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Abstract

This project aims to analyse the build-up to th@20aq war from a doxastic perspective,
taking the nuclear and terror belief propositioagtree paradigm of the professed rationale for
the war. The Bush administration expressed a bali¢avour of the given rationale under
conditions epistemically inadequate to warrantdieli will explore the concept of belief in
relation to acceptance and faith in a bid to higtlithe distinctive character of belief. The
research aims to examine a possible attributiobedfef and acceptance in light of the
evidential conditions at the time. In an attempestablish the epistemic status of the given
paradigm belief propositions, taking them at facelug, the research explores a
commonsensical, internalism, and a non-commonsansgternalism, justification theory
along with deontologism as a possible source ofivatidon behind the internalist constraint
on justification. This research concludes, in lighthe evidential conditions at the time, that
the given supposed beliefs can be rightly charsetgras neither paradigmatic nor non-
paradigmatic cases of belief. That is, it concluted neither belief nor pragmatic belief can
be rightly attributed to the given supposed betig\subjects. Rather, it concludes - in light of
the new security environment, the nature of thegaldl threat in question, the certainty
thresholds and evidential standards considerecbpppte to accept a given threat in a post-
9/11 era, the inadequacy of the available supppeindence along with the risk asymmetries
associated with accepting or rejecting thatthat the given alleged cases of belief are more
apt to be characterised as cases of mere propwitamceptance. That is, of course, if the
given supposed beliefs were genuine propositiotidlides rather than pretended beliefs or
mere public display. The originality of this thessnanates from the epistemological
approach | have taken to examine the Bush admatist's case for the war. In light of what
| have concluded in relation to the epistemic stabfi the given supposed beliefs, my
contribution to knowledge is also the demonstrattbat the commonsensical view of
justification - represented by the internalist agto- is the theory that is most consistent with
our intuitions of the rationality of belief. | arguhat internalism receives its intuitive appeal
from our commonsensical convictions of epistemicstification rather than from
deontological considerations, as claimed by rixaémalists.
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Chapter One

Introduction

1.1. The Build-up to the 2003 Irag War

In an attempt to introduce the relevant proposgiander inquiry and present an
overall picture of the Bush administration's casetifie war, this chapter explores the
lead-up (2001-3) to Iraq war, taking into accouné tprincipal charges levelled
against Iraq in a bid to justify the war. The nacland terror propositions are taken to
be the paradigm of the case for war, and they csmpine focus of the inquiry in this
research. In an attempt to address the conditisaisrteed to be taken into account
when establishing the attribution of pragmatic dfelior mere propositional
acceptance, this chapter touches on regime chasgiea Bush administration's
principal pragmatic end in the Iraqi conflict alomgth the alleged Iraqi threat to the
US homeland security and the region. That is, adepto establish the attribution of
pragmatic belief, we need to take into accountpitagymatic ends at play at the time
of an apparent belief formation. In this case, megichange was the hub of all
pragmatic ends at the time of the alleged beliafphIn addition, the practical desire
to ward off the allegedly feared threat from Irdgoacomprised a key part of the
given pragmatic ends. There was, on the part oBih administration, an alleged
fear that Irag might, at some point, attack or pp#iereat to the US homeland security
or its interests in the region through transferrD stockpiles, knowledge or
material to terrorists, dominating the Middle East thereby rivalling America's pre-
eminence or endangering its naval forces in theregr through acquiring nuclear
weapons and attempting to blackmail the UnitedeStathough regime change as a
pragmatic goal might have favoured a collective enaranifestation of belief in
favour of the professed rationale behind the wanglé out the nature and force of
such a pragmatic goal to have promoted or causaghpatic belief thgp. That is, it is
possible that the Bush administration perceivedettpression of a belief in the given
propositions as a convenient way of garnering thblip support they needed to

pursue their regime-change policy.



But it would be bizarre to argue that the Bush amisiiation officials wanted to
believe the professed rationale behind the warusectheir pragmatic goal of regime
change depended on such a belief state. The rgalisaf such a pragmatic goal
might have required or favoured a collective mesemnifestation of belief in favour of
the professed rationale in order to make such & jpoletically acceptable by the
general public, in which case the manifested beViedld have been a matter of mere
pretence or mere public display rather than geniuegef. But it would be
unreasonable to argue that the realisation of augbal required genuine belief in the
professed rationale behind the war. Thus, we camaké their acting or even
reasoning as ifp as evidence that they genuinely believed the gipesfessed
rationale. Mere acceptance, like belief, thatdisposes us to reason and act
appropriately t@ too, as explained in chapter four. Further, tlaeesituations where
we pursue a practical goal under the guise of sefptemise. That is, we sometimes
pursue a practical end under a premise we neitbkgvie nor accept. Consider the
fraudulent applicants who apply for disability onemployment allowance under a
premise ) they neither believe nor accept. Though thesentagenight act
appropriately tg if suitable situations arise, they neither reaasrif p nor do they
feel it true thap. They pursue an end whose manifested rationajertbigher believe
nor accept. They just feign belief min a bid to realise their goal or make it
acceptable. In the case at hand, the more likehylidate to have had the kind of
pragmatic force to promote or cause pragmatic belat p would be the alleged fear
that Iraq was in possession of chemical or biollgiceapons, a reconstituted nuclear
weapons program, in league with Al-Qaeda, or thegal fear that Iraq, if left
unchecked, would sometime attack or pose a thoehiet US homeland security or its

interests in the region.

But this research argues that merely fearing phatthe absence of good evidence
whether p, wherep is of major concern, normally promotes mere prdjmosl
acceptance rather than belief. The pilot who drehdseared eventualities pf but
who lacks good evidence whether or not fas more likely to accept rather than
not p if he had to act or proceed on some basis. Ricisaadpilot who operates night-
time flights in a region marked by very high mounga The plane he flies neither has
a co-pilot nor is it fitted with an autopilot. Heidfly falls asleep during a flight,

waking up to a faulty electronic system on board.ddn still descend or ascend the



plane should he choose to do so, but the deviggomnsgble for communicating the
altitude of the plane is faulty, giving unrealisfigures. Due to such an electronic
breakdown, he is unable to determine the altitude aircraft, and it is too dark or
foggy to make any sound judgment about the airsraftitude on the basis of his own
phenomenology. He takes the eventualities of flyaigow altitude ) to be too
costly due to the high mountains that surroundatiea. Due to the high cost of error,
he does not just take it for granted that potDriven by the risk asymmetries he
associates with accepting or rejecting ghaRichard comes to accept thatJust like
the field commander (see p. 98), he is in a pasitvbere he has to act on some basis.
Therefore, he, for practical reasons, takes igfanted thap, using it as a premise for
practical reasoning. It is, however, not the cas¢ he has good evidence to regard
as more likely than ngt. But he takes the feared eventualitiepoefcrashing into a
mountain - to be more costly than those ofmdt is, after all, safer to err on the side
of prudence or caution, as noted on p. 105. Rictekess belief irp to be unwarranted
from his own cognitive perspective on the issuehfertake9 to be unsupported by
evidence. It would, therefore, be inappropriate cttaracterise the propositional
attitude that guides his action as one of beligd. rHlerely accepts that and acts

accordingly.

The Bush administration’s case for war was tranted on the basis of tWwdey
stated rationales. First, ttstatedbelief that Iraq was in possession of W& the
time. The Bush administration officials manifesteelief in the allegation that Iraq
had chemical and biological weapons stockpiles galaith a reconstituted nucléar
weapons program before the war. Secondstaiedbelief that Iraq had a relationship
with Al-Qaedd. The invasion of Iraq has been covered from maifferdnt
perspectives — primarily from political historicaf, and military perspectives —
examining the relevant aspects of the war. | aimartalyse the build-up to Irag war
from a doxastic perspective, examining whethergilkien beliefs were cases of belief

or mere propositional acceptance. In inquiring itihe given beliefs, | will also

! Human suffering in Irag was mentioned on occasiopghe Bush administration, but it was not
adduced as the major rationale for the war.

2 Refer to appendix (pp. 2-7, 8-14, and 15-32).

3 Refer to appendix (pp. 15-32).

* Refer to appendix (pp. 33-61).

® See Record (2010).

® See Keegan (2004), Malone (2006), and Duelfer §200

" See Keegan (2004).



investigate whether or not such beliefs can be @ppately characterised as cases of

pragmatic belief.

Pragmatic beliefs are acquired on the basis ofrpadig considerations. That is, our
cognition is pragmatically driven when we set aubting about a pragmatic belief,
whereas it is epistemically driven when our objecan inquiry is to get the truth
rather than the pursuit of desire satisfactiontt@ar under indifferent circumstances
where our doxastic tendencies are epistemicallyivaetd and our goals are
accuracy-driven, we tend to test a hypothesis amdecto believe or disbelieve the
outcome on the basis of truth-conducivity. Thatasy propositional attitudes are
driven and shaped by truth or truth-conducivity situations where we feel
emotionally impartial towards the hypothesis in sfi@. But this does not reflect
how we always come to acquire doxastic attitudes.w& will learn later on, our
cognition is not always sensitive or responsiveuth; we sometimes tend to arrive at
the conclusions we want to arrive at. Further, ametimes want to believe what we
want to be the case or what satisfies our (nont@pis) desires, interests and goals.
Our cognition, as noted in chapter four, is ditdlly driven towards the embrace of
a desired conclusion in situations where certaagmatic desires, interests or goals
are at play. Epistemologists recognize that wesaraetimes emotionally biased in
favour of the doxastic attitude we want to bringuaib(as explicated in chapter four).
Barnes and Scott-Kakures rightly argue that oundpemotionally biased in favour of

a particular doxastic attitude serves certain patgnends.

The reason, they argue, we are biased in favobeléf in a particular conclusion
is that the belief attitude we aim at is in thevszr of the realisation of our pragmatic
goals, desires and interests. Moreover, epistersitodistinguish between desire and
fear driven beliefs as cases of (non-epistemicatigjivated believing with the former
being the more common phenomenon. The way the Budshinistration officials
approached evidential considerations - resistingcatifirming evidence, ignoring
living doubts thatp, and focusing on confirming evidence - might gn&e to the
possibility of pragmatic belief as an appropriateastic attribution. But this research
argues that given the nature of the given propossti the new security environment
along with the evidential conditions at the timeither belief nor pragmatic belief can
be rightly attributed to the Bush administratiorfiadls. In situations where a



proposition is merely feared, due to the risk astni®s we associate with accepting
or rejecting thap, we normally tend to accept the feared propositiorthe case of
the Bush administration's case for war, the giveopgsitions were inadequately
supported by the available evidence. They were lgonee propositions. In situations
where we fear that but have no good evidence whetbewe do not normally come
to believe thap. Fearing thap in the absence of good evidence whegfheormally
promotes propositional acceptance rather than fbelgy contrast, wishful
propositions normally promote or encourage beleicepting something you fear to
be the case is prudentially justified by the pidtireasons that promote such
acceptance. But from a deontological perspective, is epistemically obligated to

withhold belief in situations where there is no d@vidence whethq.

The invasion of Iraq was a military operation wadpgda US-led coalition on 19
March 2003 and declared accomplished on 01 May .2@0&as launched with a
stated mission to realise the objectives called fprthe two rationales outlined
earlier: ridding Iraq of the alleged WMD, thwartiagpotential transfer of WMD to
terrorists and preventing further training and stesice between the two. Resolving
the issue of Iraqi WMD was vested with the UN. Baling the invasion of Kuwait in
1990, the UN founded UNSCOM as an inspection redgionencover and destroy
Irag’s WMD stockpiles and dismantle the relevamgosams and materials. Following
the departure of the UN inspectors from Iraq in @eber 1998, the issue of Irag’'s
WMD and their threat were on the wane. They tods leentre stage on the global
media coverage as well as the international palitzena. After the terrorist attacks
of 9/11, the issue of Iraq’s WMD was reignited aaeemerged with a more dramatic
turn which led to new rising tensions between tt®Aland Irag. In effect, the post-
9/11 rhetoric of American politics towards Irag gotreasingly tougher. This came
after a relative calm and a relatively soft rhetdrétween the two countries. There are
dramatic rhetorical shifts from 2001 through 2003the discourse of the Bush
administration as far as assessing the statusaqf WMD and its alleged threat are

concerned.

On 24 February 2001, seven months prior to 9/1d | X8 Secretary of State Powell
meets with the Egyptian Foreign Minister MoussaQairo, Egypt. In a press
conference held by the two authorities in Cairotbe@ same day, Powell is asked



about America’s air strikes and continuing sandiaygainst Iraq for which he
responds: “frankly they [the sanctions] have workidd [Saddam Hussein] has not
developed any significant capability with respecimMeapons of mass destruction. He
is unable to project conventional power againstri@ghbors” (see appendix, p. 2).
Moreover, on 29 July 2001 then US National Secufitiviser Rice corroborates
Powell’'s position on the status of the Iraqi WMDdavbserves: “we are able to keep
arms from him [Saddam Hussein]. His military fordesve not been rebuilt” (see
appendix, p. 2). The discourse of both statemeagtsfies how soft and promising
American rhetoric was towards the Iragi WMD issumipto 9/11. Powell makes it
clear that the imposed sanctions on Iraq have aetliithe intended objective and that
Iraq has not developed a substantial capabilitir wegard to WMD and is incapable
of dominating its neighbourhood. Likewise, Riceaatsthat the Bush administration
is capable of disarming Iraqg, pointing out thatglsamilitary is weak. Further, she
stresses that his military has not regained theepatonce had before the first Gulf
Warr.

The US-Iraqi relations were complicated by ¥sagegional ambitions and its
continued interest in unconventional weapons. Hegpeing over a decade of tense
diplomatic relations, matters with Iraq were evatijubrought to a head foreventa
potential shift in the balance of power and preseAmerica’s economic and
geopolitical interests in the region. Sharing dartdrategic regional interests such as
combating Iran, the US and Iragi governments emogidse diplomatic relations
during the 1980s. But they finally fell out in 19@@er Iraq’s invasion of Kuwait.
Irag’s regional domination could have allowed Irx challenge America’s pre-
eminence in the region. The fall out was, therginynarily due to Irag’s veering
away from the strategy of the US foreign policythie region. The possession or use
of WMD did not appear to be much of an issue toll¥egovernment in the 1980s

when Irag was in line with the US policy objectiveghe region.

Three factors reinforced the notion of Iraq as r@dhto both the US homeland
security and its strategic interests in the Midd&st. First, Iraq's alleged possession
of unconventional weapons. Second, its manifestélthgness to use such weapons
against hostile regimes. Third, its alleged relsldp with terrorist networks. Iraq

posed a threat to the peace and security of tleenational community through its



flagrant aggression against Kuwait (1990-1) anch I1¢A980-8). But despite Iraq's
glaring aggressions, regime change as a publicyolbjective was not pursued by
the consecutive American governments. It was pdrdethe Bush administration
only after Irag was perceived to be a future thteats national security at home, its
strategic oil interests, the security of its naleates and its supremacy in the region.
In addition to that, Iraq was also considered atinaoed threat to America’s
staunchest ally in the region, Israel. Eliminatthg threat to Israel was regarded by
some as a rationale behind the Bush administratidatermination to confront Iraqg.
Speaking of the alleged Iraqgi threat, Philip Zelikmen member of President Bush's
Foreign Intelligence Advisory Board, states (10t8eyber 2002):

Why would Iraq attack America or use nuclear weapagainst us? I'll tell
you what | think the real threat is and actuallg fb&@en since 1990 — it's the
threat against Israel. And this is the threat ttiate not speak its name,
because the Europeans don't care deeply abouthiest, | will tell you
frankly. And the American government doesn't wantiegan too hard on it
rhetorically, because it is not a popular sell
(http://ipsnews.net/interna.asp?idnews=23083).

Though the UN inspection process continued tkemtangible progre$sand
produce good evidence that nmptthe Bush administration officials persisted irith
public assertions that Iraq was an immediate ptabegat to the US national security.
Throughout the build-up to the war, Iraqg was pyedhby the Bush administration
officials as presenting an emergitigeat (Cheney, 17 March 2002), a mortal threat
(Cheney, 29 August 2002), a fundamental dangempatly to the US (Cheney, 8
September 2002), a serious threat to the US,i@sds and allies (Cheney, 31 January
2003), a serious threat to the US and the worl&kBd4 September 2002), a grave and
gathering danger (Bush, 12 September 2002), athmeat to the US and a threat to
Israel (Bush, 26 September 2002), a threat of unigqgency (Bush, 2 October 2002),
the most serious dangers of our age (Bush, 7 Oc@@?), an urgent challenge to
the US national security (Bush, 12 October 2002)nigue and urgent threat (Bush,
20 November 2002), a serious and mounting threabeaoUsS, its friends and allies
(Bush, 28 January 2003), a direct and growing thi@dahe safety of the American
people (Bush, 26 February 2003), a direct, true raad threat to the US (Bush, 6

8 See appendix (pp. 89-101).



March 2003), a clear threat to the US (Rice, 8 &aper 2002), a nuclear, chemical
or biological 9/11, a great and immediate thredah&security of the American people
and the stability of the world, an immediate biobad threat, a growing danger to the
safety and security of the American people andwield, a vastly great present
danger, a grave and gathering danger, a threds toeighbors, a threat to the US
(Rumsfeld, 18 September 2002), a great and imneedieat to the security of the
American people, a grave and gathering danger (Rldnsl9 September 2002), a
clear and present danger to the security of thatusthe region (Senator Hutchinson,
19 September 2002), a present threat and an imteechallenge to the international
community (Senator Warner, 19 September 2002),iguarand dangerous threat to
the US national security (Congressman Gephardtct®dl@r 2002), real and present
dangers to the region and to the world (Powellebriary 2003), and an imminent
threat (McClellan, 10 February 2083)

The discourse of the Iraqi threat as mortal, imminenmediate, unique, urgent,
present, growing, mounting, grave, serious, andctliconstitutes what is essentially
considered an imminent threat — the kind of thrist warrants self-defense or
preemptive war. But no adequate evidence was addocgubstantiate the claim that
Iraq presented a present or imminent threat tolenational security. Before the
Bush administration assumed office, Defense Seagrétahen asserted that Saddam
Hussein “cannot pose a threat to his neigh8(&0 January 2001). Cohen reiterated
his position a day after his earlier statement arglied that “He [Saddam Hussein]
does not pose a threat to his neighbors at thist,pand | don't believe will be in a
position to do sd™ (11 January 2001). Reinforcing the same posititenet also
argued that “his [Saddam Hussein’s] ability to pobjpower outside Iraq’s borders is
severely limited* (7 February 2001). Furthermore, on 3 October 208 also
rejected the allegation that Irag posed an immitier@at to the US'As the ranking
Democrat on the House Select Committee on Inteligel have seemo evidence or
intelligence that suggests that Iraq indeed posesnaninent threat to our nation. If
the Administration has that information, they hangt shared it with the Congress”
(see appendix, p. 69). Moreover, the classifiecgioer of the National Intelligence

® For further details, refer to appendix (pp. 62-80)
19 See appendix (p. 62).
1 See appendix (p. 62).
12 See appendix (p. 63).



Estimate (1 October 2002) also recognized the t#ckny specific information to
substantiate the administration’s claims of Irdujeat to the US homeland: “we have
no specific intelligence informatiaat Saddam's regime has directed attacks against
US territory” (see appendix, p. 73).

Following the military offensive against Iraq, tleegerceptions were corroborated
by Robert Baer, a 21-year CIA veteran who spenetgimpercent of his time as a
career agent in the Middle East. He argues tha¢ ‘drily person Saddam was a threat
to ... was to Irag. ... he wasn’t scaring anybody. Hetainly wasn’t scaring the
Iranians, or the Turks or the Saudis or anybodg’dis Greenwald 2004). Moreover,
on 10 July 2003, Gregory Thielmann, then directomtelligence bureau at the US
State Department, also observes: “I believe thenBadministration did not provide
an accurate picture to the American people of tligany threat posed by Iraq. ...
Irag posed no imminent threat to either its neighboor to the United States”
(http://www.guardian.co.uk/world/2003/jul/10/iraglipnborgerl). But despite the
lack of substantiating evidence, the Bush admititn’s intimidatory rhetoric
permeated through most of their statements abagtsiWWMD and its alleged threat,
provoking a sense of urgency to act. There waslequate evidence to warrant belief
in the proposition that Iraq was a present or imantrthreat to the US homeland.

1.2. Iraq and Al-Qaeda

In his host meeting with the Republican governdardha White House on 20
September 2002, President Bush introduced the isage as an extension of the war
on terror: “It is important to know that Iraq is amtension of the war on terror” (in
McClellan 2008: 139). Throughout the campaign tdyraolitical support and
rationalise the case for war, the Bush administratofficials persisted in their
argument that there was a connection between mdgA&Qaeda. But establishing
such connection was complicated by the lack of aggsupporting evidence and a
pervasive understanding that the two were ideosilyidifferent to make common
cause. But the Bush administration was still pegaisin its endeavour to portray Iraq
as an ally of Al-Qaeda. Though this research fimdsappropriate to attribute belief
or pragmatic belief to the Bush administration@éis, Richard Clarke, then US chief
counter-terrorism adviser on the US National Ségu@ouncil, argues that they



wanted to believe that there was a connection ketwbe two: “they [the Bush
administration officials] wanted to believe thaeté was a connection, but the CIA
was sitting there, the FBI was sitting there, | \ga8ng there saying ‘we have looked
at this issue for years, there is just no connattian Greenwald 2006).

Lacking current adequate supporting evidence, thguiry into the terror
proposition focused on possible intentions, moibreg and the alleged past contacts
between the two. These considerations were the cobréhe premise behind the
alleged relationship between Iraq and Al-Qaeda.sTivas recognized, on 8
September 2006, by the Senate Select Committerteliigence as what gave rise to
the alleged relationship: “One key aspect of preavalysis focused on the intentions
and motivations for a potential Irag-al-Qa’ida parship”
(http://www.intelligence.senate.gov/phaseiiaccunadf). The other consideration
instrumental in drawing the conclusion that theeswa relationship between the two
was data miningwhich is defined by the CIA veteran Robert Baer‘gsing back
over old information coming up with new conclusib(is Greenwald 2004). In their
2006 report, the Senate Select Committee on Igézitie acknowledged the practice

of data mining as what motivated the Bush admiaiin to draw such connections:

In prewar assessments, the Intelligence Communday Hhttle specific
intelligence reporting that revealed Saddam Hu&s@ersonal opinion about
dealing with al-Qa’ida. Instead, analysts looke&atldam’s record of support
for secular terrorist organizations like the Pategh Liberation Front
(http://www.intelligence.senate.gov/phaseiiaccurnadf), p. 63.

1.3. Regime Change

Ever since his invasion of Kuwait in 1990, Saddaoss$¢in had been perceived by
consecutive US governments as an undesirable ¢bamact in line with the US
foreign policy objectives in the region. Regime mpa had, therefore, long been
perceived as the only panacea for the Iraqgi isainch is why it was eventually
publicly adopted by the Clinton and Bush adminisires as a statutory policy
objective. It was the policy objective on which kegonomic and geopolitical
interests depended. Thus, the so-called inquiry finé charges levelled against Iraq
was launched against the background of a pradmgahda that had regime change as

the ultimate end. Irag was, therefore, in a no-snation. Saddam Hussein had to go

10



regardless of WMD existence or Iraq’s compliancghwihe UN disarmament
resolutions. It was an un-winnable battle for Irdgen head of MI6, Richard
Dearlove, explains how the Bush administrationdixke available evidence to suit
their regime-change policy. Following his returorfr consultations in Washington,
Dearlove meets with Tony Blair at number 10 DownSitgeet on 23 July 2002 where
he asserts that “Bush wanted to remove Saddamyghrmilitary action, justified by

the conjunction of terrorism and WMD. But the ifiggdnce and facts were being
fixed around the policy” (http://www.washingtonpastm/wp-

dyn/content/article/2005/05/12/AR2005051201857.html  Moreover, Tyler

Drumheller, then top CIA chief of clandestine opieras in Europe, observes that
during the lead-up to Iraq war, there was, on the pf the Bush administration, an
“unprecedented drive for intelligence justifyingetirag War” (2006: 4). He further

argues.

It may suit this White House to have Americans éoadi a black-and-white
version of reality — that it could have avoided breg| War if the CIA had only
given it a true picture of Saddam’s armaments. et truth, as all CIA
officers know, is always several shades of graye Tath is that the White
House, for a number of reasons, believed what itehto believe (Ibid: 5).

That is, regime change was the ultimate policy gediich is why the Bush
administration pursued every lead of intelligemee,matter how unprobative it was,
that conduced to the rationalisation of such gdait this research denies the
possibility of pragmatic belief which Drumhellertrétutes to the White House
officials. Moreover, removing Saddam Hussein asl&cy objective was also upheld
by the leading neoconservative think tank PNACIdnuary 1998, PNAC submitted a
policy statement to President Clinton urging himrémove Saddam Hussein from
power because of a future threat he may pose t8#e his failure to comply with
the UN resolutions, and his reluctance to coopenatie the UN inspection teams.
The statement reads: “We urge you to articulate &hm [regime change], and to turn
your Administration's attention to implementing taategy for removing Saddam's
regime from power” (http://www.newamericancenturg/oaqgclintonletter.htm).
Subsequently, the US House of Representatives gpasseact,Iraq Liberation Act
which was then signed by President Clinton in Oetd®98. The act was specifically

designed to support and promote a regime-changeypthirough Iraqi opposition
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groups. The act argued that “It should be the pabitthe United States to support
efforts to remove the regime headed by Saddam kufsen power in Iraq and to
promote the emergence of a democratic governmentepdace that regime”
(http://frwebgate.access.gpo.gov/cgi-
bin/getdoc.cgi?dbname=105_cong_public_laws&docul#il338.105.pdf).

Furthermore, President Bush himself explicitly nfiested his desire to see regime
change as the end result: “yes, we'd like to sesgeme change in Iraq. That's been
the longstanding policy of the U.S. government. hiltg is new there. That's
precisely what has been said since | became Presidethe United State$* (22
March 2002). Reiterating, on 8 September 2002,mregchange as Bush’s policy
objective towards Iragq, Cheney observes: “The desgis made it clear that the goal
of the United States is regime change. He said dmatmany occasions. ... the
president's objective for the United States is |stitegime change”
(http://www.mtholyoke.edu/acad/intrel/bush/meethtrin  addition, in his host
meeting with the Republican governors on 20 Sepger2b02 at the White House,
Bush* outlines his strategy to confront the allegedahmosed by Iraq with Saddam
Hussein as the sole target: “Iraq is a threat wedeial with in a logical way. If we
have to act, my choices are really three. One, samé&ills him [Saddam Hussein].
Two, the population rises up and overthrows himre€&h military action” (in
McClellan 2008: 140). Further, in his interview withe CBS's 60 Minutes program
on 23 April 2006, Drumheller argues that the Budmimistration was looking for
corroborating intelligence to fit into the regimkeamge policy, pointing out that they
ignored intelligence counter to the position thesrevdefending:

[In September 2002] he [Naji Sabri] told us tHagy had no active weapons
of mass destruction program. ... The policy was $be war in Irag was
coming. And they were looking for intelligence tbifito the policy, to justify
the policy. ... The group that was dealing with pragian for the Irag war
came back and said they're no longer interested.vwfansaid, well, what about
the intel, and they said, “well, this isn't abontei anymore. This is about
regime change
(http://www.cbsnews.com/stories/2006/04/21/60mislnt&in1527749 page?2.
shtml).

13 See appendix (p. 87).
14 See appendix (pp. 87-88) for further statemersisawis the regime-change policy.
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The idea of going after Iraq was U.S. policy. Itsigbing to happen, one way
or the other. ... | think it [the intelligence comnityts conclusions] mattered
[to the administration] if it verified this basi@lef that had taken hold in the
U.S. government that now is the time, we had thamseall we needed was
the will [to remove Saddam Hussein]
(http://www.cbsnews.com/stories/2006/04/21/60mialt&in1527749.shtml).

Moreover, Mel Goodman, a 20-year senior CIA anabisio observes:

The Bush Administration made up its mind to go tarwn September the
11", 2001. From that time on, you were dealing wittioralisation and
justification for the war. You weren’t dealing witkal causes for the war, or
real reasons for the war. There was never a cl@hpeesent danger, there was
never an imminent threat (in Greenwald 2004).

In terms of legality, Iraq war was in stark viotatiof the UN Charter, Articles 41
and 42° That is, whereas enforcing the UN mandates cingieffect to them is
solely vested with the UN Security Council, the l@8-military action went ahead in
the absence of the UN Security Council authoritgré was no imminent or present
threat to the peace and security of the internaticommunity, Iraqg war was waged
contrary to the terms and conditions of the UN @arThough the invasion was
conducted multilaterally with some internationalpgart, it was not intended to
maintain or restore international peace and sgcurtie war can, thereby, be rightly
considered an act of aggression under internatitaval It could not have been a
preemptive response for there was no imminent tirem Iragq. Preemptive military
action, according to the 2002 Pentad@intionary of Military and Associated Terms
is defined as “an attack initiated on the basignabntrovertible evidence that an
enemy attack is imminent” (in Shue and Rodin 208)/:There was, asbserved
earlier,no imminent threat to the peace and security oft8éhomeland or any other
states. It was a preventive war even accordinged®002 Pentagon’s aforementioned
dictionary which defines preventive war as “a watiated in the belief that military

conflict, while not imminent, is inevitable, andathto delay would involve greater

15 “The Security Council may decide what measuresimalving the use of armed force are to be
employed to give effect to its decisions, and itynsall upon the Members of the United Nations to
apply such measures. These may include complagtartial interruption of economic relations and of
rail, sea, air, postal, telegraphic, radio, andeotmeans of communication, and the severance of
diplomatic relations” (http://wwwO.un.org/en/docunt&'charter/chapter7.shtml).

16 “Should the Security Council consider that measpmvided for in Article 41 would be inadequate
or have proved to be inadequate, it may take satibraby air, sea, or land forces as may be nepgssa
to maintain or restore international peace and rigcuSuch action may include demonstrations,
blockade, and other operations by air, sea, or flarms of Members of the United Nations” (Ibid).
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risk” (Ibid: 6). Moreover, Jeffrey Record, a formgmofessional staff member of the

Senate Armed Services Committaksp observes:

Preventive war is ... prompted not by a looming enettgck, but rather by
long-range calculations about power relationsHips. Preventive war
assumes that conflict with the rising state is itable, and therefore striking
before the military balance worsens becomes imperé2004: 12).

This chapter has examined the lead-up to Iraq etdlining the professed rationale
behind the war, providing a background insight itite issue of the Iragi WMD and
laying out the reasons that gave rise to the iddeaq being allegedly a threat to the
US homeland security and its interests in the Middast. In a bid to highlight the
palpable absence of the evidential conditions ithiatler a war an act of self-defence
or preemption, | have touched on the nature of Wwagin relation to preemptive and
preventive wars, outlining the substantive diffees that obtain between the two
such as the imminence of a given threat or attédekassociated intent of action, and
the probity of evidence required for action. Pregwepresponses are characterised by
the imminence or presence of a threat or an afi@c¢lprobative evidence that and
good-faith (the intention to defend yourself agaens imminent or a present danger).
By contrast, preventive responses are charactebigade absence of the imminence
criterion. They are acts of aggression carriedfouteasons other than self-defence.
That is, preventive responses are neither drivencoaostrained by the probity of
evidence thap. In the case of the Bush administration's militaegponse to the
alleged Iraqi threat, there was a tangible absefdbe kind of probative evidence
that we normally require before engaging in actsaf-defence or preemption. It is
the patent absence of probative evidential conastithat renders questionable the
sincerity of the Bush administration's apparenidb&hat Iraq was an imminent threat,
in possession of chemical and biological weapooa@lvith a reconstituted nuclear

weapons program, and in league with Al-Qaeda.

" Preventive war is, therefore, a political concepltereas preemptive war is a military concept as
pointed out by Strachan: “Preemption was an idaadhew from the operational level of war; it was a
military concept, whereas preventive war was atigalione” (in Shue and Rodin 2007: 27).
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1.4. The Research Question

This research seeks to answer two fundamental iquestoncerning the build-up
to the 2003 Irag war. | have chosen to examinentlobear and the terror propositions
as a paradigm of the stated rationale behind the Miest, it aims to examine the
justificatory status of the asserted beliefs imtigf the available evidence for and
against the given propositions, establishing whairtepistemic status would have
been if they were genuine cases of belief. Secibraiins to establish, in light of the
evidential conditions at the time, whether the giasserted beliefs were cases of
belief, pragmatic belief or mere propositional ateece. To this end, | have
undertaken a philosophical approach. Belief, prajposl acceptance and epistemic
justification form the basis of the philosophicaktmodology | have employed to
pursue the inquiries in question. The philosophisathodology is developed with an
inquiry into the nature of belief, acceptance apdtemic justification. Belief is a
subjective mental attitude whose existence doessuapérvene on its manifestation.
That is, neither the expression of a belief nor aeting appropriately to a belief can
be taken as evidence for holding the belief. Onghinfirmly assert a belief on a
given matter, but still lack the corresponding &kliThere are situations where we
want to get others to believe a proposition we dbhelieve ourselves. | might feign
belief in a propositiond) in an attempt to get others to believe thaConsider the
conqueror who conquers other states under the giisethreat of some sort. He
feigns belief in a propositiop) in a bid to get the public to believe tipatit could be
the case that the conqueror needs public suppastder to pursue his conquest of
other lands and perceives the assertion of suckliaftas a convenient way of
garnering such a support. That is, we sometimesepteurselves as having a certain
propositional attitude on an issue in an attemphdoice the corresponding attitude in

others.

