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My topic in this paper is a particular species of epistemic justification – a species that, following Roderick Firth, I call “propositional justification.”
  Propositional justification is a relation between a person and a proposition.  I will say that for S to bear the propositional justification relation to p is for S to be “justified in believing” that p.  What is propositional justification?  What is it for S to be justified in believing that p?  Here’s my answer:

(PJ = SS) S is justified in believing that p = S’s total evidence sufficiently supports p.

This thesis, which I call PJ = SS for “propositional justification = sufficient support”, raises lots of questions:  what is one’s total evidence?  What is it for such evidence to support a proposition?  What level of support is sufficient?  In this paper, I will not answer any of these questions.
  I do not take PJ = SS to be a stipulation of any kind – rather, I take it to be a substantive thesis in need of defense, but I will not offer any such defense here.  The only reason that I assert PJ = SS here is in order to help the reader to figure out which epistemic property it is that I am calling “propositional justification”, and that I mean to be discussing in this paper.  
A reader might object that, unless she can identify what propositional justification is without presupposing some contested account of it such as PJ = SS, she cannot understand PJ = SS as a substantive thesis; she can understand it only as a stipulation about how I mean to be using the term “propositional justification”.
  But even if it is true that thinking about the property of propositional justification requires being able to identify it without presupposing the truth of some controversial account of it, I have just given this reader a way of doing that:  namely, I have enabled the reader to identify propositional justification as that property the nature of which I take to be given by PJ = SS.  Sometimes, stating one’s account of some property can help others to identify which particular property one is talking about, whether or not those other people end up agreeing with one’s account of that very property.  I might help you to identify which property I’m talking about when I use a term like “conversational implicature” or “potential energy” or “political legitimacy” by giving you a substantive account of the property in question.  But once you identify the property that I’m talking about – perhaps by seeing how it fits into some of my other commitments – you can then proceed to disagree with my substantive account of it.  Just as we might discover that our reference-fixer for “water” is not a sample of water, so too we might discover that the substantive account of “propositional justification” by means of hearing which we came to identify the property of propositional justification is not a correct account of that property.  Of course, this procedure is not guaranteed to succeed in enabling one’s audience to identify a particular property – but then what procedure is guaranteed to succeed? 
So, when I talk about propositional justification, I am talking about a particular epistemic relation between a person and a proposition.  And, on my view, S is justified in believing that p = S’s total evidence sufficiently supports p.  That’s all I will say by way of explaining the topic of this paper.  Now, to state my thesis.
I.  My thesis:  EDPJ
(EDPJ)  For any agent S and proposition p, S’s total evidence completely determines whether S is justified in believing that p.  

I would have liked to call this thesis “evidentialism”, but that label has already been used to denote several other theses.
  So instead, I’ll call my thesis EDPJ, for Evidence Determines Propositional Justification.  I must issue some clarificatory remarks about this thesis.
First, the phrase “completely determines” denotes a metaphysical relation.  For the A-facts to “completely determine” the B-facts at least this much is necessary:  any pair of possible worlds that differ in their B-facts also differ in their A-facts.  But this necessary condition of “complete determination” is not also a sufficient condition, for it does not fully capture the way in which complete determination of the B-facts by the A-facts involves the A-facts making it the case that the B-facts obtain.  
Second, EDPJ is a thesis about believing, and believing is binary:  at any given moment of your existence, you either believe that p or you do not believe that p.  EDPJ is not a thesis about the degree to which someone is confident of something.


Third, just as believing is binary, so too is propositional justification binary.  At any given moment of your existence, you are either justified in believing that p, or you are not.  In addition to the binary status of being justified in believing something, there is also the comparative status of being more or less justified in believing something.  Someone can be justified in believing each of two things, while being more justified in believing one of them than the other.  For example, I am currently justified in believing that there are books in my office.  And I am also currently justified in believing that a copy of Robert Nozick’s Philosophical Explanations is in my office.  But I am more justified in believing that there are books in my office than I am in believing that a copy of Nozick’s book is in my office.  EDPJ is a thesis about what determines whether S is justified in believing that p – it is not a thesis about what determines whether S is more justified in believing one thing than another, or about the extent to which S is more justified in believing one thing than another.  

Having issued these clarificatory remarks concerning EDPJ, I now proceed to argue for it (in the next section), and then to defend it against an objection (in the sections that follow).
II.  My Argument for EDPJ
My argument for EDPJ employs several controversial premises.  I will first state the argument, and then will review each premise. 
For any agent S and proposition p:

(1) Rationality requires that S’s degrees of confidence conform to the Kolmogorov axioms of probability. 

(2) If E is S’s total evidence then rationality requires that S distribute her confidence across hypotheses in proportion to the objective support that those hypotheses receive from E.  

(3) For any hypothesis H, the degree of objective support that H receives from E is determinate.

(4) If E is S’s total evidence, then E completely determines the degree of confidence in p that S is rationally required to have in p. (from 1, 2, and 3)

(5) The degree of confidence that S is rationally required to have in p completely determines whether it is rational for S to believe that p.

(6) Whether it is rational for S to believe that p completely determines whether S is justified in believing that p.

(7) The “complete determination” relation is transitive.
 (EDPJ)  If E is S’s total evidence, then E completely determines whether S is justified in believing that p.  (from 4, 5, 6, and 7)  

That is my argument for EDPJ.  Let’s consider the premises.  
Let’s begin with (1).  Many philosophers believe that the truth of (1) can be established on the basis of some version of the Dutch Book Argument.  I do not know if that is true, but, even apart from the Dutch Book Argument, there are other compelling arguments for (1).  Kaplan 1995 argues for (1) on the basis of five very plausible principles of rational decision.
  The argument is, unfortunately, too long to summarize here.
  

