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Introduction

A Research Program for Social
Virtue Epistemology

Mark Alfano, Colin Klein and Jeroen de Ridder

1 Why This Volume?

In recent decades, philosophers have developed a rich conceptual frame-
work for thinking about individual epistemic virtue in general, as well
as discrete epistemic virtues like open-mindedness, curiosity, intellec-
tual humility, and intellectual courage (Turri et al. 2017). This work has
sometimes been developed to help address unresolved epistemological
problems and puzzles, such as the Gettier problem (Zagzebski 1996;
Turri 2011) or the analysis of knowledge (Sosa 2007, 2009; Greco 2010).
In addition, the field has taken on a life of its own. Even if an account
of epistemic virtue does not help us'‘formulate an account of knowledge,
it is worth thinking through what it takes to be intellectually virtuous
and vicious (Hookway 2006). More recently, several philosophers have
developed a philosophy of epistemic vice and analyzed a range of dis-
crete vices, such as closed-mindedness, testimonial injustice, intellectual
arrogance, intellectual cowardice, and epistemic insouciance (Battaly
2014; Cassam 2016, 2018; Kidd 2016, 2018; Lynch 2018; Tanesini
2018, 2021).

In parallel, epistemology has become more social on multiple dimen-
sions. There has been an efflorescence of research on group epistemology
(can groups believe? can they know? what would it mean for them to
make assertions?) (List & Pettit 2011; Gilbert 2013; Lackey 2014, 2021;
Tollefsen 2015; Brady & Fricker 2016), extended knowledge (can the
vehicle of knowledge extend beyond the brain and body of the knower?)
(Carter et al. 2018a, 2018b), the ethics and epistemology of gossip and
whistleblowing (when should one pass along testimony, and to whom?)
(see; e.g., various chapters in Coady & Chase 2018), the epistemic foun-
dations of democracy (Anderson 2006; Brennan, 2017; Landemore 2017;
Goodin'& Spiekermann 2018), the most fruitful structure for scientific
communities and communications (Zollman 2007; Weisberg & Mul-
doon, 2009; Boyer-Kassem et al. 2017; O’Connor & Weatherall 2019),
and a range of other topics and questions.

Meanwhile, outside of philosophy, people have begun to worry about
an epistemic crisis. A 2017 lead article in the New Scientist proclaimed,
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2 Mark Alfano et al.

“Philosophers of knowledge, your time has come!”! In a recent interview,
Barack Obama, too, suggested “We are entering into an epistemological
crisis” (Goldberg 2020). As outcries about fake news demonstrate, we
need a better understanding of how knowledge, ignorance, and error
spread in a world characterized by communities. Conspiracy theories;
too, seem to be spreading at an alarming rate, often accelerated and
supercharged by technologies such as social media (Facebook, Twitter,
Instagram, Reddit) and recommender systems (YouTube; Alfano et al.
2018; Klein et al. 2018). These problems are not currently well under-
stood, but they all relate in various ways to the networked character of
contemporary knowledge, error, and ignorance. How can communities
and their members acquire and retain the capacities todearn from each
other, including from others who disagree with them,.and how can they
respond rationally to conflict?

What does it take to be a good or bad epistemic agent in this contem-
porary environment? Within this question, we can'distinguish between
dispositions, behavioral patterns, and attitudes that are likely to make
someone successful (i.e., to help them harness.the wisdom of crowds,
avoid the madness of masses, steer clear of fake news, broadcast their
own knowledge to others in a way that secures‘uptake, etc.) and disposi-
tions, behavioral patterns, and attitudes thatare likely to make someone
beneficent (i.e., to help others harness.the wisdom of crowds, avoid the
madness of masses, steer clear of fake news, learn from experts rather
than cranks, etc.). In other words, in the context of social epistemology,
there are both self-regarding and other-regarding virtues (and correla-
tive vices). Anecdotally, we all seem to know an uncle or grandfather
who tends to amplify fake news, conspiracy theories, and other epistem-
ically problematic viral content via email, social media, and other dig-
ital interfaces. This impression was born out by a recent article, which
found that there are significant individual differences in the disposition
to share fake news(Guess et al. 2019). In particular, the authors found
that conservative and-older social media users were significantly more
likely to share fake news associated with the 2016 American presiden-
tial election. Remarkably, users over the age of 65 shared seven times
as much fake news as younger users. This demonstrates that there are
meaningful individual differences in people’s social epistemic disposi-
tions:*Some are more socially epistemically virtuous (or vicious) than
others.

2 .The Structure of the Volume

We have divided the volume into four parts, each with a different theme:
Foundational Issues, Individual Virtues, Collective Virtues, and Meth-
ods & Measurement. The divisions, and assignments of chapters to
them, are impressionistic even by the standards of edited volumes. This
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is as it should be. For one, a key lesson of social epistemology has been
the degree to which the individual and the collective are difficult to dis-
entangle. For another, a key lesson of virtue theory more generally has
been that individual virtues often derive their value and their grounding
from the interplay between individual excellence and collective flourish=
ing (Tiberius 2018).

Further cementing this interdependence is this volume’s structural ex-
periment in collective discussion and reply. Each chapter received com-
mentary from two other authors in the volume, and each original author
then replied to these commentaries. This is a volume that-attempts to
practice what it preaches: the authors form part of a collective conversa-
tion about how we can know about what we know.

2.1 Foundational Issues

In the first part of the volume, we find chapters concerned with the foun-
dational relationship between the individual and the collective, between
what it takes to be a good knower and the specific capacities that might
ground epistemological virtues and vices/ Steven Bland’s “Interaction-
ism, Debiasing, and the Division of Epistemic Labour” suggests that
different factors give rise to different sorts of epistemic vices. Broadly
speaking, reliabilist vices are best handled by interventions on internal
factors, while responsibilist vices should be tackled by looking at exter-
nal factors.

In her “Attunement: On the Cognitive Virtues of Attention”, Georgi
Gardiner focuses on the cognitive role of attention and the unique in-
terplay between attentional traits and epistemic virtues and vices. She
argues that disproportionate attention—paid either by individuals or
by groups—can be epistemically distorting even if the first-order repre-
sentation of facts is impeccable. Disproportionate attention paid to, for
instance, the potential downsides of an all-plant diet can distort one’s
overall evaluation of veganism, even if none of the particular facts or
particular episodes of attention are problematic.

In “From Vice Epistemology to Critical Character Epistemology”, Ian
James Kidd suggests that a full picture of social virtue epistemology
might move beyond individual virtues and vices to what he calls charac-
ter epistemology. Focusing on epistemic vices in particular, he sketches a
theory of epistemic corruption, on which an individual can become sus-
ceptible to patterns of epistemic vice. Corruption is initiated and stabi-
lized by repeated interactions with bad environments and bad knowers.

Continuing the environmental theme, Neil Levy’s “Narrowing the
Scope of Virtue Epistemology” suggests that, while virtues and vices
may be plentiful, if we focus on the ameliorative aims of social virtue
epistemology then we may (ironically) end up focusing less on virtues
and vices at all. Levy defends the idea that the environment is the best
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point of intervention for many purposes and that the epistemic virtues
are grounded mainly by the ways in which they bring about good epis-
temic environments.

Continuing a common theme, Tanesini’s “Mindshaping and Intellec”
tual Virtues” rounds out this part by focusing on the role of “mindshap-
ing” in developing the intellectual virtues. The mindshaping literature
attempts to go beyond mere theory of mind to show the ways in which
predictions about others’ mental states and commitments to-behaving
in explicable ways end up shaping our understanding of both-ourselves
and others (McGeer 2015). Tanesini leverages this work to argue that
intellectual virtues, while in some sense individual, end up shaping and
being shaped by their crucial social role.

2.2 Individual Virtues and Vices

Social virtue epistemology opens up the possibility:that there are unex-
pected or unexplored virtues and vices that individuals might exhibit.
There are a variety of ways in which individuals might systematically
contribute to, or detract from, their epistemic environment.

In “The Vices and Virtues of Extremism”;Quassim Cassam suggests
that extremism is a particular way of being epistemically vicious—a
mindset, as he puts it, that constitutes a whole pattern of “attitudes,
preoccupations, emotions, and thinking patterns”. Properly understood,
Cassam argues, extremism is‘epistemically problematic independent of
the background motivations, political context, or specific beliefs.

Sandy Goldberg’s “Expectations of Expertise: Bootstrapping in So-
cial Epistemology” turns to the complex role of expertise—which pre-
sumably consists in the possession of intellectual virtues, among other
things—and the role of the appropriate attitudes towards expertise in
the community. Otherwise-justified belief, he argues, can be undercut
if there is availableexpertise that an agent has overlooked. By thinking
of social obligations towards expertise in this way, we make possible
a kind of social-epistemic bootstrapping in which the development of
individual epistemic excellence can be translated into a better epistemic
community.

Marco Meyer and Mark Alfano turn to the consequence of intellec-
tual vice in their “Fake News, Conspiracy Theorizing, and Intellectual
Vige”. They present the results of a large pre-registered study showing
that measures of intellectual virtue negatively correlate with belief in
fake and conspiratorial news items. Notably, this is a self-assessment
questionnaire. This suggests that epistemic vice, at least sometimes, need
not be “stealthy”.

Finally, in “Playfulness versus epistemic traps”, Thi Nguyen turns to
positing a specific undertheorized virtue of intellectual playfulness. He
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argues that open-minded, playful examination of issues from a variety
of angles is virtuous. Play is an activity done for its own sake, and is less
rule-bound than comparable activities in the same space—involving
a certain lightness with respect to the rules, as Nguyen puts it. Play-
fulness can be an intellectual virtue because it helps individuals avoid
“epistemic traps”, a common phenomenon in which rigorous inquiry
can (through no fault of an inquirer) become stuck in a small space of
options.

2.3 Collective Virtues and Vices

While traditional virtue theory focused on individuals; there has been
an increased interest in virtues and vices that can be attributed to whole
groups, over and above those that are merely possessed by their individ-
ual members. Virtue epistemology is no exception, and indeed the move
to social virtue epistemology makes it natural to focus on the epistemic
virtues of communities as a whole.

In her “Solidarity: Virtue or Vice?”, Heather Battaly considers the
complex, distinctively collective virtue.of solidarity. Battaly gives sev-
eral conditions that a group must have in order to count as having the
trait of solidarity, including shared aims, shared goals, and a trust in the
testimony of other members. Importantly, she also notes that solidarity
considered as a collective #rait mightleave open whether it is virtuous
or vicious in particular groups; and notes that we can find both sorts of
cases.

Adam J. Carter’s “Collective (Telic) Virtue Epistemology” looks at the
broader issue of collective epistemology. He draws on Ernest Sosa’s telic
virtue epistemology to explicate the conditions under which a group can
be said to know and argues that, contrary to what others have suggested,
Sosa’s virtue epistemological framework does lend itself to an analysis of
collective knowledge. There are a number of reductive and nonreductive
accounts of group. knowledge in the literature. Carter argues that we
improve on these if we adopt a felic account, on which an important
condition of group knowledge is that a group has the trait of committing
to and aiming at knowledge.

Jeroende Ridder’s “Three Models for Collective Intellectual Virtues”
gives—a. synoptic review of different models of collective epistemic
virtues. He notes that many models assume that there is one set of vir-
tues that can be had both by individuals and collectives, but that it is
quite possible that some virtues are distinctively collective, which is to
say they can only be possessed by collectives. Byerly and Byerly’s sol-
idarity (discussed by Battaly in this volume) is an obvious candidate,
as are group traits like mutual understanding and good interpersonal
deliberative practices.
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Barend de Rooji and Boudewijn de Bruin continue this thread in their
“Real Life Collective Epistemic Virtue and Vice”. They note that the
idea of collective vice often gets real traction when we turn to praising
or criticizing agents: we readily say that Boeing’s arrogance caused un-
necessary crashes, even if no individual engineer has this vice. Thinking
of collective virtues in this way also opens up interesting ameliorative
possibilities, as we can begin to think about ways that organizations can
scaffold collective virtues and avoid collective vices.

Finally, in her “The Social Virtue of Questioning: A Genealogical Ac-
count”, Lani Watson considers another kind of virtue that arises from
the collective social practice of questioning. Individual questioners ad-
vance knowledge. But there is also a collective practice of asking ques-
tions and receiving answers. Done well, it can make for epistemically
virtuous collectives—and indeed may be something of'a foundational
collective virtue.

2.4 Methods and Measurements

The final part addresses a cluster of issues that arise around the study of
virtues (individual or collective) and potential‘interventions upon them.
Social virtue epistemology has often been motivated by a strong amelio-
rative streak: the goal is not merely to identify the virtues that lead to
good epistemic outcomes and environments but to find ways to promote
and enhance them.

In “An Interdisciplinary Methodology for Studying Collective Intel-
lectual Character Traits”, Ryan Byerly outlines a project for operation-
alizing epistemic traits for further study. Importantly, this assumes (as
did many of the chapters in the previous section) that there are non-
summative, emergent traits of collectives. He then sketches ways in
which groups might be surveyed to elicit both individual and collective
attitudes, in order(to discover relationships and divergences between
the two.

Kate Devitt-etral.” focus on technological scaffolds for enhancing
virtuous traits in their “A Bayesian Social Platform for Inclusive and
Evidence-Based Decision Making”. They note that virtuous and vicious
actions can be enhanced by technological design decisions in online plat-
forms-(echoing a theme explored in Alfano et al. (2018)), and raise the
possibility of more deliberate design to promote better epistemic agents.
They report on BetterBeliefs, a working proof of concept for a platform
that allows for agents to pool credences in such a way that better beliefs
overall can be achieved.

Marco Meyer’s “Measuring Social Epistemic Virtues: A Field
Guide” offers reflections on the use of survey instruments for mea-
suring social-epistemic virtues. He notes the need for reliable, well-
validated survey instruments, especially if one is to address situationist
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challenges to trait-based explanation. The chapter also explores what
might need to be added to individual instruments in order to go beyond
correlational evidence to causal claims about the role of the intellectual
virtues.

“Learning from Ranters: The Effect of Information Resistance on the
Epistemic Quality of Social Network Deliberation” provides a useful
demonstration of Laputa, a powerful agent-based modeling framework
for studying information flow in epistemic networks. Michael.-Morreau
and Erik J. Olsson use this to demonstrate the counterintuitive conclu-
sion that “ranters”—people who consistently spread misinformation—
can actually benefit epistemic networks in the right circumstances. If
agents can keep track of the overall reliability and anti-reliability of
sources, then ranters can actually help open-minded agents calibrate on
the truth.

Finally, Michel Croce and Duncan Pritchard’s “Education as the
Social Cultivation of Intellectual Virtue” outlines a framework within
which virtue-based models of education might promote intellectual ex-
cellence. They note the important role of intellectual exemplars—that
is, of people who consistently exemplify the intellectual virtues to an
above-average degree. The recognition and deployment of exemplars in
an educational context is a social project and one that might play an
important role in scaffolding and developing the virtues discussed in
this volume.

3 A Tentative Taxonomy

The chapters in this volume span‘a variety of different virtues and vices.
As with any field in its infancy, social virtue epistemology is still explor-
ing its conceptual terrain. That said, we think that a new research field
often benefits from a sort of rough taxonomy. We conclude by suggesting
one way in which one might carve up the social-epistemic virtues (and
their corresponding vices).

At a first pass; we might distinguish between two orientations had
by virtues: self-regarding and other-regarding. Self-regarding virtues
are those with'a primary aim of enhancing one’s own epistemological
position in a. social-epistemic network; other-regarding virtues aim to
improve the position of others in their network. As several chapters in
this volume note, this is more a matter of emphasis than a hard-and-fast
demarcation. Social-epistemological virtues often improve the individ-
ual in ways that help the group, and vice versa.

Crossed with each of these are three activities which the virtues pro-
mote: monitoring one’s epistemic position by keeping track of the qual-
ity of the information that flows through a social-epistemic network;
adjusting one’s epistemic position by tweaking the trust one gives to var-
ious sources in one’s network; and ameliorating one’s epistemic position
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by changing the structure of one’s network: adding or deleting sources
and adding, deleting connections between sources, or changing one’s
network altogether. The cross between orientations and activities gives
a six-way cut on virtues. In addition, any of the virtues (we assume) can
be held by both individuals and collectives. Thus, we have a 12-way
potential taxonomy of social-epistemological virtues. Beyond that, each
virtue presumably has at least one correlative vice, making for a 24-way
taxonomy.

Some of these virtues and vices have been enumerated and described.
Other cells remain blank on the map for future exploration. We thus
sketch the different possibilities (conjoining individual and collective, as
well as virtue and vice, for the sake of brevity).

Self-regarding monitoring: In order to benefit from the knowledge em-
bodied in one’s social network, one should understand the structure of
that network. Are the people I hear from all amplifying a message from
a single source, or are they independent? In the latter case, I may be able
to benefit from the wisdom of crowds, as the/Condorcet Jury Theorem
and related proofs indicate. In the former, I may not. Knowing how my
social network is structured requires ongoing vigilance—and, as Gar-
diner notes in her contribution, the right sort-of attention. By contrast,
neglecting to monitor the structure of my social network is liable to
make me epistemically insecure. In addition, I can only benefit from the
wisdom of crowds if the independent:sources I listen to are sufficiently
reliable. This requires keeping track of their record of verisimilitude in
different domains and contexts, so that ranters’ testimony can be safely
disregarded as Morreau and QOlsson discuss. By contrast, neglecting to
monitor epistemic track records'is liable to make me epistemically in-
secure. Watson’s contribution to questioning suggests a way in which
interrogative practices might similarly be seen as a form of self-regarding
monitoring at the collective level.

Other-regarding monitoring: Likewise, I may be able to benefit oth-
ers by recommending'sources to them (or telling them to stop listening
to certain sources). But I can only do this if I monitor the structure of
their social networks and the epistemic track records of their sources.
This is challenging, potentially privacy invading, and time consum-
ing. It takes real effort to embody this other-regarding monitoring
virtue.. However, if I fail to do so, I may leave others epistemically
vulnerable.

Self-regarding adjustment: Every real social epistemic network is im-
perfect, at least to some extent. If I manage to monitor the structure
of my own network sufficiently well, I may be able to adjust my cre-
dences to account for its imperfections. The monitoring virtue is thus
conceptually prior to the adjusting virtue. And the two are distinct. In
principle, I could monitor adequately without being disposed to take
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the imperfections I track into account when updating my beliefs. This
would be a social epistemic vice. Likewise, I could monitor the epistemic
track records of my sources adequately without being disposed to dis-
trust those who have proven themselves unreliable. Again, this would
be a social epistemic vice. This adjustment process might be relatively
formal or might take the form of what Nguyen calls playfulness—a
willingness to stay open to possible adjustments. Similarly, the collec-
tive virtue of solidarity discussed by Battaly suggests a way-in which
groups might perform a kind of self-regarding adjustment in.response
to collective concerns.

Other-regarding adjustment: Similarly, I may be able to benefit others
by suggesting that they put more or less trust in various'sources located
in their social epistemic network. Contrariwise, I may be able to harm
them epistemically by making opposite suggestions. Theability to do so
depends on other-regarding monitoring dispositions, but exercising that
ability (ir)responsibly is its own epistemic virtue or.vice. Proper other-
regarding adjustment might involve the right sort of technological scaf-
folding as Devitt et al. emphasize in their contribution.

Self-regarding amelioration: While all real social epistemic networks
are imperfect, sometimes they are so flawed that they need to be modi-
fied. Networks can (to some extent) be rewired. This could involve seek-
ing out new sources, no longer listening to sources one had previously
trusted, building connections between previously unconnected sources,
effecting more distal changes‘n the structure of the network, or, most
radically, abandoning one’s network altogether and plugging into an-
other one. Doing this well depends on sufficiently successful monitoring
(virtues in group 1), recognition that attempts to adjust credences are not
up to the task (virtues in group 3), and the motivation and capacity to
identify efficient and effective changes that one actually has the power
to enact. The latter dispositions are components of ameliorating self-
regarding socialepistemic virtues. And, as with the other dispositions
in this taxonomy, ene‘could embody correlative vices instead of virtues.
One could, forinstance, be disposed to cut oneself off from reliable tes-
tifiers, plug oneself into networks that amplify fake news and conspiracy
theories, and so on.

Other-regarding amelioration: Finally, just as there are self-regarding
virtues.and vices related to rewiring one’s social epistemic network, so
there are other-regarding virtues and vices related to rewiring other
people’s social epistemic networks. Levy’s contribution suggests that
many apparent failings of others are best approached as opportunities to
improve a social environment. Similarly, Croce and Pritchard’s empha-
sis_on the role of intellectual exemplars might be seen as a call for the
development of a corresponding series of other-regarding ameliorative
virtues. Getting other people to stop trusting reliable sources and to
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plug themselves into amplifiers of fake news and conspiracy theories is a
practice often employed by sexual harassers and abusers, perpetrators of
financial and academic fraud, and other epistemically malign actors. By
contrast, being disposed to help others rewire their trust (and distrust)
networks so that they are epistemically better off and less vulnerable is
an other-regarding social epistemic virtue.

This taxonomy is tentative; it may not be comprehensive, and it may
neglect some important distinctions. Nevertheless, the fact that many
of the virtues discussed in this volume find a home there suggests that
the taxonomy picks out real dispositions with significant epistemic, so-
cial, and political impact. Regardless of the ultimate taxonomy, how-
ever, we hope that this volume convinces the reader that social virtue
epistemology is already a vibrant subfield, uncovering new domains
and novel and interesting points of intervention on our epistemological
lives.

Note

1 See https://www.newscientist.com/article/mg23431194-000-philosophers-of-
knowledge-your-time-has-come/, accessed 25 August 2019.
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Part I

Foundational Issues






1 Interactionism, Debiasing,
and the Division of
Epistemic Labour

Steven Bland

The psychological literature on cognitive biases has‘been a fecund
source of philosophically significant controversies for the last five de-
cades. Among the issues that divide its practitionersiis the source of bi-
ased cognition. Internalists think that biases typically result from the
operation of sub-optimal psychological processes. This camp includes
psychologists working within the heuristics and biases paradigm, who
blame biased cognition on our favouring efficient heuristics over sound
reasoning. This paradigm fits well with.virtue theoretic accounts of cog-
nitive biases as manifestations of epistemic vices. Externalists claim that
biases are usually the result of environmental conditions, rather than
inherent features of human psychology.! Gigerenzer and others argue
that putatively biased judgements are often artefacts of hostile infor-
mational environments. Mercier and Sperber contend that individuals
perform poorly on reasoning tasks because these tasks are undertaken
in isolation, rather than in dialectical engagement with others. These
views suggest that virtue-theoretic treatments of cognitive bias should
be contextualist and/or collectivist.

In addition to giving rise to debates about the nature of epistemic vir-
tues and vices, this divide has spawned disagreement about how best to
attenuate the vices associated with biased cognition. Internalists gener-
ally favour debiasing strategies that intervene at the level of biased minds
(inside strategies); while externalists favour strategies that intervene at
the level of hostile environments (outside strategies). This disagreement
is the focal/point of my chapter.

It seems uncontroversial at this point to say that both internal and
external factors are to blame for cognitive biases. But the fact that they
interact in complex ways, producing non-linear effects, suggests that no
straightforward combination of inside and outside strategies will ade-
quately succeed in its ameliorative purpose. For example, attempts to
mitigate myside bias in individuals can blunt the debiasing power of
collective deliberation. We want lawyers to be biased in favour of the
positions they’re defending, so they will critically vet one another’s argu-
ments more thoroughly than they would if they were impartial. What’s
required, then, is a coordinated approach that harnesses the interactions
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between internal and external factors. My principal aim in this chapter
is to offer one plausible plank in such an approach. My main claim is
that various sources of bias are profitably handled by distinct strategies:
reliabilist vices are best addressed by inside strategies, while responsi-
bilist vices are best addressed by outside strategies.? This division of cog=
nitive labour has important consequences for institutional design and
educational reform. In particular, it calls into question central claims
within the growing literature on the role of education in cultivating in-
tellectual virtues.

1 Internalism

The internalist orientation of the heuristics and biases paradigm meshes
well with virtue theories that explain epistemic successes and failures in
terms of the virtues and vices manifested by individual agents. In this sec-
tion, I argue that the research within this paradigm indicates the need for
an epistemic theory that recognizes both responsibilist and reliabilist vir-
tues/vices. According to this view, biased cognition can be ameliorated by
the cultivation of these virtues in tandem, a task that virtue theorists think
is best accomplished by means of proper instruction and habituation.
The heuristics and biases paradigm was generalized in the dual-
process model of cognition, which distinguishes between two sources,
or types, of cognition: Systems 1 and:.2. System 1 produces representa-
tions automatically, involuntarily, efficiently, and in parallel. It does so
with little or no cognitive strain, and without our being aware of how it
does so. Most importantly, System 1 is unreflective and innumerate: it
is insensitive to the quantity and quality of evidence that bears on our
judgements. By contrast, System 2 processing is effortful, slow, com-
putationally costly, and serial. It can assess evidence consciously and
deliberately, albeit with more strain and cognitive resources. Thus, we
represent the world with some combination of intuitions and reflective
judgements; the balance between them is determined by an efficiency-
accuracy trade-off. System 1 is our default mode of cognition because
it is fast and efficient; System 2 has the final say on our judgements and
decisions because its deliverances are generally more accurate. Cognitive
biases result-when System 2 fails to correct the deliverances of System 1.

This.is:what happens when many people answer the following question
(Kahneman and Frederick 2002):

A bat and ball cost $1.10
The bat costs one dollar more than the ball.
How much does the ball cost?

The intuitive response is 10 cents, which is most peoples’ answer. A sim-
ple calculation reveals that this answer is incorrect — the correct answer
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is 5 cents — which means that most people are not sufficiently engaged
in System 2 processing when answering the question. Keith Stanovich
calls this propensity to over-rely on System 1 cognitive miserliness
(Stanovich 2011).

This model suggests that biased thinking is the result of insufficient
reflection: we avoid cognitive biases by taking System 1 offline and us-
ing System 2 to generate more accurate representations. To the extent
that this cognitive decoupling admits of conscious control ‘and moti-
vational influence, its consistent practice is a prime candidate for-a re-
sponsibilist virtue (Samuelson and Church 2015, 1107). Samuelson and
Church label the virtue of properly decoupling from the representations
of System 1 epistemic humility; the failure to do so they classify as the
vice of epistemic arrogance. Roberts and West (2015) similarly focus
on cognitive miserliness, and advocate for the virtues of self-vigilance
and intellectual vitality: to avoid biased cognition, we must know when
System 1 is likely to lead us astray (self-vigilance), and engage System 2
in those conditions, to consider evidence beyond our intuitions (intellec-
tual vitality).3

While the disposition to engage System 2 when needed is necessary to
prevent or correct the cognitive biases that result from System 1 process-
ing, Stanovich argues that it is insufficient. In addition, System 2 must
have the requisite cognitive resources to make these corrections:

An aspect of dual-process:theory that has been relatively neglected
is that successful Type 2 override operations require both procedural
and declarative knowledge. Although taking the Type 1 response
priming offline might itself be procedural, the process of synthesiz-
ing an alternative response often utilizes stored knowledge of vari-

ous types.
(Stanovich 2011, 95)

To give the correct answer to the bat and ball problem, we must not
only stifle the intuitive answer, but generate the correct answer. Accom-
plishing the latter task requires that we know how to perform the nec-
essary arithmetical calculations. Stanovich uses the term ‘mindware’ to
denote the knowledge, rules, procedures, and strategies that System 2
uses when overriding the deliverances of System 1. Some biases result
from the mindware used by System 2, rather than our disinclination to
engage those resources; Stanovich calls these cases of mindware prob-
lems. When the mindware we use fails to correct the deliverances of
System 1, the source of our biases is not cognitive miserliness, but a
problem with our mindware. For example, if we don’t know how to
compute the probability of independent events, we will likely fall prey
to the gambler’s fallacy, no matter how thoroughly we scrutinize our
intuitions.* Though many cognitive biases result from both cognitive
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miserliness and mindware problems, Stanovich insists that we recognize
their distinct contributions, to better understand the distinct sources of
cognitive bias, and design more effective debiasing strategies.

Stanovich’s elaboration of the dual-process model requires a similar
elaboration of epistemic theory. What’s needed is not more responsi-
bilist vices and virtues, but the addition of an entirely different theory:
virtue reliabilism. This is obvious given Stanovich’s distinction between
sound and contaminated mindware. Contaminated mindware. includes
superstitious thinking; an over-reliance on folk wisdom; and a belief in
the superiority of intuition. Good mindware includes logical inference;
statistical reasoning; and experimentation. Mindware is sound when its
use reliably yields accurate beliefs, and contaminated when its use fails
to do so (ibid. 193). Thus, manifesting the ability to use good mindware
is a reliabilist virtue, and failing to do so is a reliabilist vice. But having
a reliable competence is no guarantee that we will exercise it whenever
we should; the bat and ball problem is a case in point: everyone can
calculate the correct answer, but most people endorse the intuitive an-
swer without doing the calculation. Avoiding cognitive bias requires that
we not only possess sound mindware, but' manifest the disposition and
motivation to use it discriminately. Our successes in doing so seem at-
tributable to virtuous character traits (intellectual vitality; self-vigilance;
epistemic humility), and our failures seem attributable to responsibilist
vices (epistemic arrogance; intellectual laziness). It seems, then, that
a bybrid virtue theory will do.the best job of capturing the epistemic
norms that have emerged from the heuristics and biases research on
judgement under uncertainty.

Furthermore, the theory must be holistic, since minimizing biased cog-
nition requires that reliabilist and responsibilist virtues be manifested
together. Cognitive decoupling is only as good as the mindware it uses,
but possessing sound mindware is no help if it’s not used when needed.
In other words, our cognition is fragile with respect to the causes of bias:
either reliabilist or responsibilist vices are sufficient to yield systemati-
cally inaccurate judgements. This pessimistic insight may explain why
cognitive biases seem so commonplace. It also highlights the importance
of developing strategies that effectively cultivate both types of epistemic
virtues.

Given that virtue theorists blame cognitive biases on internal factors,
it is hardly surprising that they usually endorse what Trout calls inside
debiasing strategies: “An inside strategy is a voluntary reasoning process
designed to improve the accuracy of judgment by creating a fertile cor-
réctive environment iz the mind” (Trout 2005, 418).°> These strategies of
developing corrective virtues typically consist of some combination of in-
struction and habituation. With respect to the former, Roberts and West
claim that we are more likely to be intellectually vital and self-vigilant
when we appreciate our susceptibility to cognitive biases. They emphasize
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that because most people lack this knowledge, “Our proposal depends
crucially on education” (Roberts and West 2015, 2562). Courses on crit-
ical thinking and the psychology of human judgement can teach students
when they’re likely to be biased, and what they can do about it. In addi-
tion, courses on formal logic, statistics, and economics, among others;
can provide students with some of the mindware needed to make better
judgements and decisions. Thus, a curriculum that targets the epistemic
vices responsible for cognitive biases, and the epistemic virtues capable
of correcting them, is often a key feature of virtue theoretic'programs
that seek to ameliorate the problem of cognitive bias.

However, it isn’t enough to have the ability to identify, avoid, and
correct cognitive biases in compromising situations; we must also have
the inclination to do so. This can be a tall order, since it often requires a
substantial investment of cognitive effort and resources. But this needn’t
be the case. Many theories emphasize the important role that habitua-
tion plays in the cultivation of virtues: the more often we behave vir-
tuously, the easier it becomes to do so. There’s no reason to think that
epistemic virtues are exceptional in this respect. With enough training,
many cognitive tasks can be exported from System 2 to System 1; read-
ing and basic arithmetic are obvious examples: If the cognitive processes
required for debiasing can be trained to a level of automaticity, then our
chances of performing them are more promising. This training requires
a significant initial investment of time; energy, and resources, and is best
guided by someone who has already been trained. As such, educational
contexts are well suited to provide the instruction and training required
to develop corrective virtues, and mitigate biasing vices.

For example, students should be instructed that they are particularly
susceptible to confirmation bias and overconfidence when reasoning
about matters on which they have pre-existing opinions or in which they
have some personal stake. Once students appreciate this fact, they can
be trained to use:a number of debiasing techniques, such as consider-the-
opposite: when you suspect that you are under the influence of confirma-
tion bias and/or overconfidence, consider some of the reasons why your
beliefs could be mistaken (Samuelson and Church 2015, 1105). By hav-
ing students repeatedly engage in this process, across several domains,
educators instil'in them sound mindware and the propensity to properly
use it

2 Externalism

Externalists emphasize the role of situational factors in cognitive pro-
cessing. They argue that any account of epistemic rationality that fo-
cusses predominantly on what happens inside our minds is bound to be
incomplete and implausible. It is this myopic focus, they claim, that is
responsible for the overly pessimistic conclusions within the heuristics
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and biases literature. In particular, the jump from putatively irrational
behaviours to irrational minds is made too often and without regard for
the hostile environments in which those behaviours take place.

Gerd Gigerenzer has been one of externalism’s most vocal advocates:
He argues that many cognitive illusions can be made to disappear by
restructuring the informational environments in which they occur (Gig-
erenzer 1991). For example, he shows that a number of the biases in our
statistical reasoning can be mitigated or eliminated by presenting infor-
mation in frequency formats rather than probability formats:.Consider
the following two ways of asking the same question:

(P) If a test to detect a disease whose prevalence is 1/1000 has a false
positive rate of 5%, what is the chance that a person found to have a
positive result actually has the disease, assuming you know nothing
about the person’s symptoms or signs?

(F) One out of 1000 Americans has disease. X. A test has been
developed to detect when a person has disease X. Every time the test
is given to a person who has the disease, the test comes out positive.
But sometimes the test also comes-out positive when it is given to
a person who is completely healthy. Specifically, out of every 1000
people who are perfectly healthy, 50 of them test positive for the
disease.

Imagine that we have assembled a random sample of 1000 Amer-
icans. They were selected by a lottery. Those who conducted the
lottery had no information about the health status of any of these
people. How many people who test positive for the disease will ac-
tually have the disease? out of

The correct answer is 0.02 or 1/51. Only 18% of the students and staff
surveyed at Harvard Medical School answered (P) correctly: half an-
swered 0.95, and the average answer was 0.56 (Casscells et al. 1978). The
culprit for this inaccuracy, Casscells et al. conclude, is base-rate neglect:
most participantsdid not factor the prevalence of the disease into their
calculations of the posterior probability. This seems like a straightfor-
ward case of missing or malfunctioning mindware. However, Cosmides
and Tooby (1996) found that 76% of the Stanford undergraduates they
asked-answered (F) correctly. This is puzzling because (P) and (F) are
asking the same question, and providing the same information. But they
are framed differently. And because we naturally think of probabilities
as relative frequencies, rather than mathematical probabilities, we find
the information presented in (F) easier to compute than the information
presented in (P).° Consequently, the inaccurate answers to (P) are not the
result of missing mindware, but of a poor fit between the mindware we
use and the tasks that psychologists present us with. This is a mismatch
problem that gets misdiagnosed as a disparity problem.
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The problem with the heuristics and biases paradigm, from Gigeren-
zer’s perspective, is that it is blind to these mismatch problems. Since
it assumes a single, invariant set of reasoning norms, its practitioners
interpret any departure from those norms as being irrational. Yet there
are circumstances where we should diverge from those norms: frequen-
tists should be puzzled by questions about single-event probabilities, and
thus give non-Bayesian answers to (P). This being the case, Gigerenzer
advocates an ecological conception of rationality, according to which
reasoning strategies must be evaluated relative to the environments in
which they’re used. And he claims that “Cognitive virtue is;in my view,
a relation between a mind and its environment, very much like the no-
tion of ecological rationality” (Gigerenzer 2008, 18). We shouldn’t as-
sume that epistemic virtues are cross-situationally stable: whether or not
an ability or trait is virtuous depends on the environments in which it is
manifested.

Furthermore, we shouldn’t assume that the biases/subjects manifest
when tested in isolation are endemic to humanreasoning generally. Mer-
cier and Sperber (2011; 2017) argue that the existence of these biases
calls into question the intellectualist view that reason evolved to op-
timize the beliefs and decisions of individuals. In particular, the fact
that our reasoning routinely operates under the influence of myside and
confirmation bias makes it difficult for us to improve our beliefs and
decisions. This enigma disappears, however, on their view that reason
evolved to facilitate the transmission of information between human be-
ings. The stability of communication requires that most of the informa-
tion that gets transmitted and accepted is veridical; if deception were
commonplace, then communication would impose too high a cost on
potential communicators. Reason enables us to argue for or against the
information that gets communicated, thus constituting a valuable tool
for propagating and vetting this information. This argumentative theory
nicely dispels the enigma of reason: if the reason is a tool for persuasion
rather than optimization, then it should be biased in favour of our be-
liefs. And if argumentation serves to improve the quality of information
that gets communicated, then we should expect it to be an effective an-
tidote to biased cognition. And it is, claim Mercier and Sperber, because
our biased minds are inept at identifying and correcting our own cogni-
tive errors; but quite proficient at identifying and correcting the errors of
others..Consequently, we can use dialogic environments to harness our
cognitive limitations in ways that allow us to collectively overcome them.
Argument is like testimony in this respect: just as testimony is an effec-
tive means of dividing the cognitive labour of acquiring information,
interpersonal deliberation is an effective means of dividing the cogni-
tive labour of reasoning about information. Since dialectically engaged
groups typically have more cognitive resources at their collective dis-
posal, and a greater inclination to use them, their reasoning tends to be
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less biased than the reasoning of individuals. This is why, for example,
deliberating groups are up to four times more likely to correctly complete
the Wason four-card selection task than individual subjects (Moshman
and Geil 1998; Mercier and Trouche 2015). Mercier and Sperber insist:
“...the normal condition for the use of reasoning are social, and more
specifically dialogic. Outside of this environment, there is no guarantee
that reasoning acts for the benefits of the reasoned” (Mercier and Sper-
ber 2017, 247). Since almost all of the experiments within the heuristics
and biases tradition take place outside of this environment, we'should be
neither surprised nor distressed by their seemingly dire results: they do
not reveal shortcomings of human rationality, but of individual rational-
ity. And because its practitioners are guilty of this conflation, they tend
to focus too much on what is going on inside the minds of individuals,
and not enough on what is going on between them:.

Externalism offers two reasons to be optimistic about the prospects
of attenuating biased cognition. First, if human beings are contextually
irrational, rather than constitutionally irrational, then outside debiasing
strategies may prove effective: “An outside strategy identifies features of
the environment whose presence can be manipulated to produce the most
accurate or desirable available outcome” (Trout 2005, 420).” Second, we
might be able to implement these strategies-at a relatively low cost: “I
conjecture that changing environments.can in fact be easier than changing
minds” (Gigerenzer 2008, 16).8 Framing probabilities as relative frequen-
cies is certainly less demanding than teaching people to reason like Bayes-
ians. And it seems that minds are more readily opened with critical (and
polite) conversations than with self-imposed strategies, such as consider-
the-opposite. Thus, epistemic programs meant to ameliorate the problem
of cognitive bias should provide guidance concerning the development of
ecological and collectivist-virtues, rather than focussing overwhelmingly
on stable virtues that are attributable only to individual agents.

3 Interactionism

Almost no one can be found on the extremes of the internalist-externalist
divide: there is general agreement that biased cognition has both internal
and external causes.” Consequently, it would seem that a combination
of inside and outside strategies stands the best chance of mitigating cog-
nitive biases. Some combinations are better than others, however. The
best way to combine them depends on the ways in which personal (in-
ternal) and situational (external) factors are related to one another, and
how they give rise to cognition.

The conjunctive approach is to develop inside and outside strategies
independently, and implement them jointly. Accordingly, we should in-
culcate reliabilist and responsibilist virtues, and design more benign in-
formational and collectivist environments, but these aims have little to
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do with one another. This approach is appropriate if personal and situa-
tional factors are independent, such that “...the effect of some person[al]
variable is the same, regardless of the situation the person is in, and the
effect of the situation is the same, regardless of the kind of person in that
situation” (Kihlstrom 2013, 794). Person-situation independence entails
that inside and outside strategies won’t overlap or conflict: the cultiva-
tion of corrective virtues will make us less biased across situations, and
the design of better environments will make us less biased across pop-
ulations. If this is the case, then the conjunctive approach is the way to
go: the more effective strategies we implement, the less biased we’ll be.

But this isn’t the case. Psychologists now agree that behaviour is largely
the result of interactions between personal and situational factors. This
has given rise to the doctrine of interactionism, according to which “...
situations are as much a function of the person as'the person’s behavior
is a function of the situation” (Bowers 1973, 327). Benign framing and
dialogic engagement tend to mitigate cognitive biases; but the extent to
which they do so often depends on whose cognition is being de-biased.
Framing statistical information in a frequency format will reduce base-
rate errors, but is more likely to do so.when the people presented with
this information are highly numerate. Consequently, inside and outside
strategies can reinforce one another in ways that cannot be recognized
by the doctrine of person-situation independence. By the same token,
they can also interfere with one another. By reducing confirmation and
myside bias in individuals, we can undermine the bias-mitigating dy-
namics of critical dialogue (Mercier and Sperber 2011). Thus, a conjunc-
tion of debiasing strategies can sometimes lead to worse results than the
pursuit of a single strategy, or no strategy at all.

Furthermore, the personal and situational determinants of behaviour
tend to influence one another: the traits that people manifest are influ-
enced by the environments in which they develop, and personal traits
play a role in determining the situations that people put themselves in.
Kilhlstrom (2013) calls'this the doctrine of reciprocal determinism. Re-
ciprocal determinism requires that we recognize the possibility of hy-
brid strategies that are neither strictly inside nor outside (Bland 2020).
We can improve the way people think by designing environments that
foster epistemic virtues; this is an outside-in approach. For example,
given-that.people are more likely to develop epistemic humility when
they receive timely, unambiguous feedback about the accuracy of their
judgements (Wilson et al. 2002), we can encourage epistemic humility
by designing environments that regularly deliver such feedback, such as
forecasting tournaments and prediction markets. And we can improve
our surroundings by developing outward focussed virtues; this is an
inside-out approach. For example, by cultivating intellectual courage,
we can make people more likely to seek out critical feedback from oth-
ers. Thus, reciprocal determinism opens strategic avenues that would
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not exist if person-situation independence were true. Indeed, with so
many strategies available to us, it would be inefficient to implement all of
them: the conjunctive approach is sure to result in redundancies.

The relationships between personal and situational factors are com-
plex, dynamic, and non-linear. Consequently, a coordinated approach
to debiasing is not the sum of its personal and situational interventions.
In particular, the conjunctive approach is ill advised because it leads.to
strategic conflict and overlap. This means that we should use debiasing
strategies selectively, which gives rise to a coordination problem:how
do we select which strategies to jointly implement? I will propose a par-
tial solution to this problem in the following section.

4 A Division of Cognitive Labour

My proposal is that different types of strategies are best suited to culti-
vating different types of corrective virtues. While the reliabilist virtues
capable of overcoming mindware problems are best cultivated by inside
strategies, the responsibilist virtues capable of overcoming cognitive mi-
serliness are best cultivated via situational'scaffolding leveraged by out-
side, outside-in, and inside-out strategies. Since both types of virtues can
be effective only when developed in tandem, all four strategies are es-
sential to a well-coordinated approach.to debiasing, though they should
generally have distinct targets.!® I'have two reasons for this position.
First, responsibilist virtues are.more difficult to cultivate in individuals
than reliabilist virtues. Second, responsibilist virtues are more unstable
than reliabilist virtues, in large part because the former are emergent
features of group cognition, whereas the latter are more likely to aggre-
gate in epistemic collectives: T develop these arguments below.

There is a growing empirical literature on the difficulty of debias-
ing that suggests that most biases cannot be personally overcome by
developing responsibilist virtues, such as intellectual vitality and self-
vigilance. Being intellectually vital doesn’t require that we use System
2 all, or even most, of the time. Rather, we must be selectively vital,
i.e., self-vigilant. To be properly self-vigilant, we must know when we’re
likely to be biased, and herein lies a problem. Most biases arise from
System 1/processing, yet this processing is largely closed to introspec-
tion.-The result is that most biases go undetected. Yet we don’t realize
that we lack internal signs of biased cognition. These two facts conspire
to produce a bias blindspot, i.e., our tendency to more readily recognize
biased thinking in others than in ourselves (Pronin et al. 2002; Pronin
and Kugler 2007). And if we don’t often recognize when we’re biased,
we’re unlikely to initiate any process to remedy the situation.

Roberts and West might reply that this is one of the problems that
their virtue-based education is supposed to fix: it can teach us to look
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for external signs of biased cognition, so that we can recognize biases
as readily in ourselves as we can in others. For example, we might be
conditioned to consult quantitative empirical data when attempting to
determine the frequency of spectacular events — mass shootings; terrorist
attacks; etc. — to avoid the biases that result from relying on the avail-
ability heuristic.

Unfortunately, says Kahneman, “...this sensible procedure is least
likely to be applied when it is needed most” (Kahneman 2011, 417).
The problem with such inside strategies is straightforward: they re-
quire biased minds to do the debiasing. We are biased in favour of
easy intuition over difficult deliberation, yet we’re motivated to see
ourselves as rational, rigorous, and accurate thinkers (Kunda 1990).
And we are biased in favour of information that confirms our positive
self-image. Consequently, our standing assumption:that our thinking
is unbiased often survives obvious cues to the/contrary. In fact, being
alerted to the possibility that we’re biased can make us more confident
in our biased judgements: it gives us another/occasion to look for rea-
sons supporting our objectivity (Hirt and Markman 1995; Sanna et al.
2002; Frantz 2006).

Yet experimental studies of particular ‘debiasing techniques seem
to provide grounds for optimism. For example, studies have found
that tracking accuracy and perspective-taking can mitigate overconfi-
dence: by keeping score of their judgemental accuracy and deploying
the consider-the-opposite strategy, subjects were better able to calibrate
their levels of confidence (Fischhoff 1982; 2002; Arkes et al. 1987). This
is doubly good news since overconfidence leads not only to biased judge-
ments, but biased judgements about one’s own cognitive performance.
Fostering epistemic humility, then, can serve the dual purpose of reduc-
ing bias at the level of cognition, and improving our odds of identifying
biased cognition at the metacognitive level.

Critics are quick to'point out, however, that these interventions have
been implemented in laboratory settings that do not resemble the normal
conditions in which individuals formulate and think about their judge-
ments. Ahlstrom-Vij reports that in experiments where feedback was
found to reduce overconfidence,

3

«wsubjects (a) answer several questions about their degree of cali-
bration directly after having performed the relevant judgment tasks;
(b) consult graphical representations of how well their answers cor-
respond to their actual degree of calibration; and then (c) answer
several questions about what the relevant graphs suggest about their
degree of overconfidence, to ensure that the subjects understand the
feedback information.

(Ahlstrom-Vij 2013, 28)
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The chances of ordinary people routinely seeking and receiving this
type of feedback over their normal course of affairs are remote. Where
feedback of this kind is available, it is typically the result of well-
designed cognitive environments, such as forecasting tournaments and
prediction markets. Thus, experimental subjects are not being trained
to keep score of their judgements, but to integrate score-keeping infor-
mation into future judgements. While this is no doubt a valuable skill
for mitigating biased cognition, it is bound to remain dormant in the
absence of feedback mechanisms that frequently operate outside asub-
ject’s control.

Kenyon and Beaulac make a similar point about the consider-the-
opposite strategy. In experimental settings, subjects are prompted to
entertain alternative perspectives, and presented with information that
makes it easier for them to do so. They argue thatthis is'essential to the
strategy’s empirical success, which casts serious doubt on its effective-
ness outside of laboratory settings (Kenyon and Beaulac 2014, 347).!1
Once again, the problem with self-deployed strategies is that they are
subject to some of the same biases that they’re meant to attenuate.
Consider-the-opposite needn’t be a self-deployed strategy, however. In
fact, perspective-taking is more readily accomplished by dialogic inter-
action with others. The perspectives that get entertained in such con-
versations are less likely to be biased because their participants aren’t
uniformly biased. Other people don’t share our ego-centric biases be-
cause they don’t share our egos: they have no stake in our objectivity.
And since they typically attend to our behaviour more critically than
we do, they’re more likely to notice and counteract our departures from
sound reasoning. This is why collectives can be more intellectually vital,
vigilant, and humble than individuals. And this is true even when the
membership of collectives'doesn’t manifest these virtues individually.

Consider the virtue of active open-mindedness (AOM), i.e., the ten-
dency to thoroughly seek out and process evidence that bears on our
beliefs. Actively open-minded people are less subject to myside and con-
firmation bias. Philip Tetlock has found that this trait is disproportion-
ately possessed by individuals who are unusually proficient at accurately
forecasting socio-political events, so-called superforecasters. Tetlock’s
Good Judgement Project tested the forecasting acumen and AOM of
individuals and teams of forecasters. Unsurprisingly, high-AOM teams
outperformed low-AOM teams. More surprising are the results about
the makeup of high-AOM teams: Tetlock and his colleagues found that
they were not necessarily made up of high-AOM members. Rather, AOM
is an emergent property of opinionated collectives that have a common
interest in the truth (Tetlock and Gardner 2015, 207-208). This is pre-
cisely what one would expect from Mercier and Sperber’s collectivist
perspective. Nor would they be surprised that teams outperformed indi-
viduals by a significant margin. But they go a step further, claiming that
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the manifestation of virtues like AOM at the level of individuals often
interferes with their manifestation at the level of collectives. Solutions to
complex cognitive problems require a level of information collection and
processing that individuals cannot readily meet. Consequently, when
each team member is open to all of the relevant information, every team
member is in danger of engaging that information at a superficial level.
By contrast, in doxastically diverse groups whose members are subject
to confirmation bias, the tasks of collecting and processing relevant in-
formation get efficiently divided: everyone devotes their limited cogni-
tive resources to the information that best fits their existing views. As
long as all of this information gets shared and critically discussed, these
groups will be more effectively open-minded than greups with open-
minded members.'? In other words, some of the responsibilist virtues
that mitigate biased cognition in individuals are not only non-summative
in epistemic collectives, they’re subtractive.'® So even if they could be
cultivated using inside strategies, our doing so would come at the ex-
pense of more effective collectivist interventions. As we shall see, the
same is not true of reliabilist virtues.

Before making this case, I should emphasize that reliable mindware
seems more easily developed through inside strategies than responsibilist
virtues. Richard Nisbett and his colleagues conducted a series of studies
that suggest that peoples’ reasoning abilities can be improved by teach-
ing them formal rules of inference. ITn a longitudinal study that tested
undergraduates’ statistical-methodoelogical and conditional reasoning in
their first and fourth years of study, Lehman and Nisbett (1990) found
that students studying psychology and social science experienced a much
greater improvement in their statistical-methodological reasoning than
students studying natural science and humanities, while conditional rea-
soning improved much more in the latter groups than in the former. The
first disparity can be explained by the disproportionate training that
psychology and social'science students receive in statistical reasoning in
uncertain domains. lehman and Nisbett conjecture that the improve-
ment in the conditional reasoning of natural science students is due to
their training in mathematics, though they remained puzzled about a
similar improvement in humanities students. Lehman et al. (1988) found
a similar pattern in the effects of graduate instruction. Their cross-
sectional study compared the performance of first-year and third-year
students in chemistry, law, medicine, and psychology on a questionnaire
that required them to use statistical-methodological and conditional rea-
soning to solve a variety of scientific and everyday problems. They found
a'significant improvement from first to third year in the performances
of medicine and psychology students, but not in those of chemistry and
law students.'* They obtained the same result in a longitudinal study
that compared the performances of students in the first and third years
of their programs.
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Not everyone is as optimistic about the prospects of mitigating cog-
nitive biases by means of statistical instruction. Tversky and Kahneman
note that,

Misconceptions of chance are not limited to naive subjects. A study
of the statistical intuitions of experienced research psychologists re-
vealed a lingering belief in what may be called the “law of small
numbers,” according to which even small samples are highly repre-
sentative of the populations from which they are drawn.

(Tversky and Kahneman 1974,1125-1126)

Learning to reason in accord with the law of large numbers, it seems,
does not eliminate the tendency to use the representativeness heuristic.
This fact alone does not impugn the efficacy of formal training for
two reasons. First, it is compatible with the possibility that well-trained
individuals are less susceptible to statistical biases.than untrained in-
dividuals. The work of Nisbett et al. seems to indicate that this is the
case. Second, an expert’s misuse of the representativeness heuristic is a
different kind of epistemic failure than a'layperson’s ignorance of the
law of large numbers: the former shortcoming stems from cognitive mi-
serliness, rather than a mindware gap. As Stanovich explains, there is an
inverse relationship between mindware gaps and cognitive miserliness:

One interesting implication of the relation between miserly process-
ing and mindware gaps is that the fewer gaps one has, the more
likely that an error may be attributable to miserly processing. In
contrast, errors made by someone with little relevant mindware
installed are less likely to result from miserly processing than to

mindware gaps.
(Stanovich 2011, 102)

As the name suggests,; mindware is a cognitive tool that can confer epis-
temic benefits only when it is used properly. But failing to use it is not the
same thing as failing to possess it. The second failure entails the first, but
not vice versa: you can fail to use mindware that you do have, but you
can’t use mindware that you don’t have. Formal training can mitigate the
second failing without mitigating the first: stocking System 2 with sound
reasoning techniques does not ensure that System 2 will routinely engage
them when necessary. Having the capacity to reason soundly is a neces-
sary condition for effective debiasing, but not a sufficient condition; we
must also exercise that capacity. As I’ve already noted, reliabilist and
responsibilist virtues must be manifested together to attenuate cognitive
biases.

