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For many epistemologists, it has become clear that purely evidential considerations cannot entirely account for the norms that guide us in forming and maintaining beliefs. Following this shift in our understanding of epistemic normativity, contemporary epistemologists become interested in the role of non-evidential considerations, ranging from practical stakes to coherence, for all kinds of issues in epistemology. For example, they interrogate how non-evidential considerations are relevant for the norms of inquiry (Friedman 2013; 2017) and the norms of suspending judgement (Lord 2020; Meylan ms.), how they can be epistemic reasons (Schroeder 2021; Schmidt 2023), how they help us to understand the foundations of epistemic normativity (Reisner ms.), the epistemic value of irrationality (Bortolotti 2015; 2020; Puddifoot and Bortolotti 2019), doxastic partiality (Stroud 2006; Crawford 2020), as well as the nature of credence and belief (Ganson 2008; Weatherson 2005; Gao 2019; Bach 2005).
	This special issue arises from the observation that an exploration of the role of non-evidential considerations in epistemology through a broader lens is missing from the current landscape of philosophical research. The present collection of contributions fills this research gap by bringing together three central and much-discussed epistemological topics for which non-evidential considerations become relevant. 
	The first part of the special issue is concerned with the foundations of epistemic normativity and takes on to explore the question: ‘can non-evidential considerations explain the authority of epistemic norms?’. Traditionally, epistemologists have appealed to our desire for truth (Kornblith 1993; Papineau 2013), or to the value of epistemic goods, like true belief (McHugh 2014), knowledge (Williamson 2000), or understanding (Kvanvig 2003). However, sometimes we do not desire truth—as when we do not wish to know the latest celebrity gossip; and sometimes it is advisable to avoid epistemic goods—as when ignoring uncomfortable truths gives us peace of mind. Therefore, traditional accounts have difficulty explaining why we always ought to comply with epistemic norms. This worry is avoided by constitutivist accounts, which claim that we can only be believers or knowers if we accept truth as the categorical aim of our epistemic endeavors (cf. Littlejohn 2012; Nolfi 2015; Shah/Velleman 2005; Whiting 2012; Wedgwood 2002). Due to these problems, some epistemologists have raised doubts about the exclusive authority of epistemic norms. They argue that epistemic norms are best understood on the model of instrumental practical norms, like game rules, that become normatively relevant only when we have reason to ‘play the game of belief’ (see esp. Maguire/Woods 2020; also Bondy 2018; Cowie 2020, Schleifer McCormick 2020; Rinard 2019; Steglich-Petersen/Skipper 2020; and others). By contrast, others have recently attempted to preserve a distinctively epistemic dimension of normativity by grounding it in our epistemic sociality (Chrisman 2020; 2022) or in the practical value of being subject to epistemic norms (Owens 2017). 
	The contributions in this part of the special issue connect to this debate by discussing whether epistemic normativity rests on pragmatic foundations. In Epistemic Norms: What are they? Why do they matter?, Kate Nolfi argues that a complete account of epistemic norms should spell out which doxastic responses to a given epistemic position are appropriate. Nolfi’s contribution sketches an action-oriented account, according to which epistemic norms are norms of doxastic attitude regulation. By this Nolfi means that these norms call for doxastic attitudes that can take on an action-oriented role. Such action-oriented epistemology, Nolfi argues, is able to explain the importance of conforming with at least some epistemic norms. In Instrumentalism, Moral Encroachment, and Epistemic Injustice, Asbjørn Steglich-Petersen argues that his own explanation of pragmatic encroachment, the view according to which practical considerations affect the epistemic position of a subject, also applies to moral encroachment, the view according to which moral considerations affect the epistemic position of a subject. Specifically, Steglich-Petersen defends a thesis that takes moral encroachment to be grounded in instrumentalism about epistemic reasons. In Welfarist Pluralism: Pluralistic Reasons for Belief and the Value of Truth, Andrew Reisner offers a monistic, well-being-based account of normative reasons for belief, called ‘welfarist pluralism’. As its name indicates, Reisner further argues that this pragmatist account accommodates pluralist views of theoretical reasons.
	The second part deals with the epistemic value of epistemic irrationality and asks whether believing for non-evidential considerations might promote epistemic goods. Traditionally, irrationality as a property attributed to beliefs is considered to indicate that something is wrong with a belief. When we say a belief is epistemically irrational we mean that it is at odds with the evidence (Kiesewetter 2017; Lord 2018) or with other beliefs (Broome 2013). Therefore, harbouring irrational beliefs seems detrimental to achieving epistemic goals like knowledge, truth, or justification. Due to this, there is a general agreement that we should avoid forming and maintaining irrational beliefs. 