Now why should we accept premise (2)?  Premise (2) is implied by what I have elsewhere argued to be a correct account of what it is to have evidence.
  According to that account, if we let Econj be a proposition which is such that S is rationally required to distribute her confidence across hypotheses in proportion to the support that those hypotheses receive from Econj, then, for e to be an element of S’s evidence set (in other words, S has evidence e) is just for the following condition to obtain:  e is a member of some decomposition of Econj into conjuncts, each of which S is able to use in the rational regulation of her attitudes.  (2) trivially follows from this account of what it is for someone to have evidence e.  There is, unfortunately, no space here to rehearse my argument for that account.
I anticipate that some philosophers (e.g., subjective Bayesians like de Finetti) will issue the following challenge to (2):  For a hypothesis h, there is some degree of confidence that it is rational for me to have in h, and that degree of confidence is partly determined by some bit of evidence that I have, call it “e”.  The contribution that e makes to the degree of confidence that it is rational for me to have in h is determined by comparing my rational degree of confidence in h independent of e (call this “Prob(h)prior-to-e”) to my rational degree of confidence in h in light of e (call this “Prob(h)posterior-to-e”, which some Bayesians take to be equal to Prob(e)prior-to-e x Prob(h/e)prior-to-e).  But what degree of confidence it is rational for me to have in h is also partly determined by some additional evidence that I have, call it “e’”.  The contribution that e and e’ together make to my rational degree of confidence in h is determined by comparing my rational degree of confidence in h independent of e and e’ (call this “Prob(h)prior-to-e-and-e’”) to my rational degree of confidence in h in light of e and e’ (= Prob(e and e’)prior-to-e-and-e’ x Prob(h/e and e’)prior-to-e-and-e’).  Furthermore, what degree of confidence it is rational for me to have in h is also partly determined by some further evidence e’’.  The contribution that e and e’ and e’’ together make to my rational degree of confidence in h is determined by comparing my rational degree of confidence in h independent of e and e’ and e’’ (call this “Prob(h)prior-to-e-and-e’-and-e’’”) to my rational degree of confidence in h in light of e and e’ and e’’ (= Prob(e and e’ and e’’)prior-to-e-and-e’-and-e’’ x Prob(h/e and e’ and e’’)prior-to-e-and-e’-and-e’’).  Continuing this line of reason for each bit of evidence in my evidence set, we arrive at the conclusion that the contribution that my total evidence makes to my rational degree of confidence in h is determined by comparing my rational degree of confidence in h independent of my total evidence (call this “Prob(h)prior-to-e-and-e’-and-e’’-and...”) to my rational degree of confidence in h in light of my total evidence (= Prob(e and e’ and e’’ and …)prior-to-e-and-e’-and-e’’-and... x Prob(h/e and e’ and e’’ and …)prior-to-e-and-e’-and-e’’-and...).  So my rational degree of confidence in h depends not solely on my total evidence e and e’ and e’’ and …, but also on the rational degrees of confidence that I would have independent of any evidence.  The latter therefore plays a role, over and above, the role played my evidence, in determining what degree of confidence it is rational for me to have in h.
Compare the argument above to the following.  There is something that George looks like, and what he looks like is partly determined by his nose.  The contribution that George’s nose makes to George’s appearance is determined by comparing George’s appearance without his nose to George’s appearance with his nose.  But what George looks like is also partly determined by his ears.  The contribution that George’s nose and ears together make to George’s appearance is determined by comparing George’s appearance without his nose or ears to George’s appearance with his nose and ears.  Furthermore, what George looks like is also partly determined by his neck.  The contribution that George’s nose and ears and neck together make to George’s appearance is determined by comparing George’s appearance without his nose or ears to neck to George’s appearance with his nose and ears and neck.  Continuing this line of reason for each part of George’s body, we arrive at the conclusion that the contribution that George’s whole body makes to George’s appearance is determined by comparing George’s appearance without his whole body to George’s appearance with his whole body.  So George’s appearance depends not simply on his body, but also on the appearance that he would have without his body.  
Clearly, this conclusion is absurd.  What has gone wrong?  In the argument about George, at least one thing that has gone wrong is that the argument falsely assumes that, since there is something that George’s appearance would be like independently of a specific body part, there is also something that it would be like independently of all body parts.  Analogously, I propose, at least one thing that goes wrong in the reasoning concerning evidence is this:  the argument falsely assumes that, since there are degrees of confidence that are rational independently of a specific piece of evidence, that are also degrees of confidence that are rational independently of all evidence.  Just as George’s body parts jointly and wholly determine his appearance, and he cannot have an appearance without any body parts, so too, the proponent of (2) claims, our various bits of evidence jointly and wholly determine our rational degrees of confidence, and no degrees of confidence can be rational independently of any evidence.
This is not to deny that our rational degree of confidence in our total evidence Prob(e and e’ and e’’ and…)prior-to-e-and-e’-and-e’-and...’ has a determinate value, and it is not to deny that Prob(h)posterior-to-e = Prob(e and e’ and e’’ and …)prior-to-e-and-e’-and-e’-and...’ x Prob(h/e and e’ and e’’ and …)prior-to-e-and-e’-and-e’-and...’.  But the facts just stated leave open the issue of what determines these probabilities.  For instance, these facts leave it open whether the value of Prob(e and e’ and e’’ and …)prior-to-e-and-e’-and-e’-and...’ is itself determined by our total evidence.  Just as new evidence can rationally lead us to change our degree of confidence in a particular hypothesis (by means of conditionalization, say), so too it can lead us rationally to change any of our other degrees of confidence.  For instance, new evidence can lead us to realize (upon waking from a dream, say) that what we had been taking to be our evidence was not in fact our evidence.  New evidence can lead us to realize that we have been suffering from some serious confusion, and that the hypotheses that we had taken to be highly confirmed by our evidence were in fact not confirmed by that evidence at all.  New evidence can lead us to realize that, in assessing the degree to which various theories are confirmed by our evidence, we have been forgetting about lots of evidence that we have, or we have been neglecting to consider large portions of the space of reasonable theories, and thereby we have been incorrectly evaluating the degree to which those theories are actually confirmed by our total evidence.  In all of these ways, the acquisition of new evidence can lead us rationally to revise any of our degrees of confidence.  If we were omnisicient with respect to what evidence we have, and with respect to the space of possible theories, and with respect to the conformational relations that obtain between evidence and theory, then perhaps the acquisition of new evidence could not lead us rationally to revise any of these degrees of confidence.  But, in fact, none of us is omnisicient about any of these things.  Thus, the envisaged objection to (2) fails.
Now let’s consider premise (3).  Without prejudging the nature of objective support, I do not know what premises can be used to argue for (3).  But are there any grounds for rejecting (3)?  (3) does not say that the degrees of evidential support are precise, or real-valued, or closed intervals, or any such thing.  It says only that these degrees of support are determinate, i.e., there is no further parameter (over and above one’s total evidence E and a hypothesis H) the value of which must be fixed in order to fix the degree to which one’s total evidence E supports H.  Total evidence E supports H to a certain constant degree, and that is not relative to any further thing – it is, for instance, not relative to anyone’s goals or preferences, not relative to the space of alternative hypotheses, not relative to some system of norms or some epistemic framework, or any such thing.  That is all that (3) says.  Since (3) seems to me to be true, on any plausible understanding of the kind of objective support that evidence provides for hypotheses, I simply assume (3) here, without attempting to argue for it. 
What follows from (1), (2), and (3) is 