Reliabilist virtues have another feature that bolsters the recom-
mendation that they be cultivated using inside strategies. Unlike



Interactionism and Debiasing 29

responsibilist virtues, they are robustly enhancive when manifested by
individuals: they tend to promote, rather than prohibit, effective debi-
asing across a range of diverse environments.'> As discussed above,
the primary reason why responsibilist virtues are cross-situationally
unstable is that they tend not to be summative in collectivist contexts.
Reliabilist virtues, on the other hand, are more likely to aggregate in
epistemic collectives than emerge ex nibilo: highly numerate, inferen-
tially savvy groups are typically made up of highly numerate, inferen-
tially savvy members. This is supported by the finding that groups tend
to solve problems that admit of demonstrably correct solutions'when
any of their members do so (Davis 1973; Laughlin and Ellis 1986; Bon-
ner et al. 2002). The more reliable mindware there is within a group,
the greater its chances of solving a variety of such questions without
falling prey to logical fallacies or statistical biases. This may also ex-
plain Tetlock’s finding that grouping superforecasters yields a greater
improvement than grouping normal forecasters (Tetlock and Gardner
2015, 205): their collective mindware gets consolidated, even if some
responsibilist virtues, such as active open-mindedness, do not. Thus,
reliabilist virtues are more often a precondition than a result of pro-
ductive discourse. Groups whose members collectively possess a wide
range of reliable mindware are in a better position to mitigate the bi-
ases that emerge in their critical discussions than groups that lack such
mindware. They will effectively do so, however, only if they manifest
the responsibilist virtues required to make proper use of their cognitive
resources: they must be open to-multiple perspectives, modify their
views in light of new information, etc. Whether or not groups manifest
these virtues depends more on their makeup, motivation, and the set-
tings of their deliberations/than it does on the characteristics of their
members. All of this suggests that inside strategies best equip us with
relevant mindware, while situational interventions best compel us to
use them appropriately.

If correct, this view has significant implications for institutional de-
sign. Institutions that wish to limit biased cognition should begin by
designing cognitive environments that harness reliabilist virtues and in-
duce responsibilist virtues. Several of our most important institutions do
this well: The principal actors in legal systems require formal training
in contractual and ethical reasoning before they can take part in legal
deliberations. Not all actors are expected to be impartial in their use of
these skills, however. Quite the reverse: each side in a legal proceeding
has an advocate who is supposed to be biased in its favour. The norms
that govern these proceedings ensure that each advocate has an equal
opportunity to present their case, which is subject to the same proce-
dural rules determining what constitutes acceptable evidence, argu-
ments, objections, etc. In this way, legal proceedings divide the epistemic
labour that’s required to effectively implement the consider-the-opposite
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strategy. The same is true of institutional science. Scientists must be ex-
tensively trained to use the mindware that’s appropriate to their fields of
study: statistical analysis, experimental design, empirical measurement,
etc. Yet, as Popper insists, to expect scientists to engage these resources
without bias is to misunderstand the source of scientific objectivity:

...what we call ‘scientific objectivity’ is not a product of the indi-
vidual scientist’s impartiality, but a product of the socialior public
character of scientific method; and the individual scientist’s impar-
tiality is, so far as it exists, not the source but rather the result of this
socially or institutionally organized objectivity of science.

(Popper 2002[1996], 426)

Popper puts little stock in the justifications that scientists give for their
own theories since these justifications are inevitably contaminated by
personal biases. However, scientists are expectedand incentivized to
publicize their findings and the methods they use to arrive at them. This
gives the community of scientists, who do not share the same biases, the
opportunity to criticize one another’s work within a common frame-
work of rules and standards. Since scientists-are bound to critically vet
one another’s research more thoroughly than they vet their own, this
division of cognitive labour gives rise to more objective results than the
results that any scientist can achieve on their own.'®

This view also has important implications for educational policy.
Several epistemologists have recently turned their attention to this im-
portant topic, but their general approach, I argue, is not well suited to
meeting the goal of nurturing less-biased inquirers.

5 Implications for Education

Much of the contemporary work in this area focusses on the role that
education should play“in cultivating responsibilist virtues in students.
This trend is welcome and understandable in light of the disproportion-
ate attention that reliabilist virtues have received in Western pedagogical
traditions. However, the strategies for promoting responsibilist virtues
in educational contexts are lopsidedly internalist and individualistic.
They-include: explicit instruction on the virtues and vices; routinely
practicing virtuous behaviours in the classroom; drawing attention to
exemplars; modelling the virtues; and assigning projects that encourage
reflection on and assessment of personal epistemic behaviours (Baehr
2013; Battaly 2016b; Roberts 2016). While these strategies may bear
some valuable fruit in general, I am dubious of their prospects for help-
ing students mitigate biased cognition, for the reasons articulated above.
I doubt that intellectual vitality, self-vigilance, and epistemic humility
can be developed to any significant degree through explicit instruction,
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personal practice, the examination of exemplars, in-class modelling, and
self-reflections and assessments alone. In the remainder of this section,
I outline a more promising pedagogical approach to cultivating bias-
mitigating responsibilist virtues.

This approach involves teaching strategies of cognitive outsourcing,
i.e., strategies for creating and exploiting positive epistemic environ-
ments. Educators already teach students how to outsource the tasks.of
acquiring and vetting information by showing them how to‘search for
testimonial knowledge (online or at a library) and establish expertise (by
examining credentials, looking for peer-reviewed sources, etc.). But they
don’t often teach students how to outsource the cognitive abilities and/
or dispositions required to productively process the information at their
disposal. To this end, I have a few suggestions.

First, students should be taught to appreciate both the difficulties of
personal debiasing and the positive effects of situational interventions.
As we have seen, there are good reasons to be pessimistic about ap-
proaches that seek to cultivate responsibilist virtues by teaching students
how to implement inside debiasing strategies on their own. In the ab-
sence of any instruction on the limits of these strategies, students are in
danger of reinforcing their biases when employing them: they can end up
more confident in the accuracy of their judgements because they believe
that they’ve effectively debiased the cognitive processes that generated
them. At the very least, inside strategies should be supplemented with
lessons that identify and explain the main obstacles to personal debias-
ing, such as self-deception and bias blindspot. This may encourage more
cautious approaches to personal debiasing, and a greater openness to en-
vironmental interventions. The effectiveness of situational interventions
can be illustrated by having students complete cognitive tasks on their
own, and with environmental support, so that they can actually see the
differences in outcomes. For example, educators may have their students
complete the four-card selection task on their own, and then in small
groups. The typical increase in the proportion of correct answers from
the first condition: to the second can serve to dramatically demonstrate
the power of collective deliberation, as well as the possible pitfalls of
inside strategies of promoting intellectual vitality, self-vigilance, and/or
epistemic humility.

Second, students should receive instruction on what makes environ-
mental interventions effective at ameliorating cognitive biases. For ex-
ample, students may be asked to record the reasoning that led to their
answers in the four-card selection task, and then explain why they were
better able to correctly complete the task when grouped with their peers.
What differences in reasoning in these two conditions led to the dif-
ferential success rate? This is one way of getting students to recognize
the potential of collective deliberation to aggregate information, pool
reliable mindware, and entertain multiple perspectives. They may then
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be asked to identify other collectives that have these positive features, so
that they become better able to recognize productive sources of collec-
tive deliberation.

Third, students should be taught how to improve cognitive environ-
ments. This will involve explicitly identifying situational features that
interfere with the mitigation of cognitive biases. For example, students
should be warned about the epistemic dangers of collective deliberation,
including groupthink, polarization, and overconfidence. These pitfalls
have many causes that can be explored through lessons and assignments:
cascades; a lack of viewpoint diversity; poor incentive structures;a lack
of timely, precise feedback; etc. Rather than focusing exclusively-on how
to mitigate biases in their own thinking, students should also be intro-
duced to interventions that have proven successful at mitigating the bi-
ases that routinely afflict group cognition. Indeed, Kahneman laments
the lack of training that individuals receive in optimizing organizational
reasoning: “One example out of many is the remarkable absence of sys-
tematic training for the essential skill of conducting efficient meetings”
(Kahneman 2011, 418). To this end, students could be trained to use
the Delphi method of aggregating viewpoints as a way of avoiding cas-
cades; red teaming and adversarial collaboration as ways of ensuring
open-mindedness and viewpoint diversity; and the premortem as a way
of priming critical thinking and constraining confidence.!” In addition,
they could be taught that effective leaders are typically inquiring and
self-silencing, and that successful organizations tend to value diachronic
improvement over occasional success. Having learned these lessons, stu-
dents might be asked to apply them by suggesting ways in which negative
epistemic cultures, such as social media platforms, could be improved.
Moreover, a larger proportion of course work should be done in groups,
and graded not only on its outcomes, but on the processes that groups
self-consciously implement.

Fourth, students should be introduced to positive epistemic cultures
in which they can participate on a regular basis. Among these positive
cultures are deliberative communities that incentivize fair, rigorous,
open-minded dialogue, such as debate clubs, and online platforms like
Kialo (https://www.kialo.com/) and Change My View (https://www.
reddit.com/r/changemyview/). Other good examples are score-keeping
cultures, such as forecasting tournaments (e.g., Metaculus: www.
metaculus.com) and prediction markets (e.g., Predictlt: www.predictit.
org), that promote intellectual humility, vitality, and self-vigilance. Cul-
tures with these features can be modelled in the classroom. For exam-
ple, a poker tournament in which students must evaluate their decisions
retrospectively can teach them about the importance of making fine-
grained probabilistic judgements, belief updating, and decision-making
under uncertainty.'® This is just one of many possible outside-in debias-
ing strategies.
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Finally, students should be encouraged to develop outward-focussed
virtues, i.e., dispositions to seek out, create, and/or harness positive epis-
temic environments. One candidate is intellectual gregariousness, which
Brogaard characterizes as “...a natural or automatic tendency to engage
with intellectual peers for the sake of getting to the truth” (Brogaard
2019, 451). Those who possess this virtue enjoy the back-and-forth of
interpersonal deliberation, and consequently are more likely to have their
biases checked by interactive argumentation. Educators can foster intel-
lectual gregariousness in their students by creating stimulating'dialogical
environments. This can be done by holding competitive events, such as
group problem-solving tournaments and in-class debates, as occasions
for students to implement the mindware that they’ve learned. Participa-
tion in these events should not be graded, so that students learn to hold
one another accountable, rather than relying on extrinsic motivation.
Ideally, students will thereby come to appreciateiand enjoy engaging their
peers in intellectual exchanges as a source of knowledge and cognitive
self-improvement, thus employing an inside-out debiasing strategy.

This virtue-based educational approach to ameliorating the problem
of cognitive bias requires that we re-think the character of epistemic
virtues. It is often thought that responsibilist-virtues are more likely to
be cultivated through effortful learning and-habituation than reliabilist
virtues, which is why we are personally responsible for the former, but
not necessarily the latter. This may also be part of epistemologists’ ra-
tionale for focusing on the role.of education in developing responsibilist
virtues, rather than reliabilist virtues. Yet, when it comes to the virtues
that facilitate the avoidance/minimization/correction of cognitive biases,
this supposition gets things backwards. Reliabilist virtues, in the form
of sound mindware, are more readily imparted to individuals by means
of instruction and habituation: we can learn how to reason in ways that
avoid sources of systematic error, and can be held responsible for an
inability to do se. On the other hand, the tendency to use this mindware
when and as appropriate cannot be as easily trained, since it depends to
a greater extent on features of the environments in which we reason. It
is difficult, therefore, to hold agents directly responsible for failing to
manifest the virtues that are constitutive of this tendency. Nevertheless,
we can and should hold individuals indirectly responsible insofar as they
can knowingly exert control over their cognitive environments.'” Teach-
ing students how to do this, by imparting strategies of cognitive out-
sourcing, should be one of the central aims of any educational approach
to ameliorating the problem of cognitive bias.
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Notes

1 The internalism/externalism nomenclature comes from the exchange be-
tween Matheson (2006) and Gigerenzer (2008).

2 I am using the terms ‘reliabilist virtue/vice’ and ‘responsibilist virtue/vice’
in the inclusive way that Battaly does in (Battaly 2016a). Reliabilist virtues/
vices are cognitive faculties that need not be acquired or personal, and for
which we need not be responsible, but whose epistemic standing and'value
is determined by their truth-conduciveness. Responsibilist virtues/vices are
personal character traits that can be acquired, and for which we are respon-
sible, and whose epistemic standing and value depends at least'in part on
their motivational elements. I am also open to the possibility that many cog-
nitive biases are the result of vicious thinking styles, rather than cognitive
faculties or traits — on this point, see Cassam (2019, Ch. 3).

3 Roberts and West identify four epistemic vices responsible for cognitive
biases — intellectual laziness; blinkered vision; associative coherence; and
substitution — but each of them are aspects of cognitive:miserliness.

4 Stanovich classifies this as a case of mindware gap, i.e., our lacking the mind-
ware that’s necessary to correct an intuitive response. The other problem is
contaminated mindware, which routinely overrides intuitive responses with
inaccurate judgements.

5 However, one can be an internalist about the sources of cognitive bias, but
a pessimist about the prospects of inside strategies. Kahneman seems to fit
this description — see Kahneman (2011, 417).

6 Internalists also recognize the important role that framing effects can play in
our judgements, but they draw different conclusions about the psychological
processes responsible for the effects. See, for example, the classic exchange
between Gigerenzer and Kahneman and Tversky in Gigerenzer (1996) and
Kahneman and Tversky (1996).

7 The distinction between inside and outside strategies may have to be sharp-
ened in light of the extended cognition thesis (Clark and Chalmers 1998).
To this end, Alfano and Skorburg (2018) helpfully articulate a distinction
between embedded, scaffolded, and extended cognition, drawing on Paler-
mos’s (2014) view that extended cognition necessarily involves stable feed-
back loops between cognitive agents and their environments.

8 See also Trout (2005) and Ahlstrom-Vij (2013).

9 See, for example, Kahneman and Tversky (1996), Samuels et al. (2004), and
Samuelson and Church (2015).

10 To be clear: this is. meant to be a heuristic, rather than a categorical rule.
There are some outside interventions that promote reliabilist virtues, such
as Gigerenzer’s framing effects, and some inside interventions that promote
responsibilist.virtues. My claim is that on balance this is more rarely the
case.

11 See also Trout (2005, 419-420).

12 This conclusion is reinforced by Zollman’s (2010) work with network
models.

13 The epistemic vices that give rise to miserly processing are instances of what
Smart (2018) calls Mandevillian intelligence: traits that are vicious in most
solitary circumstances, and virtuous in some collectivist contexts.

14 The improvement in the performance of psychology students was more than
double the gains made by medical students. Lehman et al. replicated their
results concerning psychology and chemistry students in a cross-sectional
study at an alternative institution.
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15 To be more precise: reliable mindware tends to be epistemically enhansive
across its domain of application. The ability to do frequentist statistics is of
little use when it comes to estimating the probabilities of unique events. But
this inability does not have deleterious effects on any reasoning that can ad-
dress such problems. Responsibilist traits can have deleterious effects when
manifested by individuals, even in the domains in which they apply.

16 For a similar view of scientific objectivity, see Longino (1990). I should clat-
ify that Popper and Longino offer normative accounts of how science should
work. There are good reasons to think that science often fails. to fit their
descriptions. Chief among them is the so-called ‘replication crisis” in the be-
havioural and life sciences. However, the crisis has precipitated a ‘credibility
revolution’ (Vazire 2018) whose inside strategies generally focus on promot-
ing reliabilist virtues, and whose outside (inside-out; outside-in) strategies
generally focus on promoting responsibilist virtues. I makethis argument in
greater detail in (Bland 2020).

17 The Delphi method requires group members to submit-anenymous judge-
ments, in the form of probability estimates, in a series of rounds, between
which members can freely deliberate, until a consensus is achieved. Red
teaming is the practice of creating a group whose purpose is to challenge
the collective’s prevailing positions. A premortem is the exercise of having a
group imagine that it has failed to meet its objective, and listing the possible
explanations for the imagined failure.

18 For a compelling account of the role that poker can play in cultivating bias-
mitigating virtues, see Duke (2018).

19 According to this view, praise and blame for.epistemic behaviours must of-
ten extend beyond individual agents, to the parties who are responsible for
the relevant features of the cognitive. environments in which their behaviours
take place.
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1b Commentary from
Neil Levy

Steven Bland’s suggestion that responsibilist virtues and reliabilist vir-
tues can best be inculcated in different kinds of ways'is a fascinating one.
He identifies reliabilist virtues (or, more plausibly; a:subset of such vir-
tues) with “mindware”, and argues that they can be inculcated via inside
strategies, where an inside strategy is one that focuses on the mind of the
individual agent. Responsibilist virtues, on the other hand (the panoply
of virtues on which the majority of virtue epistemologists have focused),
are best inculcated via outside strategies, for instance by structuring in-
stitutions so that our dispositions are harnessed to veritistic ends. There
is a great deal to chew over in this suggestion; pursuing it further opens
onto a variety of important issues and promises to be very fruitful. Here,
[ want to point out one problem with the proposal that might make it un-
palatable to some epistemologists, and suggest a perspective from which
the problem might dissipate.

Bland’s proposals are developed in the service of debiasing. The biases
he’s concerned with are not prejudices, but predictable and (apparently)
species-typical dispositions that see us (again, apparently) often depart-
ing from the canons of rationality. There’s more than a hint in his chap-
ter that he thinks of reliabilist and responsibilist virtues as debiasing
agents in quite different senses. Reliabilist virtues give us the mindware
to engage in logical reasoning: they enable us to be rational in that sense.
Responsibilist virtues aim at ecological rationality. Mapping reliabilist
virtue onto direct rationality and responsibilist virtue onto ecological
rationality makes sense insofar as Bland is correct that reliabilist virtue
depends more on inside strategies.

Logical reasoning is a property of our cognitive processes, and while
such reasoning need not be entirely internal to agents, it is manifested
in the transitions between cognitive states themselves. Only if such tran-
sitions have appropriate properties is reasoning logical in this sense.
Ecological reasoning, on the other hand, does not require that the tran-
sitions between states have any particular properties at all: it requires
instead that our information processing is well suited to our task, not
that the processing has any particular properties. Ecological rationality
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depends on a relation between processing and outcome, not the proper-
ties of the process itself.

Virtue epistemologists in the responsibilist tradition will, T predict,
be reluctant to identify the virtues they prize with ecological rationality
rather than a property of the process itself. While we want our reasoning
to be successful, we also want it to owe its success to how well we’ve
responded to evidence, not to chance or to the ways in which our envi-
ronment has been structured by others. I suggest that it’s realistic to aim
at something more satisfying than mere ecological rationality, compat-
ible with Bland’s recognition that virtues must often be outsourced and
pursued via outside strategies.

We can aim at something more than mere ecological reasoning if I’'m
right in denying that many of the parade ground examples of irrational
processing really involve irrationality on the part of the agent. Bland
opens with the “bat and ball” item from Frederick’s original three-item
cognitive reflection test. Most people do badly on:the CRT. Since the
question is one on which there is an objectively correct response and the
arithmetic is quite trivial, this seems to be a good example of irrational-
ity. Standardly, wrong answers on the CRT are said to be explained by
a disposition to rely on intuition, which generates a misleading answer,
rather than on effortful cognition. While something like that story may
be true, we should resist the easy identification of a reliance on intuition
with irrationality. CRT items are trick questions (indeed, newer CRTs
have sometimes been constructed by googling “trick questions”; Thom-
son and Oppenheimer 2016). Trick questions work by implicating a cer-
tain response; in effect, they offer implicit testimony that that response is
correct. Is it really less rational to be guided by the testimony they offer
rather than to reject it and perform the arithmetic?

As Bland recognizes, a disposition to inhibit the intuitive answer isn’t
sufficient to generate the right answer in any case; that entails that reject-
ing the (apparently) recommended response is risky. We might do better
to accept the testimony rather than take the risk: that might be the ra-
tional strategy. Factor in the fact that these tests are usually performed
under conditions in which spending longer on an item is irrational (since
there are opportunity costs) and it might well be those who actually take
the time to do.the arithmetic who should be seen as irrational. Set that
issue-aside: the important thing to see how is that in being guided by tes-
timony, the person who gets the CRT wrong is responding to evidence.
Testimony is evidence, and it’s rational to alter our credences in its light.
The CRT is a case in which we have conflicting evidence, and it’s not
obvious who the rational agent is: the one who accepts the testimony or
the one who rejects it and goes on to do the calculation (of course, having
done the calculation the person who rejected the testimony can see that
the testimony is misleading, but it’s far from obvious that it is rational to
probe testimony in this kind of way, in low stakes situations like this one).
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Other examples are even clearer. Take framing effects. Framing works
to implicitly recommend options (Fisher 2020; Levy 2019). Ordinary
agents make options salient by framing when they think highly of them,
and those who alter their preferences in response to framing do so in
a way that reflects the actual evidential force of the testimony thereby
given. There’s nothing irrational about this: far from it. Again, we want
people to alter their credences in response to testimony. Similar stories
can be told about a range of alleged biases: they work through responses
to implicit testimony. The prestige bias and conformity bias can both be
understood along these lines, for example (Levy 2022).

This perspective offers a different way of thinking about outseurcing,
about structuring epistemic environments and the other/kinds of outside
strategies Bland recommends. We need not see them'as aiming at ecolog-
ical rationality. We should structure environments and outsource cogni-
tion so that reliable evidence is offered to agents. That’s not (merely) a
way of increasing the likelihood of them getting things right; it’s a way
of making them more likely to get things right by responding to the ac-
tual value of the overall evidence. There’s no conflict between inside and
out; not when the environment is appropriately structured. It is only in
epistemically hostile environments that such conflicts arise.
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1c Commentary from Michel
Croce and Duncan Pritchard

Virtue Responsibilism, Mindware, and Education

Understanding and counteracting the negative effects of ‘biased cogni-
tion currently represents a major challenge for psychologists and phi-
losophers interested in how human beings think.\In his chapter, Steven
Bland sheds light on the complexity of the challenge and offers an in-
sightful ameliorative approach to handling the problem of cognitive bi-
ases from a virtue-theoretic perspective, concluding with a focus on the
educational strategies that can help students acknowledge and counter
the effects of biased cognition.

Biased cognition is an obvious source of epistemic vice, but there is
some controversy about whether cognitive biases generate reliabilist or
responsibilist epistemic vices. Bland’s argument, in a nutshell, is that
since the development of cognitive biases is due to the interplay of in-
ternal psychological processesand external (i.e., environmental) condi-
tions, it cannot be expected that a solution to the problem tackles only
one of these dimensions. According to Bland, the most promising way
to counteract our proneness to biased cognition involves a coordinated
approach that divides the epistemic labour between inside strategies,
which mitigate the effects of reliabilist epistemic vices by implementing
better reasoning processes, and outside strategies, which mitigate the
effects of responsibilist epistemic vices by modifying the environment
where biasing vices proliferate.

We argue that the complex architecture on which Bland’s coordinated
approach is grounded appears to lose some stability once we analyze
more closely its pillars. We shall concentrate our attention on the no-
tion of reliabilist and responsibilist epistemic virtues that the approach
should foster as well as on the educational implications of Bland’s view.

Consider first Bland’s account of reliabilist epistemic virtues, accord-
ing to which they are easier to cultivate (and more stable) than traditional
responsibilist epistemic virtues. While this might be true of reliabilist
epistemic virtues in general, it is not clear that these features apply to
the reliabilist epistemic virtue that does much of the work on Bland’s
view, namely sound mindware. Mindware works like a cognitive faculty
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and is in charge of our logical inferential capacities, statistical reason-
ing, and experimentation. Mindware counts as epistemically virtuous to
the extent that it reliably produces accurate beliefs, but its acquisition
and deployment are not as immediate and easy as our perceptual fac-
ulties and memory. If it is true that mindware can be trained internally
through instruction and exercise, then it also involves a complex and
varied set of competences, which presumably require time to be acquired
and refined, much like the responsibilist epistemic virtues we can deploy
to counter-biased cognition.

Furthermore, as Bland notes, for mindware to work effectively it is
also necessary that the individual be aptly disposed and motivated to
correct their posture toward their own reasoning processes. Besides
marking a further difference between mindware and standard reliabi-
list epistemic virtues, this feature suggests that the acquisition of good
mindware depends on the possession and correct deployment of respon-
sibilist cognitive traits, which require instruction and habituation. Thus,
it is far from clear that the key reliabilist epistemic virtue in Bland’s view
has an advantage over responsibilist epistemic.virtues as regards how
easy it is to cultivate the trait.

A further concern with the notion of sound'mindware has to do with
the responsibility that Bland associates to its correct deployment. Bland
seems to think that through instruction and habituation one can learn
how to reason in a way that mitigates one’s proneness to cognitive bi-
ases and this, in turn, makes one responsible for failing to do so in the
relevant situations. It strikes us as-odd to concede that one can be held
responsible for exercising (or. failing to exercise) sound mindware. If
responsibilist cognitive traits provide the necessary motivation for one
to be aptly disposed towards discriminately exercising one’s inferential
capacities that form part.of one’s mindware, then the attribution of re-
sponsibility should target the enabling and motivating traits rather than
the reliable ability (the sound mindware) itself.

Consider now the“educational implications of Bland’s approach.
For Bland, the problem with standard epistemic virtue-based educa-
tional accounts is that they aim at fostering responsibilist epistemic
virtues and thus appeal to internalist and individualistic strategies,
which appear unable to counter biased cognition directly. The ed-
ucational reform suggested by Bland is that epistemic virtue-based
approaches include specific strategies of cognitive outsourcing. More
specifically, these should be strategies that outsource the cognitive
abilities through which students process available information. These
strategies include helping students acknowledge the difficulties of per-
sonal debiasing (and the relevance of situational and environmental
interventions in this regard) and highlighting the pros and cons of col-
lective deliberation over individual deliberation as a way to counter-
biased cognition.
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Our concern with this proposal is that it is unclear that such cogni-
tive outsourcing strategies involve any great departure from what an
educational approach centred on responsibilist epistemic virtues would
demand. For wouldn’t the development of the responsibilist epistemic
virtues in this educational context naturally go hand-in-hand with the
cultivation of the kinds of strategies that Bland casts as “cognitive out-
sourcing”? Think, for example, of how the development of a respon-
sibilist epistemic virtue like intellectual humility might dovetail with
making individuals more aware of situations in which relying on:their
individual cognitive resources could be especially problematic. In'short,
it seems that what Bland is describing is less a critique of the educational
role of standard responsibilist epistemic virtues than a ¢redible descrip-
tion of what such a role should look like once fleshed out in a way that
is suitably responsive to relevant empirical work onthe amelioration of
cognitive bias.!

Note

1 As a concrete example of this point, consider the Anteater Virtues curric-
ulum project at the University of California, Irvine, which is run by one
of the present authors (DHP). This project.is devoted to educating for the
intellectual virtues, and thus for the responsibilist epistemic virtues, but it
also includes, as part of this, practical guidance on how, for example, social
media misinformation plays on one’s:cognitive biases, and how to guard
against this. For a recent educational study of this project, see Orona and
Pritchard (2021).
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1d Steven Bland’s Response to
Commentaries

Responses to Neil Levy’s Commentary

Neil Levy recommends a strategy of reinterpreting seemingly irrational
epistemic behaviour as rational responses to implicit testimony. On his
view, many putative biases are the result of the comtent of the testimony
we rely on, not the practice of relying on tacit testimony. Instead of en-
gaging in debiasing, then, we would be better off improving the qual-
ity of the testimonial evidence available to agents under conditions of
uncertainty.

This interpretation may work for some cases. The way we frame in-
formation often does convey our attitudes about it. I would add, how-
ever, that many of these attitudes are not epistemic, and therefore not
all frames should be treated as testimonial evidence. I find Levy’s treat-
ment of the CRT more problematic. Levy classifies its questions as trick
questions that implicate false answers, such as 10 cents in the ball and
bat problem. He then asks: “Is'it really less rational to be guided by the
testimony they offer rather than to reject it and perform the arithmetic?”
But the incorrect answer is also based on an arithmetical calculation,
albeit at the level of intuition. When answering the bat and ball prob-
lem, many of us take $1 away from $1.10, and arrive at the answer of 10
cents. Thus, the questions on the CRT are trick questions not because
they implicitly suggest incorrect answers, but because they reliably trig-
ger incorrect operations at the level of intuition. It seems more plausible
to think that-our‘confidence in our answers is a function of the ease
with which we perform the calculation, rather than a reliance on tacit
testimonial evidence.

Lshould also take this opportunity to make a few clarifications. First, I
do not count among the reliabilist inferential virtues only those forms of
reasoning that conform to the content-blind norms of logic, probability
theory, etc. There are heuristics, such as the recognition heuristic and
take-the-best, whose use is ecologically rational under specific condi-
tions (Gigerenzer 2008). Hence, to be inferentially virtuous, in the relia-
bilist sense, is to be epistemically adaptive, i.e., to routinely use the right
mindware in the right circumstances. We can often cultivate epistemic
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adaptability by means of targeted training, sustained practice, and qual-
ity feedback on our inferential performances.

I also think that responsibilist virtues (and vices) are context-sensitive:
open-mindedness is epistemically deleterious in solitary circumstances;
but not necessarily in dialogical conditions. But it is more difficult ‘to
cultivate and manifest these virtues selectively: we are unlikely to be
open-minded in the absence of critical interlocutors. Effective training
and copious practice and feedback are difficult to come by. So instead
of attempting to adapt this type of behaviour to our cognitive environ-
ments, I have suggested that we are better off designing environments
that better suit our typical behaviour. We might call this epistemic ac-
commodation, rather than epistemic adaptability.

Response to Michel Croce & Duncan Pritchard’s
Commentary

Croce and Pritchard raise several valuable objections to my ameliorative
framework for debiasing. I will answer as many as I can in the brief
space I have.

First, they express doubts about the claim-that the reliabilist virtues
needed to mitigate cognitive biases are easier to cultivate than responsi-
bilist virtues. I fully acknowledge that learning how to properly deploy
sound mindware is a difficult undertaking that requires careful instruc-
tion, sustained practice, and ‘quality feedback. My claim is only that
responsibilist virtues, such as epistemic humility and intellectual vitality,
are not as easily cultivated bythe same means. On the flip side, they are
more easily cultivated by strategies that involve situational interventions.

Second, they claim that “/..the acquisition of good mindware depends
on the possession and correct deployment of responsibilist cognitive
traits, which require instruction and habituation.” Thus, cultivating
reliabilist virtues without the responsibilist virtues required to enable
them seems like a fruitless pursuit. Here I should clarify my position: I
believe that theconsistent deployment of reliable mindware requires the
manifestation of responsibilist virtues, but not the acquisition of mind-
ware. Learning how to reason statistically is one thing; stifling intuitive
responses in.favour of statistical ones is another.! And while the latter
task requires both the possession of reliable mindware and the manifes-
tation of responsibilist vices, our best ways of accomplishing these two
things are distinct: inside strategies can impart mindware; outside strat-
egies are more effective at promoting the responsibilist virtues needed to
consistently deploy it.

Third, Croce & Pritchard see little difference between my proposal
to teach strategies of cognitive outsourcing and the traditional pro-
gram of cultivating responsibilist virtues in the classroom. They invite
us to “Think, for example, of how the development of a responsibilist
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epistemic virtue like intellectual humility might dovetail with making
individuals more aware of situations in which relying on their individual
cognitive resources could be especially problematic.” T agree that intel-
lectual humility is valuable in this respect, but I despair of the prospect
of teaching self-deployed techniques of bolstering this trait. It seems
clear that motivated reasoning and bias blindspot wreak havoc with our
attempts to implement inside strategies, like considering the opposite,
that target intellectual humility. Rather, what’s needed is an.environ-
ment, such as a forecasting tournament or a prediction market; thatpro-
vides students with unambiguous feedback about the accuracy of their
judgements. Designing, creating, and leveraging such environments is
an outside-in strategy of cultivating intellectual humility by repeatedly
exposing students to their own errors. Having developed some intellec-
tual humility by this process, students may learn to:seek out feedback
mechanisms that help them to properly calibrate their confidence. In this
way, cognitive outsourcing can promote traits thatlead to more cogni-
tive outsourcing. This is a view, I take it, that significantly departs from
the traditional virtue theoretic approach of education by habituation.

Note

1 Stanovich (2011) distinguishes these achievements as exemplifying crystal-
ized and fluid rationality, respectively.
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2 Attunement

On the Cognitive Virtues
of Attention

Georgi Gardiner

1 Introduction

Attention matters. It influences our evidence, beliefs, knowledge, and
understanding. It alters our conception of the world and our self-
assessments, including whether we notice the limits of our understand-
ing. Attunement is deeply tied to skills, values, and epistemic character.
And, as I argue, it can be epistemically evaluated.

This chapter motivates three claims: Firstly; the normativity of atten-
tion is illuminated by virtue epistemology. Given deep connections be-
tween character and attention, it is fruitful.to study the cognitive virtues
of proper attunement (Section 2). Secondly, groups and collectives can
possess virtues and vices of attunement(Section 3). Thirdly, attention
is important for epistemology (se¢ especially Section 4).! T highlight the
social and ethical significance of.attention for understanding disparate
phenomena like media, social ‘media, big tech, search engines, crime
reporting, political polarisationy aims of political protest, sexual fan-
tasising, and Lucifer’s Fall. I use attentional normativity to undermine
recent arguments for moral encroachment, the thesis that moral features
of a belief can affect its epistemic justification. And I argue that puta-
tive cases of doxastic wronging—that is, wronging someone by forming
beliefs about them—might instead exemplify attentional wronging or
attentional vice. Highlighting the various interactions of epistemic and
moral normativity can thus help defend purism, the view that whether a
belief is epistemically justified depends solely on truth-relevant factors,
such as evidence. Proper attunement is a deeply social phenomenon. We
should be attuned to what matters; I suggest that the neologistic virtue
of “wokeness” can be well-theorised as a virtue of proper attunement.

A recurrent theme is that beliefs, assertions, and various epistemic
activities can be epistemically flawed even though all relevant propo-
sitions are true and well supported by evidence. This is because atten-
tional patterns can distort, mislead, and misrepresent even when no
claims are false. Relatedly, epistemic and communicative activities can
be successful even though they neither uncover nor convey content. The
conduct instead precipitates attentional shifts. Section 5 concludes by
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emphasising the growing urgency of the epistemology of attention to
understand the epistemic landscape of the internet age. Information is
plentiful; we must assess information curation. Evaluative frameworks
that are limited to whether propositions are true and evidentially sup-
ported are inadequate; a virtue epistemology of attention, I argue, pro=
vides valuable resources for this endeavour.

2 Proper Attunement Is a Virtue

This section posits cognitive virtues of attunement. I highlight central
features of character virtues and vices and I show that attentional traits
share these features. Note that my use of “attunement” differs from the
psychologists’ sense of receptivity to and resonance with-another person
(Erksine, 1998). Nor do I simply mean having more or.less focus, cal-
ibrated to the demands of one’s context and capacities, such as paying
more attention when confronting difficult tasks and high stakes. And be-
ing attuned differs from having a “good attention span”. Proper attune-
ment is paying attention to the right things in the right way, at the right
time; being sensitive to significant features; and ignoring what should
be ignored. It relates to questions of attention span, concentration, and
quality of focus but, as will become clear, it.is not exhausted by these.

Note too this chapter sidesteps contentious disputes about when
attention is undue by using paradigm examples.” Fixating on Louvre
bathroom signs rather than artworks, for example, typically exhibits
improper attention. I do not develop principles for proper attention, but
guidelines include that typically one should attend to central and illu-
minating features rather than peripheral details. Dwelling on risks is
typically appropriate to the extent they can be managed, the outcome is
severe or probable, or moral emotions are apt. It is typically inappropri-
ate to dwell on farfetched or insignificant possibilities. Attentional pat-
terns should reflect'moral considerations and support aims like inquiry
and happiness. Staring.at Louvre bathrooms signs can be appropriate if
you are redesigning them, for example, or are overwhelmed by crowds.
Attentional normativity thus reflects manifold contextual features. This
multiplicity-and intricacy partially explains why virtue theory is well
equipped.to theorise proper attentional conduct.

2.1 The Significance of Habits

“I wonder whether my daughter gets enough iron”, thinks Ariana.
“Vegan diets can be low in iron and Teagen is vegan”. Does Ariana
pay too much attention to this question? We cannot tell. Our informa-
tion is inadequate. To assess this we need to know, among other things,
whether Ariana has reason to worry, what the evidence indicates, and
whether iron consumption matters. We also need to know Ariana’s
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broader thought patterns. It might be the first time Ariana has won-
dered this or she might think about it daily. Ariana illustrates that when
assessing a person’s attention, the locus of evaluation is often attentional
patterns and habits, not instances.

Whether a chemical reaction is part of a living organism depends
on its broader spatiotemporal context. This is not simply the epistemic
claim that we cannot determine whether a process partially constitutes
life without knowing what happened before, after, and around it. The
claim is ontological: Whether the reaction is in fact part of life depends
on those broader facts. Whether Ariana’s thought constitutes improper
attention is similarly dependent on diachronic features. Proper attune-
ment depends on temporally extended cognitive conduct.

In some cases, a single instance of attention or inattention can be im-
proper. Visually focusing on disfigurement, even fleetingly, can consti-
tute improper attention, for example, regardless of broader attentional
habits. And continuing a casual telephone conversation when a nearby
stranger has just fallen from a pier constitutes inappropriate disregard.
Even if you can’t help them, their falling warrants attention. These ex-
amples illustrate that the loci of attentional normativity are not always
attentional patterns. But typically attentional normativity depends on
patterns and habits. Ariana’s daughter is irked by a particular instance
of her mum’s wondering about her iron intake because her mum thinks
of it too often. There is usually nothing wrong with isolated instances of
wondering; an instance’s badness stems from broader trajectories, hab-
its, and traits. This accords with other virtue notions. Whether actions
manifest virtues or vices typically depends on patterns of acting.® In
some cases, an action qualifies as virtuous or vicious regardless of the
broader pattern, but typically an instance of, say, not donating money is
not by itself a mistake; the mistake resides in miserly habits.

2.2 Interrelated Facets of Agency

Questions about proper attunement arise for diverse aspects of agency,
including perceptual attention, occurrent beliefs, and what a person
wonders, daydreams, cogitates, questions, doubts, and dismisses. Atten-
tion determines which possibilities a person takes seriously and which
environmental features they are sensitive to, monitor for, and neglect.
Attunement affects—and is partly constituted by—patterns of inquiry,
communication, and forgetting. The heterogeneity of agential capac-
ities that facilitate and govern attention indicates deep links between
attentional normativity and cognitive character. To see this, contrast
attunement with aspects of cognitive normativity that are more plau-
sibly severed from character. Whether a belief constitutes knowledge,
for example, is plausibly theorised by the characterological resources of
virtue epistemology or by rival non-characterological frameworks like
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evidentialism or coherentism. Proper attention, by contrast, seems inher-
ently, ineliminably linked to character and thus the distinctive purview
of virtue theory. In other words, virtue theory is well-positioned to limn
attentional normativity because attention is essentially interlaced with
heterogeneous but integrated parts of the character.

Some attentional features of a person are automatic, such as finding
sudden noises salient. Some are habitual or associative, such as associat-
ing Ozzy Osbourne with bats. Others are deliberate and controlled, such
as when one focuses on maths. We can use interactions amongst these
levels to enhance the virtues of attunement. That is, the fact that atten-
tional traits arise at different levels partly explains their plasticity. We
can consciously bring something to mind repeatedly, so‘it later becomes
habitual or automatic. We can deliberately learn more about Osbourne
to weaken the association with bats. Someone might be unattuned to
signs of boredom in listeners and so consciously work to notice them.
The signs consequently become more salient to her and no longer require
deliberate attention. She hones her virtues of attunement. Advertisers
exploit the relative ease of changing perceptualsalience to shape deeper
attentional habits. I return to this in Section 4. The interplay amongst
cognitive levels, and their power in cultivating and corroding virtue, is
characteristic of virtue.

Stemming from this heterogeneity;. attentional patterns can be as-
sessed in many ways. The patterns and underlying dispositions can be
rational, reasonable, apt, judicious; useful, creative, misleading, distort-
ing, unwise, harmful, or destructive. They can reflect well or poorly on
the person’s character. They can contribute to, and partially constitute,
wisdom. Their effects can also be assessed, including morally, epistem-
ically, and prudentially. This evaluative richness is indicative of char-
acterological assessment, rather than rival evaluative frameworks, like
those centred on consequences, reliability, or evidential probability. And
virtue theory can help unify the various grounds, roles, and evaluations
of attention.

2.3 Developmental Features: Education, Emotion, and
Understanding

Attentional patterns can be improved or worsened over time, both delib-
erately and otherwise. Like other characterological dispositions, they are
shaped by community and culture, including in ways that are difficult to
notice. Denizens of a sports-loving culture will typically think of sport
relatively often, for example, compared to people from other cultures.
Sport-inspired metaphors and explanations will be cognitively accessible
for them and, since attention is contrastive, they may think of other top-
ics less. Sport’s cognitive centrality can go unnoticed and unquestioned
because it matches the person’s cognitive cultural background.
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Education affects attunement. Aims of education include steering at-
tention and developing concentration capacities, and people are more
disposed to notice something after learning about it. And, conversely,
attunement affects education. Developing skills and expertise requires
attending and we typically discover more about salient phenomena. Vir-
tuosity and expertise are sometimes partly constituted by the ability to
perform well without devoting attention to the task. But reaching this
stage typically requires investing considerable attention. Theorising at-
tention illuminates educational injustices because, for example, one'can
fail to notice educational lacunas unless those topics are made salient.
A person might never learn west African history, for example, yet never
notice this.*

A central aim of education is enhancing understanding. Understand-
ing involves the apprehension of coherence-making ¢onnections amongst
facts; the person who understands sees how things hang together.> A
topic’s salience across diverse cognitive contexts fosters the grasping
of explanatory connections and thereby enhances understanding. Sup-
pose Lissa cares about climate change. Since emotions direct attention,
global warming is thereby salient to Lissa/more frequently. When other
topics, such as food, gifts, education, or generational wealth inequality
arise, Lissa is more disposed to concurrently consider climate change.
The topics cognitively coappear. These attentional patterns help Lissa
forge explanatory links—whether “accurate or erroneous—between
climate change and these other topics. Since appreciating such connec-
tions is constitutive of understanding, Lissa’s attentional patterns aid
understanding.

Love, guilt, and trauma are powerful influences on attention. They
thus can aid understanding and can distort. The conception of under-
standing sketched here helps explain why. The person seized by love,
guilt, or trauma has their attention directed towards a topic across var-
ied cognitive contexts, which causes them to forge novel connections,
whether insightful or“illusive, between that topic and others. Phobias
and hatred distort a person’s understanding, as the attentional forces
of emotion help forge the links characteristic of understanding, but
inaptly.®

Standpoint_epistemology emphasises that occupying marginalised
socialwpositions affords distinctive epistemic benefits.” The potency of
attention for enhancing understanding helps illuminate how. The mar-
ginalised person’s attention is drawn to the same topic, such as police
brutality or wealth inequality, in diverse social and cognitive contexts.
This process helps forge coherence-making connections amongst ap-
parently disparate topics. Indeed the epistemology of attention suggests
an epistemic value that arises from occupying particular social circum-
stances and cannot be acquired by testimony. Attentional patterns and
dispositions are diachronic. If having appropriate attentional patterns
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or traits has epistemic value, this value may ineliminably require the un-
folding of time. It is not something that can be gained second-hand by,
for example, deferring to the marginalised person.’

2.4 Feedback Loops: Values, Character, and Attention

Attention is integrated with other features of a person’s character and
values. Attentional patterns manifest, shape, and reveal epistemic and
moral character.’ Suppose Carrie tends to notice the expensiveness of
people’s outfits. Recall attention is contrastive. Character can be re-
vealed by attending to a person’s clothing instead of, say, their wit or
sadness. And, as with education, the connection is bidirectional. Char-
acter and attentional patterns form a feedback loop.'Habitually noticing
clothing leads to further sartorial beliefs, inferences, and predictions.
Carrie’s sensitivity to clothing can thus reveal and strengthen her social
acuity. She will perceive patterns—perceptively or spuriously—between
clothing and personality or social status. She regards clothing as signifi-
cant because she notices it. Sartorial choices increasingly feature in Car-
rie’s evidentiary and explanatory inferences. Ignoring a person’s clothing
could accordingly seem like, and indeed become, the epistemic error of
neglecting evidence.

Attention is potent. Clothing choice does not merely seerz more evi-
dentially and socially important if people attend to it. Mere attention can
render something important, which fuels further attention. Attentional
feedback loops can be seen, for example, in attention to celebrities’ polit-
ical opinions. Those opinions.matter when, and because, people attend
to them.!® This illustrates how attentional patterns shape what people
should pay attention too. Attention snowballs.

Sometimes attentional feedback loops are simply distorting. A person
frequently exposed to news stories about violent crimes committed by
immigrants will-likely overestimate the prevalence of such crime. They
may foster increasing resentment of immigration and erroneously centre
such crime in their explanations of other social maladies. The constant
attention restructures their values, character, evidence, and thought
patterns.'!

Attentional patterns can either accord with or conflict with a person’s
broader character, values, and commitments. This too is characteristic
of wvirtue-relevant conduct. Suppose Arthur disproportionately notices
whether women are slender, for example. Theorising disproportionate
attention lies beyond the scope of this chapter, but suppose the pattern
far outweighs Arthur’s attention to men’s figures and the actual impor-
tance of physique. Arthur’s attentional disposition can clash with his
broader feminist commitments. But attentional patterns can qualify as
“out of character” only to a point. Absent special explanation, a per-
son cannot uncharacteristically be late on most occasions. It is instead



54  Georgi Gardiner

characteristic; they lack punctuality. Similarly, a person cannot unchar-
acteristically daydream about fame if those thoughts are constant and
continual. Our habits become us.

2.5 Excellences of Character: Attunement and Other Virtues

Possessing good attentional traits—the virtues of attunement—is not sim-
ply a matter of following clear, determinate rules. Attunement requires
responsiveness to subtle, hidden, abstruse, competing, or multi-faceted
features whilst navigating disparate, complex, changing contexts. And
so evaluating attunement requires virtue notions like excellence; compe-
tence, discernment, judiciousness, and intellectual dexterousness, which
indicates attentional traits are characterological.

Attention plays cardinal roles in possessing and employing other vir-
tues.'? This may include, for example, modestyas not dwelling on one’s
good qualities and gratitude as focusing on one’s good fortune. Virtuous
forgiveness involves not dwelling on being wronged. Perhaps virtuous
friendship includes focusing on friends’ admirable qualities rather than
their vices. (Note I do not endorse this claim because good friends attend
to vices to help friends improve and disproportionate attention can be
distorting, even when all the beliefs are true:)

Indeed proper attunement facilitates.and guides other virtues. Attend-
ing is a prerequisite for properly assessing and responding to almost every
context. Virtuous friendship requires understanding and helping friends,
for example, which requires perceiving and appreciating their foibles,
strengths, values, challenges; and so on. It requires noticing patterns,
including ones they may themselves overlook. Suppose someone often
complains about their job and starts pining for their hometown. A good
friend might appreciate the significance of these apparently unrelated
facts and be attuned to the connection: Their friend is considering—
perhaps subconsciously—moving home. But this requires noticing sub-
tleties. Similarly, being'a virtuous teacher, researcher, or nurse requires
attunement to features of the professional environment. Perhaps, then,
attentional virtues are meta-virtues, prerequisites for, and constituents
of, other virtues.

3 Collective Virtues of Attention

Section 2 argued that proper attunement is fruitfully cast as a cognitive
virtue. This section posits that groups can possess attentional virtues
and vices. Since this chapter already covers many topics, I sidestep con-
tentious discussions about the nature of collective agency and virtue.'?
L.do this by focusing on less controversial examples. Readers who doubt
collectives can have cognitive virtues are unlikely to be convinced by
what follows, but I hope they find something of value in the chapter,
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nonetheless, in its attention to the epistemology of attention. This side-
stepping is itself an exercise in directing attention. I hope to avoid the
mires of theorising group agency because I have different aims, namely
foregrounding normative contours of attention and suggesting the rea-
sons for conceiving of attunement as a virtue indicate that attentional
virtues and vices are attributable to groups, institutions, and perhaps
societies.

3.1 Socially Distributed Attention

Section 2 argued that whether attention is appropriate can depend on
broader attentional patterns. In the case of Teagen’s mother, the loci
of normativity are patterns and traits, not any particular attentional
instance. Attentional patterns also emerge across people. Suppose Te-
agen mentions her veganism on Facebook. If almost everyone who sees
Teagen’s post wonders whether Teagen receives enough iron, this con-
stitutes disproportionate attention. As with her mother, plausibly this ex-
cess is not located in individual instances. It emerges from the aggregate.

For individual Facebook friends—or-some, many, or most of them—
the attentional instance is plausibly not inappropriate. There is typically
nothing wrong with an individual’s sometimes wondering about vegan-
ism and iron deficiency. Unlike with belief, there is considerable latitude
in what we may wonder."* And there are reasons to wonder. It is not
outlandish that a vegan has low iron. Non-heme, plant-based iron is
relatively hard to absorb. Yet the resulting pattern of socially distributed
attention is disproportionate..Society unduly fixates on putative inad-
equacies of vegan nutrition, especially given that vegans are typically
nutritionally healthier and better informed than non-vegans and given
the relative neglect of health risks of non-veganism.'

Detractors might insist that emergent socially-distributed attentional
patterns cannot be improper unless the individuals’ attention is im-
proper. They might argue individual Facebook friends are being nosy,
for example. Perhaps Teagen’s nutrition is not their business because
they won’t affect it or because their attention stems from ignorance. In
response: Firstly, it is unduly judgemental to condemn these Facebook
friends. Many exhibit concern for Teagen. We are free to wonder about
all kinds of things, including topics we cannot control and lack exper-
tise about. Undisciplined wonderings and considering diverse objects
of passing thought are essential for creativity, curiosity, and enhanc-
ing understanding. And some Facebook friends might worry precisely
because they understand nutrition. Secondly, readers can themselves
devise an example they find compelling. The structure is that some,
most, or all individuals do not exhibit a flaw in their attentional pat-
tern by noticing or considering something, but the aggregate pattern is
disproportionate.
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3.2 Group Attentional Traits

Teagen’s Facebook friends are not a group agent or promising candi-
date for attributions of group-level virtue or vice. The example simply,
illustrates how attentional patterns arise amongst people synchronically,
in addition to intrapersonally diachronically. To investigate group-level
virtues of attunement, it will be helpful to consider a paradigm group
agent, such as a small deliberative decision-making group.

InvestyGate. A six-person investment group, InvestyGate, discusses
whether to invest in AmaRanch, a small amaranth farm in Ken-
tucky. It looks like a safe, lucrative investment that will ‘eutperform
rival investment opportunities. One group member, Wayne, raises
a worry. If it rains torrentially throughout June, Wayne notes, the
crop would be ruined. He is correct that a heavy June rainfall would
render AmaRanch unprofitable. The investors discuss the possibil-
ity briefly. Kentucky rainfall is typically low and there is no special
reason to worry this year. They move onto other considerations,
such as whether there will be sufficient labourto harvest the autumn
crop and whether recent increases in farro sales helps or hinders
amaranth sales.

In this case, the group exhibited the cognitive virtue of attunement.
They were sensitive to relevant considerations, paid them appropriate at-
tention, and properly situated them in deliberations. They did not dwell
on Wayne’s worry.

There is latitude in proper attention. Given the unlikeliness of crop-
destroying rainfall, it would probably have been perfectly reasonable for
InvestyGate to have never considered it, just as they did not discuss other
distant but possible risks; such as the farmer’s negligently allowing her
insurance to lapse before a crop-destroying fire. But, given this latitude,
it was also perfectly reasonable to discuss it and move on.

Wayne’s raising the concern can alter the normative landscape of at-
tention. Once Wayne raises the possibility of excessive rainfall, perhaps
the group should briefly discuss it and merely waving it aside would be
negligent. His mentioning the possibility may constitute evidence that it
is not farfetched and is attention-worthy. But had Wayne not raised the
topic, the group can permissibly never consider it. If so, this illustrates
a way that paying attention to a topic affects epistemic normativity.'

3.3 Non-Summativism

The group might exhibit virtues of well-calibrated attention even if
one member fails to. Suppose Wayne doesn’t let it drop. He researches
weather trends and—even though the data show crop-destroying rainfall
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is rare—he reraises the possibility. In some such cases, Wayne thereby
allots the possibility of an unreasonable amount of attention and ex-
hibits the epistemic vice of improper attunement. But the group itself
can be nonetheless virtuous. Indeed, they can be better attuned in yir-
tue of Wayne’s individually disproportionate attention. Suppose rainis
a non-negligible risk that they would have disregarded but, because of
Wayne’s fixation, they instead allot appropriate attention.

The group could instead exhibit group-level improper attunement.
They could, with Wayne, dwell on the possibility during multiple meet-
ings. They might disregard other factors, such as consumer trends
and alternative investments. Wayne’s rainfall fixation impairs group
attunement.

Institutions other than deliberative groups also exhibitattentional pat-
terns that emerge at the collective level. Suppose many scientists research
male-patterned heart disease, but very few research female-patterned
heart disease, for example. This is disproportionate attention. An in-
dividual researcher might dedicate years to a particular kind of male-
patterned heart disease. Plausibly her attention'is not improper; it is not
attentionally inappropriate or vicious for a scientist to be engrossed in
specialised research. Research requires specialisation. But the scientific
community’s pattern is improper.

A group might exhibit a well-balanced attentional distribution pre-
cisely because each group member is'differently fixated. In some cases
the individuals’ attentional dispositions are irrational, yet the group
functions well in virtue of this skewed attentional distribution. This
suggests the virtues of attunement are non-summative: A group can
lack the collective virtue even though each member’s attention is vir-
tuous. Suppose every doctor hired into a cardiology department virtu-
ously specialises in an interesting and important kind of heart disease,
for example, but the overall group wholly neglects female-patterned
heart disease. Conversely, a group can possess attunement even when
no member does. Suppose each InvestyGate member is unduly gripped
by a different investment opportunity and neglect alternatives, but the
group’s discussions thereby focus adroitly. Indeed the undue atten-
tion of individuals yields deep insights and ensures each prospect is
discussed:

Note that proper attentional distributions do not suffice for virtue; the
group may lack appropriate attentional dispositions and motivations, for
example.!” Note too that skewed attentional distributions can be vicious
even if the aggregate amount is appropriate. Suppose one member of
InvestyGate focuses wholly on gender justice, to the exclusion of other
topics, and no other member ever considers it. The group lacks virtuous
attentional distribution, even if the amount of attention is unimpeach-
able. A social virtue epistemology of attention can limn these normative
contours further.
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3.4 Levels of Attentional Infrastructure

Section 2 argued that attentional traits exhibit features characteris-
tic of virtue and vice. These features included bidirectional links be-
tween attunement and education, skills, values, other virtues, and other
character traits, for example, and that being properly attuned requires
navigating complex, nuanced, and changing features of one’s cognitive
environment. Collective attentional traits likewise exhibit these features,
which suggests there are collective attentional virtues and wices. I will
not sketch group examples of each property described in Section.2. T in-
stead focus on just one, namely that attentional traits arise from hetero-
geneous, interlocking agential components. This property illuminates
the attention-shaping power of big tech and social nudging (Sections
4.4 and 4.5).