	Recently, philosophers have discussed the view according to which, despite their negative epistemic value, irrational beliefs might still be valuable in other ways. For example, epistemically irrational beliefs might have pragmatic value, because holding on to them promotes practical goals (Rinard 2019). Others have also argued that epistemically irrational beliefs are sometimes the ethically correct ones (Gendler 2011). Following a similar line of thought, in Are Conspiracy Beliefs Epistemically Innocent?, Lisa Bortolotti tackles a category of belief which is typically considered irrational: conspiracy beliefs. She does this through the lens of her account of epistemic innocence. To say that a belief is epistemically innocent is to say that a belief comes with certain epistemic and/or psychological benefits, despite the belief being epistemically irrational. In her contribution to this special issue, Bortolotti defends the view that asking whether conspiracy beliefs are epistemically innocent presents us with certain advantages like finding support in a like-minded community or satisfying a desire for curiosity. In Motivated Irrationality, Epistemic Innocence, White Ignorance, Veli Mitova addresses Bortolotti’s argument against what Mitova calls the Trade-off view, the view according to which some irrational beliefs carry significant psychological value despite their epistemic disvalue. Whereas Bortolotti holds that motivated beliefs can be epistemically innocent and possibly epistemically beneficial, Mitova argues that the epistemic innocence view has an undesirable consequence which is to exculpate beliefs that arise out of white ignorance. In order to remedy this aspect of Bortolotti’s view, Mitova proposes an additional condition to her account which requires an epistemically innocent belief not to cause harm to individuals in virtue of their membership in a non-dominantly situated group. In Defending Doxasticism about Religious Conviction and Political Ideology, Miriam Schleifer McCormick brings together questions regarding epistemic irrationality and the nature of beliefs. At first sight it may seem that political and religious beliefs are not beliefs at all because they present strikingly irrational features such as their resistance to evidence and inconsistency with other beliefs. Schleifer McCormick argues against this view and sketches out the foundations of an account of belief as emotion. 
	The third part of our special issue engages with the norms and aims of inquiry. This part focuses on the role of non-evidential reasons when we inquire. Epistemologists have been concerned with putting the finger on the exact nature of the norms that guide inquiry. Again, some believe they are simply epistemic; that is, they are the same as the ones that guide other intellectual states or activities. Others believe that the normativity of inquiry is instrumental (Steglich-Petersen 2021). More recently, some have argued that inquiry has its very own set of norms (Friedman 2020). Whatever the answer to these questions might be, it seems that non-evidential considerations have a big part to play when it comes to suspension of judgement and inquiry. 
	The contributions to this part of the special issue tackle these very questions and offer competing accounts of the normativity of inquiry. In Norms of Inquiry, David Thorstad develops a general account of the conditions for rational inquiry. Thorstad’s general account applies the reasons-responsiveness conception of rationality to the case of inquiry and further takes these norms to be epistemic. This application allows him to explain two widely discussed norms of inquiry, the norm of clutter avoidance and the norm of logical non-omniscience. 
	Against epistemic accounts of the normativity of inquiry, Jane Friedman has argued that inquiry is governed by its own kind of normativity, zetetic normativity. Friedman further argues that zetetic normativity stands in direct conflict with what epistemic norms dictate (Friedman 2020). In On instrumental zetetic normativity, Leonardo Flamini addresses Friedman’s view and argues against her that the conflict between epistemic and zetetic norms is in fact a conflict between pragmatic and epistemic norms. According to Flamini, although our duties to inquire are practical, our reasons to inquire are overall instrumental and can therefore be derived from both epistemic and practical norms. 
	Further puzzles arise from considering the aim and norm of inquiry. For instance, if the aim of inquiry is knowledge and knowledge is achieved in inquiry, the need to double check seems irrational. In view of this result, we might be tempted to give up on the idea that the aim of inquiry is knowledge. Against this conclusion, Eliran Haziza argues that it is possible to maintain knowledge as the aim of inquiry because it can be rational to pursue an aim that has already been reached. In the case at hand, double checking is simply checking that one has knowledge, says Haziza. Another such puzzle involves a conflict between one’s own view that an inquiry into a question would be epistemically beneficial on the one hand, and on the other, the belief in one’s own view lacks evidential support. In order to solve this puzzle, in Rational Hypothesis: Inquiry Direction Without Evidence, Michele Palmira defends a norm of inquiry according to which the doxastic state that guides one’s inquiry about whether P is rational just in case this attitude is the best way to achieve the relevant doxastic attitude that P which promotes settling the question whether P. On Palmira’s framework, the guiding doxastic attitudes is an hypothesis. In Contagious Inquiry: Deferring to Others about Whether to Inquiry, Eleanor Gordon-Smith addresses another kind of motivating factor in pursuing an inquiry into whether P, namely, the fact that a third party is inquiring into whether P. Gordon-Smith argues that there is a version of such practice which is detrimental to inquiry. In this version, the fact that a third party is inquiring into whether P is the sole reason for the subject to engage with the question whether P. Rather, the right way to treat the fact that a third party inquires into the question whether P is as a reason to question one’s own answer to the question whether P. Finally, in Coherence, First-Personal Deliberation, and Crossword Puzzles, Marc-Kevin Daoust zooms in on a particular species of inquiry, first-personal deliberation and the norms that guide it. Daoust addresses views both for and against the idea that coherence should factor in first-personal deliberation, in addition to reasons-responsiveness, and argues that both views neglect the details of the interaction between coherence and reasons-responsiveness, coherence and deliberation, and between coherence and further epistemic norms. In order to start spelling out these details, Daoust draws on Susan Haack’s crossword puzzle analogy. 

	We hope that the present collection of works offers a thought provoking and informative overview of the current research on questions of epistemic normativity, beyond evidential considerations. 
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