Moreover, there are situations where we want tovicme others of the truth or
probability of our beliefs or where we want to gehers to believe what we want
them to believe. Further, Paul Grice argues thatidserter who engagesitreptic
discourse intendsyla imparting a belief that he has a certain propas#iattitude,
to induce a corresponding attitude in the hear®989: 123). That is, often when we

engage in hortatory communication, we typicallyemd to, through conveying the
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impression that we have a certain propositioné&ua# about the given matter, induce
in the addressees the corresponding attitude regaradf whether or not the given
attitude represents the actual state of our mindould be the case that | genuinely
believe what | intend to induce in the addressBasit could also be the case that the
attitude | intend to induce in the addressees & which | do not believe myself. |
might just accept a proposition for practical remsdout intend to induce it in the
addressees in the way of belief. Further, theresauations where we want to get
others to believe a proposition we merely acceppfactical reasons in the absence
of the corresponding belief. That is, it could be tase that | engage in protreptic
communication with the intention of inducing in thedressees a belief | am not
holding myself. Consider a situation where the Apser Medical Association
requires the public's approval in order to testranguing hypothesis on cloning the
human embryos. It is a hypothesis they merely adogpractical purposes, that is to
test it in an attempt to discover whetipeor notp. They might engage in a protreptic
campaign in a bid to gain the public's approval degting them to assent to or,
preferably, believe the essence of the hypothéhisler such conditions, we might
engage in protreptic communication in an attemphduoce in the addressees a belief

whose essence we merely accept for practical reason

Though we often, when engaged in protreptic comuaimn, intend to induce in
the audiences the attitude we hold or pretend td about a given matter, and that
belief, as noted on p. 47, normally takes the fofnan assertion, assertion alone or
the assertion of a belief alone cannot be ipsaftaten as a demonstration that the
asserter necessarily holds the belief he assertspiies. He may be lying. Human
beings can be deceptive. That is why observingribaifestation of the behavioural
dispositions - whether they be verbal or actionaé-typically associate with a certain
belief cannot be taken as the sole linchpin forattebution of the belief. Sometimes
we, for some ulterior motive, just feign belief aadgage in manifesting the core
behavioural dispositions that one typically takesniply the existence of a particular
belief. He who does wrong under the pretence aébdeserves moral blame. But he
who does wrong in the presence of a reasonablefldiserves a justification for
doing the wrong. This is, of course, as far agéasonable belief view of justification
is concerned. It, therefore, for purposes of assggmoral blameworthiness, matters

whether we attribute reasonable belief to the ag#iat does wrong. Belief is not only
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thought of as a propositional attitude here; ialso a moral attribute when acquired
on the basis of sufficient evidence. This, howevaright imply epistemic
deontologism which | do not uphold as a way of iagkat how rational belief is
acquired or what confers such a rationality statis belief. But it, at least, makes
sense as to why it matters whether or not to atieilbelief to an agent who acts under
the pretence of belief. In a bid to examine whetiner evidential conditions at the
time were in favour of belief or mere acceptancel thereby establish whether the
given asserted beliefs are most apt to be thoufhdsocases of belief or mere
acceptance, | have chosen to draw a systematinalish between belief and
propositional acceptance (see chapter four). Imtsempt to individuate belief as a
propositional attitude unwillable in character, ave chosen to explain belief in
relation to will (see chapter three). | have alsokked into the concepts of acceptance
and faith in order to further demonstrate the ddftiae of belief as an attitude
normally responsive to truth and usually shapecjigtemic evidence (see chapter

four).

Taking belief and acceptance into account is, tbesge appropriate and necessary
for the nature of the inquiry pursued in this resbaThey are inextricably related to
the research questions pursued. Belief and acaaptae both partly associated with
action. They both dispose us to act appropriatelyhat we believe or accept as true.
Belief often guides, motivates, influences and slkapction (Ramsey 1929, Peirce
1877, and Clifford 1999). That is, belief oftenptigh it need not, disposes us, from a
Bainean (1859) and Rylean (1949) perspective, tineec way appropriate to a certain
belief. The philosophers who draw a sharp distimctietween belief and acceptance
look at acceptance as a pragmatic premissory pédicyaction (acting as ip). But
they also take it that one necessary element adpaance is to reason about a given
matter as ifp. Cohen is one of the leading philosophers who ttaeptance to be
radically different from belief. He argues that egtance, despite being a premissory
policy to act as ifp, is "a policy for reasoning [as {]" (1992: 5). Though neither
belief nor acceptance is reducible to behaviouhabkm®ur is often guided or
motivated, consciously or unconsciously, by a psijmal attitude whether it be
belief or acceptance. Most perceptual or memoryiefselunconsciously guide
behaviour. But acceptance, by virtue of being ascmus assent to a proposition,

normally concerns reflective behaviour. Here we rast concerned with mechanical
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behaviour. | will be, in part two of chapter niramning to establish whether the Bush
administration's conduct towards Irag can be appatgly characterised as being
guided by belief, mere acceptance or regime chahgeddition to denying the
possibility of belief as an appropriate guidingtatte, | will be arguing that even if
their behaviour was driven by regime change, lit dties not follow that they did not

accept the given propositions.

Doxastic acceptance is normally driven by goodtepig evidence, whereas mere
propositional acceptance is neither driven nor taimsed by evidence of such
probity. It is logically possible to think that tHgush administration officials were
being insincere in their presentationpfs the real reason for the war but still, for
practical purposes such as safety precautionsibdttlefield, accepted thatin their
war planning policy. That is, it might be that thewaded Iraq because they just
wanted to get rid of Saddam Hussein. But eveni# i necessarily the case, it still
does not follow that they rejectgdaltogether. It is possible that they lied abow th
real reason for the war but still took it for gradht at least in their war plans, that Iraq
was in possession of some chemical or biologicapeas or some enriched uranium
capable of causing some toxic or infectious disease some radiation in the
battlefield. Further, it is logically possible tchitk that though the Bush
administration lied about the real reason for tla, ihe charges they levelled against
Irag were of some concern to them. It could be tiwaly perceived the given
propositions to be poorly supported by the currewidlence, but still deemed it
irrational to reject them in a post-9/11 securitywieonment. Thus, lying about the
real reason for the war does not mean the ultimgéetion ofp. It could be that they
lied about why they wanted to invade Iraq in whadsep would not be the real
reason as to why they went after Iraq, but stilegtedp as a premise for planning

possible war scenarios.

That is, it is likely that they acceptpdis a premise for their contingency war plans
due to the risk asymmetries associated with wagingr taking it for granted that not
p while it turns out thap and waging a war taking it for granted tpathile it turns
out that nop. After all, it is, as noted on p. 105, safer toar the side of prudence or
caution, and it is such considerations that guideslmape our reasoning under
conditions where we do not know, are not certaihawe no good evidence whetlper
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or notp but wherep is of major concern to us. Moreover, it is alsgitally possible
to think that they neither believed nor accepteat ph That is, it could be that they
just feigned belief ip in an attempt to gather some public support ferdause they
were pursuing. But it is unlikely that they wouldve gone to war, taking it for
granted that nop, against a country with a history of WMD possessand use.
Though Saddam Hussein's past use of WMD was no gaidénce to believe that

it was good evidence to believe or accept his btytand ruthlessness in the
battlefield. It is also logically possible to thitikat they genuinely believed thaand

it was due to such a belief that they waged theagainst Iraq. But | argue that belief
attribution to them is inappropriate given the ewitlal conditions at the time. It is
equally possible to think that they merely accepteat p and it was due to such a
propositional acceptance that they confronted IBag.the more likely explanation of
all is that they wanted to take down Saddam Husseagime and it was this regime-
change objective that was the real reason for #we But it still does not follow that
they, at least the war planners, did not acpeps a premise for practical reasoning
during the planning and operational phases of the What is, as a premise for the

contingency war plans.

The Bush administration officials, following theests of 9/11 and in the presence
of scant evidence of unprobative nature, embarked @ublic relations campaign
endorsing the given propositions as if they belietteem or knew them to be true.
That is, they set out on a hortatory campaign erueag to garner public and
political support for war with Iraq, adducing theen charges as the rationale behind
the legitimacy of the war. That is why they canrightly described as intending,
whether consciously or unconsciously, to induc¢hm addressees a belief that Iraq
had chemical and biological weapons, a reconstitateclear weapons program and
was in league with Al-Qaeda. In light of belief amdceptance along with the
evidence available at the time, | aim to establgether they can be rightly
characterised as holding the corresponding beti@fheether it is more apt to think of
the given asserted beliefs as mere propositiorad@ances. Furthermore, | will also
establish whether the given supposed beliefs caappeopriately characterised as
pragmatic beliefs. Taking belief, acceptance arabmatic belief into account is,
therefore, appropriate and necessary for the naifirne inquiry pursued in this

research. Part one of chapter nine seeks to edtathle justificatory status of the
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given supposed beliefs, taking them at face valamonstrating what their rationality
status would have been if they were genuine bedieiserely held. To this end, | have
chosen to take into account epistemic justificateord its central theories in the
philosophical literature: the internalist, the dexdogical and the externalist theories
of justification. In pursuing this object, | alsomato show the most plausible
justification theory. | have weighed up the utilifglausibility and viability of the
foregoing philosophical justification theories in hid to demonstrate the
indispensability of the common-sensical view, theeinalist theory being its
equivalent in philosophy, of justification. In orde®® show what justification is or
what justifiability status amounts to in philosoplyhave first examined justification
in relation to truth (see chapter five). | havewhdhat epistemic justification is just
an ordinary expression for good evidence that eegintails truth nor does it preclude
falsehood. Rather, justification is, in BonJou€snis, just "ameansto truth” (1985:
7).

Further, | have also shown that having justificatio believe a proposition does
not entail having the corresponding belief. Thusiight have justification to believe
in God, but might not possess the correspondinigfbdustification is construed here
as objectively good reason. Moreover, sometimes hage reason to believe
something or somebody, yet might not possess ohtnmgver come to possess the
corresponding belief. The Bush administration @dfic might have had some reason,
but not justification, to believe the given progmsis, yet they might not have held
the corresponding belief. Thus, having justificatior reason to believe something
cannot be equated with holding the correspondinigefbdt is possible that by
asserting or implying belief in the given propasis, the Bush administration
officials were just referring to or just meant hayireason to believe them rather than
holding the corresponding belief. In fact, Chenaplieitly refers, at least on two
occasions, to having reason to believe the nugegposition rather than holding the
corresponding belief. On 17 March 2002, prior te Movember 2002 resumption of
the UN inspections in Iraq, he argues that theywéheeason to believe they're [the
Iragis] pursing the acquisition of nuclear weaponghttp:/georgewbush-
whitehouse.archives.gov/vicepresident/news-spe&speeches/vp20020317.html).
Further reiterating this very position on the Iragclear issue, he, on 24 March 2002,

states: “now, of course, for the last three yelaesetve been no inspectors and there's

20



good reason to believe that he continues to aggedgpursue the development of a
nuclear weapon” (http://georgewbush-whitehouseiaeshgov/vicepresident/news-

speeches/speeches/vp20020324.html).

Exhibiting that justification implies no truth ertaent is appropriate and necessary
for the nature of the inquiry pursued in this reskéecause it is necessary that the
conditions for the conferment of justificatory statare made manifest. In other
words, it is necessary that it is made clear thstifjcatory status is, on the internalist,
deontological and externalist views of justificatidbestowed on a belief on the basis
of truth-conducivity rather than truth itself. Thisuth-conducivity is understood by
internalists as basing a belief on good evidengegdontologists as responsibly or
blamelessly acquiring a belief, and by externalessreliably forming a belief. The
externalist view of justification leans more towsrcestricting rationality status to
truth alone by virtue of its insistence that sudtatus supervenes on the reliability of
the cognitive process that generates a certaiefleatid that a process is reliable only
if its preponderant realisations culminate in gefttihe truth. Thus, it is necessary to
understand that if we deprive the given supposdigéfbefrom rationality status, it
would not be because the Bush administration efscmissed the truth. That is if the
propositional attitudes they asserted were eveuigenbeliefs. Rather, it would be
because they either, on the internalist and thenommsensical view of justification,
failed to basetheir apparent beliefs on adequate evidence asulfalled to heed to
the overwhelming contrary evidence (in the caséhefnuclear proposition) and the
serious living doubts raised by the CIA, DIA, DO&d INR concerning both the
nuclear and the terror propositions; or it would lo& the externalist view of
justification, because the given supposed belieByewthe result of unreliable
cognitive processes - a condition we cannot acelyrdetermine due to the generality
problem which externalism suffers from; or it wolld, on the deontological view of
justification, because they failed to properly ifulheir intellectual or epistemic
obligations such as acquainting themselves withdgewdence, being attentive to

doubts and contrary evidence and other relevaeli@ctual obligations.

Just like possessing justification to believe sdnmgt does not necessarily mean
possessing the corresponding belief, assepiagacting as ifp does not necessarily
mean holding the corresponding belief thateither. Though we normally act
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appropriately to our beliefs if we have to act, agting as ifp cannot be taken as
evidence for holding the belief that But behaviourists reduce belief to behavioural
manifestations. That is, the behaviourist disposdl theory of belief associates belief
with our dispositions to act in a certain way. Hlibf were solely a behavioural
disposition to act in a certain way, then we caldtermine whether or not one holds
a certain belief solely through determining whetbernot one conforms with the
behavioural dispositions - whether actional or aerbwe normally associate with the
belief. But belief attribution cannot solely supeme on publicly observable
behaviour for even mere acceptance thatight involve acting as ip, as noted in
chapter four. Besides, | can just pretend to beliatp and act as if | genuinely hold
the corresponding belief | imply while in fact lacy the belief thap. That is why
publicly observable behavior is neither necessarysafficient for the attribution of
belief. Rather, the necessary criterion for thakattion of belief is the disposition to
"feel it true thatp and false thahot-p' (Cohen 1992: 4). But in the absence of easy
access to empirical evidence whether or not orle fegue thafp and false that nqt,

we need to consider the conditions under whichebatiormally obtains or the
conditions under which belief is normally psychotadly impossible. This, however,
does not mean that in order to establish whethaobattributing a particular belief is
appropriate, we have to consider every conceivalilgation under which belief
obtains or is psychologically impossible. Insteddis done through studying the
conditions that normally cause belief or rendeiidbdikely or possible such as the
presence of good supporting evidence and the absdrsufficient contrary evidence
along with the absence of living doubts. But thhalsnot imply that the obtaining of
such conditions always causes or necessitated.deftreght have good evidence to
believe that humans have evolved from apes butrtieless lack such a belief. Many
people believe in the Judgment Day, the divinitythed Quran or Moses' opening of
the Red Sea on the basis of bad evidence. Thateissometimes hold or retain a
certain belief even in the face of degenerate suipygoevidence or contrary evidence.
Akratic or religious beliefs are the paradigm oflsbeliefs. Thus, belief is not always
formed in response to evidence or good evidencactieal reasons can sometimes

indirectly cause belief, as noted in chapters tlarekfour.
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Thus, belief attribution requires knowledge of ttumditions outlined earlier. It is,
therefore, necessary to lay out the conditions tlanally cause belief or render it
psychologically possible, explaining what beliefaisd what belief is not as well as
demonstrating the modes belief is normally takeexist in such as the dispositional
or state mode as opposed to the conscious occaerreade. | will look into the nature
and differentiae of belief in chapters two and ¢éarEurthermore, the attribution of
propositional acceptance also requires knowleddbheotonditions that constitute this
propositional attitude. It is, therefore, necesgariay out the conditions under which
a given propositional attitude can be rightly cletgesed as doxastic acceptance or
mere acceptance. The nature and differentiae @igsittonal acceptance are explored
in chapter four. In practical situations where vesdto act, we typically act out of
belief or acceptance that That is, our behaviour is either driven by belaef
acceptance that things are a certain way. In chapte we will learn that we do not
always accept what we believe. In situations wiveeeaccept what we believe, our
behaviour is driven by doxastic acceptance if thbeb leads to some action. But
under evidentially unprobative conditions wheree do the nature of the condition,
we have to act on some basis, our action is noyntklyen by mere propositional
acceptance (acceptance without the correspondilgf)bd hat is, under such poor
epistemic conditions, the propositional attitudattprompts or guides our action is
more apt to be construed as mere acceptance th#rebelief for we, due to the lack
of good evidence whethgror notp, normally take belief in either possibility to be

unwarranted from our own cognitive perspective.

Consider a situation where 1, in the midst of togra very complex and confusing
maze, deliberate on which route to take in ordegetbout of the maze quicker. It is a
situation where | am in possession of no good emiddo consider any route closer
than the others. They all look equally puzzlingrte, and | have no good evidence to
believe that the route | will be taking eventuallycloser than other routes. Under
such evidential conditions, though | might haveuadh thaip, it will be inappropriate
to characterise the propositional attitude thatlgsimy action as one of belief. It is
more likely that I, due to the lack of good eviderno settle doxastic opinion on the
issue, just accept that one of the routes is tbgeskt and act accordingly. Or | might
just guess that or follow my instincts on the issue. But the builpl to the 2003 Iraq

war was not a situation lacking sufficient contraxdence (at least in the case of the
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nuclear proposition), nor was it a situation devofdiving doubts. Rather, it was a
situation where there was adequate evidence, tiBA'BAempirical finding®, to
disbelieve the nuclear proposition or abandon fefie was ever a genuine belief, in
the nuclear proposition. There were also grave gblsufficient to, at least, suspend
judgment on the terror proposition. It is logicalppssible to think that the Bush
administration officials took the available conyravidence along with the available
living doubts to be insufficient to disbelieve ejact the given propositions, and took
the available supporting evidence to be a reasdrelieve but insufficient to warrant
belief in the given propositions and therefore haiher belief nor disbelief about the
given matters. That is, it is possible that theg dot trust the available contrary

evidence.

Given their demonstrated vulnerabilities as a tesfithe 9/11 attacks and their
contention that evidential standards and certalmgsholds should be scaled down in
a post-9/11 security environment (see pp. 249-2603, likely that they perceived
accepting thap as more prudent or safer than rejecting thatloreover, it is also a
logical possibility that they eventually came tsluklieve thap or believe that nop
but still perceived the acceptance of such a pitipoal attitude as irrational, unsafe
or potentially costly in a post-9/11 security eoviment. There are situations where,
due to the high cost of error or the importancevbét is at stake, our acceptance of a
proposition requires knowledge or certainty whetbrenot thaip. That is, sometimes
we perceive mere belief to be insufficient to atcgproposition for propositional
acceptance can have unwelcome consequences (He®) pBelief is a fallible notion.
| can have a very well-grounded belief and stillvio®ng. That is why in situations
where | perceive the cost of error to be too highm normally driven to pursue
knowledge, certainty or at least a diachronicalistified belief whethep or notp.
Under such conditions, our intuitions or gut feginmight not be satisfied with mere
belief thatp. Consider a situation where on the basis of viewadence, | come to
believe that the lake opposite my house is comiglétezen ). If | were to be asked
whetherp or if | were to consider whether | would feel it true thap. But if | were
to consider whether to walk on the lake, | might just take it for granted thatin

spite of believing thap. It is very likely that the high cost of error pnpts me to seek

18 See appendix (pp. 17-32).
9 See appendix (pp. 33-61).
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greater reassurance such as knowledge or certhmity before | were to acceptas

a premise for practical reasoning. Under such nistances, propositional acceptance
is normally driven by knowledge or certainty. Buem propositional acceptance is
normally driven by practical reasons. That is, aes not require good epistemic
evidence, belief, knowledge or certainty. | migbktiéve a boat to be unsafe for use,
yet still accept it for practical purposes when ele sdanger looming. Though |
disbelieve the safety conditions of the boat, inangepting it to be safe, | just reason
and act as if it were safe for use. That is, | jtest it as if it were safe for use.

Because belief sometimes results from our practicekds, it would be
inappropriate for any account of belief attributtonbe solely based on the conditions
that we typically take to cause belief or rendelikiely. That is, we will be doing
injustice if we were to base our belief attributitimeory solely on the Lockean
premise that belief “cannot be afforded to any ghlbut upon good reason” (in
Plantinga 1993: 13). But we would equally be damgstice if we were to take the
given beliefs at face value, attributing them Hefielely on the basis of publicly
observable behaviour. It is possible that they wgs lying about the given
propositions and the given supposed beliefs did thetrefore, represent their actual
state of mind about these propositions. This rebeaill, therefore, look into the
given beliefs from four different perspectives:ieglpragmatic belief, acceptance and
lying. But pragmatic belief is not a moral to passeThe pragmatically motivated
believing subject does not track the truth in higuiries or in his quest for a state of
belief. In other words, pragmatic beliefs are ioaal because they are formed on the
basis of practical considerations rather than aceanfor truth. The conventional
wisdom is that we always want to know or believe tituth and it is this truth goal to
which we are committed in our inquiries. Thoughthris normally taken to be the
most valued cognitive desideratum, it is not alwsgsght-after (Brown and Dutton
1995). That is, we sometimes want to believe whatwant to be the case rather than

what actually is the case.

Further, in our inquiries, we often arrive at atjgatar decision or conclusion when
we arrive at a firm or reasonable belief about dhgct of inquiry (Pierce 1877).
Though we normally launch our inquiries with theabof getting the truth, truth
might not necessarily be the outcome of our ingairdust like truth, firm belief has
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the epistemic force to cease the doubts that pramepteed for inquiry (Pierce 1877).
Moreover, truth's not being immediately and unpeaimdtically accessible to us is the
reason why the need for justification arises, ahdsi due to the immediate

inaccessibility of truth that belief proves indiggable in settling opinion on matters
(BonJour 1985). It is also due to the lack of imm&xlaccess to truth that we often
act on the basis of what we believe to be the trather than the truth itself. States
launch preventive wars on the basis of a belief #maenemy attack or a perceived
threat — though not looming — is inevitable to econt (Luban 2004 and the 2002
PentagorDictionary of Military and Associated Ternd€ven evidence is construed
as consisting of a belief attitude on some evid¢rndition. That is, since we often
conceive of evidence as admissible, inadmissibléslelsding, conclusive and

inconclusive, epistemologists argue that evidenbeulsl be, for purposes of

generality and accuracy, construed as consistingebéfs rather than facts (Alston
2005). Thus, even preemptive or defensive warsitiated on the basis of good

evidence that an enemy attack is imminent — arenpted by what we believe to be
the truth. In part two of chapter nine, | will moking into the possibility whether the
given supposed beliefs can be rightly characteraedoragmatic beliefs, but will

eventually rule out pragmatic belief as an appaipricharacterization of the given

beliefs.

For reasons associated with the self-serving lsasietimes we, in our doxastic
cultivations, tend to seek or embrace favouraltieerathan accurate data (Brown and
Dutton 1995). That is, our beliefs are not always/eh or motivated by truth-
considerations. They are sometimes motivated bgrpasic desires, gains and goals
(Barnes 1997 and Scott-Kakures 2000). In other sjorde sometimes indirectly
come to believe what we want to believe or whatwemt to be the case. Lacking
adequate perceptual evidence, it is possible traespeople just want to believe in
God rather than believing it in actual fact. Thatbeing a repository of optimistic
feelings and thereby pleasant thoughts, it is gstebthat a great number of people
believe or want to believe in God for the positm®mises and happy eventualities
such a belief rewards. Due to the emotional attaetirto the belief proposition and
the consequent psychological pleasures such bedjegenerates, we often tend to
retain our belief in God even in the presence afdgevidence to the contrary. In a

given situation, it is highly likely to find creatnists not wanting to believe evidence,
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even if adequate, that debunks creationism ordbafirms evolutionism. The same
can be said with evolutionists. This, however, Isimatt imply that we normally

believe what we want to believe. It is, ratherstaess the self-serving bias (Brown
and Dutton 1995; and Winters 1979) and the emaitiatt@achment (Alston 2005) that
obtain in some of our belief acquisitions wheretaiar pragmatic ends dominate or

guide our cognition directionally.

Religious beliefs are one type of pragmatic beligfich owe their existence to
pragmatic considerations. However, the desire tie\e cannot be taken as evidence
for holding the belief. There might be situationsene one had long wanted to believe
in God or Santa Claus without holding the corresipoy belief. Belief, though
sometimes susceptible to or even caused by prhcicesiderations in an indirect
way, does not normally arise nor can it normallyrb&ined in the face of clear
evidence that ngb or in the face of grave doubts thatExceptional cases such as
self-deception or akratic beliefs are, howeverjdally possible. Normally when we
want to believe a proposition, we tend to focustbe supporting evidence and
disregard evidence to the contrary. Though the Eagshinistration's public discourse
reflects a clear focus on the supporting evidetiis,cannot be taken as evidence that
they wanted to believe the given propositions. Weally do notwant to believe a
proposition that creates or heightens tension rieyn When | see an armed stranger
walking up to me with his gun pointed at me, | jgsime to believe that he is a
present danger to me)( It is not that | want to believe thpt Such a proposition is
not a welcome proposition to be desired. Faced gléhr evidence that, | just come
to believe thap. But if the situations were different and | themef did not have good
evidence whether or not that | might have just accepted thatlue to the high cost
of error or the risk asymmetries | would have agdged with the eventualities qf
and notp. Under such epistemically degenerate conditionsrevh merely fear or
suspect thap where the eventualities pfare more costly than those of mofit is not
the case that | am more likely or more willing &libve than to disbelieve thatlt is,
rather, the case that | am more likely or moreimgllito accept rather than to reject
thatp. That is, due to the given practical pressureshigh cost of error and the risk
asymmetries associated with the two possibilitiep @and notp, these evidentially
unprobative conditions normally promote or leadh® acceptance of the most feared

(Bratman 1992). That is if we were to take on dituate on the given proposition or
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if we had to act on some basis. This researchefiwe, rules out the possibility of
pragmatic belief as an appropriate characterizatibthe given beliefs. It, rather,
argues that if the given beliefs were ever genyrapositional attitudes, they are
better characterised as mere propositional accegtanThat is, in light of the
evidential conditions at the time and given the reaeurity environment along with
the associated risk asymmetries, it is more aptcharacterise them as mere

propositional acceptances.

Part one of chapter nine aims to show what théiomality status would have been
if they were ever genuine cases of belief. Thenatle for establishing their would-be
epistemic status is to stress how irrationallynfran internalist perspective, and how
irresponsibly, from a deontological perspectivepsth beliefs would have been
acquired if they were to be genuine beliefs. Thaomality of belief in the
philosophical literature is typically taken to béher an internal or an external matter
or purely a matter of duty fulfilment form a deofdgical perspective. The internalist
theory of justification corresponds with the comnrsamsical view of justification.
From an internalist standpoint, a belief is justlfiif and only if it isbased ongood
evidence, acquired in the absence of sufficientreon evidence and if the believing
subject has some potential cognitive grasp of tideace on which he came to
acquire the belief. The common-sensical view oftifjgation shares the core
fundamentals of internalism. If we were to estdibtise rationality of a belief from a
common-sensical perspective, our intuitions woudhpel us to look at the nature of
the evidence on which the belief is said tdbsed looking into the overall evidential
conditions at the time to see whether the belief baen acquired contrary to the
majority evidence. | take it that any common-seaisitew of justification would take
it for granted that believing subjects normally @avhat it takes to determine what is
responsible for the rationality of their beliefs)less extraordinary conditions obtain
such as forgetting the original evidence on whindytcame to acquire a belief. The
externalist theory of justification bases the nadility of belief solely on the reliability
of the cognitive process which generates a cebtalief, and the deontological theory
solely on duty fulfillment or being blameless irgaing a belief. This research takes
these conditions as unnecessary for the rationafitigelief. | will be arguing that
externalist and deontological conditions are neitmecessary nor sufficient for the

rationality of belief. The rationale for taking tlexternalist and the deontological
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theories of justification is to draw a contrastvietn the intuitive plausibility of these
philosophical theories and that of the interndlisory which advocates a common-

sensical view of justification.

| will be arguing that the internalist theory ofsjification remains the only
competent account that can adequately, in line witin intuitions, address the
epistemic status of beliefs of all modes whetherest or occurrent. This, however,
excludes certain limited cases of lost or forgott&idence. The intuitive force of the
internalist constraint on justification far outwbgythe objections raised against it by
rival externalists. In a similar fashion, the initve uneasiness to count a belief as
justified in the absence of any actual or potergralsp of the justifying condition far
outweighs the so-called solution externalism prewiso deliver to the problems
internalism faces — a solution doomed by an insumteble generality problem and
rendered unattractive by the subjective irrespalityiband epistemic irrationality
which externalism generates due to its argumerititharnalist conditions are not
required for the rationality of belief. Becauselué intractable generality problem, the
externalist theory of justification cannot accotmt the epistemic status of the given
beliefs (if they were ever genuine beliefs), whertkee internalist theory accounts for
their epistemic status without risking the accessies associated with internalism.
This research also addresses the untenability ®fd#ontological conception of
justification. It contests the necessity of dutyfilnent as sufficient for epistemic
justification. But it recognizes that epistemic dexogy can be thought of as a
possible, but not primary, explanation for the ingdist constraint on justification.

| contend that the justificatory view that is mastherent with our intuitions is
internalism (the common-sensical view of justifioa). Our intuitions and common-
sensical convictions underlie the very foundatioh tlee internalist theory of
justification. | have, therefore, chosen to emptlog internalist theory of justification
as the philosophical equivalent of the common-sahsiew on justification. That is,
| have chosen to use the internalist theory ofifjaation in order to stress the
intuitive force of the common-sensical view of jisation. In philosophy, the choice
of a particular justificatory theory rather thano#rer is not rationalised through the
nature of the belief in question. It is, rathetjamalised by its force to generate to
scepticism the kind of response that is most ctergisvith our intuitions. There are
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two explanations as to the motivation behind thermalist constraint on justification.
The first explanation arises from our commonsehsitaw of justification as a
cognitive desideratum superveninent on a beliefiagihasedon good evidence with
the believing subject's possessing some poteraghitve access to such evidence.
The second one arises from the ethics of our etrlhl endeavours: duty fulfilment.
This deontological explanation concerns the accegsirement on justification - a
requirement which internalism is committed to. Dedogists argue that we have an
epistemic duty to guide our doxastic cultivatiorysgood evidence. But | can only do
this if | have access to such evidence. This is exganation behind the access
requirement on justification. | have taken the delmgical account of justification to
show its untenability as a better response to suet, its inefficiency as a sufficient
condition for justification, and its implausibilitas a better explanation for the
motivation behind the internalist constraint ontifusation. Furthermore, | also test
the intuitive force of internalism against its divheory: externalism. That is, in a bid
to demonstrate the intuitive plausibility of intatism as a more tenable response to
scepticism, | examine the force of externalism aseaessary condition for the
justifiability of belief. Examining it against itsival theory (externalism) and its
possible motivational source (deontologism), | &nshow (weak non-deontological)
internalism, the philosophical formulation of ouronemon-sensical view of
justification, to be the justification theory mosbnsistent with our intuitions.
Philosophers diverge over what justification thelegter responds to our intuitions of
what it is to be epistemically justified in holdig arriving at a belief. Further, there
is disagreement among philosophers as to whetemternalism or externalism that
better accommodates our commonsensical convicodrnastification. | am of the
view that the internalist theory of justificatiofigins better with such convictions;
though externalists would disagree. Bergmann, weefdrexternalist, contends that
"externalism fits very well with our commonsensgribatitions of knowledge and
justified belief" (2006: 238). But BonJour disaggedde argues that externalism
provides "an intuitively unsatisfactory” account pistification (2002: 265). He

further argues:

it seems to me quite doubtful that the commonseaswiction is that our
beliefs are justified in [an externalist sense] hecause it is doubtful that
common sense really has any inkling of that djmecconception of
justification ... On the contrary, the commonseoseviction seems to me to
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be simply that we have good reasons for thinkinag our beliefs are true [the
internalism’s raison d'étre] (2003: 199-200).

This long-standing debate over what justificatitvedry better responds to our
commonsensical convictions of positive epistemiatust is hardly surprising for
philosophy is, in the minds of key philosopherstsas Thomas Reflland George
Moorée?, profoundly rooted in the principles of commonserReid famously argued
that "Philosophy ... has no other root but the pples of Common Sense; it grows
out of them, and draws its nourishment from them"Lémos 2004: xi). Moreover,
BonJour holds that

the judgments of common sense are at least orteatgart of the basis for
philosophical reflection about knowledge and fissdtion, as about anything
else; to reject them as having no weight wouldiabdy leave not enough of a
starting point to give us any real chance of iggttanywhere in our

epistemological inquiries (2002: 265).

To conclude, belief, acceptance and justificatiomdarlie the philosophical
methodology | have taken to explore the researéstipns. Being justified in holding
a belief endows us with an epistemic status whiclargses epistemologists as to
whether it is an internal or an external mattea toelieving subject. Internalists argue
that it iscounter-intuitiveto accept a belief as justified in the absencamnyf inkling
on the part of the believing subject as to whaesponsible for the truth of the belief.
That is, it is our intuitions, our common-sensicahnvictions, which underlie the
internalist theory of justification. There is justmething psychologically amiss with
the idea of taking a belief as justified in the exixe of any knowledge of the truth-
making features of the belief. But externalistsag@inst such intuitions, regarding
such knowledge as irrelevant to the rationalitytustaof a belief. It is these two
positions that dominate the philosophical literattegarding the rationality status of a
belief. Internalists are driven by our intuitionvghich is why they take a common-
sensical position on the rationality of belief. Butt a bid to detract from its intuitive
plausibility, externalists charge internalism wéhdeontological origin. That is, they
argue that the internalism's access requiremenjustification is motivated by

deontology. Deontologists contend that we can benal in holding a belief only if

2 See Thomas Reithquiry and Essay§1983).
2L See George Moor@hilosophical Paper§1959).
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we have responsibly or blamelessly arrived at thleeb That is, they argue that we
have epistemic duties which we should abide byundwoxastic cultivations. But we
can guide our doxastic cultivations in accordandé aur epistemic duties only if we
have knowledge of such duties. These epistemieslutieontologists argue, consist of
basing our beliefs on good evidence, seeking eceléor and against the proposition
in question, not ignoring contrary evidence, ngpmessing doubts, the pursuit of
truth and the avoidance of falsehood. But we cabeatasonably expected to guide
our beliefs by such considerations when we haviakiong of such considerations.

In other words, | cannot be reasonably expecterbtmuct my intellectual life by
good evidence when | have no knowledge of sucheexae. Externalists argue that it
is these deontological considerations from whick thternalist requirement on
justification originates. | argue that internalissnmotivated by our intuitions, and
belief is not a willable mental phenomenon fromirgnitive perspective, whereas the
deontological account of justification implies deka voluntarism by associating
justificatory status with being blameless in forgenbelief. But we can be blamed for
doing something only if we have voluntary contre@lep whether or not to do that
thing, as observed by René Descart&se"supreme perfection of man is that he acts
freely or voluntarily, and it is this which makesnhdeserve praise or blarhé1985:
205). The deontological theory of justification,etefore, runs counter to our
intuitions of how belief is acquired. | cannot Harbed for a belief | had no voluntary
control over its acquisition, no matter how falseumjustified the belief is. It is
appropriate to talk about the application of blaoneresponsibility only where we
have voluntary control over the object of applicatiHere we have no direct control
over our beliefs. From a non-deontological inteisigberspective, neither belief nor
justificatory status is up to us, whereas from anti@logical perspective both belief
and justificatory status are up to us. It is, thene not appropriate to think of
deontology as the origin of internalism. | have lergd the essence of deontology in
chapter seven in an attempt to show its implausjikals the source of the internalist
requirement on justification. Our endeavours talggth the rationality status of a
belief normally take either a philosophical or antoon-sensical form. Philosophers
pursue a philosophical approach, whereas joursaligtrsue a common-sensical
approach. Internalism represents our common-sdreoaictions of justification for

it is motivated by our intuitions of what it is fee justified in holding a belief.
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Externalism is the philosophical justificatory tinedhat profoundly conflicts with
such intuitions. | have examined the essence @frealism in chapter eight in a bid to
show the implausibility of justificatory theorielsat are unmotivated by our intuitions

of the rationality status of belief.

