest foundations are not stouthearted, and the halting
problem does not apply to a process that is not interpreting sets of beliefshaldings

of completeness and decidability. The competent moral judge determineshelsets

are decidable and when the process can come to an end.

MRE’s adoption of an intuitionist criterion of reflection provides an answer to the
objection that MRE might be a process that never reaches a state of equil¥falter
Sinnott-Armstrong raises a similar objection against Audi’s view on teffeahen he
says that knowing when to stop reflecting requires forming a second-olie¢é itHmeg
reflection is complete. This would work against Audi’s claim that reflectaonnon-

inferentially justify beliefs because one would need to infer from a secondbmigr

%52 gee Bonevac 2004.
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that one’s reflection is adequate and one may stop reflecting. Audi responds to thi
objection in the following way:
Much as, when we look into a room to see if the table is set, we stop when we see
enough, we can stop reflecting on whether a poem’s language is artifigial w
we read enough. This is usually when we reach the judgment we sought to make
(or some judgment that brings a sense of closure). Again, we may believe we
have reflected long enough; but we need neither believe this nor have a criterion
for its truth in order to reflect enough to make a judgment. Compare, too,

recognizing a painting, which may require simply looking at it until itatitke
‘hits us.?*

Audi is responding to Sinnott-Armstrong within the context of non-inferential
reflection that generatgsima faciejustified intuition. The same concept applies to the
MRE process as a whole. Because MRE involves intuitive judgment throughout the
entire process, and intuitive judgment involves affirming something when it is
accompanied by a sense of non-inferential credibility, it is plaugiateone could form a
global intuitive judgment about the non-inferential credibility of the enttiebset®>*

Similar remarks can be made about knowing when to start reflectingaaghimhen new

experience should prompt one to revise current commitments.

23 Audi 2007: 203.

%4 This is where considerations of simplicity aneigaince are particularly salient. Much as one labks
painting or a poem and can receive a global nogrémnttial intuition about the beauty of the paintorghe
originality of the poem one may receive a non-iefdial intuition about the completeness of reflaati
when looking at the belief-set.

2% pePaul makes a telling comment in this regardnndensidering if one needs to always seek additiona
evidence if the total evidence does not suppodranative conclusion, “a person will not be stuckhaan
obligation to acquire evidence endlessly, sinceamy cases even a small amount of evidence can
adequately support the proposition that the totalence will confirm a person’s conclusion. And nado
the point, even if a person knows that there istafl evidence that disconfirms his conclusidrg t
person may not fall under any obligation to acqtlhie evidence. For the person might have a re@mson
believe that the evidence is misleading” (DePa@8t$32). DePaul must make this statement bedssse
requirement that an inquirer seek out formativeegigmces is particularly open to the objectionrafless
evidence gathering. MRE, on the other hand, caefiterom DePaul’'s comments but is not seriously
threatened by this possibility. As stated, theitinist elements suffice to receive credible kfenige of
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6. CONCLUSION

6.1 UPSHOTS

In concluding it will be beneficial to cover some of the upshots of the method.
Recalling DePaul’s distinction between the epistemic status and therepistée of a
moral intuition, it is now possible to see that MRE is a best case scenarios maorse
intuitions with a positive epistemic status (i.e., credibility) in an evidgntae.
Though, in theory, moral intuitions with a negative epistemic status could be used in an
evidentiary role those intuitions are epistemically inferior to intuitioitls & positive
epistemic status because negative status intuitions are less likely ttopa@ird moral

truths or facts (i.e., they are more likely to reflect personal, famiichicaltural bias).

The next thing to notice is that RE is no longer a mere metaphor. MRE avoids the
extremes of making moral justification either an algorithm or a metaphors RE i
longer an unattainable ideal that is ill-defined and hopelessly imprecisaudgewide-
RE and radical-RE made the method stretch to the point of being vacuous Daniels, Rawls
and DePaul were forced to acknowledge that RE is an unattainable ideal, a mere

metaphof® MRE acknowledges that not every agent will have the mental or moral

when to stop and start reflecting, which blocksegbipns of a non-terminating procedure or an esdles
cycle of evidence gathering.