(4) If E is S’s total evidence, then E completely determines the degree of confidence in p that S is rationally required to have in p.

Here’s how it follows.  Suppose that total evidence E supports hypothesis H to degree m and supports hypothesis –H to degree n.  In that case, it follows from (2) that there is some constant of proportionality k such that rationality requires me to be confident in H to degree km and rationality requires me to be confident in –H to degree kn.  But it follows from (1) that rationality requires that my degree of confidence in H = 1 – my degree of confidence in –H.  Since the requirements of rationality are closed under conjunction, it follows that rationality requires me to be confident in H to degree km = 1 – kn.  But then km + kn = 1, and so k(m+n) = 1, and so k = 1/(m+n).  So, if the degrees to which a particular body of total evidence supports various hypotheses are determinate (i.e., if m and n are constants), then the degrees of confidence that rationality requires us to assign to those hypotheses given that total evidence are also determinate.  Since, according to (3), the degrees to which a particular body of total evidence supports various hypotheses are determinate, it follows that the degrees of confidence that rationality requires us to assign to those hypotheses given that total evidence are also determinate.
 
Next let’s consider (5).  The most obvious objection to (5) is this:  rational belief that p requires being rationally sufficiently confident of p.  But sufficient for what?  The purpose for which such confidence must suffice in order to be rational, and the degree of confidence that suffices for that purpose, can – it seems – both vary with factors other than evidence, and so evidence itself does not determine whether a particular degree of rational confidence in p suffices for rationally believing that p.  Thus, the objection concludes, (5) is false.

This objection confuses the following two distinct things:  first, there is having a degree of confidence sufficient for speakers to be willing to say that one “believes”, and second, there is having a degree of confidence sufficient for one to believe (i.e., sufficient for us now, on this particular occasion, to say that one “believes”).  We can make the distinction between these two things vivid by means of the following analogy.  Whether Susan is tall depends upon her height, and does not depend upon factors other than her height.  In particular, it does not depend upon features of anyone’s conversational context.  But whether someone willingly asserts (or deny) “Susan is tall” depends not simply upon Susan’s height, but also upon features of the speaker’s conversational context.  We would be inclined to say that Susan’s tallness depends upon features of a conversational context only if we are confused about the distinction between the factors that determine tallness and the factors that determine our willingness to ascribe tallness.  The present objection to (5) founders on the analogous confusion between the factors that determine whether it is rational for one to believe that p and the factors that determine whether speakers willingly say that it is rational for one to believe that p.  
Premises (6) and (7) both strike me as obvious, and I don’t know of any set of premises that are at least as plausible as either, and that could be used to argue for them.  Consequently, I do not attempt to argue for either (6) or (7).
  
In the remainder of this paper, I would like to defend EDPJ against a particular objection.  In order to explain what this objection is, let me begin by articulating a corollary of EDPJ.

III.  A Corollary of EDPJ

My articulation of the present corollary of EDPJ is both cumbersome and imprecise, and will require some explanation.  The corollary is a conditional.  I’ll begin by stating the antecedent of the conditional:

(Intellectualism about Evidence, or IE) For any epistemic agent S and any proposition p (other than propositions about S’s practical costs or benefits):  what evidence S has is constitutively independent of the practical cost to S of being wrong about p.