1.5. The Research Argumentative Strategy

Chapter one outlines the stated rationales beliiadMar in order to establish, in
light of the evidential conditions at the time, \lier the Bush administration's
asserted belief in the given rationales could gktly characterised as a case of belief,
pragmatic belief, or mere propositional acceptattcalso touches on regime change
as the key Bush administration's policy objectiegarding Irag. It is appropriate and
necessary that regime change as the Bush admiitistsaoverriding pragmatic end is
addressed for examining the possibility of pragmabelief as the right
characterisation of the given supposed beliefsiregwonsideration of the pragmatic
ends at play during the build-up to the war. Furtiere, addressing regime change is
necessary because in my attempt to establish theenaf the given beliefs - whether
they are most apt to be construed as beliefs, magroeliefs or mere propositional
acceptances - | will also examine the possibilityether the Bush administration was
being insincere in presentimmas the rationale for the war while regime changs w
the ultimate policy objective regarding the Iraggue. Further, the first chapter also
addresses the alleged Iraqgi threat to the US rat®ecurity. Irag was portrayed as
posing a multi-faceted threat of a variety of natuanging from emerging, grave,
gathering, mounting, growing, uniquely urgent, intha¢e, and imminent. The
entirety of these threats were all alleged feaet thaq might, if left unchecked,
dominate the Middle East, threaten the US econ@métgeopolitical interests in the
region, or transfer WMD technology, equipment aryckpiles to terrorist networks

and thereby pose a threat to the US homeland $gcuri

In a bid to highlight the potential risk asymmedribe Bush administration might
have weighed up in their considerations whegher notp, this research addresses the
alleged Iraqi threat with an extended part (six}hie appendix outlining the threat
statements asserted by the Bush administratioai@#iduring the lead-up to the war.
Taking into account these epistemically ill-suppdriand allegedly feared threats is
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necessary to further the attribution of propossiascceptance for mere acceptance of
a feared or unwelcome proposition is, as arguedBiatman on p. 104, normally
prompted by practical pressures or the risk asymesetve associate with accepting
or rejecting thap. Here, if the alleged Iraqgi threat was genuinelgréd, then it would
have naturally generated practical pressures orpéneof the Bush administration
officials or rendered them consider the risk asymtnie® between the acceptance and
the rejection op. The philosophical methodology undertaken to askltbe research
guestions is developed in chapter two with an eratron of the nature of belief and
its differentiae. Explaining the concept of beleihecessary to further the attribution
of belief and pragmatic belief. That is, in orderestablish an appropriate attribution
of belief, it is necessary to understand the nadfiteelief like its being a mental or a
psychological state, its being a dispositional eatihan an occurrent state, its natural
responsiveness to truth along with its being occesdly sensitive to practical desires.
In an attempt to stress the conditions under whadlef is normally taken to exist and
explain why the attribution of belief under certajpistemically degenerate conditions
is inappropriate, | will examine the unwillabilitgf belief in chapter three. The
fundamental task of belief attribution is estabhgh in light of the evidential
conditions at the time, whether or not a givenddatould have been warranted from
the perspective of a given believing subject. laptkr three, | will be arguing that we
cannot be rightly described as believing a propmsive take to be unwarranted from
our own cognitive perspective. In an attempt to ragsl the attribution of
propositional acceptance, | will, in chapter foexamine the nature of acceptance and
explain the differentiae that individuate such antakact from mere public display or
pretence. In addition, in a bid to further highlighe distinctive nature of belief as an
involuntary propositional attitude normally shag®depistemic evidence, | will also
touch on faith in chapter four. Faith and belie¢ aften used interchangeably in
ordinary language. But we will learn in chapterrftlat faith is distinguished by its
practical essence, whereas belief is individuateiisbepistemic essence. It is because

of this that we cannot will belief.

Part one of chapter nine seeks to establish th&igasory status of the given
beliefs, taking them at face value, demonstratifmgtvwtheir rationality status would
have been if they were genuine beliefs. Furthetimig) requires an understanding of

the nature of epistemic justification and what ifieghility status amounts to. In an

34



attempt to emphasise that a belief's enjoying figstiory status neither guarantees the
belief's being true nor does it preclude its befalge, | will explore the connection
between epistemic justification and truth in chaptee. It is necessary to understand
that the conferment of justificatory status on adbeloes not supervene on truth per
se, but, rather, on truth-conducivity or good ewitke along with the basing relation.
This is our common-sensical perception of whas ifor a belief to be epistemically
justified. | intend to show that the prevailing wi®f epistemic justification is that of
the internalist. The internalist account of jussfiion is the philosophical equivalent
of the common-sensical view of justification. That the internalist account of
justification is fundamentally driven by our intieihs or commonsense. | aim to
establish the justificatory status of the givenmged beliefs from the perspective of
three central philosophical theories of justificati internalism, deontologism and
externalism. | will explore such theories alonghwiheir drawbacks in chapters six,
seven, and eight, respectively, in a bid to explaimat it takes for a belief to be
epistemically justified from such perspectives. iEhare two perspectives from which
we normally establish the rationality of beliefplilosophical and a common-sensical
perspective. | have chosen to employ the interndtisory as the philosophical
stipulation of the common-sensical view of jusafion. Further, deontologism and
externalism are employed in this research as twdosgphical theories of
justification in an attempt to demonstrate the iinta plausibility of the common-
sensical view of justification which is representgdthe internalist theory. In chapter
nine, 1 will, in light of belief, acceptance andsiification, examine the given Bush
administration belief propositions with the nucleard terror propositions being the
paradigm of the professed rationale for the warpadnt one of chapter nine, | will
examine the rationality status of the given beligfstablishing whether or not the
available evidence constituted justification toidet thatp. In part two of chapter
nine, | will analyse the nature of the given baljedstablishing whether they can be
rightly characterized as cases of belief, pragmaetief or mere propositional
acceptance. The findings of the research will higtlwhat their rationality status
would have been if they were genuine beliefs anthbéish an appropriate
characterization of these beliefs in light of thedential conditions at the time. In
chapter ten, | will draw the conclusion of the eash.
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Chapter Two
2.1. The Concept of Belief

This chapter examines the character of belief asnaoluntary propositional
attitude and its constitutive properties such agyipical truth-directedness, its being
dispositional, its being a psychological or mestate and its entailing a dispositional
feeling thatp is true. Looking into the nature of belief is nes&ry to further the
attribution of belief. That is, establishing whather not belief attribution is
appropriate in a given context requires an infornmsight into the distinctive nature
of belief as opposed to other voluntary proposdlaattitudes such as acceptance or
faith. Belief is individuated from other propostti@ attitudes by its constitutional aim
to get the truth, as we will learn on p. 67. Inestlwords, belief is ideally motivated
by truth considerations or acquired on the basisepistemic reasons. But, as
explained in chapters three, four and seven, oliefbelo not always originate from
epistemic considerations. Rather, our desires caosge of our beliefs, but only
through indirect routes. Ryle argues that belidbibgs to the motive word family:
“believe’ is of the same family as motive wordsheve ‘know’ is of the same family
as skill words; so we ask how a person knows this,only why a person believes
that” (1949: 129). Thus, whenever we question anzey's belief, we seek or
guestion the cognizer's grounds for believing appsition. In this research, we
guestion the adequacy of the stated rationale dekive Bush administration’s
seeming belief that Irag was in possession of WMId & league with Al-Qaeda
prior to the war. We will look into the evidentiebnditions at the time in an attempt
to both establish whether or not belief attributiorthe given subjects is appropriate,
and determine what the given beliefs' rationalibtiss would have been if they were
genuine beliefs at all. Defining what it is to les#e, Swinburne argues that belief is
someone’s “view of the world, what they hold tothee about it, what they accept as
true” (2001: 32). In other words, belief is antatfie that we take up towards a given
proposition which we take to be true or probabieinBurne, however, does not seem
to distinguish between belief and acceptance hmrewe will learn in chapter four
that they are two different propositional attitudésurthermore, defining it as a
feeling, James associates belief with the feelinggrootion that stops the state of

doubt and anxiety:
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In its inner nature, belief, or the sense of realis a sort of feeling more
allied to the emotions than to anything else What characterises both
consent and belief is the cessation of theoretitaton through the advent of
an idea which is inwardly stable, and fills the chsvolidly to the exclusion of
contradictory ideas (2007: 283).

That is, to believe is to make sense of some yed@y defining it as a feeling or
emotion, James upholds the thesis that beliefsianm@lable. He rightly argues that to
arrive at a belief is to have the doubt or anxtést initially prompted the quest for a
state of belief cease. In other words, to arriva &klief is to be psychologically at
ease as far as the proposition in question is corde But, as noted on p. 71-72,
belief and consent are not the same propositiomialides. They are different in the
sense that the latter is a voluntary act of asa#etreas the former is not. Further to
what it is to believe, Armstrong holds that “Ourliets are our interpretation of
reality” (1973: 4). That is, to believe a propasitiis to conceive of it as true or
probable. It is to have a conception of what thalitye is from our subjective
perspective. But a proposition should not necdgdagitrue in order to be believed as
Armstrong argues that beliefs “point to the existerof a certain state of affairs
though there may be no such state of affairs” (1Bl whereas a proposition should
be true in order to constitute knowledge. Thusthtis not a prerequisite for belief.
Belief is, therefore, a fallible notion. Furtherraprbelief is, argues Moser, as
perspectival as justification, assenting and kndgée “believing and assenting are
perspectival in the sense that they are relativa fmerson, knowledge is similarly
perspectival. My knowing thalP does not entail your knowing th&, since my
knowing thatP does not require your believing or assentind®?tq1989: 23). In a

similar fashion, my believing thatneither entails nor requires your believing that

Neither the information at our disposal always gates a belief state, nor do we
always believe what we assert to be our belief. &ones we just accept or assent to
the proposition we assert, or our assertion phratght be the result of a mere guess or
a hunch thap, or we might just feign belief in a proposition we not genuinely
believe. Further, sometimes we accept or assunypattesis to be true till we arrive
at a state of belief about the hypothesis. Stdtéelef are not attainable through the
practice of free will as is the case with volitibropositional attitudes such as
acceptance or consent. It is not at my disposatheneo believe that the human race
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has evolved from apes when | take the availablpating evidence to be insufficient
to warrant such a belief. But it is at my disposdilether to accept this to be true.
Thus, once presented with such a theory, | mightpfactical reasons, just accept or
assent to it, though | hold no such beliefs. Taivhy Armstrong argues that “We
must distinguish between beliefs and mere thoudigsveen believing that the earth
is flat and merely entertaining this propositionilerteither disbelieving it or having
no belief one way or the other” (1973: 4). Furtherey Hume also argues that “We
conceive many things, which we do not believe” @®D). That is, we do not always
form beliefs about the things we conceive of. Bug tdata our sensory system
registers is almost always belief-entailing, unlessne untoward circumstances
obtain. | join Reid in thinking that the perceptiohan object implies belief of some
sort about the object. He contends that “the péimemf an object implies both a
conception of its form, and a belief of its preseristence. ... this belief is not the
effect of argumentation and reasoning; it is thengdiate effect of my constitution”
(2000: 168). Reid further argues:

My belief is carried along by perception, as irsébly as my body by the

earth. And the greatest sceptic will find himselfie in the same condition.
He may struggle hard to disbelieve the informatioh$iis senses, as a man
does to swim against a torrent; but ah! It is im\#bid: 169).

| do subscribe to the contention that perceptioalisost always belief-entailing,
but there are situations where one comes to desleelihe evidence of one’s senses.
For example, Oliver lives in an area where masisaxgks can hardly be differentiated
from eagles. It is an area where the heads of hamvkswhite when they mature. He
is generally ill-informed with birds. Jessica, hi®ther, is a keen bird watcher who
often teaches Oliver about the different varienédirds. On one occasion, Oliver
learns that eagles can be identified by their wheéad and white tail. But he quickly
forgets such details. One day, he goes to the pearast. He sees a big red-tailed
bird which appears to him to be an eagle by itstavhead, not remembering at the
time that eagles have white tails. Oliver wondetsether it is an eagle. Moments
within such consideration, he recollects that itliagnostic of eagles to have white
tails. He, therefore, comes to disbelieve his Vigw@dence that the bird is a type of
eagle. There are other situations where we conuisteelieve the evidence of our

senses for their being unsatisfactory or uncleaberause of other contradictory
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memorial beliefs entering our reasoning at the tiBwg in most situations, perception

or noticing is belief-entailing.

My seeing or noticing a loose rhino on the driveveayails a belief of some sort
about the physical object | perceive. Though iutlssfrom my perception, the belief
could be false. The rhino | perceive might turn mube a fake one. That is, though |
have visual evidence that, such evidence might be false. It is because ef th
fallibility of evidence that some epistemologistsgue that evidence shall be
construed as consisting of beliefs rather thansfamt knowledge, as ordinarily
conceived. Moreover, it is due to the fact thasleadingevidence pertains, Alston
contends that it is more appropriate to construieleexe as belief: “In ordinary
language the tendency is to think of it [evidenag]consisting ofactsthe subject
knows to obtain, ‘factual evidence’ ... [but] for cplate generality we need to speak
of evidence as consisting of beliefs rather thamsfa(2005: 82-3). Moreover, since
evidence is often qualified as conclusive, incosicle, incontrovertible, misleading,
admissible, or inadmissible, it is more accuratéhiok of evidence as belief rather
than facts or knowledge. This, however, does nciprecate that every belief
constitutes (admissible) evidence; nor does ifpreciate that all evidence constitutes
belief. A mere belief thap might not constitute admissible evidence in thercou
the same way that inadequate evidence might nggeria belief state. Belief and
evidence are, however, both fallible notions. Exmkeis a fallible notion; that is why
one’s believing thap on good evidence does not necessitate the tratlip.tirurther,
one’s belief can be based on good evidence, butstlrturn out to be false, as

explained by Chisholm:

We have good evidence, presumably, for believivag there are nine planets.
This evidence consists of various other facts tatknow about astronomy,

but it does not itself include the fact that thare nine planets. It would seem
to be logically possible, therefore, for a mam&vye good evidence for a belief
which is nevertheless false (1977: 4).

Thus, no matter how good our reasons are for ourefbe our mental
representations of the world can still be false.oMoargues that assertion normally
implies belief or knowledge of what is being assértunless the asserter does not
mean what he asserts: "Whenever we make any asswitiatever (unless we do not

mean what we say) we are alwaggressingone or other of two things - namely,
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either that wethink [believe]the thing in question to be so, or that kveowit to be
so" (in Black 1952: 26). Moore further argues thaten when | do not mean what |
say, my words may be said itoply either that | think tha#\ is B or that | know it,
since they will commonly lead people to supposé tme or other of these things is
the case" (Ibid: 26). Moreover, Cohen also arghes tthe speech-act of making a
statement normally implies that the speaker possdbe corresponding belief or web
of beliefs" (1989: 376). This is normally the case far as we mean what we state or
assert. In addition, Williams takes belief to bemally manifested as a belief-free
assertion(refer to p. 47). That is, belief normally takese florm of an assertion. But
asserting a proposition need not necessarily amtwrielieving the proposition.
There are conditions where we disbelieve what wgeraso be true. Guilty defendants
in denial normally disbelieve what they assert ¢otle case. They know or believe
that what they are asserting is false, yet thdlyastsert it with the hope that they can
escape their guilt with impunity or in a bid to eorce the judge or jury that they are
innocent. That is, there are situations where we,practical reasons, pretend to
believe what we in fact disbelieve to be the c&sethermore, there are situations
where we assert what we accept as true, thougheuvatssarily believing it to be true,
as we will learn in chapter four. Thus, we do netags believe what we assert to be

the case.

There are circumstances where we intend to deagider the pretence of belief.
That is, we sometimes insincerely assert a bealigffor practical reasons in a bid to
get others to believp. This could well be the case with the Bush adnrai®n's
seeming belief that Iraq had a reconstituted nucigaapons program, was in
possession of chemical and biological weapons aneaigue with Al-Qaeda. Nick is
a long-standing dear friend of mine whom | taughghdosophy module during his
undergraduate studies. | take him to lack the kihohtellectual rigour and necessary
cognitive sophistication to undertake his postgedeistudies in philosophy. Yet in
writing a reference to him, |, for practical reaspassert a very firm, but insincere,
belief that he has what it takes to carry out sacproject. | just want to get the
intended personnel to believe what | myself dob®lieve. Here | intend to induce in
the addressee a belief | am not holding myselfthideithe title of this thesis nor any
discussions of belief hereafter are intended talzsdelief to the Bush administration

officials. For the purposes at hand, we will justat what they manifested as their
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belief about then status of the Iragi WMD and gfationship with Al-Qaeda as an
alleged case of belief. In chapter nine, | will addish whether or not the given

apparent case of belief was a case of belief.

The expeditioner who clearly sees an avalanche raprifieir way automatically
and immediately, without first engaging in any det@ deliberation or decision,
formulates a belief that an avalanche is occurrapproaching them or that they are
seeing an avalanche or that what they are seeiag mvalanche. This belief is the
output of a perceptual experience. We will leave tjuestions this example might
provoke such as the properties that confer jusatificy status on belief, the nature of
such a status and the alleged willability of bel@fother ensuing chapters (3, 5, 6, 7,
and 8). Epistemologists would typically take thergeptual belief to establish two
fundamental realities about the nature of beligstFthey would argue that this belief
thatp is an involuntary, mechanical response to someegpéual experience or some
evidentiary condition. Second, this belief tipaguides the behaviour or reaction of
the expeditioner. In other words, they would arg@t this belief thap is what
motivates the expeditioner in their reaction tovgattte avalanche or is responsible for
how they behave under the given perceptual comdiait not all beliefs are action-
guiding, as will be noticed on pp. 52-53. Thatnst every belief that we form ends

up guiding or motivating some action.

Epistemically rational beliefs aim at truth. In fat is this aim that constitutes
rational and psychological constraints on belief] & is due to this aim, as we will
learn in the next chapter, that we cannot will eluss to believe something we take
to be unsupported by evidence. If belief did notehthis truth aim, then generating
beliefs would have been as willable as any othduntary actions. But we do not
always aim at getting the truth when we believeatTih, we sometimes deviate from
this aim when we believe. It is because of thi$ thah cannot be regarded as the sole
constitutive aim of belief. Some of our beliefs¢lsas akratic beliefs, aim at practical
desire satisfaction. Thus, to state that belietlgahims at truth as a constitutive goal
of its formation is to disregard the kind of beti@fe form for practical reasons. When
| aim to acquire a belief on the basis of a prattigoal, | want the world to
correspond to what | aim to believe. That is, lickethat the world be as | want or aim

to believe it to be. | just want the world to beeatain way, the way | want it to be,

41



and have a belief in how | want it to be. But whdorm a belief on the basis of truth
as a goal, | want my belief to correspond to hoe world is. That is, | care about
truth as an overriding goal. |, therefore, seek fouais on the kind of evidence that
conduces to that goal. Shah argues that "When \ilgedzte whether to believe some
proposition, e.g., whether to believe that it i®wimg outside, we feel immediately
compelled to look for evidence of its truth: we kooutside" (2006: 481). That is, he
argues that "the questiavhether to believe that geems to collapse into the question
whether p is true(2003: 447). In fact this is the true essencparadigmatic cases of
belief formation. This is what typically crosses aoind first and foremost when we
consider whether to believe something. But akraglkefs, if they are ever possible,
cannot be said to aim at truth. | cannot be rigd#gcribed as aiming at truth when 1,
in the presence of adequate evidence to the cgntcamme to believe that my
girlfriend still loves me. What undermines the argunt that truth is the sole
constitutive aim of belief is that belief is nowalys truth-directed or epistemically-
oriented. That is, belief is neither always encgath nor is it always caused by
epistemic considerations. Sometimes practical denations promote and indirectly

cause belief, as demonstrated in chapters threéand

Shah and Velleman argue that "being regulatedrfin is part of the very concept
of belief" (2005: 498). But they rightly contendatht cannot be a necessary condition
for belief to have a literal aim: "belief cannot kexuired to have a literal aim, since
only some instances of belief are caused by thedjoected activity of their subjects;
many others are the product of processes suchrespben, which don't involve any
agential goals or intentions" (Ibid: 498-9). Thingiwhethelp is true is, as argued by
Shah before, a necessary part of whether to belpwhere p is the sort of
proposition that is not clear or clear enough imay to generate belief outright in the
absence of such deliberation. Thus, taking aimrhtis part of the deliberative
process that we undergo when we acquire a belietigin doxastic deliberation. But
most of our perceptual beliefs are formed withoustfengaging in any such
deliberative processes. That is, we normally dofimstt consider or wonder whether
to believe the kind of perceptual experiences veehawving, unless we have reason to
doubt our perception or perceptual experiences. ¥gaally just form them
unconsciously without first engaging in any goakdied activity or without

consciously aiming at the truth. That is, we notynadant our perceptual beliefs to be
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true. But it does not follow that we aim at gettihg truth when form them. There is
no such explicit or conscious aim contained inrifechanical process of generating
such beliefs. Walking down the nearby zoo, | sutideeme across a loose lion.
Upon such perceptual experience, | immediatelyoviping that | know how lions
look like - form a belief that | am seeing a liontbat what | am seeing is a lion. That
is, before forming the belief, | do not first engagqh any kind of deliberation,
wondering whether what | am seeing is a lion or @emg whether to believe it. |
just form the belief immediately upon the percepexperience in a non-intentional
and unconscious manner. But of course sometimesomeler whether the perceptual
experience we are having is true or deliberate ndrdb believe it. Imagine that | was
sat on a beach during the night. | happen to se® dtying object that | take to be
unclear whether it is an unidentified flying obj€ctFO). | just wonder whether it is
an alien spacecraft. |, therefore, reach out tomgit vision monocular to take a
closer look at it, seeking evidence to see wheihé& an alien spacecraft. Being
convinced that it is, | come to believe the flyiolgject to be an alien spacecraft. Here
my perceptual belief can be characterized as aimtitigith or being formed in a goal-
directed manner. That is, the belief is the resnfit a doxastic deliberation

characterized or settled by whetlpgfwvhetherp is true).

But not all our beliefs are preceded by deliberstisuch as entertaining whether to
believep or wondering whethegp. Perceptual beliefs are the paradigm in this kgar
That is why entertaining a proposition cannot beeaessary condition for belief in
the proposition. But some leading philosophers @arghat believing entails
entertaining. Braithwaite argues that my beliet fhan "the sense of actual belief and
not of a disposition to believe" entails "(1) | ertainp ... and (2) | have a disposition
to act as ifp were true" (1933: 132). Price takes the sameipasibo. He argues that
"believing and disbelieving contain entertainingcan occur without them but not
they without it" (1935: 233). He, therefore, defineelief as "reasoned assent to an
entertained proposition” (Ibid: 240). | take assenbe as voluntary as acceptance. In
fact, acceptance and assent are often used intgyehbly in the philosophical
literature. But Price associates belief with assklat argues that our assentingpto
involves "@) the preferring of p to g and rp)(the feeling a certain degree of
confidence with regard to p" (Ibid: 237). Thus,itlentifies belief with some feeling

of confidence, which we later on examine whethearait be tenably associated with
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belief as a key differentia. Price, therefore, takessent to be involuntary as he
associates it with feelings, and feelings are inmtdry. Disbelieving a proposition
occurs only when the proposition has been entetiaand rejected. Thus, disbelief
entails entertaining. But belief need not, as illated in the lion example. Belief is
generally characterised as a propositional attjtude cognitive, mental or
psychological state. But there is no identity amphgosophers as to what constitutes
that attitude or what it is like to be in such stathe following is how Russell

characterises the essence of belief in philosophy:

Belief ... is the central problem in the analysisnahd. Believing seems the
most “mental” thing we do ... The whole intelledtlite consists of beliefs,

and of the passage from one belief to another Hyatwis called

“reasoning”. Beliefs give knowledge and error; ythare the vehicles of
truth and falsehood. Psychology, theory of knogtedand metaphysics
revolve about belief, and on the view we take efidd our philosophical

outlook largely depends (2008: 151).

Few philosophical spheres have so far been atahieecstage of a decisive scrutiny
of such magnitude in a way the concept of belief haen for all the right reasons.
Belief plays an indispensable role in explaininghdagour. It, therefore, is a
fundamental centrepiece in both the philosophyctiba and the philosophy of mind.
But | do not think it the case that the whole ilgetual life revolves around belief
alone. Much of our intellectual life comprises dher cognitive attitudes such as
acceptance, faith, and judgement. Nor do | thirédt #il our beliefs are formed as an
upshot of reasoning. If it was the case that wesgrhdrom one belief to another
through an act of reasoning or deliberation, the@ éntertainment of the target
proposition would be a necessary condition foraestitution or attribution of belief.
In fact, as we will observe later, some distingaiphilosophers such as Hume and
Price consider the consciousness or entertainmerd proposition a necessary

requirement for belief in the proposition.

But | take it that by passing from one belief to#@er through reasoning, Russell
refers to the beliefs we acquire through deduatdasoning. For example, my belief
that Washington is the capital of the United Statesils a belief that Washington is a
city not a village. Moreover, Russell recognizest ttMost of our beliefs, like most of
our wishes, are "unconscious™ (Ibid: 157). He mthadess argues that "What is
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believed, and the believing, must both consistrekent occurrences in the believer”
(Ibid: 152). It is not clear whether Russell is coitted to the occurrent or non-
occurrent view of belief. Beliefs are propositiom&arers of truth and falsity values.
That is, a belief can be true, but it can alsoaisef If a belief is true and the believing
subject has good evidence that adequately suptiettruth of the belief, then the
belief confers knowledge. This is according to @fatdefinition of knowledge as
justified true belief. Russell rightly argues thiédwe way we conceive of belief
fundamentally determines our philosophical outlopkimarily that of cognition
whether it is active or passive. There are two &eyuments in the philosophical
literature about the status of cognition with iifgepartially settled by whether we
take the Humean or Cartesian view of belief. If take belief as the sole product of
cognition, which | do not, and conceive of it asaah of will in the way that Descartes
does, then cognition can be said to be an actiemgenon. The following is how

Descartes classifies the modes of thinking:

We possess only two modes of thinking: the pearept the intellect and the
operation of the willAll the modes of thinking that we experience withi
ourselves can be brought under two general hesdipgrception, or the
operation of the intellect, and volition, or thgeoation of the will. Sensory
perception[s], ... are simply various modes ofcpption; desire, aversion,
assertion, denial and doubt [disbelief or beligfle various modes of
willing (1985: 204).

That is, Descartes takes mental states such asedbslief or doubt to be under
voluntary control. Whether or not | assert a pattc proposition is surely up to me. |
can assert a proposition that | believe to be toué) can equally assert a proposition
that | disbelieve, doubt or know to be false. Thens is true with denial. One can
deny a charge one knows or believes to be trueyMafendants deny charges they
know to be true. These are voluntary operationsed will. But it is not up to me
whether | doubt a proposition that | know or bedidg be true. | cannot help doubting
a proposition that | perceive to be doubtful oruported by the current evidence.
Furthermore, | cannot help believing a proposititeke to be true. Similarly, it is not
up to me to desire something | abhor. These aretahesates that cannot be
manufactured by a direct act of will. But if we éa&ognition to be a phenomenon that
always culminates in belief or disbelief, whichd dot think it does always, and think

of the resulting doxastic attitude from a Humearspective, then cognition can be
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said to be passive. Hume argues that belief isofsration of the soul” which is as

involuntary as it is to "feel the passion of 10{2008: 35).

| do not think that the way we conceive of beliahestablish whether cognition is
active or passive. We can assign both activity paskivity to cognition, depending
on the resultant cognitive attitude in question.light of the emerging evidence |
have, | consider whether Mars has ever been adidbienvironment in the past.
Being convinced of the probativeness of the evidehjust come to believe that Mars
has been, at some point in life, a habitable plaMigt cognition here generates an
attitude that is a passive state of mine. Thusnitimgp can be aptly characterized as
passive under such circumstances. Now supposeN#&A's Curiosity Mission to
Mars proved a success and the robot managed tasteke samples of rock which |
take to be unprobative but still accept, for pi@dtreasons, the hypothesis that Mars
has been habitable in the past. Here cognitionymesla voluntary attitude and it can,
therefore, be aptly described as an active phenomeiror certain practical
considerations, | just assentg@r accept it to be true through a volitional actdl.
We will learn more about acceptance as a volitigmapositional attitude in chapter
four. For now, we will focus on belief. Belief nlegtr entails knowledge, nor does it
entail certainty. Though it could involve both, esplained on pp.47-49, it is not a
necessary condition that it should. Armstrong obs®ithat "certainty entails belief"
(1973: 140). He further argues: "certainty is arsgger notion than mere belief. 'A is
certain that p' entails that 'A believes that @, if is a contradiction to say that A is
certain that the earth is flat but does not believe be flat. At the same time, that A
believes p to be true does not entail that A isagethat p is true” (Ibid: 139). That is,
we sometimes hold or assert our cognitive attitutleshe way of belief out of

uncertainty. Consider the following example:

when asked where John is, | might reply, "I bedi¢vat he is upstairs, but you
had better check for yourself". In saying | bediethat John is upstairs,
rather than simply saying that he is upstairsml ianplying that | do not
know with certainty where he is. From these fattis concluded that my
believing consists in my not being quite sure ehiwhn is; for if | were quite
sure (and if John were where | am quite surehibas), then | wouldknow
where he is, not merely believe that he is thevea($ 1981: 29).
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Williams and Alston argue that we normally manifeat beliefs as belief clauses
when we do not know them to be true or are notgekvhether they are true. That is,
beliefs are not always manifested in a belief-daf@d manner. Sometimes we
communicate a belief without verbalising it as ddfelause such dsbelieve that the
coffee is too hotWilliams argues that the most straightforward ifestation of a

belief is a belief-free assertion rather than @elbstipulated utterance:

the most straightforward, basic, simple, elemengxiression of a belief is an
assertion. That is, the most straightforward waggiressing my belief that

is to make a certain assertion. ... the assertionl theake, which is the most
straightforward or elementary expression of mydjethatp, is the assertion
that p not the assertion ‘1 believe thg. The most elementary and
straightforward expression of the belief that itaging is to say ‘it is raining’,
not to say ‘I believe that it's raining’. ‘I believthat it's raining’ does a rather
special job. As a matter of fact, it does a var@tgpecial jobs. In some cases,
it makes what is very like an autobiographical rdmaut very often in our
discourse it does a special job of expressing #iieftthatp, or asserting that
p, in a rather qualified way. On the whole, if soroé¥ says to me, ‘Where is
the railroad station?’ and | say ‘I believe th& three blocks down there and
to the right’, he will have slightly less confidenan my utterances than if |
just say ‘It’s three blocks down there and to tigét (1973: 137-8).

Furthermore, Alston observes that “In most eat#, when onsays ‘I believe that
P, that is taken to imply that the speaker is dwawng knowledge thap” (in Jordan
and Howard-Snyder 1996: 8). In other words, a belause typically implies the lack
of knowledge or certainty. Thus, we often manifasbelief in a belief-stipulated
manner when we do not know it to be true or arecediin whether it is true. That is,
a belief-stipulated statement often communicatgsadified message for the notion of
belief typically implies the lack of knowledge cgrtainty. Thus, we usually manifest
a belief as a belief-free assertion when we artaiceor know the belief to be true.
Williams’ argument in favour of a belief-free adsmm as the most straightforward
way to manifest a belief entitles us to regard anlper of the Bush administration
assertions regarding the charges levelled agaiagtds their apparent beliefs about
such charges. The Bush administration’s belief-aegertion about the alleged Iraqi
connections to Al-Qaeda is, therefore, considetetir tseeming belief about such
connections. Further, in our daily discourse, wencmnicate many of our beliefs

without manifesting them as belief clauses. But manifesting a belief as a belief-
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stipulated assertion does not necessarily meanmbatre not certain of the belief or

that we do not know the belief proposition to heetras pointed out by Swain:

When | say that | believe something, | usually iyngilat | am not absolutely
certain. ... [But] it is a mistake to claim that ‘tleeve’ isalwaysused in such
a way that uttering it implies one is not quiteesabout what one believes.
Even though we often use ‘I believe’ with this feyave sometimes do not.
Suppose | am visiting a friend in Alaska, and oag lde tells me that there is a
palm tree growing in the park nearby. When | expsesious doubt about this,
he takes me to the park and shows me the treenglaeien many palm trees, |
am easily able to tell that it is indeed a palne tdlemight very well remark to
my friend, “All right, now | believe you”! In makig this remark | am saying
that | have been convinced there is a palm treledrpark. | ammot saying that

| do not know with certainty whether there is, ran | implying any such
thing; instead, | imply that | do know that a pairee is there. In other words,
my saying | believe something does not always intpt 1 do not know
whether what | believe is true (1981: 29).

Further, being in suspense to see a plausibledsigwtraterrestrial life, most of us
would be in disbelief to hear that an alien spaaitdras landed in California and is
making contact with humans. Being told about suohesent, Natalia comes to
disbelieve the possibility of such an occurrenche $ then taken to the alien
spacecraft landing site by her husband to witneesphenomenon herself. Having
seen the aliens herself and clearly identifyingnthas aliens, Natalia turns to her
husband, sayingnow | believe extraterrestrial life existsr now | believe alien
spacecrafts are reaBy manifesting her belief in a belief-stipulat@@nner, she does
not imply a lack of certainty or knowledge. Havisgen the alien crew herself and
thus been convinced of their existence, she isicedf her belief and manifests it in a
belief clause with this connotation. Furthermoreing in possession of a true belief
and a warranted certainty, Natalia can be rightbdited with knowledge rather than
mere belief. Thus, belief clauses do not necegsariply a lack of knowledge or
certainty on the part of the believing subject. Ogio belief neither entails knowledge
nor certainty, it might well be used to imply kn@dbe or certainty. Philosophers
diverge over whether belief entails a feeling ohwotion or certainty. Price holds
that belief entails such a feeling. He argues 't&ten we believe something, we feel
a feeling ofsurenessr confidencewith regard to it" (1935: 234). But Audi rightly
argues that belief "does not preclusemedegree of doubt; but typically, if one
believes a proposition, one does not doubt it" @0@7). Furthermore, Braithwaite
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argues that since we do not have this feeling af/imbion for all the beliefs we hold,
or since we sometimes hold beliefs without expeiienany such feeling, belief does

not entail this feeling:

This is the point to say something about the fggliof conviction which we
frequently associate with our beliefs, and whicavenh been made the
differentiaof belief by many philosophers. | do not wish teng that in a
great number of cases | have a feeling of coronctivhen | believe:
indeed | think that this feeling of conviction magasonably be used as
evidence for the existence of the belief. Butdrago have a belief frequently
with no feeling of conviction: | believe quite tloughly that the sun will rise
tomorrow, but experience no particular feelingetted to the proposition
believed. And it seems possible to have the fgebh conviction without
believing a proposition. So | cannot accept tledirfig as part of the essence of
belief. ... | am convinced that belief and feelarg different, and that the
latter is not part of the former although we megsonably use it as a criterion
(1933: 141-2).