Individuals’ attentional dispositions arise from myriad aspects of
agency, including perception, intellection, and imagination. Attentional
patterns arise for features that are automatic, habitual, subconscious,
associative, reflective, deliberate, and so onj and can be grounded in
extended environmental conditions. We use connections amongst these
facets to alter attentional habits. Collective attentional dispositions are
similarly heterogeneous. InvestyGate’s attention arises from, and is
constituted by, group discussions, correspondence, conversations with
outsiders, individuals’ thought patterns;and so on. Rainfall estimates
could appear in minutes, memos, agendas, action items, whiteboards,
shared electronic folders, silly jokes, or offhand comments. Funding and
person-hours can be assigned to researching rainfall. A consultant could
be hired. These media direct and constitute attention.

Funding, space, and time are key attentional resources for most collec-
tive agents. But, of course, different collective agents have varied kinds
of resources. Attentional resources can include a newspaper’s column
inches, an art gallery’s wall space, and a university’s campus layout. Is
the library the focal point, for example, or the football stadium? And
which departments are relegated to campus peripheries? Accessibility
of information and similar abstract features of social infrastructure
determine—and ean constitute—attention. Search engine rankings are a
potent attentional force.

Substrata of attention can remain relatively segregated. InvestyGate
might discuss rainfall at length, for example, but not keep written re-
cords or perceive connections between weather and other topics. Perhaps
rainfall'is neglected when discussing a similar farm. Alternatively, they
might integrate the topic. Their newfound sensitivity to the significance
of rainfall on farming means those same concerns become salient in
novel contexts. The group’s attention helps them forge new connections.
Such features constitute the group’s cognitive character. They affect
the group’s epistemic position, including its understanding, judgement,
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knowledge, evidence, sensitivity, reliability, expertise, and confidence.
As with individual agents, if the group can be confident it hasn’t over-
looked important considerations, it is owing to integration amongst the
manifold parts of attention infrastructure. These attentional features
underwrite the group’s attentional virtues and vices.

3.5 Group Action and Character

As with individual attention, group attention is deeply linked to.educa-
tion, values, and character. These links are multi-directional and have
feedback loops. A group’s values shape its attentional patterns, for ex-
ample, which in turn shape its values. And, as with individuals’ atten-
tional traits, an instance or pattern of attention can conflict with the
group’s broader values and character. InvestyGate might become un-
characteristically fixated on rainfall, for example, whereas typically they
adeptly proportion attention.

Detractors might doubt the possibility of divergence between a group’s
values and its actions, including its attentional patterns. According to
this objection, whilst an individual’s values can diverge from her actions,
a corporation’s values are wholly determined by its actions. There is no
space for the disparity to arise. If correcty.this closes the gap between
group attentional patterns and putative character traits. This threatens
a virtue-theoretic treatment of group attentional dispositions because,
if correct, groups cannot have attentional virtues and vices, but merely
attentional patterns.'®

In response, I concede that—compared to individuals—groups
might be relatively constrainedin their capacity to act out of charac-
ter. Whereas an individual’s valuing might be constituted by their his-
tory, emotions, motivations, hopes, thoughts, and other psychological
and somatic states, an institution’s valuing is more fully determined by
its actions. But although slimmer, there is nonetheless a gap between
a group’s actions-and its values and character. This gap is revealed by
counterfactuals.. Suppose researching female-patterned heart disease
attracted accolades and career advancement. An ambitious research
group, HeartLab; might devote considerable attention to the topic.
But this behaviour does not determine HeartLab’s values. If incentives
were removed or better elsewhere, HeartLab’s focus would shift. This
illustrates a group’s attentional patterns can diverge from its values and
character.

Detractors might respond that HeartLab’s attention and values do
not diverge because its attentional patterns accord with a stable dispo-
sition to value careerism. In response, I grant HeartLab acts in accord
with careerist values and traits, but they also—because of incentives—
invest considerable attention towards women’s health despite not caring
about it.
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Group’s attentional patterns can also diverge from values and char-
acter simply because the group functions poorly. I thus hope to have
motivated that collectives can possess attentional virtues and vices and
these traits merit further investigation.

4 The Ethics and Politics of Attention

This section applies the virtue theoretic resources outlined above to high-
light the importance of the epistemology of attention for understanding
moral and social phenomena. A theme throughout the section is that
attentional normativity requires epistemological frameworks beyond as-
sessing whether claims are true and supported by evidence.

4.1 True Yet Distorting

Attention can render information misleading or inapt even when every
claim is true. For audio, visual, print, and internet-based media, atten-
tional patterns are determined and constituted-by features like colour,
shape, size, font, links, layout, volume, time, and motion. Suppose a news
site reports crime. The reports are accurate-and they carefully reflect
overall ratios of crimes committed by immigrants and non-immigrants.
But the site foregrounds the former; those reports are higher and have
larger fonts. Since the website’s claims are true and the ratios propor-
tionate, criticising this news site requires evaluative frameworks from
the epistemology of attention.

An organisation can hide detrimental information by not releasing it.
But sometimes releasing information is legally required because of, for
example, litigation or transparency laws. The organisation can instead
bury the information within a camouflaging informational cacophony.
This practice—known as “document dumping”—is similar to politicians
strategically releasing'damaging information during busy news cycles
and on Friday afternoons. The released information is within the recip-
ient’s view, but'not their grasp. It is difficult to criticise this epistemic
misconduct using epistemological frameworks that focus on whether
claims and/assertions are true and evidentially justified. Assessing such
practices requires an epistemology of attention.

Search engine results do not present themselves as accurate or in-
accurate, but rather ordered by relevance or anticipated value to the
searcher. Resulting rankings can distort even if every search result and
linked website contains only accurate claims. Suppose, for example, that
Googling “Guantanamo Bay” produces results about holiday accommo-
dations above results about the infamous detention centre. The relative
spatial location is epistemically inapt because it reflects reality poorly.
Social virtue epistemology of attention offers resources for evaluating
the power and influence of big tech companies.'”
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4.2 Political Polarisation Despite Full Agreement

The epistemology of attention illuminates political polarisation. Two
individuals or groups could have similar beliefs and credences, and yet
polarise as a matter of emphasis and attentional patterns. One world-
view foregrounds crime and the other poverty, for example, in thought
patterns, including associative dispositions, inferential habits, and:time
spent on topics. Attention-based polarisation is not captured by existing
attempts to taxonomise and understand the epistemology of political po-
larisation, such as Talisse (2021), because attention-based, epistemic po-
larisation can happen even when people have identical belief content and
confidence levels. This polarisation is insidious, entrenched, and hard to
theorise and remedy because it is difficult to notice, measure, test, and
criticise divergent attentional patterns, as compared to'divergent beliefs.

4.3 Attentional Vice, Attentional Wronging, and Moral
Encroachment

Attention has moral import. Suppose InvestyGate’s Wayne continually
raises the question of whether InvestyGate’s secretary is embezzling
funds, for example, despite lacking evidence. This can morally wrong
her. But, importantly, this wrong hinges on Wayne’s attentional patterns,
not his beliefs. He might, after all, believe she is innocent. “Merely” ask-
ing questions can cause bad epistemic and practical downstream effects,
such as when “mere” question-raising stoked early vaccine scepticism.
But plausibly question-asking can itself constitute attentional wrong-
ing or flawed attentional conduct, even aside from downstream causal
effects.

Recently theorists have‘argued that beliefs can morally wrong a per-
son.?’ Moral encroachment holds that moral features of a belief can
affect its epistemic justification. Some adherents also endorse the prin-
ciple of doxastic wronging, which holds that beliefs about a person can
morally wrong them; even when those beliefs are supported by good
evidence, in virtue of the belief’s content. These views are motivated by
examples of, for example, believing someone is staff based on their race.
They challenge the “purist” orthodoxy that, roughly speaking, whether
a belief is.epistemically justified depends only on evidence and other
truth-relevant factors. Focusing on attentional normativity helps rebut
arguments for moral encroachment and doxastic wronging.

Rima Basu (2021) motivates moral encroachment and doxastic wrong-
ing by noting that “We care how we feature in the thoughts of other
people and we want to be regarded in their thoughts in the right way”.
But thinking isn’t limited to belief. It includes characterological features,
such as patterns of attention and inquiry. Emphasising this helps recon-
cile Basu’s contention that thoughts can wrong with the purist claim that
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a belief’s epistemic justification doesn’t depend on practical or moral fac-
tors. That is, we can countenance many epistemic and moral cognitive
missteps without denying purism. Pointing to these missteps can defend
purism because many putative examples of moral encroachment and
doxastic wronging exemplify flawed attentional conduct and character;
rather than flawed beliefs.

Moral encroachment is typically motivated via vignettes of, for in-
stance, racial profiling. Vignette protagonists can commit multiple er-
rors concurrently, and so identifying their purist-compatible errors is
consistent with the vignettes also illustrating moral encroachment. But
the point is dialectical: We can respond to arguments for moral encroach-
ment by diagnosing flaws exhibited by the protagonists that are compati-
ble with purism. This appeal to attentional normativity exemplifies how
focusing on ethical and epistemic questions beyond whether a particular
belief is justified by current evidence helps defend purism against chal-
lenges from moral encroachment. Purism is a narrow claim about the
epistemic justification of individual beliefs at a time; it is thus consistent
with myriad significant interactions between ethical and epistemic nor-
mativity. These rich normative ecotones can explain the vignettes that
motivate moral encroachment within a puristframework.>! And virtue
theory creates space to identify flaws and other places for improvement
without decrying it a “wrong”, that is; wholly prohibited conduct.

Attentional wronging, assuming it’s possible, might manifest in var-
ious ways. Suppose two InvestyGate colleagues were formerly married
and one frequently mentions this during meetings. Within InvestyGate,
the fact is common knowledge, entailed by background evidence, and
sometimes—for recusals, for example—relevant. Yet drawing gratuitous
attention to this common knowledge might constitute an attentional
wrong. Attentional normativity must distinguish, of course, amongst
merely attending to a topic, deliberately drawing your own attention to
it, and steering other-people’s attention. Some cognitive conduct, such
as indulging in inappropriate sexual or violent fantasies, might qualify
as attentional wrongs or flawed attentional conduct even if never dis-
closed to others. Perhaps sexually fantasising about a person who clearly
doesn’t want you to can manifest flawed character, for example. But one
must be cautious about morally assessing thoughts. Sexual harassment
is often glossed as “unwanted sexual attention”, but the term “atten-
tion” is ambiguous between behavioural and mental conduct. This raises
the spectre of sexual harassment merely by thinking about somebody.*?
These potential sources of cognitive wronging are not doxastic wrong-
ing; the central phenomena are not belief.

Indeed plausibly attentional normativity offers a unified explanation of
various (putative) wrongs or flaws of several doxastic and non-doxastic
cognitive propositional attitudes and conduct, such as hoping, fearing,
expecting, suspecting, doubting, imagining, daydreaming, ignoring,
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forgetting, overlooking, and believing that p. Suppose a parent fervently
hopes their child becomes a talented pianist, for example.?? If the hope
itself can wrong the child, or be flawed, it could be because the parent
attends to the ambition too much. The connections between a person’s
values and attentional dispositions, discussed in Section 2, help explain
why people care what others attend to.>*

4.4 Agenda Setting, Big Tech, and the Social Infrastructures
of Attention

This section motivates two claims: If attentional patterns are invisible,
the underlying attentional infrastructure is even more so. And big tech
companies yield both attention-shaping powers. That is, we recognise
that big tech determines what people pay attention. to—the topics of
attention—but big tech also sculpts the underlying attentional infra-
structure that determines these attentional dispositions.

Wayne from InvestyGate illustrates that an individual can influence
the topics of group attention. But Wayne can.also shape his group’s
foundational attentional infrastructure. Suppose InvestyGate’s meet-
ings lacked agendas and Wayne introduced that structural resource for
guiding attention, for example. Agenda setting is a powerful role. The
minute-writer steers resources corresponding to group memory. Agenda
setting determines group attention. ‘Attention may be more founda-
tional than values and judgements, since it determines what topics one
has judgements about. Like many powerful roles, agenda setting can be
invisible. Contours of attention—Ilike the air we breathe—are hard to
notice. Like other foundational aspects of cognition and social infra-
structure, attentional patterns are typically noticed only when defective.
Likewise, with breath.

Big tech shapes attentional patterns. Sometimes an attentional instance
or pattern does not stem from a stable disposition, but instead reflects
external forces. Suppose Teagen the vegan’s Facebook comment was ad-
jacent to adverts for iron supplements or an Iron Man movie on people’s
Facebook feeds. Her friends’ wondering whether Teagen is iron deficient
might stem/from features of their cognitive environment—the salience of
iron—rather than internal dispositions to wonder about vegan nutrition.
But environments shape attentional dispositions and the proximity of
iron supplement adverts to vegan content could be deliberate. If iron sup-
plement adverts appear frequently, this fuels dispositions to think about
micronutrition and associate iron deficiency with veganism. Advertisers
exploit the relative ease of steering perceptual salience to shape deeper
attentional character.?’

But more than this, big tech also shapes underlying attentional archi-
tecture. The Facebook corporation determined whether to have a sepa-
rate “friends feed” and “current affairs feed” or to amalgamate them,
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for example, and users barely notice or question this decision about the
architecture of social attention. They are currently merged; one feed
serves both functions. An epistemological assessment of this decision
lies beyond the scope of this chapter, but the one-feed structure may fuel
fake news, political polarisation, and the increasing dominance of social
groups, rather than journalists, in shaping news exposure. Theorising
the epistemology of attention helps distinguish these two distinct powers
of big tech.

4.5 Progressive Nudges and the Aims of Political Protest

One can leverage different levels of attentional scaffolding to adjust at-
tentional traits; we do this for individuals, groups, institutions, and so-
cieties. Female-patterned heart disease is under-researched. Individual
scientists can begin to remedy this by asking questions about women’s
physiology at conferences, featuring female-patterned heart disease on
course syllabi, or tweeting about the relative dearth of research. A med-
ical association can direct attention by funding research, administering
prizes, or hosting conferences. Journalists could foreground research
on female-patterned heart disease and departments can encourage ju-
nior scientists by highlighting career benefits of this underexplored
area. Shifting these various attentional levels alters overall attentional
patterns.

Institutional features like newsletters, special issues, op-eds, and so-
cial media posts aim to shape knowledge and incentives. But they cannot
be fully understood without focusing on their attentional aims. This is
because many tweets and op-eds are not best understood as attempts to
inform or incentivise: The audience either already knows, doesn’t care,
or won’t remember the content. And more effective educational and
motivational tools are available. The authors usually know all this. Yet
tweeting (and similar) can nonetheless be effective because the author
aims to influence attentional patterns, rather than inform. By creating
instances of attention to female-patterned heart disease, individuals can
help restructure overall attentional dispositions. The field thereby be-
comes more inclined towards noticing female-patterned heart disease
and its research lacuna. The term “noticeboard” is telling; noticeboards
oftenssteer-attention more effectively than they inform.

The virtue theoretic contours of attention illuminate the aims of pro-
test. Chappell and Yetter-Chappell (2016) argue that inaction in the
face of salient need is more monstrous than inaction concerning non-
salient need.”® They consider Peter Singer’s influential comparison of
a child drowning in a nearby pond and one starving abroad. Regard-
less of the overall choice worthiness of the two omissions, Chappell and
Yetter-Chappell argue, inaction about the former exhibits worse moral
character.
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This insight illuminates the forces of protests. Protests can be effec-
tive. But how? They are typically not effective ways to educate or inform.
Protest banners and chants might be humorous or build camaraderie,
but they are feeble at transferring knowledge. And protests seem inef-
fective at directly affecting the observer’s conative attitudes. Observers
do not typically revise their motivations or beliefs about animal cru-
elty by seeing a protest.”” Learning about animal cognition or talking
with a friend is more effective at these aims. But protest is nonetheless
effective: It directs attention. It reminds us that Guantanamo Deten-
tion Camp is still open, Washington DC lacks congressional represen-
tation, and polar bears face extinction. We already knew these things,
but we weren’t thinking about them. Roadblocks, celebrities, stunts,
humorous signs, outlandish outfits, danger, and nudity can be effective
protest techniques, not because they communicate relevant information
but because they command attention. They attract media coverage, for
example. Drawing attention to a need renders inaction more monstrous.
People are motivated to not feel or appear monstrous. Thus the influ-
ence of attention on character virtues helps explain the efficacy of pro-
test. “What-about-ism” in political discourse is similarly an exercise in
directing attention. It directs attention away-from an issue, which can
make inaction seem—or be—less monstrous.

4.6 Wokeness, Liberation, and Attentional Injustice

Flaws in attentional distributions are often easily overlooked because
default attentional patterns and infrastructure go unnoticed. Arthur
may never notice that he disproportionately clocks whether women are
slender, for example, partly because everyone around him does too.
Attentional omissions—such as absences from an agenda or curricula
and whose perspectives are missing from deliberations—are particularly
hard to notice, diagnose, and remedy. And epistemic injustice can be
caused by, and constituted by, attentional patterns of “tuning out” when
some people, such.as women, talk.?®

Unfair attentional distributions can arise when women are dispropor-
tionately expected to think of household demands or colleagues’ emo-
tional needs; for example, which allows men mental space to consider
topicsthat.advance their interests. The epistemology of attention illumi-
nates epistemic contours of these disparities. Recall from Section 2 how
attention, including background attentional tendencies, enhances un-
derstanding. Devoting background attention to interesting topics, rather
than mundane household demands, provides cognitive advantages.”’
Proper attunement is vital to social justice, including as a liberatory vir-
tue. It can be liberatory for women to pay less attention to their appear-
ance, for example, and paying attention to marginalised groups serves
and constitutes justice.
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Wokeness is typically glossed as being aware of injustice.’’ Aware-
ness has both informational and attentional components. It is not merely
knowing; it requires “heeding” or bearing in mind. Wokeness is a virtue
of attunement. By framing “wokeness” as largely an attentional trait,
rather than centrally about one’s beliefs, one can countenance epistemic
dimensions of wokeness without threatening evidentialist demands on
belief. Gardiner (2018) emphasises that beliefs can serve justice whilst
fully reflecting the evidence, but a conception of wokeness that centres
on belief, rather than attention, risks requiring too much confidence in
complex historical, economic, psychological, and social claims in the ab-
sence of requisite expertise and evidence. Attention-based conceptions of
wokeness avoid this worry. And if wokeness centres on attention, rather
than knowledge, it thereby avoids elitist values that cast ignorance and
undereducation as moral flaws. Thirdly, interpreting wokeness as largely
about attention, rather than belief or knowledge, accords well with early
and influential recorded uses of “stay woke”, such asLead Belly’s 1938
exhortation to Black travellers to Alabama to “watch out” and “be a
little careful when they go along through there—best stay woke, keep
their eyes open” and Erykah Badu’s contrasting “stay woke” with sleep,
not ignorance, in her 2008 song “Master Teacher”.

This chapter argues that proper attunement is a social virtue because
(i) it can be possessed by groups, collectives, institutions, and perhaps
societies. And (ii) it is deeply affected by moral, interpersonal, and so-
cial factors. Social institutions;including especially big tech, should help
cultivate attentional virtues. Social virtue epistemology can guide this
endeavour.

5 The Devil Was Lost in the Details

This chapter investigates the cognitive virtues of attention for individu-
als and collectives. I argue that virtue theory provides a powerful frame-
work for illuminating the complex, nuanced, diachronic, developmental,
socially embedded contours of attentional normativity. Throughout the
chapter, I highlighted the potency and importance of attention. Atten-
tion shifts the epistemic and moral landscape.

In closing, L 'highlight interconnections between two features of at-
tentional normativity discussed in Section 4. Firstly, big tech compa-
nies play sizable roles in shaping attentional patterns and building the
social infrastructures that underwrite those attentional patterns. They
determine the Google rankings, for example, but also whether shop-
ping, news, scholarship, and images have separate search results or not.
Secondly, attentional patterns can be distorting even when all relevant
claims are true and evidentially supported. Recall the website that dis-
proportionately foregrounds crime committed by immigrants, for ex-
ample. The articles can be wholly accurate—every claim is true—but
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the disproportionate attention misleads and misrepresents. This is in-
sidious because difficult to epistemologically criticise. Epistemological
frameworks that focus only on whether claims are true and evidentially
supported are inadequate. An epistemology of attention, by contrast,
enables us to epistemologically assess the website because focusing on
attention reveals a variety of epistemic errors that are consistent with the
relevant claims being fully true and known.

These two features are importantly connected. In the internet age,
vast swaths of information are available. Even when all the claims are
true, information drowns in information. One can hide an object in
plain sight by placing it in a messy room. In the information age, select-
ing, sorting, arranging, foregrounding, presenting, omitting, and con-
textualising information is paramount. These curatory epistemic virtues
are indispensable.3! Epistemological frameworks that are limited to
whether individual propositions are true and evidentially supported can-
not epistemically assess big tech products, advise on navigating modern
cognitive environs, or map normative contours of the social epistemic
environment.

Lucifer’s fall from grace raises a puzzle. Heaven was perfectly good, so
how could Lucifer have erred? There was nothing imperfect for him to
do, see, or desire. One response holds that Lucifer only focused on good
things—there were no other—but his error was focusing on the less good
things instead of the best things. Rather than contemplating the Divine,
Lucifer was distracted by his own goodness.?? Analogous dangers lurk
in our epistemic lives: Even if all our beliefs were true and well-founded,
we could epistemically misstep by focusing on less attention-worthy
things and being distracted by the paltry and peripheral.

The epistemic forces of attention can be insidious. It is difficult to
notice, measure, evaluate; criticise, and remedy the patterns and infra-
structure of attention, compared to, say, whether a claim is false or un-
supported. And-whilst many epistemological frameworks attempt the
latter, there is a relative dearth of epistemological theorising aimed at
the former. The informational cacophony of the internet age renders
the epistemology of attention even more urgent. Attention demands
attention.
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Notes

1 The epistemology of attention is strikingly underexplored within analytic
epistemology. In September 2020 a Google Scholar search for “epistemology
of attention” generated just 21 results. Most of these were poetry, education,
or media studies, rather than philosophy. The rest were the philosophy and
psychology of perception (Mole et al., 2011; Watzl 2011). Watzl (2017, 5)
describes a similar dearth of research. Research/in economics, media stud-
ies, communications, informatics, and psychology reveals the importance of
attention (Lanham 2006). And Buddhist, Islamic, and Confucian traditions
foreground attention (Ganeri 2017). Analytic philosophy appeals to the im-
portance of attention in, for example, propersmoral conduct and aesthetic
appreciation (Herman 1993, esp. 73-93; Murdoch 2003, 16-36; Brewer
2009; Korsmeyer 2011, Todd 2014). The lacuna is epistemological theories
of attention. Much of the analytic epistemology of attention is relatively
new, such as Hookway (2003), Fairweather and Montemeyer (2017), Siegel
(2017, n.d.), and Munton (2021). See also references in later footnotes.

2 For tractability I focus on appropriate attentional distributions, rather than
attentional manner. Both are important. One should be sensitive to a per-
son’s disability, for example, but not transfixed. These can involve similar
attentional magnitudes, but.a different manner. 1 also sidestep whether
proper attunement is one unified virtue or a cluster. This depends on the
individuation conditions of virtues.

3 Herman (2007, 1993) and/Garthoff (2015).

4 T am grateful to Mark Alfano and Zoe Johnson King for helpful discussions
on these topics.

5 See Kvanvig (2003), Elgin (2006), and Gardiner (2012).

6 On the epistemology of emotion directing attention, see Elgin (1999, 146-
169), Goldie (2004), and Brady (2010, 2013). On affect directing aesthetic
attention, see Korsmeyer (2011) and Todd (2014).

7 Note that standpoint epistemology is characterised by stronger claims and
standpoint epistemologists offer various explanations for the epistemic bene-
fits of social marginalisation (Toole 2019, 2022; Saint-Croix 2020). Thanks
to_Catherine Elgin, Amy Flowerree, Renee Jorgensen, and Cat Saint-Croix
for conversations on these topics.

8°0On some views, character traits are merely dispositional and do not require
time unfolding.

9 Scanlon (1998, 39ff.) and Bommarito (2013).

10 See also Archer et al. (2020) on celebrity political opinions.

11 Munton (2021) and Watzl (2017).

12 For insightful discussion, see Chappell and Yetter-Chappell (2016) and
Bommarito (2013).

13 Lahroodi (2018) discusses how requirements on collective agency and virtue
affect collective virtue attributions.
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14 There are epistemological normative conditions on non-doxastic attention.
That is, wondering, daydreaming, imagining, considering, hoping, and simi-
lar can be epistemically inappropriate. But doxastic attitudes—Dbelief, doubt,
certainty, suspension—are more epistemically constrained.

15 Non-vegans face higher risks of cancer and cardio-vascular disease and,
according to the National Institutes of Health, about 65% of the global
population develops lactose intolerance (Orenstein 2017). Presumably
the undue attention to putative risks of veganism is partly fuelled by.an-
imal farming industries and individuals’ moral unease about their own
omnivorism.

16 Elsewhere I suggest that mere attention can render error possibilities relevant
and so undermine knowledge. Gardiner (2021-b) argues this is'an epistemic
mechanism of gaslighting, conspiracy theories, and other epistemicinjustice.
Gardiner (2021-a) questions whether society-wide attentionto the possibili-
ties that rape accusers are lying can render those error possibilities relevant.
See also David Lewis’s (1996) “rule of attention”.

17 Thanks to Ning Fan for raising this issue.

18 See also Siegel (n.d.). I am grateful to Dennis Whitcomb for discussion on
these topics.

19 T am grateful to Jessie Munton for conversations on these topics. See also
Alfano and Skorburg (2018).

20 On doxastic wronging, see Basu and Schroeder (2019) and Basu (2021).
On moral encroachment, see Bolinger (2020a, 2020b) and Gardiner (2018,
2021-b).

21 See Gardiner (2018, 2021-b) for further discussion of this dialectic.

22 Perhaps incessantly thinking about another person can attentionally wrong
them. See Gardiner (forthcoming-b).on the obsessive attentional patterns
that characterise limerence.

23 Basu (forthcoming) discusses these kinds of cases. To help isolate the norma-
tivity of the hope itself, one might assume the hope neither causes nor arises
from poor parental behaviour.

24 This final sentence is ambiguous; I endorse both readings. This discussion
benefitted from a series of conversations on intersections of ethics and epis-
temology with Rima Basu, Renee Jorgensen, Amy Flowerree, Liz Jackson,
Steph Leary, and Cat Saint-Croix. I am grateful.

25 On the attention economy, see Lanham (2006), Wu (2017), and Williams
(2018). Thanks to Mark Alfano and Dennis Whitcomb for discussion.

26 Mullaart (n.d.) notes that salience is observer-dependent. Theorists should
avoid the consequence that, for example, an individual who is more attuned
to others’ distress because of her own traumatic history is thereby more
monstrous forinaction than someone who simply fails to notice.

27 Protests might effectively shift protestors’ attitudes, since people care more
about subjects they have already invested in.

28 1am grateful to Adam Carter for this suggestion.

29 On attention and epistemic injustice, Gardiner (2021-b) examines the role of
attention in gaslighting and conspiracy theories. I argue that focusing on re-
mote error possibilities can render them relevant and so undermine rational
belief. Similarly, Gardiner (2021-a) examines how focusing on the chance
that a rape accuser is lying might render the error possibility relevant.

30 On the term’s history see Pulliam-Moore (2016) and Romano (2020). For
philosophical accounts of wokeness, see Basu (2019) and Atkins (2020). On
attention, character traits and social justice, see Scheman (2017), Tanesini
(2020, 59), Medina (2016), Gardiner (forthcoming-a), Whiteley (forthcom-
ing), and Smith and Archer (2020).
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31 The motto of University of Notre Dame’s College of Arts and Letters is
“Study everything. Do anything.” This is bad advice.

32 This account of Lucifer’s fall is an interpretation of Augustine (Burns 1988)
and Anselm (Wood 2016, esp. 236-237). I am grateful to Josh Watson for
perceiving this connection to Lucifer. This attention-based explanation. of
Lucifer’s fall accords well with Bommarito (2013)’s attention-based treat-
ment of pride: Lucifer was good. His downfall was paying too much atten-
tion to his goodness.
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2b Commentary from
J. Adam Carter

Reply to Gardiner on Virtues of Attention

Georgi Gardiner’s “Virtues of Attention” sets out to.do three main
things: to (i) motivate the importance of attention for epistemological
theorising; to (ii) argue that the normativity of attention is illuminated
by virtue epistemology; and to (iii) highlight how the virtues of proper
attention are plausibly conceived of as collective and institutional vir-
tues, and not merely as individual virtues.

On point (i) I am in agreement. As far.as.I am aware, the most devel-
oped work on the epistemic significance of attention is found mostly in
the philosophy of emotion,! and in the philosophy of perception,? rather
than in mainstream epistemology; so Gardiner’s contribution here is a
welcome one. On point (iii) I am also in agreement. As Gardiner points
out, “groups, institutions, and sets of people also exhibit attentional pat-
terns” (Gardiner, forthcoming, X). Given that groups, institutions, and
the like can plausibly exhibit attentional patterns,® we should expect
that the dispositions that give rise to them are (epistemically) better or
Worse.

While I am sympathetic to point (ii)—the claim that the normativity
of attention is illuminated by virtue epistemology—I am less convinced
that the tack Gardiner has taken in the chapter to establish this has done
so convincingly. And so, from here on out—while I think Gardiner’s
chapter is rich'and that it succeeds admirably in most of its aims—I am
going to focus narrowly on (a) why I don’t think Gardiner has really
established ¢hat virtue epistemology illuminates the norms of attention;
but—and this point is in a friendly spirit—I think that there is a very
good case toomake that virtue epistemology ca#n illuminate (some) norms
of attention, and I will explain, beyond what Gardiner has suggested,
how I think it could potentially do so.

So what would it be to show that something (be it virtue epistemol-
ogy, or anything else) “illuminates the norms of attention”? On the as-
sumption that there are norms of attention (one I think Gardiner is right
to make), such norms might be evaluative or prescriptive.* Evaluative
norms will say when some kind of attention pattern is good qua the kind
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of thing it is.’ For example, “Ceteris paribus, attention that tracks valu-
able properties is better than otherwise”. Prescriptive norms of attention
prescribe (permit or prohibit) attention patterns. For example, “Don’t
focus on irrelevant details”. To illuminate either kind of norm would
presumably involve identifying the source of the relevant normativity,
or suggesting how we might go about identifying it. To this end, some
questions we’d hope to answer are: why do evaluative norms of attention
tell us that attention is better as such if it has certain properties rather
than others? Relatedly: why do prescriptive norms of attention preseribe
(or prohibit) some attention patterns but not others? What.explains all
of this?

For virtue epistemology to illuminate the normativity of attention in
a substantial way, it would at minimum need to answer (or put us in a
position to answer) these kinds of questions; put-another way, it seems
that appealing to virtue epistemology will 7ot have illuminated the nor-
mativity of attention very well if it has left it mysterious, or just a brute
fact, that the evaluative or prescriptive norms of attention are those that
we take them to be.

Gardiner’s strategy for using virtue epistemology to illuminate the
normativity of attention takes as a starting-point “that proper atten-
tion seems inherently linked to character”. This seems true enough. Her
strategy from here is to show that the “normativity of attention is illu-
minated by conceiving of being properly attuned as having cognitive
virtue”, where proper attunement “is paying attention to the right things
in the right way, at the right time; ignoring what should be ignored, and
being sensitive to significant features”. But what is it that determines
whether you’ve paid attention in'the right way or the wrong way? Gar-
diner says her chapter is meant to be “relatively ecumenical about what
determines whether attentional patterns are improper. Instead I focus on
paradigm examples”.

Gardiner might be entirely right that being properly attuned involves
having cognitive virtue, and that proper attunement requires paying
attention in the “right way, at the right time”, etc. At the same time
though, if the matter of what determines whether attentional patterns
are improper isitself not explained (or such that we’ve been put in a bet-
ter position to explain this), then there remains a straightforward sense
in which the normativity of attention hasn’t really been illuminated in a
substantial way yet, by virtue epistemology or otherwise.

The good news, though, is that I think virtue epistemology can help
us to illuminate this; the tools of telic virtue epistemology® offer just
the kind of resources we’d need in order to better understand why (in
short) proper attention is proper and improper attention is not. One con-
venient way to do this would be to construe the way we apportion our
attention patterns as kinds of attempts in their own right. For example,
suppose we intentionally aim to focus on a cognitive task T, whether it
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be a simple task or a more complex task.” With reference to this aim,
we can then assess our apportioning our attention as successful or not,
on the basis of whether the relevant aim is attained (or not). The success
here might be accidental. Or the success might be due to the exercise of
a disposition to proportion attention reliably (enough) when one aimsto
focus on T (or in relevantly similar cases). If issuing from such a disposi-
tion, the apportioning of attention would then be competent, regardless
of whether it is successful. Finally, apt apportioning of attention will be
not only successful and competent but successful because competent.

With reference to the above kind of picture, telic virtue epistemology
offers the kind of framework within which we could potentially illu-
minate the evaluative normativity of attention, by giving us straight-
forward answers to how attention can be proper {or improper) along
the three specific evaluative dimensions of success; competence, and
aptness.

Is this fully satisfying? Not yet. After all one might aim to attend to
some cognitive task, T, and then aptly apportion one’s attention to T,
when one ought 7ot to have done so. For example, one might attend
aptly to a trivial task. One’s apportioning of attention in such a case is
still apt, just as the executioner’s movements-may aptly attain their aim
even when what is done is reprehensible, and so even if they should have
had a different aim.

In telic virtue epistemology, it isacknowledged that there is a separate
kind normativity that pertains.to which kinds of inquiries one should
take up in the first place. As Sosa puts it, this separate domain of nor-
mativity is the domain of “intellectual ethics”.® As I see it, the question
of which tasks to turn your attention fo falls in the area of intellectual
ethics. Whether virtue epistemology (of any stripe) can illuminate those
norms of attention that fall within intellectual ethics—and so those
norms of attention stand outside of the kind of telic assessment applica-
ble to aimed attemptsas such—remains to be seen.

Notes

1 For example, according to Michael Brady (2010; 2013), the epistemic signifi-
cance of emotions lies in the fact that they have the power to direct attention
in the'way that they do.

2 See, for example, Mole (2008; 2015) and Smithies (2011).

3“This is plausible both in a summative sense, though as well as in an inflation-
ist or non-summative sense. For example, a jury might manifest attentional
patterns by disproportionately deliberating about certain aspects of a case
rather than others.

4 For discussion of this distinction, see, e.g., McHugh (2012, 22) and Simion,
Kelp, and Ghijsen (2016, 384-386).

5 This evaluative “good” here is in Geach’s (1956) sense that a sharp knife
is a “good” knife, where “good” is a predicate modifier as opposed to a
predicate.
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6 The primary exponent of this view is Ernest Sosa. See, especially, his Sosa
(2021). See also Carter (2021) for a recent variation on the view.

7 1 am using a case featuring an intentional aim to simplify applying the
model. The constitutive aim of a given attempt can also be set functionally.
For example, as Sosa (2021, 25, fn. 12) notes, we can assess our implicit or
“functional” beliefs for success, competence and aptness—those that guide
behaviour below the surface of conscious reflection—not because a thinker
intentionally aims at anything, but just because teleologically our percep-
tual systems aim at correctly representing our surroundings. For further
discussion of functional and teleological assessment, see Sosa (2017, 71-72,
129-130, 152; 2021, 24-31, 52-58, 64, 110, 118).

8 See Sosa (2021, Ch. 2).
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2¢ Commentary from

S. Goldberg

“The Normativity of Attention: Characterological vs.
Social”: Comments on Georgi Gardiner’s “Attunement:
On the Cognitive Virtues of Attention”

Georgi Gardiner’s chapter advances the idea that social epistemology
has much to gain by paying attention to attention. Her chapter aims to
advance three main claims. The first is that “we should be attuned to the
normative contours of attention”. The second is that when we do theo-
rise about attention and its normative contours, we ought to conceive of
these in “characterological, virtue-based” terms. And the third is that

the reasons for conceiving of attunement as a characterological,
virtue-based notion suggest that attentional virtues and vices are
also attributable to groups, institutions, and maybe even societies
and other social phenomena.

(8)

There is much to admire about this chapter. For one thing, Gardiner’s
first claim strikes me as both important and plausible, and her argument
on this score will add much to the case that a select few others have made
in their attempt to bring attention to the attention of epistemologists.!
In addition, Gardiner’s argument on this score reinforces the case for
virtue-theoretic approaches to epistemology: there can be little doubt
that she is correct'in thinking that a virtue theory not only accommo-
dates but might be used to explain (at least some of) the normative di-
mensions of attention. And I should add, too, that her case for thinking
of collectives as evaluable in light of the virtues and vices of attention is
interesting and worth considering at greater length.

In this brief response, however, I will focus on the second of the three
claims she makes: that when epistemologists theorise about the norma-
tive contours of attention, we ought to conceive of these in “character-
ological, virtue-based” terms. I want to suggest that there may well be
cases in which the normative expectations on attention flow, not from
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our conception of what makes for a flourishing (cognitive) life per se, but
rather from the sort of social expectations that we have of one another
when we are immersed (and play salient roles) in an epistemic commu-
nity. While these expectations are assimilable within a virtue epistemol-
ogy, they point to an additional source for the normative demands on
attention: that source is not grounded in the value of a flourishing cog-
nitive life.

I begin by acknowledging that at least some of the normative. demands
on attention do seem readily explicable in virtue-theoretic terms.-Con-
sider for example an injunction from the epistemology of testimony, to
the effect that a good recipient of testimony ought to be attentive to
signs of insincerity or incompetence. Failure to attend to.such things
when they are present increases the chances that one is taken in by false
or otherwise unreliable testimony. Since being taken in.in this way is
not part of a flourishing cognitive life, we might take the demand to be
attentive to such signs to be explicable in terms of'its role in conducing
to a flourishing cognitive life.

However, not all of the normative demands on attention are readily
explained in such terms. Some demands on attention flow from one’s
role in a community: lawyers ought to attendto (and remain on the look-
out for) features of situations that bear on their clients’ legal well-being,
doctors ought to attend to (and remain on the lookout for) features of
situations that bear on their patients>health, etc. To be sure, we might
think that in each case there s such a thing as a flourishing cognitive
life qua lawyer (or qua doctor, etc.). But I venture to suggest that cases
are possible in which the demands themselves are neutral with respect
to flourishing. These will be cases in which conforming to the norma-
tive demands on attention conduces neither to cognitive flourishing nor
to cognitive languishing./Consider a person whose job it is to survey
all of the parking meters in a given city to ensure that they are func-
tioning properly; or a'person with the responsibility of overseeing the
production of high-quality ball-bearings at a local production plant. I
would even speculate that there are possible cases in which conforming
to the normative demands on attention might actually lead to cognitive
languishing of a sort. Consider a therapist whose expertise concerns the
relationship between cognitive decline and depression: she is tasked with
being-attentive to the signs of cognitive decline in her clients, but know-
ing what she does about the link with depression, the more attentive
she is'the more depressed she herself gets and the less motivated she is
to continue her work (it is her stubborn sense of professional duty that
keeps her going).

None of these possibilities suggest that Gardiner is incorrect about
the significant contributions that virtue epistemology can make to our
understanding of the normative demands on attention. Rather, they sug-
gest that a virtue epistemology might not give us the complete story
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about the range of those normative demands. And if I am right about
this, then we can also conclude that the social dimensions of (the nor-
mative demands on) attention go beyond cases involving collectives and
groups. In particular, we might think that our social life is itself a rich
source of the normative demands on attention—a point whose proper
explanation appears to require more than what is provided by virtue
epistemology (at least as traditionally conceived).

Notes

1 See e.g. Schellenberg (2018), Siegel (2006, 2007), Watzl (2017), and Silins
and Siegel (2019).

2 Arguably, this sort of idea is present in the virtue-theoretic approach to tes-
timony endorsed by Fricker (2007).
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2d Georgi Gardiner’s Response
to Commentaries

The Limits of Virtue?: Replies to Carter and Goldberg

Adam Carter and Sandy Goldberg both challenge my claim that the nor-
mativity of attention is well-illuminated by virtue epistemology. Carter
suggests virtue epistemology may not address which attentional patterns
and habits we should have. Goldberg points to demands on attention
stemming from social roles, such as professions. Both criticisms are,
I think, rooted in relatively narrow conceptions of virtue theory.

Virtue Reliabilism and Virtue Responsibilism

Carter contends that “To illuminate [the normativity of attention| would
presumably involve identifying the source of the relevant normativity, or
suggesting how we might go about identifying it” (emphasis mine). And,
Carter continues, my proposal hasn’t met this criterion. In response,
firstly, this methodological requirement on illumination or explanation
is too demanding.! One canilluminate or explain a phenomenon without
providing a reductive explanation or tracing the phenomenon back to its
ultimate source. One can illuminate via partial explanation or by occu-
pying explanatory levels that aren’t reductions to fundamental grounds.
Just as claims from applied and normative ethics can be combined with
metaethical and metaphysical claims about what fundamentally explains
those claims, a virtue theory of attention is compatible with various ac-
counts of why, fundamentally speaking, attentional patterns matter at
all. Virtue theory might explain the source of attentional normativity,
but this isn’t required for virtue theory to illuminate attentional norms.

Carter claims that resources from virtue reliabilism explain the source
of attentional normativity. On Ernest Sosa’s view, knowledge is apt be-
lief.? Beliefs are Apt when their Accuracy manifests Adroitness. Carter
modifies this virtue reliabilist AAA framework to apply to attentional
normativity. He suggests that one aims at attentional distributions to-
wards tasks, and the resulting attentional distribution is proper when
apt; that is, when attainment of the attempted attentional distribution
manifests adroitness. This substitutes Sosa’s Accuracy with Attainment,
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because attentional distributions are not truth apt. Sosa’s orthodox AAA
framework applies to belief; Carter’s adaptation of virtue reliabilism
thereby exemplifies how theorising attentional normativity expands the
concerns of epistemology beyond truth and belief.

But, Carter notes, this framework leaves unexplained which atten=
tional patterns one should aim for. He concludes,

As I see it, the question of which tasks to turn your attention to falls
in the area of intellectual ethics. Whether virtue epistemology (of
any stripe) can illuminate those norms of attention that fall within
intellectual ethics [...] remains to be seen.

I aver that virtue responsibilism, rather than virtue reliabilism, illumi-
nates intellectual ethics. Virtue responsibilism is versatile; theorises mul-
tifaceted explananda, and features multiple dimensions of assessment.
It considers social, moral, and contextual features, including motiva-
tions and personal development. Resources from virtue responsibilism
and reliabilism might be fruitfully combined to yield a comprehensive
framework for evaluating attentional traits and patterns. I lack space to
explore this idea; I instead sketch three concerns about Carter’s adapta-
tion of virtue reliabilism’s SSS framework.

Firstly, Carter’s proposed framework is best suited to when a per-
son (intentionally) aims at distinct; dissociable attentional distributions,
such as during specific tasks. But these might be relatively marginal or
abnormal cases. They are, anyway, a fraction of the target phenomenon.
We need a framework for assessing automatic, default attentional habits
and abilities as one navigates life. This includes general omissions, like
not staring at physiological abnormalities, and sensitivity to complex sit-
uations’ important features, such as a friend’s capacity to notice sadness
or a harried nurse’s attunement to subtle symptoms. Similarly, we seek
a framework for assessing overall life patterns and trajectories such as,
for example, Greta Thunberg’s attentional dedication to the climate ca-
tastrophe. But thet AAA framework does not straightforwardly apply to
these examples, not least because patterns and habits evolve over time,
whether attention matches a given pattern is not binary, and attention is
contrastive. The good friend doesn’t aim to notice sadness, he is simply
well -attuned to emotions and conduct—or to other features, like the
road he is driving on—as appropriate. This brings me to the second
WOTrTY.

Attentional patterns are not sufficiently similar to true beliefs for
Sosa’s AAA framework to smoothly apply. Whether a belief is true is
often binary and straightforward; the epistemic value of true belief
is: not wholly dependent on broader features of the person and con-
text, and there is a relatively clear sense in which beliefs aim at truth.
These features undergird Sosa’s AAA treatment of the normativity of
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true belief. Attentional traits and habits do not share these features.
Whether an attentional pattern, habit, or trait matches an ideal can be
complex and nuanced. It may match in some ways but not others, for
example. And whether attentional patterns are valuable can depend
wholly on social, moral, and contextual features, including the per=
son’s attitudes and motivations. And it is doubtful that we typically
aim at attentional distributions, at least in an ordinary sense. These
differences problematise adapting the AAA framework for attentional
normativity.

Finally, Carter says “[the AAA framework offers] just the kind of re-
sources we’d need in order to better understand why (in short) proper
attention is proper and improper attention is not”. But.it is unclear
whether, absent an independent account of which ‘attentional patterns
are good, the virtue reliabilist AAA framework makes much headway on
questions of propriety. For this, we need intellectual ethics.

Depths of Sociality

Goldberg emphasises demands on attention that stem from commu-
nity roles. He notes these demands are “assimilable” within a virtue
framework, so it is unclear how much we-disagree. The crux of the
disagreement—such as it is—is that Geldberg views these as “additional
sources” of attentional demands, outside of virtue theory, because they
are “not grounded in the value of a flourishing cognitive life”.

Goldberg appears to employ a relatively narrow conception of virtue
theory, according to which the relevant attentional value or demand must
directly contribute to the cognitive flourishing of that same individual.
(See, e.g., his testimonial illustration.) We might broaden this concep-
tion in several ways. Perhaps any flourishing qualifies, for example, not
merely cognitive flourishing. This helps unify the ethics and epistemol-
ogy of attentions Insofar as this is a correction, it is one I welcome; the
attentional normativity interlaces ethical and epistemic considerations,
and so is the domain of virtue theory, rather than virtue epistemology
specifically. Secondly, the contribution need not be direct. Proper at-
tunement in one’s employment can contribute to flourishing via salary,
or pride in one’s work, for example, or via the mental health benefits of
entering the “flow state”.

Thirdly, the relevant flourishing might reside outside the individual.
It may be grounded in another person’s flourishing, or that of a group,
institution, or society. Individuals are embedded within overlapping and
interconnected layers of agency, such as groups and institutions. Ques-
tions of flourishing, languishing, and attentional normativity can arise
for different levels, even if the relevant entity is not an agent. Individuals’
attentional demands might thus be grounded in traits or flourishing of
some institution or group to which they belong.
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Virtue theory can illuminate these interconnected levels of attentional
demands. Conflicts can arise, for example, if attentional patterns serve
the institution but stifle the individual. A virtue theory of attention can
provide guidance on avoiding this, so that attentional interests better
align. I preferred dishwashing in restaurants, rather than waiting tables;
for example, because the cognitive monotony of dishwashing allowed
me to become lost in thought. Others might prefer the higher attentional
and cognitive demands and challenges of waiting tables. Understanding
attentional virtues and flourishing might help evaluate working condi-
tions by illuminating, for example, why employment in call centres is
widely despised. Its attentional demands prevent the flow state with-
out interpersonal or intellectual recompense, and attention is typically
forced towards lousy topics. Fourthly, as intimated .above, explaining
the fundamental sources and grounds of normativity.is perhaps not vir-
tue theory’s core aim.

A broader conception of the remit of virtue theory—encompassing
virtue responsibilism, virtue ethics, and interwoven social layers of
agency—can thus help illuminate various facets of the normativity of
attention.
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3 From vice epistemology
to critical character
epistemology

lan James Kidd

1 Introduction

A welcome development in recent epistemology has been the growing in-
terest in epistemic vices, the negative character traits that stand opposed
to what Linda Zagzebski named the virtues of the mind (Zagzebski
1996). Vice epistemology, named by Quassim Cassam, can be defined as
‘the philosophical study of the nature, identity, and epistemological sig-
nificance of intellectual vices’ (Cassam 2016, 159). This recent interest in
epistemic vices, which is a natural development of the earlier emergence
of virtue epistemology in the early 1980s. A soberly honest stance on our
personal and collective epistemic lives must acknowledge their suscepti-
bilities to arrogance, dogmatism, closed-mindedness, and other failings
of epistemic character. Without rushing into an optimistic stance on our
capacities to overcome them, an important aspiration for vice epistemol-
ogists should be to try, as best'we can, to find ways of minimising the
incidence and severity of the vices of the mind—or, failing that, creating
better ways of coping with their persistence within our lives.

I endorse the ameliorative spirit of vice epistemology, although in the
absence of any definition of aims and success criteria, that may not be
endorsing very much. There are very many things to which one can as-
pire concerning the epistemic vices, some more ambitious than others.
At a minimum, we are coming to understand more about their nature,
identity, and diversity and their ontological structures and relation to our
human psychology. But we are also making some practical progress, too.
Heather Battaly has excellent work on how we should modify features of
our environments to mitigate our epistemically vicious tendencies (Bat-
taly'2013, 2016). Alessandra Tanesini has excellent work showing how
certain epistemic vices are constituted by stable psychological attitudes,
which peint to potential practical interventions (Tanesini 2016a, 2018).
Further work with ameliorative potential continues to appear thanks to
the current flow of interest in vice epistemology from epistemologists
and those keen to put their work into practice.

The ameliorative potential of vice epistemology may depend, how-
ever, on certain methodological refinements. Much of how we ‘do’ vice
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epistemology is informed by the tradition of Aristotelian virtue theory,
which laid the basis of earlier work in virtue epistemology that, in turn,
laid the basis for vice epistemology (Kotsonis forthcoming). Some vice
theorists do draw upon other traditions, too, especially feminist and crit-
ical race epistemology. But there are reasons to think that Aristotelian
approaches to epistemic vices lack some of the crucial sensitivities one
needs to explore effectively certain aspects of character, virtue, and vice,
of the sort, brilliantly articulated by Lisa Tessman (2005) and Robin
Dillon (2012). But their work also points to potential reconstructions of
Aristotelian character theories, some more radical than others. In what
follows, I propose a reconstruction of vice epistemology, informed by
Dillon’s proposal for a critical character theory.

My aim is to present what, to honour Dillon’s influence, I call a crit-
ical character epistemology. I sketch out its main features and show
how it could, hopefully, better serve some of the ameliorative aims of
those working to respond to epistemic vices. If it turns out those aims
can be served without embracing a critical character epistemology, that’s
fine—we get the goods without needing the reforms. But it may also be
that critical character epistemology has its own distinct merits. Before
we can decide, though, we need to look more-closely at the current state
of vice epistemology.

2 Getting started in vice epistemology

We can find philosophical interest in arrogance, dogmatism, closed-
mindedness, stupidity, indifference to the truth, and other epistemic
vices among the earliest periods.of the Greek, Indian, and Chinese tra-
ditions. Granted, their reasons for concern varied considerably, since
their epistemological projects reflected their characteristic themes and
concerns. Buddhist interest in epistemic vices, for instance, was tied into
their fundamental soteriological aims. The story of the history of the
philosophical study of epistemic character failings is not yet well un-
derstood, alas, though an impressive start has been made by historians
of science and theology (DeYoung 2009; Kivisto 2014). Moreover, vice
epistemologists, myself included, have tried to demonstrate the signif-
icance and interest in forms of historically informed vice epistemolo-
gies (Kidd 2021a). For instance, some of the earlier vice-epistemological
projects had'ameliorative aspirations, like the early modern English fem-
inist.vice epistemology we find in the work of Mary Astell and Mary
Wollstonecraft (see Kidd 2018, §2A).

The earliest modern paper to use the term ‘intellectual vice’ (which
I treat as synonymous with ‘epistemic vice’) was by Jonathan E. Ad-
ler (1999), who argued that while certain vices are harmful to enquiry,
they are also vital for intellectual flourishing. Adler’s paper was closely
followed by Casey Swank’s 2000 paper. Swank defined epistemic vices
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as character traits ‘constitutive of unreasonableness’, which are there-
fore ‘bad in a specifically epistemic way’ (Swank 2000, 195). Unfortu-
nately, those papers never got the uptake it merited. It was almost 15
years before widespread interest really got going. The main figure was
Heather Battaly, who did three foundational things: she defended the le-
gitimacy of agent-based appraisals from charges of ad hominem, she did
the crucial conceptual work of distinguishing varieties of epistemic vice,
and she provided a set of inspirational case studies of specific.vices (see
Battaly 2010, 2015). The latter included what I call esoterictepistemic
vices—ones not currently entrenched in our inherited vice vocabular-
ies, which helpfully expands our sense of the potential range of vices
that ought to be on our investigative agenda. If we stick to the vices
contingently present in our listings of the vices, we ‘confine ourselves to
a narrow, unscrutinised sense of the potential range of our epistemic
character failings. Some esoteric epistemic vices‘include epistemic insen-
sibility and epistemic insouciance, alongside other.currently unnamed
vices. For instance, Western theorising of the/vices is deeply shaped by
the concepts and concerns of Christian theology. We inherited rich con-
cepts for theorising pride and other vices of humility, but are much less
blessed when it comes to, for instance, the vices of curiosity (cf. Manson
2012; Pardue 2013).

It was common for virtue epistemologists to talk about vices, although
usually only in passing, with the 'main business being exploration of
epistemic excellences. An exception was Bob Roberts and W. Jay Wood,
who offered ‘maps’ of various of the vices that gathered around the epis-
temic virtues they discussed (Roberts and Wood 2007). As Robin Dillon
says, this may reflect the conviction that vices are ontologically and nor-
matively secondary, that there is nothing to be gained by ‘looking at vice
directly’ (Dillon 2012, 88). Robert Merrihew Adams, for one, argued
that vices get less attention because ‘goodness is more fundamental than
badness’ (Adams 2006, 36). Charlie Crerar names that conviction the
inversion thesis and robustly rejects it. Roughly speaking, vices are not
the ‘mirror images’ of virtues, because they have their own distinctive
structures and features, which we are liable to miss if we simply create
models of virtues and then invert them (Crerar 2018).