Now, I would have liked to state Intellectualism about Evidence, or henceforth IE, much more simply as follows:  What evidence one has is constitutively independent of one’s own practical costs or benefits.  But this simply stated thesis is probably not true.  For instance, right now, I have very compelling evidence that it would be very costly to me to be wrong in my belief that, say, various members of my family are alive.  But this evidence seems not to be constitutively independent of the fact that it would indeed be very costly to me to be wrong in that belief.  In fact, that very costliness might itself be the evidence on the basis of which I believe that it would be costly for me to be wrong in that belief.  The more cumbersome thesis, IE, is not subject to such counterexamples.

Now, IE employs the notion of a proposition’s being about someone’s practical costs or benefits.  I will not attempt to spell out this notion here:  I assume that it is clear enough for us to work with.  I also will not attempt to give any argument for IE.  Although that thesis is explicitly denied by Stanley 2005, no reason is given for denying it, and I am not aware of any considerations that might even appear to tell against that thesis.  Furthermore, as we will see in a moment, the very objection to EDPJ that I plan to consider assumes IE, so the truth of that thesis is not in dispute between me and my present dialectical opponent.
Now, EDPJ implies the following conditional:  if IE is true, then so is:

(Independence Thesis, or IT) For any epistemic agent S and any proposition p (other than propositions about S’s practical costs or benefits):  whether S is justified in believing that p is constitutively independent of the practical cost to S of being wrong about whether p is true.  
Since I accept EDPJ and IE, I am also committed to accepting the Independence Thesis, or henceforth IT.  But a recent argument that Fantl and McGrath
 give against what they call “evidentialism” (i.e., the thesis that, “for any two subjects S and S’, necessarily, if S and S’ have the same evidence for/against p, then S is justified in believing that p iff S’ is too”
) seems to show that IT is false.  Although Fantl and McGrath do not articulate IT specifically, it is clearly one of several theses that are in the crosshairs of their argument.  I devote the remainder of this paper to defending IT against the objection that can be developed on the basis of Fantl and McGrath’s argument.  By defending IT, I will thereby defend the conditional that if IE is true, then so is IT.  And by defending this conditional, I will end up defending EDPJ, since EDPJ implies that conditional.  
In the next section, I will lay out Fantl and McGrath’s argument, and show that it is not sound.  I will then show (in the following section) that their rejection of IT – indeed, any rejection of IT – leads to a serious problem.  
IV.  Fantl and McGrath’s Argument
Fantl and McGrath begin by bringing up a pair of examples that may seem to tell against IT.  Then they proceed to offer a theoretical argument against evidentialism, but their argument works as well (or not) against IT as it does against evidentialism.  
I’ll begin by stating their examples.

“Train Case 1.  You’re at Back Bay Station in Boston preparing to take the commuter rail to Providence.  You’re going to see friends.  It will be a relaxing vacation.  You’ve been in a rather boring conversation with a guy standing beside you.  He, too, is going to visit friends in Providence.  As the train rolls into the station, you continue the conversation by asking, ‘Does this train make all those little stops in Foxboro, Attleboro, etc.?’  It doesn’t matter much to you whether the train is the ‘Express’ or not, though you’d mildly prefer it was.  He answers, ‘Yeah, this one makes all those little stops.  They told me when I bought the ticket.’  Nothing about him seems peculiarly untrustworthy.  You believe what he says.

Train Case 2.  You absolutely need to be in Foxboro, the sooner the better.  Your career depends on it.  You’ve got tickets for a southbound train that leaves in two hours and gets into Foxboro in the nick of time.  You overhear a conversation like that in Train Case 1 concerning the train that’s just rolled into the station and leaves in 15 minutes.  You think, ‘That guy’s information might be wrong.  What’s it to him whether the train stops in Foxboro?  Maybe the ticket-seller misunderstood his question.  Maybe he misunderstood the answer.  Who knows when he bought the ticket?  I don’t want to be wrong about this.  I’d better go and check it out myself.”

Intuitively, it seems, you have the same evidence in Train Case 1 and in Train Case 2.  But, it also seems that, in Train Case 1 you’re justified in believing that the train stops in Foxboro, whereas you’re not justified in believing this in Train Case 2.  You have the same evidence, but you are not equally justified, so your justification doesn’t depend solely upon your evidence.  Since (we may reasonably suppose) the only independent variable that takes on different values across the two cases is the cost of your being wrong about whether the train stops in Foxboro, we can conclude that your justification depends not solely upon your evidence, but also upon the practical cost of error.  So IT is false, and so (given that IE is true) EDPJ is false.  
One might worry that the cost of error is not the only independent variable that takes on different values across the two cases, and that the agent’s doxastic attitude is also different across the two cases:  in case 1 the agent is confident that the train stops in Foxboro and in case 2 she’s not.
  Now, I don’t see that the description of the two cases mandates this difference, but if you find it hard to imagine the cases without this difference, then we can alter the cases so that the worries voiced in Train Case 2 are not worries that the agent has, but rather worries that some third party (say, the agent’s concerned spouse) has.  The third party might think, of the agent in Train Case 1, that she’s fully justified in her belief.  But the same third party might think, of the agent in Train Case 2, that she’s not fully justified in her belief, even if she (the agent, not the third party) is fully confident.  So we can stipulate the agent has the same evidence and the same doxastic attitudes in the two cases, and the only independent variable that varies is the cost (to the agent) of error.  Justification therefore depends upon cost of error, contrary to what IT says.
This intuitive case against IT can be supplemented by adapting Fantl and McGrath’s general, theoretical argument against evidentialism.  That argument can be rendered as follows.
(1) If S knows that p, and S is rational to prefer A & p to B & p, then S is rational to prefer A to B.