2% This avoids having to makes comments like thigith respect to the consideration of all alternasiyit
is important to recognize that this is an ideal.rdal life, were we have limited resources, ttoame be all
sorts of good reasons for considering certain rsdtigres, starting with the simple fact that we mayhave
the time to do so. But it is hard to see whateaauld be given for denying that the ideal shddd
openness to the consideration of any alternatibePaul 2006: 617). Openness to any alternativetis
virtue of a theory if it makes the theory hopelgsi#manding and practically impossible to applyeal
life. Whatever gain in theoretical defeasibilisygained through the wide and radical interpretatibRE,
which | have argued is none to negligible, it isghased at the cost of precision, non-vacuous @ntt
and pragmatic applicability to actual cases.
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capacities demanded in order to realize a full justification of one’s morafdelt also
restricts the scope of considerations down to a manageable breadth and prep&i&s st
a competent judge to follow in going through the process.

MRE adopts a moderate intuitionist perspective on intuition. This allows intuition
with certain characteristics to be suited for the task of justifying npoiratiples. These
intuitions are pretheoretical, non-inferential, well-comprehended and fgragped.

These intuitions are not inferential judgments, and, as such, they are capablengfaser
premises for inferenc8’ The move toward moderate intuitionism makes the intuitions
suited to serve as moderate foundations. It does not posit special facudties a
unrevisable foundatiorfS8® A proponent of MRE can reject special faculties because
moral intuitions stem from rational capacities, yet a proponent of MRE camesnbr
CMJs as revisable foundations. But MRE does not stop validating the authenticity of the
intuitions at this point. It continues to run the intuitions through three filters thatsi
intuitions that reflect cultural indoctrination— superstition, bias and meraricesit
accident. Moral intuitions that survive the filtration process are deemed aalsideral
judgments (CMJs), assigned evidential weight and deployed in the service of disgover
principles that match these moderate foundations and systematize them iamtnport
ways.

MRE overcomes the input objection because there are reasons at thehinata-et

level to consider CMJs as truth-conducive. Because some, if not most, morainstuiti

57 Audi 1997: 50-51.

%8 This comment is made by Daniels in his StanfandyElopedia of Philosophy article on reflective
equilibrium, as he says concerning classical iwmism, “Modern proponents of reflective equililbmiu
reject such mysterious faculties. Indeed, theintlaoral judgments are revisable, not foundatignal.
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that become CMJs do not embody distorting factors MRE is moving the competent judge
toward truth. As Carl Knight emphasizes, “This may be the case if some kiealishr

whose truths we are only able to comprehend by means of philosophical reflecten is tr
There are, then, good metaethical reasons for believing that someone Bectivies

belief in a moral proposition gives that proposition some credibfry.KModerate

intuitionism is inclined toward moral realism, so beliefs formed through iotusti

rational capacities reasonably generate credible beliefs or ba¢fsvidence truth.

Even when trying to create a meta-justification of MRE it, “seems to eefIRE must

be (conditionally) truth-conducive in a way that cannot somehow be reduced to or depend
upon MRE producing convergence in opiniéf2"Thus, MRE lends itself to realism at

the meta-level, and, if realism is correct, filtering out distorted OkBlgtake a

competent judge towards moral truth.