There is a correlation between the proportion adewvce on which we base a belief
and the feeling of conviction we might experienogvdrds the belief. The more
probative the evidence, the more likely we expeesome feeling of conviction for
what we believe. But since we do not always percédhe evidence on which we
come to believe a proposition to be probative dfigantly probative as in the case
of pragmatic beliefs, we do not always have thiglifg of conviction when we
believe. Belief would entail certainty if we wem bbelieve nothing other than things
for which we have what we take to be probativeusfigently probative evidence. In
fact if we were to perceive the evidence on whi@agquire a belief as probative or
sufficiently probative, and if the belief is trudaen we can be rightly credited with
knowledge rather than mere true belief. This, haweshall not imply that whenever
we lack this feeling of conviction which we oftessaciate with belief, we perceive
the evidence in such a way that leaves room foresasonable doubt. Normally we
do not have belief where we have reasonable doubh inclined to think that we
often have some feeling of conviction about whatbheéeve whenever we perceive
the evidence for the belief to be probative orsame cases, sufficiently probative of
the belief proposition in question. That is, weeaftack such feeling whenever we
take the evidence to be less than probative ospme cases, less than sufficiently
probative of the truth of the given belief or whee take the evidence to be indicative

of the truth of the belief but not quite sufficiBntlt sometimes happens that we take
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the evidence at hand to be conducive of the triith belief proposition without
having this feeling of conviction towards the bkie question. These are primarily
situations where the given belief proposition is gpiecial practical or scientific
importance for which we often require sufficienglsobative or incorrigible evidence
in order for us to believe with certainty. Thus, ae normally compelled to seek
sufficiently conclusive evidence when we try to alge doxastic opinion on a
proposition that has a special practical importafaceus. Steglich-Petersen argues
that

The reason why we are sometimes more meticuloastahe evidence we
require in order to form a belief is that the lroff the propositions we believe
varies in importance for us. If | am deciding wiet to believe thafhe
Simpsonss on TV tonight, | am a lot less fussy about thiglence | rely on in
forming my belief than | would be if | were a suiist deciding whether to
believe that global warming is caused by humaivities (2006: 509).

That is, it is the value of the proposition in giies or our curiosity that compels us
to seek higher evidential standards under certanditions. A paradigm case would
be the science of medicine, when a pharmacologistes to believe with certainty
that a particular medicine has certain effects fidd-effects once applied. Due to the
practical difference medicinal drugs make to ote, livhen pharmacologists form a
belief about the effects of a particular medicatitey normally do so on the basis of
good evidence. But it is often the case that ireofdr them to believe with certainty,
they require higher standards of evidence, somgtlike sufficiently probative
evidence or incorrigible evidence in some casesoltid be the case that they have
good evidence to believe that a certain medicine suech and such effects when
applied on a patient, and they come to so believéhe basis of such evidence, but
given their awareness of the practical differeneehsmedicines make to our health,
for them believing with certainty normally requirgsfficiently probative evidence or
something close to such evidential standards. iBsaite considers it a possibility
that we sometimes feel convinced or certain phat true without believing it to be
true. | find this far from convincing. There aregwever, situations where we are
certain thap is true but do not want to believe it due to samwerwhelming practical
interest. Under such circumstances, belief is, itkespe presence of good evidence,
not desired. The following is one of such casess # case where a woman is certain

that her husband is dead but does not want tovecitie
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A woman appears to know that her explorer-husbasl gerished. She has
been given the proofs, and she verbally acknowkedigeir force. Yet, at the
same time, much of her conduct appears to beli@tliarowledgements. She
does and says all sorts of things which would bturally interpreted as
expressions of a belief that he is still alive. Shay say of herself that,
although she knows he is dead, she cannot bringelieto believe it
(Armstrong 1973: 143).

It is counter-intuitive to say that | am certaiatidohn F. Kennedy is dead but | do
not believe that he is dead. If we were to esthpfi®m a behavioristdispositional
perspective, what propositional attitude is attidtale to the given woman, we might
attribute the belief that her husband is still @l{@) for she acts appropriately to such
a belief. That is, she does and asserts the kitisireds that she would normally do or
that we would expect her to do if it was the cds® her husband was alive, things
that we would normally associate with the kind efpasitions that we identify with
such belief. If it is the case that she beligwethen such believing is akratic for she is
believing something that she knows is unwarrantethb current evidence. But | am
inclined to think that she knows that her husbamdiead, but, for some practical
reason, does naetantto believe it. Or it is likely that she unconsabubelieves her
husband to be dead for “it is logically possibleb® ... unaware of the existence of
any of our own current mental states just as mgchng other state of affairs in the
world”, observes Armstrong (Ibid: 146). But | taketo be more likely that she
believes her husband is dead, but does not wamictept it. If we think of her
cognitive attitude as such, we can then think ofdehavior as an attempt to resist or
repress the belief she does not want to acceptwWdater, in discussions about
acceptance, learn that we can believe somethingloveot accept for accepting or
being committed to a belief might have undesirafvplications. This seems to be a
good description of the cognitive attitude of theeg woman. That is, she believes
her husband to be dead, but accepting or being dbeato such belief and therefore
acting appropriately to the belief will bring momasery, distress and hardship upon
her life. Given the IAEA’s probative findings whidatlearly demonstrated that Iraq
had not reconstituted its nuclear weapons prograams likely that the Bush

administration knew that Iraq did not have a retituted nuclear weapons program

1 We will later on learn on pp. 62-63 that behavidutispositions are neither necessary nor sufficien
for the attribution of belief. Instead, it is theefing dispositions that count as necessary for the
attribution of belief.
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at the time, but did nawvantto believe it or that they believed it but did mednt to
accept such belief for practical reasons. Thahiere was a true proposition and they
had sufficient evidence to be certain that it waeg,tbut it is probable that they, just
like the woman, could not bring themselves to lveli@ or believed it but did not

want to accept such belief as a premise for acidheoretical reasoning.

The Bush administration's supposed belief thapparently motivated and guided
their conduct towards Iraqg. Beliefs are often agsdged with action due to their role in
influencing the choice of action. The concept didfeas action-guiding is attributed
to Frank Ramsey in hiGeneral Propositions and Causali{$929). He defines belief
as “a map of neighbouring space by which we st€e390: 146). By a map, Ramsey
demonstrates the representational capacity of feglad by steer, he denotes that
beliefs guide our actions. Peirce also argues‘tBat beliefs guide our desires and
shape our actions” (1877: 5). Furthermore, Clifferdjues that “If a belief is not
realised immediately in open deeds, it is storedarpthe guidance of the future”
(1999: 73). It is due to this fundamental role whioeliefs play in the way of
motivating or guiding our behaviour that Alston aeg: “Without beliefs we would be
thrown back on instinct as our only guide to bebavi (2005: 30). But not all beliefs
are action-guiding. There are certain beliefs, §kene perceptual or memorial beliefs,
that we possess without their guiding any of ouioas. Some beliefs do not lead to
any action in the same way that sometimes evidelugs not lead to belief, as
observed in chapter seven on pp. 168-169. But dhiouhdertake to perform some
action, my beliefs would normally motivate or guidg action through influencing

my reasoning.

Beliefs are, therefore, best thought of as abstexiurse for guiding behaviour or
reasoning. They influence the choice of action waken how we reason, how we
proceed and respond to practical situations. Butesinot every belief is action-
guiding, Ramsey’'s account of belief would be moggpli@able, as Armstrong
observes, if linked to “the notion of a man’s halglia belieffor a certain reasoh
(1973: 5). For example, the belief a jury or judgeives at is held for a certain
reason: to guide some decision or action, whetheehd the defendant to prison or
set him free. But this does not necessitate evasg of holding a belief for a certain
reason being followed by action guided by thatdjelDne can hold a belief for a
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certain reason with one’s relevant subsequent raatiodecision being guided or
motivated by factors other than the belief. A jumyght arrive at a belief that the
defendant is guilty, but pass their judgment outesientment rather than on the basis
of the belief they have arrived at. The Bush adstiation might have genuinely
believed that Iraq was in possession of WMD ankkague with Al-Qaeda, but their
invasion of Irag might have been guided or motigadby something else — by, for
instance, their long-standing policy objective ogaito change the Iragi regime. But
in most cases, we are influenced in our reasomjugled and motivated in what we

do by what we believe to be the case in a giverasdn.

Belief is normally driven by epistemic reascarsd it is these reasons that are
credited with the force to render a belief justfieEpistemic reasons are, argues
Fumerton, grounds that “make likely the truth ofais supported by those reasons”
(in Moser 2002: 205). In other words, epistemicsogs do not guarantee the truth of
a belief. They, rather, support the truth of thédber render the belief proposition
probable. Epistemologists differ as to what confesitive epistemic status,
justificatory status, on beliefs. Internalists dtebleing based on good accessible
epistemic grounds as the repository of epistenstfjoation. Externalists regard such
status as the function of the reliability of theliéfeforming process, whereas
deontologists regard it as being blameless or resple in acquiring a belief. That is,
basing a belief on adequate epistemic groundsel@bty forming a belief or being
epistemically responsible in acquiring a belief altedifferent ways of articulating the
contention that justificatory status obtains onlgen such a status — whether it be
internalist, externalist or deontological — secwgesie truth-conducivity for the belief
in question. From an internalist perspective, weusdh have some inkling as to what
is responsible for such a truth-conducivity if were to be rational in holding the
belief. But externalists deny the necessity of su&fing. They argue that as long as
the belief is reliably formed, we are justified wlding the belief irrespective of
whether or not we have any knowledge as to whetgponsible for the truth of the
belief. Further, a belief's enjoying positive episiic status implies the belief's
counting, in some way, towards the truth of theidbefor epistemic justification,
argue Fantl and McGrath, has “a special relatignsto truth-acquisition and
falsehood-avoidance” (in Sosa et al 2008: 743). Wik examine this special

connection between epistemic justification andhtrint chapter five. Moreover, the
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possession of good evidence is a necessary camdito the conferment of

justificatory status on a belief, but this alonewwat suffice for according such a
status. No matter how adequate the evidence atisposal is, no belief can be
endowed with such a status unless ibased onsuch evidence. That is, the basing
relation between a belief and its supporting evigeis a necessary condition for
epistemic justification. Further, explaining thelispensability of the basing relation,

Pollock observes:

To be justified in believing something it is notffezient merely tohave a
good reason for believing it. One could have a gaaton at one’s disposal
but never make the connection. ... [In the absendbeobasing relation, you
are not justified in believing a proposition evdh you have impeccable
reasons for it at your disposal. [under such cistamces] What is lacking is
that you do not believe the conclusiom the basis afhose reasons (1986: 36-
7).

This basing relation also holds in ethics. Kantuasythat for an action to count as
morally good, it should be motivated by and donealbse of the moral law: “For if
any action is to be morally good, it is not enotigt it shouldconformto the moral
law — it must also be dorier the sake of the moral lawin Greco 1990: 255). So far
as beliefs are concerned, Alston defines this lgafation between a belief and its
evidence as what givese or whatleadsto the belief: “My preference is to think of
what a belief is based on asat gives risdéo the belief, whateads S to form the
belief. Or ... as what strengthened or preserveddhief’ (2005: 84). This is how |
will construe thébasingrelation as in this research.

2.2. Hume’s Conception of Belief

The characteristic feature of Hume’s account ofebaek the consciousness he
associates with the attribution and constitutiorbelief. Hume defines belief as “a
lively idea related to or associated with a presemression” (2008: 81). He further
argues that “It is the present impression, whicto ise considered as the true and real
cause of the idea, and of the belief which attetidbid: 86-7). Hume holds that our
ideas are derived from our impressions and thatesgions are the true cause of both
ideas and accompanying beliefs. That is, the Hunceaception of belief considers
the presence of an impression a necessary condaiobelief in that impression.

Thus, his necessary components for the attribudfdselief are vivacity and a present
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impression. From a Humean standpoint, | can bébated belief only if | have a
vivid idea of the object of belief; that is, onfyliam conscious of the impression that
initially caused my belief. Hume argues that “THed of an object is an essential part
of the belief of it” (Ibid: 80). This is where Hurseslement of consciousness ariass

a necessary condition of attributing or constitytinelief. Moreover, he further
observes that “we must have an idea of every mattict, which we believe. ... this
idea arises only from a relation to a present isgon. ... the belief super-adds
nothing to the idea, but only changes our manneooteiving it, and renders it more

strong and lively” (lbid: 86).

That is, we would have an idea of an objecy evlien there is a present impression
of the object for it is the present impression tbatises the idea. Thus, to believe
something is to have a present idea of that thimgthat the belief is not distinct from
the idea itself — rather, it is just the idea conee of stronger and livelier. In other
words, the belief only changes the way we thinkualibe idea in the sense that we
feel it to be true. The problematic feature of Hisnaccount of belief is his
consciousness element. We are not always consofomsr beliefs, yet we still hold
them. Being conscious of a belief cannot be a sacgscondition for the attribution
of that belief. Armstrong argues that there is rmdonal ground to deny the
unconscious or sleeping agent a belief he uncoaslgioholds: “it is perfectly
intelligible to attribute a belief to somebody altigh there is no relevant vivid idea in
his consciousness. We can, for instance, inteljgattribute a current belief that the
earth is round to a man who is sleeping dreamlessilig unconscious” (1973: 7).
Thus, holding a belief does not entail being camsgiof that belief. In other words,
being conscious of a belief is not a necessaryitiondor the attribution of the belief
because “Beliefs are states of mind which, so famfus being currently conscious
of, we need not even know that we possess” arguastfong (Ibid: 21).

Hume gets more explicit about his bizarre conceptb belief, arguing that the
liveliness that individuates belief and disting@sht from mere idea comes “from the
present idea ... this idea is not here considereth@gepresentation of an absent
object, but as a real perception in the mind, ofctviwe are intimately conscious”
(2008: 89). He goes on, saying: “I would willinghgtablish it as a general maxim in
the science of human nature, that when any impredstcomes present to us, it not
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only transports the mind to such ideas as areecklit it, but likewise communicates
to them a share of its force and vivacity” (Ibidt)8But | can be intimately conscious
of an idea, without the idea’s striking me in thayof belief. Rather, the force that
individuates belief originates from what corrobesatthe belief. That is, what
individuates the belief thatis our feeling it to be true thatregardless of whether or
not we are conscious of such feeling at the timbaddling the belief. This feeling is
normally dispositional that might be activated upatiending to the relevant
proposition. There are two fundamental flaws in H{smaccount of belief. First, it
does not take into account non-occurrent belieéso8d, its conception of the force
that individuates belief is misguided. Furtherhe thallenges Hume’s conception of

belief faces, Armstrong observes:

The difficulty faces any theory which equates a mawurrent belief with
some current content of his consciousness, whétlbera vivid idea of p, an
inward motion of assent to the proposition ‘p’, whatever. For it always
seems intelligible to suppose that the content @mfsciousness should be
absent and yet that the believer held the relelbahef at that time (1973: 7-
8).

If Hume’s account of belief holds, then we carly be credited with occurrent
beliefs — an eventuality that dramatically dimimshour doxastic outputs. Given
Hume’s conception, belief is a transient attitubat tis contingent on the believing
subject's being conscious of a given belief. Buthmman intuition can corroborate
this: | currently believe thap, but cannot be credited with such belief when | am
asleep or unconscious of such belief. Thus, Humetsunt of belief cannot represent

the apparent beliefs we are concerned with inrdgsarch.

2.3. The Dispositional Theory of Belief

The most prominent account of belief in the conterapy philosophical literature
is that of the behaviorist or functionalist for whiBain, The Emotions and the Will
(1859), takes the credit. The following is how leneeives of belief in his second

edition of The Emotions and the Will

It will be readily admitted that the state of mindlled Belief is, in many
cases, a concomitant of our activity. But | meargo farther than this, and
to affirm that belief has no meaning, exceptdference to our actions ... no
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mere conception that does not directly or indiyemplicate our voluntary
exertions, can ever amount to the state in queéti865: 524).

Furthermore, in his third edition athe Emotions and the WilBain argues that
belief is "essentially related to Action, that wslition" and that "Preparedness to act
upon what we affirm [believe] is admitted on alhda to be the sole, the genuine, the
unmistakable criterion of belief* (2004: 505). Mover, in his subsequent work,
Mental and Moral Sciencgl868), Bain echoes the very behaviorist accotibebef
he lays out in his earlier work (1859). He holdattliThe difference between mere
conceiving ... and belief is acting, or being prepato act, when the occasion arises"
(2004: 372). Bain takes a radically behaviourisggwiof belief, regarding it as a
mental state whose attribution is solely determibgdhe believing subject's aptness
to, where appropriate, act as if it was the caagpthThat is, he associates belief with
the disposition to act in line with the belief inastion. Of the leading proponents of

the dispositional account of belief is Ryle. Heusg that:

to believe that the ice is dangerously thin i®éounhesitant in telling oneself
and others that it is thin ... in objecting totstaents to the contrary, in
drawing consequences from the original propositao so forth. But it is
also to be prone to skate warily, to shudder, weldin imagination on
possible disasters and to warn other skaters H propensity not only to
make certain theoretical moves but also to makertam executive and
imaginative moves, as well as to have certairirigel(2000: 129).

Echoing Bain's conception of belief, Ryle assosiateelief with a set of
dispositions relevant to a given belief. That roni a Rylean standpoint, to believe
thatp is to be disposed to, under appropriate circunestgmasseq, reason and act as
if p. Moreover, Braithwaite holds that the disposittoract as ifp is "thedifferentia
of actual belief from actual entertainment” (19332). He further argues that the
behavioural disposition is not only "a criteriongg#nuine belief", but "it is part of the
actual meaning of believing" (lbid: 133). Furtherthe disposition to act in a certain

way, Braithwaite observes:

My belief that Locke was born in 1632 is just gwet of belief which it might
be alleged could have no effect upon my actiorest it¥ would prevent my
buying an autograph letter alleged to be writtgn Llocke, if there were
strong evidence that it was written before thaeda there is always one form
of behaviour which depends upon my beliefs - ragoal behaviour. If | am
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asked when Locke was born, and wish to inform nogstjoner, | shall
answer "1632" if | believe that he was born in268d  "1633" if I
believe that he was born in 1633 (Ibid: 138-139).

That is, the dispositional profile Braithwaite asistes with the belief thap
comprises both actional and verbal behaviour. Tiilisyere to be attributed belief in
democracy and if | were in a position of power external observer would expect to
see me acting in accordance with an acceptablef siefmocratic principles, engaging
in the kind of activities that would affirm the si@nce of such belief, not condoning
undemocratic practices, condemning dictatorial fzes of governance, asserting
such belief were | asked about my favourite formhgg@vernance or the kinds of
governance forms | take to be the best, and mamfesther kinds of both verbal and
actional behaviour that are indicative of holdingcls belief. Thus, from a
dispositional perspective, in order to "have aipaldr belief" is "just to match to an
appropriate degree and in appropriate respectdisipesitional stereotype for having
that belief", observes Schwitzgebel (1999: 289hvBtzgebel further argues that "the
greater the proportion of stereotypical disposgi@nperson possesses, and the more
central those dispositions are to the stereotypeore appropriate it is to describe

her as possessing the belief in question” (Ibi®)28

Though possessing the kind of dispositions thattygcally associate with a
certain belief is often characteristic of genuimdidvers, exhibiting such stereotypical
dispositions need not necessarily amount to hatiegorresponding belief. | can just
pretend to have a certain belief and manifest ihd kf dispositions we normally
identify with the belief in question. Or | can gemely hold the belief, but do not
exhibit all the dispositions we ordinarily takelde characteristic of the given belief or
fail to exhibit the kind of dispositions that wekéato be central to the belief in
qguestion. For example, the CIA interrogator whacerely believes the institution's
raison d'étre, guiding principles and interrogatiechniques such as waterboarding to
be antithetical to all that he stands for neverildihthe kind of dispositional profile
we take to be most central and most characten$tstich belief, namely belief in the
right to privacy, in treating detainees humanely anth dignity, in not coercing or
putting detainees under duress and other relevapbpitions.
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He never asserts his belief that waterboardingrangful even when specifically
asked for his opinion about the rightfulness ofhstechnique, nor does he ever act
appropriate to such belief. He just follows thetitnsion's instructions, executing
them for practical reasons even in the presentkeofirm belief that does not favour
such actions. That is, he simply does not wantose lhis job. Though he fails to
exhibit any dispositions that we take to be ceritbauch belief, he can still be rightly
attributed the belief in question. He just actsasikally contrary to what he believes
on good evidence. Furthermore, we sometimes gelguinoéd a specific belief but
fail to exhibit all the dispositions we typicallgsociate with the belief in question as
argued by Schwitzgebel: "A person may be absoluypelsuaded of the truth of a
proposition in the sense of reaching a sincerequinecal, unmitigated, unqualified,
unhesitant judgment, and yet that judgment may fail penetrate her entire
dispositional structure” (2010: 546). He furthergwes that under certain
circumstances, there might be excusing conditidreg tvould not preclude the

attribution of belief:

In some ... cases, maybe, there are what we mahtexcusing conditions':
Ryle's thin-ice believer doesn't warn the otHeters because he doesn't see
the other skaters or because he'd enjoy watchamg fall through. ... If  he
doesn't warn the other skaters ousdfadenfreuder because he's blinded by
the sun, that deviation from the typical dispasiél manifestation counts not
at all against ascribing him the belief that e is thin (Ibid: 534).

There are situations where we hold a genuine bdbef fail to assert it either
because we do not encounter any chance to asseregponse to a question, contrary
propositions or because the belief is never chgédnn a way to provoke a defence
or an activity of justifying the belief - a procedsring which we might assert the
belief. We might, nevertheless, act favourablyh® belief in question. For example,
the illiterate country layman who is told, on goagthority, that believing in God is
beneficial and rewarding comes to believe in Gating appropriately to the given
belief without encountering any chance to asserdhsa belief. Similarly, we
sometimes hold a certain belief, frequently assertine belief in response to contrary
propositions, but might still fail to act appropgely to the belief. Many drug users
believe that taking drugs is bad for their healtid @&xplicitly assert such belief in
response to the health effects of drug consumpgetthey fail to act appropriately to

the belief in question. Furthermore, Bain, despite firm contention that belief is
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explainable only in relation to the kind of actiahdisposes us to perform, recognizes

that we sometimes fail to act upon our beliefs:

We often have a genuine belief, and yet do notipon it. One may have the
conviction strongly that abstinence from stimusantould favour health and
happiness, and yet go on taking stimulants. .lieBé& a motive, or an
inducement to act, but it may be overpowered bir@ger motive - a present
pleasure, or relief from a present pain. ... Teeoad apparent exception is
furnished by the cases where we believe things We never can have any
occasion to act upon. Some philosophers of tkegmt day believe that the
sun is radiating away his heat, and  will in someonceivably long period
cool down far below zero of Fahrenheit. ... [¥her are many such
propositions that] are beyond our sphere of actowl are yet believed by us.
... many men that will never cross the Saharartldsglieve what is told of its
surface, of its burning days and chilling nighlisis not hard to trace a
reference to action in every one of these beliefsWhen we believe the
testimony of travellers as to the Sahara, we \ieat testimony as the same
in kind with what we are accustomed to act upgotraveller in Africa has ...
told us of Sahara, and we have fallen into theesarantal attitude in this case,
although we may not have the same occasion tat actt. We express the
attitude by saying, that we went to Africa, we would do certain things in
consequence of the information (2004: 372-373).

Moreover, Quine and Ullian also define belief datant disposition that does not
necessarily have to be manifested or observedesféliour in order for a belief to
obtain or to be ascribable:

believing is not itself an activity. ... It is nebmething that we feel while it
lasts. Rather, believing is a disposition that bager latent and unobserved.
It is a disposition to respond in certain ways whbe appropriate issue
arises. To believe that Hannibal crossed the Blps be disposed, among
other things, to say "Yes" when asked. To beliethat frozen foods will
thaw on the table is to be disposed, among othegd, to leave such
foods on the table only when one wants them thgd@do0: 3-4).

Quine further argues that beliefs are not reductiBlebehaviour as a single
determinant for holding a certain belief: "Mentéhtes and events do not reduce to
behaviour, nor are they explained by behaviour7@t9167). | do not think that
behavioural dispositions can account for all caddselief. The examples mentioned
earlier clearly demonstrate this. Schwitzgebel esgihat in order for the dispositional
account of belief to be more representative, waikhalso consider the "dispositions

to undergo certain kinds of private experiencesl{sas surprise or disappointment)
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and to engage in certain sorts of cognition (susldi@wing conclusions)" (1999:
292). Price associates belief with such feelingas#ions too. He argues that when
we learn that a belief we have been holding isefalge find ourselves with a feeling
of "surprise and disappointment" (1935: 238). Femtiore, Audi also observes that
believing thatp entails a "tendency to be surprised upon discogenotp to be the
case" (2008: 98). That is, suppose that I, on gadHority, came to believe that there
is an alien spacecraft on the ground in Ladyboweusting the source of the
testimony, | just come to feel it true that thesean alien spacecraft in Ladybower.
The possession of such belief cognitively disposes to conclude that there is
extraterrestrial life. I, therefore, reason accogty, at least during the time | am
holding the given belief to be true. Being so atdsyout extraterrestrial life, | drive
there to see it myself. | go over there out of asity, but also because | am not
certain of the veracity of the belief | am currgntiolding. | want to verify it. | can
have a feeling that it is going to rain today, thlod am not certain that it will. Upon
realising that the alleged alien spacecraft israpiete hoax by the local residents, |
will be immediately and automatically struck by @found sense of shock, surprise

and disappointment.

These are private internal experiences that arenoftetectable from external
appearances or behaviour. But even the presencaiaf appearances need not
necessarily amount to holding a certain beliefam gust pretend to be in a state of
shock, surprise, or disappointment in the same talyl can pretend to be in a state
of a belief | am not holding. But, for purposesgaerality, it is important that we
take into account of such non-behavioural dispws#ti There are human agents that
can have genuine beliefs without possessing thessacy capacity to engage in
verbal or actional behaviour whose dispositions talen by behaviourists to be
indicative of a corresponding belief. Furthermor8chwitzgebel argues that
behavioural dispositions fail to explain the atitibn of belief in situations where
"behavior is severely limited, such as in casegaralysis, or ... in the first few
months of an infant's life. ... Both the quadriptegerson and the infant can feel
surprise and anxiety" (1999: 292). The quadriplegic, on good testimony, come to
be in a genuine belief state that the Sahara desarbearably hot during the day
without possessing the necessary physical captcigt upon such belief. They can

continue to be in such belief state without theidfsl influencing their practical

61



behaviour. However, the belief can guide or infeetheir theoretical reasoning and
verbal behaviour. That is, if one of their familyembers or friends were to visit the
Sahara desert, they would warn them of its unbéatadat or they can infer other
beliefs from the given belief. They can infer thediéf that it is necessary to wear a
hat or put on some special cream in order to agaitburn or the belief that it is
necessary to have a supply of water. But noneesfelverbal or theoretical moves are
necessary to be performed in order for the givdief® obtain. It could be the case
that the quadriplegic acquires such belief and emsntly forgets it, or never
entertains it or just never encounters any occasi@ssert it or use it as a premise for

theoretical reasoning.

Now suppose that the family member who visits thédba desert and takes the
guadriplegic's advice on board reports back togiedriplegic that the Sahara desert
is not really unbearably hot. It is, rather, unlaédy cold. The quadriplegic will feel
disappointed or surprised at learning that theyehasen holding a false belief. This
is, of course, if the quadriplegic trusts the testiy of the family member.
Furthermore, a pre-linguistic infant will presumabécognize the milk bottle he takes
to be the container with what he takes to be nii.has sufficient experience of how
milk tastes to recognize the taste of milk. Of thieds provided to infants, the given
infant only drinks milk. Now suppose that the infaries for milk and | am holding a
milk bottle I have insulated with a material thatesg its content the appearance or
colour of milk in order to trick the perceptual exg@nces of the infant. | just want the
infant to drink other necessary liquids like watBut he never drinks anything that
does not taste like milk. Now suppose that | pasthe bottle to the infant. He grabs
it and drinks it, and then he drops it. Upon reéadjsthat the fluid is not what he
associates with the taste of milk, the infant ugdes an internal experience that we
typically characterise as one of disappointmentsarprise. Here we can rightly
describe the infant as initially believing that ttithe milk bottle contained milk.
Though he has neither the linguistic capacity t®egssuch belief, nor does he have
the physical capacity to act upon it. That is wieyidf cannot be solely associated
with a disposition to act in a way appropriate tgieen belief. Rather, belief is, as
argued by Cohen, a disposition to feel it true hahd false that ngt: "belief thatp
is a disposition, when one is attending to issa&sed, or items referred to, by the

proposition thap, normally to feel it true thgt and false thahot-p, whether or not
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one is willing to act, speak, or reason accordih@92: 4). Further to the feeling

dispositions he identifies belief with, Cohen olbssr

Belief thatp ... is a disposition to feel it true thatwhether or not one goes
along with the proposition as a premiss. Suchetinig takes many different
forms. One may feel convinced by the evidencebeing true thap, one
may feel surprised to learn of an event that idence against its being true
thatp, one may feel pleased at its being true phaind so on (1989: 368).

Moreover, Cohen argues that "a belief-dispositian exist before it is activated"
(1992: 6). He further observes:

though many beliefs only commence at the timeheirtfirst being felt, there
are many others that apparently antedate thisaguby being dried in the sun
a lump of clay may become brittle long before pues is applied and it
breaks. Thus, if you have long believed that lamds larger than Oxford
and that Oxford is larger than St Andrews, them yall most probably

(though not necessarily ...) have long believed tlondon is larger than St

Andrews, even if the belief has never explicitigcorred to you until you
were asked. Indeed, even if you have never couslgidelieved anything
implying that London is larger than St Andrews,uyocanswer to the
question 'Do you believe that London is largerntl& Andrews?' would
most probably still be 'Yes'. That is to say, raspnt feeling that London is
larger than St Andrews would be taken to displgyeaexisting disposition to
feel this (Ibid: 5).

Thus, we can be legitimately credited with manydglthat have never and might
never occur to us. These are mainly beliefs in daductive consequences of the
propositions we already believe. To sum up, belisvia tendency verb” (Ryle 1949:
128). Further, the dispositional notion of beliafgues Armstrong, stems from the
fact that one can possess beliefs even if theynaver manifested in the same way
that a physical object can possess a dispositican &t/ the disposition never

materialises:

We distinguish between a thing’s disposition and thanifestation of that
disposition; between the brittleness of a pieceglafss and its actually
breaking. We recognize further that having the akgmon does not entall
manifestation of the disposition: a piece of glass/ be brittle and yet never
break. In similar fashion, we distinguish between balief and its

manifestation, or, as we also say, its expre$stmtween A’s belief that p and

2 Armstrong deploys the terexpressiorin the same sense amnifestationHe usexpressioras the
speech-act dfiolding a belief. Buexpressing belief might not necessarily entadldingthe belief.
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the speech-act and other actions or occurrencewhich the belief is
manifested or expressed; and we recognize thangatie belief does not
entail manifestation or expression of the beliefctsa distinction enables us
to give a plausible account of the case of thepsitgeor unconscious believer
(1973: 8).

It is this dispositional conception of beliefhish constitutes a comprehensive
theory of belief, accounting for both occurrent amah-occurrent beliefs. Outlining
the difference between the manifestations of thee #wmstrong observes that beliefs

have multi-form manifestations whereas dispositioage single-form manifestations:

If brittleness is manifested, it can be manifestednly one sort of way: by the

brittle object breaking if struck. But there is aoe such way that a belief that
the earth is flat must manifest itself, if it damanifest itself. ... If A believes

that the earth is flat and is an Anglo-Saxon he meal manifest his belief, on

a particular occasion, by uttering the English sec¢ ‘the earth is flat’. Such
a manifestation must surely figure in any list obpible manifestations of A’s

belief. But what makes it a manifestation of A'di& Only the fact that the

rules of English are such that uttering these phmasewould be a natural way
of expressing such a beligbid: 17).

This corroborates what we earlier observed thatli@focan be manifested both in a
belief-stipulated manner and as a belief-free atiee. Furthermore, Armstrong
argues that “beliefs, if manifested, are manifestethdefinitely many ways” (Ibid:
21). That is, there is no single rule for manifegta belief, but there is only one way
through which a disposition can manifest what dtutsts the disposition. | can
manifest my belief that Irag has WMD in a variefyddferent ways: there are WMD
in Iraq; WMD exists in Iraq; Irag has WMD,; Irag pesses WMD; the possession of
WMD by Iraq is a given; | contend that Iraq has WMRontend that there are WMD
in Iraq; | hold that Iraq possesses WMD; | holdttieere are WMD in Iraq, and other
relevant forms of manifestation. Belief is alsoeoftdescribed as a mental or
psychological state. The state view of belief rimdy parallel to the dispositional
view of belief in the sense that “dispositions arspecies of state”, though “not all
states are dispositions”, argues Armstrong (Ibid). TThat is, all dispositions are
states, but not every state is a disposition. Kample, a piece of glass can be in a
state of being dusty, though being dusty is notigpasition of glass. Thus,
dispositions entail states, but states do not ledispositions. According to the state

view of belief, “A’s believing that p is a mattef A’s being in a certaircontinuing
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state a state which endures for the whole time thatotd$ the belief’, observes
Armstrong (Ibid: 9). In other words, given the staiew of belief, a belief can be
attributed to us so long we continue to hold thieebaegardless of whether or not we
are conscious of the belief or of the fact thatheél such belief. That is, as long as |
continue to hold a belief, | continue to be in shdtief state. The enduring state of
my belief is not contingent on my being aware oingein such belief state.
Armstrong attributes the enduring state of belefour “mind beingimprinted or
stampedn a certain way” whenever we come to believe sbimg (Ibid: 9).