(2) If S is justified in believing that p (and has evidence enough to know that p), and S is rational to prefer A & p to B & p, then S is rational to prefer A to B.

(3) If S is justified in believing that p (and has evidence enough to know that p), and S is rational to prefer A to B, then S is rational to prefer A & p to B & p.

(4) S is justified in believing that p (and has evidence enough to know that p) only if the following condition obtains:  for any states of affairs A and B, S is rational to prefer A to B if and only if S is rational to prefer A & p to B & p. (By conjunction of 2 and 3; Fantl and McGrath call this step “PC”.)
Now, (PC) might seem by itself to contradict evidentialism, and so it may seem that Fantl and McGrath can simply infer from the truth of PC to the falsity of evidentialism.  But, as Fantl and McGrath point out, the evidentialist can consistently accept (PC) so long as she also accepts 

(EPC) S is justified in believing that p only if:  for any agent X with S’s evidence for p, and for any stakes that X has on p, and for any states of affairs A and B, X is rational to prefer A & p to B & p if and only if X is rational to prefer A to B.

So, to refute evidentialism, Fantl and McGrath argue that (EPC) is false:  if (EPC) is false, then – since (PC) is true – evidentialism is false.  According to Fantl and McGrath, (EPC) is falsified by the existence of pairs of cases – such as the Train Cases – in which, for some states of affairs A and B, and some believed proposition p, at certain low stakes, someone with a certain body of evidence is rational to prefer A & p to B & p if and only if she’s rational to prefer A to B, but at higher stakes, that same person with that same body of evidence is not rational to prefer A & p to B & p if and only if she’s rational to prefer A to B.  For instance, let A be the state of affairs of doing no further investigation concerning whether the train stops in Foxboro, and B be the state of affairs of investigating further whether the train stops in Foxboro, and p be the proposition that the stranger’s testimony is true.  You are rational to prefer A&p to B&p.  But while you are rational to prefer A to B at low stakes, you are not rational to prefer A to B at high stakes.  Thus, Fantl and McGrath claim, the Train Cases falsify (EPC).  Since (EPC) is false, evidentialism is also false.  Notice that, if this argument is sound, it shows that justification depends upon the cost of error, and thus the argument refutes IT, and thereby (given the truth of IE) refutes EDPJ.
For the sake of argument, I will not challenge premises 1 or 2.  But what about premise 3?  Fantl and McGrath defend premise 3 by appeal to a representative example that is meant to pump our intuitions:

“Assume you’re justified in believing that the train goes to Foxboro (p).  And assume that you are, in fact, rational to prefer boarding (B) the train to waiting (W) for the next train.  Could it turn out that you are not rational to prefer [B & p to W & p]?  No.” 
  
To see why this reasoning does not work, suppose that you’re a perfectly healthy young person, and given your own behavior and medical history, and the medical history of your family, you are justified in believing that you will not need any medical services for the next 2 years.  Still, even though health insurance is expensive, and you could easily save over $1000 by not getting health insurance for another 2 years, you’re still rational to prefer getting health insurance to not getting health insurance – just in case!  But if you could somehow know for sure that you were not going to be needing any medical services for the next 2 years, then you would not be rational to prefer getting health insurance to not getting health insurance.  That is because you’re not rational to prefer getting health insurance and not going to the doctor for 2 years to not getting health insurance and not going to the doctor for 2 years:  the former option involves a big and needless expense.
I conclude that Fantl and McGrath’s argument is not sound.  But though their argument is not sound, that leaves it open that their conclusion is still true, and so IT is false.  That is what I will rule out in the next section.  
V.  The Problem of New Evidence
Consider:  

Train Case 3.  You’re at Back Bay Station in Boston preparing to take the train to Foxboro, and you absolutely must be at Foxboro as soon as possible:  your career depends upon a business meeting that is scheduled to take place there soon.  In an attempt to stay calm, you’ve been talking to a seemingly normal stranger standing beside you.  At time t1, as two trains roll into the station at once on separate tracks, he says to you, ‘Oh look:  it’s the Southbound Local to Foxboro and the Northbound Local to Nashua.’  Now, while it doesn’t matter to you at t1 whether the Northbound train is the local, it matters a great deal to you that the Southbound train is the local.  So, in order to make sure that the Southbound train is indeed the local, you consult a printed schedule, you ask the station manager, and you look at the TV monitor on the platform.  All of those new sources give you more information than you asked for:  they tell you that both of the trains are local.  Having gained this additional evidence from the three new and highly authoritative sources, you now justifiably believe that the Southbound train is the local, and so you board the Southbound train at time t2 > t1.  But then at time t3 > t2, your cell phone rings:  the location of the business meeting has been changed, and it’s now absolutely crucial that you get off the Southbound Local and get onto the Northbound Local immediately.  
Let me stipulate the following features of the case.  
First, once you receive the testimony of the stranger at t1 concerning the identities of the trains, you retain that same evidence throughout the period from t1 through t3:  you do not, for instance, forget precisely what it was that the stranger asserted.  
Second, when you get your phone call at t3, you no longer risk any cost in being wrong about whether the Southbound train is local, but you begin to risk a cost in being wrong about whether the Northbound train is local, and this latter cost is equal to the cost that you previously risked in being wrong about the Southbound train.  
Third, among all the factors that determine whether you are justified in believing – and the extent of your justification for believing – that a particular train is local or express, the only factors among those that vary at the different times in Train Case 3 are:  your evidence, and the cost to you of being wrong.  Whatever other factors may enter into determining whether you are justified, and determining the extent of your justification, all remain fixed throughout the interval from t1 through t3.  
Fourth, your interaction with the stranger has whatever features are necessary to make it the case that, had it not been for the elevated cost of your being wrong, you would be justified in believing the propositions asserted by the stranger, concerning the identities of the trains.  Thus, when the stranger asserts at t1 that the Northbound train is local, then at t1, you are justified in believing this statement.  