It is easy to encourage work on a topic when that work has a name and
in thecase of epistemic vices that baptism came with Quassim Cassam’s
2016 paper, ‘Vice Epistemology’. It came when there was a lot of that
work to gather under that label. Battaly and Alessandra Tanesini had
done a lot of work by then, of course, alongside the sustained analysis
of the epistemic vices and injustices integral to systems of gendered and
racial oppression offered by José Medina in his outstanding book The
Epistemology of Resistance. He defines epistemic vices in terms of ‘a
set of corrupted attitudes and dispositions’, which, if left unchecked,
ensure that one’s ‘epistemic character tend[s] to become more corrupted’
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(Medina 2012, 29, 72). Since then, there has been a burst of excellent
work in vice epistemology including an edited collection in the Jour-
nal of Philosophical Research and the first dedicated monographs, Cas-
sam’s, Vices of the Mind (Cassam 2018) and Tanesini’s The Mismeasure
of the Self (Tanesini 2021).

The current work in vice epistemology is pleasingly pluralistic in its
methods, aims, and inspirations. Aristotelian character theory, feminist
epistemology, and intersectional social theory are drawn on“alongside
attitude psychology, critical race theory, and historical work document-
ing earlier ventures into the study of the vices of the mind. Much of the
work also has an applied contemporary edge. Cassam’s monograph, for
instance, subtitled ‘From the Intellectual to the Political’; takes as its
case studies recent political misadventures from Britain and the United
States, from Brexit to the Trump Administration: In.an-age of flagrant
public displays of vice, it may be no surprise that attention turns to vice
theory.

Looking at current work in vice epistemology, there are three main
sorts, although in practice they interpenetrate.. To start with, there is
foundational work on issues like the nature of epistemic vice, their rela-
tions to epistemic virtues and ethical vices, and the usual normative is-
sues about how best to articulate their badness. The second sort of work
are case studies of specific vices, detailed analyses of their structure,
coupled to rich descriptions of their associated motivations, behaviours,
and effects. Some of the wellsstudied vices include arrogance, dogma-
tism, closed-mindedness, hubris, insensibility, timidity, and servility.

The third sort of work is applied vice epistemology, putting these con-
cepts to work in the effort to improve our epistemic conduct, practices,
and systems. Roberts and Wood once referred to their work on epis-
temic virtues as a sort of regulative epistemology, a term they take from
Nicholas Wolterstoff (1996). A regulative epistemology, say Roberts and
Wood, is one that/seeks to ‘generate guidance for epistemic practice’,
and is ‘a response to perceived deficiencies in people’s epistemic conduct,
and thus is strongly practical and social’ (Roberts and Wood 2007, 21).
We could distinguish two types of regulative epistemology: one aimed
at regulation of individual epistemic conduct, another aimed at active
reform of our shared epistemic systems and practices. But that would be
premature. Arguably the former cannot succeed without the latter given
the complex ways that individual epistemic agency tends to be struc-
tured by our social environment—a point central to critical character
epistemology and the wider traditions in feminist social philosophy to
which it is indebted. I return to the collective dimensions of epistemic
vices at the end of this chapter.

To summarise the points of this section, the study of epistemic char-
acter started in virtue epistemology during the 1980s, which dominated
until the turn to epistemic vices in the last two decades. The focus on
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epistemic virtues and flourishing is important and was a vital resource
for vice epistemologists, for sure, although what is needed now is a cor-
rective focus on the grimmer sides of epistemic life—on epistemic vices,
failings, and corruption. To a degree, this has been helped along by the
vigorous attention given these days to the many forms of epistemic vi=
olence (see, for instance, Berenstain 2016; Dotson 2016). This sort of
perspective-broadening was advanced by Dillon: a critical character the-
orist aims ‘to understand moral character as affected by domination and
subordination and by the struggles both to maintain and toresist'and
overthrow them’ (Dillon 2012, 84, 86).

From this perspective, we must change how we think about epistemic
vices, too. The claim made by Dillon is that vices must be understood in
terms of systems of domination and oppression and‘as characteristics of
oppressors and as forms of damage done to those who are oppressed. A
set of tight conceptual and causal connections‘obtained between vices
and oppression must be acknowledged if progress isto’be made in under-
standing and responding to either. If we look only at epistemic virtues
and flourishing, then our vision of the world is.not only incomplete—
taking in only the brighter sides—but quite radically distorting in ways
that occlude the realities of this world. Itis the‘correction of this system-
atic distortion of epistemic character and agency that is the main aim of
critical character epistemology.! The risk is that, without that darker,
messier vision of human life, too many people will remain entrapped by
the entrenched and ubiquitous: patterns of vicious conduct that play out
at the everyday and structural levels. Our lives must be understood, as
Kate Norlock (2018) puts it, in the terms of a perpetual struggle focused
on small, tangible acts of determined moral effort. On this view, any
serious character ethics should accept that the ideal of flourishing is in
reality the prerogative of the privileged. For the rest, what may be more
realistic is the more existentially denuded aim of coping with the oppres-
sive realities of the world.

Critical character epistemology is not pre-committed to anything as
foreboding as the vision of perpetual struggle, although it should be
honest about the sheer scale of the heavy ameliorative tasks that flow
from its vision of the variety and tenacity of our many epistemic failings.
It shouldalse be clear why this is a critical character epistemology, since
a key-aim is scrutiny and revision, if necessary, of problematic epistemic
conduct and the conditions that sustain it. Of course, there are other
senses of criticism, too, like Kant’s, of establishing the conditions for the
possibility of something.? Those may also apply, but that is not some-
thing I pursue in this chapter. Let’s now say more about epistemic vices
and failings.

It should be clear, too, why it is a ‘critical’ character epistemology.
Clear enough, at least, for me to move on to say more about epistemic
vices and failings.
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3 What are epistemic vices and why are they bad?

The complexity of our personal epistemic dispositions is the topic of
study of character epistemology. For that reason, we should not think ‘of
that discipline as devolving into two relatedly independent enterprises,
virtue epistemology, and vice epistemology. We need to study our excel-
lences and failings of epistemic character together, rather than taking
them in isolation then trying to weld the resulting accounts together.
Since virtue epistemology is by now better developed and better known,
I devote this section to surveying the current state of the‘art.in vice
epistemology. Along the way, I’ll indicate why studying the vices of the
mind cannot be done properly without constant reference to'the virtues
of the mind.

We can start with an ontological question, raised by Quassim Cassam
(2020), which is: what kind of things are epistemic vices? Cassam ar-
gues the question devolves into three sub-questions: what kinds of things
are epistemic vices, how do we distinguish different vices, and, to what
are our distinctions between vices answerable? In response to the first
question, there are two answers: a vice-monist.says they are one kind of
thing, a favourite answer being that they.are character traits, an answer
that goes back to Aristotle in the West. A vice-pluralist, however, allows
that epistemic vices can be different kinds of things, including character
traits, attitudes, and ways of thinking—or what Cassam neatly labels
character-vices, attitude-vices, and thinking-vices (Cassam 2020, ch. 1).
We see these kinds in vice epistemology. Battaly focuses on character-
vices, Tanesini on attitude-vices, while a vice pluralism is endorsed by
Cassam. Medina defines vices as ‘corrupted attitudes and dispositions’
and ‘attitudinal structures that permeate one’s entire cognitive life’ (Me-
dina 2012, 30-31).

The second array of issues for vice epistemology is the set of normative
questions about how best to understand the badness of epistemic vices,
or, more specifically, tojustify classification of a certain set of epistemic
character traits, attitudes, or ways of thinking as vices. Sometimes it is
clear that a certain epistemic character trait is bad, but less clear what
is bad about-it, and sometimes a fuller account of the badness of some
trait only becomes clear once looked at using an appropriate normative
framework. Within vice epistemology, there are two main normative
models; each with its champions. Vice-consequentialists locate the
badness of the epistemic vices in their effects and the best example is
Cassam’s obstructivism, according to which epistemic vices are ulti-
mately bad because they ‘systematically obstruct the gaining, keeping,
and sharing of knowledge’ and other epistemic goods (Cassam 2018,
12). Battaly calls these effects-vices (Battaly 2014), which I divide into
two sub-groups. Productive effects-vices are traits, like arrogance, that
tend systematically to produce a preponderance of bad effects, while
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passive effects-vices are traits, like epistemic laziness, that systemat-
ically fail to produce a preponderance of good effects. (Crudely, pro-
ductive vices do bad, whereas passive vices fail to do good. In practice,
of course, many vices do both, in which case we should just call them
effects-vices.)?

The second normative model, best represented in the work of Alessan-
dra Tanesini, is vice-motivationalism. It locates the badness of epistemic
vices in the motivations, desires, and values of the epistemic agent. A vi-
cious agent may be motivated by a desire to thwart the epistemic agency
of others, or a desire to persist with beliefs that are comfortable even if
also false, or the agent might value unearned confidence over humbling
self-reflectiveness. Charlie Crerar usually distinguishes the two main
types of vice-motivationalism (Crerar 2018, §§2-3). Presence accounts
see vices as manifesting or revealing the presence of some epistemically
bad motives, desire, or value, such as the desire to withhold salient infor-
mation from other enquirers. Absence accounts seewices as manifesting
the absence of some good motives, values, and desires, such as the lack
of care or concern for truth, which is the heart of the vice Cassam calls
epistemic insouciance (Cassam 2018, ch.4). Jason Baehr, for one, has
argued that ‘the most obvious or straightforward way a person can be
intellectually vicious is motivational in nature: viz. by failing to care
sufficiently about epistemic goods ....or by being outright opposed to
them’ (Bachr 2020, 29).*

Alongside the consequentialist and motivationalist positions, there is,
naturally, also a variety of pluralist positions. Such normative pluralism,
as we might call it, can take several forms. One is that the badness of all
epistemic vices can be articulatedin consequentialist and motivationalist
forms, with a proviso that,in some cases, references to effects won’t be
enough. (I wonder, though, if this is a disguised form of motivational-
ism, since it relies on the claim that our analyses are deeper when they
refer to motives): Another is that some of the vices can be satisfactorily
appraised in consequentialist terms, others in motivationalist terms, and
others still in more pluralist terms. I prefer that position, since pluralism
of that sort seems a natural fit with the sheer variety and heterogeneity
of our epistemic character failings. This latter sort of pluralism has a
pragmatist streak: our question should be which of the available norma-
tive models do the job for any given epistemic vice, and we should not
prejudge which model will be needed. Of course, when scrutinising that
pluralism, we ought to attend to the familiar issues surrounding conse-
quentialist and motivationalist normative theories—Ilike the connection
of intention to the outcome, the inscrutability of motives, and so on. At
this point, there are rich prospects for more contacts between vice epis-
temology and normative ethics (see Baehr 2020, 33; Battaly 2014, ch. 4).

A critical character epistemologist is likely to embrace an ontological
and normative pluralism about epistemic vices. Epistemic vices can be
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many different kinds of things and they can be normatively appraised in
reference to effects or inner states of the agent. This is consistent with
their general pragmatism and desire to keep their options open, while
also avoiding a bland sort of pluralism that says ‘everything goes’. But
the ontological pluralism is perhaps quite radical. A character epistemol-
ogist, recall, takes as their focus excellences and failings of epistemic
character, the main types of which are epistemic virtues and epistemic
vices, respectively. But there are excellences of epistemic character that
are not virtues and epistemic character failings that are not.vices—at
least, not on common conceptions of vice and virtue. Other excellences
of epistemic character include a fantastic memory, a breadth and diver-
sity of experience, various cognitive and perceptual skills,.and a sense
of maturity and degree of objectivity and reasonableness. I don’t think
those are virtues, but they seem to be excellences of character adjacent
to the epistemic virtues. Jason Baehr seems to share something like this
view when he argues that intellectual virtues should'be understood as
‘personal intellectual excellences’, as traits that ‘contribute to their pos-
sessor’s “personal intellectual worth” (Baehr 2011, 88-89). All virtues
are excellences of character, but not all excellences of character are
virtues.

A similar asymmetry holds for vices and failings of character. All vices
are failings of character but not all failings of character are vices. Other
epistemic failings include various cognitive biases, a narrowness and
poverty of experience, a lackof crucial skills and abilities, and a lack
of perspective and integrity (see, for instance, Holroyd 2020). Again,
I don’t think those are vices in any familiar sense, but they are failings
of epistemic character. Indeed, some of them are often defining charac-
teristics of an epistemic agent, the sorts of features we might point out
when giving an account of someone gua epistemic agent. A radical vice
pluralist might just count them all as vices, but, for what it’s worth, that
doesn’t sound right to'me. Narrowness of experience is not a vice, even
if it is sustained by vices, like arrogance.

Such issues about the definition of epistemic vices and failings might
only exercise an enthusiastic vice epistemologist with ontological inter-
ests. If so, that’s fine. However we define the terms ‘vice’, ‘failing’, ‘ex-
cellence’,;and ‘virtue’, we get the point that a character epistemologist
is engaged-in a careful, philosophical study of the nature, development,
and significance of excellences and failings of epistemic character. Let’s
now turn to two specific concepts central to their project.

4 From vices to predicaments

Epistemic vices have complex developmental histories. Many sources
and conditions play a role in feeding their development and entrench-
ment within our epistemic character. A vice epistemologist is naturally
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interested to explore those developmental processes, as complex as they
will be. Robin Dillon emphasises that vices emerge and evolve through
the complex interaction of psychological, interpersonal, developmental,
and environmental processes or conditions. Character, therefore, should
be conceived as “fluid, dynamic, and contextualised, both bodily and so=
cially [and] as processive rather than substantive, as capable of stability
without being static’ (Dillon 2012, 105). In an important remark for:my
present purposes, Dillon adds that

character dispositions [should] be understood to be inculcated, nur-
tured, directed, shaped, and given significance and moral valence
as vice or virtue in certain ways in certain kinds of people by social
interactions and social institutions and traditions that situate people
differentially in power hierarchies.

(Dillon 2012, 104)

A critical character epistemologist inherits all of these insights and so
searches for concepts that help us to articulate'them. A vital concept is
that of an epistemic predicament.

No one who lives in the social world could seriously think that it pro-
vides an Edenic environment that is maximally receptive to the culti-
vation and exercise of our epistemic capacities. The social world—or
the variety of intermingled social worlds—is all messy and ridden with
material, epistemic, and other'suboptimalities. Some obvious examples
include inequalities in distribution of goods, entrenched inequalities,
problematic power relations, carefully maintained systems of collective
ignorance, and entrenched systems of violence. Several generations of
work by social epistemologists, feminist theorists, and activists have
abundantly documented these and other suboptimalities (see, for in-
stance, Bartky 1990; Collins 2000).

An obvious question is how issues of individual epistemic character
relate to these wider social and structural conditions, since at first blush
they may seemy methodologically at least, to proceed at very different
levels. Dillon and other liberatory theorists emphasise, of course, that
the situation is'rather different—in her words, critical character theory
(and epistemology) really ‘springs from the recognition that enslavement
is notonly.social and material but also operates on and through charac-
ter’ (Dillon 2012, 85). To develop this idea, we can turn to the concept
of an epistemic predicament. It is developed in Medina’s book, though
not systematically defined by him. He remarks, for instance, that our so-
cial identities and circumstances massively shape the sorts of concerns,
dangers, needs, and risks that we are likely to experience—and, more-
over, the sorts of resources and strategies available in our efforts to cope
with those concerns. Medina, for instance, says that our predicaments
affect whether and to what extent we labour under the burden of ‘lack of
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access to information’, ‘lack of a credible voice and authority’, persistent
susceptibility to ‘epistemic exclusions and injustices’, and other predica-
mental challenges (Medina 2012, 29, 120).

Generalising from Medina’s remarks, I will use the term ‘epistemic pre-
dicament’ to refer to the complex, contingent, and changing structure of
epistemically-toned challenges, dangers, needs, and threats experienced
by a person—an individual or a group—as a result of their particular
emplacement within the social world. Three clarifications are needed for
that definition. First, predicaments are radically plural, since they reflect
the intersections of our multiple social identities. Ultimately, our pre-
dicaments might be unique, reflecting the subjectivity of each epistemic
agent, even if the common structures of the social world tend to ensure a
certain degree of commonality across the experiences of people sharing
certain social identities.® Second, predicaments. are.ambivalent—they
cannot be neatly categorised as ‘good’ or ‘bad’, even if variable distri-
butions of resources and opportunities favour certain predicaments in
certain respects. Even highly privileged predicaments still incorporate
some dangers and risks, even if these are lesser, qualitatively and quanti-
tatively, than for those of oppressed social groups. Third, our epistemic
predicaments are changeable, since they tend to reflect the stabilities and
turbulence of the wider social world. People can try to change their epis-
temic predicaments in various ways, at the individual or collective level,
and others can cooperate with or oppose those efforts. Conversely, one
can also try to worsen the predicament of others by, for instance, subject-
ing them to epistemically violent behaviours (Dotson 2011).°

The concept of an epistemic predicament helps us to think in more
socially sensitive ways about the development and perpetuation of epis-
temic vices and failings and therefore about the character-epistemic ef-
fects of social oppression.After all, it would be banal to say that ‘human
beings are prone to develop epistemic vices’, since there are obvious vari-
ations and patterns in the prevalence of different vices across different
groups of people. No-doubt there are very complicated stories to tell
about how different people acquire or develop the vices they do in the
ways that they do. Medina, for instance, says that ‘epistemic vices of all
sorts are definitely possible outcomes of a socialisation under conditions
of oppression’; and emphasises that ‘some epistemic vices are indeed
more-likely to be found among oppressed subjects’ (Medina 2012, 40).
His claim is not the obviously crude one that ‘oppressed people develop
ABC vices’ and that ‘privileged people develop XYZ vices”: the subtler
point is that ‘the social positionality of agents does matter for the devel-
opment of their epistemic character’ (Medina 2012, 29, 40). Since that
is.a very general claim, we can add some more useful detail by appealing
to the concept of epistemic predicament.

I propose that the particularities of our predicaments fundamentally
structure the space of character-epistemic developmental possibilities a
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person inhabits and also their ability to move through that space. There
are many ways that can affect the relationship between vices and agents.
Consider two: susceptibility and salience.

Starting with susceptibility, there is a very general sense in which
all agents are to some degree susceptible to developing some or all
vices. Anyone, in principle, could develop vices like arrogance, closed-
mindedness, and mendaciousness. In practice, though, things will
be more complex. There are often tangible patterns of susceptibility,
shaped by subjective, social, and structural factors as well as, in'some
cases, bad epistemic luck (although see Berenstain (forthcoming) for sal-
utary warnings about attributing to bad epistemic luck processes that in
fact are part of systems of oppression). To take an example, those with
multiply privileged identities may be more systematically susceptible to
the ego-inflationary epistemic vices like arrogance and haughtiness (cf.
Tanesini 2016b; 2018). As Medina emphasises, belonging to a privi-
leged group is neither necessary nor sufficient for:the development of
epistemic vices (Medina 2012, 40). Many actions and contingencies can
intervene to realise or suppress the susceptibilities that confront us in
our efforts to navigate the vice-conducive pressures and temptations of
the social world. For that reason, one very important protective capacity
will be what Medina calls ‘lucidity’ about our epistemic predicament—
at a minimum, a sense of which vices or clusters of vices lie in one’s path
as upcoming or tangible risks, and which, by contrast, safely lie well
outside one’s path.”

A second way that predicaments can shape our character-epistemic
developmental possibilities for the worst concerns the salience of differ-
ent epistemic vices. In a general sense, all epistemic vices are salient to
some degree, since all of them will stand out as significant in some sense:
a vice may appear as alarming, horrifying, irritating, serious, trivial, and
so on. I expect most people would regard, say, arrogance and manipu-
lativeness as worse vices than, say, incuriosity and superficiality. The
salience of epistemic vices depends on many different factors, many of
which are refracted through our specific predicaments. A good example
is the fact that members of some social groups are negatively stereotyped
as being essentially prone to or characterised by certain vices—women,
for instance;.as banal, incurious, unreflective, and so on. Mary Astell
wrotein 1694 of the entrenched expectations of her society that women,
by virtue of their ‘degraded reason’, necessarily suffered from a ‘degen-
erated and corrupted’ epistemic character, incapable of sustaining epis-
temic virtues. Astell was alert to the culturally reinforced expectation
that women were, or would always become, marked by the ‘Feminine
Vices’, like submissiveness and superficiality. Within that misogynistic
social and epistemic culture, gendered vices become especially salient to
women who reflect on their characters or seek to improve their epistemic
predicament (Astell 2002, 62).
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A critical character epistemologist can use the concept of epistemic
predicaments to think about epistemic character and vices in relation
to the specifics of our emplacement in the social world. By thinking in
terms of predicaments, we can go beyond abstract accounts, and talk in
more discerning ways about the ways that our susceptibility to specific
epistemic vices, and the specific salience of those vices, is shaped by
our predicaments. Naturally, the task is complicated. Epistemic predic-
aments are plural, changing, and intersectional; some vices ‘are highly
gendered and racialised and some are embedded in wider cultural or
moral conceptions. But this is the price we pay for the sorts of social-
sensitive study of epistemic vices that we need to ensure we.are tracking
the complex connections between epistemic agents and social structures.

5 From predicaments to corruption

A critical character epistemologist wants to explore the specific patterns
of susceptibility to epistemic vices for differently situated groups of epis-
temic agents. Thinking in terms of the predicaments people face can
help with that task. But thinking in terms of susceptibilities and of sa-
lience only tells us about which vices we mightdevelop, and which might
stand out for us. It also shapes what sorts of virtues—or what specific
inflections of the virtues—are pertinent to our self-protective strategies
(Monypenny 2021). We also need torask how people actually acquire
the vices to which they are susceptible and which they presumably want
to avoid, given the negative salience of those vices. (I assume it is more
important to try to avoid developing a vice that is judged to be more
alarming or worrisome.) To answer that question, we need to add the
concept of epistemic corruption.

A vocabulary of corruption often features within vice-theoretic dis-
courses. Gabriele Taylor remarks that moral ‘vices corrupt and destroy’
(Taylor 2006, 126) while Judith Shklar remarks that vices ‘dominate and
corrupt’ our character(Shklar 1984, 200). We also find the language of
corruption in vice epistemology. For Miranda Fricker, internalisation of
sexist and racist norms, values, and assumptions ‘corrupts’ our epistemic
sensibilities'and in that way can ‘inhibit’ and ‘thwart’ the development of
epistemically virtuous character (Fricker 2007, 59, 58, 30). José Medina,
recallydefines epistemic vices in terms of ‘corrupted attitudes and dispo-
sitions’, and argues that, under oppressive conditions, one’s ‘epistemic
character [will] tend to become more corrupted’ (Medina 2012, 29, 72).

Although none of these writers used the term ‘corrupt’ in a technical
sense, they use it to refer to a phenomenon specific to critical character
epistemology. One of the main ways that agents become epistemically vi-
cious is that they are subjected to processes and conditions that are epis-
temically corrupting—a concept I have developed elsewhere (see Kidd
2019, 2020). On my account, epistemic corruption occurs when one’s
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epistemic character comes to be damaged due to one’s interaction with
corruptors—conditions, processes, doctrines, or social structures that
tend to facilitate the development and exercise of epistemic vices. Cor-
ruption is dynamic and also diachronic, typically consisting of sustained
exposure to corruptors, rather than singular events. The term ‘facilitate’
includes ‘encourage’, ‘promote’, ‘incentivise’, and ‘provides inducements,
rewards, and temptations to acts of epistemic vice’. There are several
modes of corruption, of which the main ones are:

1 Acquisition of novel epistemically vicious attitudes, character traits,
and ways of thinking, of a sort not previously a feature of the sub-
ject’s epistemic character.

2 Activation of epistemically vicious attitudes, character traits, and
ways of thinking that are present in the subject’s'epistemic character
but dormant and inactive.

The next three modes are different: they involve amplification of
certain aspects of whichever epistemic vices are already active:

3 Propagation occurs when corrupting conditions increase the scope
of a vice, viz., the extent to which it/affects one’s epistemic activ-
ities. In Annette Baier’s useful remark;-an initially localised vice
propagates when it starts to ‘infect their whole character’ (Baier
1995, 274).

4 Stabilisation occurs when corrupting conditions increase the sta-
bility of a vice. Some vices.are unstable, flickering ‘on and off’, un-
der the positive counteracting influence of acts of willpower, social
censure, or whatever. As'vices stabilise, though, they become more
resistant to destabilisation.

5 Intensification occurs ‘when corrupting conditions increase the
strength of a vice. The vices in their weaker forms tend to produce
fewer bad effects and express weaker bad motives. But vices can be
strengthened, making them more intense and extreme and therefore
become ever-more problematic.

The social world is filled with potential corruptors that can act on our
epistemic characters by facilitating our complex predicamental suscep-
tibilities to epistemically vicious attitudes, character traits, and ways of
thinking. A critical character epistemologist will be very keen to study
the conceptual and causal relationships between vices, corruptors, and
characters (cf. Battaly 2013; Cooper 2008).” This calls for integrated
vice-epistemological and empirical research of the sort already prof-
itably taken by moral psychologists interested in the virtues (see, e.g.,
Miller 2017; Snow 2014).

I think that the social world is vastly epistemically corrupting and
that our epistemic predicaments structure the diversity and intensity of
the epistemically corrupting influences that we have to navigate. That
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includes the vices that are salient to me and to which I’m susceptible and
the specific types of corruptors that loom large in my social experiences,
not to mention the sorts of counter-corrupting influences and resources
on which I can try to draw in order to protect the fragile mesh of virtu-
ous dispositions that make up the better parts of my epistemic character.
A universal feature of all epistemic predicaments is the task of trying to
avoid or manage those corrupting influences and structures while trying
to simultaneously minimise the character damage one suffers.and also
trying to fulfil the many other pressing demands of one’s epistemic and
social life. Struggling against the perpetually present risks of epistemic
corruption is only ever a part of the business of trying to live well.

A key task of critical character epistemology is to develop a work-
ing understanding of the variety of corruptors out there in the world,
partly to guide the empirical research but also as‘a“way of training our
epistemic sensibilities. To that end, consider some general sorts of cor-
ruptors that the critical character epistemologist wants to identify and,
ultimately, try to either remove, reform, or aveid:

1 The absence or derogation of epistemic exemplars or ‘heroes’, who
practically model forms of epistemic virtue, excellence, and integrity
(see Croce and Vaccarezza 2017; Zagzebski 2017).

2 The valorisation and elevation of exemplars of epistemically vicious
persons and acts by, for instance, ensuring that they receive social
goods such as authority, respect, and power.

3 The rebranding of vices as virtues in ways that can prevent someone
from detecting that they are being corrupted (see Dillon 2012, 99).
Sometimes, a person might be genuinely unaware they are becoming
corrupted, not least given that certain vices have a self-concealing
capacity—so-called stealthy vices (Cassam 2018, ch. 7).

4 The establishment of conditions that increase the exercise costs of
virtues. One can-make it harder to exercise certain epistemic vir-
tues by, say, depriving a person of the necessary amounts of time
or reactingto.acts of epistemic courage with an elevated threat of
violence (Kidd 2022).1°

5 The establishment of conditions that increase the incentives to vice.
By arranging an environment to incentivise and reward acts of vice,
one can habituate people to acts of vice that, over time, can trans-
form their epistemic character for the worse.

These are some of the main types of corruptors, described very gener-
ally, each inviting more investigation. Alongside their general relevance
to. vice epistemology, they are of particular significance to a critical
character epistemologist. Many of those corruptors are themselves im-
plicated in wider systems of oppression. José Medina, for instance, de-
scribes epistemic beroes, ‘extraordinary subjects who under conditions
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of epistemic oppression are able to develop epistemic virtues with a tre-
mendous transformative potential’ (Medina 2012, 186). Obviously, such
epistemic heroes are often characterised by the virtue of epistemic cour-
age, and a natural response of oppressors to such heroes is to derogate
and assail them—a clear case where an oppressive system tries, often
successfully, to massively increase the exercise costs of epistemic virtues
(see, further, Kidd 2018).

The deep relationship between processes of epistemic corruption and
oppressive social systems is one reason why the ameliorative goals of a
critical character epistemology necessarily take on an overtly political
character. When characterising the ultimate aims of critical character
theory, Dillon quotes Max Horkheimer’s explanation that the aim of
critical theory is ‘to liberate human beings from the circumstances that
enslave them’ (quoted in Dillon 2012, 85). Systems of enslavement act
on and through character, including through a complex web of epistem-
ically corrupting processes and structures that damage and distort the
epistemic character of subjects, the oppressorsand the oppressed alike.!!
It is in relation to that socially transformative goal that critical character
epistemology should ultimately be understood.

To summarise: current work in vice epistemology offers powerful
ways of thinking in systematic detail about the variety of failings of
epistemic character to which human beings are susceptible. Such sus-
ceptibilities arise from our psychological and cognitive limitations, the
abrasive effects of so many of our interpersonal encounters and rela-
tionships, the suboptimalities of our social worlds, and the systems of
oppression characteristic of so many of those worlds. I have described
a specific style of vice epistemology—critical character epistemology—
and some of its distinguishing features. These include its adoption of
the concepts of epistemic predicaments and epistemic corruption and
the explicit socio-political goals that align it in many ways with wider
progressive social movements. I do not think that all of those with an in-
terest in epistemic vices need to be critical character epistemologists. But
I do think that a'vice epistemologist with liberatory aspirations might
find critical character epistemology an ally in their efforts.
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Notes

1 It is interesting to notice that although we have a well-developed tradition
in virtue theory, there is hardly anything we could call vice ethics. Granted,
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there are honourable exceptions, like Lisa Tessman (2005). There are also
those who urge relevantly grim estimations of our collective moral and epis-
temic condition, like David E. Cooper (2018) and Kate Norlock (2018). In-
deed, T argue elsewhere that our many failings are so diverse, entrenched and
ubiquitous that they justify a charge of misanthropy, a critical verdict on our
collective moral condition (Kidd 2021b).

2 I thank Mark Alfano for this useful point about the different senses of
‘criticism’.

3 A critical amendment to obstructivism is offered by Kotsonis (2022).

4 Crerar also adds a third ‘compatibility’ position, which sees some vices, at
least, as being composed of intermingled virtuous and vicious motivations:
think of a conspiracy theorist who is radically doxastically rigid, but also
genuinely driven by a conscientious commitment to the truth.

5 Medina speaks of the predicaments of the privileged and.of the'oppressed,
although would likely emphasise their heterogeneity (Medina 2012, §§
1.1-1.2).

6 The term ‘epistemic violence’ was introduced by Gyatri Spivak (1998).

7 1 am thinking here of Wittgenstein’s remark: ‘[tJhere are problems I never
tackle, which do not lie in my path or belong to my world” (Wittgenstein
1998, 11).

8 A vice-consequentialist might not recognise the existence of dormant traits,
since they are not producing any bad epistemic effects. But dormant vices
would, if activated, produce bad effects; so vice-consequentialist should still
worry about them.

9 An important distinction to consider is that between monocorrupting and
polycorrupting conditions: those that facilitate one single vice and those that
facilitate a broader range of vices. Is.it the case, for instance, that an epistem-
ically homogeneous environment can corrupt for a whole range of vices?

10 Consider, for instance, the procedural epistemic virtues, like carefulness,
diligence, and thoroughness (Kidd 2022).

11 Compare Lisa Tessman on the two types of ‘moral damage’—that is, dam-
age to the moral character of people—integral to systems of oppression
(Tessman 2005, chs. 2 and 3).
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3b Commentary from
Heather Battaly

Comments on Ian James Kidd’s ‘From Vice Epistemology
to Critical Character Epistemology’

HEATHER BATTALY

Ian James Kidd’s chapter argues that feminist character theory has
important insights for vice epistemology. One of those insights is for
vice epistemology’s ameliorative wing, which.explores strategies for
reforming epistemic vices, and (relatedly) the causes and etiologies
of epistemic vices. Kidd draws inspiration from feminist analyses of
character, especially the critical character theory pioneered by Robin
Dillon (2012). In so doing, he proposes a critical character epistemol-
ogy that recognises the influence of oppressive social structures on
the development of epistemic‘vices.in individuals. Specifically, he con-
tends that social structures and conditions can be ‘corrupting’, that
is, they can promote, encourage, and incentivise epistemic vices in in-
dividuals. Moreover, they can corrupt different individuals in differ-
ent ways, facilitating (e.g.) intellectual arrogance in one person, and
intellectual servility in another. Accordingly, a key insight of Kidd’s
critical character epistemology is that we won’t be able to reform epis-
temic vices in individuals without also reforming the oppressive social
structures that facilitate them. As he puts this point elsewhere, rely-
ing on strategies that target changes in individuals without addressing
the reform of corrupting social structures would be ‘a febrile form
of ameliorative whack-a-mole’ (Kidd 2020: 80). I think Kidd’s argu-
ment is doing-laudable and crucial work at the intersection of vice
epistemology, liberatory epistemology, and feminist character theory.
It has the added bonus of making a number of other helpful points
along the way—for example, Kidd distinguishes between productive
and passive effects-vices, suggests that epistemic vices are widespread
in the real world due to oppressive social structures (they aren’t solely
possessed by high-profile political figures), and identifies several types
of ‘corruptors’ and corrupting conditions including the valorisation of
epistemically vicious persons. Below I ask three sets of questions about
the implications of Kidd’s argument.



104 Ian James Kidd

First, Kidd argues that ‘one of the main ways that agents become
epistemically vicious is that they are subjected to corrupting processes
and conditions’. In other words, people can become vicious—they can
‘actually acquire the vices to which they are susceptible’—by interact-
ing with corruptors. This leads to a set of questions about whether in-
dividuals can be blameworthy for their epistemic vices. Does critical
character epistemology allow for this? Does it allow individuals to.be
blameworthy in the sense that they are accountable? Perhaps'it doesn’t:
if individuals can become epistemically vicious through their interac-
tions with corruptors, then they may not exercise enough control over
the acquisition of their vices to be accountable for coming to have them.
But, perhaps it does: if corruption and the acquisition of vice aren’t inev-
itable, and if individuals can recognise corruptors for.what they are and
sometimes avoid interacting with them, for example, by. working with
allies to construct islands of ‘epistemic edification’ (Kidd 2019), then
they may exercise enough control to be accountable. Even if critical char-
acter epistemology doesn’t allow individuals to be accountable for their
epistemic vices, could it endorse a sort of blameworthiness that doesn’t
entail control? Might individuals be blameworthy for their epistemic
vices in the sense that their vices are attributable to them, or in the sense
that they are answerable for them, or in the sense that they are repre-
hensible for them (Cassam 2019; Tanesini 2021)? Relatedly, does critical
character epistemology assign a role to forward-looking responsibility—
to individuals taking responsibility for their vices? Does it assign a role
to charging others with epistemic vices (Kidd 2016)? To be sure, this
is a wide-ranging set of questions, which cannot be answered quickly!
My hope is that Kidd can point out some routes that are open to critical
character epistemology, giving us some promising directions to explore.

Second, Kidd’s chapter emphasises the role that social structures play
in facilitating epistemic vices in individuals. This is one important way
in which epistemic virtues and vices can be social, namely, their develop-
ment can be social. As’Kidd suggests, if social structures are oppressive
and corrupting; epistemic vices may even be endemic. This is a point he
spotlights, perhaps because it is sometimes overlooked. I'd be interested
to hear Kidd’s thoughts about another way in which epistemic vices
might besocial. Can oppressive social structures and institutions them-
selvesthave epistemic vices, that is, can ‘corruptors’ have vices? Must
social structures have epistemic vices in order to be corrupting? Or, can
they corrupt (facilitate vices) without having any vices themselves? Pre-
sumably, a corrupting structure need not possess a particular vice in
order to facilitate it—arguably, structures that are intellectually arro-
gant can facilitate intellectual servility in some individuals who interact
with them. But, must corruptors have some vice or other? Relatedly, can
corruptors have some epistemic vices that they don’t facilitate in any
individuals? More broadly, what are the implications of structural vices
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for competing theories of the nature of epistemic vice? Are structural
vices easier for obstructivist accounts (Cassam 2019) to accommodate,
or can motivationalist accounts (Tanesini 2021) do an equally good or
better job?

Finally, I close with a set of questions about potential next steps. Kidd
argues that we will need to reform corrupting structures if we hope to be
effective in reforming epistemic vices in individuals. Presumably, struc-
tural reform will be slow and involve solidarity. I’'d welcome Kidd’s ideas
about where and how to begin, and whether critical character episte-
mology can suggest some potential strategies. Perhaps, we can try to re-
verse the conditions of corruption that Kidd identifies, thatis, reverse the
derogation of virtuous exemplars, the valorisation of vicious exemplars,
and incentives to vice. If corrupting structures themselves have vices,
we may also need to reform those. Can we make progress in reforming
corrupting structures by facilitating liberatory epistemic virtues, such as
meta-lucidity, in individuals (Medina 2012)? Will we also need to facil-
itate liberatory epistemic virtues in structures themselves? If epistemic
vices are stealthy, then can we expect strategies for facilitating epistemic
virtues to be effective in reforming epistemic vices? Or will we need
some different strategies for reforming epistemic vices?
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3¢ Commentary from

S. Goldberg

The Banality of Vice
GEORGI GARDINER

Kidd argues that vice epistemology is fruitfully developed as critical
character epistemology.! He outlines three hallmarks of critical char-
acter epistemology, which it shares with forebears such as critical race
theory, feminist epistemology, and—more_directly—Robin Dillon’s
critical character theory. The first hallmark is social critique. Critical
character epistemology theorises harms and injustices, focusing on sys-
tems of domination and subordination. Kidd argues that current episte-
mology disproportionately focuses on.epistemic goods, such as virtue.
Foregrounding aphotic and unpropitious facets of social-epistemic life,
including vice, is a needed corrective. Secondly, critical character episte-
mology aims to ameliorate current conditions. Thirdly, it highlights in-
terconnections between the individual and their society, especially how
social forces shape epistemic character. This is the epistemic analogue of
Dillon’s (2012, 85) claim that ‘enslavement is not only social and mate-
rial but also operates on and through character’.

Social position, such as race and class, affects which character traits
are differentially nurtured and discouraged, which benefit or impede
us, and to which vices'we are particularly susceptible. Kidd investigates
these relations‘between social position and epistemic character devel-
opment. I focus on the effects of salience distributions—specifically
the relative salience of vices—on how social position affects epistemic
character:

Kidd claims ‘all epistemic vices are salient to some degree, since all
of them will stand out to us as significant in some sense—vice may ap-
pear as alarming, horrifying, irritating, serious, trivial, and so on’. He
notes the salience of particular vices can depend on social position. Kidd
writes, ‘A good example is the fact that members of some social groups
are negatively stereotyped as being essentially prone to or characterised
by certain vices—women, for instance, as banal, incurious, unreflective,



Commentary from S. Goldberg 107

and so on’ (emphasis in original). This stereotyping affects the salience
of vices. Drawing on the 1694 writing of Mary Astell, Kidd writes,

Astell was alert to the culturally reinforced expectation that women
were, or would always become, marked by the ‘Feminine Vices’, like
submissiveness and superficiality. Within that misogynistic social
and epistemic culture, those gendered vices become especially sa-
lient to women seeking to improve their epistemic predicament.

Kidd is correct that salience plays crucial roles in how social position
affects epistemic character development. But I don’t think Kidd aptly
sketches these roles. I sketch alternative ways the differential salience of
vice influences character development.

Firstly, I disagree with Kidd’s contention that ‘all'epistemic vices are
salient’. Indeed, a critical character epistemologist should take partic-
ular issue with this claim. Salience is the property.of being attention-
grabbing; it reflects descriptive, rather than prescriptive, facts. Salient
things have cognitive prominence. We must distinguish this from what is
important, relevant, or concomitant. Some moral facts might be import-
ant, for example, but are typically overlookedand so not salient.

Social inequalities, including in distributions of epistemic traits and
expectations about those traits, can.be more pernicious when over-
looked. The epistemic vices of chauvinism, white ignorance, and un-
questioning deference to one’s.birth culture and religion, for instance,
are widespread in part because they are not grokked. They compose part
of the background tapestry of society. The vices of bias are often unno-
ticed, rendering them harder to correct. Similarly, we expect wealthy
people to exhibit high confidence in their beliefs and abilities, making it
difficult recognise vicious/overconfidence.

Epistemic vices might be more salient to those who suffer their effects.
Women are more apt to identify sexism, for example. But, firstly, cur-
rent attunement to.such vices benefits from decades of feminist theoris-
ing; prior to this, chauvinist epistemic vices would often be inaccurately
viewed as the person’s having apposite beliefs. Secondly, even those in-
jured by the vice might not see it as vice. A daughter might suffer con-
sequences of having sexist parents, for example, yet not recognise their
traits-as sexist epistemic vices.

Vice can be like air—invisible, unnoticed, camouflaged by ubiquity.
Charles Mills highlighted the pervasion of white ignorance; critical
character epistemology should emphasise how vice can be similarly ba-
nal. Vice is the normal condition of everyday lives.

Men’s emotions can enjoy a similar inconspicuousness. Society
shapes it, and individuals contort around it, without fully appreciating
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its presence or seeing it as emotion. Part of the social potency of some
emotions, vices, and virtues stems from their being rendered invisible or
mistaken for something else, such as pure ‘rationality’.

Secondly, specific stereotyped epistemic traits have a complex rela“
tionship to salience. I’ll use Kidd’s seventeenth-century example of ste-
reotypes of women as incurious. Given this, women are expected to be
incurious. The expectation constitutes and reinforces the norm. People
might not notice the expectation unless it is violated. Incuriousness in
women is not remarked upon; instead, curiosity is salient. Departures
from normed vices, or attempts to shed normed vices, attract attention.
Deviance is noticed. And this salience, with its concomitant censure or
risk, disincentivises the aberrance. This helps explain why people con-
form; it can be safer to not stand out.

For some groups, character traits are noticed but the perceived valence
is switched or downplayed. One might notice/the elevated confidence
of wealthy people, for example, but not perceive it:as bad. It might in-
stead garner respect, emulation, or deference. Or one might see it as
bad but tend to downplay or overlook it. To illustrate the distinct role
of attention, suppose pop musicians are Stereotyped as incurious and
gender-nonconforming youths as epistemically mercurial; they are seen
as changing their minds frequently. A person'might regard each property
as—let’s say—equally bad. But only the latter and the latter’s badness
are salient to him. When he thinks of celebrities, he seldom remembers
their incuriosity. When he thinks ‘of gender-non-conforming youths, by
contrast, he often remembers their perceived epistemic caprice. The so-
cial privilege of celebrities, and relative marginalisation of trans youths,
bolsters—and partly comprises—these attention patterns.

Kidd suggests that ‘gendered vices [like submissiveness and superfici-
ality] become especially salient to women seeking to improve their epis-
temic predicament’. Perhaps. But the vices reinforced by social norms
might accordingly be less salient as foci for epistemic self-improvement.
Astell was unusual—a visionary. Most contemporaries seeking self-
improvement may have instead read novels, listened attentively at dinner,
and aimed to absorb insights from men, who were considered epistemic
superiors. (Indeed men actually were epistemic superiors in many do-
mains because women were hamstrung by educational inequality.) Ag-
itatorsaiming to improve the epistemic predicament of women may
have campaigned for more tutoring or for permission to attend public
lectures. These approximate gender-approved modes of self-betterment,
such as absorbing information, sponge-like, from men, rather than
gender-aberrant reforms, such as shedding submissiveness. Indeed, to
many of Astell’s contemporaries, shedding submissiveness may have
seemed degenerate, even to those seeking epistemic self-improvement.

Kidd writes, ‘women were, or would always become, marked by the
“Feminine Vices”, like submissiveness and superficiality’. The term
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‘marked’ has two connotations. The first is ‘assigned’, ‘designated’, or
‘goes with’. In soccer and hockey, each attacker is marked by a separate
defender, for example, driving lanes are ‘marked for overtaking’ and the
third son is ‘marked for the military’. (The first inherits the land; the
second joins the clergy.) In this sense, ‘women are “marked” as submis-
sive’ means ‘women are normed as being submissive’. Secondly, ‘marked’
connotes that those traits stand out as conspicuous or salient.

I suggest women can be marked as submissive in the first'sense, but
not the second. Women’s submissiveness can be non-salient even tothose
injured by that submissiveness or seeking to improve theirssituation. It
can require acuity to clock epistemic vice and its social powers even
though—or perhaps because—vice is so pervasive and injurious.
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Note

1 Kidd’s claim is slightly stronger: Vice epistemology should proceed as a
critical character epistemology; being attuned to epistemic vice rationally
compels us towards the tenets of critical character epistemology. Cf. Mills’s
(2007) mapping the trajectory fromnaturalised, non-idealised epistemology
to critical race epistemology.
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3d Ian James Kidd’s Response
to Commentaries

Rejoinder to Heather Battaly and Georgi Gardiner
IaN JamESs KipD

I’'m grateful to Heather and Georgi for their probing thoughts on
my ongoing efforts to explore the possibilities foria critical character
epistemology.

Blame and Structures

A critical character epistemologist sees epistemic agents as socially situ-
ated, their dispositions and activities being significantly shaped and of-
ten constituted by their social environments. I think those environments
often tend to damage our epistemic character in various ways, this be-
ing the basic conviction motivating my concept of epistemic corruption.
Heather asks how this relates to blame, an issue underplayed in my work
so far. Certainly, the critical character epistemologist doesn’t want to
rule out our being responsible for the state of our epistemic characters.
What they want, though,‘are complicated stories that issue in complex
conditions: certain agents under certain conditions at or beyond certain
points in their life and development can be judged responsible for the
acquiring or retaining of at least some of their epistemic failings. To tell
those stories, we need to get clearer on the sorts of explanations that are
at work in accounts of epistemic corruption (causal or narrative ones,
say?) A snag is that I think some of us are complicit in the deterioration
of our own epistemic character. We can think of this as wilful, self-
conscious epistemic self-corruption.

Heather also asks if social structures can themselves be vicious, in
their sense of their bearing vices in their own right as well as facilitating
their acquisition. I’'m certainly happy to attribute epistemic vices to social
structures and institutions and thereby expand the range of vice-bearers
(Kidd 2021b). At the moment, though, I don’t think social structures
need to be vicious to be corrupting, partly because of what Margaret
Gilbert called divergence arguments (see Gilbert 1989). I think indi-
viduals exist in complex dynamic relations with social structures and
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institutions. Confronted with a dogmatic institution, one can acquiesce
or resist in all sorts of ways shaped by individual character, situational
pressures, interpersonal interactions, and so on. But settling this will
require more thinking and some good empirical work.

Amelioration

In perhaps the hardest and most important question. Heather asks where
those concerned about the amelioration of epistemic vices should start
and on this I am divided. Certainly, one of the motivations for giving an
account of epistemic corruption was to guide our critical thinking about
the ways our epistemic characters get damaged: that is the ameliorative
part of me. At the same time, I often fear that corrupting structures are
too entrenched, or that any serious efforts to reform them may fail or
backfire by supercharging our vices: this is the pessimistic and quietist
part of me. In a sense, this is an uncertainty about the nature and scale
of those ameliorative actions. Maybe we can reduce the incidence or
frequency of severity of the vices of the mind=but that is an empiri-
cal issue about which I’'m deeply ambivalent. Much will also depend on
what is intended by amelioration. The modern tendency is to define this
in terms of dramatic large-scale actions aimed at significant structural
changes. But we should not rule out smaller-scale actions of a more mod-
est character. After all, rapid and radical projects can also be sources or
superchargers of epistemic vices. At the moment I am inclined to a pes-
simistic misanthropy: our personal and collective epistemic failings can
be mitigated to certain limited degrees but never eradicated from what
has come to be the human condition.

Salience

Georgi focuses on the different sorts and degrees of salience that epis-
temic vices can have,a rather neglected issue within the literature on
character epistemology. It makes sense for vice epistemologists to offer
analyses of specific vices without pressing onto questions about their
salience for different individuals—up to a point. But at some point, we
should startexploring the personal, situational, social, and cultural fac-
tors that shape the salience of different vices, where that includes diving
into the historical work on vices (Kidd 2018, 2021a).

Georgi uses the term ‘salient’ in a tighter sense than I was, using it to
mean attention-grabbing or cognitively prominent, whereas I used it in
the looser sense of ‘significant’. I agree that the narrower sense is more
useful: a critical character epistemologist should say that the epistemic
vices can have different sorts of significance for different people. More
importantly, this can include two sorts of cases: first, pernicious forms of
significance, like the misogynistic conviction that certain epistemic vices
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ought to be especially significant to women since they are more prone
to them—the claim being skewered by Astell in the remarks I quoted.
Second, cases where certain epistemic vices lack the sorts of significance
they ought to possess, even to the point of people being completely obliv-
ious to them. Sometimes, this is because it suits certain powerful groups
to conceal those vices from a collective understanding, a point Georgi
makes using the case of chauvinist epistemic vices. In other cases, the
obscuration of certain vices might be due mainly to historical contingen-
cies in our inherited table of the vices—that being the main theme of my
work in historical vice epistemology.

A key take-home from Georgi’s remarks, and Heather’s, is that our
thinking about the nature, harms, origins, distribution, significance, and
correctability of epistemic vices must be a multidisciplinary endeavour.
Even at this early stage, vice epistemology has well-developed relations
to virtue epistemology, social epistemology, feminist social philosophy,
and areas of empirical psychology. Into the future, it should engage more
with the social and historical and political dimensions of epistemic vice
and with phenomena, like epistemic corruption; which force us to con-
front them. If it does, our ability to ameliorate them could match our
ability to understand them.
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4 Narrowing the Scope of
Virtue Epistemology

Neil Levy

There are many aims virtue epistemologists may seek to pursue. They
may be interested in identifying and understanding dispositions or char-
acter traits that play important epistemic roles, and that is. an aim that is
surely legitimate. Situationist critiques of virtue theoretical approaches
notwithstanding, it is very plausible that individuals differ in the degree
to which they possess the kinds of dispositions widely taken as sufficient
to classify them as having or lacking particular epistemic virtues. We
may be interested in classifying people as virtuous or vicious, to some
degree, and these classifications might aid our understanding. Working
through careful discussions of open-mindedness or arrogance seems to
have deepened my understanding of knowledge and belief. That’s a sig-
nificant payoff, which goes a long way to justify the enterprise.
However, one central aim of at least some virtue (and vice) episte-
mologists is meliorative.! That is, they are engaged in what Ballantyne
(2019), and Roberts and Wood (2007) call regulative epistemology:
epistemology that is designed to guide us in inquiry. [ will argue that vir-
tue epistemology is the wrong tool to employ in that enterprise, at least
when regulative epistemology has the ambition to guide all or most of us
in all or most of our intellectual lives. The virtues may have an import-
ant epistemic role to play, but only in circumscribed parts of our lives
as enquiring beings. For the rest, we do better to focus on the epistemic
environment. Moreover, it is largely by contributing to a knowledge-
conducive epistemic environment that the virtues lead to better belief.

1

Virtue epistemology, in its regulative guise, aims to improve cognition
by inculcating epistemic virtues. Correlatively, as a regulative enterprise
vice epistemology counsels that we avoid the epistemic vices. Virtues and
vices are character traits (and, perhaps, ways of thinking and attitudes
too) which are, respectively, epistemically helpful and harmful. Either
directly (by making us more or less responsive to evidence or criticism,
say) or indirectly (by making us love truth or be indifferent to it, to read
widely or to be incurious, say) they help or harm our functioning as
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epistemic agents and lead us to have better or worse beliefs. Inculcating
the virtues and helping us to avoid the vices is surely a worthy goal for a
regulative epistemology.

At that level of abstraction, virtue epistemology sounds attractive. But
when its proponents attempt to flesh out the details and show how it
can be put into practice to improve our epistemic lives, they run into
difficulties. In particular, when they neglect issues of scope — when they
call on us to engage in responsible enquiry without regard to the'topic or
the specific expertise of the enquirer — they end up advocating strategies
that cannot succeed.

Consider, for instance, how one virtue theoretical approach grapples
with the so-called paradox of dogmatism. The paradox, in its original
formulation due to Saul Kripke (2011), can be stated roughly as follows:

1 Iknow that p; therefore p is true.

2 If p is true, then any apparent evidence e against p is misleading.

3 Since misleading evidence can be expected (all things considered) to
make me worse off epistemically, I have good epistemic reason to
ignore e.

4 Therefore, I should ignore any and all evidence against propositions
I know.

The dogmatism paradox apparently licenses us to disregard evidence
against any proposition we know to be true. While this is not, strictly
speaking, paradoxical, it is uncomfortable insofar as it seems to war-
rant epistemically irresponsible behaviour. In virtue epistemological
terms, it seems to warrant closed-mindedness, a paradigmatic epis-
temic vice.

Given these uncomfortable implications, the dogmatism paradox
is usually seen as a puzzle to be solved. Solving it, in the sense meant
here, would consist in identifying where it goes wrong, and thus why
we shouldn’t be closed-minded. But as Kripke himself notes, there are
contexts in which-dogmatism seems to be warranted:

[SJometimes the dogmatic strategy is a rational one [...] Even when
confronted with specific alleged evidence, I have sometimes ignored
it-although I did not know how to refute it. I once read part of a
piece by a reasonably well-known person defending astrology [...]
was not in a position to refute specific claims but assumed that this

piece was of no value.
(Kripke 2011, 49)

If Kripke’s right, and dogmatism is not always epistemically irrespon-
sible, we should not try to solve the paradox. Instead, we should seek
criteria “to delineate cases when the dogmatic attitude is justified”.
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Of course, the demarcation of cases and cases is grist for a virtue
theoretical mill. From its very inception in Aristotelian thought, virtue
theorists have emphasized the need for good judgement to distinguish
instances of courage from recklessness, or generosity from profligacy:
But if Kripke is right that there are cases in which the dogmatic attitude
is justified, the virtue epistemologist is in trouble. Dogmatism — or the
dispositions that constitute dogmatic thinking — looks very much like the
manifestation of the “archetypical epistemic vice”: closed-mindedness
(Cassam 2018, 39). Indeed, Cassam concedes as much: “[i|f dogmatism
isn’t an epistemic vice it is hard to see how closed-mindedness can'be an
epistemic vice” (109). In the abstract, the virtue theoretical response is
obvious: distinguish the dispositions or traits, and maintain that hold-
ing firm in the face of arguments you can’t rebut, if it is ever appropri-
ate, is not dogmatism but something else (just as'charging into a fight
you cannot win when there are more effective responses available is not
courage but foolhardiness). This sort of response is open to the objec-
tion that it is merely verbal, insofar as it has about it more than a whiff
of the suggestion that it turns not on differences between the disposi-
tions or attitudes that are engaged but on the words, we use to describe
these dispositions or attitudes. If we are to-avoid the charge that the
strategy is merely verbal, we need to distinguish cases in which dogma-
tism (or something very like it) is appropriate from those in which it is
not, and - I will suggest — what distinguishes these cases is no¢ the atti-
tude but the context: we should be open-minded only in very restricted
circumstances.