The inquiry into the nature of belief provides aidbstone against which the
possible attribution of belief to the given allegéelieving subjects will be
investigated in chapter nine. This chapter has @é&unthe constitution of belief as a
propositional attitude we normally take involunigiin response to evidence which
we take to be adequate or satisfactory from our ocegnitive perspective on a given
issue. It has also established the essence of beleepsychological state that entails a
dispositional feeling that is true. Belief is a propositional attitude we chat should
not, be conscious of. Many beliefs, such as peuvegpieliefs, are formed and held
unconsciously. Thus, consciousness is not a nagegsat of the formation or
retention of belief. The previous chapter presetiedBush administration's case for
war with the nuclear and terror propositions ideedi as the objects of the inquiry in
guestion. This chapter has provided an explana®to what it is like to believe a
proposition. The Bush administration expressed leefom the professed rationale
behind the war under epistemic conditions inadexjit@atwvarrant belief. Thus far, we
have been concerned with how paradigmatic casdselidf obtain, but given the
typical epistemic conditions under which they ararfed, it is unclear how the Bush
administration officials could have come to belighat p in the face of debunked
evidence thap (in the case of the nuclear proposition) or unptigbaevidence thap
(in the case of the terror proposition). The nexapter will explore the possibility
whether non-paradigmatic cases of belief are atdénthrough the exercise of free

will.
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Chapter Three
Belief and Will

The subject who allegedly believes a propasitie takes to be unwarranted or
evidentially unsupported from his own cognitive g@active cannot be rightly
described as believing that That is, we cannot be rightly attributed beliepiwhen
we take the available evidence tpab be inadequate or unsatisfactory from our own
perspective. We normally take what we believe towsaranted or evidentially
supported from our perspective. Furthermore, wematly take the evidence on
which we come to believe a proposition to be adequa satisfactory from our
perspective. Normally belief does not obtain inaitons where we take the available
evidence foip to be inadequate, unsatisfactory or unprobativerloere we take to
be evidentially unsupported. In a bid to stresscinraditions that make the attribution
of belief inappropriate, this chapter examinesdbestitutional unwillability of belief.
We, as explained later, normally will a belief whea take the available evidence for
p to be inadequate or when we take beliefpito be unwarranted or evidentially
unsupported from our perspective on the given isBuel cannot be rightly attributed
belief thatp when | merely desire such belief in the absencearof supporting
evidence fop, in the presence of clear evidence thatmatr when | take belief that
to be unwarranted from my perspective. This chaptgiains why belief is not a
willable mental phenomenon. We cannot will ourselte believe thap in the
presence of clear evidence that pair in the presence of inadequate evidencephat
In the case of the given nuclear proposition, thveas clear evidence that nmtand
unprobative evidence that in the case of the terror proposition. Belief irtly
individuated by its constitutional unwillability. ¥amining the psychological
unwillability of belief is necessary to further tlagtribution of belief, one of the key
research questions, for it explains why we canmotightly attributed belief thap
when we take the available evidencegdo be inadequate or when we take belief in
p to be unwarranted from our own cognitive perspectin chapters nine and ten, we
will learn that one of the conditions that rendee attribution of belief to Cheney
inappropriate is his taking the available suppgrevidence to be inadequate. This is
besides his knowledge of the presence of cleaeacgilthat ngp.
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One of the perplexing issues in philosophyhis potential willability of belief and
the extent to which beliefs are under direct vamnicontrol, if they are subject to our
direct control at all. Believing at will occurs whene believes the available evidence
to be inadequate to warrant the willed belief aseobed by Cook: “the notion of
trying to will myself to believe something would Igroccur to me when | find the
evidence fop insufficient to warrant belief in the normal wayl'987: 441). In other
words, willing a belief transpires in an epistensituation where “the subject is
swimming against either a preponderance of conggigence or a lack of sufficient
evidence either way”, observes Alston (2005: 73jer€ is also the case of doxastic
incontinence (akrasia) where one motivationallyewes thap and is simultaneously
conscious of or simultaneously believes that theradequate evidence for one’s
disbelievingp. It is a situation where one knows or believes thr@e’s cognitive
context contains sufficient evidence to disbeligweat one currently motivationally

believes.

It is, in a sense, thgpical eventuality where we would find ourselves in if were
to succeed in willing a belief — ending up beligyithe willed belief while
simultaneously believing that the willed belieffadse, acquired at will, unwarranted,
unsupported by evidence or while simultaneouslyelkiglg that there is sufficient
evidence for us to disbelieve the willed belipj 6r to believe that nop. Such a
paradoxical outcome would be the typical upshoswfceeding in willing a belief.
But due to psychological constraints on belief, ‘oiee believes that p if she also
believes that the belief that p is unsupported oy @nsideration having to do with
the truth of p” (in Scott-Kakures 1994: 87). Furthere, Winters also observes that
“it is impossible to believe that one belieyeand that one’s belief gf originated and
is sustained in a way that has no connection wightruth” (1979: 243). In other
words, | cannot believe and also believe that my belief thahas no connection with
p’s being true because, argues Williams, to beliea dhs just to believe thap is
true: “beliefs aim at truth ... to believe thais to believe thap is true. ... to say ‘I

believe thap’ itself carries, in general, a claim thats true” (1973: 136-7).

That is, since believing is a psychologicalestd cannot believe to be true and
simultaneously believe it to be unwarranted ordalkhis is just counter-intuitive. The

psychological impossibility of such cases is whanhderlies Williams’,
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O’Shaughnessy’s and Alston’s conception of beli@éspite presenting a powerful
case for the unwillability of belief, Scott-Kakure®es not rule out the logical
possibility of believing at will, which is why hegues that “there is no go@dpriori
reasoning to support the claim that anomalous fogtisge transitions are impossible”
(1994: 87). Though beliefs are ideally formed ore thasis of epistemic
considerations, we also at times try to acquiréagebeliefs on the basis of pragmatic
considerations. Sometimes we succeed, and sometweedail in our efforts
(intentions) to acquire the belief we want to holpistemologists who rule out
doxastic voluntarism contend that we cannot wiliselves into a desired belief state
directly, in Williams' terms, “just like that” (187 148). That is, they argue that we
can succeed in willing a belief only indirectly dugh “selective exposure to evidence
and deliberate attention to supporting considematioseeking the company of
believers and avoiding nonbelievers”, points oustéh (2005: 72). But doxastic
voluntarism implies that we can bring about a willeelief directly in the same way
that we can bring about the realisation of anyntitmal action. In other words, it
presupposes that beliefs can be induced directlyiramediateljjust like thatthrough
willing them alone. The philosophical principle epistemic deontology is long-

standing and dates back to Descartes who obséraes t

We have free will, enabling us to withhold our a$sa doubtful matters and
hence avoid errar... we ... experience within us the kind of freedorici
enables us always to refrain from believing thimgsch are not completely
certain and thoroughly examined. Hence we are &bléake precautions
against going wrong on any occasion (1985: 194).

We will later on learn that propositional attes like assent, consent,
acquiescence, and acceptance differ from beliefhen sense that the former are
intentional acts and can therefore respond to Wilewhereas belief cannot. But
Descartes even associates free will with belieer&éhare many propositions that are
not beyond reasonable doubt or are not completetiain, yet we are still not at
liberty to withhold belief from them. Upon entertaig them, we come to either
believe or disbelieve them or, as Plantih@993) points out, we find ourselves with

no belief about them. Being in possession of gomadfioning evidence, | come to

! Refer to p. 90 for Plantinga’s example in which fivel ourselves with no belief upon entertaining
certain propositions.
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believe that humankind went to the moon upon camsid such proposition. Eris is a
dwarf planet that | have hardly even heard of itl ahus have no inkling of its
extraterrestrial components. Lacking any evidenae qr con, | come up with no
belief as to whether there is some special sorook x on Eris upon being asked
about such possibility. Just as | have no knowlealgeut things | have no inkling
about, | find myself with no belief about proposits | have no reason to believe or
disbelieve. But my being void of any doxastic atle toward a given proposition is
not a matter of withholding belief at will. It ismatter of human nature and the nature
of belief. Withholding is an intentional action, erdeas believing or disbelieving is

not. The two are, therefore, incompatible.

But doxastic voluntarists take the voluntaryptcol we exercise to satisfy the desire
to believe or the direct control we have over atitig an inquiry to suffice rendering
belief voluntary. Losonsky argues that “It is espkyg difficult to see how belief itself
will not be voluntary if it is allowed that the iogy leading to belief is voluntary” (in
Engel 2000: 105). The essence of initiating an iygs that we do not know whether
or not the proposition under inquiry is true, anel lack the capacity to take up any
attitude we please, which is why we initiate thqumy. We do sometimes want to
believe the things that please us even when we $agkcient evidence in their
favour. But, argues Wood, the desire to believeuldayive us a reason twantto
believe, but it does not give us the belief its@f, indeed any means at all of
satisfying the want” (2002: 83). | want to belien@any things without holding the
actual belief itself. Possessing the desire tcelelin the absence of some evidence in
no way equips us with a direct causal factor whiah bring about a desired belief
directly upon willing it. Kant argues that our willas no direct influence on our

beliefs:

The will does not have any influence immediatelyasserft this would be

quite absurd ... If the will had an immediate inflaenon our conviction

concerning what we wish, we would constantly foondurselves chimeras of
a happy condition, and always hold them to be tBwt the will cannot

struggleagainstconvincing proofs of truths that are contrarytsowishes and

inclinations (2007: 36).

2 We treatassentas voluntary in this research, but Kant treassiinvoluntary along with conviction.
But we can take the involuntariness Kant associatifis psychological states to reflect how other
psychological states such as belief are acquired.
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That is, if we had free will over our belielnd should we want to believe, we
could knowingly and directly come to believe evba thost irrational or the patently
false. But we lack direct control over our beliefg)ich is why Kant argues that the
will to believe disappears in the face of good osa® disbelieve, and vice versa. He
contends that we lack free will over our psychatagistates, which is why we are

unable to withhold belief or conviction thain the face of clear evidence thmat

a businessman, e.g., who sees from his bills thatwes much, more than he
possesses or can hope to possess, will of coutskeenable to withdraw his
approval and consent from this cognition, whiclsasevident, however much
he might like to ... since he is too much and toalently convinced of the
correctness of the arithmetic in this matter, ahe &ccount of the debts
contains far too much evidence ... The fegbitrium [free will] in regard to
approval ... disappears entirely in the presence esfam degrees of the
grounds, and it is always very hard, if not utterdypossible, to withhold
approval (Ibid: 36).

Kant, however, recognizes that free will cawéhan indirect influence on belief

through a close direction of mind to corroboratgrgunds:

Insofar as the will either impels the understandmgard inquiry into a truth
or holds it back therefrom, however, one must gitaah influence on these

of the understandingand hence indirectly on conviction itself, sintes

depends so much upon the use of the understanidg 7).

If approval does not arise immediately through ttsure of the human
understanding and of human reason, then it stjuires closer direction of
choice, will, wish, or in general of our free withward the grounds of proof
(Ibid: 37).

It is this indirect influence of the will whichhost contemporary epistemologists
subscribe to when it comes to the influence of fsdeon belief. Sometimes a judge
or a jury ends up with no verdict due to the latldecisive evidence. That is, they
come up with no belief as to whether ipi®r notp. They are in a state of no belief —
they just do not possess what it takes to believisbelieve a proposition. Being able
to withhold belief at will implies being able tormol our doxastic attitudes directly —
a physiological capability we lack. There are ditwras where we believe things in the
absence of justification. We just cannot help lvitig them because we do not choose
or decide what stance to take on as our attituda ginen issue as pointed out below

by Swinburne. If we had, over our doxastic attisjddne same autonomy we have
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over our intentional actions, we would rarely gamng in our beliefs. If beliefs were
willable — capable of being acquired directly jiistough an intention, a choice or
decision — then we would have been responsibleliabté to blame for holding a
false belief. The willability of belief is the undging thesis of deontological
justification, a notion that leads to doxastic wvaharism. But justification understood
in epistemic terms obviates the assignment of blameesponsibility to belief by
virtue of one’s inability to control what one takep as one’s attitude towards a
proposition or in virtue of one’s inability to whiold belief until the truth is known or
emerges. ldeally, we believe when we have reasoim tthe absence of such reason,
we either disbelieve, reject, or we just have niiebdn many, but not all, situations,

we believe because we are not certain.

Blasting off to Mars, | believe my astronaut bratiagll touch down safe and sound
because he has always made a sound descent iadheajthough it is not the case
that | am certain that he will do so this time. ther, many people believe in the
existence of God without being certain of its exigte. Though they lack such
certainty, they are psychologically incapable ofmvolding or refraining from such
belief at will. One reason is because “we believel®liefs because we know that we
do not choose them but because we believe thatafeefprced upon us by the outside
world”, argues Swinburne (2001: 40). Of the famoadvocates of doxastic
voluntarism is William James. He, though withdragviinom his voluntarist position
later, observes thatWill and Belief, in short, meaning a certain retati between
objects and the Self, are two names for one andstmae PSYCHOLOGICAL
phenomendh(2007: 321). Moreover, James speaks of beli¢haguiescence” (Ibid:
283), and defines consent as “a manifestation of amtive nature” (Ibid: 283).
Newman also defines assent as a voluntary act iachawe can be held to account:
“Assent is an act of the mind ... it, as other aotay be made both when it ought to
be made, and when it ought not. It is a free agtersonal act for which the doer is
responsible” (2010: 232). Doxastic voluntarists teod that belief responds to free
will in the same way that other voluntary acts ddjich is why they do not
differentiate between belief and acceptance. Bl @ghtly argues that belief is not
an act of accepting, acquiescing or consenting poposition. He holds that the

foregoing, unlike belief, are all intentional ats they:
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have an Austinian perfomatory use as illocutiorfarge indicators, [whereas]
“believe” does not. “I hereby consent (acquiescegept)” is in order, but not

“I hereby believe”. ... Furthermore, one can congerdr accept a proposition
that she does not believe, as might happen indhese of a debate in which
one consents to or accepts a proposition justhfersake of argument. Thus,
James is wrong to identify belief with consent; amd holds even for internal
acts of consenting in the sense of committing dhdsetreating a certain

proposition as if it were true, for one can comsuith an internal act without
believing the proposition (1999: 89).

Doxastic voluntarists associate belief with volidb activities like decision, choice,
acceptance, consent, and intention. That is, thetivay conceive of belief implies
that we exert voluntary control in forming our leéi as we do in performing any of
the foregoing intentional acts. Beliefs fall intwa categories with respect to their
causal ancestry. Some beliefs’ causal ancestryilertae activities of evidence
gathering that we carry out voluntarily, and soroendt entail such activities for their
being immediately clear to be true. The latter cos&p perceptual, memory or
introspective beliefs or beliefs about self-evidentpriori propositions. Though
sometimes even the causal ancestry of some peatdyliefs involves the carrying
out of voluntary actions instrumental in bringinigoat a given doxastic attitude, the
attitude that eventuates in such cases wouldcstilht as one arrived at involuntarily.
These cases are recognized by doxastic involutdatiey contend that the voluntary
intermediate activities only have amdirect influence on the resultant belief, as can
be observed, for example, in Alston’s argumentshiapter seven. For example, | can
bring it about that | have or form an attitude twe shape of a remote iceberg by
making a trip to town, buying a telescope to lobkhe iceberg. Appearing clearly to
be mushroom-like, | come up with a belief that tbeberg is in the shape of a
mushroom. | form that belief because it is supmbidy my visual evidence. We
voluntarily engage in such intermediate steps tthegaevidence in order to settle
opinion on issues that are not self-evident. lfatl direct control over my doxastic
attitudes, | could have brought about such beliefctly solely through an intention
or decision to so believe. Furthermore, if thedetge was of bad quality, producing
invisibly grainy images and | was hence unabledtenine the shape of the iceberg,
| would end up with no belief about its shape. Védhaeason neither to believe nor to

disbelieve.
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We surely possess free will over things we hdivect (voluntary) control and we
routinely exercise such power in making choiceslegisions. In any given situation
where the object in question is something | cartrobuirectly, 1 am at liberty as to
the decisions or choices | make about that objEkat is, | have free will as to
whether to choose or decigieor notp. Talking of free will is, therefore, coherent
here. | have free will whether or not to launchraguiry into an alleged sighting of an
alien spacecraft in California. In other wordsavh the autonomy to decide whether
or not to settle opinion on such matter. | coulst jignore it at will and remain in a
state of no belief. But once | launch an inquiryarh not at liberty as to what
conclusion | arrive at or what doxastic attitud&ke up as an upshot of the inquiry.
Everything else about the inquiry | can controlhmito psychological constraints. |
can decide to initiate the inquiry on Monday rattiean Friday, | can choose to have
ten witnesses rather than fifteen to testify, | canose to hold the inquiry in London
rather than California, |1 can also choose what dital approaches to employ to
examine the testimonies or the evidence. With thality of the available evidence
showing the familiarity of the spacecraft and thgredisconfirming the possibility of
its being alienff), | am not at liberty whether | takeor notp as my attitude toward

the given matter.

In other words, | cannot directly will mysetf believe thap while simultaneously
believing that the available evidence does not avdrbelief inp. It is the essence of
believing at will, as will be articulated later,athfor a belief to be brought about at
will, we shall be able to acquire the willed belidirectly, independent of truth
considerations, immediately, intentionally, andhwitll consciousness of how the
willed belief is being acquired. There are two angmts as to the viability of the
resultant willed belief. Williams and O’Shaughnessgue that given the nature of
believing at will, it is necessarily the case th#ier the willed belief is acquired, if it
can ever be acquired at will, we will be consciofishow we arrived at the willed
belief and thus end up holding, aside from theedslilbelief, a simultaneous belief that
the willed belief is not supported or warranted daidence. The other argument
shows that, following the acquisition of the willeelief, it is likely that we forget
how we came about the willed belief or falsely &ed that we arrived at the willed
belief as a result of evidential considerationst Ba argument can show that we can

bring about a willed belief directly without goinggainst our intuitions. | can,
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however, just like the athefstvho wants to believe in God, bring about the heliat

p indirectly through cultivating an atmosphere thakes it psychologically alright
for me to believgp — an atmosphere brought about through manipulangence,
changing the analytical approaches, taking testiesofrom believers rather than
sceptics or disbelievers, or reading about simiardents where the sighting had
eventually turned out to be that of an alien spafedGiven the fact that perception,
memory, and introspection are normally irresistitdeurces of belief whereas
testimony is not at all times, there is a primaidastronger case to support the
phenomenon of withholding testimony-based beligisli espouses such position and

argues that:

There is a sense in which testimony-based belistgmthrough the will — or
at least through agency. ... The recipient commoatywithhold belief, if not

at will then indirectly, by taking on a highly cartary frame of mind (I am

taking withholding to beoughly a kind of blocking of belief formation when
a proposition is presented) (2006: 40).

He goes on to say that so far as attested propasitire concerned, “commonly
whether we withhold belief is ‘up to us™ for testony “is not an irresistible [source
of belief]” (Ibid: 41). But he recognizes that “weannot withhold belief from
propositions strongly supported directly by expece or by reason” (lbid: 40).
Furthermore, Depaul also holds that a cautious staxdendency is the optimal

epistemiqoolicy to avoid error:

It is, in my opinion, very often epistemically bder us to withhold belief.
Failure to withhold when the circumstances callifpas | think they often do,
can wreak havoc with a person’s system of belie$t think of gullibility and
jumping to conclusions. Both involve failures tathiold. ... | am very
strongly inclined to say that the cautious polggpistemically better (in Sosa
and Villanueva 2004: 97-98).

Though the discourse of both Depaul and Audilies that we have some control
over what doxastic attitude we take up once presewith a proposition, they both
qualify their statements, implying the difficultyf withholding belief at will. They
both suggest taking on a cautionary frame of mmeérable one to withhold belief,

thus trying to avoid the direct control withholdiitgelf implies. As observed earlier

% Refer to p. 174 for the atheist example.
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in Audi’'s arguments, doxastic voluntarists emphathholdingto mean, as it naturally
implies, blocking belief formation, preventing ledlirestraining or refraining oneself
from belief. But all this counts as an active phaeaon that implies agency and
voluntary control, whereas belief is a passiveestdéitmind as we have already learned
in chapter two. But doxastic voluntarists (episterdéeontologists) treat belief as an
active state under the direct influence of the .wille could have blocked belief
formation or prevented belief at will if we had,eswour doxastic attitudes, the direct
voluntary control doxastic voluntarism implies. dther words, it would have been
possible if we were at liberty to choosbatattitude we take up once presented with a
proposition. But sometimes although there is nodgexidence to believe something,
we find ourselves powerless to withhold belief. Ui there is no adequate evidence
to believe that God or extraterrestrial life existeny will find themselves powerless
to withhold such belief upon being presented witbhsa proposition. Free will does

not speak for belief, which is why whether we bedi@r disbelieve is not up to us.

When | entertain or inquire into a propositeomd eventually come up with no good
satisfactory grounds to either believe or disbeigy| end up with neither belief nor
disbelief. 1 just do not happen to take up any dtiraattitude because | lack what it
takes to hold one. Thus, | am withholding nothingither belief nor disbelief. | am in
a state of no belief or, more accurately, no dogagstitude; and my being in such
state just happens to me. It does not involve agdnother words, it is not a matter
of me doing something to bring about such statds la state whose realisation
happens mechanically and non-intentionally in tame way a genuine belief state
obtains, whereas withholding belief entails botiemion and agency. It is a voluntary
action. To withhold belief is to resist belief. Ths, doxastic voluntarism implies that
withholding, believing or disbelieving is up to wsybjecting belief to deontological
treatment and thus rendering it liable to blamehls way, doxastic voluntarists treat
neither belief nor justification as something tHappens to us, but, rather, as
something we have direct voluntary control over #mas can bring about at will.

Further, Plantinga argues that to epistemic deogists

Justification (unlike, say, a strong constitutiemhot something thdtappens
to a person; it is instead a result of her own reffo... As the classical
deontologist sees things, justification is not agtf but by works; and whether
we are justified in our beliefs is up to us (1923).
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In other words, deontologists treat positiyeiseemic status as a matter of
fulfilment of intellectual responsibilities and sg@mic obligations — something whose
realisation we have voluntary control over and itearefore be blamed for neglecting
them in coming to acquire a belief. They, therefamgue that whether or not we are
justified in holding a belief relies on whether ot we have responsibly conducted
ourselves in coming to acquire the belief. Justtfan so construed surely does not
just happen to us. It, rather, is conferred onlthsis of duty fulfilment. This | shall
return to it in chapter seven where the adequadyraeessity of duty fulfilment is
examined with the conclusion that one can possesstdiogical justification but lack
epistemic justification for a belief. But for nowe are concerned with whether
beliefs can be acquired at will. To bring about etinmg at will is to have direct
control over that thing. Beliefs can, from a doiastoluntarist perspective, be
brought about at will. Epistemologists are divided the possibility of doxastic
voluntarism. Those who conceive of belief as ancathmatter hold that we do have
such control, whereas those who conceive of baBedn epistemic matter deny such
possibility.

Feldman holds that “our beliefs typically resulorfr the functioning of our
cognitive systems in response to environmental udtjinor to the evidence those
stimuli provide us. Control over beliefs is, thene, in this way inside of us, and even
inside our minds” (2008: 343). Furthermore, Scadklres also observes that our
“will is captive with respect to belief” (1994: 101n other words, belief and will are
not on the same par. Doxastic voluntarism trealiefoes if it is a type of intentional
action that can be brought about at will. But, eguad by Montmarquet, “belief and
action are ‘asymmetrical’ with respect to directwdary control” (1986: 49). | can,
therefore, “make myself act like a fool if | wisb, tout | cannot make myself believe
that | am a fool in the absence of adequate evaéurcit, even if | really desire to or
if I have practical reasons for so believing itatsts Booth (2007: 115). Withdrawing
from his earlier voluntarist position, James alsguas that “If belief consists in an
emotional reaction of the entire man on an objecty can we believe at will? We
cannot control our emotions. Truly enough, a mamoa believe at will abruptly”
(2007: 321). That is, the prevailing wisdom amoraxastic involuntarists is that
“nothing could be a belief and be willed directlyfi Scott-Kakures 1994: 77). They,
however, recognize that some beliefs are indudna&ectly through practical desires
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or interests as we will learn later. But the geharansensus among doxastic
involuntarists is that “beliefs are often acquiveitly-nilly”, states Alston (1989: 205-
206). Thus, “If the fact isamsad and | consider this proposition, then whetierot

| accept it is simply not up to me”, points out Plantinge993: 38). Speaking from
his lately adopted involuntarist position, Jamesrthier demonstrates the

preposterousness and impotency of believing at will

Does it not seem preposterous on the very face tof talk of our opinions
being modifiable at will? Can our will either hedp hinder our intellect in its
perceptions of truth? Can we, by just willing itelieve that Abraham
Lincoln’s existence is a myth, and that the potsraf him in McClure’s
Magazine are all of someone else? Can we, by dast ef our will, or by any
strength of wish that it were true, believe oursslwell and about when we
are roaring with rheumatism in bed, or feel certhat the sum of the two one-
dollar bills in our pocket must be a hundred dgffavVe carsay any of these
things, but we are absolutely impotent to belidwent (2006: 4-5).

Though | rule out the willability of belief ithe greatest majority of our doxastic
cultivations for the principal intuition shared loyost involuntarist epistemologists
that there are psychological and rational congsaon belief, | believe that there are
situations where our will colours our perceptiofigeality in a way that can, in the
long run, cause belief, but only indirectly. That sometimes will, once driven by an
irresistible desire, derails our intellect in itsrpeptions of reality in the direction of a
preferred or desired attitude. But we can succedatinging about such willed belief
states only indirectly. Further, Scott-Kakures sdfgat “a subject can alter what she
believes through circuitous or instrumental meanbrnging it about that she comes
to have reason to believe that p” (1994: 81). T&iattainable, he argues, when the
subject “brings about conditions under which shee® to have reason for believing
that p” (Ibid: 80). For example, Basanio does raw oelieve that Portia likes him for
he knows of no signals, indications or gestures iight indicate her affection for
him. But he adores her and wants her affectionlygleBinat is why he wants to believe
that Portia likes him. He knows that she is impoessble to romantic gestures. He,
therefore, brings about conditions he knows woulodpce some reason to believe

that she likes him. One day Basanio takes her outdfnner at her favourite

* We have already observed that belief and acceptarectwo different propositional attitudes, but no
all epistemologists differentiate between the tRot here Plantinga us@sceptto mearbelievein this
example.
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restaurant. Being grateful to his generosity arglld@ing gallant towards her, Portia
manifests certain gestures which Basanio wronddgdao be an indication that she
likes him. He, thereby, comes to believe that skeslhim on the basis of such
gestures which he takes to be evidence for higthdiut he did not believe at will.
He, rather, got himself to believe that Portia ¢ikeim in an indirect way.
Epistemologists of all bents recognize that we loang about desired belief states
through indirect routes. Williams argues that wae &aing it about that we believe
something we want to believe through roundaboutaothat are neither motivated by
truth considerations nor are causally truth-conekici“there is room for the
application of decision to belief by more roundabooutes. For we all know that
there are causal factors, unconnected with trukhghvcan produce belief: hypnotism,
drugs, all sorts of things could bring it abouttthabelieve thatp” (1973: 149).
Furthermore, O’'Shaughnessy, though denying thealility of belief as a general

phenomenon, also recognizes occasional casesletivoi¢lief:

Believing is in itself essentially inactive. Noneléss, our desires cause some
of our beliefs, as do some of our intentions. Thhere exist acts which fall
under the instrumental description ‘the installofdelief in the mind’, and in
this sense belief can sometimes owe its existenteetwill (2008: 66).

But he argues that any such act of willing &elbénecessarily is irrational and
practiced self-deceptively” (Ibid: 65). Rejectingluntary believing as a viable
mental phenomenon, O’Shaughnessy attributes theead the intuition behind the
logical unwillability of belief to belief's “intimée bond with reason” (Ibid: 60).
Furthermore, Scott-Kakures also observes that diues to the “truth-directedness of
belief, beliefs are not psychological states wtdah be willed directly” (1994: 81). It
is this intimate bond with reason or truth-conditgithat constitutes rational and
psychological constraints on belief. And it is psety due to such constraints that
“neither belief, nor desires ... could ever immediatde willed”, states
O’Shaughnessy (2008: 61). Moreover, he argueshiglaf, unlike actions or events,
is a continuous state rather than a processiventamit: “while belief is a continuous
state, it is not a processive continuant, justles dontinuity of time or of some
object’s shape is not, whereas that of a whistlskid is a processive continuant”
(Ibid: 65). That is why belief cannot be an actiype to be brought about at will

directly and immediately.
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This, however, does not imply that every prsses continuant can be willed
directly and immediately. Heartbeat is a processrtinuant — the continuity of
which relies on the occurrence of other actiondhrsag; among other things, pumping
blood to the heart — that cannot be brought abastt ljke that. But things we have
voluntary control over can be brought about at wimediately. Thus, if the act of
immediately willing belief “were possible, an in@tal belief would have to be
actively and instantaneously installed in a mindtby use of an act-mechanism”,
states O’'Shaughnessy (Ibid: 62). This, the bringibgut of belief at will, is regarded
by epistemologists ruling out the willability of leef as “a phenomenon that logically
falls outside the domain of willable phenomena” Qithaughnessy 2008: 67). That
is why Bennett considers this whole idea of behgviat will chokingly
unswallowable: “There is indeed something so chglkiinswallowable about the
idea of someone’s voluntarily coming to believe stimng that | have to suspect that
this is ruled out at a deeper level than the cgetih powers of our minds” (1990: 90).
The following are what Winters argues to be theditoons for a belief to meet in
order to qualify as being brought about at will:

To constitute a genuine casebafieving at will... three necessary conditions
must be met. First, the belief must have been aeduirectly and as a result
of intending to hold it, rather than by some indireoute such as concentrating
only on the favourable data or discrediting uncogeevidence through
considerations of fallibility of testimony. ... A sead necessary condition is
that the belief be acquired independently of anysateration about its truth:
that is, one does not utilize data relevant totthth or falsity ofp in coming
to believep. ... Finally, it is required that the action of agtng the belief at
will be performed with the agent fully aware tha br she is attempting to
arrive at the belief in this way. ... The agent thuast realize that truth
considerations play no role in the attempt. Behgvat will, then, requires the
acquisition of a belief directly, independently tafith considerations, and in
full consciousness (1979: 244-245).

That is, in order to successfully will a beligfe must be able to self-consciously
will the belief with no heed to its truth valuesittwthe intention to hold it, with full
awareness that the belief we are willing is unwaed or irrational and be able to
find ourselves in the willed belief state immedigtafter willing it. One of the factors
that give rise to the phenomenon of voluntary bélig is our being emotionally
biased in some of our doxastic cultivations. Thsataur belief acquisitions are not

always motivated by epistemic considerations. Wmetomes nourish beliefs for
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practical reasons. There are, argues Winters,tigiisawhere non-evidential factors

play an instrumental part in the acquisition oengion of a belief:

non-evidential factors play a large role in belgefstainment. We are not
emotionally neutral toward all the things we bedipwe often have much at
stake in their being true and will maintain themaltcosts. Sometimes such
factors are the causally relevant ones; we can belifs solely because
certain needs and desires are satisfied in doirfthgb 247).

But even though we are not always emotionally rutn all our belief
acquisitions, we can only arrive at the beliefswant to arrive at indirectly through,
as Alston pointed out earlier, selective exposweevidence or manipulating
evidence. If the given Bush administration belwtre cases of pragmatic belief - a
possibility which this research considers inappidprin light of the nature of the
given propositions along with the evidential coimis at the time - then it might be
said that the key non-evidential factor instrumkimtagiving rise to such beliefs was
the fear thap. This research argues that fearing the possiltiiayp in the absence of
good evidence whethgr normally promotes propositional acceptance rathan
belief or pragmatic belief. I, however, recognihattsome beliefs, notably wishful or
welcome beliefs, originate from pragmatic consitlers. That is, in situations where
our pragmatic desires override truth consideratitims force of such desires renders
our doxastic tendencies doctrinally oriented orirgesriented. The possibility of
pragmatic belief might give rise to doxastic vohnmgm. But pragmatic beliefs can
only be brought about indirectly, whereas doxastiintarism implies direct control
over our beliefs. The contemporary arguments try;ndebunk doxastic voluntarism
have concentrated on Bernard Williams endeavour réfute such mental
phenomenon. He holds that one of the reasons behindnability to bring about
belief at will just like that is attributable toH& characteristic of beliefs that they aim
at truth” (1973: 148). In other words, we cannostjlike that, will ourselves to bring
about that we believe thptregardless of whether or not it is true thaThat is, since
we know that to believe thatis just to believe it to be true, we cannot wilrselves
to believe thap irrespective of any consideration to the truthuesl ofp. It is for this
reason that O’Shaughnessy argues that “an ovdrc@escious b-believer [wilful
believer] openly performs a deed that negates tkey foundations of the

phenomenon of belief in a self-conscious consciessh(2008: 64). There are two
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principal theses that underlie Williams’ attemptrédute the willability of belief: a

prospective thesis and a retrospective thesis:

If 1 could acquire a belief at will, | could acqairt whether it was true or not;
moreover | would know that | could acquire it whestht was true or not. If in
full consciousness | could will to acquire a ‘bélierespective of its truth, it is
unclear that before the event | could seriouslykhof it as a belief, i.e. as
something purporting to represent reality. At tleywleast, there must be a
restriction on what is the case after the evemigesil could not then, in full
consciousness, regard this as a belief of minesamething | take to be true,
and also know that | acquired it at will. With reddo no belief could | know
... that | had acquired it at will. But if | can agop beliefs at will, | must
know that | am able to do this; and could | knowatth was capable of this
feat, if with regard to every feat of this kind whil had performed |
necessarily had to believe that it had not takeogi (1973: 148).

The underlying theme of his prospective argunethat it is impossible to think of
a willed attitude as belief while trying self-cormasly to acquire the intended attitude
with no regard to whether the attitude one wantadguire is true. But this is not a
plausible reason for ruling out doxastic voluntaribecause the whole point behind
my conscious endeavour to bring about that | belge because | know that | do not
believep now att, but | want to believe it. So of coursetatdo not and cannot think
of p as a belief or as one of my beliefs because ladget believe it. Responding to
Williams’ prospective argument, Scott-Kakures agytiat whether one regarpss a
belief before one succeeds in one’s trial to gedsetf to believep is irrelevant to

whether one can will oneself to believe something does not currently believe:

It is true that before | believe the target proposj | cannot believe it since |
believe it is not true. Nonetheless, | can seekdleve that proposition. If
somehow | succeed, and also forget that the bebeafproduced by volitional
fiat, the fact that before success | could not réghe aimed at state as belief
is irrelevant (1994: 82).

The primary logic of Williams’ retrospectivegaiment is that every act of believing
at will, if it ever succeeds, necessarily ends uih whe believer’'s realisingow the
willed belief has been arrived at. But the reasernohtlines behind such inevitable
outcome fails to convince our intuitions. He argtlest in order to be able to acquire
beliefs at will, we must know that we have sucHigbi‘But if | can acquire beliefs at

will, I must know that | am able to do this”. Butch a conception is false. We
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possess many capacities — voluntary or involurtarye do not know we possess.
That is, the existence of a capacity is independéotur knowledge of the capacity. |
possess many neurological capacities | have nongpklbout. This, however, shall not
imply that we are necessarily unaware of (someoaf) capacities. But it is not a
prerequisite that to be able to do something, westrknow that we can do so. If
believing at will were to require knowledge of suchpacity, then cognitively
unsophisticated individuals who hardly possessgragp of such doxastic capacities
should be unable to will a belief. But if they caonsciously and intentionally
exercise other capacities they have no knowledgeitalso could they exercise the
capacity to believe at will. If believing at wilsian intentional conscious action,
which clearly is, and is a real possibility, thea should be able to acquire beliefs at
will without knowing that we possess such capaicitthe same way that we are able
to consciously and intentionally exercise otheracaes without knowing that we
even possess them. | do not find anything distrecbetween believing at will and
other intentional actions to merit an exemptionthrs respect. Moreover, Winters
argues that:

it is certainly not true of every capacity thath@ve it we must know we have
it ... to acquire a belief at will one must be awafevhat one is doing. But

even given this fact, it does not follow that dn acquire beliefs at will, I am

aware that | have this ability. Evidently many &f under suitable guidance,
can lower our rate of heartbeat directly, as adoasiion, in full consciousness
(not by indirect means such as thinking of calmrgpdays, etc.). However,

very few of us are aware of having this ability.uShthe possession of an
ability to perform a basic action in full conscioess does not entail
awareness of that possession (1979: 255).