Fifth, at t2, after you have accumulated all the evidence from the station manager, the TV monitor, the printed schedule, and the stranger, the extent to which you are justified in believing that the Northbound train is local is nearly as great as the extent to which you can ever be justified in believing that any train is local, and the extent to which you are justified in believing that the Southbound train is local is nearly as great as the extent to which you are justified in believing that the Northbound train is local.  Prior to receiving the cell phone call, since the cost of your being wrong about the Southbound train are much higher than the cost of your being wrong about the Northbound train, you are very slightly more justified in believing that the Northbound train is local than you are in believing that the Southbound train is local.  But the difference here is miniscule, because you are very nearly maximally justified in believing each.  To acquire additional evidence in support of either of these propositions would not appreciably improve the extent to which you are justified in believing them, any more than it improves the extent to which I am justified in believing that I am human by hearing you assert that I am human – and that’s true despite the exorbitant cost to me of being wrong in my belief that I am human.  In general, new evidence in support of highly confirmed theories has diminishing marginal epistemic value.  
Now, it is clear that there is some possible case in which all five of the stipulations above are true.  In this respect, these first five stipulations differ from a further stipulation that I will be making next about this case:  this next stipulation can be true only if IT is false.  Since I think IT is true, I will, in the end, reject the next stipulation as not possibly true – but for the present purpose of trying to bring out a problem for denials of IT, I assume that the following stipulation is true.  
Sixth, at t1, the cost of your being wrong about whether the Southbound train is local is sufficiently high that the stranger’s testimony at t1 does not (even in conjunction with all of the background evidence that you’ve accumulated up until t1) suffice to make you justified in believing that the Southbound train is local; and analogously at t3, the cost of your being wrong about whether the Northbound train is local is sufficiently high that the stranger’s testimony at t1 does not (even in conjunction with all of the background evidence that you have accumulated up until t1) suffice to make you justified in believing that the Northbound train is local.  
Given the six stipulations I’ve made above, what can we say about your justification in this case?  At time t1, you are not justified in believing, on the basis of the stranger’s testimony, that the Southbound train is local, but you are justified in believing, on the basis of the stranger’s testimony, that the Northbound train is local.  But given these facts, can we infer anything about what you are more or less justified in believing?  On the basis of the stranger’s testimony, are you more justified in believing that the Northbound train is local than you are in believing that the Southbound train is local?  Either you are not or you are.  Let’s consider each option.  
If you are not more justified in believing that the Northbound train is local than you are in believing that the Southbound train is local, then here is your situation:  you are justified in believing that the Northbound train is local, you are not justified in believing that the Southbound train is local, but you are no more justified in believing that the Northbound train is local than you are in believing that the Southbound train is local.  This is not possible.  If it were possible, then it should also be possible to alter the example so that you are even slightly more justified in believing that the Southbound train is local than you are in believing that the Northbound train is local (for instance, suppose that your first interlocutor sounds more confident in describing the Southbound train as local than he does in describing the Northbound train as local), while you continue to be justified in believing that the Northbound train is local, and not justified in believing that the Southbound train is local.   This is clearly impossible:  you cannot be more justified in believing that p than in believing that q if you are justified in believing that q and not justified in believing that p.  But what prevents our altering the example in the way envisaged?  If we accept the fourth, fifth, and sixth stipulations and so allow that, at t1, you are justified in believing that the Northbound train is local but you are not justified in believing that the Southbound train is local, then we must also allow that you are more justified in believing that the Northbound train is local than you are in believing that the Southbound train is local.
So at t1, if you are justified in believing that the Northbound train is local but you are not justified in believing that the Southbound train is local, then you are more justified in believing that the Northbound train is local than you are in believing that the Southbound train is local.  But, since there is a highest possible degree to which you can be justified in believing that a nearby train is a local, the preceding claim implies that the difference between that highest possible degree of justification and the extent to which you are justified in believing that the Southbound train is local is greater than the difference between that highest possible degree of justification and the extent to which you are justified in believing that the Northbound train is local.  Furthermore, since this difference can in each case be (at least very nearly) bridged by the acquisition of sufficient additional evidence, this in turn implies that gathering additional evidence cannot contribute as much to your justification for the former belief as it can contribute to your justification for the latter belief.  Gathering sufficient additional evidence can increase the extent to which you are justified in believing that the Northbound train is local from (say) “moderately justified” to “very nearly maximal” (for this kind of proposition), but gathering additional evidence can increase the extent to which you are justified in believing that the Southbound train is local from “poorly justified” to “very nearly maximal” (again, for this kind of proposition).  Since new evidence has diminishing marginal epistemic value, new evidence concerning the Northbound train will be less epistemically valuable than new evidence concerning the Southbound train.