I will advance the case through a discussion of Cassam’s argument
against dogmatism. A preliminary point: Cassam defines dogmatism
narrowly. On his account, a person is dogmatic if (and only if) she ig-
nores evidence that conflicts with her doctrines, where a “doctrine” is
“a belief about the general character of the world, or some generally
important aspect of the world, which bears the weight of many other
beliefs” (106).2 T'willuse “dogmatism” to refer to a policy of ignoring
or refusing to consider what the believer themselves recognizes to be
possible evidence against any (token) belief, whether the belief is central
or peripheral to our epistemic network (or our network of cares). Thus,
I can be dogmatic about whether the world is more than five minutes old
or about whether I left my keys in my other trousers. I adopt this more
expansive understanding of dogmatism to emphasize its scope: we rou-
tinely ignore certain kinds of apparent evidence against quite mundane
propositions (and our doing so raises the issues at stake in the dogma-
tism paradox). Thus, a range of sceptical challenges to my belief that
it.is Wednesday, or that I slept at home last night, will be dismissed by
me out of hand. I will take only certain sorts of (very rare) challenges
to these beliefs at all seriously. My dogmatism about these mundane
propositions is not different from my dogmatism about what Cassam
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calls doctrines: there too I will take only certain sorts of — vanishingly
rare — evidence against my beliefs seriously.

Cassam argues that the epistemic costs of dogmatism are higher than
its advocates think and its benefits much smaller than they think. He
also argues that the practice of exemplars of virtuous enquiry avoids
dogmatism, contrary to what is often claimed. For evidence of its costs,
he turns to twentieth-century history. According to Cassam, for exam-
ple, Major-General Eli Zeira, the Director of Military Intelligence in
Israel in 1973, was dogmatic in his belief that Egypt and Syria.wouldn’t
attack, and his dogmatism led him to ignore the evidence against his be-
lief. Even if Zeira’s belief had turned out to be true, Cassam argues, his
dogmatism prevented him from knowing that Egypt and Syria wouldn’t
attack because belief sustained by dogmatism rather than appropriate
response to evidence is not justified. As Cassam putsiit,

[wlhere P is just a dogma to which S is attached in such a way
that they would still be confident that P regardless of the evidence
then S isn’t guided by the evidence and doesn’t have the right to be
confident.

(110)°

Cassam concedes, nevertheless, that something in the ballpark of dog-
matism is sometimes appropriate, Here he deploys the expected virtue
theoretical strategy of distinguishing the traits, attitudes or dispositions
involved in appropriate firmness from those that cause dogmatism. He
develops this strategy with reference to Kuhn’s contention that scientists
are typically and appropriately dogmatic. Normal science, Kuhn argues,
is science conducted within‘a scientific paradigm, where a “paradigm”
is a set of taken-for-granted methodologies, findings, theories and ex-
emplars of good scientific practice. Scientists are appropriately dogmatic
inasmuch as they routinely reject scientific anomalies: findings or evi-
dence that conflicts with the paradigm. Thus, for example, evidence of
a genuine “saltation™in the evolutionary history of an organism will be
regarded by biologists as spurious: evolution proceeds by small steps, not
leaps, and there will be no change in phenotype that was not produced
through a small change in its genotype or its environment. This looks
like dogmatism, insofar as it involves the scientist regarding certain ev-
idence as misleading simply on the grounds that it conflicts with what
they take themselves to know.

Cassam denies it is dogmatism. A better label, he claims, is “firmness
or tenacity” (113). It is, he argues, surely rational to respond to an anom-
aly by looking for ways to accommodate it or show that it is spurious.*
The scientist who abandoned her commitments too easily would not dis-
play open-mindedness, but rather intellectual “flaccidity”. Indeed, it is
built into the notion of having commitments that the person would not
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revise them easily. Firmness is distinguished from dogmatism by the fact
that the firm scientist will seek to defend her commitments in the face of
objections, but is able and willing “to acknowledge fundamental flaws in
established tools and beliefs, and abandon those tools and beliefs” (113):
Firmness is the mean between flaccidity and dogmatism.

Having pointed to the epistemic costs of dogmatism and seen off, to
his own satisfaction, the threat from the practice of scientists, Cassam
praises the virtues of open-mindedness, even in the kinds of cases cited
by Kripke. Kripke confesses he is unable to refute arguments he has
encountered in favour of astrology and necromancy; he dogmatically
ignores such arguments rather than attempt to refute them; and thereby
protects his knowledge. Cassam denies that Kripke has-any such inabil-
ity: he can and should engage with these arguments. We should not fear
misleading evidence, since it is (after all) misleading. It shows a vicious
lack of self-trust to think that one will be taken in by such evidence. In
fact, the lack of confidence that dogmatism in the face of misleading ev-
idence manifests is itself a threat to knowledge, since (in Cassam’s view)
knowledge requires confidence.

Instead, one should be confident in one’s/ability to confront misleading
evidence. One can and should figure out where arguments in favour of
astrology go wrong, or — when technical expertise one lacks is required —
consult the experts, and work out which of disagreeing experts is more
likely to be right. The more dubious the theory, the easier it is to dis-
miss, so there’s no real danger.that we might lose knowledge of claims
like “necromancy is bunk”. Conspiracy theories call, Cassam says, for
a “serious response”: a rebuttal, not a mere denial. We can give such a
response: most people are perfectly capable of checking and assessing
what they hear and read. Consider Holocaust denial, which serves as
Cassam’s central example‘in this chapter. If we encounter the poisonous
claims of a David Irving, we should do our due diligence. If we Google
him, we will discover that he was found by a court to have deliberately
misrepresented historical evidence to promote Holocaust denial and that
his interpretation-of key historical documents has been discredited by
credible historians.

The appropriately firm agent exhibits intellectual firmness in the
face of David Irving-style conspiracy or the superstitions discussed by
Kripke. Rather than abandon her beliefs (that the Holocaust happened;
that necromancy is bunk; and so on) she confronts arguments and ev-
idence that are purported to refute them, confident they are spurious.
The flaccid person would abandon the belief in the face of arguments
against it. The dogmatic person would dismiss the evidence out of hand.
The firm person confronts it and disarms it.

I don’t think any of this is remotely satisfactory. Cassam succeeds nei-
ther in making a convincing case for the claim that we may secure our
knowledge by confronting misleading evidence, and he mischaracterizes
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the attitudes of the scientist. Both the scientist and the layperson do
and should adopt a stance that counts as dogmatic by Cassam’s lights:
ignoring contrary evidence and refusing to budge even when she cannot
accommodate evidence she recognizes to be anomalous. If the scientist;
who devotes her professional life to the careful examination of evidence;
must be dogmatic with regard to much of it, then the ordinary person
(who has much less time, and far fewer tools, for such examination). is
well advised to take the same approach. As Kripke suggests; the real
trick is not deciding whether to be dogmatic, but instead identifying
when dogmatism is the appropriate response.

Cassam’s arguments against dogmatism have three main elements: the
costs of dogmatism, the behaviour of the scientist, and the benefits of
confronting misleading evidence. I won’t address his.arguments one by
one, under the same headings, because the links between these topics
are too intimate. I will aim to show that the all things considered costs
of dogmatism are very much lower than Cassam claims. Indeed, when it
is appropriately deployed, the all things considered costs of dogmatism
are negative — that is, it has more benefits than cests. Showing that that’s
the case depends on showing that the benefits of confronting misleading
evidence are very much lower than Cassam-claims. I will proceed by
directly assessing the prospects of doing what Cassam calls on us to do:
rebutting misleading evidence. I will also argue that Cassam mischar-
acterizes the behaviour of scientists, who are (and should be) far more
dogmatic than he realizes.

Let’s begin with an assessment of the epistemic costs and benefits of
dogmatism. Take climate change, for example. Every single day, someone
claims to have evidence that is incompatible with the basic outlines of
the consensus position on anthropogenic global warming. Almost as fre-
quently, the claim is made by someone with apparent scientific expertise
and data to back it up. Just today (as I write these words), I came across a
book called TheRise and Fall of the Carbon Dioxide Theory of Climate
Change, which apparently defends the well-known “sceptical” hypothe-
sis that climate change is caused by fluctuations in solar energy. The book
is published by Springer, a reputable publisher. The author, Rex Fleming,
has a PhD in atmospheric science from the University of Michigan and
is an elected fellow of the American Association for the Advancement of
Science. His publications, on a variety of scientific topics, include recent
papers in the Journal of the Atmospheric Sciences (impact factor 3.159)
and Environmental Earth Sciences (impact factor 1.871).

According to Fleming’s own website, the unique insight his book iden-
tifies is

the failure of the Schwarzschild radiation integrations to maintain
the CO, longwave radiation intensity achieved in the surface warm-
ing by HO and CO,. The resultant Planck radiation intensity is
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severely depleted in the upper atmosphere. The result is the CO,
molecules merely pass their remaining small residual heat to space
un-impeded.

If climate science is representative of those topics on which the epis-
temically virtuous response to misleading evidence is rebuttal (rather
than one of those on which the virtuous response is to identify the best
expert and defer to them), having read this brief description:puts you
under an epistemic obligation: if you are to retain the knowledge that
climate change is very largely or exclusively caused by human activity,
you must rebut the claim that “CO; molecules merely pass their re-
maining small residual heat to space un-impeded”. Is this really some-
thing you can do? I am sceptical that anyone who reads this.chapter will
have the requisite expertise to responsibly assess this.claim. I have little
idea what the words above mean, beyond the fact that they are taken
to entail that CO, molecules have heat and that heat dissipates without
effects on the climate. I could, of course, google “Schwarzschild radi-
ation”, “integrations”, “longwave radiation intensity” (or should that
be “longwave” and “radiation intensity”?) and try to discover what the
phrases mean, preliminary to assessing themybut I strongly suspect that
it would take me not hours but days to get a:glimmering of understand-
ing of what these phrases mean. Worse, doing so will worsen my epis-
temic position, not improve it: I will'then have a better understanding
of Fleming’s claims against the AGW consensus, not a way of rebutting
these claims.

While I think (perhaps optimistically) that if I devoted some days to
the project, I could come to a reasonably clear understanding of Flem-
ing’s main claims, I doubt I would ever be in a position to rebut them, no
matter how hard I worked at it. Frankly, I lack the maths, and without
the maths, it’s usually impossible to get a sufficiently deep grasp of the
sciences to be able to-assess the claims made in the technical literature.
Perhaps I could acquire the maths? Perhaps, but even if I already had it,
coming to be in‘a position to rebut Fleming is already a project requiring
literally thousands of hours of immersion in the technical literature. If I
can come to bein a position responsibly to rebut Fleming’s claims (the
claims, recall, of someone with a PhD and publications in climate sci-
enceyas well as in the development of predictive mathematical models) it
will be acquiring a good chunk of the expertise of the climate scientist.
How much expertise would I need? This is not a question I can answer,
because it would take possession of the very expertise I lack to assess
it. Confronting misleading arguments like this one will require some
degree of genuine expertise, depending on how complex the arguments
are and how subtle the errors involved might be. Sometimes, possession
of a good four-year degree in the subject will be enough. Sometimes
PhD-level expertise, or perhaps even better, will be required to identify
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errors and rebut the claims.” As we will see, sometimes genuine high-
level expertise isn’t sufficient to rebut misleading evidence.

Once we recognize just how high are the barriers to rebuttal, for an
ordinary person (even one like me, with access to university libraries
and extensive research experience), it is immediately apparent that few
of us can ever rebut sophisticated climate change denial (at very most,
a very few of us will have time enough to gain expertise only in a very
circumscribed area of specialist knowledge). I suspect Cassam would
agree, given that he notes knowledge of physics or engineering might
be necessary to refute the 9/11 conspiracy theorist, but that it would be
“unreasonable” (117) to expect ordinary people to acquire such knowl-
edge. Instead, he suggests, we should refute the misleading evidence “by
consulting experts and working out who is most likely to be right”. Be-
fore discussing this alternative method of rebutting the climate sceptic
or the Holocaust denier, let me turn to the expert herself. Surely, she can
reasonably be expected to rebut the sceptic?

Of course, some scientists may be in a position very rapidly to see
where Fleming has gone wrong. They may have sufficient expertise in
Schwarzschild radiation integrations, and so forth, to assess and dismiss
Fleming’s claims by reading perhaps no more'than a part of his book,
or even the summary I have quoted above. But it bears emphasising that
often the number of scientists who ean identify the problems rapidly
will be quite low. Science is highly specialized, and it is frequently the
case that scientists lack the specialized expertise to assess claims made
in their general, but not specific, area. For instance (and here I cite a real
example from my own experience) a neuroscientist may be quite at a loss
when it comes to claims about the functional role of a particular brain
region, even though they specialize in that very brain region, because
their interest is in gene expression and the development of that region,
and not in what it does.

Many neuroscientists who lack the specific expertise required to as-
sess a claim within their general area can come to acquire it relatively
rapidly. How rapidly will differ from case to case: a neuroscientist who
has specialized in _gene expression may not be in a better position to
understand the functional role of a brain region than a mathematician,
say: her path to specialization may not even have involved many under-
graduate courses in common with the cognitive neuroscientist. In some
cases, only a few days might be required to acquire sufficient expertise
to identify and dismiss the cranks. Even for those who have specific ex-
pertise, some investment of time is required to rebut misleading claims:
in the best of cases, the time taken to read at least a little of (for example)
Fleming’s arguments. Given that there are many spurious claims made,
this is an expenditure of time and effort most will avoid paying. Scien-
tists are keen to get on with their own research. They want to read use-
ful material, material that advances their work (often by challenging it)
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not waste their time on identifying confusions. While some will happily
spend their downtime in reading and refuting kooks and cranks, many
will regard themselves as having more important things to do. Given the
investment of time required and the limits of specialized expertise, even
if Cassam is correct that they have an obligation to rebut wild claims;
they will be able to address only a tiny proportion of these claims. There
simply isn’t enough time for even the most dedicated conspiracy rebutter
to do more.

It might be objected that neuroscience and atmospheric science; with
their demands for technical expertise and their heavy reliance on ad-
vanced mathematics, are unusual in requiring a very heavy investment of
time for responsible rebuttal, or at any rate that there are other areas in
which sufficient expertise can be acquired quite rapidly, from a standing
start. As already mentioned, Cassam’s prime example.in Chapter 5 of his
book is Holocaust denial, and specifically the claims of David Irving. If
we want to assess Irving’s claims for ourselves, Cassam maintains, it is
sufficient to read Richard J. Evans’ Telling Lies about Hitler. There we
will see Irving’s lies “brilliantly exposed” (114). Perhaps history is unlike
science: whereas in the former possession of demanding field-specific
technical expertise is required to adjudicate debates, even when one side
is mendacious, in history we need only common sense and a good book
to see through the lies.

I think this claim very seriously underestimates the degree to which
historians possess — and must.deploy — field-specific expertise. In fact,
just as in science, the expertise possessed by a historian is not merely
specific to the field of history, but specific to a historical period and per-
haps much more specific than that. To expose Irving, it was necessary
to possess a wide range of background knowledge — concerning how the
German state worked, about the jargon of bureaucrats, about the role of
different members of Hitler’s inner circle, and so on — not merely apply
common sense. Evans” background knowledge, as well as the specific
interpretive tools of the historian, cannot themselves be conveyed to the
non-expert reader. Instead, the reader can only be given the rough out-
line of his reasons for certainty that Irving is distorting the historical
record.

Consider, for illustration, Naomi Wolf’s recent public embarrassment
over her new book (Wolf 2019). In Outrage, Wolf argues that persecu-
tion and prosecution of “sodomy” increased significantly after 1857. A
key piece of evidence for her claim was the appearance in court records
of the phrase “death recorded”. Wolf interpreted the phrase as meaning
that the person had been sentenced to death. In actual fact, it was used
for a nominal death sentence: one which would not be carried out. Wolf
had, of course, done a great deal of research for her book. In fact, it
was based on her Oxford University doctoral dissertation, supervised
by an expert in nineteenth-century English literature. Wolf came in for
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a great deal of derision for her supposed failure to fact-check her work.
But Wolf had good reason to be confident in her work: not only had it
passed through the Oxford examination, but she had enlisted the aid of
Dame Helena Kennedy, a prominent human rights lawyer, to check her
interpretation of the law. Kennedy interpreted “death recorded” in the
same way Wolf had (Kennedy 2019).

This episode, which is by no means an isolated one,® demonstrates
how much-specialized knowledge is required to interpret historical doc-
uments. One needs not the expertise of a historian, but the specialized
expertise of the historian who works on that period specifically, and on
particular aspects of that period at that (Wulf 2019). Surely it takes less
expertise to assess competing accounts between duelling experts than
it does to generate these accounts — a historian of, say, modern Europe
(but who lacks the expertise specific to the Nazi'period) is better able
to adjudicate between Irving and Evans purely on the basis of the argu-
ments and evidence each presents than am I — but such adjudication will
still require some degree of genuine expertise/(just as we need a degree
of genuine expertise to assess the claims of those who put their skills
in the service of climate denial). Adjudicating on a debate between two
people who possess genuine expertise is difficult, and this remains true
even if one of them is mendacious (Irving possesses genuine expertise:
prior to becoming a full-blown Holocaust denier, Irving published sev-
eral books, one of which is still well regarded. This expertise gives him
the tools to distort history inta way that it takes genuine expertise to
expose). Evans may indeed brilliantly expose Irving’s lies, but it’s not
because of our capacity to assess the dispute between Evans and Irving
that we accept the former’s account.

If 'm right that Cassam seriously overestimates the capacity of the or-
dinary intelligent person to adjudicate the Evans/Irving dispute, then his
less-demanding prescription for those of us who lack “the time, energy,
or intellectual resources” to read books like Evans’ must fail abjectly, at
least if it is understood‘in the way he understands it. Cassam advises us
to turn to Google:and Wikipedia. There we will learn (for instance) that
Irving was found to have deliberately distorted the historical evidence by
a British court, and that the interpretation of his evidence has been dis-
credited. Of course, Cassam is quite right that those who search will find
theseclaims reported, but why should they accept either that Wikipedia
accurately reports the court’s judgement or — more particularly — that
the court was correct? After all, some more googling will lead to web-
sites claiming that the court got it wrong. It cannot be the case that we
ought to accept the claims we read on Wikipedia because it can do what
academic historians cannot: convey to readers not only the findings of
historians but also the entire intellectual edifice that justifies these find-
ings. Again, if we attempt to settle the issue for ourselves on the basis of
the evidence and arguments presented, Wikipedia and Google will let us
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down (in a moment we will see that reading about the court’s judgement
does provide us with grounds for siding with Evans and not Irving, but
not because of the arguments Wikipedia presents).

Notoriously, those who turn to google to conduct research, in the
manner Cassam recommends, often end up with more distorted views.
After all, if one is carrying out one’s research conscientiously (in a way
that manifests the intellectual virtues like open-mindedness) one had
better give a fair hearing to both sides. Doing that, though, seon leads
to a thicket of claims and counter-claims, few of which the non-expert
consumer is in a position to assess for herself. Do vaccines cause autism?
Well, a peer-reviewed paper published in the prestigious journal The
Lancet made that claim. That paper was later retracted-and found to be
fraudulent. But isn’t that exactly what you would expect from a journal
system that relies heavily on industry funding andis:therefore reluctant
to criticize it? If you think that that’s paranoid,tecall how Elsevier — the
publisher of The Lancet — produced six fake journals to deceptively pres-
ent industry-friendly content as though it appeared in peer-reviewed ar-
ticles (Hutson 2009). At best, the non-expert who attempts to give both
sides a fair hearing ends up aware of a range of conflicting claims (e.g.,
about the efficacy and safety of vaccines; about the behaviour of people
on each side of the debate; about the role of drug companies, and so on)
which she is no position to assess for herself, and therefore comes to be
in a worse epistemic position (Levy 2006). Even if she comes or contin-
ues to believe the truth (that vaccines are safe and effective, say) she may
nevertheless lack knowledge. Alternatively, in the face of her inability to
assess the competing claims, she may become agnostic, thereby losing
knowledge and belief.

Naomi Wolf’s experience provides several unhappy examples of what
Ballantyne (2019) calls “epistemic trespassing”, where someone with
genuine expertise in_one field takes themselves to have sufficient ex-
pertise to engage seriously with another. Wolf and her supervisor took
their expertise in British nineteenth-century literature to equip them to
interpret nineteenth-century British legal texts; Dame Kennedy took her
expertise in contemporary law to equip her to interpret the law of the
past. Epistemic trespassing can have unhappy consequences even when,
as seems to be true in this case, the trespassers have sufficiently closely
related. expertise to be unaware of themselves as trespassing. Ballan-
tyne gives examples of successful transfer of skills from one domain
to another, but given the low success rate, the epistemically responsi-
ble agent will refrain from such transfer, at least unaided by someone
who is genuinely at home in the field (note that in Ballantyne’s principal
case of successful transfer of skills across domains — in which high-
school students attempted to explain historical events on the basis of
fragmentary evidence — those who lacked skill in the target domain did
surprisingly well, but were nevertheless and entirely unsurprisingly very
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significantly outperformed by those who possessed such skills). Aban-
don dogmatism and face the risks of epistemic trespassing, and losing
knowledge. But it is not just epistemic trespassers who may responsibly
be dogmatic. Scientists, working within the domain of their own exper-
tise, sometimes confront findings that they cannot explain. They are
often, rightly, dogmatic in the face of such findings: simply setting them
aside as anomalies.

In other words, Cassam mischaracterizes how scientists behave in the
face of anomalies. According to him, they exhibit firmness: neither fold-
ing in the face of anomalies nor dogmatically ignoring them. Responsi-
ble scientists, he claims, are ready “to acknowledge fundamental flaws
in established tools and beliefs, and abandon those tools-and beliefs”
(113). But that does not accurately describe the scientific practice. When
scientists are in possession of a research paradigm that unifies a great
deal of disparate work and has proven to have predictive power, they do
not abandon it or even acknowledge flaws (let alone fundamental flaws)
in the face of anomalies. They may not even pause to examine anoma-
lies. When scientists encounter anomalies they can’t explain, they often
set them aside, in the expectation that the future advance of science will
accommodate the finding.

Science is in fact littered with examples of scientists holding fast in this
kind of way. Consider how Darwin and those who followed him reacted
to Kelvin’s careful work on the age of the Earth. The estimated range
he produced was, as Darwin recognized, far too short for the diversity
of life to be explained by natural selection. Despite recognizing that he
was unable to refute Kelvin’s findings, Darwin refused to abandon his
theory. Of course, new evidence entirely vindicated Darwin, but he held
fast long before he was able to cite this evidence himself (Lewis 2002).
Scientists are much more 'dogmatic than Cassam suggests, and this is
epistemically appropriate for reasons Kuhn gave: because abandoning
a paradigm prematurely leaves us unable even to recognize anomalies,
let alone explain them;and because entrenched paradigms usually prove
able to explainthe apparently anomalous in the end (Kuhn, 1970).

As we saw, Cassam argues that the costs of dogmatism can be high.
Indeed, they can: just as there are plentiful examples of scientists who
held fast in the face of anomalies, subsequently to be vindicated, there
are plentiful examples of dogmatism in the face of anomalies that proved
intractable and ultimately could only be explained by a new paradigm.
Consider the medical community’s dogmatism in the face of evidence
that antibiotics were a successful treatment for stomach ulcers. This
anomaly was ultimately explained only when the stomach acid theory of
ulcer formation was rejected, in favour of a bacterial hypothesis; in the
meantime, doctors were sufficiently convinced of their false theory to
support fines for doctors who used antibiotics as a treatment (Zollman
2010). If T am correct, however, we should be dogmatic in the face of
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anomalies, because we can usually expect the anomaly to be eventually
explicable within the existing paradigm, and we do worse to reject the
paradigm without a viable alternative available in any case, then the
costs should be paid. The benefits of dogmatism are routinely higher
than the costs.

If all this is correct, then Kripke was right: the question is not whether
to be dogmatic, but when. In what contexts should we dismiss evidence
and arguments offered against our prior beliefs? The answer, I claim, is
very often. When we have acquired our beliefs through testimony,and
that testimony is sufficiently good that our belief is a good candidate for
knowledge, we ought to stand fast in the face of anomaly or evidence
against our belief, unless the source of the evidence has the same kind of
standing as the original source of testimony.

Laypeople (and of course, we are all laypeople with regard to most
areas of knowledge) acquire their beliefs about specialist topics by tes-
timony, explicit or implicit (beliefs are acquired by implicit testimony
when they are based on claims that are not @asserted but presupposed
or implicated; see Levy (2019) for discussion).. These beliefs are good
candidates for knowledge when the (ultimate) source of the testimony is,
or is representative of, the appropriately constituted epistemic authori-
ties. I cannot make even the beginnings of a-proper start on an account
of what properties an epistemic authority has and what makes such an
authority properly constituted. I want to highlight just one — central and
very important — authority-conferring property: the social constitution
of knowledge.

On most specialized topics, at least, an epistemic authority is not,
and does not speak as or for, an'individual. Rather, the authority is or
speaks for a group, and that’s no accident: knowledge of specialized
subjects is the product ofa deep division of cognitive labour. Science is
of course the paradigm of such a division of labour, partially conflictual
and deeply cooperative. Cooperation (mostly) characterizes relations at
the level of the lab, which is to a large extent the unit of scientific pro-
duction; relations:between labs are characterized by both conflict and
cooperation. Labs seek to refute one another, but they take one anoth-
er’s data and results (largely) on trust. Conflict and cooperation are
institutionalized in peer review and (increasingly) in post-publication
review of ‘results. In disciplines beyond the sciences, the unit of pro-
duction is often individual, but knowledge arises through conflict and
cooperation across individuals just as much as in the sciences. Perhaps
there are exceptions: perhaps there are important areas of knowledge
that do not arise from conflict and cooperation across individuals and
groups. Certainly, the degree to which knowledge is social differs from
topic to topic. For most of what we know, however, beyond the deliver-
ances of our senses (perhaps) such social relations are very important,
and for all or almost all of the topics with which regulative epistemology
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is concerned (knowledge of science, of history, of current affairs, of the
state of the economy, of policies, of facts about public figures, and so
on) it is very deeply social.

The proper epistemic authorities are hooked into these social net-
works in the right way, such that they can report the consensus view
(when there is one) on a topic. The representative scientific bodies are
hooked into these networks, and report a consensus of their members
via press releases and talking to journalists. It is (in part) because bod-
ies such as the IPCC, the American Association for the Advancement
of Science, The American Geophysical Union and a host of other such
bodies endorse the consensus on climate change that we know:it to be
true. It is because the AMA endorses vaccines that we know them to be
safe and effective. In the face of challenges to beliefs like this, we are
rightly dogmatic. When we have acquired beliefs via testimony from the
epistemic authorities, we rightly dismiss arguments or evidence against
these beliefs, unless these arguments/evidence come from the same au-
thorities (and are presented by them as representing a challenge to our
beliefs). We can thus retain knowledge. If we are not dogmatic, we run
a very large risk of losing it, and are vanishingly unlikely to improve our
epistemic position with regard to the beliefs in'question.

As we have seen, scientists themselves — those who help constitute
epistemic authorities — often are rightly dogmatic in the face of anomaly.
Most scientists most of the time are in the same position as the layper-
son with regard to such challenges, so that’s not a surprising result. The
doctor who is presented with evidence that vaccines cause autism may
be entirely unable to rebut the argument, but she may rightly shrug her
shoulders. She should defer, just as we should, unless this is her pre-
cise speciality. Even if it is her precise speciality, rebutting the evidence
may be a waste of her time. She may use heuristics to parse whether the
argument is worth granting even prima facie plausibility, ignoring the
evidence of the clearlyunqualified. As for the rest, when she is presented
with a prima facie credible argument by someone who is in a position to
knowledgeably-advance such an argument, she still need not engage. At
most, there is an obligation for someone to take the argument seriously.
The rightful scope of dogmatism is very broad.

The conduct of enquiry does, for all that, require something like open-
minded enquiry. But the scope of such enquiry is very narrow. The con-
scientious scientist takes challenges (from those with the right credentials
or who pass other stringent tests for expertise) to the hypotheses she is
developing in her precise area of expertise seriously. She is not dogmatic
with regard to them. Perhaps virtue epistemology well describes the dis-
positions and attitudes she displays in this very circumscribed area (I
take no stand on that question). For the most part, however, she should
be dogmatic. So should the layperson be dogmatic on those questions on
which she lacks expertise.
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Virtue epistemology as regulative epistemology therefore may have a
target, but it is a narrow one and — correspondingly — its pretensions
to guide us in our epistemic lives should be considerably deflated. Of
course, I have focused here on dogmatism and the corresponding virtue
of open-mindedness. But the point generalizes, I believe. The epistemic
virtues are dispositions, character traits or attitudes that enable us to
think for ourselves. And that’s exactly what we shouldn’t be doing. We
should be deferring (manifesting, if anything, excessive gullibility by the
standards of virtue epistemology).

Let me finish with an important caveat. There is one area of our lives
that is very important and in which appropriate epistemic.agency may
depend on the virtues: our personal lives. Our friendships, our intimate
relations, our relations to our co-workers are also areas in which we
exercise epistemic agency. In our personal lives, too, knowledge depends
very heavily on testimony, but properly constituted epistemic authorities
are much rarer, and we may be called on to adjudicate between conflict-
ing sources of testimony or to weigh instances of it for plausibility. Here
the scope for specialized knowledge is much narrower (though it is plau-
sible that even here we should give scientific claims much greater weight
than we do, rather than rely on folk psychology).” Perhaps virtue episte-
mology as regulative project has important work to do in this region. But
its ambitions to improve public discourse or to bring us to have better
beliefs about matters of public importance are probably misplaced.

2 Conclusion

Regulative epistemology is, arguably, the most important branch of epis-
temology. It matters what people believe, and the project of making us
more responsive to good evidence is an important one. It is unlikely,
however, that virtue epistemology has a large role to play in regulative
epistemology. The more important the belief — the more it is a belief that
is relevant to our functioning in the public sphere — the less it matters
whether we display the epistemic virtues. It is only in the narrow sphere
of our own specialist expertise and our private lives that we ought to
display the virtues. And this is the case because it is only in these spheres
that we ought to be thinking for ourselves. For the rest, we ought to be
deferring.

But isn’t appropriate deference itself the manifestation of a virtue? Per-
haps: perhaps there is a virtue of (extreme) epistemic humility that such
deference displays. Epistemic humility might be a kind of master virtue;
the virtue that underlies our appropriate activity as epistemic agents. The
available evidence concerning when and why agents defer to properly con-
stituted authority sits uneasily with this suggestion, however. Rather, the
available evidence suggests that the psychological processes underlying def-
erence to bad authority are identical to the processes underlying deference
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to good (Levy, Forthcoming). In both cases, deference is responsive to cues
the person (implicitly) takes to be evidence of trustworthiness, and in both
cases, this responsiveness is rationally appropriate. If we are to make peo-
ple better responsive to reliable authority, we don’t need to change people;
not at the level of their epistemic dispositions, at any rate. Rather, we must
ensure that the cues to which they respond are appropriately matched to
the filters they deploy, and that’s a matter of changing society. We musten-
sure that science is bipartisan, for instance, so that reliable measures pass
the tests everyone uses; we must ensure that the epistemic environment is
unpolluted, and so on. There is a lot of work for regulative epistemology
to do, but this is work on society not on the individual.

Notes

1 For the purposes of this paper, at very least, [ won’t distinguish between
virtue and vice epistemology. It’s not quite true that they mirror one another,
in that the virtues identified by the first are just the absence of the vices iden-
tified by the second, and vice-versa (such that we can restate the conclusions
of each in the vocabulary of the other), nor isit.quite true that the tools each
uses are more or less identical to the tools of the other, but it is near enough
to true for me to set the remainder aside. It should be clear that I have in
mind responsibilist virtue and vice theory, of course: virtue reliabilists need
not be interested in character traits at all and virtue reliabilism is better
suited to explaining the simple cases of knowledge arising from faculties
functioning as designed in the environments for which they are appropriate
than the complex cases which cause dissent and which motivate the regula-
tive project in the first place.

2 Here Cassam is quoting Roberts and Wood (2007, 194). Their notion of
a doctrine is uncomfortably close to the idea of what is sometimes called
a hinge proposition; uncomfortably close, because hinge propositions are
often taken to be immune to doubt.

3 We shall see later that this kind of sensitivity principle should be rejected by
a deeply social response to the dogmatism paradox.

4 In making this pointy;Cassam once again relies on Roberts and Wood (2007,
183-1835).

5 To bring home just how difficult it is for those who lack genuine and deep
expertise to/assess controversial scientific claims for themselves, let me use
the example of implicit bias, discussion of which occupies the bulk of Chap-
ter 7 of Vices of the Mind. In that chapter, Cassam makes a number of (suit-
ably) qualified claims about implicit attitudes and the implicit association
test. For example, summing up some pages of discussion he concludes “there
is no empirical justification for the view that it is impossible to improve one’s
implicit attitudes, or there is nothing that a person can do to change. Self-
improvement in this area is possible and there are specific means by which
it is possible, given the requisite levels of awareness, motivation, and skill”
(173). I’ve had implicit attitudes as a central research interest for more than
a decade (see (Levy 2017, 2016, 2015, 2014a, 2014b). Yet I’'m confident nei-
ther that Cassam’s cautiously phrased claims are true nor that they are false.

6 Wulf (2019) gives the example of Cokie Roberts’ claim, on NPR, that con-
temporary historians writing about abortion in the nineteenth century were
distorting the historical record, on the basis that contrary to their claims
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there were no advertisements for abortion services in nineteenth century
newspapers. In fact, Roberts simply lacked the expertise to identify the rele-
vant advertisements, which were plentiful.

7 For example, most people believe that memories are a highly reliable snapshot
of events. But there is extensive evidence that memories are reconstructed,
rather than simply recalled (such that features of the context of recall may
affect the content of what is recalled) and that even important events may
be remembered inaccurately. In particular, memory is easily contaminated:
extraneous or false information may be advertently or inadvertently intro-
duced, with the result that the person confuses information introduced later
with information available only earlier. This kind of contamination explains
some instances of misidentification of suspects by witnesses:‘they mistake
the person in the police line-up or the mug shot with the person who com-
mitted the crime, for instance (Wixted et al. 2018). The folkbelief that mem-
ory is reliable probably makes such contamination more likely.
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4b Commentary from
Steven Bland

Expanding Our Notion of Virtue: A Commentary
on Neil Levy’s “Narrowing the Scope of Virtue
Epistemology”

STEVEN BLAND

I am deeply sympathetic with Neil Levy’s vision of a thoroughly social
epistemology. With Levy, I believe that responsibilist virtues, such as
open-mindedness and intellectual autonomy, are not as robustly bene-
ficial as virtue epistemologists believe. Indeed, given that these dispo-
sitions systematically interfere with the generation and transmission of
knowledge when manifested by individuals in collectivist contexts, it
seems that they can be thoroughly deleterious. This is even more likely if
we accept, as I think we should; what Levy calls the “social constitution
of knowledge”.

In Levy’s view, the contextual instability of responsibilist virtues (and
vices) presents two problems for the regulative ambitions of epistemic
virtue theories. The first I will call the problem of scope insensitivity:
virtue theories are insufficiently sensitive to the scope of their norms. If
epistemic dispositions are beneficial in some environments and detri-
mental in others; thenvirtue theoretic norms ought to make this explicit;
otherwise, their guidance will have mixed results, at best. For exam-
ple, Levy argues that the unqualified manifestation of open-mindedness
leads to knowledge loss, resource misallocation, and epistemic trespass-
ing. For this reason, he claims that we should be dogmatically closed-
minded with respect to any question on which we lack the requisite
expertise. And he points out that most of the questions we care about
belong in this category. This leads to the problem of scope overreach:
given the narrow scope of most epistemic virtues, our regulative goals
are better achieved by reforming the environments in which we think
than the ways in which we think. While I am fully on board with Levy’s
first objection, I think the second objection might itself be somewhat of
an overreach.

My hesitation is not with the situationist insight that our cogni-
tive lives can be improved by reforming the contexts in which we live
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them; indeed, I think this point is both true and important. Rather, it
is with the framing of this position as an alternative to agent-centred
approaches. This framing feeds into the person-situation debate that has
occupied psychology and philosophy over the last few decades. This de-
bate has given rise not only to divergent descriptive programs, but ‘to
alternative ameliorative approaches: one focussing on cultivating bet-
ter dispositions, and the other on designing better environments. I call
these, following Trout (2005), inside and outside strategies, respectively.

It seems to me that this debate is largely over, not because one side
has proven itself superior to the other, but because it is based on a false
dichotomy. Most psychologists now agree that personal and situational
factors are not independent causal vectors, but entwined forces whose
interactions are the principal source of human behaviour (Kihlstrom
2013). Furthermore, our environments and dispositions are reciprocally
determined: each exerts a strong influence over:the other. The appropri-
ate response to this state of affairs is not to narrow. the scope of virtue
epistemology, but to broaden our conception/of epistemic virtues (and
vices). On one hand, we should understand virtues as being situationally
embedded, that is, as being systematically dependent on environmental
factors for their epistemic status, manifestation and cultivation (Skor-
burg & Alfano 2019). On the other, we should recognize that there are
virtues whose value consists in their tendency to promote benign cogni-
tive environments. We might call these embedding virtues. This broad-
ening of our notion of epistemic virtues uncovers regulative strategies
that defy straightforward classification as being either inside or outside.
Outside-in strategies scaffold environments to promote virtuous habits;
inside-out strategies cultivate habits of scaffolding benign environments
(Bland, this volume). The upshot of this interactionist view is that cog-
nitive dispositions and environments must be coordinated, rather than
improved in isolation.

So, while T agree with Levy that the social transmission of knowl-
edge often requires dogmatic deference, and that this process can be
improved by making changes to the environments in which knowledge is
socially transmitted, I would not want to overlook the role that personal
dispositions can play in this project. Our deference is not capricious, but
naturally guided by a set of heuristics: we preferentially defer to success-
ful and prestigious individuals, and we often defer to the majority. While
our reliance on these heuristics leads to cognitive distortions — success
bias; prestige bias; conformity bias — it’s been essential to the cognitive
success of our social species (Henrich 2016). It serves us less well, how-
ever, in our increasingly digital environments, where our perceptions of
success and prestige get distorted, and the pressure to conform can be
overwhelming, leaving us susceptible to manipulation by online “influ-
encers”. We could seek to remedy this situation by cultivating greater
epistemic discernment, but Levy apparently favours the outside strategy
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of designing digital environments that better fit our evolved heuristics.
I’'m inclined to think that this would be a more successful approach, if
it were to be widely adopted. I despair of the prospects of implementing
this plan, however. Instead, we might teach individuals to curate their
own digital environments so that they needn’t be hyper-discerning when
presented with information online. In short, epistemic virtues need not
be dispositions that enable us to think for ourselves; they can also embed
us in social contexts where we benefit from the thinking of others.
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Reply to Neil Levy
Quassim CASSAM

Levy thinks that we should very often be dogmatic when faced with
what we recognize as possible evidence against our prior beliefs. We
should simply ignore or refuse to consider such evidence when we have
acquired our prior beliefs through testimony that is sufficiently good for
those beliefs to be good candidates for knowledge. In such cases, “we
ought to stand fast in the face of anomaly or'evidence against our belief,
unless the source of the evidence has the same kind of standing as the
original source of testimony”. While arguing for dogmatism, Levy also
objects to my account of the dispute between David Irving and Richard
J. Evans about the reality of the Holocaust. Levy thinks that I overesti-
mate the capacity of the ordinary intelligent person to adjudicate. Even
if non-specialists read on Wikipedia that Irving was found by a British
court to have distorted the historical evidence, this does not get them
very far. For why, Levy asks, “should they accept either that Wikipedia
accurately reports the court’s judgement or — more particularly — that the
court was correct?”.

What are the‘epistemological and socio-political implications of the
dogmatism that Levy recommends? Starting with the epistemological
implications, Ltake it that for S to know that P, P must be true, S must
believe that P, and 'S must have the right to believe that P. By simply ig-
noring what I recognize as possible evidence against my belief that P, I
potentially deprive myself of the right to believe that P and thereby also
potentially.deprive myself of the knowledge that P. This is a high price
to pay. However, Levy’s idea seems to be that I retain the right to believe
that P, and hence my knowledge that P, as long as my prior belief that P
came from a sufficiently good testimonial source. This is what permits
me to ignore possible evidence against my prior belief without exposing
myself to the charge that I no longer know that P. I can be dogmatic and
still know that P.

Now consider the original testimonial sources of my beliefs about
the Holocaust: books I read for school history lessons, what my
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schoolteachers taught me, television documentaries and the odd movie
or newspaper article. How do these sources compare with someone like
Irving? Is their standing superior? That is prima facie unlikely. After all,
Irving was a prolific author of books on historical subjects, mostly about
the Second World War. Several of his early works were well regarded by
fellow historians and some have been reprinted and reissued. It is true
that he has no formal qualifications. However, as Evans remarks, ‘there
are plenty of examples of reputable and successful historians whose lack
of formal academic qualifications is as striking as Irving’s’."I venture
to suggest that Irving’s standing as a historian is superior to that of the
schoolteachers, journalists and documentary film-makers whose testi-
mony was the original source of my beliefs about the Holocaust.

In that case, I am not entitled to ignore Irving’s arguments by Levy’s
own lights. If I am not swayed by those arguments; itis because Irving is
not what Levy calls an “appropriately constituted epistemic authority”,
but not because he lacks formal qualifications. The erux of the matter is
that he was found by appropriate authorities = a British court, advised
by Evans — to have deliberately distorted the historical evidence. How-
ever, when I base my rejection of Irving’s’arguments on this fact, I am
not being dogmatic. I have reasons for rejecting Irving’s views about
the Holocaust even after considering them. 1 am not ignoring them.
Someone might ask why I am so sure about Evans’ credentials or the
reliability of reports about the court’swverdict. However, Levy faces sim-
ilar questions: in defending a dogmatic response to Irving, he is making
assumptions about Irving’s historical credentials in comparison to those
of other sources of testimonial knowledge. These assumptions are no
different from mine, and they are justified in the same way. It might be
true, as Levy insists, that alayperson can only have a rough idea of the
reasons for saying that Irving distorted the historical record but that
is all the layperson needs for his or her rejection of Irving’s view to be
non-dogmatic.

If this is correct, then Levy is not as dogmatic as he thinks he is. Hav-
ing said that, itis'-worth reflecting on the socio-political implications of
a policy of dogmatic non-engagement with evidence — even misleading
evidence — against one’s prior beliefs. It is important for the citizens of
democracy notonly to know that certain claims are false but to have at
leastavery rough idea of why they are false. In the case of highly techni-
cal'subjects like climate change, this might not be possible. However, the
idea that the intelligent layperson is in no position to come to a reasoned
conclusion about the relative merits of Evans and Irving as historians or,
for that matter, the relative merits of 9/11 conspiracy theories and the
official view is absurd. One might not know enough physics to be able
to refute what conspiracy theorists say about the collapse of the Twin
Towers but there are many other accessible reasons for rejecting 9/11
conspiracy theories after due consideration. The evidence of al-Qaeda’s



136 Neil Levy

responsibility for 9/11 is overwhelming, and one doesn’t need a degree
in physics to know that.

When Holocaust deniers and other conspiracy theorists use their base-
less speculations to manipulate public opinion and advance their po-
litical objectives it is important that ordinary citizens feel empowered
to resist. It is not good enough to leave it to the experts, who probably
have better things to do. It is vital that as many non-experts as possible
understand and can explain to one another why the claims of Holocaust
deniers are preposterous. To object that only experts are qualified to
pronounce on these matters is to leave the field open to people like Irving
to promote their ideas with no pushback from ordinary citizens. Some
ideas are too toxic for responsible citizens to ignore, regardless of their
academic qualifications. We must, as Kant insisted, have the courage to
use our own understanding, even if that understanding is limited. The
dogmatism that Levy favours is the antithesis of the enlightenment ideal
of lay knowledge and understanding. It should be firmly rejected.

Note

1 Evans: David Irving, Hitler and Holocaust Denial | Holocaust Denial on
Trial (hdot.org), Section 2.2.2.
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Response to Commentaries
NEIL LEVY

I’'m grateful to my two commentators for their‘very thought-provoking
responses. Grateful but unmoved. Below, I set out my reasons for being,
as at least one of my commentators would think, so unreasonable.

Quassim Cassam thinks “Levy is not as dogmatic as he thinks he is”. In
his eyes. I’'m no more dogmatic than he is:-because I have reasons for assess-
ing David Irving’s credibility as low, consistingin the assessment of a Brit-
ish court. I share this reason with Cassam. ['agree: I’'m no more dogmatic
than Cassam is, if he here reports his own reasons for disbelieving Irving
accurately. But that’s not because I’'m not dogmatic; it’s because he is.

Dogmatism, as it’s used in these debates, consists in refusing to engage
with the first-order evidence (for the purpose of making up one’s own
mind) for or against a claim. Of course, the court’s judgement is not
first-order evidence. To behave non-dogmatically in response to Irving
would be to read his work and assess his arguments. [ agree with Cassam
that the court’s verdict provides us with a reason for rejecting Irving. But
I disagree that in taking that as my reason, I don’t behave dogmatically.

Of course, we can-use “dogmatism” however we like. Shorn of dis-
putes over words,.my claim is that we non-experts ought to rely on
higher-order evidence (like the testimony of experts) and not first-order
evidence. It’s clear that my dispute with Cassam is not merely verbal: he’s
explicit that we ought not to leave these issues to the experts but assess
them forourselves. It’s central to my argument that we can’t in fact do
this;-our apparent non-dogmatic engagement is no such thing. Cassam
rightly ‘sides with Richard Evans against Irving, but in fact (I bet) he
found Evans’ arguments more convincing than Irving’s because he was
already disposed to defer to Evans. Detailed attention to the argument of
Holocaust deniers, JFK conspiracy theorists, sophisticated anti-vaxxers
and so on will reveal just how difficult it is for non-experts to assess such
claims. Of course, that’s an assertion (just as Cassam’s claim that we can
reliably and responsibly engage with such people is an assertion). Here’s
an empirical prediction to move the debate forward.
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If we present the arguments of a sophisticated conspiracy theorist to a
naive (but conscientious and educated) audience, paired with arguments
for the truth, experimental participants will do no better than chance
at picking the correct view. Of course, actually testing this prediction
will be difficult. We will need to identify a debate on which there is an
expert consensus (so as not to beg any questions), but on which there is
nevertheless sophisticated dissent of the conspiratorial sort, on a topic
regarding which most people have no previously settled views. Perhaps
the feasibility of perpetual motion machines or some topic in climate
science apparently distant from the hot button issue (e.g., climate sen-
sitivity) might play this role. Ideally, we would test a variety-of such
debates, across a variety of naive audiences. If my prediction is correct,
then engagement with the first-order evidence is not a reliable means of
ascertaining the truth; by itself, this would constitute:a powerful consid-
eration in favour of my view.

Steven Bland is much more sympathetic to my project than Cassam
is. He takes issue, however, with the suggestion that we ought to focus
on environments rather than agents. Since behaviour and cognition is
always the product of context and agent, there’s no reason to think the
former is a better focus of intervention, in general, or in principle. Take
our disposition to defer to the prestigious.»While this disposition has
been epistemically beneficial in our evolutionary past, today it tends to
mislead us, Bland suggests. We might respond either by changing the
environment in which we operate as epistemic agents or by “cultivating
greater epistemic discernment”. Bland concedes there may be reasons
to do the former rather than the latter, but these reasons are pragmatic
rather than epistemic.

I deny, however, that the dispositions that constitute our epistemic
vigilance (our conformity bias, prestige bias, our disposition to prefer
testimony from the benevolent, and so on) are on all fours with the epis-
temic environment, such that we might in principle take them as just
as appropriate targets for intervention. There are two reasons why we
should prefer to change the environment. The first, shallow, reason is
that we might find changes in our dispositions to defer difficultly. While
the debate between theorists like Cecilia Heyes and more mainstream
cultural evolutionists remains unsettled, it may be that these dispositions
are robust.to many environmental perturbations.

The second reason is stronger and more important to my overall view.
It is this: despite the name of many of these dispositions (the prestige
bias, and so on) these dispositions are constitutive of our rationality. In
response to Cassam above, I noted that the heart of my view is that we
ought to be guided by higher-order evidence when we lack the capac-
ity to assess the first-order evidence. Cassam rejects this view as “the
antithesis of the enlightenment ideal”. I think this is a mistake. Higher-
order evidence is genuine evidence, and in responding to it we respond
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rationally. The prestige bias is rational because prestige is higher-or-
der evidence that an agent’s first-order beliefs are correct. Consensus
is higher-order evidence; benevolence is higher-order evidence. And so
on. We should leave our dispositions (more or less) as they are because
they are constitutive of us as rational agents. Perhaps we could design
agents who reliably form true beliefs on the basis of dispositions that
are not responsive to genuine evidence qua evidence, but that project is
one we will find difficult to undertake. The creatures that would emerge
from such a design program would be radically different from those we
take ourselves to be and which most of us want to be. We best use our
understanding by ensuring the evidence the environment provides to us
constitutes genuine reasons, rather than by building a creature that en-
sures reliability by perverse response to bad reasons.



5 Mindshaping and
intellectual virtues

Alessandra Tanesini

Character is a human psychological feature that is notshared by other
primates.! It is also the product of repeated activities Whose function
is primarily to shape the minds of those whom they target so that
they acquire those settled global dispositions‘that constitute individ-
ual characters. Intellectual virtues are among the character traits that
are brought into existence in this way. Hence, even though intellec-
tual virtues are psychological traits of individuals, their acquisition
and preservation are generally socially mediated. In addition, or so I
argue in this chapter, the ultimate practical’and epistemic ends that
explain why human communities have shaped their members into
creatures with virtuous character traits are inherently social. Human
beings are constantly under social pressure to be intellectually vir-
tuous because those with these traits are better able to coordinate
their epistemic and practical activities with others in their commu-
nity than those who lack these features. That is, individual virtues
have been culturally selected for their social epistemological and
practical benefits.

This chapter consists of four sections. The first introduces the no-
tion of a mindshaping practice or activity and explains its role in cul-
tural evolution. Ultimately, it is humans’ evolving ability to shape each
other’s mind and susceptibility to having one’s mind shaped that has
enabled us to solve numerous coordination and mixed-motive prob-
lems thereby enhancing our ability jointly to perform practical and
epistemic tasks.” Section 2 redescribes the processes and techniques
of character building as examples of mindshaping and self-shaping
whose: primary function is to enhance mutual intelligibility in the
service of solving coordination problems. It also shows that charac-
ter attributions serve the purpose of making character rather than
merely describing it. If successful, character attributions have the
powers of self-fulfilling prophecies (cf., Alfano 2013). The third
section focuses on intellectual virtues as the products and tools of
mindshaping activities. The concluding section briefly sketches why
this approach also promises to throw novel light on the evolution of
intellectual vices.

DOI: 10.4324/9780367808952-7
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1 Mindshaping

In its broadest sense, “mindshaping” refers to any activity whatsoever
that leads some person to change some of her propositional attitudes,
emotions, values or settled dispositions (Mameli 2001). For example, if
I become angry as a result of being insulted, the insult is, in some sense,
a mindshaping activity. Since most social exchanges are directly or in-
directly concerned with changing the minds of those with whom one is
interacting, mindshaping, in this broad sense, is both ubiquitous and
highly heterogeneous.

In the philosophy of mind, mindshaping has emerged-as an account
of folk psychology that is an alternative to the traditional mindreading
approach (McGeer 2007, 2015; Zawidzki 2013, 2018). Mindreading in
either of its two main variants (theory-theory and simulation) holds that
human beings are typically able to predict others” behaviour by correctly
figuring out the independently formed mental states that guide that be-
haviour. This figuring out is an epistemic task that is achieved either by
theorising or by simulation. Irrespective of the mechanism, folk psycho-
logical attributions of beliefs, desires, emotions and character traits, ac-
cording to these views, are empirical claims that correctly or incorrectly
describe the mental states and traits of the persons one seeks to under-
stand (Goldman 2006; Gopnik & Wellman 1994).

The mindshaping alternative holds instead that the primary function
of folk-psychological attributions is to shape the target mind, so that it
fits the attribution, rather than to.describe that mind as it already is. For
example, attributions of a belief to the self or to others would not aim
to get right, or track, what the person already believes. Instead, attribu-
tions would function to get that person to form and sustain accurate be-
liefs. This account of folk psychological attributions, as McGeer (2015)
points out, offers a natural explanation of the so-called transparency
of belief. When asked whether they believe that p, in ordinary circum-
stances normal ‘human beings do not answer by first introspecting the
contents of their mind, instead they try to figure out whether p (Evans
1982). That is, in this case at least, a solicitation to engage in folk psy-
chological belief'self-attribution is treated as a request that one makes
one’s mind up in accordance with the evidence, rather than as a solicita-
tion to introspect.

Supporters of the mindshaping account of folk-psychological attri-
butions extrapolate from this and other cases to argue that whenever
people attribute propositional attitudes, emotions, character or person-
ality traits to human beings, what they are doing (irrespective of their
intentions) has the primary function of shaping the minds of those to
whom these features are attributed. Hence, attributions of belief aim
to get others to believe what is right (in accordance to the appropriate
epistemic standards), attributions of desire to make them desire what
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is proper (given some shared social norms) and in general to induce
the targeted individuals to act in conformity with shared standards
(McGeer 2015).

When mindshaping is advanced as an alternative to mindreading, its
supporters need to show that mindshaping predates mindreading abil-
ities, so that we can have the first without the second. If there is no
evidence for such dissociation then mindshaping is best seen as a phe-
nomenon that complements mindreading (Peters 2019), or one'that es-
sentially relies on the ability to mindread to get off the ground (Westra
2020). In this chapter, I am not trying to adjudicate this issue. For my
purposes, it is sufficient that folk psychological attributions, and more
specifically, trait attributions have a mindshaping function and that their
prevalence and persistence are largely a function of their mindshaping
powers. This empirical claim might be correct even though mindreading
abilities are required for mindshaping to be effective.’