6.2 CORRECT CONCLUSIONSIN THE SLAVERY CASES
The final upshot of MRE that | will mention is that it can correctly derive
conclusions for the two historical cases presented earlier.
Case 1 involves an atheist doctor named Dr. B who lives in the South during the time
of slavery. He judges or intuits that slavery is morally unjust. As Dr. 8thia
intuition through the four requirements it is the case that the intuition isrgenAs Dr.
B runs his intuition through the three filters it makes it through the filterause: the

intuition does not reflect epistemic distorting factors, imaginative coraiderof the

29 Knight 2006: 222.
20 Kappel 2006: 144.
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interests of slaves vindicates that if he were a slave he would deem glavanyst, the
intuition is not distorted by suspicious formative factors and it was not made under
situations that reflect a menagerie of error. The only problem with the ontistthat it
is not widely shared by the immediate community Dr. B lives in. But, becausei®r. B
well-read, he knows that his neighbors to the North widely accept his morabimtasti
credible. Dr. B infers from his intuition the principle that all people are borrafrde
equal regardless of their race. Slavery reflects forced labor bondage and unequal
treatment of people due to their place of origin and skin color. So, that slavery is unjust
is a CMJ that Dr. B arrives at again through application of the princiglealihpeople are
born free and equal regardless of their race. The high credence Dr. B place€Mdhi
makes it likely that it will survive the revision process and achieve a stafltsma facie
justified.

Case 2 involves a Christian homemaker named Laura living in the South during the
time of slavery. Laura has the intuition that slavery is morally petdohessLaura runs
this intuition through the four requirements and it is indeed a genuine intuition. As Laur
runs the intuition through the three filters there are problems with the Itiest fAs
Laura gives imaginative consideration to the interests of slaves sizesdhht if she
were a slave it would seem that slavery is unjust. The intuition fails thélfestest,
and it is discarded. Even if the first filter did not catch the falsity of thetiohuand
Laura continued running the intuition through the second filter it would still failhe
suspicious formative factors filtéraura might realize that her early moral training was

authoritarian. Her father was a slave owner and ran his household like he did his
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slaves—with an iron fist that encouraged conformity to authority. This led Lawaketo t
on the moral beliefs of her father who rationalized the immoral treatmelatvesand
somehow made slavery seem morally permissible. At this point, Laura woli¢e res
moral intuition was not correct and discarded it before it made it to the tags of
filtration. Even if the intuition somehow went undetected as false and made itithroug
themixed error menagerig would be in conflict with one of Laura’s Christian
principles, namely, to love your neighbor as yourself. Because of the weight Laur
places on her Christian values this principle is likely to be recalcitrant 3ae\and
prompt Laura to look into her set of CMJs for CMJs in conflict with this princiglee
would discover the morality of slave practices is in conflict with treatnogheer person
as one would assent to being treated. So, she would revise the CMJ.

These examples show the power with which MRE is able to authenticate the
credibility of moral intuitions and prompt theory charfffe As intuitions become CMJs
and CMJs are systematized the ability for the procedure to uncover prejutidaases
continues to increase. MRE’s progression of justification is an upshot of the method that
counts in favor of the method being capable of justifying moral beliefs and thode belie

being truth-conducive.

6.3 A BRIEF RECAP
In this thesis | provided a sensible solution to the input objection to RE. This

solution reinterpreted RE along the lines of moral realism, ethical onigth and

%1 For an articulation of how RE is a method of lyethange see Harris 2005. Harris even notes a
related example of theological beliefs about sid @WJs regarding slavery (p. 71). This example
explicitly applies to wide-RE, but background pipie and beliefs can prompt new intuitions andthiat
way, be fed into the narrow-RE procedure.
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epistemic foundationalism. My solution to the input objection (i.e., moderate-RE) was
detailed in the last half of the thesis. In the first half of the thesis | skewgbjection,
explored potential ways of solving the objection and motivated my specific solytion b
exploring various combinations of architecture and truth. Moderate-RE wag able t
correctly able to handle CMJs around the historical practice of slavery iautiem
United States. Additional upshots of moderate-RE were identified: it idds @hich
possess positive epistemic status in an evidentiary role, it provides stapsofopetent
judge to follow in going through the process, and it takes a competent judge towards
objective moral truth while avoiding the extremes of making moral justdic&ither an

algorithm or a mere metaphor.
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