That is, though believing at will is necessadbne consciously and intentionally,
my being conscious of willing a belief does notagéininy knowing that | possess such
capacity. | can consciously exercise a capacithaut knowing that | possess such
capacity. For example, Talia is a non-contempougrinformed individual who lacks
knowledge of our basic capacities. She has nevesidered the question of how long
she can hold her breath, nor has she ever trigtintgoher breath. Talia is completely
ignorant of such capacity. She is once taken fdligat tour to learn about some
basics of human advancement. Talia boards the .plreflight manager forgets to

read out the flight instructions. Thus, Talia icessarily unaware of how breathing
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conditions are sustained onboard and what mighpémago her if the cabin goes
depressurised. En route to its destination, thenages depressurised, and Talia ends
up holding her breath for two minutes till a fauthask is repaired for her. Before the
event, Talia did not know that she could even l@d breath, let alone knowing that
she can hold it for two minutes. But she was stille to exercise such capacity
without knowledge of its possession. Holding breéite acquiring belief at will, is
necessarily done consciously and intentionally.sTthe absence of knowledge of a
capacity neither neutralises the capacity, nor doeseclude us from exercising such

capacity.

Moreover, Williams also argues that to knowt tha can acquire beliefs at will is
to, in any given case of successfully willing aibielnecessarily believe that the given
belief has been acquired at will — that we haveased the capacity to believe at will
in arriving at the given belief — otherwise we abulot know that we have such
capacity: “and could | know that | was capablelo$ feat, if with regard to every feat
of this kind which | had performed | necessarilylhia believe that it had not taken
place?”. In other words, he associates knowledgthefcapacity to believe at will
with observation of such capacity. But Winters tighargues that “[The] principle
that one can learn one has an ability only froneoleg that one has exercised it... is
surely false: | can become aware of capacities/élzs a result of extrapolation from
other data | have about myself or through the liidestimony of others” (1979:
254). In other words, knowledge is not necessatitgined through observation or
experience. For example, | know | can hold my Wrdat two minutes and through
extrapolation | can come to know or learn that VYéhéhe capacity to stay under the
water without oxygen for two minutes, although @anot yet observed the exercise
of such capacity. Testimony and extrapolation (eriee) are all legitimate means of
acquiring knowledge and learning about our capesitif | can withhold belief at will
just like that when | have good evidence to beljgheough extrapolation | can come
to learn that | have the capacity to believe at.Wihough | have not yet observed
such capacity in order to know it on the basis lofavvation or experience, | can,
through extrapolation, come to know that | possegdh capacity. Thus, the premise
behind Williams’ retrospective argument fails t@agnize that we can exercise the
capacity to believe at will even in the absenckradwledge of such capacity and that

we can know of such capacity through other non-ofagi®nal means.
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The question of the retrospective awarenedsoafone has come about a willed
belief becomes relevant only when one makes a ssftdetransition fromt where
one wills to believep and thereby does not yet beligvéo t1 where one believes
O’Shaughnessy explores this transition by firssirgy the question whether there can
be “an act that is the bringing about of belieftie way there is an act that is the
immediate bringing about of arm rise” (2008: 61 then goes on arguing that “the
existence of such an act [the act of bringing almlief immediately at will] would
seem to entail the existence of the capacity valilgtat a certain instant light-
fingeredly to install a certain belief in one’s min(lbid: 61). O’Shaughnessy
observes that if there is ever an act of immedjatélling a belief, then such act must
be “caused by an act-desire” (Ibid: 61). But desioe volitions cannot bring about
belief immediately and directly just like that tiigh willing it alone when at the time
of willing the belief att we believe the available evidence to be insufficte warrant
the belief we are aiming at. That is why if a swsfel transition transpired from the
cognitive perspective from which we will to beliepatt to the cognitive perspective
where we believe attl, then “something must have interposed causallyéat the
act-desire [the act of willing the belief htand the [willed] belief [atl1]”, points out
O’Shaughnessy (Ibid: 62). Moreover, we cannot efriam a non-belief state to a
willed belief state without having our reasoningsally interrupted during the period
of such transition in a way that makes the willedids possible for us to believe. In
the absence of such causal interruption, no suisitions are possible so long we
believe the available evidence to be inadequateatoant the belief we are aiming at.
It is this causal interposition between the two retige perspectives that Scott-
Kakures takes to be the source of the unwillabdityelief:

the only way of making sense of th[ese] transastion is to imagine a
cognitive rift between the two states, a more es ldramatic alteration of the
agent’s cognitive perspective. It is just this diss or blind spot which allows
us to comprehend the source of the unwillabilitypelief (1994: 95).

That is, Scott-Kakures takes this cognitive riftioeen the cognitive perspective
from which we generate the intention to bring abauwilled belief f) and the
cognitive perspective where we come to belipue both show how a willed belief
can possibly be brought about and demonstrate dbeces of the unwillability of

belief. First, he argues that it is this cognitivié that makes the willed beliefp)
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possible through rendering the intentional actionbting about the willed belief
unmonitored and thereby enabling us to abandonntieation to bring about such
willed belief. Second, he argues that the fact thatwilled belief is brought about in
virtue of a cognitive rift that renders the intemial action unmonitored before we
come to believe thgh shows that the willed belief is not brought abattwill for
believing at will is necessarily an intentional iant and an intentional action is
necessarily monitored till fulfiled. In other wadhe argues that the intentional
action to bring about the willed belief is rendergtmonitored by the cognitive rift
half way through before we come to believe theadglibelief. Thus, he rightly regards
the willed belief as being brought about indireatligereas wilful belief is, as noticed
earlier, necessarily brought about directly, comssly and intentionally. Therefore,
he argues, believing at will is impossible. This tiee logic of Scott-Kakures’

argument for the unwillability of belief. The folldng is how he proceeds:

Beliefs, unlike arm-rises, are, we might say, cimiste of my cognitive
perspective. ... They [beliefs] along with desiret.,eare the background
against which | formulate my plans, intentions,. &o when | do formulate
my here-and-now intention, “Now | will believe thait, my current cognitive
perspective, the one from which that intention eneyated, includes the
beliefs that | do not now believe that p and thathing | do currently believe
is sufficient epistemic justification for my belieg that p. These two beliefs
are importantly related. | do not believe that pawese it is the case that | also
believe that nothing | currently believe epistertijcpustifies the belief that p.
We are granting that | cannot believe that p, alsd &elieve that belief is
sustained solely as a matter of the will. And nibig when | formulate my
intention to believe that p | must regard my cutreognitive perspective as
not sanctioning the belief that p. That is why | @aod must formulate the
intention to believe that p if | am to believelhifl: 94-5).

Furthermore, the epistemic situation where | valloelievep is such that | do not
currently believep because nothing | am currently aware of or notHirmgirrently
believe warrants such belief. Thus, the willed dfelliaim to bring about is one that |
would normally disbelieve or consider irrational tilee absence of the desire that
prompts me to bring it about, or just end up hawnogbelief when there is evidence
neither in support nor against it. Though,awvhere | will myself into a desired belief
state, | neither believe thatnor consider it rational the belief that | still want to
believe thatp. In other words, the current cognitive perspecfieen which | will

myself to believep att is one which | believe to contain no evidenceupp®rt the
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proposition | intend to believe. Thus, from my @mt cognitive perspective, the
willed belief | want to bring about is not episteailiy justified. | might even have
sufficient evidence to disbelieve it or to beligire opposite. If believing at will were
psychologically possible, | should have been ablake up the cognitive perspective
that contains the willed belief just like that ditly through willing it alone. But if |
were able to take on the willed belief directlytjlike that, then | should have also
been able to revert directly at will to my previatmgnitive perspective where | did
not believe thap. But this is not how we come about our doxastituales. That is
why if | were to move on from the cognitive persjpee where | want but do not
currently believep to the cognitive perspective where | beligyethere must be a
causally effective factor interposing between the tognitive perspectives. And it is
this cognitive rift that Scott-Kakures takes to the causally effective factor that
makes believing possible through rendering the intentional actmbring about the
belief thatp unmonitored and thereby enabling us to abanddeoome unconscious

of the intention we formulate afrom the non-belief state cognitive perspective:

Once | have — somehow or other — produced the fbisleg p, my current
cognitive perspective [atl] contains the belief that p. My cognitive
perspective at t+1 contains nothing immediatelyilakge which rules out the
belief that p. Recall that the belief that p isedubut, at t, by other beliefs and
that the transition from t to t+1 is meant to bes amhich is accomplished
directly by an act of will. If the above descript®of the belief state transition
and the relevant aspects of my cognitive perspestare correct, then there
must be a cognitive blind spot, or fissure, betweamd t+1. [Otherwise] |
cannot, from my cognitive perspective at t, seeway through to my altered
cognitive perspective at t+1 (lbid: 95).

If I were to succeed in bringing about a willeelief directly, so far as the willed
belief is concerned, the two cognitive perspectivasst necessarily be the same
epistemically and | must be able to move on from gugrent cognitive perspective
where | believe the willed belief to be unwarrankgdwhat | currently believe to the
cognitive perspective that contains the willed dfetiirectly just like that. In the case
at hand, the only marked difference between thei$nthat the cognitive perspective
that contains the willed belief is clear of thesmiion we formulate from the cognitive
perspective where we do not yet believe the wibetlef. And it is the absence of
such intention or its awarenesstht- brought about by the cognitive rift's rendering

the intentional action unmonitored — that rendees umaware of the fact that the
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cognitive perspective where | come to beligvattl is the same as the cognitive
perspective where | did not beliepeatt. In the absence of the awareness that both
cognitive perspectives are the same epistemichldgcome unaware that the willed
belief is as unwarranted #t as it was at, unless it is the case that betwé¢emdtl |
encounter some supporting evidence as we will edater. But in both cases, the
bringing about of the willed belief fails to meéetrequirements of believing at will.
Thus, the cognitive fissure just makes it possib& | am unaware of the intention |
formulate at and thereby rendering me unaware that the cognutarspective df is
epistemically the same as the one, @roviding that | do not come across supporting
evidence between the two perspectives which eviewefe | would still fail to satisfy

what it takes to bring about a belief at will.

Thus, Scott-Kakures’ argument of the cognifigsure just provides an explanation
of how a transition from a non-belief state to dledi belief state could possibly
transpire fromt to t1. At t we, as Scott-Kakures pointed out earlier, forneuldie
intention to bring about the willed belief thatbecause we know that we do not
currently believep at t, but want to bring it about that we believe it.ush our
formulating such intention dtis directly related to the fact that we do notrently
believe the intended belief we want to bring abtubther words, the formulation of
the intention is related to our consciousness phat unwarranted by our cognitive
perspective at, but we want to bring it about that we believeTihat is why if |
become unaware of such intention, | consequentigoibe unaware thap is
unwarranted by what | currently believe. Thus, @éblandon such intention or become
unconscious of it as a result of the cognitiveuiss | no longer consciously beliepe
to be unwarranted by what | currently believe. Ahtinecessarily become unaware
of such intention atl as a result of the cognitive rift, thentatl do not consciously
believep to be unwarranted by my cognitive perspectivélatt is because of this
that | am able to believeattl. But if | were still conscious of the intentiontaf and
if my cognitive perspective &t remains the same epistemically as the origthén |
cannot come to believe att1 because even &t | still consciously believg to be
unwarranted by my cognitive perspective. Thuss idiie to my belief or awareness
that p is unwarranted by my cognitive perspective #iat a transition tol where |

come to believe is attainable only when | abandon the intentiob@rome unaware
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of it attl. That is why Scott-Kakures argues that the intento bring about the

willed belief must be abandoned before | come tebep attl:

| formulate this intention because | want to beti¢hat p and do not currently
believe it. But a content like the one possessethisyintention cannot carry
me to the belief state of believing that p — and thecause there must be a
cognitive fissure between the intention and théestaam aiming at. For if |
aim directly at believing that p, then | must ledwehind the intention to
believe that p before | am to believe that p. Istandard case of successful
intentional basic action (e.g., raising one’s arthg intention is abandoned
once its satisfaction conditions are realised &nar once the agent believes
they are realised). But if the above argument rseob the intention to believe
that p must be abandoned before one could belieatept This is why the
behaviour must be unguided and thus, unmonitoreds. long as | intend to
believe that p (i.e., so long as | inhabit the dtvgm perspective which
generates that intention), | cannot believe thaftps is because the beliefs
which generate the intention are incompatible wiy believing that p. Thus
the intention must be abandoned before its satisfaconditions are realised.
If the intention that | formulate must be abandorexfore | succeed in
bringing about the state of affairs it represetiien that intention cannot be
one by which | direct and monitor my activity urgiiccess. There must be a
cognitive fissure between the intention or willitgbelieve and the arrival at
the belief state (Ibid: 95-96).

That is, the willed belief | aim to bring aboutase that is both incompatible and
incoherent with what | currently believe. And | kmdhat the willed belief is not
warranted by my current beliefs or by my currergrative perspective on the whole,
which is why | formulate the intention to bringabout that | believe it. Thus, the
intention to bring about the willed belief is proteg and produced by beliefs that
reject the willed belief as a viable or rationaliée That is why so long | sustain such
intention or am aware of it, | cannot beligvdecause being aware of the intention,
possessing or sustaining it just means that | beleto be unwarranted by what |
currently believe. I, therefore, cannot believe tiiled belief and simultaneously
believe it to be unwarranted by my cognitive pecsipe. Hence, the intention must
be abandoned before | could come to belieythe willed belief). But even then, my
coming to believep attl fails to constitute a successful case of bringibgut belief
at will due to the intentional action’s being rerett unmonitored through the
cognitive rift before its success and therebyrigilio count as a successful intentional
action as observed by Scott-Kakures: “since thevarat the belief state at t+1 is

ungoverned or unmonitored, my arrival at that bediate cannot count as something |
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succeed in willing directly, as | do when | succeedlirectly willing an arm rise”
(Ibid: 95). That is, believing at will is, as obged earlier, an intentional action
carried out directly with full consciousness. An@ Wwave already learned that in a
successful case of intentional action, the intenti® abandoned when the agent
believes that the aim of the action is realised. iBuhis case of the cognitive rift, the
intention to bring about a willed belief is, asnitst be, abandoned before the willed
belief is brought about. It is abandoned througk thtentional action’s going
unmonitored in virtue of the cognitive fissure. Bhihe intentional action to bring
about the willed belief fails to meet the condisoof a successful intentional action
for its failure to be monitored and thereby itdufee to have the intention sustained till
success is made or till the action goal is belieieede realised as observed by Scott-
Kakures:

The intention guides or governs the relevant agtithiat it causes and in such
a way as to permit the monitoring of the relevashdviour. ... Basic

intentional actions are ... guided and controlled aodmonitored by the
intentions by which they are caused. ... To say #natintention directs

activity is just to say that I monitor and guide nagtivity against the

background of the intention. Thus, when | intendrase my arm and |

succeed, | know when to stop trying (Ibid: 90-91).

In the case of intending to raise my arm, |\wnehen to stop trying because |
monitor the activity. That is, | know when the actigoal is realised because |
monitor the activity till the goal of my intentiaa realised. That is why as far as non-
doxastic attitudes are concerned, the intentioabsndoned when the action goal is
believed to be realised. But this cannot be the gath the intention to bring about a
willed belief. In the case of willing a belief, ifwere to monitor my activity till |
come to know that the goal of the intention isiseal — till | come to know that | now
believe the willed belief — and abandon the intamtdnly then, then the outcome is
paradoxical: | will end up believing the willed dland simultaneously believing it
to be false, irrational or unwarranted by what trently believe. So long | monitor
the activity of bringing about a willed belief, bdso against the background of an
intention produced by beliefs that rule out theledlbelief as rational, and as long as
| sustain such intention, | necessarily believe tha belief | am trying to bring about
is irrational or unwarranted, and as long as | dwelithe willed belief to be

unwarranted by what | currently believe, believittge willed belief remains a
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psychological impossibility for me. It is becausktlois that the intention must be
abandoned before | am able to believe the willdeebéBut an intentional action is
necessarily monitored and has its intentionalitaratoned once the action goal is
believed to be realised. This cannot, for the reasautlined earlier, apply to the
intentional action to bring about a willed beliéfwe were to be able to believe the
willed belief. Thus, in order for me to be ablebiong about that | believe the willed
belief, the activity must necessarily be unmontiorBut all intentional actions are
monitored. If the intentional action must necedgdre unmonitored in order for me
to be able to believg, then that action cannot count as an intentiootibr. It is
because of this, argues Scott-Kakures, that weatasurcceed in directly bringing

about a willed belief:

If an event is to count as an intentional basicoacitt must be produced by
some contentful mental state(s) which guides thiic It is this guidance
which makes for the obvious way in which we may $hagt intentional
activity is monitored activity. | argue ... that tieason | cannot succeed in
directly willing to believe that p is that the pess which results in the
generation of the belief would have to be unmoeiioor ungoverned by the
content of the intention or the plan. ... My intemtitm believe that p just like
that cannot initiate a process whereby that vetgnimon directs or guides
activity the result of which is the coming to be&kethat p. No one can will a
belief that p, because nothing could countvdbng a belief ... nothing could
count as initiating a guided and monitored procegsch succeed[s] in
producing a belief (Ibid: 92).

That is, if | am able to bring it about at will thabelievep, then | must be able to
bring it about directly, just like that, that | B®le p, but for such action to count as an
intentional action is for the action to be monithrand for the action to be monitored
is for me to be aware of the intention that guided enables the monitoring of the
activity, and for me to be aware of such inteni®ifor me to necessarily believe that
the willed belief | am aiming to bring about is usmnanted by what | currently
believe. | cannot come to belieyeso long | believe it to be unwarranted by my
current cognitive perspective. Therefore, the acto bring about that | believe
must be unmonitored. Believing at will is an infentl action, and intentional actions
are necessarily monitored. If the action to bribgwt that | believg must necessarily
be unmonitored, then such action cannot count astantional action. Therefore, this
cannot count as an instance of believing at wikkli®ing at will is, thereby,
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impossible. Scott-Kakures’ argument of intentioaelivity as one that is necessarily
monitored could give rise to some confusion betweimtentionality and
consciousness. He argues that intentional action either consciously or
unconsciously monitored, but is necessarily moadofFurthermore, he observes that
the fact that we must lose sight of the intentiefobe we could come to belieyeis

sufficient evidence that we cannot come to belgas a direct result of will:

it is a necessary condition of something’s counéiedasic intentional activity
that it be monitored. ... We must certainly distirsjubetween conscious and
unconscious monitoring of activity. And surely & likely that most of the
processes which result in basic action are uncoaslyi monitored. In a
familiar way my raising my arm in order to open thimdow, or my grasping
a key in order to start the car are actions whiehirtentional, but which are,
at least typically, unconsciously guided and mameitio So the point is not that
all intentional behaviour isonsciouslyguided or monitored but rather that
behaviour, if it is to count as basic intentionatian must be guided and
monitored. ... These [actions of bringing about betie will] are after all
cases in which a subject interfddly consciously*“l will believe that p”. But

if someone must lose sight of this intention, & thtention must, that is, first
becomeunconscioudefore it can be pursued, then that is enoughdeghat
one can’t directly will a belief. Rather somethialye must first occur — the
pushing into unconsciousness of the intention -ereeit can be pursued. Thus
one comes to believe only as a by-product and siatdirect result of the will
(Ibid: 92).

If believing at will were psychologically possiblégaen a direct transition fromnto
t1 must have been possible. But doxastic involurtgarige out the possibility of such
direct transition and contend that “there are maagitions of the following kind: At t,
an agent does not believe that p and at t+1 thet dgdieves that p, and the transition
from the one belief state to the other is accorhplisby a direct and unmediated
willing to believe that p” (in Scott-Kakures 19947-78). Thus, if | were to bring
about a belief at will, my epistemic situationthimust necessarily be the same as the
one att where | believe the willed belief to be unwarrahtey what | currently
believe, and | must be able to make a direct ttimmsfromt to t1 just like that. This,
as shown earlier, is not something we are psycludlly capable of. I, however,
could come to believp indirectly if betweert andtl | came across some supporting
evidence that warranted the willed belief from nggmitive perspective. But that
could not count as bringing about the belief asractiresult of will. Rather, |1 would

come to believg on the basis of evidence as argued by Scott-Kakure
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If 1 had, first [betweent and tl], come to believe something else which
rendered rational my believing that p then | woualat have succeeded in
willing the belief directly; rather 1 would have m@ to believe that p
indirectly by coming to believe something elsetfiledeed, in urging that |
can directly will a belief that p, the advocate b@lieving at will should agree
that | do not, between t and t+ikst come to believe things that make rational
my coming to believe that p (Ibid: 93).

We have already observed Cook and Scott-Kakamgsing that believing at will
occurs when | find the current evidence insufficiem warrant belief in something
that | want to believe or when | believe the willedlief to be unwarranted by my
current cognitive perspective, but for some pragmaason want to bring it about
that | believe it. This is how doxastic voluntarisim generally conceived of.
Therefore, believing at will must be practically twated. In other words, if believing
at will is ever possible, we will ourselves to lgriabout belief in order to satisfy some
pragmatic interest. Believing at will is, as alrgaabserved, necessarily carried out
consciously with the intention to hold the willedlief. We can, following an initial
success to enter the willed belief state, hold whiéed belief only if we become
unaware ohowwe arrived at the willed belief. To become unawareow we came
about the willed belief is construed as either é&tigg how we arrived at the willed
belief or falsely believing that we came about thided belief on the basis of

evidence. That is, Scott-Kakures observes that:

The fact that | self-consciously will to believeathp, does not thereby entalil
that if | succeed, | must also believe that [I hdoreught about the willed

belief independently of its truth] ... Thus | mighiceeed in willing a belief,

and simultaneously forget that | have willed itidtB82).

He further argues that “If | succeed [in wigli belief] ... my inability to believe
that it was produced at will is irrelevant to arakestion of the success or failure of
my original project” (Ibid: 82). This surely canno¢ contested, if | succeed in willing
myself to believep, then the fact that after success | do not (campéelieve that |
have brought about the willed belief independeatlits truth does not negate the fact
that | came about the willed belief as a direcultesf will. Furthermore, Winters
argues that the self-conscious nature of willifgehef shall not be construed as being
necessarily retained until after the success terghe willed belief state; she argues
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that after success we might falsely believe thathaxe come about the willed belief

on the basis of evidence:

since the acquisition of beliefs at will is alwayserformed in full
consciousness, it might seem that it is a necedsatty that if x acquired a
belief at will, there would be a time (perhaps indmagely after the
acquisition) at which x was aware both that x b&lde b and that b was
sustained at will. ... [but] the “in full conscious®8 stipulation requires only
that, at the time of the attempt, one be aware ¢inat is trying to believe
something at will; it is not required that at suche as one fully succeeds in
believing it, the awareness of the voluntary natafethe acquisition be
retained. Afterwards, | might falsely think thathiad not succeeded in
acquiring b at will and hold that my belief of b svdue to other (evidential)
factors. A person might lower his heart-beat thtotlte direct effort of will,
although he may think that he did so indirectlyy(day swallowing a placebo);
his belief in this false causal efficacy does rtdrahe fact that he performed
the basic action (1979: 255-256).

But if believing at will were to be a viable mengahenomenon, then a direct
transition fromt to t1 must be possible, and therefore it must be passisla willed
belief to be brought about just like that immediai&ter willing it in the same way
we bring about an arm rise immediately after wilih If that is necessarily the case,
then it is unclear how we can forget tway we come about a willed belief during
such a very short period of time. Moreover, if afteccess | falsely believe that |
have arrived at the willed belief as a result atleatial considerations, then at least
some of this evidence should be accessible to e eptertaining the belief. After
all, I will to bring about such belief in order satisfy some practical desire that
matters to me. It is, therefore, rarely the case the willed belief just fades away
from sight soon after successfully willing it. FNing the initial success, there
should come a time where | entertain such belief @tend to its credentials. This,
however, shall not imply that holding a belief iscessarily a conscious mental
phenomenon. But since the desire that prompts mwiltssuch belief is one that
makes a difference to my mental and psychologial it is often the case that the
desire will at some point enter my consciousnebgvitng a successful willing of the
belief. After all, the willed belief is just belieh the content of the desire. | cannot
feel the desire’s satisfaction without believingpitoe a certain way or the way | want.
That is, | cannot feel my desire to be satisfieat thy deceased uncle be alive without

believing him to be alive. And if this is neceskathe case, then it is inevitable that |
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will, sometime after successfully willing it, conte entertain the willed belief in a

way that exposes it to be a belief with no evidendés favour.

If Williams’ argument for the unwillability obelief were altogether true, then
believing at will would be impossible at all timasd under all circumstances. He
presents a no-win situation for the agent who vokldief. That is, he argues that in
order for us to be able to acquire a belief at,wik must know that we have such
capacity otherwise we could not do it. The inevediailure for one who wills belief,
given Williams’ argument, comes after one succeadwilling a belief. He argues
that after successfully willing a belief, one mungcessarily believe that one has
arrived at such belief at will otherwise one counlat know one has the capacity to
believe at will, and for one to not know one hashsoapacity is to be unable to will
belief. But for one to believe that one has acqumebelief at will is just to believe
that one has arrived at the belief irrespectiviésafruth, and for one to so believe is to
be in two contrary belief states: believipdo be true and believing thptis false or
unwarranted by one’s cognitive perspective. Betigyp at will is, therefore, not
possible. Thus, considering Williams’ argumentaity given case of willing a belief,
even if one initially succeeds to enter the wilteglief state, it is inevitable that after
the initial success, the agent eventually realsegthe willed belief has been arrived

at.

That is, the fundamental reasoning behind Wik’ retrospective thesis is that
even if we initially succeed in willing ourselves lielieve a proposition, we, after the
initial success, become necessarily conscious @ffalst that we had acquired the
belief at will. With this being necessarily the eas/e cannot believe something to be
true and simultaneously believe it to be falsersupported by evidence. Thus, given
his conception of the unwillability of belief, watleer cannot will belief or if we
could, we ineluctably end up realising that we hasached the given belief as a
direct result of will — an eventuality that inebty leads to the abandonment of the
willed belief and therefore a failure to believiagwill. This is how we end up at both
ends of the no-win situation — either incapableaofjuiring belief at will for not
knowing we have such capacity or ending up doonosedbiandon the willed belief
even after an initial success to enter the willetieb state. That is, we will abandon
the willed belief upon realising that we have coabeut it independently of its truth
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for it is human nature that “If a man recognisest tiwhat he has been believing is
false, he thereby abandons the belief he had”ecaist Williams (1973: 137).

Moreover, Nottelman also argues that we normallyno& maintain a belief while
consciously believing that we have good evidencdigbelieve it: “In typical cases I
cannot stably hold on to a belief while conscious#jieving that | have a good reason
for believing its opposite” (2007: 120). Given WAalns’ retrospective thesis, after the
initial success of willing a belief and then reelg how the willed belief has been
arrived at, the wilful believing subject's epistentondition would be as suck:
believesp to be true while concurrently believing thsis belief thatp is false,
unwarranted or while simultaneously believing thatcurrent evidence supports not
p rather tharp. But this is not how genuine belief obtains forammy “epistemic case,
when | have a good reason to believe a propositibaye an equally good reason not
to believe its opposite”, states Nottelman (Ibid20L In addition, reiterating
Williams’ retrospective thesis that the agent whitsva belief is, following an initial
success to enter the willed belief state, necdgsanmscious ohowone has arrived at

the willed belief, O’Shaughnessy observes:

[A] belief that occurs in a self-conscious conssioess self-consciously aims
at the true ... Self-conscious belief that p is tkeédb that p is true, which is
the belief that the world is such that p is trukeil a self-conscious b-believer
ought to be able to make such alarming utteranseS his belief that p, this
belief that the world is such that the claim pnset is purely and simply
engendered by a desire that is wholly insensitige stich concerns’.
Conceivably, he might even say: ‘My b-believed &kthat it is raining is one
that | hold irrespective of the state of the wegt(®008: 64).

The retrospective self-consciousness phenomehbow one inevitably comes to
believe, after successfully willing a belief, tlate has come about the willed belief at
will is representative of how all willed beliefs ctrup, providing that one does not
subsequently forget how one came about the wiledih If | will to bring about that
| believe something | know to be unwarranted by twhaurrently believe, then |
cannot be said to be epistemically motivated indoing so. There must be some
pragmatic considerations that prompt me to willlsbelief. Believing at will is,
therefore, a case of motivated believing whicthmught to be brought about to serve

some practical interest, as we will learn in Batrreesl Scott-Kakures’s discussions
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about motivated believing in chapter four. It iberefore, rarely the case that we
forget how we came about a willed belief becausesibrts of propositions that we
will to believe against all odds are primarily thiees that matter to us, hence we want
to believe them because a key aspect of our lifeds on them. They are the sorts
of things whose presence, in our psyche, in the efdyelief makes a difference to
our mental or psychological life; they are the sart things that we care about. They
are the sorts of things that serve an interestlaaidve consider to be congenial to our
reasoning and belief system. In general, they aopgsitions that, once believed,
respond to and satisfy some psychological or ematineed. | do not believe that we
are psychologically capable of willing beliefs. Bifitwilling a belief were ever
possible which | contend is not, typically the kio@l propositions outlined earlier
would be the object of the willed belief.

That is why after the initial success to etiber willed belief state, we will, at some
point, entertain the willed belief, attend to ibnsult it, reflect on it, or assert it. Thus,
since we bring about the willed belief to serve sgonactical interest, reflection on
any ensuing willed belief becomes normally inevgalt is this reflection (the
retrospective consciousness of the willed belidfattdooms willed beliefs to
abandonment. This, however, shall not imply thastemically-driven beliefs do not
end up being reflected on. It is, rather, to emeashe special purpose such
reflection serves in the case of willed beliefstetaining a belief entails attending to
its truth values. Therefore, reflecting on a willeelief almost always results in the
realisation that the belief in question has beajumed at will with no regard to its
truth. If one forgets how one came about a willetid), then surely the willed belief
becomes psychologically sustainable. One can, ftivexebe said to have succeeded in
willing the belief. Under such circumstances, déxasoluntarism can account for
belief. This might pertain to people with cognitigeficiencies or memory problems.
But as far as the overall willability of belief moncerned, | cannot see how any
rational or normal human being can possibly moverom a non-belief state to a
willed belief state directly just like that througtilling it alone. Unless one is, as
Alston points out below, psychologically abnormaherwise sucldirect belief state

transitions are psychologically impossible:

If I, not currently believing that X loves me, wereset out to bring about that
belief in one fell swoop, that is, during a perioflactivity uninterruptedly
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guided by the intention to produce that belief,nthenless | am markedly
abnormal psychologically, | am doomed to failuree ZWist don’t work that
way (1989: 133).

To sum up, we lack what it takes to be psycholdlyiceapable of taking up
doxastic attitudes at will: “we are not so congétlias to be able to take propositional
attitudes at will”, observes Alston (2005: 62). Aiids because of the lack of such
direct control over our doxastic attitudes thatlogions of belief and will do not pan
out on the same par. Alston contends that it iblizignlikely that we can succeed in
willing a belief or manipulating our doxastic temdess to bring about a willed belief
for “most of our beliefs spring from doxastic tendes that are too deeply rooted to
permit of modification by deliberate effort” (Ibid73). He further argues that
volitional notions of choice or decision are incatiple with psychological states
such as belief: “Volitions, decisions, or choosimgs't hook up with propositional
attitude inaugurations” (lbid: 63). In addition, s&n observes that our inability to
take up doxastic attitudes at will applies to bp#tently false propositions as well as
patently true propositions: “our inability to beleat will is [not] restricted to what is
obviously false. It also extends to beliefs that abviously true. ... voluntary control
attaches to sets of contraries” (Ibid: 63). Helfartargues that “If the sphere of my
effective voluntary control does not extend botitand to not-A, then it attaches to
neither” (1989: 123). In other words, if | couldirgy about at will that | believe
something | take to be patently false, then | nalsd be able to bring about at will
that | disbelieve something | take to be patenthgt But we just do not have what it
takes to bring about doxastic attitudes at wiltah set out to bring it about that |
believe some desired proposition | do not currebdijeve, but, observes Alston, my
doxastic state after the trial would remain asaswefore the trial:

If I were to set out to bring myself into a stafebelief thatp, just by an act of
will, 1 might assert thatp with an expression of conviction, or dwell
favourably on the idea that.. All this | can do at will, but none of this
amounts to taking on a belief that It is all show, an elaborate pretence of
believing. Having gone through all this, my doxastititudes will remain just
as they were before (Ibid: 122-3).
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Thus far, we have only considered clear-cuesashere a proposition is either
patently false to be believed at will or patentlyet to be disbelieved at will. The
following is a case which Alston presents to shdwttbringing about doxastic
attitudes at will is not only impossible where @r®position in question is evidently
true or evidently false, but also impossible whtre agent has reason neither to
believep nor to disbelieve. It is a case where the agent has no reason ievbdhat
p is true, but also has no reason to believe phet false. In other words, it is a
situation where the agent has reason neither taaanor to rule out belief in any
given possibilities. It is a situation where theemag feels that neither belief nor
disbelief is licensed under the given epistemiaditions. If he had direct control over
his doxastic attitudes, he could just choose ordeeto take up some belief or any
doxastic attitude he may have fancied. The caabosit a field commander who just
does not have what it takes to settle doxasticiopian the current disposition of the
enemy forces, but given the urgency of the militaityiation, he must dispose his

forces in some way and on some basis. And in dging

he must act on some assumption about the enenrgssioHence he is forced
to decide on a hypothesis as to that dispositibrihe enemy forces] and act
on that basis. ... [or he] may lbesolving to act as though it is true that p,
adopting it as a basis for action without actuaiieving it. This could well
be a correct description of the military commandee. may have said to
himself: “I don’t know what the disposition of engrforces is. | don’t even
have enough evidence to consider one hypothesis mace likely than any
other. But | have to proceed on some basis or pfitefll just assume that it
is H and make my plans accordingly”. If that's thay the land lies, it would
be incorrect to describe the commander as beliethagy the disposition of
enemy forces is H or having any other belief akltbet matter. He is, self-
consciously, proceeding on an assumption concermeagruth of which he
has no belief at all (2005: 64-65).