My focus in this chapter is on a broader range of mindshaping activi-
ties that comprises, but is not limited to, at least some folk psychological
attributions. I do not, however, include any activity capable of causing
a change in someone’s mind. Instead, I restrict my attention to those
activities whose proper function is mindshaping. These are actions and
practices whose persistence and prevalence are due to their mindshaping
powers.* There are many uncontroversial examples of mindshaping so
understood. For example, shaping minds is the explicit aim of teach-
ing. The educator wishes her students to form new true beliefs as a re-
sult of her teaching. In addition, she might foster learning by creating
a classroom environment (a cognitive niche) that scaffolds the students’
studying so that they are better able to acquire novel true beliefs and
understanding. I discuss a number of these practices in Section 2, where
I argue that thinking of character as a product of mindshaping throws
light on the role and value of character in human communities.

There are several different ways of classifying mindshaping activities.
For instance, one may wish to focus on the mechanisms involved, such
as imitation, social learning of a different sort, or individual learning in
some social environment. Instead, I use here two different orthogonal
taxonomic/principles. The first distinguishes practices of self-shaping
from activities where the mindshaper is distinct from the person whose
mind-is being shaped. Individual learning and exercises of self-control
are examples of the first kind; explicit teaching and expressions of other
directed negative reactive attitudes such as blame and anger of the
second.

The second principle concerns the nature of the mindshaping inter-
vention. My interest lies in two kinds. The first comprises activities that
set normative expectations; the second of activities that express empir-
ical expectations. Normative expectations include demands or requests
that establish novel commitments or obligations.’ For instance, the
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person who promises to herself that she will take a walk every day sets
a new obligation for herself. The making of this promise is an activity of
self-regulation. It is an act where one shapes one’s own mind by creating
a new reason to do something one might otherwise not be inclined to
do. Ordinary practices of blaming, praising and rewarding people for
their actions, emotions, traits and beliefs also aim to set, or reinforce,
normative expectations designed to shape people’s mind to conform. to
shared social norms and values.

Surprisingly, empirical expectations also have the power:to shape
minds. These expectations are predictions, rather than demands. Curi-
ously, these can come true even when they are based on false assumptions.
It is well known for instance that people who expect to recover from an
illness, even when that expectation is not supported by the available ev-
idence, have a better chance of recovery than those ' who form a realistic
assessment of their prospects. The expectation of recovery causes one
to feel optimistic, less stressed and more able to enjoy life. The psycho-
logical changes, in turn, impact the immune system and improve one’s
ability to fight infections. Expectations can thus become self-fulfilling
prophecies (Snyder 1984). These effects of expectations that fulfil them
are known as expectancy effects (Mameli 2001, 609).

These expectations can be self or other directed. For example, a per-
son who thinks highly of her mathematical abilities also expects, in the
sense of predicts, that she will perform well in a number of mathemat-
ical tasks. This expectation fills her with confidence which permits her
to perform at the best of her abilities. The same confidence might also
make her enjoy the challenge. of solving mathematical problems. As a
consequence, she practices doing mathematics, and her abilities improve.
Self-directed expectations, which might have been poorly supported by
the empirical evidence, causally contribute to bring about effects that
confirm them.

By the same token; empirical expectations about other people can
make them conform to'the set expectations. For example, if parents ex-
pect their first born to inherit the family business, they might create an
environment that facilitates in this offspring the acquisition of the skills
required to'lead a business. These parents might treat the second born
differently by expecting him to follow his brother rather than to lead
him.-Since the two children find themselves in what are, in effect, dif-
ferent cognitive niches, they are likely to develop different behavioural
dispositions which given the incentives set up by the parents are likely
to make them best suited to the roles that the parents expected them to
fulfil. This might occur without the second born ever thinking of himself
as a follower. He might be put under less pressure by the parents who
might also encourage interests unrelated to the family business.®

In several cases, however, the internalisation of the expectations in
the target’s self-conception plays a causal role in the generation of the
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expectancy effects. A paradigmatic example of this phenomenon is the
transmission of gender stereotypes. Adults’ different gendered expecta-
tions of children’s behaviours lead them to treat male and female ba-
bies very differently from each other. Because they find themselves in
different social environments, children acquire different behavioural
tendencies depending on their gender. These differences in dispositions
are sharpened as children learn to identify with the gender attributed
to them. Subsequently, children internalise gender stereotypes in their
self-conceptions. As a consequence, they believe the stereotypes and act
them out (Snyder & Klein 2005).”

These examples give an initial flavour of the heterogeneous practices
and activities that shape human minds. Some of theseare deliberately
performed to this end as they consist in the creation of normative ex-
pectations to change opinions and behavioural dispositions. Others
have these effects, although actors do not always intentionally set out
to achieve this end. It is plausible that humans’ heightened receptivity
to being shaped by conspecifics and tendency to engage in activities
that result in the shaping of minds are the result of cultural evolution-
ary pressures. That is to say, even without genetic mutations of any
sort, some human beings living in communities have acquired novel
abilities that can be transmitted horizontally and vertically across
generations. Because these abilities give an advantage to those who
possess them, overtime they become .more and more prevalent in the
population.

I borrow an example from Mameli (2001) to illustrate the point. Sup-
pose an early human, for whatever reason, behaves toward her babies in
ways that imply that she attributes to them a precocious ability to com-
municate. Unlike her contemporaries, she treats the babies’ non-sense
vocalisations as attempts'to communicate with her. Hence, whenever
a baby vocalises, she rushes toward the child or pays her special atten-
tion. The baby thus learns to associate these sounds with her mother’s
appearance and beginsto use the sound as a call. Thanks to their moth-
er’s repeated communicative engagement with her, this baby, and her
siblings, learn to speak earlier than other children and also acquire su-
perior communicative abilities. These abilities give them an edge in their
community.-Further, when they have children themselves, they adopt
their-mother’s child-raising practices. Thus, these superior abilities are
transmitted down the generations. Further, other members of the com-
munity might also adopt the same practices having observed the success
of children raised that way. Of course, once these novel abilities are en-
trenched, they might make further mindshaping practices possible and
thus generate cascading effects.

More generally, work on human cultural evolution strongly suggests
that human social cognitive abilities have evolved in the direction of
more and more refined communicative abilities in the service of finding



Mindshaping and Intellectual Virtues 145

better solutions to the coordination problems encountered by early hu-
mans (Sterelny 2012). This is because coordination is made easier if all
adhere to the same coordination-facilitating norms which include com-
municative conventions. Further, when tasks are complex and better
handled by experts, coordination is enhanced if individuals specialise
in different activities. Humans would have solved these problems by
adopting divisions of labour in accordance with clearly visible markers
(O’Connor 2019).

Mindshaping activities are uniquely well suited to facilitate the kind
of maximal mutual intelligibility instrumental to solving coordination
problems. It is much easier to coordinate one’s actions with a person
who conforms to what we expect of them than with one who does not.
The effect of mindshaping is to bring oneself and ‘others to behave in
accordance with the same norms and to be intrinsically motivated to
follow them. The result is the creation of what McGeer (2015) calls
practice-dependent epistemic advantages. The person whose actions are
regulated by some norms is in a better position to understand and coor-
dinate with another who plays by the same rules, than with any person
who follows different ones.

2 Shaping up: acquiring and retaining character

Character is the product of mindshaping activities. I take this claim
to be a near platitude. In this'section, I first highlight some character-
forming practices and show that they are examples of mindshaping.
These practices include, but are not limited to, character trait attribu-
tions whose main function is to steer people toward virtues and away
from vices. Thinking of character as a product of mindshaping shows
that character matters primarily because it enables success in joint prac-
tical and epistemic activities which require coordination. It is not only
intellectual virtues that are advantageous in this way, all other character
traits including moral'virtues facilitate coordination since what matters
for this purposeis that individuals’ dispositions are stable and cross-
situationally consistent.

It is the main contention of this section that shaping agents to have
characters offers advantages in the service of coordination that are ad-
ditional to.moulding individuals into following the norms characteris-
tic/of beliefs and desires. McGeer (2015) highlights that mindshaping
practices direct people to follow the same norms as each other. These
practices would thus be analogous to training everyone to play by the
rules of chess rather than, say, drafts. Here I argue that those practices
that specifically mould individuals to acquire and retain character traits
are instrumental to training people to play the game continuously, rather
than only engaging sporadically. Thus, any character trait, including in-
tellectual virtues, makes its possessor more intelligible to others who
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play the same game, and thus facilitates coordination. In the next sec-
tion, I argue that intellectual virtues specifically generate further advan-
tages in the pursuit of joint activities.

Personality traits are global dispositions to behave, feel and think in
specific ways when the circumstances are relevant. Hence, neatness, ex-
troversion, courage, stinginess, rudeness and closed-mindedness are all
personality traits. The ascription of these features to individuals high-
lights that it is expected that they will behave in accordance with the trait
over time and across a range of different circumstances. Hence, person-
ality traits are dispositions that are both stable and cross-situationally
consistent.?

Arguably there is an ordinary understanding of character that admits
that all personality traits are part of character. In this sense, someone’s
character is her personality. For my purposes here I.adopt a narrower
notion of character that identifies character traits as a proper subset of
personality traits. According to this view, only those personality traits
for which people are normatively evaluated are part of their character
and thus correctly identified as character traits (Miller 2014, 15). Hence,
closed-mindedness, courage and rudeness would be character traits, but
extroversion would be best thought of asa mere personality trait.” Char-
acter traits would thus include moral and intellectual virtues and vices.

Even a moment’s reflection reveals that all the strategies that aim to
form characters are examples of mindshaping in the broad sense of be-
ing activities whose functionis to. produce in those targeted by these
strategies novel settled dispositions that match a model. These strategies
are predicated on the assumption that character is acquired, and that it
can be moulded. Further, the strategies are consciously adopted precisely
because of their alleged efficacy in shaping minds so that they exemplify
those model character traits which the mindshapers wish to inculcate in
others.

These character-forming strategies include:

Explicit Teaching. In some settings, including but not restricted to
formal education; young people and adults are told that some character
traits labelled ‘as virtues are worth pursuing for their own sake. Teach-
ing creates/incentives to behave in accordance with the virtues such as
rewards for behaviour that is consonant with these traits. In addition,
when-teachers expect, in the sense of predict, students’ compliance,
these expectations themselves might cause students to behave in ways
that fulfil them. Students, for instance, might get a sense of satisfaction
from meeting the standards set by teachers.

Exposure to Exemplars. Adults and children meet in real life, and
are presented with narratives about, people whose characters are held
as exemplary by those who surround them. The emulation of exemplars
probably starts as imitation early in life. Parents seek to be examples for
their children. Older siblings are also often told to set an example. These
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practices explicitly rely on children’s imitative propensities to shape their
minds towards the acquisition of virtue. Many tales and novels for chil-
dren also involve exposure to characters that are hailed as exemplars to
imitate or to shun. These narratives often seek to inculcate in children
the belief that virtue is rewarded (or that it is its own reward), while vice
is punished.

Individual learning in cognitive niches. People acquire virtuous dis-
positions by practice. Even though this is done by individual:learning,
others can engineer the social environments that promote such practice.
Hence, for example, parents who want their children to be courageous
might put them in controlled situations that force the children to face
danger. Even though the children learn to be courageous by learning to
control their fears, their brave behaviour is also an expectancy effect of
the parents’ expectations. In turn, repeated courageous actions, together
with the satisfaction of meeting parents’ expectations, facilitate in the
children the acquisition of those settled dispositions. that are character-
istic of courage.

Undoubtedly these characterisations are far too brief but they should
suffice to indicate that the most commeon strategies of character forma-
tion are techniques to shape minds that rely on explicit rewards and
punishments (normative expectations) and/or empirical expectations
to bring minds to fit what is expected. (normatively and empirically) of
them. While this conclusion should be, on reflection, quite obvious, it
is certainly less obvious that ‘the ‘practice of attributing character and
personality traits to individuals is-also best thought as an instance of
mindshaping. Yet personality. and character trait attributions offer a
clearer example of mindshaping than the ascription of propositional at-
titudes considered by some supporters of the mindshaping account of
folk-psychology (cf., McGeer 2015).

The mindshaping features of character trait attributions are at its
most transparent when we consider the explicitly evaluative nature of
virtue- and vice-ascriptions. In most contexts to say of people that they
are open-minded; courageous or generous is a way of praising them. By
the same token, to claim that someone is closed-minded or cowardly
or stingy is to disapprove of them. We use this vocabulary as a way of
enjoining people to preserve and develop further whatever virtues we
attribute to them, and to change so as to eliminate or at least lessen
whichever vicious features we ascribe to them. If this is right, then the
ascription of character traits is at least in part a practice whose aim is to
strengthen virtue and weaken vice.

Folk psychological character trait attributions are thus a component
of the practice of responding to each other by expressing a range of nega-
tive and positive attitudes like anger, guilt, hurt feelings, gratitude or ad-
miration. Expressions of these attitudes convey normative expectations
and thus supply reasons but also incentives to shape one’s behaviour and
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mind so that it fits whatever is classified as praiseworthy or admirable
in accordance with shared practices, and avoids that which is disap-
proved. In short, folk-psychological character attributions wear on their
sleeve their evaluative nature as expressions of normative expectations
that purport to influence minds and actions. For this reason, they — and
the reactive attitudes with which they are closely connected — are best
thought of as contributing to mindshaping practices.

These folk-psychological ascriptions also have the self-fulfilling power
of some empirical expectations. For instance, Richard Miller . and col-
leagues (1975) have shown that telling students that they are tidy'made
them become tidier than a control group but also neater than those who
were exposed to arguments in favour of tidiness. It appears.that the stu-
dents incorporated the label into their self-conception, thus becoming
the tidier persons that they thought the experimenters took them to be.
By the same token people who become aware ©of stereotypical attribu-
tions might subsequently acquire the traits that conform to the stereo-
type. For example, young girls learn very early‘on that girls are supposed
to be more fearful and less aggressive than boys. In response girls often
become less courageous and more docile than boys, they do so partly in
reaction to how adults relate to them, partlythrough internalising the
attributions about them made by adults (Klein & Snyder 2003).

Alfano (2013) has offered a detailed account of how folk-psychological
character attributions can function as self-fulfilling prophecies so that
those who are labelled virtuous frequently change their behaviour but
also motivations and thoughts to fit the label applied to them. Whilst
my analysis is largely in agreement with Alfano’s, I wish to take issue
with two aspects of his view. First, Alfano interprets virtue labelling
as a kind of mindreading that, whilst false, has the additional power to
bring about its own truth/(2013, 106). Such labelling is thus something
akin to a noble lie that turns fiction into fact. This is why factitious vir-
tue would be factitious. Second, Alfano claims that factitious virtue is
always motivationally'distinct from ordinary virtues because the person
whose virtue is factitious is ‘in part motivated by a desire to maintain
his self-concept’ (2013, 101). That is, the expectancy effects of factitious
virtue would always be mediated by incorporation into the self-concept.
Hence, factitious virtue would only simulate real virtues without being
identical to them.

With regard to the first point, Alfano resorts to claiming that virtue
labelling is an indirect speech act where one uses an assertion to make
a recommendation (2013, 106). In his view, virtue attributions, in ad-
dition to expressing normative expectations, would involve false claims
about people’s psychologies. In my account, instead, virtue labelling is a
prediction that, because it is made, creates new incentives for its target
to act in accordance with it. So understood, virtues would be factitious
in the sense of being something that is partly manufactured through
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being ascribed. It is not fictitious, however, since trait attributions are
not false assertions about independently existing psychological features
of the target.

My disagreement with Alfano on the second point goes deeper. Alfano
seems to think that the person whose virtue is factitious is ultimately
partly motivated by the need to maintain a positive conception of the
self. Since this motivation is not wholly virtuous, factitious virtue would
only simulate the real thing, but be distinct from it. I think he.is in this
regard mistaken. Alfano’s mistake in my opinion lies in isolating virtue
labelling from other forms of mindshaping activities with: which it is
connected.

Virtue labelling is only one of the many practices that have evolved
to shape human minds and behaviours. These practices do not create
individuals whose good motivations are actually'dependent on others’
approval in the service of self-esteem. Instead, they produce genuine vir-
tue because they create minds that are disposed to act virtuously out of
virtuous motivation.'® I shall return to this point below when I discuss
the role of intellectual virtues in promoting cooperation among cogni-
tively diverse agents.

There is, however, at least one respect in which the products of mind-
shaping differ from virtuous traits as these are traditionally understood.
The former but not the latter require continuous scaffolding and support.
That is, techniques of mindshaping must operate continually to sustain
a match between agents’ attitudes and dispositions and the model or
standards to which they are normatively and empirically expected to
conform. When these scaffolds are removed, we should expect overtime
agents to fall out of step with shared models. In short, mindshaped char-
acter traits are rendered stable by the continuous presence of external
(and internal) scaffolds. Whilst this is a difference with virtue as tradi-
tionally conceived, the latter would also require continued application to
be sustained. Further;; mindshaping includes self-regulation in the form
of undertaking commitments. Hence, the importance of this point of
difference should not be overestimated.

I have argued so far that character is the product of mindshaping ac-
tivities that set.normative and empirical expectations and that are of-
ten deliberately designed to bring about mindshaping effects. Thinking
of character as a product of mindshaping makes sense, once we notice
that the maximisation of mutual intelligibility as a means to achieving
coordination is the proper function of mindshaping. People who have
characters, as well as beliefs and desires, have dispositions that are dia-
chronically stable and cross-situationally consistent. Character traits
would thus be internal scaffolds that help to stabilise one’s behaviour
over time and in different circumstances. Coordinating activities with
people who have these traits is much easier than coordination with ratio-
nal agents who are very susceptible to situational factors.
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For example, compare two agents both of whom tend to regulate their
beliefs in accordance with the evidence in their possession. These agents
would usually have the same doxastic attitude about whether p, pro-
vided that they have the same evidence in their possession. Both agents
are intelligible to someone with that evidence and who regulates her
beliefs by the same evidential rules. Suppose, however, that one of these
two agents is diligent, while the other is frequently apathetic.'! The first
individual always believes in accordance with the evidence in her pos-
session which she carefully assesses. The second agent’s behaviour is
more erratic. On some occasions, he forms beliefs in accordance with
his current evidence, but on others he is careless. Thus, these two agents
often form different beliefs because only the first is able assiduously to
follow the norms of belief. Coordinating activities among agents who
are diligent is easier than coordination among agents who are idiosyn-
cratically apathetic, or among groups including both kinds of agents.
Agents of the first kind are more likely to be in step with each other
over time and across situations than agents of the second kind. This is
because character traits make agents’ behaviour more stable and thus
more intelligible.'?

What I have said for diligence is also applicable to other character
traits including those that are not virtues. The acquisition of character
makes one’s behaviour more regular, less susceptible to situational fac-
tors that are not controllable such as.the weather. In this regard, even
vice is preferable to characterlessness. Whilst vicious persons cannot be
relied on if they are dishonest or'lazy, it is possible at least to rely on
the stability of their vices. Soralthough mindshaping practices serve the
function of moulding minds that among other things exhibit virtuous
characters, persons whose minds have been shaped into vice are still
more intelligible than people of no character.

3 Intellectual virtues and mindshaping

I have argued thathuman beings that possess character traits in addition
to beliefs, desires and other propositional attitudes are more likely to
coordinate their activities successfully because they are mutually more
intelligible than those who lack these traits. The advantage conferred
by the possession of character is the result of the stability and cross-
situational consistency of those behavioural dispositions that are an
essential aspect of character. This stability and consistency facilitate co-
ordination especially when all participants in an activity share the same
character traits so that their propositional attitudes and actions would
normally be expected to be largely in sync with each other.

These considerations do not take into account that many human prac-
tical epistemic activities are carried out more successfully by groups that
divide cognitive labour among participants who specialise in performing
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different tasks. The institution of division of labour has two important
consequences with regard to subjects’ ability to coordinate and willing-
ness to cooperate. First, the development of specialisation brings cog-
nitive heterogeneity in its trail. Second, specialisation makes it easier
for some agents to free ride on others’ labour. In this section, I argue
that the possession of intellectual virtues is crucial in turning situations
where there are conflicts of interest into coordination problems because
they supply the intrinsic prosocial motivations necessary to avoid free-
riding.!® Often, these are coordination problems that are best solved
when actors adopt complementary strategies, rather than actin the same
manner (O’Connor 2019, 31-33). In this regard, the intellectual virtues
confer advantages additional to those conferred by the cultural evolution
of other non-virtuous character traits.

The best way to address some problems, especially. those whose solu-
tion requires possession of sophisticated skills, is to divide labour among
group members. Different individuals are trained to/perform different
tasks so that together they are able to achieve their goals more reliably
and efficiently. Such division of labour has proved effective to solve prac-
tical problems but also to carry out inquiries. For this reason, the vast
majority of scientific research is performed by teams where individu-
als are allocated different tasks, and where junior members are often
trained to acquire some specific skills. Hence, research specialisation is
a source of cognitive heterogeneity.

The promotion of different skills.in different subsets of the population
creates opportunities for free-riding. There are situations in which the
best outcome for each individual is to gain from others’ labour without
contributing a fair share. Of course, if all act in this non-cooperative
manner, they all lose out. But if one manages to deceive one’s partners
then one gains from their labour without having to expend energy. In
situations in which all joint activities are carried out together, and in-
formation is shared publicly among all members, publicness by itself
is an obstacle to free-riding (Sterelny, 2012, ch. §5). But when a group
specialises, some activities are carried out by some individuals alone or
in subgroups. In these contexts, free-riding can be pulled off more eas-
ily because one can hide one’s activities from public scrutiny (Zawidzki
2013, 102-103).

Mindshaping individuals into acquiring, and retaining, intellectual
virtues offer a solution to the challenges posed by cognitive heteroge-
neity and increased opportunities for free-riding that are the necessary
by-products of division of cognitive labour and specialisation. I have
characterised virtues, including intellectual virtues, as comprising those
character traits for which individuals are admired, and which they are
encouraged to achieve. Two features of intellectual virtues single them
out as solving these two obstacles to coordination in conditions in which
individuals would have incentives not to cooperate. First, intellectual
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virtues promote cooperation among members of the same group because
they supply the necessary pro-social intrinsic motivations. Second, they
make epistemic dependence on cognitively diverse individuals mutually
beneficial.

Intellectual virtues, and virtues in general, are character traits for
which individuals are normatively evaluated. Further, these traits involve
intrinsic motivations to act in accordance with virtue. Hence, for exam-
ple, open-mindedness requires that one engages appropriately. with al-
ternative viewpoints out of a love for epistemic goods such as knowledge
and understanding (Baehr 2011a). The intrinsic epistemic«motivations
characteristic of intellectual virtues are in effect prosocial. motivations
that promote cooperation.'* The person who acts open-mindedly out
of an intrinsic concern for the truth is not likely to subordinate evalu-
ating fairly views that are alternative to her own to gaining a personal
advantage.

Whilst intrinsic epistemic motivations are in general pro-social, there
are also virtues whose motivations are explicitly concerned with others’
access to epistemic goods. These are the so-called virtues of epistemic
dependability (Byerly 2021). They include epistemic benevolence, sin-
cerity, communicative clarity and the virtues-of offering good epistemic
guidance to those whom one is teaching. These are those virtues that
make an agent ideally suited to being the kind of person upon whom
others can depend to gain knowledge and understanding and to acquire
or maintain epistemic abilitiestand skills.

The practices that shape individuals to acquire and retain intellectual
virtues are practices that lead.those who have been shaped to see some
norms as intrinsically motivating so that they are prepared to follow
them even when compliance is costly. These practices include explicit
teaching of the norms but also presentations of idealised exemplars by
way of fables and other narratives. They also comprise systems designed
to enforce compliance with norms by punishing counter-normative be-
haviours. Those who are intrinsically motivated to be intellectually vir-
tuous are less likely to free ride and are, instead, disposed to cooperate.

Surprisingly, humans are also intrinsically motivated to punish since
they are préepared to sanction others even when doing so is to the det-
riment of the punisher. For instance, cross-cultural studies have shown
that human beings tend to be reciprocators. In Ultimatum games they
are prepared to take home nothing in order to punish those who of-
fer them little (Henrich & Henrich 2007)."3 In addition, human agents
deploy forms of self-regulation to commit to desires whose realisation
would require costly activities. This is a way of transforming a mere
desire into a value, and potentially into a goal which one is intrinsically
motivated to pursue (cf., McGeer 2015, 264). All of these techniques are
forms of mindshaping that promote compliance with shared norms that
one is intrinsically motivated to follow.'®



Mindshaping and Intellectual Virtues 153

There is some evidence that traits with the intrinsic motivations char-
acteristic of intellectual virtues are the product of mindshaping and have
culturally evolved because they promote coordination among cognitively
heterogeneous individuals (Zawidzki 2013, ch. 4). I cannot fully defend
this empirical claim here but some recent empirical results about the
associations between intellectual humility, perceptions of dissimilarity
and prejudice are suggestive in this regard. People who measure high. in
intellectual humility are less prejudiced than those who are less’humble
against people with whom they disagree. However, intellectually humble
persons are also more inclined to trust selectively and to be distrustful
of those whom they judge not to be humble (Alfano & Sullivan 2021;
Colombo et al. 2020). This intellectual virtue would, thus, combine a
propensity to open-mindedness within an in-group‘and a sceptical atti-
tude to people perceived as members of an out-group. This combination
of dispositions makes sense if intellectual humility has been selected be-
cause it facilitates cooperation within a conformist group that is also
cognitively heterogeneous.

I have argued that intellectual virtues, because of their intrinsic moti-
vations, promote cooperation even among agents that have some degree
of cognitive heterogeneity and that operate in-.conditions where opportu-
nities for defection are present. In what follows I explore how intellectual
virtues create the conditions in which epistemic dependence, which is an
inevitable consequence of specialisation, is largely mutually beneficial.

In order to make this point.it is helpful to group virtues into three
categories that are not mutually exclusive and might not be exhaustive.
The first comprises those intellectual virtues that contribute to carrying
out inquiries in an epistemically responsible manner. These include, for
instance, inquisitiveness and open-mindedness. The second category is
that of the virtues of epistemic dependability which I have introduced
above. The third category consists of those intellectual virtues that make
one the sort of person who is just in their epistemic transactions with
those upon whom one might epistemically depend. These virtues will
include testimonial justice (Fricker 2007); the virtues characteristic of
good listeners and those who exhibit proper trust in relation to expertise
(Zagzebski2012).

Intellectual virtues belonging to the first category promote conform-
ism among inquirers that are cognitively heterogeneous because they
have differing roles, interests, capabilities and levels of skill. Open-
mindedness, for instance, is promoted for novices and experts alike. It
is admired in anyone irrespective of context and social role. Such uni-
formity of motivation, if achieved, would promote the kind of mutual
intelligibility that makes coordination easier. Of course, most people of-
ten are not very open-minded. Nevertheless, mindshaping practices are
effective at making people more open-minded than they would other-
wise be. In this way agents who otherwise have different capabilities and
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information are more intelligible to each other and thus more capable of
coordination than they would if they had no character traits or if their
traits were wholly heterogeneous. These epistemic and practical advan-
tages brought about by intellectual virtues are independent of their role
in promoting the acquisition of knowledge and understanding in inquiry:
Even in cases where open-mindedness might lead one astray from the
truth, possessing this trait makes one better able to understand others
and to be understood by them (provided that they are also open-minded).

Intellectual virtues in the second category include motivations to
promote the acquisition and retention of epistemic goods and cognitive
skills in other people. They are thus characteristic of those who can be
depended on not to exploit others’ vulnerability to deception and misin-
formation. These are virtues that contribute to trustworthiness because
they motivate people to treat other agents’ normative expectations of
assistance with their epistemic needs as reasons to assist. That is, epis-
temically dependable people take others’ requests for help as reasons to
help. For example, the person who is communicatively clear is motivated
to communicate clearly because others’ normative expectations that she
communicates clearly are a reason for her to communicate clearly.

The virtues of epistemic dependability are;thus, the virtues of trust-
worthiness in the affective sense that others™trust in one is taken by one
to be a reason to fulfil their normative expectations (Faulkner 2014). The
acquisition by every agent of these virtues improves communication since
no one who has these traits withholds information needed by others that
is in one’s possession. Enhanced communication thus facilitates coordi-
nation, among individuals who, because they carry out distinct tasks in
the context of joint epistemic activities, are likely to have access to dif-
ferent bodies of knowledge. In addition, the virtues of epistemic depend-
ability, when combined with the virtues of responsible inquiry, motivate
individuals to take up the role of teacher or educator. The practices de-
signed to instil dependability in all students and apprentices also prepare
them for their future roles as educators of the subsequent generation.

Intellectual yirtues'in the third category include motivations to relate
appropriately to those upon whom one depends epistemically. Hence,
these virtues are characteristic of those who adopt a trusting attitude
towards other agents. This kind of trust is not mere reliance but involves
the normative expectation that others will do as we trust them to do
precisely because of the trust that we invest in them (Faulkner 2014).
The acquisition of these virtues in every agent contributes to better lines
of communication since they promote the acquisition from others of
knowledge that one needs but does not have. In addition, these virtues
when combined with those of responsible inquiry, motivate people to
take up the role of student or apprentice. The ability, and willingness,
of humans to learn from each other clearly contributes to solving jointly
problems through sharing information.
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If the considerations offered here are on the right track the acquisi-
tion and preservation of intellectual virtues should be seen as the prod-
uct of mindshaping practices. Humans teach, cajole, encourage and
incentivise each other to develop these traits because possessing them
has distinctive epistemic advantages for the community of inquiry. In
the context of complex problems whose solution requires specialisation
and its attended cognitive heterogeneity, virtues provide the motiva-
tions required to avoid free-riding, the degree of conformism neces-
sary for mutual intelligibility, but also the motivations to assist others’
overcome their epistemic vulnerabilities and to accept help with one’s
limitations.”

The discussion so far has focuses on intellectual virtues.as the prod-
uct of mindshaping, but it also suggests that these same virtues are
also tools by means of which humans shape theirsand others’ minds.
I conclude this section with two examples of dintellectual virtues that
are themselves instruments of mindshaping: propaedeutic trust and the
virtues of the will.

Adults and teachers sometimes trust teenagers, children or students
to do something, even though they do not confidently predict that
those in whom they put their trust will act-as they are trusted to do.
By adopting a trusting attitude adults set up normative expectations
for their charges to live up to. The setting of these normative expecta-
tions is an example of a mindshaping practice that is effective because
it creates a new incentive to act as expected if one wants to avoid the
costs associated with disappointing those who have some power over
one. But the institution of a novel normative expectation also creates
a new reason to fulfil the expectation. Provided that the recipient of
trust has already acquired some dispositions to be trustworthy, the
trusting person by expressing trust makes themselves vulnerable to
those whom she trusts. The creation of this novel vulnerability sup-
plies the recipient of the trusting attitude with a novel reason to do
as they are trusted. In this way, the virtue of trust is a mindshap-
ing tool that moulds others into matching more closely the virtues of
trustworthiness.'®

The so-called virtues of the will include perseverance, diligence and
self-control'among others (Roberts 1984). These are the moral and intel-
lectual virtues of will power. These virtues are forms of self-regulation
that enable one to shape one’s mind into committing to sustaining valued
behaviours and attitudes. So conceived the virtues of willpower are the
dispositions that enable the development of more sophisticated practices
of shaping one’s mind to match norms that one implicitly or explicitly
endorses. These intellectual virtues would thus play an auxiliary role
whose primary function is to facilitate the acquisition and maintenance
of the other virtues by shaping and keeping one’s mind in the shapes
characteristic of these other virtues.
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4 Concluding remarks

This chapter has demonstrated that intellectual virtue is a product and
tool of mindshaping practices in the service of joint epistemic activities
that has culturally evolved because it maximises mutual intelligibility
and facilitates cooperation. Hence, even though intellectual virtuesare
individual character traits, their genesis, function and functioning are
wholly social. Virtues are acquired as a result of mindshaping practices
that are social in nature. These traits have culturally evolvedito facilitate
coordination in the context of social divisions of cognitive labour. In
addition, they are sustained through the continuing operation.of empir-
ical and normative expectations that scaffold minds to_retain virtuous
dispositions and motivations.

Even though I lack the space to address this issue here, the framework
that T have presented in this chapter also promises to throw light on
the socio genesis of at least some intellectual vices such as intellectual
arrogance and servility which are distortions of the virtues of trust-
worthiness and trust. Arrogant individuals are not disposed to respond
appropriately to others’ epistemic vulnerabilities, those who are servile
have adopted deferential attitudes that make them extremely vulnerable.
Intellectual vices such as these might be interpreted as the product of
mindshaping strategies that promote success in joint epistemic activities
while unfairly distributing the benefits of this success among the par-
ticipants. It also raises the possibility that other vices might instead be
maladaptations that have also emerged from these unfair distributions.

It is often noted that inequities can emerge when divisions of labour
are pegged to visible social identities. Coordination is easier if tasks are
divided by easily identifiable groups. But such divisions might also mean
that some groups gain more than others from the collective successes.
The gendered nature of ‘several putative intellectual virtues and vices
including intellectual humility and modesty, timidity, servility and arro-
gance suggests that something of this sort might be at play in the emer-
gence of intellectualvices.
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Notes

1 Individual non-human animals might be different in temperament from each
other so that some take more risks than others for example. However, we
typically do not think of some individual non humans as more courageous,
or more open-minded than others.

2 A coordination problem occurs when there are no conflicts of interests in
so far as all involved wish to coordinate their activities in order to succeed.
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A mixed-motive problem occurs when cooperation is costly for at least some
of the actors involved (Bicchieri 2006, 2-3).

3 Mameli (2001), for example, presumes that some mindshaping presupposes
mindreading abilities.

4 Zawidzki (2013, 2018) defines mindshaping as any cognitive mechanism
whose proper function is to make a mind match a (behavioural) model by
shaping it to acquire dispositions to behave like the model. Roughly speak-
ing, the proper function of a mechanism is what that mechanism has been
selected for (2018, 31).

5 Normative expectations are expectations that license normative statuses.
They can serve to bring these statuses into existence as is done in promising,
requesting or ordering. They can function to support these statuses by cen-
suring behaviours that contravene them and rewarding compliance. They
can also serve to affirm the presence of these statuses. I thus use the term
differently from Bicchieri for whom normative expectations are second or-
der beliefs about what others believe should or should not bé'done, believed
and so forth (Bicchieri 2017, 69, n. 10).

6 Explicitly wanting to fulfil the parents’ expectations so as not to disappoint
them often also plays a role. The mere existence of the expectations is thus
also an incentive.

7 As this final example illustrates often normative and empirical expectations
combine to supply both reasons and incentives to conform with expecta-
tions. Further, often these reasons and 'incentives are the result of societal
expectations, rather than those of single individuals (cf., Bicchieri 2017).

8 Tlargely set aside here situationist worries about the existence of these traits.
Recently, the robustness of the results on which these worries are based has
also been called into question (Alfano 2018).

9 But note that there is a tendency to evaluate people even for their extrover-
sion or their neatness. Hence, people-attribute moral overtones to disposi-
tions to be tidy or messy.

10 In my view the normative expectations which are adhered to by those who
act virtuously are discretionary rather than mandatory. Mere failure to meet
these expectations results in disappointment rather than in the kind of dis-
approval that is meted to those who stray into vice.

11 The same point could beimade for moral character since coordination among
the brave is easier than coordination among those who are on occasion brave
but sometimes cowardly. Note that any cross-situational consistency in dis-
positions facilitates coordination since a group of cowardly individuals also
know what to expect of each other.

12 T am presupposing here that character traits tend to have high fidelity and
thus admit of very few exceptions. See Alfano (2013) for the notion of
high-fidelity virtue.

13 In Bicchieri’s (2006) social norms play this role by transforming mixed-
motive games into mere coordination problems.

14 In this chapter I presume rather than defend the view shared by several
epistemologists that virtues comprise intrinsic epistemic motivations (cf.,
Baehr 2011b; Byerly 2021; Zagzebski 1996). 1 take the plausibility of the
view that virtues are the product of mindshaping to add further plausibility
to this view since the creation of intrinsic motivation is a major feature of
mindshaping.

15 Ultimatum games are one-shot interactions between strangers where one
player offers a proportion of a fixed sum to the other player. If the second
player accepts the offer, the first player keeps the whole sum minus what she
has offered to the other player who keeps what he has accepted. If the second
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player rejects, both get nothing. In this context, it would be rational for the
first player to offer as little as possible to the second who rationally should
accept any offer not matter how small. This is not how humans usually be-
have in these circumstances.

16 These norms are instituted by normative expectations. It is a mistake inimy
view to think that these norms are in every case mandatory obligations.
Instead, some normative expectations are discretionary obligations. These
supply reasons to do something and warrant disappointment if they are not
complied with. They do not however license the kind of reactive attitudes
that are warranted by not doing what one is mandated to do. For exam-
ple, orders institute mandatory obligations while requests create discretion-
ary ones. Failure to comply with either warrants different responses. In my
(2020) I discuss the role of discretionary obligations in testimony.

17 Levy and Alfano (2020) have derived very different lessons about individ-
ual intellectual virtues and vices from our best theories of human cultural
evolution. They argue that cumulative cultural knowledge requires passive
imitation on the part of individual agents. They also think that conformism
despite its knowledge producing effectiveness is‘best thought as individual
vice. Instead, I wish to highlight the plurality of mindshaping mechanisms
and the intellectual virtuousness of adopting a-trusting attitude. This plu-
rality also show that mindshaping is not mere indoctrination since it can
contribute to scaffolding the rational agency of its targets.

18 On hope and propaedeutic trust as a mindshaping instrument see McGeer
(2008).
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5b Commentary from
Ian James Kidd

Comments on Alessandra Tanesini, “Mindshapingand
Intellectual Virtues”

IaN JaMmESs KipD

Our epistemic characters and lives are complicated things. Looked at
from one perspective, there is a story to tell about epistemic virtues,
thinking and exploring, and the cooperative pursuit of truth, knowl-
edge and understanding through systems of enquiry. Looked at from
another perspective, it is a story of epistemic vices, obstruction and
willed ignorance, and the individual and collective determination to
turn away from epistemic goods. Each perspective is essential since each
captures important aspects of our epistemic lives. Alessandra Tanesini
does superb work in exploring that second perspective through her
work on epistemic vices, a guiding theme of which is that we need a vice
epistemology alongside a virtue epistemology and an anti-social episte-
mology to complement our social epistemology.

In her chapter, Alessandra argues that the epistemic virtues should
be understood as epistemic character traits which have been “cultur-
ally selected for their social epistemological and practical benefits”. She
elaborates this in reference to mindshaping, an account of folk psychol-
ogy according to which we human beings are able to “typically able
to predict others”behaviour by correctly figuring out the independently
formed mental states that guide that behaviour”. The ultimate aim of
this activity is to shape the minds of others, by trying to get others to
believe and desire in ways that are proper, and so on. This is true of at-
tributions of epistemic character traits, including epistemic virtues, like
open-mindedness, inquisitiveness and epistemic humility. For advocates
of mindshaping, “whenever people attribute propositional attitudes,
emotions, character or personality traits to human beings, what they are
doing (irrespective of their intentions) has the primary function of shap-
ing the minds of those to whom these features are attributed”.

A quibble is that this may seem unfalsifiable: no matter what you
actually think you’re doing, you are engaging in mindshaping — you
just don’t know it, or won’t accept or admit it. The quibble, though,
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points to a more substantive idea I want to float. It is the idea that what
really characterises many of our most meaningful interpersonal rela-
tionships is really mutual acts of exploration. Sometimes, we might be
engaged in trying to shape the minds of others, since doing so is often
appropriate or even obligatory. In other cases, though, something else
is arguably fundamental that is (a) different from mindshaping, (b)
incompatible with shaping the mind of the other, and also (c) inclusive
of a variety of epistemic and moral virtues. [ have in mind experiences
of empathy.

Empathising with others is often understood in terms of simulation-
ism, according to which empathy requires that two people have an expe-
rience in common. Empathising means modelling the mind of the other
(see Goldman on mirroring and reconstruction “rotites” into empathy).
Simulationism, of this sort, is related to forms of folk psychology inte-
gral to forms of the mindreading account discussed by Tanesini. It has
also been robustly criticised on several counts (for'instance, replicating
someone’s experiences isn’t the same as understanding them and mod-
elling someone else’s first-person perspective may really be a way of im-
posing one’s own first-person perspective onto another). I want to focus,
though, on a different conception of empathising, which privileges the
exploration of others’ minds. Il sketch its details and then suggest that
it offers a different way of thinking about the origin of epistemic virtues.

In the phenomenological tradition, empathy is understood, not as sim-
ulation, but as a distinctive kind of intentional state — as an experience
of one’s own that presents someone else’s experiences as someone else’s.
Empathising with someone isn’t a matter of simulating or modelling
their experiences. It is a perception-like exploration of someone’s ex-
periences, as disclosed in their embodied behaviours and interpersonal
interactions — their moods, tone, demeanor, speech and so on. Specific
acts of simulation may be an aspect of this process, of course, but only
in a limited, secondary way alongside a diverse array of cognitive, affec-
tive, imaginative and‘moral achievements. Empathising with someone
is better understood as the activity of exploring someone’s experience
against the background of a shared social world — a common context
of values, standards, commitments, a sense of salience and meaningful
shared possibilities.

Empathising is only one of our interpersonal practices and therefore
is not the whole of our interpersonal life. It is, though, a distinctive one
that arguably represents a wonderfully human achievement — an accom-
plishment that shows our epistemic, moral, and imaginative capacities at
their best. I want to suggest, though, that when empathising with others,
what’s often more fundamental is empathetic understanding, something
that must be achieved prior to any shaping of the person’s mind. Cer-
tainly, this seems the case when empathising with those experiencing
grief, trauma, chronic illness and other painful life experiences, where
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the crucial task is appreciating differences between one’s own experi-
ence and that of the other while resisting the urge to assimilate the one
to the other in a way that erodes the first-person distinctiveness of their
experience. The therapist Carl Rogers describes this delicate feat:

To sense the client’s anger, fear, or confusion as if it were your own,
yet without your own anger, fear, or confusion getting bound up.in
it, is the condition we are endeavoring to describe. When the client’s
world is this clear to the therapist, and he moves about in. it freely,
then he can both communicate his understanding of what is clearly
known to the client and can also voice meanings in the client’s expe-
rience of which the client is scarcely aware.

(Rogers 1957, 99, my emphasis)

In these cases, the immediate task is to explore the shape, contours,
rhythms, and character of the other person’s experience — to enter into
their world, as it were, and with that person come to explore that world
in all its particularity and difference. At this early point, shaping would
seem premature, especially if the person is experiencing the disruption
and uncertainty integral to so many painful life experiences.

This creates special roles for a variety of virtues, including attentive-
ness to differences, cautiousness, self-restraint, humility, openness and
patience. To explore the very different.world of another person, to resist
the urge to impose meaning and structure onto it from the outside, to
restrain a desire to assimilate their experience to one’s own, to maintain
a disciplined commitment to'a style of interpersonal epistemic engage-
ment that is more perambulatory than probing ... all of this and more
requires a whole array of very specifically inflected epistemic and moral
virtues. If successfully exercised, such virtues enable a richly empathetic
understanding of another person’s distinctive world of experience that is
well characterised by Knud Legstrup:

By our very attitude to one another we help to shape one another’s
world. By ‘our attitude to the other person we help to determine the
scope and hue of his or her world; we make it large or small, bright
or drabyrich or dull, threatening or secure. We help to shape his or
her world not by theories and views but by our very attitude toward
him or her. Here lies the unarticulated and one might say anony-
mous demand that we take care of the life which trust has placed in
our hands.

(Logstrup 1997, 18)

If these thoughts are on the right track, then mindshaping may not be
the best way to think about at least one important aspect of interper-
sonal life — the empathetic project of trying to enter into and explore
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the distinctiveness of and differences among the worlds of experience
inhabited by so many of our fellows suffering some of the worst things a
human being can endure.
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5¢ Commentary from
Thi Nguyen

Comment on Tanesini’s “Mindshaping and
Intellectual Virtues”

TH1 NGUYEN

According to Tanesini, the formation of virtues and vices — of character —
should be treated as a kind of mindshaping. I worry, however, that her
particular take on mindshaping encourages us to export some problem-
atic presumptions into our theory of the intellectual virtues.

One of the primary goals of mindshaping, says Tanesini, is social
convergence:

Mindshaping activities are uniquely well-suited to facilitate the kind
of maximal mutual intelligibility instrumental to solving coordina-
tion problems. It is much easer to coordinate one’s actions with a
person who conforms to what we expect of them than with one who
does not. The effect of mindshaping is to bring oneself and others
to behave in accordance with the same norms and to be intrinsically
motivated to follow them.

Let me emphasise the key idea: We solve coordination problems through
maximising mutual intelligibility, achieved by convergence on the same
norms. Tanesini then suggests that education and character formation be
treated as a kind of mindshaping. If we export this convergence-centric
conceptualising of mindshaping to a virtue approach, then we should ex-
pect character. mindshaping to also aim at convergence — at the creation
of the'same types of character in everybody, characters which follow the
same norms and are mutually intelligible to one another.

But, in my mind, a virtue-based account is desirable in part because
it can depart from this universalising, legalistic framework. Legalistic
approaches create coordination through enforced convergence on the
same norms. And those ethical systems that are founded in a legalistic
conception of morality idealise the same kind of normative convergence.

But virtue theory is, to my mind, so compelling precisely because it
is open to a more pluralistic vision of communal moral life. It permits
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imagining a society that is coordinated through a balance of profoundly
different moral characters. One person might be the fierce and enraged
warrior for social justice; another might be the gentle and empathetic
listener; another a nitpick-y conceptual analyst of ethical concepts. They
all have something to contribute. (At least, the first two certainly do.)
And to contribute, their actions need not be wholly intelligible to one
another. In other words, virtue theory is primed to support a rich moral
community, achieved through the division of moral labor." And intellec-
tual virtue theory seems particularly exciting to me because, for similar
reasons, it seems richly compatible with various views that epistemic
communities function better when there is a vast diversity of intellectual
characters, interacting (Kitcher 1990).

Of course, we could also imagine a mindshaping story where we
mindshaped in pursuit of a rich and balanced mix of diverse intellec-
tual characters. But I urge a bit of caution herée about emphasising the
convergence aspect of mindshaping. There are more ways to coordinate
than convergence.

Note

1 For an opening discussion of the division of moral labor, see Nguyen (2021).
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5d Alessandra Tanesini’s
Response to Commentaries

A Rejoinder to Nguyen and Kidd
ALESSANDRA TANESINI

In their insightful critical commentaries on my chapter Thi C. Nguyen
and Ian James Kidd seek to emphasise the role of moral and intellectual
virtues in fostering and appreciating human diversity in cognitive pro-
clivities and character traits. They note that my chapter places too much
emphasis on homogeneity, moulding and imitation, and seek to balance
it. Kidd remarks that empathy is about openness to exploring another’s
mind; Nguyen points out that cooperation does not require homogeneity
in dispositions among all actors. Let me begin this rejoinder by way of
a partial concession. It is true that'in my chapter I have somewhat over-
emphasised homogeneity and convergence at the expense of diversity in
the service of distribution of cognitive labour. I have also highlighted the
ways in which mindshaping might resemble indoctrination. I have fore-
grounded these aspects for a reason that [ would like to make explicit in
this response.

In the chapter, I argue that educative practices that foster the for-
mation of character traits, and especially of those that are identified as
virtues, make the communities that have developed them more success-
ful at solving cooperation problems. Nguyen is right that many of these
problems are solved by means of dividing the community into groups
each of which specialises in a specific activity. This is a point I also make
towards the end of my chapter. It is true that the view that the cultural
evolution of wirtues is in the service of cooperation does not require ab-
solute convergence over one specific set of dispositions. On the contrary,
one would expect the proliferation of diverse characters and skills each
suited to diverse roles. Nevertheless, cooperation requires mutual intel-
ligibility and to this extent, a certain amount of cognitive similarity is
required to foster mutual understanding. I do not take my disagreement
with Nguyen in this regard to be substantive.

The chapter’s focus on character formation as mindshaping practices
that rely on imitation to create somewhat homogenous cognitive archi-
tectures is a provocation intended to highlight the continuities between
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character and virtue education and what Foucault (1979) has described
as exercises of disciplinary power. In Discipline and Punish Foucault
examines institutions, such as schools and prisons, and practices that
shape the minds and bodies of children and citizens turning them into
“docile bodies” well suited to function in capitalist industrial societies.
The description of individuals as docile, of course, is intended to high-
light how disciplinary practices erode the autonomy of those they impact
by changing their personalities and behaviours in ways that are not nec-
essarily conducive to their flourishing. But, as Foucault also emphasised,
these practices by creating new kinds of personality also<enable new
kinds of autonomous agency. That is, disciplinary power. serves both
to limit some freedoms, and to create others. Disciplinary practices are
not intrinsically bad because they are not always in‘the service of social
injustice. The same, as McGeer (2019) has remarked, applies to mind-
shaping, and I wish to add, to virtue educationand virtue attribution.

By showing that virtue education is an exercise in mindshaping
that encourages the development of dispositions of self-discipline and
self-control I intend to highlight the dangers inherent in this pedagogical
practice. These are dangers that are orthogonal to the reasons to pro-
mote diversity and the worries about homogeneity justly highlighted by
Nguyen. These dangers are exemplified by past discussions of feminine
virtues of humility and masculine warrior virtues of courage or integrity
that contributed to the re-enforcement of unfair distributions of cogni-
tive, emotional, and material labour by gender. The history of virtue the-
ory and virtue talk is chequered, since they have often been deployed to
entrench inequity. My chapter.is intended to explain the social epistemic
value of shaping human minds in the direction of intellectual virtues in
a manner that also highlights how virtue attribution can be put to work
in the service of indoctrination and of other unjust practices. It is also
intended to be alert to the possibility highlighted by O’Connor (2019)
that social epistemic success in some instances might be gained at the
expense of justice.

This is a genuine risk because sometimes solutions to problems that
make societies more successful as a whole are achieved at the cost of un-
fair distributions of burdens among its members (O’Connor, 2019). This
is not a mere theoretical possibility but it is frequently an actuality that
has disadvantaged subordinated social groups. Philosophical accounts
of which virtues are best suited for individuals from diverse walks of life
have in the past been instrumental in bringing about such unfairnesses.
The account of virtues as the product of mindshaping practices offered
in my chapter is intended to provide the theoretical background against
which the epistemic and moral advantages and dangers inherent in char-
acter formation can appear in stark relief.

For this reason, and also because in my chapter I explicitly exclude
any commitment to the radical view that mindshaping practices predate
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mindreading abilities, I do not take Kidd’s careful examination of the
virtues of empathetic understanding to stand in opposition to my view.
It is perfectly possible that some ability to mindread empathetically is
required for mindshaping to be effective; but, it is equally possible that
mindshaping practices are instrumental in the development of the kind
of cognitive abilities and dispositions involved in empathetic under-
standing. Be that as it may, Kidd, like Nguyen, focus on the value of
virtue cultivation in the service of knowledge and understanding. I share
their point of view, but its appreciation should not lead us to forgetthat
character education, especially when carried out in societies marked by
widespread inequity, is easily co-opted in the service of deepening injus-
tice rather than relieving it. This ease of co-option, my chapter indicates,
is a by-product of the deeply collective epistemic function of intellectual
virtues.

References

Foucault, M. (1979). Discipline and Punish: The Birth of the Prison (A. Sheri-
dan, Trans.). New York: Vintage Books.

McGeer, V. (2019). Mindshaping Is Inescapable, Social Injustice Is Not: Re-
flections on Haslanger’s Critical Social Theory. Australasian Philosophical
Review, 3(1), 48-59. d0i:10.1080/24740500.2019.1705231.

O’Connor, C. (2019). The Origins of Unfairness: Social Categories and Cul-
tural Evolution (First edition). Oxford and New York: Oxford University
Press.






Part 11

Individual Virtues
and Vices






6 The Vices and Virtues
of Extremism

Quassim Cassam

1

When a person is labelled as an ‘extremist’ it is natural to suppose that
this act of labelling serves at least two purposes: to describe and to eval-
uate.! The implied evaluation is usually negative'but what is the label’s
descriptive content?” Does it even have a definite descriptive content and
is there a real feature of some individuals that answers to this content?
I will argue that one real feature of individuals that the ‘extremist’ label
picks out is their mindset. The idea that there is an extremist mindset
is not new but existing accounts of this'mindset are sketchy. This is
partly a reflection of the fact that theidea of a mindset is far from clear.
Some accounts of the extremist mindset represent it as a belief or way
of believing. Others describe it as a way of thinking or thinking pattern.
There is also the idea that it is an attitude or attitude disposition. One
challenge, therefore, is to clarify the general idea of a mindset and, spe-
cifically, the notion of an extremist mindset.’

People are not the only entities that are described as extremists. As
well as beliefs, ways of thinking and attitudes, this label also applied to
ideologies, behaviour, policies, groups and movements. On a suitably
expansive conception of ideology, ideologies are mindsets and extremist
ideologies are, ors give expression to, an extremist mindset.* Extrem-
ist movements or groups can be understood as ones that subscribe to
and are motivated by extremist ideologies. It follows that the extremist
mindset also-underpins extremism at the level of movements or groups.
Extremist policies can also be understood as an expression of an extrem-
ist mindset. It should be noted that extremism is often characterised in
terms of a commitment to violence. On the account given here, violent
extremism is one form of extremism but extremism needn’t be violent.

Is an extremist mindset necessarily bad? Are there circumstances in
which a person or group might deserve to be commended rather than
condemned for being extremist? On the one hand, there is a strong in-
tuitive case for viewing the extremist mindset as epistemically, morally
and politically vicious.” On this view, extremism is to be countered by
encouraging the development of a range of anti-extremist virtues. On
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the other hand, it might also be held that extremism can be positive
when it is extremism in support of a just cause. It has been suggested,
for example, that the suffragettes were extremists but is this not a case
in which extremism was justified? Extremism is partly a matter of being
unwilling to compromise and there are surely some issues in relation to
which there is no room for compromise. Votes for women is one such
issue. It remains to be seen, however, whether such examples of the sup-
posed virtues of extremism are compelling.