Now, this may seem to be an implausible result, but it’s not clear to me that it is any more implausible than the denial of IT itself.  So perhaps the opponent of IT can live with this result.  But there is worse to come.  At t2, once you’ve acquired additional evidence, you are very nearly maximally justified in believing that the Southbound train is local and you are also very nearly maximally justified in believing that the Northbound train is local – though recall that you are slightly more justified in believing the latter than the former.  Finally, once you get the cell phone call at t3, you are still very nearly maximally justified in believing that the Southbound train is local – indeed, the cell phone call cannot diminish, but can only raise, the extent to which you are justified in believing that the Southbound train is local.  But now what about the extent to which you are justified in believing that the Northbound train is local?  After you get the cell phone call, you are justified in believing that the Northbound train is local if and only if, just prior to receiving the call, you were justified in believing that the Southbound train is local.  Furthermore, the extent to which, after receiving the call, you are justified in believing that the Northbound train is local is equal to the extent to which, just prior to receiving the call, you were justified in believing that the Southbound train is local.  So, after you get the call, you continue to be justified in believing that the Northbound train is local, but you are slightly less justified in believing this than you were prior to receiving the call.
Now the story that we’ve told so far suffers from a problem, and to see the problem we need to consider the following issue:  to what extent does the evidence you acquire between t1 and t2 contribute to your justification at t3 for believing that the Northbound train is local?  Either the evidence that you acquired between t1 and t2 contributes greatly to your justification at t3 for believing that the Northbound train is local, or it does not.  Either option leads to an absurd conclusion.
If the evidence that you acquire between t1 and t2 does contribute greatly to your justification at t3 for believing that the Northbound train is local, then, since that same evidence did not contribute greatly to your justification at t2 (for recall, you were already highly justified at t1 in believing that the Northbound train is local), it must somehow happen that the increase in the cost of your being wrong about the Northbound train generates an increase in the justificatory value of the evidence that you acquired between t1 and t2:  evidence that was not making much of an improvement in your level justification at t2 becomes much more justificatorily valuable at t3 – and this happens not because of any additional evidence that you acquire between t2 and t3, but only because of the increased cost of your being wrong.  The increase at t3 in the cost of your being wrong that the Northbound train is local makes it the case that the evidence that you acquired between t1 and t2 contributes much more greatly to your justification at t3 than it did when you acquired it.  But, even by the lights of those who oppose IT, this cannot be the case:  even if evidence for p can increase its justificatory value for you as a result of a decrease in the cost of your being wrong about p, evidence for p cannot increase its justificatory value for you as a result of an increase the cost of your being wrong that p.  Increasing the cost of being wrong might with some plausibility be thought to make your current evidence less justificatorily valuable than it already was, but it cannot with any plausibility be thought to make your current evidence more justificatorily valuable than it already was.
So it is not the case that the evidence that you acquire between t1 and t2 contributes greatly to your justification at t3 for believing that the Northbound train is local.  It follows that this evidence contributes only slightly to your justification at t3.  In that case, how is precisely the same evidence able to contribute so greatly to the justification that you have, just before t2, for believing that the Southbound train is local?  I have attempted to design Train Case 3 so that your justificatory, evidentiary, and practical relations, just before t3, to the proposition that the Southbound train is local, are just the same as your justificatory, evidentiary, and practical relations at t3 to the proposition that the Northbound train is local.  What features of the case could have foiled my attempt?  Recall that, according to our third stipulation, all factors affecting justification, other than evidence and the cost of being wrong, remain constant throughout the time interval of the story.  No such feature of the case can explain why it is that, at t3, the evidence that I acquire between t1 and t2 contributes more to my justification for believing that the Southbound train is local than it contributes to my justification for believing that the Northbound train is local.  But what else could explain why this is the case?  The only other difference between your justificatory relation to the former proposition and your justificatory relation to the latter consists in the difference in the history – prior to t3 – of the cost of your being wrong about each.  But this historical feature of the case cannot explain why it is that, at t3, the evidence that I acquire between t1 and t2 contributes more to my justification for believing that the Southbound train is local than it contributes to my justification for believing that the Northbound train is local:  even if the justificatory value of your evidence for p depends upon the present costs of your being wrong about p, it cannot depend upon the past costs of your being wrong about p – except in so far as present costs depend upon past costs.  If it is not the case that the evidence that you acquire between t1 and t2 contributes greatly to your justification at t3 for believing that the Northbound train is local, then this is an inexplicable epistemic fact.  But of course there can be no such epistemic fact.  Thus, the evidence that you acquire between t1 and t2 must contribute greatly to your justification at t3 for believing that the Northbound train is local.  But that conclusion was refuted in the preceding paragraph.
If all of the stipulations of the case are true, then either the evidence that you acquire between t1 and t2 does contribute greatly to your justification at t3 for believing that the Northbound train is local, or it does not.  But we’ve just argued that each of these two disjuncts is false.  Therefore, not all of the stipulations of the case are true.  Since the first five stipulations are obviously compossible, it follows that stipulation six must not be compossible with the rest of them.  But why are stipulations 1 – 6 not compossible?  Recall that stipulations 1 – 5 are compossible, so either stipulation 6 is impossible, or else stipulation 6 conflicts with one or more of stipulations 1 – 5.  Could stipulation 6 conflict with one or more of stipulations 1 – 5?  Recall stipulations 1 – 5:

First, once you receive the testimony of the stranger at t1, you retain that same evidence throughout the period from t1 through t3.  Second, when you get your phone call at t3, you no longer risk any cost in being wrong about whether the Southbound train is local, but you begin to risk a cost in being wrong about whether the Northbound train is local, and this latter cost is equal to the cost that you previously risked in being wrong about whether the Southbound train is local.  Third, among all the factors that determine whether you are justified in believing – and the extent of your justification for believing – that a particular train is local or express, the only factors among those that vary at the different times in Train Case 3 are:  your evidence, and the cost to you of being wrong.  Fourth, your interaction with the stranger has whatever features are necessary to make it the case that, had it not been for the elevated cost of your being wrong, you would be justified in believing the propositions asserted by the stranger, concerning the identities of the trains.  Fifth, at t2, after you have accumulated all the additional evidence, the extent to which you are justified in believing that the Northbound train is local is nearly as great as the extent to which you can ever be justified in believing that any train is local, and the extent to which you are justified in believing that the Southbound train is local is nearly as great as the extent to which you are justified in believing that the Northbound train is local.  

Those are stipulations 1 – 5.  Now recall stipulation 6:

Sixth, at t1, the cost of your being wrong about whether the Southbound train is local is sufficiently high that the stranger’s testimony at t1 does not (even in conjunction with all of the background evidence that you’ve accumulated up until t1) suffice to make you justified in believing that the Southbound train is local; and analogously at t3, the cost of your being wrong about whether the Northbound train is local is sufficiently high that the stranger’s testimony at t1 does not (even in conjunction with all of the background evidence that you have accumulated up until t1) suffice to make you justified in believing that the Northbound train is local.  

If stipulation 6 is possible, then there seems to be no reason why it would not be compossible with stipulations 1 – 5.  The best explanation of the fact that stipulation 6 is not compossible with stipulations 1 – 5 is that stipulation 6 is impossible.  Now, if IT is not true, then this sixth stipulation is possible.  Of course, IT doesn’t say anything about this case specifically, but this case is designed so as to be representative.  If stipulation 6 is not possible in this case, that cannot be because of anything peculiar to trains, or to the property of being local, or to the testimony of strangers.  So far as I can see, it can only be because IT is true.  So, since the sixth stipulation is not possible, IT is true.  .    
So to sum up:  I have given an argument for EDPJ.  This thesis has the corollary that, if one’s total evidence is independent of one’s practical costs or benefits, then what one is justified in believing is also independent of one’s practical costs or benefits.  Fantl and McGrath have argued against that corollary, but their argument is unsound, and their conclusion is false.  The problem of new evidence shows that what one is justified in believing must be independent of one’s practical costs or benefits.
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�  Firth 1978.


�  For S to be justified in believing that p is not the same as S’s believing that p justifiably:  the former is compatible with S’s not believing that p, but the latter is not. For S to be justified in believing that p is also not the same as S’s having a justification for believing that p:  the latter is compatible with S having an even better justification for believing that not-p, but the former is not.  For S to be justified in believing that p is not the same as S’s being able to believe that p blamelessly:  the latter is compatible with S’s having no good reason at all to believe that p, whereas the former is not.   And for S to be justified in believing that p is not the same as the existence of some evidence that confirms p:  the latter is not a relation that S herself bears to p, but the former is.


�  But see my ms for a discussion of total evidence.


�  See, for instance, Alston 2005, 23.


�  Feldman and Conee 1985, Frantl and McGrath 2002, and Shah forthcoming, all use the label to denote different theses.


�  How is belief related to degree of confidence?  Their relations are complex, but I will say at least this much:  to believe that p requires that one be sufficiently confident of the truth of p that one be committed to reasoning from the premise that p.  I do not say that such commitment is sufficient for, or constitutive of, believing that p, but only that it is necessary for it.  EDPJ is a claim about the conditions under which one is justified in holding a belief, but it says nothing about the conditions under which one is justified in holding a particular degree of belief.    


�  See Kaplan 1995, chapter 1, section ii for the statement of the five premises of the argument and section iii for the argument.


�  (1) does not imply that degrees of confidence have precise real values.  Of course, a probability function is a function from a field on some non-empty set to the real numbers, but (1) could still be true if our rational degrees of confidence were characterized by a large (perhaps even fuzzy) set of probability functions, rather than by a single probability function.  


�  See my ms.


� I cannot see how to argue for (4) without relying on all of (1), (2), and (3).  For instance, without premise (1), I can get that rationality requires me to be confident in H to degree km, and it requires me to be confident in –H to degree kn, but I cannot compute the value of k from the values of m and n alone.  This leaves it open that the value of k is not fixed by m and n alone, but also depends upon other factors (e.g., features of the context of assessment, or the context of investigation).  And that possibility is incompatible with (4). 


�  Some philosophers may complain that (6) is unnecessary to the argument, since, they will say, being justified in believing a proposition is simply the very same property as being rational to believe it.  Now, I am not sure if being justified in believing a proposition is the very same property as being rational to believe it.  If they are the same property, then (6) is indeed unnecessary.  


�  Fantl and McGrath 2002.


�  Fantl and McGrath 2002, 68.


�  Bach 2005 raises a problem like this for the kinds of case-pair arguments sometimes taken to support contextualism.


�  Fantl and McGrath 2002, 76. 


�  Fantl and McGrath 2002, 77. 


�  Fantl and McGrath 2002, 77.  


�  Fantl and McGrath 2002, 84.  Fantl and McGrath express EPC using their term “prefer as if p”, but I spell out EPC more fully, in order to avoid confusion that might be created by new terminology.


�  Fantl and McGrath 2002, 77.  Matthew Chrisman has argued against 3 as follows:  “You rationally prefer A (that you know that God exists) to B (that you don’t know that God exists), but you are justified in believing p (that no god exists).  In this case it seems that it might be rational to prefer A to B but not rational to prefer (A & p) to (B & p).”  (Quoted from personal communication.)  It seems to me that Fantl and McGrath should reply to Chrisman’s example by stipulating that (3) applies only when p is consistent with A and also with B.   


�  For helpful discussion, I am grateful to Michael Bergmann, Matthew Chrisman, Jeremy Fantl, Adam Leite, and Bill Lycan.





PAGE  
9