This chapter has examined the potential willabitifybelief. We have learned that
due to their close connection with reason, belafs not the sort of propositional
attitudes that can be brought about as a direattreswill. If beliefs were willable at
all, then we would be able to bring about beliefan evidentially unsupported
proposition directly and consciously through widjint alone or solely through
formulating an intention to bring it about justdilany other intentional action. But as
we have already learned, the intentional actiooritog about a willed belief succeeds

only through the occurrence of a cognitive fissbeéween the cognitive perspective
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(t) where we will a belief and the cognitive perspecttl) where we come to believe
the willed belief. That is, the intention to briraout a willed belief should be
abandoned before we can come to believe the wilgdef. This intention or its
awareness should be abandoned or forgotten béferend of the intentional action is
realised for we cannot come to believe than the presence of such intention or its
awareness. So long as we retain the intention ity labout the willed belief or so
long as we are conscious of such intention, we ballconscious of the fact that the
belief we are aiming to bring about is unwarramectvidentially unsupported from
our perspective. But as we have observed eartigs, ¢characteristic of intentional
actions that the intention of a given intentioneti@n is abandoned only after the end
of the intentional action is realised or is beli@ve be realised. In the case of wilful
believing, the end of the intentional action camydye realised if the intention or its
awareness is abandoned before the intentional nacdiccceeds otherwise the

endeavour to bring about the willed belief woulddo®med.

In other words, we should forget thais evidentially unsupported or we should
forget thatp is the same proposition that we willedt attherwise we cannot come to
believep attl. We cannot come to belieyein the presence of a conscious judgment
thatp is evidentially unsupported. It is the occurren€e¢his cognitive rift between
and t1 that makes possible the unconsciousness, forgetiingbandoning of the
intention we formulate at That is, the occurrence of the cognitive riftders the
intention of the intentional action abandoned tiglovendering the intentional action
unmonitored. Intentional actions are necessarilyitooed, whether consciously or
unconsciously, till their ends are believed to balised. The intentional action to
bring about a willed belief cannot succeed unlesglered unmonitored prior to the
realisation of its end. In other words, it cannatceed if it were to be monitored till
success is made. The intention to bring about kdvibelief cannot, therefore, count
as an intentional action for intentional actions aecessarily monitored till fulfilled.
Believing at will is necessarily an intentional iaity. Believing at will is, thereby,
psychologically impossible. This chapter has unded the special relationship
between belief and reason, and established tisathts relationship that underlies the
rational and psychological constraints on belied &ns due to this relationship that
beliefs cannot be brought about directly through ihactice of free will alone. While

the objects of the given inquiry were not welcomeppsitions to have been willed,
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this chapter has stressed the rational and psygicaloconstraints on belief. It is
psychologically impossible to believe a propositiamu take to be unwarranted from
your perspective. It is these rational and psyafiold constraints on belief that
prompt us to challenge the sincerity of a beliepressed in the presence of clear

evidence that ngt or in the absence of any supporting evidencephat
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Chapter Four

4.1. Propositional Acceptance

The agent who merely fears or suspects phdiut who has no good evidence
whether or not thap, is better understood as merely acceptingphdiat is if there
were to obtain, on the part of the given agent, ggryuine attitude regarding This
section examines the nature of acceptance in atditurther the attribution of
propositional acceptance, one of the key reseaneltopns. This research argues that
the Bush administration's manifested belief thats more characteristic of mere
propositional acceptance than genuine belief. ]t tieerefore, appropriate and
necessary that the nature of propositional acceptatong with its differentiae are
addressed in this research. There is a substadifference between belief and
acceptance. Though some epistemologists use thenchangeably, they are not the
same propositional attitudes. There are four disishing features that individuate
the notion of belief. First, beliefs are “normalhaped by evidence”, argues Engel
(2000: 3). The second distinguishing characteristiserves Engel, is that “belief is a
passive state of mind, rather than an active otled:(3). The third characteristic is
that beliefs are involuntary for they are “statdsic we can’t help having”, argues
Engel (Ibid: 3). Fourth, believing is, as pointad onp. 76, a feeling. Further, Cohen
argues that belief is “a disposition ... normallyféel it true thap and false thanot-

p’ (1992: 4). Alston also takes this to be one & kiey differences between believing
that p and merely accepting that arguing that when we believe a proposition, we
tend to feel it to be true thatwhenever the question of whether it is the caaegh
arises: “If S believes that, then if S considers whether it is the case the will
tend to feel it to be the case th@twith one or another degree of confidence” (in
Jordan and Howard-Snyder 1996: 4); whereas “aaugptwill definitely not include

a tendency to feel thatif the question of whethgy arises” (Ibid: 9). Further to the

feeling a belief entails, Alston observes:

| have used the term “feel” [in the definition ofllef] ... in order to convey
the idea that it possesses a kindimimediacy that it is something one
experiencesather than something that otfenks out that it is a matter of
one's beingstruck by(a sense of) how things are rather than deciding ho
things are (Ibid: 5).
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Further, Cohen holds that beliefs are “states oifdntinat are normally responsive to
the truth, not to our own decisions” whereas aceg “occurs at will, whether by an
immediate decision or through a gradually formedntion. This is because at bottom
it executes a choice” (1992: 22). That is, actaadfeptance respond to free will. It is,
therefore, up to us whether to accppr notp, but it is not within our direct control
to believe something we merely please for beliefs, dypically, shaped and
constrained by reason, as pointed out earlier byeErFurther to the voluntariness
that distinguishes these two propositional attifjddston observes:

belief is something that onfends oneself with, something that springs into
consciousness spontaneously when the questiorsesirdVhereas acceptance
of a proposition is, at least in the first instagnaedeliberate voluntary act of
accepting a proposition as true. ... [In acceptingSptloes commit himself to
p’s being true. He “takes it on board” as one eftthings he acts on and draws
consequences from. It is, we might say, just lildieb except that the
commitment to p’s being true doesn’t arise spordasky but, at least at the
outset, has to be kept in activation by a delilzevaluntary act (2005: 66).

Moreover, acceptance of a proposition is ‘d@deption thetaking on of a positive
attitude to the proposition. It is something o@esat a particular time”, argues
Alston (in Jordan and Howard-Snyder 1996: 8). Thust like belief, acts of
acceptance involve a positive attitude with a cotmmant to the truth of the
proposition accepted. But, unlike belief, in acagpp, the commitment to the truth
of p does not entail feeling it true thpt Rather, the commitment associated with
propositional acceptance is through a volitional &urther, to accept that is “to
haveor adopt a policy of deeming, positing, or posialathatp — i.e., of including
that proposition or rule among one's premises @miding what to do or think in a
particular context” (Cohen 1992: 4). Thus, whenageept a proposition for practical
reasons, we voluntarily commit ourselves to itshtremploying it as a basis for some
decision, using it as a premise for practical raasp taking it on board as a policy to
guide some action or proceed accordingly. Sometap@ogists discriminate
between belief and acceptance in a bid to highlightinvoluntary character of belief.
But they are used interchangeably by others. Chislangues that “it will sometimes
be convenient to replace the word ‘believe’ by therd ‘accept” (1977: 6).
Furthermore, Clarke also holds that “Coming to doadi in something seems to be a

species of acceptance” (in Engel 2000: 31). Heetbes, argues that “there can be no
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acceptance without belief” (Ibid: 51). Deontologisto not find significant sense in
differentiating between belief and acceptance lieyttreat belief as a willable mental
phenomenon. That is, since belief is construed bgntblogists as a voluntary
propositional attitude, there would be little poifor them to distinguish it from

acceptance which is itself a constitutionally vaarg propositional attitude.

But | take it that there is a legitimate distion between believing a proposition
and merely accepting it for practical reasons. &riby practical considerations, we
often accept things even in the absence of theegponding beliefs. Acceptance is
not necessarily driven by evidence, though it cdaddThat is, we may have evidence
for what we accept as in the case of the physiiam, on good evidence, accepts that
a patient has tuberculosis, and therefore reasatisaets accordingly. Or the bomb
squad who, on good evidence, accepts that the hpambed on the main road will
explode in thirty minutes and therefore reasonsaatsl accordingly. Or the fighter jet
pilot who, on good evidence, accepts that the entamyet to be struck is and
therefore reasons and acts accordingly. Thesellacases of acceptance driven by
evidence and presumably coexistent with the coomdipg beliefs. But there are
situations where acceptance arises from a lack/ideace whether it be confirming
or disconfirming evidence to settle doxastic opmi@as the example of the field
commander illustrates (see p. 98). Further, thee@itjpner lost in the vastness of
North Pole with no evidence either way as to whidlection is the closest to safety
might just accept a certain hypothepistaking it as a premise to reason and act
accordingly. This is a case of acceptance in tiserae of the corresponding belief. In
fact Price argues that "it is not true that in @taece (or taking for granted) we have
evidence for what we accept; though we could heivd 935: 240). That is, Price and
Alston both argue that acceptance often arises wieeiave no evidence to settle
doxastic opinion in the way of belief or disbeli®he following is a paradigm of this.
It is a case of acceptance driven by the unceytaihtvhethemp or notp and a caution

to avoid unaffordable risks:

I am planning for a major construction projectbgin next month. | need to
decide now whether to do the entire project ateooc instead to break the
project into two parts, to be executed separaiihg rationale for the second
strategy is that | am unsure whether | preserdhgelthe financial resources to
do the whole thing at once. | know that in theeca§ each sub-contractor -
carpenter, plumber, and so on - it is only possé#ilpresent to get an estimate
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of the range of potential costs. In the face @ tmcertainty | proceed in a
cautious way: In the case of each sub-contractaké it for granted that the
total costs will be at the top of the estimatedge On the basis of these
assumptions | determine whether | have at preseotigh money to do the
whole project at once. In contrast, if you offered a bet on the actual total
cost of the project - the winner being the peratiose guess is closest to the
actual total - | would reason differently. In tleisample | take for granted, in a
certain practical context, something which | do Inelieve. Further, my taking
the top of the estimated range for granted seeasonable of me even though
| would not take this for granted in a differemintext. | proceed in this way
largely because of my uncertainty and the highiscokcertain kinds of errors
in prediction. Of course, | thereby run an incezhsisk of unnecessarily
delaying the completion of my project. But | hawade a judgment that the
error of going ahead with the total project whietuins out to cost too much is
less acceptable than the error of not going aldaeh | could in fact have
afforded to. When | bet with you on the actuahtabst, in contrast, there isn't
such an asymmetry; for here there is no relevdfarence between errors of
overestimating and errors of underestimating tietsc(Bratman 1992: 6).

That is, under such circumstances, we are oftarenrin our acceptances by the
gravest of possible consequences or worst casearsgenlIn the case at hand,
Bratman accepts the hypothesis whose ignorandgs imind, is costly enough that he
cannot safely overlook. That is if he went aheath whe total project all at once with
the project's ending up costing far too much - ntbean he could afford - or with the
project's being eventually abandoned due to theativeost underestimation or an
error in the overall cost estimate. This is the ntwality Bratman considers
unaffordably costly. Though he is aware that whatabcepts about the overall cost
estimate for the construction project is just aenussibility, if he were to bet on the
actual total cost of the project, he might accepiifierent hypothesis to the one he
initially accepts in a context where the risk asyetmes are too substantial. Bratman,
therefore, argues that "pressures of risks ..callyi shape what one accepts in the
context" rather than "what one believes" (Ibid: I8¢ further argues that "reasonable
acceptance ... really is affected by asymmetriethéncosts of errors, and not solely
by relevant degrees of confidence" (Ibid: 7). Cdasithe Iranian nuclear issue vis-a-
vis the American or Israeli response to allegatithvas Iran is weaponising its nuclear

power. Suppose they want to bring the Iranian issw@ehead.

Though there is still no good evidence to show bt is weaponising its uranium,
if they were to consider the issue against the dgpaeind of the current evidence

which is not sufficient to warrant belief, theirgrotive attitudes would be driven not
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only by the force of the current evidence, but ddgdhe risk asymmetries associated
with the two possibilities they might consider: \lier to accept that the Iranian
nuclear program is solely intended for peacefuppsaes, or accept the propositiqh (
that Iran is weaponising its uranium. Due to thiessantial risk asymmetries involved,
it is more likely that they would opt to accept pr@position that Iran is weaponising
its uranium. Though they might not believe whatythecept - they may even doubt
what they accept - they might still accept tlpabecause for them, just like for
Bratman, the error of standing idle taking it faraigted that the Iranian nuclear
program is for peaceful means when it eventuallgdwut that Iran has already been
weaponising its uranium is less acceptable tharethm of confronting Iran on the
basis of the accepted propositign With Iran eventually turning out to have neitlaer
nuclear bomb nor any weaponised uranium. Thahes; both involve potential risks,
but the risks of the former are unacceptably highan the risks of the latter. Thus,
under such circumstances, we are driven by a ceraidn that it "is safer to err on
the side of prudence" (Engel 1998: 146). In lighthe evidential conditions at the
time along with the new security environment, leakis to be a more appropriate
explanation for the Bush administration's appalmtief that Iraq was in possession
of WMD and in league with Al-Qaeda. The followingaenple further demonstrates

the risk asymmetries that influence our acceptances

| have a chair and a two-storey ladder. In eade dathink it equally and
highly likely that it is in good condition. Indeeidl you offered me a monetary
bet about whether the chair/ladder was in goodditiom | would accept
exactly the same odds for each object. But whehink about using the
chair/ladder things change. When | consider ugegchair | simply take it for
granted that it is in working order; but when | abvout to use the ladder | do
not take this for granted. When | am considerirgingi the objects the
differential costs of error with respect to a chand a two-storey ladder
explain differences in what | accept in the conhtéxs one thing to fall off a
chair, another to fall off the top of a two-stotaglder (Bratman 1992: 7).

Similarly, it is one thing to have a hostilevatsary emerging as a nuclear power,
but another to have it confronted under a falsengge. Frankish argues that to accept
a proposition thap "is to be committed to a policy of takiqgas a premise in one's
conscious reasoning and decision making" (2012:.. 248, therefore, defines
acceptances as "personal commitments to deliberatlicies, which are conscious,

controlled" (Ibid: 24). Furthermore, Cohen alsoinke$ acceptance as "a conscious
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adoption of a policy about premisses” (1992: 27ankish, therefore, argues that the
"direct influence [of acceptance] is confined tleetive behaviour (that is, behaviour
that is the product of conscious reasoning)" (2@8): Moreover, Bratman contends
that whenever we accept a proposition, we do niytact as ifp, but also reason as if
p: "In accepting thap | do not simply behave as if | think thait| also reason on the
assumption thap" (1992: 9). In other words, acceptance, arguesgliofequires "a
degree of intellectual engagement that need noprbsent when you are merely
acting as if a claim were true. Commitment requingsllectual resolve, a resolve, for
instance, to think about matters in a certain wW@@91: 382). He further argues that
"merely acting as if the proposition were true.can be entirely a matter of public
display. Commitment cannot be. It is a deeper pmaEmwmn" (lbid: 382). The
distinction between merely acting apiénd accepting - acting and reasoning agif

- is also drawn by Price. He argues that "theret@eepractical analogues. There is
the deciding to act as if p was true [acceptaraed, there is the mere acting as if p
was true, from habit or possibly from instinct” 88 240). Thus, "acting as if it is
true thatp", argues Cohen, "is not necessarily a way of degjahat you accept that
p" (1992: 14). That is, to accept thais not only to act as i, it is, as pointed out
earlier by Bratman and Folely, also to be intellaly committed to reason aspf
Thus, the expeditioner who accepts a certain hygsmip does not only act as if he
thinks thatp, but also reasons aspif takingp as a premise for his practical reasoning.
That is, he is intellectually committed to the kraif p. But the person who pretends to
be a statute does not reason as if he is a stdtubeigh he acts as if he is a statute.
That is, his acting as ip is just a matter of public display with no intelleal
commitment to think about matters as pf The following is how Mosterin

differentiates between belief and acceptance:

We often use the same word "belief* to refer to whfferent cognitive
attitudes. Both of them are dispositions to behiavihe same way, but one of
these dispositions is involuntary and context pedwlent (and will continue to
be calledbelief here), while the other one is voluntary and conteependent
(and will be calledacceptance Belief, like perception, is the result of the
automatic workings of our biological cognitive a@patus. Acceptance is the
result of a decision, which can be guided by aetgrof goals. Acceptance can
be accompanied by belief, but need not, and viéey as not(2002: 313).
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Further to the involuntariness that individuatekabeMosterin observes:

Think of love. You find yourself in love, you fal love. Love is nothing you
decide upon. Love is the result of unconsciousnbmeechanisms you neither
know nor control. Dating, sharing the same apantno marriage, on the
contrary, are things you decide upon. You can sboahether to date, to
marry or to share your apartment, but you canhobse whether to fall in
love or to be in love. Believing is like beinglove, acceptance is like dating
or marriage (lbid: 318-319).

Moreover, Cohen also argues that "Beliefs aré ® come over you, arise in you,
or grow on you, like anger or affection does. Ya@nmot don, raise, or grow them
yourself. You can plant them in others, but noyanirself" (1992: 21). That is, belief
and love are not the kind of mental phenomenateatan will ourselves to be in,
whereas acceptance is a cognitive attitude thatcave adopt at will. But, unlike
Mosterin, | do not think of belief solely as a disfiion to behave. Understanding
belief solely as a behavioural disposition to acticertain way, as i, makes it
difficult whether to attribute belief or acceptanoe both to an agent who acts
appropriately tg. This is because acceptance, like belief, is padkociated with a
tendency to act as . Thus, thinking of belief purely as a disposititnact in a
certain way does not help lay out a systematicingdison between belief and
acceptance. If | believe that | necessarily feel it true that but, as observed in
chapter two, | might never encounter any chancasserip or act appropriately tp.
That is why | take the Bainean and the Rylean biebat account of belief to be
subservient to Cohen's account of belief as a rfigelilisposition. Behavioural
dispositions alone are neither necessary nor giftidor the attribution of belief. We
sometimes asseptor act as ifp for practical reasons while lacking the beliefttha
Cohen defines acceptance as "a mental act ...lioymd mental action, rather than a
speech-act" (1989: 368). He further argues thatéjgtance implies commitment to a
pattern, system, or policy - whether long or shentn - of premising that as a basis
for a decision"” (1992: 12). That is, whenever weegt a proposition for practical
purposes, we tend to use the proposition as a peemi our practical reasoning,
asserting thap or acting as ifp. But Cohen rightly denies that such acceptance is
necessarily reflected in our verbal or behaviouranifestations: "What a person
accepts may in practice be reflected in how heherspeaks or behaves, but it need
not be" (1989: 368). Thus, just like belief, | mighccept a hypothesis in a debate
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about the possibility of a certain rock on Venust bo appropriate situations might
subsequently arise to render me to use it as aipgammy practical reasoning, assert
thatp or act as ip if | were to visit Venus or | might just forget &hl have accepted
altogether.

Furthermore, Cohen argues that acceptance andf loalie though need not,
coincide: "There is a natural tendency for statelsetief thatp to be associated with
policies of acceptance thatand vice versa, but it is always conceptually fibdsdor
one of the two to exist without the other" (1992 He further argues that "a person
can fully believe thap without accepting it. That is to say, he couldcbavinced that
p while nevertheless rejecting the use of that psdfmn as a premiss for any proofs,
deliberations, etc.” (1989: 369). Folely takesghme position too: "Just as you might
commit yourself to hypotheses that you do not yeladllieve, so, too, you might not
commit yourself to a hypothesis that you do beljesiace commitment might have
unwelcome consequences” (1991: 382). That is, siaceeptance entails a
commitment to premising as a basis for practical reasoning or action,samck such
commitment might bring about undesirable eventealitthere are situations where
we do not accept or do not want to accept a prtipaswe believe. Consider the
person who believes in God, but does not acceft balef proposition as a premise
for practical reasoning or as a premise to actraiegly. He might just find acting as
if p too dull. Or the police officer who believes bladio be inferior to whites, but
does not commit himself to such proposition as empse for action or practical
reasoning in his career; or the woman who beliénezself to be inferior to men, but
does not commit, at least in pubic, herself to suapositionas a premise to act or
reason accordingly. These are all examples of fo@ighout the corresponding
acceptance of the proposition believed. We haveadiyr learned that belief is
normally driven by epistemic reasons, but practieasons can also sometimes cause
belief, though not outright. Similarly, we sometsn&ccept a proposition on the basis
of very good epistemic reasons. But acceptanceatsm be driven by practical
reasons. Cohen argues that "reasons for accephagpt can ... be ethical,
professional, prudential, religious, aesthetic, atherwise pragmatic instead of
evidential” (1992: 20). Further to the influenceigthbelief and acceptance might

have on each other, Cohen observes:
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though acceptance thatsometimes causes or helps to cause beliepthae
fact that a person accepts tipais (rightly) not taken by him as a reason for
believing thatp. Otherwise he could manufacture a reason for \iabe
anything. But having a belief thatcould normally be taken to be some at
least prima facie reason for accepting gha¢ven though it may well not be
the only, or the best reason, or even a sufficxaet (1989: 369).

He takes the same position in his subsequent wokkebef and acceptance:

acceptance does quite generally tend to promdtef.bBot that acceptance
thatp can ever be taken as a reason for believingghgor if it could be so
taken we should be in the absurd position of beinlg at will to manufacture
a reason for believing anything, simply by decidio take it as a premiss.
(There is a definite asymmetry here between belredrmally being a reason
for acceptance and acceptance's never being a@nrefms belief). But
acceptance that very oftencausedelief thatp - in the long run if not in the
short run (1992: 18).

That is, sometimes our acceptance of a proposiiomotes and eventually causes
belief in the proposition. The sceptic who wantbédieve that Islam is not inherently
violent might initially just accept that Islam is @eaceful religion and that his
followers are peace-loving. That is, he does natetuly hold any such beliefs, but he
wants to, probably because he has a good Muslendror because he might find the
lack of such belief damaging his perception of arnhing his friendship with his
Muslim friend. In a bid to improve his perceptiohlslam and eventually acquire the
intended belief, he just accepts Islam to be pehcelking this as a premise to think
about Islam and treat its followers accordinglyafis, he is intellectually committed
to what he accepts. His acceptancg afan encourage and cause belief in the end.
That is if the acceptance leads him to forge a gaeddship with them, improving
his perception of them. In other words, if the gtaace culminates in some evidence
that favours belief from his own perspective. Butould also be the case that the
acceptance ends up neither promoting nor causiggcamresponding belief in the
proposition. Thus, acceptance need not promoteaose belief. Nevertheless, we
often come to believe the hypotheses we accepprimtical reasons if they end up
being positive or corroborated by evidence thatotms belief. | have no good
epistemic reasons to believe that the combinatiotwo rare radioactive materials
produces a certain by-prodyzct a detrimental material that causes infertilBwut for
practical reasons, | just accept that the comlonatvill generatep, reason and act
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accordingly. If the experiment proves positivejsitmost likely that I will come to
believe what | originally accepted in the absencthis corresponding belief. Further,
the police have reason to believe or suspect tmeighbourhood guy is engaged in
illicit drug trafficking. The reason they have isnsehow indicative of this alleged
activity, but it is not good enough to produce arsant belief in the matter. On the
basis of this reason, they obtain a warrant to tohis movements. That is, they just
accept that he is engaged in illicit drug traffiaj reason and act accordingly. In
other words, they just reason and act gs If the activities they subsequently engage
in - such as tracking his movements, tapping hépteones, or intercepting his emails
- corroborate what they initially accepted as tlogignitive attitude, it is very likely
that they eventually come to believe it. Moreov@ohen argues that "One common
case" of acceptance followed by belief is:

when in learning a skill, and acquiring fluencyiis exercise, we pass from
accepting what has to be done to believing it. &tadled acceptance of
appropriate instructions eventually promotes aesponding disposition to

feelwhat has to be done at any particular point ofskiét's operation. That

way, for example, a driver becomes able to feel dbexistence of several
different requirements. Perhaps he needs at the siane to depress his car's
clutch pedal, move his gear lever forward, relagspure on his accelerator,
and turn the steering wheel to the left. But, &f \Were still at the stage of
acceptingeach requirement as taught by his instructor, heldvieave to do so

sequentially (Ibid: 19).

Other paradigms of this acceptance-belief transivould be learning how to cycle
or fly a plane. These are cases where belief negue acceptance. Similarly, the
person who believes in God but does not currentlgept it as a premise for
behaviour or practical reasoning might eventualyne to accept it and thereby
reason and behave appropriately to such belieft iBhé the retention of the belief
generates desirable or good reasons for such aooeptWe have observed earlier
that belief in a proposition can be a reason t@picthe proposition, but it might not
be enough or it might not be a good reason for sudeptance. That is, we might
need other reasons beyond our belief in the praposin order to accept what we
believe for, as pointed out earlier by Folely on 188, acceptance could have
implications at odds with our desires and practigg@erests, as the possible
acceptance of the belief in God illustrates. Tlsatvhy Folely argues that "belief is

neither necessary nor sufficient for commitmen899q1: 382). Further to this belief-
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acceptance transition or coexistence, Cohen artheswe often undergo some
verification to see whether the credentials of keb&arrant acceptance of the belief

or whether they make the belief worthy of acceptanc

though a person who accepts nothing that he hediéy intellectually self-
paralysed, a person who habitually accepts eviegytthat he believes is
recklessly uncritical. One often needs to go tglosome process of checking
or monitoring the relevant facts in order to detiele whether acceptance is
justifiable and such a process may well revealatg\elements in the genesis
of the belief. Visual illusion, mishearing, lingtic misunderstanding,
numerical miscalculation, misinformation from atheand many other such
factors may have played their part in generatimgléef that does not deserve
acceptance. Moreover, while such a belief wilenftease to exist when found
undeserving of acceptance, there are other kirffdbebef that may be
maintained even though acceptance is thought mappate. A person might
be convinced thap while nevertheless not accepting the use of that
proposition as a premiss for any proofs, delibenst etc. For example, this
sometimes happens with beliefs due to racial xissprejudice (1992: 19).

That is, we often check whether acceptance of iafislwarranted because we do
not want to commit ourselves to something falseis & especially the case with
commitment to reflective behaviour. My belief thaatertain political party is more
patriotic than others will, upon being subjectedstone scrutiny to see whether its
acceptance is warranted, fade away when | discinatrthe bulk of my belief owes
its existence to media disinformation, unreliabéstimony, credulity, a bias of
affiliation with the party itself and other non-tie factors. |, therefore, refuse to
accept the belief as a premise for behaviour artfwa reasoning upon being exposed
to such non-truth-conducive factors causally imsgatal in the generation of my
belief. Most children with a belief that Santa Gaexists will, at some point at their
teenage or adulthood life and with their graduagrmitive development, wonder
whether their belief deserves acceptance any loogerthether to accept such belief
any longer. That is if the belief has not alreager extinguished by the force of
reality. Most of them will presumably cease to gtcguch belief upon discovering
the mythical origin of the belief and the beliegalf will, most probably, eventually
evaporate. These are some of the cases where emtgds of truth encourage such
scrutiny, rendering the acceptance of a belief uramted, and eventually dispelling
the belief from mind. But sometimes, when deemingpstly, we refuse to accept a
particular belief not because of discovering norential factors in the causal history
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of the belief, but because of practical intere$tse racist police officer might refuse

to accept his racist beliefs as a premise for belawr practical reasoning, at least in
his work circle, for pragmatic considerations. Sany, the woman who believes men
to be superior to women might not, due to pragmaiitsiderations, accept, at least in
public, such belief as a premise for behaviourractical reasoning. She might be an
important public figure who does not want to comeoas perceiving herself to be of
inferior social status. Though she might have senigectively good reasons for her
belief, she also has good reasons not to acceptlmlief, at least in certain contexts.
That is, due to pragmatic considerations, neither golice officer nor the woman

commits themselves to their beliefs in public.

Furthermore, Cohen argues that "there may ... bmurostances in which it is
reasonable to accept thptand yet not to believe that ... there may also be
circumstances in which it is reasonable to belilnatp and yet also reasonable not to
accept thatp" (1989: 373). Thus, certain practical consideraianight make it
reasonable for the expeditioner to accept a hygathbut not reasonable to believe it.
The person who believes in God might have some gp&lemic reasons that make it
reasonable for him to so believe, but certain practonsiderations might also make
it reasonable for him not to accept such belied gsemise for behaviour or practical
reasoning. Mosterin argues that "belief is contegdependent or context invariant,
whereas acceptance is context dependent” (2002: Bhgel also observes: "Unlike
belief, acceptance is context-dependent. ... elsel(to a degree) thptindependently
of a context. But my acceptances are contextuahal withdraw them in other
contexts" (1998: 147). Moreover, Stalnaker arghes 'twhat a person accepts can be
compartmentalized in a way in which what he bekegannot be. A person may
accept something in one context, while rejectingoit suspending judgment in
another" (1987: 80). That is, the commitment thédes from our acceptance of a
proposition is, argues Folely, context-relative: ¥4 you commit yourself to a
proposition ... you are ordinarily prepared to do anly in a limited range of
situations. ... Genuine belief, by contrast, is fiké this. You don't believe a
hypothesis relative to a context. You either baiéwr you don't" (1991: 382). In this
way, "what we reasonably take for granted [accept¢ontrast with what we believe,

can vary across different contexts and be in phdped by various practical
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considerations”, argues Bratman (1992: 4). Furihéine practical considerations that

issue practical reasons for acceptance, Bratmasrodss

| might reasonably accept thpatrelative to one context but not relative to
another. Such acceptance can be driven by a waager of practical
considerations, considerations that provide pratctieasons for acceptance
rather than evidence for the truth of what is ptee (Ibid: 9).

Thus, because acceptance is a voluntary propaaitiatitude not necessarily
shaped by epistemic reasons, and because it doestad any feeling that what is
accepted is true, we might withdraw our acceptamcesher contexts, as pointed out
earlier by Engel. Frankish therefore argues thaavig/er may accept that her client is
innocent in her professional life, but not in pt&/a(2012: 24). Similarly, the racist
police officer may accept his racist beliefs in pisvate life, but might withdraw
acceptance from them in public or in his work eonment. The Bush administration
claimed to have knowledgend manifested a belief-free asseditimat Iraq had a
relationship with Al-Qaeda and that it was harbogyitraining and aiding the Al-
Qaeda elements at the time. The available evideano®borating such claims met
with plausible caveats raised by the US intelligesommunity, demonstrating the
anecdotal, conflicting, contradictory, fragmentand opaque nature of the evidence.
Given the presence of such caveats along with bserece of adequate evidence for
and against the possibility whethgy it is likely that the Bush administration just
accepted the proposition that Irag had a relatipnglth Al-Qaeda. Lacking what it
takes to possess a state of belief, sometimesongréctical reasons, just accept a
proposition. It is often the case that when a judgejury is presented with a
proposition for which they lack what it takes tottlse doxastic opinion, they
provisionally accept thai, employing it as a basis for inquiry in order isadver the
truth or arrive at a state of belief whetlpeilLacking the kind of appropriate evidence
to be certain that nqt, the Bush administration might have found it ingent to take
it for granted that nop. They might have, therefore, just accepted thdte to the
risk asymmetries associated with accepting or tieg@chatp. It is also logically
possible to think that they just feigned belieftire terror proposition in a bid to

! Refer to appendix (pp. 131-140) for the Bush adstiation’s knowledge-constituted statements
about the Iragi connections to Al-Qaeda.

2 Refer to appendix (pp. 33-61) for the Bush admiaton’s belief-free statements about the Iraqi
connections to Al-Qaeda.

113



demonise Iraq in the face of the international camity and discredit its side of the
story. The notion of propositional acceptance ighier examined in relation to the

Bush administration's case for war in chapter nine.

This section has examined the essence of asuEpias a voluntary propositional
attitude that entails reasoning appropriately te #ccepted premise. That is,
propositional acceptance differs from pretence erenpublic display in the sense that
accepting thap necessarily involves reasoning ap Wvhereas the latter does not. In
other words, propositional acceptance entails, atedn earlier, an intellectual
commitment to the truth of the proposition acceptBdt it is not a necessary
condition of acceptance that we act appropriatelthe proposition we accept. Thus,
neither belief nor acceptance entails acting gz ¥We have learned that belief is
normally driven by good or satisfactory episteméasons, whereas propositional
acceptance by practical reasons. Though thereitasdigns where we are compelled
to accept a proposition only on good epistemic gdsuor that our acceptance of such
propositions requires good epistemic grounds dubedigh cost of error as the case
of the physician and the surgedemonstrates (see pp. 250-251), mere propositional
acceptance is normally driven by practical reasomnfie risk asymmetries associated
with accepting or rejecting that While doxastic acceptance is normally driven by
epistemic reasons, mere propositional acceptanceitiser driven nor constrained by
epistemic reasons. Furthermore, propositional dacep is context-dependent. In
other words, acts of acceptance are withdrawaltanlaccept thai in one context,
but not in others. The UN weapons inspector whortagood evidence to believe
that Iraq is weaponising its uraniup) fmight just take it for granted thptwhile on a
mission to discover wheth@ Though in his private life he might not acceptih,
he might well reason and act aspfonce on duty on a suspect Iragi uranium
enrichment site. By contrast, if | believe thmtl will be in a continuing state of
holding such belief and | will feel it true thatwhenever the question whether
arises. That is, | do not beliepeelative to a context, but not relative to othdrsere
might, however, be situations where | might noteassuch belief even upon being
asked whethep. But this does not mean that | do not feel it tthiat p under such
circumstances. The racist police officer might assert his racist belief that blacks
are inferior to whites upon being asked whegeBut it does not follow that he does

not feel it true thap when the question whethprarises. That is, believing thaidoes

114



not entail acting - whether verbally or behaviolyralas if p. Nonetheless, it entails
feeling it true thap. Similarly, accepting thgh entails reasoning as i but it does
not entail acting as . Thus, neither belief nor propositional acceptasaeducible
to behaviour.

4.2. Pragmatic Belief

Though beliefs are normally responsive to trutiton-alethic considerations
promote and cause some of our beliefs indirectlgndiduth-conducive beliefs are
normally referred to as pragmatic or practical dfgliin the philosophical literature.
Epistemologists classify pragmatic beliefs into teategories: wishful beliefs and
unwelcome (fearful) beliefs. This research examinedether the Bush
administration's manifested belief thatcan be rightly characterised as a case of
pragmatic belief. Thus, in an attempt to furthe #ttribution of pragmatic belief, one
of the core research questions, this section agsliree essence of pragmatic belief.
The post-9/11 security environment along with tH@2 US National Security
Strategy(NSS) were shaped and driven by an alleged festrahy unmet security
challenges might pose a grave and sudden threaett)S homeland security or its
interests overseas. Further, the 2002 NSS was fiuetally preventive in nature, as
we will learn in chapter nine. That is, the esseoicthe 2002 NSS was to bring any
feared or perceived threats to a head, no matterilhsupported the imminence of
those feared threats were epistemic@he p. 249). After all, preventive responses do
not supervene on the probity of evidence whetheraeed threat would materialise if
left unchecked or unattended. This research aimexpbore the possibility whether
the Bush administration's apparent belief thatuld be appropriately characterised
as a fear-driven belief. It is, therefore, appraf@iand necessary for this research to

take account of the nature of pragmatic beliefs.