One welcome consequence of a mindset approach to extremism is
that the classification of a person or group or ideology as extremist isn’t
simply a matter of opinion or an exercise in political rhetoric. No doubt
the label ‘extremist’ is often applied for narrowly political reasons but
if it is an objective matter whether someone has an extremist mindset
then it is also an objective matter whether that person is an extremist.
This is one sense in which the label ‘extremist’ picks out something real.
Mindsets aren’t fictions. This is not to deny, however, that having an
extremist mindset is a matter of degree. A person or group can be more
or less extremist. Extremism isn’t all or nothing, and one evaluative
question is whether extreme extremism is Significantly worse than what
might be called, somewhat oxymoronically;smore moderate forms of
extremism.

A test for any account of extremism is whether it delivers the correct
verdicts about specific individuals or organisations. For example, an ac-
count of extremism is unacceptable if it implies that organisations like
ISIS (the Islamic State of Iraq and Sham) or individuals like the Norwe-
gian mass murderer Anders Breivik are not extremists.® In fact, there is
no danger of the mindset approach delivering such perverse verdicts. The
mindset of ISIS and its leaders is a paradigm case of an extremist mind-
set. Since extremism can be non-violent, there is also scope for examin-
ing the role of the extremist mindset in non-violent political conflicts.
For example, it is arguable that non-violent extremism has played a role
in the Brexit debate in‘the United Kingdom. To the extent that mindsets
are psychologically real, a further question for the mindset approach is
whether it accords with the empirical psychological evidence. As it hap-
pens, there is psychological evidence of a ‘Militant Extremist Mindset’
(MEM) and.the papers in which this evidence is reported cast further
light on the concept of a mindset.”

The discussion below will proceed as follows: Part 2 will explain the
idea of a mindset and develop the notion of an extremist mindset. As
understood here, the extremist mindset is constituted by, among other
things, a distinctive set of attitudes, pre-occupations, emotions, and
thinking patterns. These attitudes, pre-occupations, emotions and ways
of thinking are liable to cause types of behaviour that are associated
with, though not uniquely, extremism. The mindset approach to extrem-
ism will be compared to other approaches and be shown to be consistent
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with the psychological evidence about extremism. It will also be shown
to deliver the correct intuitive verdicts in particular cases.

Part 3 will explore the sense or senses in which extremism is epistem-
ically, politically and morally vicious. This will necessitate a brief dis-
cussion of what counts as an epistemic, political or moral vice. This will
also be the place for a discussion of the supposed upside of extremism
in relation to just causes. Regardless of whether the suffragettes were
extremists, is it not conceivable that extremism might be politically vir-
tuous, that is, better able to advance just causes than moderation? Con-
ceivable, perhaps, but in practice the political harms done by extremism
far outweigh any supposed benefits. The determination, implacability
and tenacity displayed by campaigners for just causes should not be con-
fused with extremism.

Part 4 will explore the causes and sources of extremism as well as
potential antidotes. Is the extremist mindset a personality trait or an
acquired or inculcated politico-psychological posture? If it is acquired
then it will need to be explained how it is acquired. One notion that is
sometimes employed to explain the process of becoming an extremist is
that of radicalisation. The suggestion is that people become extremists
either by self-radicalising or being radicalised by others. Following a
brief discussion of this suggestion, I will conclude by identifying some
of the anti-extremist virtues that might have a part to play in countering
extremism. If there are such virtues, then the practical challenge is to
identify ways of educating for‘them.

2

The concept of a mindset will be familiar to some readers from the work
of Carol Dweck. Mindsets in Dweck’s sense are ‘just beliefs’ (2012, 16).
So, for example, what Dweck calls the ‘growth’ mindset is ‘based on
the belief that your basic qualities are things you can cultivate through
your own efforts’ (2012, 7). As understood here, mindsets are not just
beliefs, and there'is no ‘extremist mindset’ if that means that there is a
single belief that all extremists have. Mindsets are closer to world views
or frameworks through which the world is viewed and understood. They
shape ourbeliefs and filter our perception of reality. In this respect, there
is a parallel with Kant’s categories, but mindsets aren’t just concepts, any
more than they are just beliefs.

Mindsets are partly constituted by pre-occupations. One’s beliefs are
relevant to one’s mindset to the extent that they underpin and explain
one’s pre-occupations. Two key extremist pre-occupations are persecu-
tion and purity.® Extremists are typically pre-occupied with the idea
that they belong to a persecuted or victimised group, and convince them-
selves that extreme measures are called for in response. Nazi propa-
ganda made much of the threat to Germany posed by a supposed Jewish
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world conspiracy, and there are many other examples of extremists with
lurid fantasies of victimisation and persecution. Anders Breivik justified
the killing of 77 people in Norway in 2011 partly on the grounds that
Christian civilisation was threatened by Islam. The threat of subordi-
nation to Islam is also a part of the mindset of Buddhist extremists in
Myanmar, and many Muslim extremists see Islam as threatened by the
‘Crusader’ West.

These examples might be thought to imply that the pre-occupation
with persecution that plays a significant role in the extremist mindset
is baseless, hence the characterisation of this pre-occupation as relying
on lurid fantasies of persecution and victimisation. But what if the per-
secution is real? Would this then invalidate the description. of mindsets
that are pre-occupied with persecution as ‘extremist’? Not necessarily,
since other elements of an extremist mindset might be present in a given
case even if the persecution is genuine. It is still‘plausible, however, that
the extremist mindset is paradigmatically pre-occupied with non-actual
persecution. Where there is genuine persecution, such as the persecution
of the black population of South Africa under apartheid, it might be ap-
propriate to refrain from describing those engaged in a struggle against
such oppression as extremists, though much-will depend on their other
pre-occupations and other aspects of their mindset.

The purity with which extremists are pre-occupied can take many
different forms: racial or ethnic, religious, ideological, and so on. For
the Khmer Rouge in Cambodia, the pursuit of ideological purity was
bound up with ‘a racialist project of ethnic purification’ (Kiernan 2008,
xxx). For ISIS, what matters is religious purity. It sees itself as defend-
ing and promoting a pure and unadulterated form of Islam, grounded
in a literal reading of the Koran. Carolin Emcke highlights ISIS’s ‘cult
of purity’ (2019, 102) and its perception of itself as the only ‘authentic’
Muslims. Their lack of purity justifies the targeting of the polluted and
impure by all available means, including violence and intimidation. For
all the ideological differences between the Khmer Rouge and ISIS, their
pre-occupation'with purity points to a shared extremist mindset. Given
the extent to which extremists are pre-occupied with purity, it comes as
no surprise to find many of them engaged in acts of ethnic, ideological
or religious ‘cleansing’.’

The attitudinal components of the extremist mindset are easily iden-
tified. One’s attitude towards something is one’s stance or posture
towards it. A key extremist attitude, and one that flows from its pre-
occupation with purity, is its attitude towards compromise. Extremists
are bitterly opposed to compromising their ideals and objectives.!? As
they see it, compromise is incompatible with purity, and this explains
their perception of compromise as a form of betrayal that can never be
countenanced. As well as flowing from its obsession with purity, ex-
tremism’s uncompromising attitude is related to its Manichaeism. If the
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world is divided into good and evil, believer and infidel, and one thinks
of one’s opponents as utterly depraved and misguided, then negotiating
or compromising with them would amount to negotiating or compro-
mising with evil.

Extremism’s view of compromise is a reflection of its certainty in its
own rectitude and the complete absence from its mindset of any element
of self-doubt. Certainty and absence of self-doubt are epistemic postures,
attitudes towards one’s own epistemic standing and that of one’s prin-
ciples and commitments. The extremist’s certainty is subjective, though
taken to be objective. The extremist is totally convinced of:the correct-
ness of his principles even though, objectively speaking, there is plenty of
room for doubt. Certainty is not necessarily a sign of extremism. Being
certain that two plus two is four or that slavery is indefensible does not
make one an extremist. The extremist’s psychological certainty pertains
to matters in regard to which an absence of doubt is inappropriate. The
extremist is not only doubt-free in relation to his doctrinal commitments
but also in relation to his own grasp of the truth. It is not just doubt that
he lacks, but self~doubt. Like the ISIS supporters described by Graeme
Wood in his study of the Islamic State, he revels in his self-confidence
and luxuriates in the ‘banishment of uncertainty’ (2018, 103).

Another characteristically extremist attitude is a kind of indifference
or insouciance about the practical implications or consequences of their
policies. This practical indifference is-helpfully characterised in the fol-
lowing terms by Scruton: extremism takes a political idea to its limits,
‘regardless of unfortunate repercussions, impracticalities, arguments,
and feelings to the contrary, and with the intention not only to confront,
but to eliminate opposition’ (2007, 237). Extremists are not deterred by
the notion that their approach will have catastrophic consequences for
large numbers of people. For example, the Khmer Rouge was indifferent
to the fact that their policies would result in the death by starvation
of millions of Cambodians. For the extremist, such consequences are
a price worth payingfor ideological purity. Indeed, the true extremist
goes even further:than the character described by Scruton; the Khmer
Rouge didn’t even regard the repercussions of their murderous policies
as unfortunate, The extremist’s motto is: you can’t make an omelette
without breaking eggs.

The practical indifference that is an element of extremism is the es-
sence of fanaticism. Fanatics have been described as ‘aggressive and po-
tentially violent ideologues’ (Saucier et al. 2009, 268). An ideologue is
supposedly someone with ‘a high degree of commitment to an ideology’
(ibid.). It remains to be seen how talk of degrees of commitment is to be
cashed out. Meanwhile, a natural thought is that the higher one’s degree
of commitment to a principle the less one’s concern about any unfortu-
nate repercussions or impracticalities. The fanatic sees any unfortunate
repercussions as a price worth paying. A person who is not practically
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indifferent is not a fanatic even if they display several other characteris-
tics of the extremist. In practice, however, extremism and fanaticism go
hand in hand.

The extremist’s unwarranted psychological certainty is usually sus-
tained by high levels of closed-mindedness and dogmatism.!! These can
either be conceived of as character traits or as attitudes. For present
purposes they are attitudes. Closed-mindedness consists in, among other
things, having a poor appreciation of perspectives that are different from
one’s own, a high degree of intolerance of alternative perspectives,and a
tendency to reject information that is inconsistent with whatone already
believes. Dogmatism pertains to one’s specific doctrinal commitments
rather than one’s epistemic conduct generally. It is an irrational commit-
ment to a fundamental doctrine.!? It stands to reason that extremists
who are supremely convinced of the correctness of their.doctrines will
be hostile to alternative points of view. To the extent that these doc-
trines are themselves baseless, the extremist’s commitment to them is
also likely to be irrational. The question of what, in general, makes a
commitment irrational cannot be considered here.

The emotional components of the extremist mindset include hatred,
fear and self-pity.!> Hatred of the ideological or religious Other is a
major driving force of extremism. Extremists don’t just see individuals
with a different take on reality as people with whom they disagree. As
noted above, they see them as evil'and depraved. Extremism’s hatred is
tied to its sense of certainty. As Emcke notes, ‘hating requires absolute
certainty’ because ‘you cannot hate and be unsure about hating at the
same time’ (2019, xi). In its most extreme form, extremist hatred results
in the ‘othering’ of one’s opponents. Othering is ‘the attribution of rela-
tive inferiority and/or radical alienness to some other/ out-group’ (Brons
2015, 83). The ‘other’ is regarded as barely human, as an entity that can
be ‘disregarded or denounced, injured or killed, without fear of punish-
ment’ (Emcke 2019, xii). This is ISIS’s attitude towards Jews, Christians
and Shia Muslims, and it is how Buddhist extremists in Myanmar see
the Rohingya.

Extremism’s hatred of the other is typically grounded, at least in part,
in fear."* Fear of the other is related to extremism’s pre-occupation with
persecution by the other. One curious feature of this pre-occupation is
that the persecution is usually imaginary. In most instances, the feared
other poses no real threat to the extremist and is, indeed, itself a victim
of persecution by extremists. Nevertheless, extremists like to think of
themselves as victims. What Ruth Ben-Ghiat describes as the ‘cult of
victimisation’ is at the core of their identity and explains the key role
of self-pity in the extremist mindset."> As O’Toole notes, self-pity com-
bines ‘a deep sense of grievance and a high sense of superiority’ (2019, 3).
In Myanmar, Buddhist extremists have a deep sense of grievance against
the Rohingya, but take the inferiority of the Rohingya for granted.
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Having identified its pre-occupations, attitudes and emotions it re-
mains to identify the styles of thinking or thinking patterns that are
associated with an extremist mindset. Among these thinking patterns
are catastrophic thinking, utopian thinking, apocalyptic thinking and
conspiracy thinking. The blandest form of catastrophic thinking is the
tendency to exaggerate the negative consequences of our life situations.
Extremist catastrophising goes well beyond that; it usually involves the
idea of an impending catastrophe for the extremist’s in-group.that can
only be averted by extreme measures.'” The promise of extremism'isthat
it is the route to utopia or, in the case of some religious extremists, para-
dise. Apocalyptic thinking consists of the tendency to think of the ideal
end-state as attainable only after an apocalyptic battle'with the forces
of evil. This form of apocalyptic thinking is, for example, integral to the
mindset of ISIS, which has even identified a town in:Syria as the venue
for one of its final battles.!

The relationship between extremism and conspiracy thinking deserves
more attention than it is possible to give it here. For present purposes,
it is sufficient to note that, as a matter of historical fact, conspiracy
theories have often been used to promote éxtremism.'” Right-wing and
left-wing extremists have both relied on the myth of a world Jewish con-
spiracy to justify their anti-Semitism, and both Hitler and Stalin were
conspiracy theorists. Just as conspiracy thinking promotes extremism,
extremism makes one more liable to.engage in this type of thinking.
There are extremists who arenot a conspiracy theorist but the point of
talking about an extremist mindset is not to identify strictly necessary
conditions for extremism. The attitudes, pre-occupation, emotions and
thinking patterns identified here are not all required for a mindset to
qualify as extremist, but a reasonable number must be present. It is in
this sense that these things are constitutive of extremism or the extrem-
ist mindset.

How has the extremist mindset been identified? On what basis is a
given attitude or. pre-occupation or emotion or thinking pattern said to
be part and parcel of this mindset? The nature of the extremist mindset
cannot be identified without reference to the mindset of actual extrem-
ists, that is, the mindset of individuals or groups that are widely regarded
as extremist. This is the methodology employed in recent empirical work
on the Militant Extremist Mindset (MEM). Specifically, it has been
suggested that the description of this mindset should be ‘grounded on
“themes” (recurrent patterns of thinking, feeling and behaving) based
on explicit statements found in primary sources and characterising at
least three different extremist groups’ (Stankov, Saucier and Knezevi¢
2010, 71). More recent work on the MEM has identified a total of 16
key themes, including several that I have identified as components of
the extremist mindset.? These themes have been identified by induction
rather than by a priori conceptual analysis.
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A key ingredient of MEM that has not been featured in the account
that I have given is pro-violence, the belief that violence is a useful and
legitimate means of achieving one’s goals. The omission of pro-violence
and, indeed, actual violence from the extremist mindset is a reflection of
the distinction between extremism and militant extremism.?! Extrem=
ism need not be violent or even pro-violence even if, in practice, a great
deal of extremism is both of these things. The othering of out-groups
can and often does result in violence but there are many non-violent
means of oppressing the Other. It should be conceded, however, that the
extremist individuals, groups and organisations on which I have based
my account — anti-Rohingya extremists in Myanmar, the Khmer Rouge,
Anders Breivik and ISIS - are all violent. To the extent that such individ-
uals and organisations are the basis of one’s understanding of extrem-
ism, there is no danger of the resulting account of extremism delivering
the perverse verdict that they are not extremist.

The mindset approach to extremism contrasts with several other ap-
proaches. On what might be called a ideological conception of extrem-
ism, an extremist position ‘falls somewhere near the end or fringe of
something close to a normal distribution’ (Nozick 1997, 296) along some
salient political dimension. Left-Right is one-such dimension but there
are others, and positions that were once viewed as extreme ‘later often
come to be viewed as somewhere in the center’ (Nozick 1997, 296). On
this conception, an extremist move can be defined as ‘a move away from
the centre and towards the extreme in some dimension’ (Wintrobe 2010,
25). On a modal conception of extremism, in contrast, what counts is
not what one believes but how one believes. Extremism is essentially ‘a
characteristic of the way beliefs are held rather than their location along
some dimension’ (Breton, Galeotti, Salmon and Wintrobe 2010, xiii).
A methods conception of ‘extremism holds that being an extremist is a
matter of being willing to use or endorse extreme methods. Such meth-
ods are usually understood as violent, and it is in the methods sense that
many terrorists are extremists.

Of these three conceptions, the second is the closest to the mindset ap-
proach. A question about modal extremism concerns its understanding
of ‘the way/beliefs are held’. This can be understood as a reference to the
strength or intensity of the extremist’s beliefs. The most intense beliefs,
on this view, are accompanied by the strongest or most intense feelings
of conyiction. Yet, as Ramsey notes, ‘the beliefs which we hold most
strongly are often accompanied by practically no feeling at all; no one
feels strongly about what he takes for granted’ (1931, 169). On an alter-
native reading, the strength of one’s beliefs is a function of one’s willing-
ness to give them up or compromise them. There are many reasons why
a-particular belief might be treated as immune to revision. Beliefs that
help to define one’s world view or sense of identity are not easily given
up. The problem with extremists is not that they have bedrock or ‘hinge’
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beliefs in this sense; we all do.?? The problem is that the specific princi-
ples or propositions they take for granted are in fact highly contentious
and far from unproblematic.

Holding onto one’s beliefs and principles in a rigid and uncompromis-
ing manner is one element of the extremist mindset but there is much
more to it than that. Given that having an extremist mindset is a matter
of having certain specific pre-occupations, it is not possible to under-
stand extremism in purely formal terms, in terms of how one believes
rather than what one believes. Extremism is, to some extent;.a matter
of what one believes. For example, a pre-occupation with less of purity
is a substantial rather than a purely formal feature of extremism. Be-
liefs about purity and victimhood are bedrock extremist beliefs. They,
together with the other features of the extremist mindset, indicate that
extremism is an ideology in its own right, and not just a-way for one to
hold onto one’s political or other beliefs regardless of their content.

This has a bearing on the question of whether extremism is compat-
ible with any political philosophy. For example, is it possible for one to
be a liberal extremist? If extremism is simply a matter of ‘the way beliefs
are held’ then there is no reason in pringciple not to classify some liberals
as extremists. After all, liberals can be justras uncompromising about
their core beliefs as those who are more usually classified as extrem-
ists. Yet it would be perverse to characterise uncompromising liberals as
extremists if they are not pre-occupied with victimhood or purity and
do not have an extremist thinking style. When a person is described as
an extremist it is usual to ask ‘an extremist what?’. This is a legitimate
question to ask, insofar as extremism can take many different forms.
However, it does not follow that extremism can be combined with any
political or religious beliefs; or that describing a person as an extremist
on its own implies nothing about their substantive commitments. There
must be some such commitments, or least pre-occupations, if this label
is to apply. The.complete absence of hatred and a lack of practical in-
difference are also.incompatible with extremism. Liberals who do not
hate their opponents, do not engage in othering, and are not practically
indifferent are just not extremists, regardless of how rigidly they hold
on to their core values. This is the truth in the ideological conception of
extremism: people whose politics place them close to the centre of a nor-
mal distribution are highly unlikely to have the substantive ideological
commitments required for them to qualify as extremists.

3

What is wrong with having an extremist mindset? Is such a mindset
morally, politically or epistemically vicious? It is easy to make the case
that extremism is a moral failing. It is a moral failing to be indifferent to
the consequences of one’s actions and policies for other human beings.
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It is a moral failing to engage in the ‘othering’ of people with whom one
disagrees, and it is morally indefensible to be motivated by a concern for
ideological, religious or racial purity. Whatever else there is to say about
virtues, they are ‘in general beneficial characteristics, and indeed ones
that a human being needs to have, for his own sake, and that of his fel-
lows’ (Foot 1978, 3). An extremist mindset is not, in general, beneficial,
even if there are circumstances in which it might be. Extremism is not a
virtue, and the harms done by extremists over the years suggest that it
is, in fact, a vice.

For present purposes, epistemic vices can be understood as character
traits, attitudes or thinking styles that get in the way of the gaining,
keeping or sharing of knowledge.”? As well as getting in the way of
knowledge, epistemic vices are personal qualities that merit criticism or
blame. The closed-mindedness and dogmatism that characterise the ex-
tremist mindset both get in the way of knowledge and merit criticism.
The various thinking patterns that are part and parcel of the extremist
mindset are no less epistemically problematic: Conspiracy thinking, or
what psychologists refer to as a ‘conspiracy mentality’, leads extremists
to endorse fallacious or even contradictory conspiracy theories.>* Cata-
strophic thinking is an obstacle to knowledge of one’s actual situation or
prospects, and the apocalyptic thinking which groups like ISIS find so
irresistible further weakens their grip-on reality. It is also arguable that
one is responsible for one’s own thinking and attitudes.?® In that case,
there is no prospect of extremists being immune to blame or criticism
for their extremist thinking patterns and attitudes on the basis that they
aren’t responsible for them.

Political vices have been defined as ‘persistent dispositions of charac-
ter and conduct that imperil'both the functioning of democratic political
institutions and the trust'that a diverse citizenry has in the ability of
those institutions to secure a just political order of equal moral standing,
reciprocal freedom, and human dignity’ (Button 2016, 1). One might
quibble about some aspects of this definition. One might want to al-
low attitudes, thinking patterns and even emotions to counts as political
vices. There is also the question of whether political vices should be
identified exclusively by reference to their effect on democratic political
institutions or, for that matter, by reference to their effect on a nation’s
political imstitutions rather than its political culture more generally. The
basic point, however, is that political vices are politically damaging. One
of the effects of extremism, indeed one of its intended effects, is polari-
sation. If extremism causes polarisation and the latter is politically dam-
aging then that is one reason to classify extremism as politically vicious.
No doubt there are plenty of others.

The claims that extremism causes polarisation and that the latter is
politically damaging will not be defended in any detail here, though
both seem obvious enough. The recent history of the United States and
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United Kingdom amply demonstrates that polarisation is politically dys-
functional and causes severe difficulties for political institutions that
were designed on the assumption of a broad consensus about fundamen-
tal values. The role of extremism in causing polarisation follows from
its pre-occupation with purity, its tendency to engage in othering and its
propensity for conspiracy thinking. In a recent analysis of extremism, J.
M. Berger defines it as ‘the belief that an in-group’s success or survival
can never be separated from the need for hostile action against an out-
group’ (2018, 170). If this belief is part of the extremist mindset; then
possession of that mindset is almost bound to cause the in-group and
out-group to polarise.

Yet this line of argument faces the following apparently seductive re-
sponse: there are surely circumstances, including some that are far from
unusual, in which extremism is the only way to achieve worthy and dem-
ocratically desirable objectives. In such cases, it can be an asset to have
an extremist mindset, and there are plenty of examples of extremists
who have done more good, politically speaking, than their more moder-
ate allies. Indeed, not only is it possible that extremists are more effective
than moderates but also that political actors at the far end of the extrem-
ist spectrum are even more effective than more ‘moderate’ extremists.
If extremism can be politically beneficial in circumstances that are far
from unusual, does this not call into question the idea that extremism is
politically vicious?

Consider, again, the case of the suffragettes. On one view, they (or
some of them) were extremists who campaigned successfully for votes
for women, and their extremism was a significant factor in explaining
their success. Since their extremism was politically effective and in a just
cause, there is no reason to'regard it as politically vicious. As it helped
to overturn an obvious injustice — discrimination against women — it
can also be regarded as morally virtuous rather than vicious. Finally,
their extremism-was epistemically beneficial to the extent that it gave
them a clear insight into social and political injustices that were invisible
to more moderate political opinion. In a similar vein, it might be said
that the extremism of the African National Congress (ANC) in its battle
against apartheid was justified and necessary; there was little hope of
overthrowing apartheid by moderation. The ANC, with its extremist
mindset, saw what needed to be done and did it. This, therefore, looks
like another case in which extremism proved morally, politically and
epistemologically beneficial.

In what sense were the suffragettes and the apartheid era ANC ‘ex-
tremists’? The usual explanation refers to the means or methods they
employed. The ANC was engaged in armed struggle against the South
African government and carried out acts of terrorism for which it was
later held to account by its post-apartheid Truth and Reconciliation
Commission. Some of the ANC’s terrorist acts resulted in the deaths of
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civilians, including children. The bombings and arson carried out by the
suffragettes were also clearly terrorist acts, regardless of whether they
were justified.?® It follows that both the ANC and the suffragettes were
extremists in the methods sense. What is less clear is whether their use of
extremist methods was effective. It is arguable that terrorist acts carried
out by the ANC contributed little to the overthrowing of apartheid. The
case of the suffragettes is even more complicated because, aside from
questions about the effectiveness of their methods, there are‘also ques-
tions about their cause: unlike the ANC, they were not campaigning for
universal adult suffrage.?’

The present question is not whether zerrorism is politically, mor-
ally or epistemically vicious but whether an extremist mindset is vi-
cious in any of these senses. Just as it is possible to have an extremist
mindset without condoning or using violence, so it is-possible to be
pro-violence without having an extremist mindset. There is little ev-
idence, for example, that Nelson Mandela or other senior members
of the ANC had an extremist mindset despite being pro-violence, in
the sense that they argued for an armed struggle against apartheid.”®
They did not engage in othering, were not pre-occupied with purity,
and were responding to actual as distinct from imaginary oppression.
People with an extremist mindset would not have set up a Truth and
Reconciliation Commission after victory. If this is right, then the ANC
provides no support for the idea that'an extremist mindset can be ben-
eficial or virtuous. Its leadership did not have an extremist mindset,
and its greatest achievements would not have been possible with such a
mindset. Similarly, it is hard to make the case that the suffragettes’ ex-
tremist mindset — if they did indeed have such a mindset — contributed
to their achievements.

The point of these considerations is not to suggest that it is abso-
lutely inconceivable for an extremist mindset to be beneficial. The point
is rather to suggest that convincing examples of this are much harder
to find than one might suppose. Whether or not an extremist mindset
is invariably harmful, the moral, political and epistemic harms that it
normally causes are both systematic and predictable. This is enough to
justify the classification of it as a moral, political and epistemic vice. The
contrary view is sometimes based on a simple misreading of examples,
such.as those discussed above, of supposedly benevolent extremism, and
sometimes on another simple misunderstanding: it is true that successful
political campaigns against injustice require such qualities as determi-
nation, implacability and tenacity, and that many extremists have these
qualities. However, it is possible to have these qualities without having
an_extremist mindset and the benefits of determination, implacability
and tenacity in a just cause are more than likely to be cancelled out by
the vicious aspects of such a mindset. There is therefore no reason to
revise the initial verdict that extremism is a vice.
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The remaining question is: how does a person come to have an extrem-
ist mindset? Is it an innate personality trait or is it acquired??’ If it‘is
acquired, how is it acquired, and what can be done to counter it? The
empirical work in this area tends to focus on MEM. One view is that.in
the right conditions anyone is capable of becoming a militant extrem-
ist because MEM draws on ‘certain natural human tendencies’ (Saucier
etal. 2009, 257). On the other hand, in a given context some individuals
‘may be more prone than others to take on this mind-set’ (Saucier et
al. 2009, 257). How are such variations to be accounted. for? Psychop-
athy might be one factor. This is taken to be a trait consisting of four
characteristics: callousness, manipulativeness, lack of inhibition and
anti-social behaviour. Sadism is another potentially relevant factor. Ac-
cording to one study, ‘proviolence was found to‘be predicted by sadism
and psychopathy’ (Mededovic and Knezevi¢ 2018, 99). Other research
has found evidence to link extremist sympathies to common mental dis-
orders such as depression (Bhui et al. 2019, 6).

Suppose that the process of acquiring an extremist mindset (militant
or otherwise) is described as the radicalisation process. Aside from the
psychological or other factors that pre-dispose a person to radicalise
there is also the question of how the radicalisation process itself works.
In truth, there are likely to be many such/processes, and multiple differ-
ent pathways to an extremist mindset if one doesn’t already have it.3°
Extremist ideologies reinforce an.extremist mindset but one might sup-
pose that such ideologies are only attractive to individuals who have
this mindset to begin with. Some accounts of radicalisation see it as
something that happens to a person, through physical or online contact
with extremist ideologues./Other accounts question the assumption that
extremism is a ‘communicable disease’ (Wood 2018, 179) to which some
people are vulnerable. They see it more as an expression of an individu-
al’s agency, as is suggested by talk of self-radicalisation. There are also
questions about the role of group dynamics in the radicalisation process,
with some influential accounts insisting that extremists who only come
into contact-with other extremists, and are prevented from interacting
with people with different views, are likely to have their extremism re-
inforced. The resulting ‘crippled epistemology of extremism’ (Hardin
2010) is the result of group dynamics rather than individual choice. It is
groups that are ‘the natural habitat of extremism’ (Breton and Dalmaz-
zone 2010, 55).

The jury is still out on whether and how an extremist mindset is
acquired. However, regardless of how a person comes to have an ex-
tremist mindset, there is the practical question of what, if anything,
can be done to counter this mindset. A natural thought is that if having
an extremist mindset is partly a matter of how one thinks, then one
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way to counter this mindset is to cultivate or inculcate thinking styles
that are antithetical to extremist thinking.?' Anti-extremist thinking
will be realistic rather than utopian or catastrophic. It will respond to
conspiracy and apocalyptic thinking with healthy doses of scepticism;
humour and irony. As Emcke observes, ‘what is needed is a culture ‘of
enlightened doubt and irony — because those genres of thinking are most
inimical to the rigorist fanatics and racist dogmatists’ (2019, 111). If
extremists or proto-extremists can be trained to ask questions like ‘is
that true?’, ‘is there any evidence for that?’; ‘do they know what they are
talking about’, and to ask these questions as a matter of course, then it
should be possible to counter any extremist tendencies in their thinking.
Such questions might also serve as an antidote to the extremist’s pre-
occupations with persecution and purity, to the extent that such pre-
occupations are baseless.

Just as extremist thinking needs to be countered by antithetical think-
ing patterns, so the attitudes that underpin extremism need to be coun-
tered by antithetical attitudes. Scepticism is again the key. Introducing
doubt and self-doubt into the extremist mindset is a way to undermine
its excessive certainty and uncompromising attitude. Extremists need,
somehow, to be made comfortable with difference, ambiguity and un-
certainty. Uncertainty is, in turn, a cure for hate if Emcke is right about
hating requiring absolute certainty. Finally, greater open-mindedness,
if such a thing can be taught, is the obvious antidote to the extremists’
closed-mindedness and dogmatism. Above all, their othering tendencies
need to be countered by helping them to see people who do not share
their outlook as human beings who are not to be killed or tortured in the
name of some supposed greater good.

Many of these antidotes to an extremist mindset are examples of in-
tellectual or moral virtues. Talk of ‘virtue’ is helpful in this context for
reasons that were set out some years ago by Philippa Foot. The Aristo-
telian virtues, Foot points out, are corrective, ‘each one standing at a
point at which there is'some temptation to be resisted or deficiency of
motivation to be'made good’ (1979, 8). As noted above, the extremist
mindset draws on certain natural human tendencies. This evidence indi-
cates that fanatical thinking patterns are ‘somewhat common’ and that
the base rate. of such thinking in the population at large ‘does not appear
to bedow” (Saucier et al. 2009, 267). If this is right then extremism in one
form or another is an example of a temptation to be resisted through the
cultivation of corrective anti-extremist virtues. There would be no rea-
son to regard scepticism and irony as virtues in this sense if extremism
in one form or another were not something by which large numbers of
people are tempted. Extremism is the disease for which corrective anti-
extremist virtues are the antidote.

How is this antidote to be administered? Can open-mindedness
be taught? How can a person who is prone to extremist or fanatical
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thinking be made comfortable with ambiguity and uncertainty? At least
some anti-extremist virtues are intellectual virtues. In a useful discus-
sion, Baehr argues that ‘fostering growth in intellectual virtues should
be a central educational aim’ (2014, 107) and outlines seven practical
measures for doing this in an educational setting. Not all anti-extremist
virtues are character traits, and a number of them — such as the ability
to see out-group members as human beings — might more accurately.be
characterised as moral rather than intellectual virtues. The extent to
which they can be fostered in an educational setting remains. an-open
question. It is an empirical question whether the measures described by
Baehr are effective. If they are effective then there is hope for the project
of countering extremism by education.

This approach to countering extremism has more going for it than
some governmental responses. For example, the U.K. government de-
fines extremism as ‘vocal or active opposition'to fundamental British
values, including democracy, the rule of law, individual liberty and
the rule of law’.3> The inadequacy of this definition is perhaps too
obvious to need spelling out. Its unfortunate practical consequences
have included the placing of an ‘actiyve duty’ on schools to promote
fundamental British values, in the vain hope that the promotion of
these values may contribute to countering extremism.>3 Yet if extrem-
ism is understood as a mindset, with its distinctive pre-occupations,
attitudes, emotions and thinking patterns, then extolling the virtues
of the rule of law and democracy is unlikely, on its own, to have
much impact, beyond fuelling the sense of resentment felt by margin-
alised individuals and communities. A more constructive approach is
needed, and the discussion above suggests that it might prove fruitful
to focus on equipping citizens at an early age with a range of vir-
tues that will reduce their susceptibility to extremism. If an extremist
mindset is the problem, then tackling that mindset must be part of
the solution.

These recommendations are of particular importance today because
of the extent to which recognisably extremist pre-occupations, atti-
tudes and thinking patterns have entered the political mainstream.
To take just one example, the supposed victimisation of the United
Kingdom by the E.U. has been a key pre-occupation of many English
supporters.of ‘Brexit’, Britain’s exit from the European Union. What
O’Toole describes as ‘a genuine national revolution against a phoney
oppressor’ (2019, 164) — the E.U. — is very much in keeping with the
extremist cult of victimhood. The fantasy of Brexit as a revolt against
oppression both creates and exploits a sense of national self-pity. The
uncompromising attitude of the more extreme pro-Brexit faction in
British politics is explained by its pre-occupation with victimhood,
as well as its hankering after the purest form of Brexit — a so-called
‘clean’ Brexit.
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The issue here is not whether Brexit is an extremist policy but whether
the arguments in its favour deployed by its most committed proponents
are expressive of an extremist mindset. This question must be answered
in the negative if all extremism is violent or pro-violence. On the whole;
violence is not on the Brexit agenda but it is a mistake to stipulate that
extremism must be violent. The mindset of the most hard-line supports
of Brexit is an extremist mindset, not in the sense that it is pro-violence
but rather in the sense that its pre-occupations, attitudes and.styles of
thinking are one that will be familiar to anyone who has made a'study
of this mindset in other, perhaps more familiar contexts..The result-
ing polarisation of British politics is, again, something that could have
been predicted by anyone with even a passing familiarity with the way
that extremists operate. Extremism is a spectrum and it/is a serious
matter if even mainstream political movements are'somewhere on this
spectrum.

Notes

1 The extremism I am concerned with in this paper is political extremism.
There are, of course, several other varieties.

2 On the relationship between the descriptiverand evaluative content of the
‘extremist’ label see Nozick (1997, 299).

3 Nozick notes that ‘a simple definition of ‘extremism is not really possible’
but that there is ‘a cluster of features, some more central than others, that
constitutes what might be called an extremist syndrome’ (1997, 296). In the
same way, there is a cluster of features, some more central than others, that
constitute an extremist mindset. In the present discussion I don’t try to rank
the suggested features of an extremist mindset in order of importance.

4 The suitably expansive conception of ideology I have in mind is what Ray-
mond Geuss calls ‘ideology in the descriptive sense’. This includes, as well as
the beliefs of the members of a group, ‘the concepts they use, the attitudes
and psychological dispositions they exhibit, their motives, desires, values,
predilections, works of art, religious rituals, gestures, etc.” (1981, 5). There
are many items on this list that help to constitute a person’s mindset.

5 Labelling someone as an ‘extremist’ is rarely understood as a way of compli-
menting them.

6 On ISIS, see McCants (2015), Wood (2015) and Wood (2018). On Breivik,
see Seierstad (2016).

7 See Saucier et al. (2009), Stankov, Saucier and Knezevi¢ (2010) and Mede-
dovic and Knezevi¢ (2018).

8 A third extremist preoccupation which, for reasons of space, will not be
discussed here, is with a mythic or mythologized past. For an account of
this preoccupation in relation to fascism, see the opening chapter of Stanley
(2018). See, also, Saucier et al. (2009, 261) and O’Toole (2019, 75-109).

9 The purity preoccupation is related to what Jonathan Haidt calls the ‘sanc-
tity/ degradation foundation’ of conservative morality. If Haidt is right about
conservatism’s preoccupation with ‘stain, pollution and purification’ (2012,
171) then one might conclude that conservatism is more likely to be associ-
ated with extremism than outlooks that do not have this preoccupation.
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10 As Nozick notes, a key question is how we distinguish the extremist’s
non-compromising position from a principled one. As he points out, ‘even
if one has principles and is convinced that they are right, there can be non-
authoritarian ways of maintaining them; one can still be willing to listen
to and consider counter-arguments’ (1997, 297). Those with an extremist
mindset are unwilling to listen or consider counter-arguments. This aspect
of the extremist mindset is closely related to its closed-mindedness.

11 These vices are discussed in much greater detail in Cassam (2019a), espe-
cially Chapters 2 and 5.

12 Roberts and Wood (2007, 194-195). See, also, the account of dogmatism in
Chapter 5 of Cassam (2019a).

13 On hate, see Emcke (2019). On fear, see Appadurai (2006). Self-pity is the
focus of O’Toole (2019). Another basic extremist emotion is anger, as de-
scribed in Mishra (2018).

14 In particular, there is what Appadurai calls ‘fear of small numbers’. See
Appadurai (2006).

15 Ben-Ghiat is quoted in a Washington Post article as describing a cult of vic-
timization as part of the persona of leaders with authoritarian tendencies.
The title of the Post article, published on 28 September 2019, says it all;
‘Staring down impeachment, Trump sees himself as a victim of historical
proportions’. A similar point is made by Jason Stanley in Chapter 6 of his
book on fascism (Stanley 2018).

16 See Cassam (2019a, 177).

17 In their account of what they call ‘catastrophizing’, Saucier et al. note that
‘among militant extremists, there may be an obsession with events per-
ceived as catastrophic and a tendency to portray situations as desperate’
(2009, 261).

18 There are vivid accounts of ISIS’s obsession with the apocalypse in McCants
(2015), Wood (2015) and Wood. (2018).

19 As argued in Cassam (2019b).

20 See Saucier et al. (2009).

21 On the role of pro-violence in militant extremism see Stankov, Saucier and
Knezevi¢ (2010).

22 As Wittgenstein puts it, ‘the questions we raise and our doubts depend on
the fact that some propositions are exempt from doubt, are as it were like
hinges on which those turn’ (1969, 341). The propositions that extremists
regard as exempt from doubt are no such thing.

23 See Cassam (2019a) for a defence of this approach.

24 Wood, Douglas and Sutton (2012).

25 This claim is defended in Chapter 6 of Cassam (2019a).

26 This controversial view of the suffragettes is defended in Webb (2014). For a
contrary view; see the letter by June Purkis published in The Guardian on 6
June 2018.

27 Webb (2014).

28 It follows from this that it is possible to be a terrorist without being an
extremist, just as it is possible to be an extremist without a terrorist. As
understood here ‘extremism’ is a mindset. Terrorism is a tactic. Members of
the ANC who planned and carried out bomb attacks that predictably killed
civilians were terrorists but it is a further question whether their mindset
was extremist.

29 While acknowledging that he is not a psychologist Nozick speculates in his
brief discussion of extremism that ‘there is a determinate extremist person-
ality’ (1997, 298).
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30 Asargued in Cassam (2018).

31 See Saucier et al. (2009) for one version of this approach.
32 See, for example, H.M. Government (2015).

33 H.M. Government (2015).
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Commentary on Quassim Cassam’s “The Vices and
Virtues of Extremism’

BAREND DE ROOI] AND BOUDEWIJN DE BRUIN

The Reign of Terror in France, the Red Army Faction in Germany,
Khmer Rouge, Islamic Jihad — examples of extremism abound. But what
is extremism, and how does it differ from fundamentalism, radicalism,
fanaticism or terrorism?

Perhaps the most straightforward answeris to take the term at face
value: extremist views about a topic are views at the very tails of the
distribution of possible views about:the topic. But reading Cassam’s
timely and thought-provoking vice epistemological account of extrem-
ism shows that such a definition would be far too simple.

According to the view Cassam defends extremism is — in brief — an
epistemically vicious pre-occupation with purity and persecution, often
accompanied by feelings of hatred. We gladly take the opportunity to
raise a few hopefully constructive questions and comments. Our per-
spective is policy.

From such a perspective, it may be interesting to start with the obser-
vation that the widely embraced Rome Memorandum on Good Practices
for Rehabilitation.and Reintegration of Violent Extremist Offenders
specifically recommends the inclusion of ‘cognitive skills programmes’:
‘States could consider developing cognitive programs that assist offend-
ers in defining the issues that pushed them towards violent extremist
behaviors in:the first place and subsequently in formulating objectives
and identifying and implementing solutions.’!

To teach offenders cognitive skills (or epistemic virtue, for that mat-
ter), we need to know why they lack them. The literature on extremism
uncovers a harrowing array of factors contributing to a person’s extrem-
ism, including sexual abuse, domestic violence, alcohol and drugs, or
just about everything that creates an environment in which little stands
in the way of being justified in believing that one is humiliated, ostra-
cised, or degraded. No wonder that in such environments one adopts
the simplistic world view of ‘us’ versus ‘them’, of good ‘friends’ versus
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evil ‘foes’, as policy-oriented criminological research suggests. Some ev-
idence suggests that for individuals in such disadvantaged environments
us—them thinking may actually be a quite rational generalisation of real
lived experiences with Islamophobia and racial discrimination. This re-
sponse is likely reinforced by the way ‘the West’ sees them: “The world
has changed tremendously in the last ten years, and that has affected me
a lot personally. I grew up believing I was an Amsterdam girl. But after
9/11 1 became ‘a Muslim’. I remember well receiving the first.call after
the attacks from a journalist who wanted to know how I, as a Muslim,
felt about what had happened. I was being reduced to a single label: I
was no longer simply a town councillor, but ‘the Muslim” town council-
lor. That hurt a lot.”?

Us—them thinking is linked, in this policy literature, to a second el-
ement: the experience of injustices, perpetrated by the out-group, the
‘them” nobility, capitalists, communists, religious groups.

Following this literature, an extremist is a person.who (i) experiences
injustice, (ii) attributes this to members of an out-group, (iii) consid-
ers available solutions to rectify the injustice and (iv) selects an extreme
(typically violent) solution.

Is such a view compatible with Cassam’s account in which purity and
persecution, rather than us—them thinking and injustice are at the fore-
front? Experiences of persecution may be the starting point of radicali-
sation, but are they always? Could the account be relaxed somewhat so
as to include a concern with injustice? Is a concern with purity perhaps
not ultimately a special case of an unjustifiable representation of the so-
cial world in terms of ‘us’ (good, true, unadulterated) versus ‘them’ (bad,
false, contaminated)?

Being pre-occupied with purity and persecution is, for Cassam, not in
itself an indication of an extremist mind. As we saw, such pre-occupation
has to be accompanied by epistemic vice, which gave us our clear en-
trance to the policy literature. Still, however, some questions remain.

We wonder, for .instance, how easy a task it is to determine whether
epistemic vice should count as an indication of extremism. An unwill-
ingness to compromise, for example, may just be very appropriate in
the domain of such important causes as racial justice or religious free-
dom. From a.policy perspective, we may actually want to avoid branding
someone as epistemically vicious lest we frustrate attempts at resociali-
sation and rehabilitation.

Consider the various initiatives aimed at establishing restorative jus-
tice. Offenders and victims are brought together to facilitate the giv-
ing of forgiveness, or to foster mutual understanding and to reduce the
force of us—them thinking. Such initiatives were trialled in Spain (ETA),
Italy (Anni di piombo), and Northern-Ireland (Troubles).? Similarly,
work with extremist Salafi (e.g., at the Brixton Mosque in London) sug-
gests that a highly effective method of deradicalisation involves inviting
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charismatic and respected Salafi theologians to point out the errors in
extremist interpretations of Islamic sources. In such experiments, one
determining success factor is the focus on commonality (a pure reading
of the early sources of Islam), not difference — not vice. One might see
this as an application of the principle of charity.

This leads naturally to our final question. Assume a standard economic
approach explaining human behaviour in terms of expected utility max-
imisation. This model is increasingly valuable to explain the adoption of
beliefs as well. It’s not perfect, but it at least helps us to ask the question
of what ‘incentives’ people have to adopt (in our case) extremist beliefs.
Some people join extremist groups for reasons to do with the ideology.
But many have only a very superficial grasp of the ideology. They want
to escape from home, desire revenge, are in it for ‘adventure, have ro-
mantic reasons, feel attracted to the warmth of the group, or want to
do penance for their alleged sins. The economic model presents policy
makers with the challenge to create an alternative that is more attractive
than extremism: a competitor. We take it that Cassam has successfully
shown that for someone to appreciate an alternative as a better option,
they have to see things right, and this requires epistemic virtue. This is
not an easy task at all, but we believe that vice epistemology is develop-
ing in a direction that might help policy makers to design the ‘cognitive
skills programmes’ that the Rome Memorandum recommends.

Notes

1 Good Practice Number 15. See https://www.thegctf.org/Portals/1/
Documents/Framework%20Documents/2016%20and%20before/
GCTF-Rome-Memorandum-ENG.pdf.

2 Marjo Buitelaar, ‘Discovering a different me’ Discursive positioning in
life story telling over time, Women’s Studies International Forum, Vol.
43, March-April 2014, pp. 30-37, at p. 33, https://doi.org/10.1016/;.
wsif.2013.07.017, quoting Fatima Elatik, a well-known Moroccan—Dutch
administrator. One may recall George W. Bush’s statement to the effect that
‘Every nation in every region now has a decision to make: Either you are
with us or you are with the terrorists.” See https://www.washingtonpost.
com/wp-srv/nation/specials/attacked/transcripts/bushaddress_092001.html

3 See https://ec.europa.eu/home-affairs/sites/default/files/what-we-do/
networks/radicalisation_awareness_network/ran-papers/docs/ran_
cons_overv_pap_restor_just_pcve_vot_10022021_en.pdf.
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Cassam argues that what defines extremists is a particular kind of mind-
set. This mindset is constituted by two factors: a pre-occupation with
the idea of being persecuted or victimised, and.a pre-occupation with
‘purity’, be that along ethnic, religious or ideological lines. These fac-
tors explain the extremists’ uncompromising-attitude. Extremists, Cas-
sam argues, have a sense of certainty in the rectitude of their mindset
which is as great as it is unwarranted. It feeds off the epistemic vices of
closed-mindedness and dogmatism. The extremist mindset also comes
with distinctive emotions and'thinking patterns. Extremists character-
istically experience hatred, fear and self-pity. The interplay of a con-
cern with persecution as well.as with self-pity leads to thinking styles
that are both utopian and catastrophic, as well as both apocalyptic and
conspiracist.

Cassam’s goal is to describe the mindset approach to extremism and
demonstrate its advantages over competing approaches. I will focus on
what role epistemic virtues can play in defusing extremism. Cassam of-
fers some important pointers in his article. Virtues are, as he puts it,
an antidote to extremism. How can virtues protect against extremism?
Cassam appeals to Philippa Foot’s insight that Aristotelian virtues are
corrective. They help us to resist temptation.

This view-of virtues raises three questions with respect to their pro-
tective:power against extremism: What are the temptations that extrem-
ists give in to? Who is best placed to address these temptations — the
extremist-in-making, or people or institutions other than the extremist?
And: Which virtues are effective in resisting these temptations?

The temptations of extremism

I take most of my knowledge about extremism from the UK Prevent
strategy (HM Government 2011). The report is based on academic
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studies, intelligence work and consultation with organisations working
to prevent extremism.

The report concludes that people at risk of radicalisation are in search
for identity, meaning and community (HM Government 2011, 5.22). If
these are the temptations that give rise to extremism, we are all subject
to them at several points in our lives. The report also finds that extrem-
ism is more prevalent among the young and lower socio-economic and
income groups (HM Government 2011, 5.26). Yet only a small percent-
age of people that fit these descriptions develop an extremist. mindset.
What explains the difference between most of us and people who be-
come extremists?

Cassam makes the case that differences in the mindsets of people at
risk of radicalisation have a lot to answer for. The extremist’s mindset,
he maintains, is morally, politically and epistemically vicious. Vices are
traits that their bearers have a certain degree of responsibility for.

The role of institutions

I agree with Cassam that people at risk of becoming radicalised have a
responsibility to develop virtues that protect'them against extremism.
Yet there is at least one other place to look for an explanation for why
some people get radicalised and others.don’t. Based on research in social
movement and social network theory; the Prevent Strategy argues that
radicalisation is a social process that happens in small groups (HM Gov-
ernment 2011, 5.23). That is consistent with Cassam’s claim that groups
are the natural habitat of extremism. The Prevent Strategy reports that
extremism is strongly associated with a perception of discrimination
and the experience of racial or religious harassment (HM Government
2011, 5.22). It goes without saying that institutions bear at least some
responsibility for protecting their subjects, at risk of radicalisation or
not, against discrimination and harassment. Yet I want to focus here on
whether these institutions have the responsibility to develop epistemic
virtues that protect people against radicalisation.

Social epistemic virtues for institutions

Social-epistemic virtues relate to the epistemic environment. We are all
reliant ‘on the people around us to attain epistemic goods. Epistemic
goods include knowledge and understanding. If finding meaning and
community are indeed unmet needs in people at risk of extremism, mak-
ing sense of the social world seems a particularly pertinent epistemic
good. Who we interact with when making sense of our experiences mat-
ters for the meaning we attach to these experiences. Yet many of the
institutions in which people spend much of their time give them little
choice about the company they keep, or how their epistemic environment
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is structured. The Prevent Strategy finds that radicalisation happens in
schools, faith institutions, prisons and on social media platforms.

Since these institutions play a large role in structuring the epistemic
environment of people subject to them, they have a responsibility. to
develop social epistemic virtues that prevent extremism. The virtues
required are other-regarding — they benefit people subject to the institu-
tion, not the institution itself.

To start with, institutions need to understand the structure of the so-
cial networks that institutions create for their subjects, in away that
respects privacy and self-determination. There is evidence that social
media platforms drive polarisation, for instance about.vaccination
(Schmidt et al. 2018). Epistemic social networks are easier to study in
an online environment than offline. We should not ‘conclude that social
media platforms are the only culprits just because ' we have less research
on institutions like schools, prisons and faith organisations.

Institutions should also make deliberate choices‘about the structures
they set up. Students are exposed to the views of all of their classmates
on a controversial topic rather than just their group of friends if teachers
debate the topic in class. Social media-platforms should take diversity
of opinion into account when selecting the-news items that they dis-
play to their users, not just engagement. At a minimum, institutions
should not degrade the epistemic environment in a way that supports
radicalisation.

In addition to placing the burden of developing epistemic virtues that
protect against extremism, we should place at least as much emphasis on
holding institutions responsible for developing the social epistemic vir-
tues that can prevent extremism. These virtues are other-regarding, and
include virtues connected to the monitoring of the epistemic networks
of their subjects, as well as ameliorating the structures that give rise to
epistemic networks amenable to radicalisation.
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6d Quassim Cassam’s Response
to Commentaries

REJOINDER TO BAREND DE ROOI] AND BOUDEWIJN DE
BRUIN AND MARCO MEYER

Quassim CASSAM

In their sympathetic and thoughtful remarks, de Rooij and de Bruin
propose that an extremist is a person who (i) experiences injustice, (ii)
attributes this to members of an out-group, (iii) considers available solu-
tions to rectify the injustice and (iv) selects'an extreme (typically violent)
solution. I want to start by considering (i). What exactly is it for a person
to ‘experience injustice’?

On a factive reading, it is not possible for a person to experience injus-
tice if there is no injustice for them to experience, just as it is not possible
for a person to experience a glorious sunset if there is no sunset for them
to experience. Extremists typically have grievances to which their ex-
tremism is a response, and these grievances may well include the percep-
tion that they are victims of injustice. However, it is not at all unusual
for the perceived injustice to be non-actual. In these cases, it is only in
a non-factive sense that extremists can be said to ‘experience’ injustice.
The parallel is with the sense in which a person who hallucinates a glori-
ous sunset is ‘experiencing’ a glorious sunset. The non-factive reading of
‘experience’ leaves.it open that there is no actual injustice to which the
extremist is responding.

This raises an important question: in deciding whether to character-
ise a person as an extremist, is it relevant whether their grievances are
genuine? Take the case of so-called ‘Incel’ extremists, that is, involun-
tarilycelibate men who resort to violence in response to what they see
as their oppression by women. Since Incels are not actually oppressed
by women, one might be more inclined to see them as extremists than
genuine victims of persecution who use extreme methods in pursuit of
their objectives.

On reflection, however, there is no justification restricting the use of
the label ‘extremist’ to people whose grievances are not genuine. When
people with genuine grievances use extreme methods, they are still ex-
tremists. On this account of what might be called methods extremism,
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extremism consists in the use of extreme methods in pursuit of one’s
political objectives. It is a further question what counts as an ‘extreme’
method. There are extreme methods that are not violent and using vi-
olence in pursuit of one’s objectives does not necessarily make one a
methods extremist. It all depends on the circumstances and the nature
of the violence used.!

Methods extremism is different from the psychological or ‘mindset’
extremism which is the focus of my chapter. However, the two are not
unconnected. Insofar as having an extremist mindset consists.in being
pro-violence, psychological extremists are more likely to be methods ex-
tremists. A third type of extremism is ideological. To be an extremist in
this sense is to have an extremist ideology. What counts’as.an extremist
ideology is too large a question to be tackled here. What is clear, none-
theless, is that psychological, methods and ideological extremism are the
three main forms of extremism, and that the philosophy of extremism
needs to focus on the nature of extremism in these three senses and the
relationship between them.?

In his remarks, Meyer focuses on an institutional response to extrem-
ism. He argues that institutions like schools, prisons, and places of wor-
ship have a responsibility for helping people to'develop epistemic virtues
that protect them against radicalisation. The virtues that Meyer has in
mind are social epistemic virtues, that is, virtues that relate to the epis-
temic environment. At a minimum, institutions should not degrade the
epistemic environment in a way that leads to radicalisation. What this
means in practice for schools is that students should be exposed to a
variety of different opinions.