In chapter three we learned that the principakon behind our inability to will a
belief is belief's intimate connection with reas&ut philosophers, notably Kant and
Peirce, recognize that our will can shape our dixadtitudes, but only indirectly
through focus on supporting evidence, stifling dswnd ignoring contrary evidence.
That is, they argue that we are not always emadipnadifferent in the attitudes we
take towards the propositions we entertain or ypmotheses we test. Epistemologists

distinguish between epistemically motivated beliaefsd pragmatically motivated
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beliefs. Once epistemically driven in our questdastate of belief, we seek, embrace
or want to believe the truth; but once our questafstate of belief is motivated by
some pragmatic end, our doxastic cultivation isvelri by pragmatic desires,
preferences, hopes, and wishes, as will be obserladr. Furthermore,
epistemologists argue that our beliefs are eitlmum@acy driven or directionally
driven. That is, they contend that we are motivatedur beliefs either by accuracy
goals (the truth) or by directional goals (pragmands). Kunda argues that both
goals influence reasoning through influencing theatsgies we employ to settle

opinion on an issue:

both kinds of goals affect reasoning by influencihg choic of beliefs and
strategies applied to a given problem. But accugmais lead to the use of
those beliefs and strategies that are considerest aygpropriate, whereas
directional goals lead to the use of those thatcaresidered most likely to
yield the desired conclusion (1990: 481).

That is, directional and accuracy goals influence @oxastic attitudes indirectly
through influencing the way we approach evident@bsiderations. | want to know
the truth about the possibility of extraterrestlif. Once setting out to acquire a state
of belief, | tend to seek the evidence that conduoehe truth about the possibility of
such life. Wanting to believe the truth is both gistemic goal and an epistemic
desire. My desire to know the truth has an indinefttience on what doxastic attitude
| end up with in my quest for a state of belieftBU am pragmatically motivated in
my quest for a state of belief, then | would seekl ocus on the evidence that
conduces to the satisfaction of the pragmatic argliestion. That is, as far as wishful
believing is concerned, “our cognition is driverdatirected by desif& argues Scott-
Kakures (2000: 349). In other words, in situatiorigere we are pragmatically driven
and thereby want to arrive at the doxastic attitweedesire, we are more responsive
and sensitive to our pragmatic desires and whatluwwes to the satisfaction of those
desires than to the pursuit of truth: “In casesvishful believing, cognition, it seems,
is responsive and sensitive to hedonic interestsServes Scott-Kakures (Ibid: 360).

% This is not intended to imply that beliefs are atter of choice. The choice of beliefs here refers
the choice of supporting evidence in the way of (theckground) beliefs one considers or adduces in
support of a given belief.

* We have epistemic and pragmatic desires, but tesee refers to pragmatic desire, unless stated
otherwise.
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In addition to the pragmatic desires, interests goals that give rise to wishful
believing, wishful believing, argues Scott-Kakuresalso motivated by “reflection
upon the cost incurred by failing to believe thievant proposition” (Ibid: 366). The
cost of failing to believe a desired propositionsastain a desired belief might be the
absence or loss of the pleasures or psychologicafart such believing brings about.
That is, it might be the prevention or abortiorsome pragmatic end. It could also be
a sacrilege to a belief system. Sometimes we thinthe failure to believe what is
entailed or upheld by our belief system as a sagzilto that belief system. Being a
devout Muslim entails a commitment, faith or beliefthe divinity of the Quran.
Thus, Muslims would normally regard the failurebigieve — no matter how poor the
given epistemic conditions are — what is entailedpheld by Islam as a sacrilege to
the Muslim faith. In situations like this, the cost failing to believe a desired

proposition might be the loss of the peace of mind.

Under circumstances where a doctrinal value idades pragmatic considerations
normally override epistemic considerations. Thatie feel more committed to what
supports or conduces to the doctrinal value thaheégursuit of truth. Kunda argues
that “people are more likely to arrive at conclusidhat they want to arrive at” (1990:
480). It is true that we normally want to believhak conduces to the pragmatic end
that prompts our quest for a state of belief, big tannot be taken as evidence that
we normally come to believe what we want to beli®lief has a special connection
to truth, as noted on pp. 67 and 80. Furthermoceft&akures also observes that
where the quest for a state of belief is pragmbyiaaotivated, our “cognition is
directionally driven and, apparently, insensitieetriuth” (2000: 371). This reinforces
Winters' argument (p. 80) that we are not alwaystemally neutral in our doxastic
attitudes. Thus, we are more likely to affirm trenclusion we desire in situations
where there is an emotional bias in favour of tbamclusion. The other kind of
motivated belief is the case of unwelcome or fearful beligyvi Lacking good
evidence to settle doxastic opinion, we, arguestt$Gkures, sometimes come to
believe what we do not want to be the case: in scageunwelcome believing
“individuals come, on the basis of poor evidenodyelieve just what they want not to
be so” (Ibid: 349). Further, Pears also argues fibats “often lead people to form
intrinsically unpleasant beliefs” (in Scott-Kakur2801: 322). That is, Scott-Kakures

® The unmodifiednotivatedbelief refers to pragmatically motivated belief.
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and Pears argue that in cases of unwelcome bajieonr cognition is more
responsive or sensitive to our fears in the samg that it is to our desires and
interests in the case of wishful believing, as ol earlier. That is why motivated

believing is considered a perversion of reason:

Motivated beliefs ... are driven by psychical statésunease, by hedonic
interests rather than epistemic ones. It is thesvyin part, that gives substance
to the claim that motivated believing is a realeesion of reason; for, in such
cases, cognition is directed by or sensitive taglees and pains rather than to
how things stand in the world (Scott-Kakures 20Z&D).

Thus, motivated believing leads to epistemic iomadlity; Scott-Kakures argues
that what constitutes such irrationality is “thhaetcognizer's reasons for believing
that p are not good reasons for believing thaspr({ie)” (Ibid: 370). Unlike accuracy
driven beliefs where truth values are overridingytirated beliefs are driven by
pragmatic considerations. That is why most epistegists, among them Barnes,
contend that there “must be some perceived gaihinbemotivated believing (1997:
46). Further to the perceived gain in question,ttS€akures argues that “motivated
believing is in the service of the realization loé tsubject’s goals and values” (2000:
350). That is, the perceived gain behind wishfuigveng is the realisation of certain
pragmatic ends and values. But the perceived gainind unwelcome believing is
said to be the avoidance of feared eventualitiestie case of fear[ful believing], we
may conjecture that the ulterior goal is avoidihg ffeared] danger” (Pears 1986: 42-
3). Further to the perceived gain behind unwelcobstieving, Scott-Kakures
observes: “What motivates the unwelcome beliethésdesire to avoid ... fearsome
possibilities” (2001: 323). He further argues tirathe face of a feared eventuality
and the desire to preempt that feared eventualiey,can only be more willing to
believe the unwelcome than disbelieve it: “the sat§ [of fearful believing] are
willing to incur the short-term magnification of xaaty (embrace of the unwelcome
belief) in order to avoid the potential greateriahxassociated with the realisation of
the feared possibility” (Ibid: 323-324). The followg is what Scott-Kakures argues to

be the paradigm of unwelcome believing:

Barbara, a busy young attorney, leaves home oddigrcommute, late for an
important meeting. As she nears the freeway engrastte is suddenly taken
with worry that she has left her gas stove on. Bégins to rehearse her
morning’s routine: she made hot water for tea asalisbut cannot recall
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whether she replaced the tea kettle on the burealifing that had she done
so, the whistling kettle would have warned herttinguish the flame), or left

it on the counter by the sink. She considers, dk the fact that she and her
husband had a disagreement as to which of thena@uaabd to pick up their

daughter from after-school care; and she notes tthat could well have

distracted her from her routine. She does recogthaé she has had such
concerns before and they have very nearly invaripidved unwarranted, but
she immediately notes that relying on the pashis way when her routine
was upset is none too compelling. (She thinks dks wigh horror, of what she

would say to husband and friends if she has natetiiroff the stove and

tragedy does result: “But | always had turned ftinfthe past, so | thought |

must have done so this time”). She desperately toieisualize turning off the

burner, but she cannot. Convinced now that shedftathe stove burning, she
calls her husband, but he has already left homegréat inconvenience, she
returns home — to discover that the burner islbftl( 314-315).

| disagree that Barbara can be rightly attributetiel in the feared possibility that
p. That is, the propositional attitude that promipés to act as ip cannot be rightly
described as one of pragmatic belief driven by.f8&e has no good reason to regard
p as more likely than ngb. The only reason she has is a memory belief teat h
routine was upset by a disagreement with her hustBut such reason is not directly
related to whether or not thatl take it that she merely accepts thatithout holding
any corresponding beliefs. In the case of wishilldving, pragmatic ends bias our
cognition in the way of predisposing us to favdug tonclusion that conduces to the
realisation of such ends. Believing a propositiom ibid to head off a feared danger is
far too bizarre. Though belief is normally actiomidjng, practical purposes of such
nature under such poor epistemic conditions arenalty associated with mere
propositional acceptance. That is, merely fearihgt p in the absence of good
evidence whethgy normally promotes mere acceptance thah the case at hand, we
can take neither Barbara's acting ag ifor her reasoning aspfas evidence that she
believes thatp. She considers the eventuality pf That is, she weighs up the
consequences gf and notp. Being driven by the high cost of error or thekris
asymmetries associated with or not p, she comes to accept thptand acts
accordingly. Just like Bratman's case of the ladides one thing to have your house

burnt down, another to experience the inconveniehegourney back home.

Furthermore, pragmatic belief is like faiththe sense that they are both motivated
by practical considerations. That is, religiousiddels just one type of pragmatic

belief. Russell argues that faith does not arisenfevidential considerations. It, he
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observes, emanates from our emotions and pracigeals: “Where there is evidence,
no one speaks of ‘faith’. We do not speak of féi#t two and two are four or that the
earth is round. We only speak of faith when we wishsubstitute emotion for
evidence” (1954: 215). That is, faith differs frdmlief in the sense that the essence
of faith has a practical origin. Further, one o€ tHistinguishing characteristics
between belief and faith is that belief is involanyt whereas faith is voluntary. Faith,
argues Sartre, is by “decision” (in Engel 2000: )13@oreover, Kant also defines
faith as “assent from a need of reason” (in Woo822@®2). In this sense, faith is
equivalent to mere propositional acceptance. Héhdéurdescribes it as an attitude
stemming from a “voluntary determination of judgentig€lbid: 82). That is, faith is a
matter of choice and can therefore respond tovn#del can decide to have faith in
my wife’s fidelity till | properly inquire into aralleged case of infidelity. But | cannot
decide to believe that my wife is faithful with shalleged infidelity being accessible
to my consciousness. That is, | normally cannotedorbelieve thagp in the presence
of grave doubts thgt. Moreover, Marti associates faith with “an aligmtie(1946:
33). Furthermore, Eagleton also defines it as ‘“@amament and allegiance” (2009:
37). That is, faith differs from belief in the serthat faith arises from one’s voluntary
commitment to a proposition whereas beligpically stems from one’s truth-
considerations of a proposition. | uphold libe@aism. This is my political alignment
and it is to this that | am committed. It is to Bywinciple | give my allegiance. Given
such background of mine, upon being presented avithproposition entailed by the
libertarian philosophy, | can normally come to hdagh in it just through an act of
decision even if | lack good evidence in its favoumill have faith in it simply
because | do not want to go against my politicalogbphy. | want to stay true and
loyal to its values, and in doing so, | ensure sqgmgchological comfort. Freud

describes faith, religious belief, as an illusioisiag from our desires and wishes:

Religious ideas ... which are given out as teachiags,not precipitates of
experience or end-results of thinking: they arasibns, fulfilments of the
oldest, strongest and most urgent wishes of manKiid secret of their
strength lies in the strength of those wishes. As already know, the
terrifying impression of helplessness in childhoabused the need for
protection — for protection through love — whichsaarovided by the father;
and the recognition that this helplessness lastsugimout life made it
necessary to cling to the existence of a father ttis time a more powerful
one. Thus the benevolent rule of a divine Providealtays our fear of the
dangers of life (in Wood 2002: 59).
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Further, Wood also argues that religious belieés“arotivated by wish-fulfilment
rather than on the basis of the evidence” (lbid. @G®at is, faith does not normally
arise from sensory evidence or reflective reasbos,from our desires and wishes.
This, however, shall not imply that we are epistaity motivated in all our
believings. Some of our beliefs are pragmaticallgtivated as noted earlier. The
acquisition or sustenance of faith is not influeh&y truth-values. It is, as observed
earlier, driven by doctrinal considerations suchoag’s commitment, allegiance,
affiliation or attachment to something. It is besawf this that Alston argues that the
epistemic position of faith is weak in contrasthat of belief: “faith that’ has at least
a strong suggestion of a weak epistemic positisrawis the proposition in question.
One would say that one has faith that Jim will benpoted only when one’s evidence
is less than conclusive” (in Jordan and Howard-8nyt996: 12). Many people
believe or continue to believe in God even thougtytknow that their evidence for
such belief is less than conclusive or adequateyTdontinue to believe in the
existence of God for such belief provides them Wi joy and happiness they seek.
Wood argues that it is this very joy that motivategyious belief:

Religious beliefs ... are ...consoling, they bringjog, they give our lives
meaning, and we hold them by “faith” — not throutje operations of our
intellect but with the warmth and fervor of ouesttes. It is often said that
people have a “hunger” for faith — “for someththgy can believe in”. ... The
hunger for faith is the wish to find some teachihigt is not rationally
credible, but is still capable of captivating usationally so as to persuade
us that life has some meaning or other that wa wiat it had. This hunger
Is a wish to be protected from reality. ... religsdoeliefs portray reality to us
as we wish it to be, that we hold them either rdeo to give ourselves
pleasure or to ease the pain of life, and th&iriming and maintaining these
beliefs, we indulge our feelings and wishes rathan facing up to our lives
as they are (2002: 62-63).

This section has examined the nature of pragmaiiefbin a bid to further the
research question that concerns the attributiqgeragmatic belief to the given alleged
believing subjects. Though | recognize the posgibdf pragmatic belief, | contend
that conditions, such as that of Barbara's, whexemerely fear or suspect thain
the absence of any good evidence whegharormally promote or lead to mere
pragmatic acceptance rather than pragmatic bellefmally we have a practical
reason when we desire belief in a wishful or welegmoposition for which we lack

good epistemic evidence. The practical reason phatnotes such wishful beliefs
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might be the satisfaction of some practical intesesh as bringing about the peace of
mind, harmony or some psychological comfort. Iruaitons where we dread the

eventualities of a merely feared proposition forickhwe possess no good epistemic
evidence, the given practical pressures, the hogh af error or the risk asymmetries

we associate with accepting or rejecting thatormally promote or lead to mere

propositional acceptance if an attitude had todkert on whether or not that That

is, they normally prompt or lead us to accept whatfear most. It is, however, not

the case that we normally want to believe what @a fmost under such conditions.
Nor is it the case that we normally are more wglio believe than to disbelieve what
we fear most. | take it that we are more likelymoore willing to accept than to reject

what we fear most under such circumstances. Eveweifgrant that we are more

willing to believe than to disbelieve what we feaost under such conditions, it still

does not follow that the willed belief obtains givéhe unfavourable epistemic

conditions at the time. That is, in light of thegdaerate evidential conditions at the
time, it is still more appropriate to characterise propositional attitude that guides
our action as mere acceptance than pragmatic belief

| am inclined to think that most cases of pragmacceptance are mistaken for so-
called evidentially unsupported fear-driven belidfssituations where | have no good
evidence whethep or notp but where | fear or suspect thabr where | dread the
feared eventualities qf more than those of ng@ | am more likely to accept rather
than reject thap. Fearful epistemically degenerate conditions ndgmaomote or
lead to mere propositional acceptance rather tledieflof a pragmatic essence. That
is, if we had to act on some basis and for thagagednad to take a stance on the given
issue on the basis of the unprobative evidentiaditions at the time. Consider the
ship captain who cannot, due to poor visibility diions, the lack of a telescope and
a faulty electronic system on-board, determine aitlg reasonable degree of certainty
or belief whether the object looming up in the @nste is an iceberg) or just a thick
patch of cloud (nop). He is faced with a worrisome situation wherehlas no good
evidence whether to belieyeor notp but where he must act on some basis, just like
the field commander (see p. 98). That is, he lagkat it takes to settle doxastic
opinion on the issue. In such a situation, it wdoédinappropriate to characterise the
basis on which he acts as one of belief or pragntadlief. Due to the high cost of

error, it is very unlikely that the captain juskea it for granted that ngt providing
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that he is a rational human being. That is, duthéorisk asymmetries he associates
with whetherp or not p, it is very likely that he just accepts thptand acts

accordingly.

Further, the more appropriate characterisatiorhefdaptain's stance on the given
issue would be that the fearsome epistemically alvgdive condition prompts him to
acceptp as a premise for practical reasoning under thrucistances. The following
example further illustrates this. Rose is a shiptaia who, on one of her voyages,
suddenly plunges into a state of confusion as altre§ invisible weather conditions
along with a concurrent breakdown in the electr@ystem on-board. We can assume
that the ship she is sailing is not equipped withtekescope or other related
equipments. Not being able to see through the tfugky weather worries her as to
whether she is sailing through safe waters. Whercshsiders the possibility whether
there are any icebergs aheas, (she, due to the factors outlined above, cannot
determine with any reasonable degree of certainbebef whether or not there is one
on the route she is sailing. That is, she has meaee whether it is the case tipabr
notp. She considers both possibilities but lacks ewiden believe either. Faced with
the feared eventualities pf she just does not take it for granted thatpa@ue to the
high cost of error and given the risk asymmetriesoaiated with the eventualities of
the two possibilities, Rose just accepts fhahd reasons accordingly. That is, she, for
practical reasons, just accepts that there isebeig ahead and therefore anchors the
ship till visibility conditions improve. It is, hogwer, not the case that she believes
thatp. We have already learned in our discussions opgsitional acceptance that
mere acceptance thpt just like belief thap, disposes us to reason and act gs If
contend that such conditions normally lead to nmapositional acceptance rather
than pragmatic belief. In the case of the Bush adstmation and in light of the
considerations outlined on p. 256, one can arga¢ ttough there was no good

evidence to believe that it was safer or more prudent to accept thanjextéhatp.
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Chapter Five

5.1. Epistemic Justification

One of the fundamental aims of the given ingus to determine the epistemic
status of the given supposed beliefs, demonstratih@t their justificatory or
rationality status would have been if they wereupea cases of belief. Establishing
the justificatory status of a belief requires asight into the differentia of (epistemic)
justification as opposed to other types of jusdificn such as prudential justification.
In an attempt to further the argument on the priggerequired for the conferment of
justification on a belief, this chapter examine® tbssence of justification and
investigates its supposed connection with truthough justification is conferred on
the basis of the truth-conducivity of a given bklieis not a necessary condition that
a belief be true in order to possess such an epistdesideratum. It is, therefore,
appropriate and necessary that the connection katyustification and truth is made
clear. That is, it is necessary to understand thatrationality of a belief does not
supervene on the truth of the belief. Thus, jusdtiibn does not require incorrigible or
indefeasible evidence. It, rather, requires adegaagood evidence. This is the basis

on which the rationality of the given beliefs vk judged in chapter nine.

Epistemic justification is one of the underlyinghflamentals of epistemology. It is
an epistemic property whose existence determiresattionality or justifiedness of a
belief. There is no unanimity among epistemologisssto whether justificatidn
obtains internalistically, deontologically or extalistically. This section aims to
explore the nature of justification, delineating gtate and the activity conceptions of
justification. Upon being challenged for one of dagliefs or for a proposition we
claim to have knowledge about, we tend to addueggtbunds that make us rational
in holding the belief or show the truth of the posjtion we claim to know. This is
what some epistemologists consider to be the esseh@pistemology, and it is
because of this Pollock argues that justificatian the primary bedrock of

epistemology:

Epistemology is “the theory of knowledge” and woskkem most naturally to
have knowledge as its principal focus. But thaha$ entirely accurate. The
theory of knowledge is an attempt to answer thestpe, “How do you

! The unmodified terrjustification or justified refers toepistemigustification.
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know”, but this is a question abdubwone knows, and not about knowing per
se. In asking how a person knows something, weyaieally asking for his
grounds for believing it. We want to know whastifies him in holding his
belief. Thus epistemology has traditionally focusedepistemic justification
more than on knowledge (1986: 7).

Moreover, Chisholm also argues that epistemic fjaation is the core thesis of
epistemology: “The theory of knowledge [epistem@logould be said to have as its
subject matter thpistification of belief (1977: 5). That is, epistemology is committed
to one central issue, epistemic justification, vahiefines the raison d’étre behind the
theory of knowledge. Epistemology concerns bothwkadge how and knowledge
that, and in both cases the presence of epistemidigagiton is a necessary condition
for the attribution of knowledge. To demonstrate knpwledge that the threat under
which | resorted to defensive force was existentialecessarily have to adduce the
grounds on which | came to truly believe that thee&t was existential. This is to
show my knowledge of the threat (knowledg®y). But even if my knowledge of the
threat were not to be challenged, or even if | wereto show such knowledge, | still
must have access to the grounds responsible fdrutieof my belief that the threat

was existential, that is if | were to be creditethvknowledge about the threat.

Thus, epistemic justification is the essence o$tepnology whether it is primarily
concerned with knowledgeow or knowledgethat. In legal philosophy, the presence
of justifying conditions determines the rightfulsesf conduct. That is, guilt or
innocence is assigned on the basis of the preseinpestifying conditions. But in
epistemology, justification plays a different roléne presence of justifying conditions
and our being motivated by them render us epistipicational or deontically
responsible in our doxastic cultivations. In otlewsrds, the presence of epistemic
justification is employed to gauge the epistematist of our beliefs, establishing their
probability or truth-conducivity. Truth-conducivitig what internalists take to be a
necessary condition for a ground to count as epistgustification, whereas the
reliability of a belief-forming mechanism is whatternalists take to be the necessary
condition for the obtaining of epistemic justifizat, and being blameless in holding a
belief is what deontologists take to be the neagssandition for the obtaining of

epistemic justification.
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Internalists argue that a ground should be trutidocive or adequate in order to
count as epistemic justification. Alston takeshrabnducivity to be not only entailing
that a given belief is likely to be true, but atfemdering the belief likely to be true or
being responsible for the truth of the belief. “arder to count as TC [truth-
conducive], they [the grounds] must be so constthed their realization renders or
tends to render beliefs that have them probabky’ ¢2005: 50). Thus far, there is no
unanimity among epistemologists as to what consstepistemic justification. They
have different conceptions of what it is for a belio possess positive epistemic
status: justification. The most credible accounjustification is the truth-conducivity
conception which internalists subscribe to. Buthbatternalists and externalists
concur that justification does not entail the trofhthe belief it supports, as we will
learn later. Alston observes that to be epistenyigastified in holding a belief is just
to be in an epistemically strong position to kndwe truth of what is believed. He
argues that we may conceive of epistemic justibcatis “a matter of being in a
strong position to get the truth in believing tpa{1989: 175).

Of the contemporary epistemologists, Alston prositlee most lucid and detailed
analysis of what it is for a belief to possessifigsitory status. Constituting his
formulation of justified belief, he submits th&is belief thatp is justified if “S's belief
thatp is based on adequate grounds, and S lacks overnidasons to the contrary”
(1989: 177). Further, following a critical survef/a variety of different concepts of
epistemic justification, Alston singles out the dmiate he thinks most apt for
epistemic justification: “S is [justified] in beléng thatp iff S’s believing thap, as S
did, was a good thing from the epistemic point iefn?, in that S’s belief thap was
based on adequate grounds and S lacked suffickentiding reasons to the contrary”
(1985: 77). That is, what emerges from his formatabf justified belief is a triad of
necessary conditions: the presence of adequateosingpevidence, the absence of

sufficient overriding evidence and the basing refat

The absence of the basing relation means tbenab of epistemic justification, no
matter the sheer volume of adequate supportingeaei available at the time of
belief. Stressing the indispensability of the bgsielation, Lehrer observes: “if a

person has evidence adequate to completely jusisfypelief, he may still fail to be

2 Refer to p. 89 (footnote 2) for whapistemic point of viewnplies.
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completely justified in believing what he does hesmhis belief is ndbasedon that
evidence” (in Roth and Galis 1970: 56). | can heampeccable evidence to believe a
proposition, but might come to believe it on thsibaf things other than the evidence
in my possession. One could be in possession ofl gnodence to disbelieve
evolutionism, but might come to disbelieve it ore thasis of the sacrilege it
constitutes against one’s religious creed rathem the better evidence available at the
time. That is why Alston stresses the stipulatias sdid” in his formulation of
justified belief:

The qualification ‘as S does’ is inserted to makexplicit that in order for S

to be [justified]in believing thap it need not be the case that any believing of
p by S would be a good thing epistemically, mucls lasy believing op by
anyone. It is rather that there are aspecthisfbelieving ofp by S that make

it a good thing epistemically (1985: 70).

The aspects that render a belief epistemigadiffied are the triad of the necessary
conditions we outlined earlier. There are many wakereby we come to acquire a
belief, ways that are epistemically desirable, Imat necessarily justification-
conferring. The following are just some of the walygpough which a belief can be
acquired. They are all epistemically desirabledmuhot necessarily count towards the

truth of a given belief proposition:

having a belief formed by a reliable belief-prodigcimechanismknowing
that one’s beliefs are formed by a reliable beliefducing mechanism; being
... rational with respect to one’s beliefs; ... belmyion the basis of a reliable
indicator; believing on the basis of ancessibleeliable indicator; believing
on the basis of an accessible reliable indicatar row or justifiably believe
is reliable; and many more. The rejectees as veetha lucky winner are all
epistemically desirable; each is an epistemicalljyuable state of affairs
(Plantinga 1993: 187).

Samuel Huntington’s belief that religion is the smuof the clash of civilisations
could be the outcome of a reliable belief-forminggess or it could be a belief
acquired in the absence of violations of epistedutes, but the way through which
the belief is arrived at could still fail to rendére belief epistemically justified, no
matter how true the belief might be. However epistally valuable, but reliable
belief-forming processes do not necessarily makational from the perspective of

an epistemic agent to hold a belief, as noted mptdr eight; similarly, epistemic
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dutifulness does not necessarily generate the ddratlequate evidence necessary to
warrant belief, as observed in chapter seven. Bygb@a good thing from the
epistemic point of view, Alston refers to the triafl conditions explained earlier.
Introducing his second stipulation “much less aplidving ofp by anyone”, Alston
reiterates that a belief is justified only if it ete the given three conditions. If
Huntington acquired his belief satisfying the thinditions in question, then his
belief can be endowed with justificatory statusaflfs, it was rational for him to
arrive at such belief and it is rational for himregain his belief providing that the
epistemic situations remain the same. But somelsee ®ot Huntington, might come
to acquire the same belief on the basis of a pats@sentment against a particular
race or religion; or they could arrive at such é&fediolely on the basis of corroborating
evidence, disregarding counter-evidence, and mgjifioubts. Furthermore, the same
belief might result from one's being too subserv@mcredulous in a way to believe
things unreflectively without regard to evidentiabnsiderations. Under such

circumstances, belief is not justified.

Alston’s conception of epistemic justification i)at underlies the principal thesis
behind weak internalism, and it is such conceptidnch this research advocates.
Epistemologists diverge over what confers epistefostification on a belief.
Internalists understand justificatory status asi¢pddased on adequate grounds which
the believing subject has some potential cogn#ieeess to, externalists understand it
as the reliability of the cognitive process whigbguces the belief, and deontologists
understand it as duty fulfilment in a given doxasdituation. But there is broad
consensus that justification is an evaluative cphca term of epistemic appraisal.
Plantinga observes that “such terms as ‘justifigdtand ‘justified’ are ...terms of
epistemic appraisal; to say that a propositiojussified for a person is to say that his
believing or accepting it has positive epistematist for him” (1986: 3). Moreover,
Chisholm also observes that “The term ‘justify’,iig application to a belief, is used
as a term of epistemic appraisal — a term thatseduo say something about the
reasonableness of belief. The term ‘reasonablelfjtherefore, may also be used as a
term of epistemic appraisal” (1977: 6). Furthermdre following is what Alston

thinks to be the nature of justification:

(1) It [epistemic justification] applies to beliefs.. This is the common
philosophical concept of belief, in which S's beiing thatp entails neither
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that S knows thap nor that S does not know that It is not restricted to
conscious or occurrent beliefs. (2) It is an evigaconcept, in a broad sense
in which this is contrasted with ‘factual’. To sthat S is justified in believing
thatp is to imply that there is something all right,isttctory, in accord with
the way things should be, about the fact that &bet thatp. It is to accord
S's believing a positive evaluative status. (3)ds to do with a specifically
epistemiadimension of evaluation. Beliefs can be evaluatedifferent ways.
One may be more or less prudent, fortunate, ohffdiin holding a certain
belief. Epistemic justification is different frontl éhat. Epistemic evaluation is
undertaken from what we might call the “epistemiinp of view”. That point

of view is defined by the aim at maximizing truthdaminimizing falsity in a
large body of beliefs. The qualification “in a largody of beliefs” is needed
because otherwise one could best achieve the aimedbycting one's beliefs
to those that are obviously true. ... it remains titu@ our central cognitive
aim is to amass a large body of beliefs with a falite truth-falsity ratio. For

a belief to be epistemically justified is for ipraehow, to be awarded high
marks relative to that aim. (4) It is a matter efyjcke. One can be more or less
justified in believing thap. If, e.g., what justifies one is some evidence one
has, one will be more or less justified dependinghee amount and strength of
the evidenc&(1985: 58-59).

That is, the broad consensus among epistenstdoigi that epistemic justification is
an evaluative status that pertains to our belefslowing them with a status in the
absence of which we are deemed irrational to holdetain a certain belief. Being
justified in holding a belief is just a state otioaality we are in. This is what
epistemologists refer to as the state (propertyjception of justification where it
does not involve a believer to carry out any dedemisact of justification in order to
possess justificatory status for holding a belkd$ton defines the state conception of

justification as a:

state or condition one is in, not anything one doesny upshot thereof. |
might be justified in believing that there is milk on thebta because | see it
there, even though | have done nothing to showthieat is milk on the table
or to show that | am justified in believing thecelte (1985: 58).

But sometimes we carry out a justification air deliefs, warding off criticism
against them. This is what is referred to as thivigc (process) conception of
justification where it involves the believer engagiin the process of justifying,
adducing supporting evidence against skepticisng #rereby trying to show

justification for the belief in question. That the activity conception of justification

3 Justification is treated as absolute in this regea
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entails, points out Alston, one'dding something to show that or to show that one's
belief was justified, or to exhibit one's justifimm” (Ibid: 58). Audi argues that
justification — whether as process or property sspegses a teleological connection
with truth:

| have spoken of a request for justification and arswer to it. Here
‘justification’ denotes aprocess We may also ask whether somedmes
justification for a belief; and there the term dgsites groperty There are
still the same two faces [property and processidwer; for even in the latter
case the justifiers succeed only if they show deast support the truth of the
belief ... [Thereby] we can hold that justificatiolpoth as process and as
property, has a teleological connection with trutie aim of the process of
justification is to show truth (or at least an atjee probability of it) (1993:
26-7).

Thus, since justification — whether it obtains asperty or as process — aims at
showing or supporting the (probable) truth of adiejustification has a teleological
connection with truth. That is, both conceptiongustification entail an aim which is
to conduce to the truth of a belief. This, howegball not imply that justification as a
status necessarily entails a process. But, argus®m to successfully exhibit
justification for a belief or to successfully resybto challenges against the belief's
credentials, we “must specify an adequate grourttlebelief, a ground that provides
a sufficient indication of the truth of the beligfl989: 225). That is, we shall adduce
good evidence if we were to be successful in odeawour to show the rationality of
our doxastic attitudes. Epistemologists divergerdbe fundamentality of the state
and activity conceptions of justification. Alston rightly argudbat the state
conception is of a “more fundamental epistemoldgicterest” (1985: 58) because
“Most human subjects are quite incapable of cagyout a justification of any
perceptual or introspective beliefs” (Ibid: 84).aths, had the practice of justification
been a necessary requirement for justificatioretust we would have had very few
justified beliefs and consequently very little kriedge.

This, however, shall not imply that we do not erggagthe practice of justification
at all. We often engage in the process of justgythe core beliefs we champion.
Political and religious figures often engage in pinactice of justifying their beliefs or
belief systems, trying to show the rationality béit beliefs and convince others of

the virtues of their beliefs. In relation to thepposed beliefs in question, the Bush
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administration officials were engaged in the piaecbf justifying what they professed
to be their beliefs about the charges levelled regjairaq. In order to cite some
supporting evidence in defense of a belief, we rhase access to the evidence. That
is, the evidence shall be within our cognitive pedive. That is why the internalist
account of justification is indispensable for thaivaty conception of justification.
Internalist access is, therefore, essential tocaessful process of justifying a belief.
Further, Audi argues that an advantage of intesmalis “its capacity to help us
answer skepticism by positive refutation, which uiegs showing, and thereby

(normally) becoming justified in believing” (19931).

Though the stateonception of justification is of prime importanddston argues
that the activityconception of justification is fundamental to thencept of being
justified in holding a belief: “though the activiof responding to challenges is not the
whole story, | do believe that in a way it is funtgental to the concept dieing
justified’ (1989: 236). The activity conception of justiftean is fundamental to the
concept of being justified in holding a belief fmur ability to successfully engage in
the practice of justification ensures our cognitivasp of what it is that is responsible
for the truth of the belief, and our cognitive grasf what is responsible for the truth
of a belief is the essence of internalism whicht@dssubscribes to and also one of the
necessary repositories of epistemic justificatioonf an internalist perspective. But
overall, they are both essential to our doxastipuis. They are both complementary
in their accounting for the epistemic status of beliefs. Audi observes that the state
of being justifiedcan be construed as recourse to the activity difyusy a belief:
“having the property of justification [justifiednesis a state] equips one to engage in
the process of justification” (1993: 31). That ifs] were to be in a state of being
justified in holding a particular belief, 1 woulcelable to engage in the practice of
justification as long as | have some recollectibthe credentials responsible for the
truth of the belief | am holding. But not all humagents are able to engage in a
practice of justification. Unsophisticated or vdhpainskilful people might not be
able to realize this cognitive potential for reasouotl