It is an empirical question whether exposure to a variety of different
views is an antidote to radicalisation. The evidence that bears on this
question is far from encouraging. For example, there is some evidence
that exposure to opposing views on social media can increase political
polarisation.? Nothing that increases polarisation can be an antidote to
radicalisation. People-are radicalised by arguments and by narratives.*
For example, those responsible for the 7/7 bombings in London in 2005
were radicalised by their acceptance of a narrative about Western atroc-
ities against Muslims.

People - who are radicalised by arguments for extremism need to be
presented with compelling counterarguments. People who are radical-
ised by extremist narratives need to be presented with compelling coun-
ternarratives. Compelling counternarratives are truthful, have credible
sources, and speak to the grievances (real or imagined) by which extrem-
ists are motivated. Narratives with these virtues help extremists to make
sense of the world and thereby meet what Meyer describes as ‘unmet
needs’ in people at risk of extremism. Counternarratives must aim to
help actual or potential extremists to reframe their understanding of
current events and challenge their assumptions.
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This is not an easy thing to do. For example, the UK government’s
Prevent strategy recognises that people like the 7/7 bombers believe that
the “West is at war with Islam’ and is ‘deliberately mistreating Muslims
around the world’ (2011, 47). Faced with this narrative, Prevent has
nothing better to offer than the assertion that ‘far from being at war with
Islam’, the West is ‘making great efforts to address deprivation, human
rights issues and governance in Muslim majority countries’ (2011, 48).
Given the bloody history of Western military interventions in Muslim
majority countries, such assertions are worse than useless at countering
radicalisation. Of the virtues of effective counternarratives, truthfulness
is the most important and also the one that is most obviously:missing
from current responses to radicalisation.

Notes

1 For further discussion of methods extremism, see Cassam (2022).

2 See Cassam (2022) for further discussion.

3 See Bail et al. (2018).

4 See the account of radicalization narratives-in. Cassam (2022, Chapter 8).
On the notion of a narrative, see Fischer (1987).
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7 Expectations of Expertise

Boot-Strapping in Social
Epistemology!

Sanford C. Goldberg

1

There is a clear sense in which the existence of expertise ' makes it easy
for nonexperts to acquire justified belief and knowledge in a given do-
main: a layperson need only accept what a recognized expert tells her
(although we might also think that the layperson needs to appreciate
that the expert is speaking from expertise). But is there also a way in
which the existence of expertise can make it'harder for nonexperts to
acquire justified belief and knowledge in the relevant domain? Con-
sider this possibility: once a domain has experts, the expectations on
all inquirers who hope to acquire new knowledge in that domain are
enhanced. In this chapter, I defend a qualified version of this idea. My
argument will focus on the nonexpert who forms nontestimonial beliefs
in a domain in which there is widely-recognized expertise. My thesis is
that in some of these cases, the existence of expertise can make it harder
for the nonexpert to acquire justified belief and knowledge in this way.
Some terminology will prove helpful. Consider a subject who forms
their beliefs nontestimonially: rather than taking someone’s word for
it, they form their beliefs on the basis of their own appreciation of the
evidence they have acquired at first hand. In such cases, I will call the
belief autonomously-formed. When an autonomously-formed belief is
justified, I will speak of its justification as autonomous justification. I
do not assume that autonomous justification is entirely free of testimony
(including expert-testimony) altogether. I simply mean to pick out cases
in which S forms a belief that p in a way that does not depend for its
justification on any testimony that p. Consider the case of Rex, a non-
expert, who observes a plant and forms the belief that the particular
plant he is observing is a Sand Dune Willow (Salix Cordata). This belief
is autonoemously-formed and (if justified) autonomously-justified, even
though (we can imagine) he came to acquire his perceptual competence
at discerning instances of Salix Cordata by reliance on books on the
plants of the Upper Midwest. Even so, in thinking that #his plant is a
Sand Dune Willow, he is relying on his own judgment on the matter at
hand: even if that judgment is informed by his past reliance on expert
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opinion (from the book), no expert has attested to the proposition he has
judged to be true. This is the sense in which his belief is “autonomously
formed”.

It is obvious (I hope) that some autonomously-formed beliefs are justi-
fied.> Examples abound. Consider the layperson who has a longstanding
interest in botany; the parents who, having raised several children, can
reliably discern common maladies in their kids; the person whose culi-
nary principles were developed by years of trial-and-error cooking in his
own kitchen; the farmer with views about crop yield and pest control
developed by decades of her own careful observations; and the amateur
brewer who, though lacking any formal education, has developed rules
of thumb over the years for making drinkable fermented beverages. We
might also include laypersons’ “folk” beliefs in domains such as physics,
biology, weather forecasting, and psychology; the veteran poker player
whose sense of the goodness of her hand is not based on probabilistic
calculations but rather on her developed (albeit inarticulate) feel for the
probabilities; amateur gardeners whose roughand ready generalizations
about plant care come from long experience; people whose opinions on
nutrition are based on careful generalizations regarding the observed
effects of their friends’ diets; and those whose-hobbies require of them to
have a developed sense of judgment in the domain in question. None of
these subjects are experts on the topic on which they are forming beliefs;
all of them form beliefs in these domains on the basis of the evidence
they acquire themselves, and yet even so all of them appear to be in a
position in which to form justified beliefs and knowledge on the matter
in question. This is so even though in each case there is relevant exper-
tise, where any expert opinions on these matters would often (usually?)
be both better-informed and more reliable.?

Two important qualifications are called for. First, for the sorts of non-
experts just described, I do not assume that all of their autonomously-
formed beliefs are justified. Surely that isn’t so. (The amateur brewer
sometimes acquires unwarranted views as to what makes good beer;
the weekend gardener’s beliefs about how to get his plants to flourish
aren’t always well-grounded.) Second, I do not assume that every sort
of nonexpert has some justified autonomously-formed beliefs. Imagine
an anti-vaxxer/who forms beliefs about the COVID-19 vaccine in an
autonomous fashion*; his belief will be unjustified. My claim is only
that some nonexperts are such that some of their autonomously-formed
beliefs are justified.

How does the development of expertise in a domain bear on the epis-
temology of (nonexpert) autonomously-formed belief in that domain?
Does it have any effect on the conditions for justified belief?’

To the best of my knowledge, this is not a topic that has been taken up
in the contemporary epistemology literature. I suspect that most episte-
mologists would think that the answer is obvious. The obvious answer



Expectations of Expertise 203

is that the existence of expertise in a domain is epistemically relevant
in a given case of autonomously-formed belief (in that domain) only to
the extent that the nonexpert is aware of the existence of such exper-
tise (and perhaps aware as well of what prevailing expert opinion is). I
will call this the “orthodox” view. The orthodox view is supported by
the following assumption, which I will designate as the “Doctrine of
Ignorance™:

If a non-expert is non-culpably ignorant of the existence (or pre-
vailing opinions) of relevant experts, then that expertise is “blankly
external” to the subject’s epistemic perspective.®

I suspect that it is because most epistemologists will.find the Doctrine
of Ignorance plausible, that they will regard the orthodox view as
obvious.

My case against orthodoxy will be indirect. I will:begin (Section 2) by
briefly sketching the orthodox approach. Next, I propose an alternative
account on which the mere existence of expertise in a domain has a
potential (albeit indirect) bearing on the justification of autonomously-
formed belief in that domain, whether or not-the subject herself is aware
of the expertise. In Section 3, two types of consideration will be offered
on behalf of this account: particular cases and metaepistemological con-
siderations. In Section 4, I present an alternative model, meant to cap-
ture the cases presented in Section 3. In Section 5, I consider how the
proposed account can handle various other cases. In Section 6, I will
suggest two (by my lights, virtuous) implications of the picture on offer;
these reside mainly at the intersection of political philosophy and episte-
mology. Section 7 concludes.

2

According to the orthodox view, the existence of expertise in a domain
is epistemically relevant in a given case of nonexpert belief (in that do-
main). Such a'view is motivated by what the epistemological tradition
will regard as a perfectly general point about the scope of the materi-
als on which epistemic assessment supervenes. Consider evidentialism,
according to which one’s belief is justified just in case it “fits” one’s to-
tal‘evidence. Evidence 7ot in one’s possession is simply irrelevant to the
question of whether one’s belief fits one’s total evidence — and so is (by
evidentialist lights) irrelevant to justification. So insofar as a nonexpert
subject is entirely ignorant of the existence of expertise, neither the fact
that such expertise exists nor the facts about specific expert opinion are
part of her evidence — and so are not relevant to justification.”

The temptation to endorse the orthodox view is not limited to evi-
dentialists. This is because the Doctrine of Ignorance itself is perfectly
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general: if the nonexpert is ignorant of the existence of expertise in
the domain, then that expertise is “blankly external” to the epistemic
perspective of the nonexpert — and so would appear to be epistemi-
cally irrelevant to her belief. This is so whether one’s preferred epis-
temology is internalist or externalist, foundationalist or coherentist;
reasons-based or reliabilist. One possible complication arises in cases
in which one’s ignorance is “culpable” — where, say, one’s ignorance
of expertise was itself the result of one’s having exhibited ‘some sort
of epistemic vice (and where one was responsible for having developed
that vice).® But we can avoid these complications by stipulating that
we are only interested here in cases in which one’s ignorance is non-
culpable. With this stipulation made, it can seem nothing more than
epistemic commonsense to insist that insofar as a nonexpert is igno-
rant of the existence of expertise in a given domain, her autonomously-
formed beliefs in that domain are unaffected by the fact that relevant
expertise exists.

3

I want to call this piece of epistemic “common sense” into question.
I will do so using two interlocking sorts of considerations: examples
and metaepistemological reflections on these examples. The examples
are meant to elicit intuitions about particular verdicts; the metaepiste-
mological reflections are meant to reinforce those verdicts.

My first example involves a single subject who is an expert but who
does not, in the case at hand, rely on his own expertise in forming a
judgment. While such a subject is not ignorant of the existence of ex-
pertise, I will argue that the example nevertheless offers important les-
sons for the epistemology of autonomously-formed belief more generally.
Here is the example:

FOOD SCIENTIST

Roger is an expert food scientist for a large food corporation. It
happens that Roger also loves to cook at home. As a result of his love
of cooking, he has developed a whole set of rules of thumb in the
kitchen: what spices work well together, what tastes can be mixed,
and so forth. He recognizes that these rules of thumb, though very
reliable, are not quite as reliable as his theoretical knowledge as a
food scientist. Their virtue, rather, is that they are much easier, less
costly, and less time-consuming to apply. One day, when he is at
his job at the food corporation, he is asked whether a given combi-
nation will yield a result that a majority of consumers would find
delicious. He hasn’t done the experiments yet (they would be very
time-consuming), but his rules of thumb strongly indicate that the
answer is affirmative. On the basis of his knowledge of the reliability
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of his rules of thumb, he responds affirmatively. It turns out, how-
ever, that he was wrong, and had he done the relevant experiments,
he would have known this.

In what follows I argue that when Roger responded affirmatively to the
query, his belief was supported by his total evidence, but that even so, it
was not justified at that time.

I begin with the claim that, at the time he responds affirmatively, his
belief (that the given combination will yield a result that a majority of
consumers would find delicious) is supported by his total evidence. He
has evidence of a rule-of-thumb variety supporting his belief, and he is
aware that the rules themselves are reliably-formed generalizations. In
addition, there was nothing Roger knew, or was justified in believing,
at the time that would have led him to predict that'the mixture would
not be one that a majority of consumers wouldfind delicious. He could
have discovered this, of course; but doing so would-have required time-
consuming tests which he did not perform at the time.

One might respond by noting that Roger vielated a known profes-
sional responsibility to have done the tests. But while Roger did indeed
violate such a responsibility, this does not establish that his belief is un-
supported by his total evidence at the time. Let us grant that the follow-
ing are part of Roger’s total evidence.at the point of time at which he
originally arrives at the affirmative verdict:

F1 There are further tests that can be done to determine whether the
proposed combination will yield a result that a majority of consum-
ers would find delicious.

F2 I [= Roger| have a professional duty to do those tests.

F3 I [= Roger] have not dene those tests.

The difficulty is that-none of these known facts, whether taken sepa-
rately or in combination, give Roger any reason to doubt the truth of his
current belief (based on his rule-of-thumb evidence) that the proposed
combination will yield a result that a majority of consumers would find
delicious.

The point.atissue can be made by construing (Roger’s knowledge of)
F1-E3-as evidence Roger has of the existence of evidence he lacks.” In-
sofar as Roger is a food scientist, he was aware both that there is further
evidence to be had, and that this evidence would be better (more proba-
tive) than the evidence he currently has. This is not to say that he knows
what that evidence will likely support; what he knows, rather, is that
whatever it supports will enjoy more epistemic support than his current
belief enjoys. Now the fact that he has higher-order'® evidence that there
is further (more probative) evidence available — his knowledge of F1 - is
part of his current total evidence, and so is already factored into the
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assessment of his belief’s justification. We can allow that if his evidence
of further evidence (= his knowledge of F1) gives him a reason to think
that the further (more probative) evidence would tell against his current
belief, his current belief is epistemically weakened, and so may be un-
justified. But it is part of the story that he has no reason to think that
the further (more probative) evidence will tell against his current belief.

Nor should it be thought that the mere knowledge that there is more
probative evidence to be had weakens the support provided by.one’s ev-
idence for one’s current belief.'’ Here is a parallel case. I look at' my
watch (of whose general reliability I have some independent evidence)
and it reads 2:30, and on this basis, I come to believe that it 1s2:30. At
the same time, I am aware that there are three reliable clocks within
easy walking distance from where I am, and I know that'if I check them
now, [ will get better evidence than I currently have as to'the time. (That
further evidence would enable me to rule out alternatives that my cur-
rent evidence does not allow me to rule out: namely, that my watch is
presently running fast or slow.) Still, it is simply not true that my knowl-
edge that I have not checked those other clocks'weakens the support my
belief (that it is 2:30) currently enjoys ~ and this, despite the fact that I
know that if I did check those clocks, I would-have better evidence than 1
currently have. So, too, it would seem, for Roger’s belief: it remains sup-
ported by his rule-of-thumb evidence, despite his knowledge that there is
more probative evidence that he could (and should!) have.

At this point the orthodox epistemologist might think to bite the bul-
let: perhaps Roger’s belief is justified after all. Perhaps the proper thing
to say is that, while it was professionally irresponsible for Roger to form
a judgment without engaging in the test first, even so, the judgment itself
was justified at the time.

In response, I want to identify a cost to be paid by any epistemic the-
ory that treats his affirmative (rule-of-thumb-based) judgment as justi-
fied. Here, an insistence on the justified verdict threatens to disconnect
epistemic assessment from the legitimate expectations we have of one
another as epistemic subjects. Simply put, company officials expected
Roger’s judgment to be based on his expertise; it was proper for them to
expect this‘of him; so, the fact that his initial judgment is false, where
he would-have discovered this falsity for himself if only he had done the
tests that were properly expected of him, suggests that his belief does not
enjoy the sort of “happy normative standing” that accompanies ascrip-
tions of justification.

Orthodox epistemologists who would insist that Roger’s original judg-
ment was justified might think to explain away any impression to the
contrary. Perhaps company officials were entitled to expect from Roger
more than a (merely) justified judgment; perhaps they were entitled to
expect a judgment informed by his own expertise (based on the pro-
cedures such expertise calls for). In response, it is uncontroversial that
officials were entitled to expect a judgment based on Roger’s expertise;
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the key question is whether this fact ought to be reflected in our theory
of justification.

One way to argue that this fact should be so reflected is by appeal to
pragmatic encroachment. Such an argument might see FOOD SCIEN-
TIST as yet another example on which stakes drive up the standards of
justification. But I think a pragmatic encroachment analysis misdiag-
noses what is driving the “not justified” verdict. In particular, I submit
that the same verdict holds in any case in which Roger is in‘his role as
food scientist — whether the stakes are great (the company is thinking of
investing millions into the item) or small (his boss is wondering whether
the item is tasty, but not much more hangs on it). In the latter case, an
unqualified affirmative judgment based on his rules-ofsthumb will still
be unjustified; if Roger wanted to enter an opinion in such a context, it
ought to be qualified.

But even as I reject pragmatic encroachment, I continue to find it plau-
sible that the theory of justification ought to reflect the legitimate ex-
pectations company officials have of Roger. Consider how such officials
would respond to the allegation that Roger’s original judgment was jus-
tified at the time he responded affirmatively to the query. After scoffing
they would offer a dismissive retort:

In that case, we don’t give a hoot about what you call ‘justification’;
what we wanted to know was whether Roger’s judgment met with
the intellectual standards‘he was responsible for having lived up to
(that’s why we rely on him), and it didn’t.

My proposal is that we should heed their call; we should see in their
complaint a brief against orthodoxy and an insight about justification.
More specifically, Roger’s judgment is unjustified on the basis of evi-
dence that he doesn’t have but which he was properly expected to have
had. Now I recognize that this metaepistemological consideration in de-
fense of the not justified verdict in FOOD SCIENTIST is nowhere near
decisive. Still, I'hope‘it can be granted to have some force, even if not
enough to dislodge the tradition-minded epistemologist’s commitment
to orthodoxy.

In FOOD.SCIENTIST, the subject himself, Roger, actually had the
expertise in question, but owing to the costs (in cognitive effort and
time) of forming a belief or judgment based on that expertise, he opted
instead to do so on the basis of his hard-won rules-of-thumb. But there
are cases in which the subject herself does 7ot have the expertise in ques-
tion, even as she is aware that it exists. Here is such a case:

PARENT’S DIAGNOSIS

Like many parents, Saul has developed a parent’s ability to diagnose
common health conditions in his children. So when his daughter
Nita comes down with what he takes to be flu-like symptoms, he
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comes to believe that she has the flu. While her condition lasts longer
than any other flu Saul himself has previously observed, he is heart-
ened by recalling someone having told him of a flu whose symptoms
lasted for 6 weeks. (This turns out to be false, but the person seemed
authoritative, and Saul had no reason to doubt the testimony at the
time.) What is more, Saul has never heard of any other more serious
conditions whose symptoms mirror those of the common flu. So.he
persists in his belief that Nita has the flu. Unfortunately, she has a
more serious condition, and had Saul gone to the clinic their pedia-
trician would have properly diagnosed Nita’s condition:

Here it seems that at some point in the course of his daughter’s condition
Saul’s belief to the effect that she has the flu is epistemically deficient.
Once again it seems that this epistemic deficiency in his belief is owed
(not to the evidence he does have, but rather) to evidence he doesn’t
have. In this case, the evidence in question would be obtained by elicit-
ing the testimony of his family’s pediatrician. What I want to say about
PARENT’S DIAGNOSIS parallels what I saidiin FOOD SCIENTIST:
the subject’s belief is unjustified, despite the fact that his total evidence
supports his belief.

I begin with the claim that Saul’s belief fits his total evidence. I am stip-
ulating, as part of the story, that none of the testimony he has received
to date has ever given him a reason to.be suspicious in this case. On the
contrary, that background testimony gives him the basis for thinking
that his daughter’s condition is a particularly long-lasting flu. Second,
while Saul is aware that the pediatrician is in a better position to diag-
nose his daughter’s condition than he is, this belief is not sufficient, by
itself, to constitute a defeater. The argument for this mirrors the parallel
argument in FOOD SCIENTIST. We can reinforce this by showing how
the move to regard Saul’s awareness of pediatric expertise as a defeater
would result in an implausible form of skepticism. For surely Saul need
not consult the pediatrician before he counts as knowing that his children
have a common ¢old, or an upset stomach from having eaten too much
cake. The point is familiar: the phenomenon of defeat obtains only when
one has positive reasons to doubt either the truth of one’s belief or the
probity of one’s basis for that belief and mere awareness of the existence
of relevant.expertise is not by itself a reason to doubt either of these.

The real issue raised by PARENT’S DIAGNOSIS, then, is whether
Saul’s belief is unjustified. Here I would reiterate what I argued in the case
of FOOD SCIENTIST: an insistence on the justified verdict threatens to
disconnect epistemic assessment from the legitimate expectations we have
of one another as epistemic subjects. Only here the expectations concern
the sort of care a parent will provide for his child, under conditions in
which access to healthcare is available. There is more to be said in defense
of this, but I will postpone further discussion until the next section.
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Both FOOD SCIENTIST and PARENT’S DIAGNOSIS involve sub-
jects who are aware of the existence of relevant expertise. But I think
that there can be cases in which the subject isn’t even aware of relevant
expertise, but because of the community in which she resides she should
be aware of this. Here is one example:

UPSTATE FARMER

Melissa lived Upstate where she had run her own farm for over 25
years. Recently she moved to the Downstate farming community.
On moving Downstate she immediately joins the local farmers’
cooperative, which requires all farmers to conform to a strict set
of guidelines in their farming practices. The guidelines are given
in a 100-page document, and all farmers are required to sign on
joining the cooperative. Melissa signed it and read most of it, but
she did not read the fine print. (Instead, she assumed — not without
evidence — that her fellow farmers would let her know if there were
any unusual requirements hiding in the fine print, seeing as how
they always talked about such requirements amongst each other.)
One day, a fellow farmer asks her what course of treatment on the
market was most effective in the fight against the Lesser Cornstalk
Borer (a local crop pest). It just so happens that during the last sev-
eral years she spent on her Upstate farm she had the opportunity to
observe the effects of the variouscourses of treatment on the Lesser
Cornstalk Borer. On this basis she had come to the conclusion that
course of treatment X is most effective, and so she tells her colleague
as much. Unfortunately for Melissa, the fine print of the document
she had signed required that all farmers in their cooperative consult
with the Downstate Farm Association’s advice on courses of treat-
ment for familiar pests (as this advice was based on the advice from
the Extension Office of Ag State U, which had conducted exten-
sive trials). Had she consulted with the Extension Office, she would
have known that distinct course of treatment Y is the most effective
against the Lesser Cornstalk Borer.

I submit that Melissa’s belief is epistemically deficient in ways that are
reminiscent of the beliefs in FOOD SCIENTIST and PARENT’S DI-
AGNOSIS: her belief fits her total evidence, but still, owing to evidence
she should have had, her belief is not justified. Only here she is not even
aware of the expertise in question. If this is so, we have a case in which
a belief is unjustified on the basis of evidence the subject didn’t have,
where the subject wasn’t even aware of the existence of this evidence in
the first place.

Since it should be uncontroversial that Melissa’s belief fits her evi-
dence, I will focus on the claim that (despite this) it is not justified. On
this matter, several things can be said. First, having joined the Downstate
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farmer’s collective, Melissa is now properly expected to follow their
norms and standards. The fact that she is unaware of this standard does
not undermine this expectation. (“Ignorance of the law is no excuse”.)
To be sure, we might want to say that she has at least a partial excuse
for failing to follow their norms and standards: she has what otherwise
would have been a justified belief as to the best course of treatment, and
given her total evidence she had no reasons for doubting her own belief
on this matter. Still, at best these considerations provide her with a par-
tial excuse for believing as she does; they do not provide her belief with
a justification. Her fellow farmers in the Downstate Farm«Association
expect each other to consult with the Downstate Farm Association’s ex-
pert recommendations; this expectation is legitimate; and yet she failed
to do so. One might opt to deny that her failure to do so hasany bearing
on the justification of her belief, choosing instead to'say that (while her
belief is justified) she is not to be relied on because of her failing to con-
form to the local norms. But it seems to me that such-an analysis, while
possible, leaves epistemic assessment unhappily disconnected from our
legitimate expectations of one another as epistemic subjects. It may be
that we are forced to accept such an unhappy analysis; but we should
do so only if there is no alternative, better acecount on offer. In the next
section, I argue that there is such an alternative.

4

Here is where we stand. There are cases in which nonexpert
autonomously-formed belief is based on evidence that would otherwise
be sufficient for justification, but where, owing to available expertise
which the nonexpert fails to consult, the belief is rendered epistemi-
cally deficient. I argued above that the sort of epistemic deficiency we
observe in these cases ought to be represented as a lack of epistemic
justification. If so, evidence one doesn’t have can defeat the justification
of one’s beliefs. Still, it'is not clear how to model this situation: I have
argued that neither the fact that relevant expertise exists nor the sub-
ject’s awareness of this fact constitutes a defeater. This leaves us with a
question: under what conditions (and in virtue of what) is a nonexpert’s
autonomously-formed belief on a topic on which there is relevant ex-
pertise defeated?

I propose to address this matter by appealing to the doctrine of
normative defeat.'> Suppose the following conditions hold:

1~ at time t S believes that p, and S’s total evidence is E;

2. E renders p propositionally justified;

3. at t there is additional evidence E* which S does not have, but which
she ought to have had;

4 pis not propositionally justified on the combination of E and E*.
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Taken together, conditions (1)—(4) constitute what I will call the con-
ditions on normative defeat. When (1)—(4) are satisfied, E* contains a
normative defeater of the propositional justification otherwise enjoyed
by S’s belief that p. So understood, normative defeat is the phenomenon
whereby evidence one doesn’t have defeats the (propositional) justifica=
tion of one’s belief.

The doctrine of normative defeat is premised on being able to make
sense of the idea that there is evidence one should have had. For this
reason, theories that embrace the phenomenon of normative defeatmust
confront two fundamental questions. What determines the scope of the
evidence one should have had, and what is the source of the “should”?
Goldberg (2017, 2018) argued that the “should” has its source in the
normative expectations others are entitled to have of ‘one’s epistemic
condition, whether merely in virtue of one’s statusas an epistemic sub-
ject or else in virtue of the (professional, familial, etc.) role(s) one plays
in social practices. The evidence one should have, then, is the evidence
one would have if one were to fulfill all of the legitimate normative ex-
pectations others have of one’s epistemic condition.

The doctrine of normative defeat is controversial. Rather than defend-
ing it (for which see Goldberg 2017, 2018);-I want to argue that this
doctrine will enable us to discern the defeating conditions regarding the
justification of an autonomously-formed belief on a topic on which there
is expertise. (This result might be regarded as further reason to take
this doctrine seriously.) Giventan autonomously-formed belief that p in
a domain in which there is relevant expertise, this belief’s autonomous
justification is normatively defeated just in case

i others were entitled to'normative expectations of one’s epistemic
condition, where these expectations are relevant to the belief that p;
ii if one had fulfilled all of those expectations one would have had
evidence E*yand
iii the combination of E* and one’s current total evidence renders p
propositionally unjustified.

If this is correct, it yields a picture on which the existence of relevant
expertise-has an indirect epistemic significance, in that it potentially ex-
poses-autonomously-formed belief to the prospect of normative defeat.
We can see how this proposal works by returning to the three examples
above.

In FOOD SCIENTIST, Roger is a food scientist employed by a com-
pany. On all matters pertaining to his job, he is expected (by his employers
and fellow employees) to follow the standards of the food science industry,
where relevant. These standards include performing relevant tests. Had he
done so, the evidence he would have gotten, in the form of the propositions
that accurately capture the results of the test he should have performed,
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would have rendered his belief propositionally unjustified. As a result,
while it is true that the total evidence Roger currently has is/would be suf-
ficient to justify his belief, that justification is normatively defeated.

In PARENT’S DIAGNOSIS, Saul, qua parent, is expected to care for
his children and look after their well-being.!? These expectations render
him responsible for his children’s health, and so include expectations to
consult with doctors as appropriate. Insofar as this was a case in which
a duty of care made it appropriate to have done so, Saul’s failure to do so
exposed him to the risk of normative defeat. This risk materialized since
the evidence he should have had (the testimony of the pediatrician) bears
negatively against his belief.

Finally, in UPSTATE FARMER, Melissa was expected to consult with
the Downstate Farm Association’s policies. Had she done so, she would
have learned that the Downstate Farm Association-makes recommen-
dations on the treatment of local pests. Had she consulted with these
recommendations, she would have learned that the most effective course
of treatment in connection with the Lesser Cornstalk Borer is Y. If we
add this information to Melissa’s total evidence; her belief that the most
effective course of treatment in connection with the Lesser Cornstalk
Borer is X would no longer be justified. The justification of Mellisa’s
belief is normatively defeated.

In addition to classifying the foregoing cases in a satisfying manner,
the proposal handles a variety of other cases well.

In this light, consider a case in which relevant expertise would con-
tradict one’s own autonomously-formed belief, yet where intuitively this
does not bear against the justification of that belief. Here is an example:

CHESS

Gideon is an amateur chess player. Despite his amateur status, he
has played three or four games a day over the past several years, he
has studied various books on chess, and he is currently studying un-
der a chess master."As a result, he is getting very good at chess. His
sense for the game has improved dramatically, and his competence
at judging for himself the relative goodness of available moves is
increasingly reliable. At a certain point in a certain game, he makes
a given move, confident in his judgment that there was no better al-
ternative move available to him at the time. However, unbeknownst
to him, he had been perfectly set up for a move that would have
enabled him to initiate the endgame known as the Réti manoeuver.
What is more, this manoeuver is familiar to Grand Masters; had
Gideon consulted with a Grand Master, he would have been told
that the move he made was not the best available one.

Intuitively, this is a case in which Gideon’s belief (to the effect that he
made the best move) might remain justified, despite the fact that it is
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inconsistent with expert (= Grand Master) opinion on the matter. In this
way the CHESS does not pattern like the other cases we have considered
so far: the relevant fact of expertise — the fact that Grand Masters would
have recognized the opportunity for the Réti maneuver — does not bear
on the justificatory status of Gideon’s belief.

What is the difference between CHESS, on the one hand, and the
cases above, on the other, where relevant expertise does defeat the justi-
fication of the subject’s autonomously-formed belief? The notion of nor-
mative defeat characterized above suggests a straightforward answer:
CHESS is not a case in which there are others who are entitled to nor-
mative expectations of Gideon in connection with his belief. Condition
(i) on normative defeat does not hold.

We can reinforce that this is the proper analysis‘'of CHESS with an-
other example. This one involves an amateur car.mechanic:

AMATEUR MECHANIC

Samantha is an amateur car mechanic. She loves to diagnose her
own car’s troubles, and she fixes the smaller problems herself. When
problems are minor she is highly reliable in her diagnoses. And she
has a good sense of when a problem is not'minor; in those cases she
takes her car to a professional mechanic. One day, she diagnoses her
car with a minor problem, and 'se forms the corresponding belief.
However, if she had consulted with a professional mechanic, she
would have learned that the problem, though minor, is not what she
thought it was (one of the rare cases in which she was wrong about
a minor problem).

Intuitively, given her highly reliable competence at discerning minor
car problems, Samantha remains justified in her belief as to the minor
difficulty she is having, despite the fact that a professional mechanic
would have disabused her of this belief had she consulted with them.
In other words, this case patterns with CHESS, and not with FOOD
SCIENTIST, PARENT’S DIAGNOSIS, OR UPSTATE FARMER. The
best explanation for this, I submit, is that in AMATEUR MECHANIC
there is no/one who is entitled to expectations of Samantha’s epistemic
condition regarding her car’s problem. The correctness of this diagnosis
can be reinforced by considering a variant on this case involving a pro-
fessional mechanic who was hired to do work on another person’s car:
if the' mechanic were to go with (normally reliable) gut instinct and fail
to perform what best practice regards as the proper tests, we would not
have the same opinion as to the justifiedness of the belief. (Rather, the
case would then pattern as the mechanics’ analogue of FOOD SCIEN-
TIST.) This ought to give us some confidence that normative defeat turns
on whether there are others who are entitled to normative expectations
as to one’s epistemic condition.
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The picture on offer, then, is this. Relevant expertise in a domain can
affect the justificatory status of autonomously-formed belief in that do-
main. It does so when (i) there are legitimate normative expectations
that bear on the subject’s epistemic condition in connection with the
autonomously-formed belief, (ii) the satisfaction of these expectations
would require the belief to be based on expert opinion, and (iii) pre-
vailing expert opinion on the matter clashes with the subject’s own
autonomously-formed belief. Such a picture embraces the idea that rel-
evant expertise can undermine one’s justification. But it also recognizes
that the mere existence of relevant expertise, by itself, does not do so.
This is important for two reasons. First, it enables us to acknowledge
that the phenomenon of robust autonomously-formed justified belief can
persist in a given domain involving expertise, and even when expertise
clashes with the autonomously-formed belief itself. (This'is illustrated in
CHESS and AMATEUR MECHANIC.) Second, it enables us to avoid
a common error in domains involving expertise, which is to treat non-
expert autonomously-formed belief as somehow epistemically suspect as
soon as expertise develops in the domain in question. This error, which
amounts to an injustice of sorts,'* is the topic of the next section.

5

So far, I have discussed two types of case: cases in which the subject’s
failure to get an expert opinion on a matter defeats the justification
of her autonomously-formed belief (FOOD SCIENTIST, PARENT’S
DIAGNOSIS, and UPSTATE FARMER), and cases in which the sub-
ject’s autonomously-formed belief remains justified despite the existence
of contradicting expert opinion that she did not consult (CHESS and
AMATEUR MECHANIQ). In both types of cases, I have argued that
the proposed account does well. I now want to move on to the third type
of case. In it, a subject’s autonomously-formed belief is based on good
evidence, where expert opinion would only offer further confirmation
of that belief. Such cases are interesting to me in part because they high-
light the possibility of a distinctive sort of injustice — as when such beliefs
are regarded by community members as unjustified merely in virtue of
the fact that they are not informed by expert opinion.

Letsme start with some examples, modeled on cases from the an-
thropology and philosophy of science literatures. Each involves what
we might call “folk traditions” and “folk theory” which persist despite
the development of relevant institutional expertise.'> Here are three vi-
gnettes modeled very loosely on actual cases:

CROP VARIETY'®
Zawadi is a family farmer, the fifth generation in her family to farm
in the area. She is the beneficiary of the received farming customs
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and traditions of the farms in her area. Coming to her as “farming
lore,” these practices and procedures are themselves the result of
a good number of (informal) experiments by farmers in her area,
past and present. (It is not uncommon for individual farms to have
up to two dozen fields on their single farm, allowing for a variety
of informal experiments; and in addition there is regular interac-
tion with farmers from nearby villages as well, where they exchange
ideas about best practice.) Farmers there proudly pass thislore from
generation to generation. Zawadi herself reliably follows. the lore.
When the agricultural experts from the city come to town and ob-
serve Zawadi’s practices, however, they are immediately dubious of
the reliability of the lore, even as they know of no controlled exper-
iments that cast specific doubts as to her views.

ANIMAL HUSBANDRY

Sonam lives as a subsistence farmer in rural India. As the genera-
tions before her had done, so she too follows local farming tradi-
tions. These include various animal husbandry practices. Sonam is
particularly keen in caring for her several water buffaloes; these she
uses for ploughing and pulling other heavy equipment. In the nearby
towns, however, there is nothing but scorn for these practices, given
that the traditional ways are typically not informed by the results of
(institutionalized) scientific animal husbandry.

SHEEPHERDERS'”

Lucas is a shepherd in the English countryside and, like many in the
area, comes from a family whose members have done the same for
as far back as anyone can remember. His family has several Border
Collies who help him/in his daily routines, and he inherited a series
of practices and protocols from his family regarding the herding of
and caring for hisflock. Given his renown in his town, he is invited
to give a talk at a local University; the audience is polite but skeptical
of his rural'ways, confident as they are that agricultural science has
surpassed local traditions.

Though schematic, these sort of examples illustrate an important point:
the development of institutionalized expertise can bring with it a skepti-
cism towards any autonomously-formed beliefs in the domain.

It would be too easy — and it would betoken a facile sort of
romanticism — to defend local customs and traditions wherever they are
found. Local custom is often the proper target of institutionalized ex-
pert criticism; it can involve prejudice and closed-mindedness, and it can
reflect rigid local hierarchies that prevent real experimentation and the
epistemic goods associated with it. But if romanticism is one pitfall to
avoid, so too is a dogmatic form of skepticism. In particular, we should



216 Sanford C. Goldberg

not disdain (the beliefs that inform) local customs and traditions when-
ever these operate in domains in which there is a more systematic and
institutionalized sort of expertise available.

Happily, the proposal above — to regard (1)—(4) as the conditions _on
normative defeat — appears to yield the right epistemic verdicts in such
cases. On the one hand, given an autonomously-formed belief based on
evidence that justifies the belief, the mere existence of relevant institu-
tionalized expertise does not affect that justification. So the fact of rel-
evant institutionalized expertise, by itself, is not a candidate defeater
for autonomously-formed belief in that domain. On the other hand,
when there is relevant institutionalized expertise whose well-confirmed
opinions contradict autonomously-formed belief in that domain, then
we have a potential case of normative defeat. Whether this potential is
actualized — whether the belief in question does suffer from normative
defeat — turns on the legitimate normative expectations on the subject’s
epistemic condition, and on the content of the relevant expert opinion.

I submit that this is the proper way to assess autonomously-formed
beliefs that reflect local tradition and local theory. When these are based
on “local expertise” — traditions that gave rise to a systematic body of
information and know-how that is warranted on the basis of observa-
tion, testing, and well-confirmed empirical theory — we can allow that
these autonomously-formed beliefs are prima facie justified despite the
existence of institutionalized expertise. But even if they are prima fa-
cie justified, this justification is.susceptible to the prospect of normative
defeat when the beliefs themselves do not cohere with institutionalized
expert opinion. Whether they are normatively defeated depends on the
prevailing normative expectations others are entitled to have of the be-
lievers themselves.

One implication worth highlighting here has to do with the potential
for a sort of injustice against those whose autonomously-formed beliefs
reflect traditions Consider cases in which these beliefs are summarily
downgraded merely for failing to be based on existing institutionalized
expertise. Sucha downgrade seems to be both epistemically unwarranted
and unfair to those with such beliefs. It is epistemically unwarranted,
since the fact that the belief was not informed by relevant institutional-
ized expertise is not, by itself, a reason to doubt that the belief is true.
Such-a.downgrade is unfair, since it amounts to a kind of discriminatory
attitude toward the tradition in question (and so discriminates without
merit against those whose beliefs reflect that tradition). Here I note that
this is unfair even if the traditional practices themselves turn out to have
been unreliable — and so even if the tradition-bound beliefs were not even
prima facie justified to begin with.!8

Happily, the picture on offer does not sanction the injustice-
constituting epistemic downgrade, since it does not regard the mere ex-
istence of relevant institutionalized expertise as a candidate defeater.
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It recommends that autonomously-formed belief in domains with insti-
tutionalized expertise ought to be assessed on their merits. This includes
the evidence on which they were based, together with the prevailing
normative expectations to which members in the community are enti-
tled. Expert opinion itself is relevant to the assessment of autonomously=
formed belief only if those expectations demand it. This, I submit, isa
happy middle ground.

6

In this penultimate section, I want to offer one final big-picture argument
for my proposal to regard (1)-(4) as conditions on normative defeat. This
argument has to do with a kind of (to my mind, happy) social-epistemic
boot-strapping that obtains if this proposal is correct. The basic idea can
be brought out as follows. According to this proposal, the existence of
institutionalized expertise in a domain is relevant to/the assessment of
autonomously-formed belief in that domain only when others are enti-
tled to expect that beliefs in that domain be informed by this expertise.
When others are so entitled, this puts a kind of “pressure” on everyone
in the community to become informed (if they are going to have beliefs
in that domain at all). Once it becomes (something approximating) com-
mon knowledge that we have such expectations, everyone is on notice
that autonomously-formed beliefs-are acquired at one’s own risk.!” In
this way, these expectations constitute a mechanism by which epistemic
communities can boot-strap their way into a more informed public.

I offer the following brief remarks in the development and defense of
this picture.

First, there are constraints on when others are entitled to form such
normative expectations in'the first place. Goldberg (2017, 2018) defends
the idea that our entitlement to such expectations is generated by legiti-
mate social practices (perhaps among other things). Participation in a le-
gitimate social practiceentitles other participants to expect that one will
conform to themnorms of the practice, so when these norms require that
one satisfy certain epistemic conditions, one is properly expected to do
so. Here I submit that institutionalized expertise is constituted, in part,
by a set of social practices — practices involving the testing and continued
self-correction of methods and procedures, training and certification,
the'signaling of expertise and public reliance on experts.?’

Second, we might offer the following (highly simplistic and sche-
matic!) how-possible story regarding how social-epistemic boot-
strapping works. In The Beginning beliefs are formed by individuals us-
ing whatever epistemic materials are available. Some individuals are seen
to have practical successes in which their beliefs are thought to figure.
Local traditions emerge when others copy these individuals and learn
from them. The resulting traditions get disseminated more or less widely.
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When the tradition’s theories are warranted by their local track record,
they constitute “local expertise”. What I have been calling institution-
alized expertise arises when matters become institutionalized: modern
scientific methods and procedures are employed, ways of certifying their
proper usage are implemented, practices emerge in which all of this can
be signaled to the greater public, and so forth. When the existence of in-
stitutionalized expertise becomes known, a question can be asked of the
persisting local expertise: how well does it cohere with institutionalized
expertise? Insofar as institutionalized expertise gains adherents within
the community, people will begin to normatively expect others in the
community to be informed of the existence of such expertise. Once these
expectations acquire a sort of social legitimacy (more on'which in a mo-
ment), people are then entitled to have these normative expectations of
one another. And once these expectations become something that is (or
approximates) common knowledge, people will then be on notice: one
acquires autonomously-formed beliefs in the relevant domain at one’s
own risk. Presumably many people will opt to go with the institution-
alized expertise (to avoid opening themselves up to the prospect of the
downgrade associated with normative defeat).

No doubt, the foregoing picture is crude in'the extreme. But I think
it is useful nevertheless. It highlights a possible mechanism for social-
epistemic boot-strapping to take place. What is more, it illuminates at
least one decidedly political dimension of the development of institu-
tionalized expertise: when it comes to such expertise, one is entitled to
normative expectations of others epistemic condition only when these
expectations have acquired a sort of social legitimacy. I regard this “ac-
quisition of social legitimacy” as an affair that is political through and
through. What is at issue is'the legitimacy of a certain sort of demand
we might make of one another, to the effect that one becomes sensitive
to the existence and scope of the relevant expertise. This is the sort of
demand that requires-authorization if it is to be proper, and the sort of
authorization I have in'mind is social. I suspect that this sort of autho-
rization can take various forms: perhaps a sufficient majority of citi-
zens have the normative expectation, and this grants implicit democratic
authority to the demand; perhaps the state itself provides the authori-
zation, as with significant matters of public health or safety; perhaps au-
thorization comes through explicit deliberation by relevant community
bodies, and no doubt there are other ways as well. What is important
is that while the case for imposing such expectations on one another is
in part epistemic — institutionalized expert opinion is (typically) highly
warranted by the total evidence available, and is (typically) more reliable
than autonomously-formed belief in that domain — even so, the epistemic
part of the story does not exhaust the case that must be made. Simply
put, we must bear in mind the need for the political legitimacy of the
demands that would be imposed if people were to be entitled to the ex-
pectations themselves.
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It is this political dimension, I suspect, that is at issue in the sort of
outrage that can attend assessments of autonomously-formed belief.

On the one hand, there is the (righteous!) outrage at anti-vaxxers and
(most) conspiracy theorists. Their failure is rightly seen as a matter not
merely of epistemology but also of good citizenship. I assume that the
normative expectations here (to be informed by the best science) are
legitimate. For this reason, those who violate these expectations (anti-
vaxxers; conspiracy theorists) are regarded as violating a legitimate de-
mand of good citizenship — thereby “free riding” (and so putting undue
burdens) on those who vaccinate. And this demand of good citizenship
extends to include those benighted few who endorse the conspiracy the-
ory without having had access to the science itself: we might excuse
them, but we regard their beliefs as thoroughly unjustified (even if, per
impossible, they had no access to the science and were informed by what
they had every reason to think was good testimony). While everyone is
(politically) entitled to their opinion, the demands.of good citizenship
require more. These sometimes require knowing of the existence of ex-
pertise, and basing one’s belief accordingly.

On the other hand, there is the (equally righteous!) outrage that one
can feel when one sees a traditional group disparaged merely in virtue
of their tradition-bound beliefs and practices. This was seen in CROP
VARIETY, ANIMAL HUSBANDRY, and SHEPHERDERS. My recon-
struction of this sense of outrage sees it, too, as informed by the demands
of good citizenship. Just as these demands bear on us as believers — in
our doxastic lives we ought to satisfy the normative expectations others
are entitled to have of us — so.too this places requirements on us as as-
sessors of others’ beliefs — we ought to base our epistemic assessments
on the relevant evidence. Insofar as the mere existence of institutional
expertise is not itself a reason to question the truth of an autonomously-
formed belief, failure to recognize this is not only an epistemic failure
but also a violation of good citizenship as well — a way of not properly
respecting other traditions and (by extension) of not properly treating
those who participate in those traditions.

7

In this chapter, my focus has been the bearing of expertise on
autonomously-formed belief. I have formulated and targeted an ortho-
dox view in epistemology, according to which expertise is relevant to a
subject’s autonomously-formed belief only to the degree to which she
is aware of the expertise. This view, I argued, leads to an epistemology
that detaches epistemic assessment from the legitimate expectations we
are entitled to have of one another as epistemic subjects. In its place, I
have argued that we should see the existence of institutional expertise as
highlighting the possibility of normative defeat. And I have offered an ac-
count according to which the justification of one’s autonomously-formed
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belief is defeated when (i) others were entitled to a normative expectation
of one’s epistemic condition in connection with the belief, (ii) the satis-
faction of this expectation requires one to base one’s belief on expert
opinion, and (iii) had one done so one’s current belief would not be justi-
fied. Two additional selling points of this theory are that it opens up the
prospect for a kind of social-epistemic boot-strapping, and it highlights
the ineliminably political dimension of the phenomenon of expertise.
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and John Beverley); the various members of the Facebook page of the So-
cial Epistemology Network, for their feedback to several related queries
I posted there; and Heidi Grasswick and Eric J. Olsson, for their thoughtful
engagement with this chapter in their written commentaries, included in this
volume.

2 For the examples to follow, I thank Mark Alfano, Boaz Miller, Julia Staffel,
Steven Hales, Kareem Khalifa, Guy Axtel, Adam Green, Alexander Stingl,
and many other members of the Social Epistemology Network Facebook
page who responded to my query.

3 Mark Alfano has suggested to me (private communication) that we might
expect the phenomenon of autonomous justification to arise anywhere in
which pattern recognition is possible even though causal structure remains
opaque.

4 Tt may well be that most anti-vaxxers aren’t like this, as they rely on the
testimony of alleged (anti-vaxxer) “experts”.

5 Here I ignore how the development of expertise bears on our understanding
of the semantics of our terms (for which see Goldberg 2009).

6 This delightful expression “blankly external” is attributed to John McDow-
ell. T borrow it from Van Cleeve (2004) and Littlejohn (2012).

7 I my own thinking about how evidence not in one’s possession can neverthe-
less bear on the epistemic standing of one’s belief, I have been inspired by the
work of my colleague Jennifer Lackey. See especially Lackey (1999, 2005,
2017, 2018).

8 There is an extensive literature on “culpable ignorance”, which addresses the
conditions under which one’s ignorance excuses (= when it is non-culpable).
See, e.g., H. Smith (1983, 2011), Moody-Adams (1994), Rosen (2002, 2004),
and A. Smith (2005, 2007, 2008, 2010, 2015).

9 Compare the discussion that follows with the treatment in Ballantyne (2015)
regarding one’s knowledge of the existence of evidence one doesn’t have.

10 I note that this use of “higher-order evidence” is not in keeping with others’
usage, on which the expression designates evidence that bears on (i) what
one’s current evidence is, (ii) what one’s current evidence supports, or else
(iii) one’s competence to assess either (i) or (ii).

11 Compare Goldberg (2016).

12 The term “normative defeat” was introduced to the literature in Lackey
(1999). She herself has utilized this notion in various settings as well; see
Lackey (2005, 2017, 2018).
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13 There are two possible parties that are entitled to such expectations. We
might say that Saul’s children are entitled to these expectations; this is so
even if they themselves are unaware of this, and so even if they themselves
don’t form such expectations. Alternatively, we might say that the statetis
entitled to expect this from parents; though here matters are somewhat com-
plicated given that I have formulated the conditions on these entitlements
in terms of what other people are entitled to expect, rather than in terms of
what an abstraction such as the state is entitled to expect. I will assume that
such complications can be worked out, though I won’t bother doing'so here.

14 T am uncertain as to whether this sort of injustice would count as an epis-
temic injustice in the sense of Fricker (2007). I am inclined to think not. It is
still an injustice, however.

15 A word about my use of “expertise” here is in order. As I use it, “expertise”
designates a systematic body of information and know-how that is war-
ranted on the basis of observation, testing, and well-confirmed empirical
theory. Some local traditions and local theories meet this condition; these
I dub “tradition-based expertise”. (I will contrast these with the sort of ex-
pertise that emerges in the practices of modern science, which I dub “insti-
tutional expertise”.) When local traditions and local theories fail to meet the
condition on expertise, [ will call them “merely-local traditions”.

16 Based loosely on examples from Hansen (2019).

17 Based loosely on examples from Collins and Pinch(2014).

18 Compare: it is unfair to downgrade the credibility assigned to a woman’s tes-
timony merely in virtue of the fact that she is'a' woman, and this unfairness
remains even if it turns out that her testimony was unwarranted — indeed,
even if it was as precisely unwarranted as the sexist took it to be.

19 The risk, of course, is that of normative défeat.

20 There are remaining issues to be addressed, of course, regarding when social
practices are legitimate, but those I'leave for another occasion.
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7b Commentary from
Heidi Grasswick

Goldberg’s “Expectations of Expertise: Boot-Strapping in
Social Epistemology”

HEeip1r GRASSWICK

Goldberg’s “Expectations of Expertise” offers a challenging and inter-
esting provocation against what he calls the orthodox view on expertise.
The orthodox view holds that in assessing the:status of a nonexpert’s
autonomously-formed belief, the existence of (outside) expertise is rele-
vant “only to the extent that the nonexpert is‘aware of the existence of
such expertise” (203). Goldberg believes the attractiveness of this view is
grounded in the plausibility of the “Doctrine of Ignorance” according to
which, if a nonexpert is “non-culpably ignorant of the existence (or pre-
vailing opinions) of relevant experts, then that expertise is ‘blankly ex-
ternal’ to the subject’s epistemic perspective” (203). In opposition to the
orthodox view, Goldberg offers an indirect argument to the effect that in
some cases, the existence of expertise that you are unaware of may very
well undercut the epistemic state of being justified in your autonomous-
ly-formed belief. Goldberg argues this can happen in cases when others
have legitimate normative expectations of us to engage with the relevant
expertise yet we'do not. As a result, if the expert testimony is such that
it would have served as a defeater of our belief, our justification for our
autonomously-formed belief can be undercut.

At the outset, [ am very sympathetic to Goldberg’s view that often
others do have legitimate normative expectations that they hold us to as
epistemicagents and that failures to satisfy these expectations can bear
on thestatus of our epistemic condition. However, ’m not as convinced
as Goldberg seems to be that the “justification” of one’s beliefs is the best
place to pinpoint where or how these expectations exert their pressure
on the epistemic lives of nonexperts. This is in part because I take a more
capacious view of epistemic justification, according to which the strin-
gency of justification required to believe “responsibly” depends on what
we are trying to do with the belief, and much of what we do with our
beliefs involves interacting with others. The expectations others have
on our states of justification when we do things with our beliefs shift
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depending on what is at stake and what exactly we intend to do with
our beliefs (and what others expect us to do with our beliefs). But more
to the point, Goldberg’s focus on potential defeaters of justification that
have their source in expertise an agent is unaware of seems to skip over
where the real pressure is coming from: legitimate normative expecta=
tions that people engage in responsible inqguiry before they “do” certain
things with their beliefs. Furthermore, though Goldberg is surely correct
that judgments of the “legitimate normative expectations” “ultimately
will have to be political (dependent on what the community-adopts as
their social expectations), this brings up further questions of how we
define the legitimate boundaries of those communities that bear on our
epistemic responsibilities. There is a great deal of messiness.in the inter-
actions between different communities and their normative expectations
of each of us, and this will cause problems for Goldberg’s view that
those legitimate expectations can undercut one’s justification when the
socially accepted “institutionalized expertise” has not been consulted.

I first want to use the FOOD SCIENTIST case to identify the pressure-
point of others’ expectations on my belief formation. Here, the scientist
is asked for his judgment regarding what combination of ingredients
would be (generally found) delicious. Goldberg casts this example in
terms of the professional responsibilities the scientist has to his col-
leagues when he responds to their request for his judgment: as a pro-
fessional food scientist, they expect that his judgment will be informed
by the necessary experiments;not just his home-kitchen practice-based
judgments. He lets them down when he fails in this, substituting instead
a belief that is as yet only supported by his home culinary experiences.
But an important feature of this case is that the scientific evidence on
this particular culinary combination does not yet exist! If the colleagues
are upset by the scientist’s reported judgment, it will be because they
expected him to undertake the appropriate scientific work before he tes-
tified to them. That is to say, they had expectations that the scientist
would have undertaken the appropriate inquiry necessary to support
claims about the taste results, it is not just a matter of reaching for the
appropriate evidence. From their point of view, if he had simply based
his judgment on what he’d learned in his own kitchen, he should have
either specified that this is all that he is basing his claim on so far, mak-
ing it-more obvious to his colleagues that the company should proba-
bly not go forward with investment into this culinary endeavor without
further research (this would be a judgment made in his professional ca-
pacity), or he should have reserved judgment on the matter until a de-
cision was made to put the time and effort into the experiments. In this
case, the food scientist’s expertise is not just a matter of knowing what
has thus far been determined in his lab, but it also involves knowing
how to create the knowledge needed to address a particular question,
in a context where the answer requires a fairly high level of justification
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(or a particular kind of justification) in order to make decisions about
production. Goldberg uses this case as a warm-up, to motivate further
points. But it reveals that when we expect someone to either employ their
own expertise in a certain context, or consult with a relevant expert as
in the later cases presented, we are expecting them to undertake certain
forms of inquiry before being willing to state something authoritatively
or make decisions and take action on their beliefs. In the later cases
presented that involve nonexperts, that inquiry involves investigating
whether there is relevant expertise on the matter and if so, consulting it,
and likely engaging with it on some level (though what thatamounts to
might vary in different circumstances).

Goldberg argues that the cost of allowing one’s justification to stand
in situations where they have not engaged the expertise that might serve
as a defeater is too high, in that we would hayve to let.go of the im-
portant sense in which we expect others to reach for (presumably) the
best knowledge available in being answerable to us. But crucially, those
expectations kick in when we are involved in specific practices of inter-
a