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statement. It, therefore, seems that the principle is
circular in some sense, and hence, tenuous. Chisholm
concludes:
The translatability thesis, however,

does claim to provide an account of the

respect in which our knowledge of things

is founded in, and is verifiable and

falsifiable in, some experience. If we

deny this thesis we must provide an

alternative account of the manner in

which such experience may be said to

justify our knowledge of things...the

problem becomes similar to that of the

vailidity of memory and that Professor

Lewis' own methods of treating the latter

problem may in_fact be applicable to '

both problems.Z24

Lewis may defend himself from this objection in two
ways. First, he may argue that the translatability
thesis is plausible by showing that Chisholm's counter-
example to it fails. The second line of defense proceeds
by conceding to Chisholm that the translatability thesis
is tenuous, but argues that Chisholm has failed to
establish that the theory cannot be revised in a way
that does not commit one to the truth of the translata-
bility thesis. 1In the following, both of these lines of
defense will be scrutinized.

In his reply, "Professor Chisholm and Empiricism,"25
Lewis opts for the first line of defense; he attempts to

show that Chisholm's example is not a counter-example to

the translatability thesis. Lewis presents two arguments
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to demonstrate that this is the case. He summarizes
these arguments as follows:

.+..Professor Chisholm overlooks...two

facts to which attention has now been

drawn: first, the specificity of given

appearances by which a presentation which

is 'relative to' some condition of obser-

vation frequently contains a sufficient

clue to this objective circumstance which

affects it....Second, he appears to over-

look the importance of the probability-

qualificatign in predictions of confirming

experience,.
The first argument which Lewis presents in response to
Chisholm's objection proceeds from the fact that the
antecedent of a terminating judgment must "include all
aspects of the experience-content which are pertinent

to the prediction,"27

The importance of the point seems
to be that the antecedent of a terminating judgment must
containlreference to the conditions, and that, contrary
to Chisholm's allegation, these conditions can be
characterized in terms of sense-data, i.e., given-propo-
sitions. The argument continues with the assertion that
if Chisholm would fill out (R), the terminating judgment
in question, so that it stated explicitly all of the
relevant conditions of observation, he would find that
the conjunction of (P), the objective statement, and (S*)

do not entail that (R) is false. The conjunction entails

that (R) is vacuously true, for (P), (S*), and the
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antecedent of (R) are inconsistent.

It is clear that for Lewis to defend himself in this

way, he must give us reason to think that when (R) is
filled out properly, its antecedent will be logically
inconsistent with the conjunction of (P) and (S*). If
it is to be inconsistent with the conjunction, it must
be inconsistent with (S*); for Lewis presumes that the
entailment which obtains between (P) and (R) is not a
result of the inconsistency of (P) and the antecedent
of (R). But Lewis never explains how (R) is to be
expanded so that. its antecedent contains given propositions
describing conditions of observation. Moreover, it seems
that there is no way to specify the antecedent, short
of including objective statements in it, which will ren-
der its antecedent inconsistent with (S*), i.e., the state-
ment that I am unable to move my limbs and hand, but am
subject to delusion such that I think I am moving them;
I often seem to be initiating certain grasping motions,
but, when I do, I never have the feeling of contacting
anything. Therefore, this argument fails to establish
that Chisholm's objection is not well founded.

Perhaps, Lewis mentions this first point not to
refute Chisholm, but to explain how he would account for
ordinary cases of perceptual relativity, e.g., a case of

something square appearing rectangular as a result of
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the angle of observation. If this is so, the second
point must be the one employed in response to Chisholm's
objection. The second argument proceeds by pointing
out that Chisholm has employed a familiar rule of logic
that '"when 'P' entails 'T', 'P and Q' (for any additional
premise, 'Q') must likewise entail 'T', and cannot
entail anything incompptible with 'T' if 'Q' is consis-
tent with 'P'."28 The argument continues:
What needs to be observed here...is

that this familiar rule, "If 'P' entails

'T', then for an 'Q', 'P and Q' entails

'T'," cannot be applied, in the manner

one is likely to attempt, where 'T' is

any kind of probability-statement.

Probabilities are relative to the

premises (factual or hypothetical)

from which they are determined. And

in consequence of this fact it can

be...true that on - the premise 'P'

alone something, 'R', is highly

probable, but on the premise 'P and

Q', 'R'" is highly improbable and

something else, 'S', which is incom-

patible W%Bh 'R', is highly

probable.
The argument of this passage proceeds as follows,
Chisholm has attempted to show, by reductio ad absurdum,
that an objective statement, (P), does not entail a
terminating judgment, (R). He then invokes the logical
principle that for any statement, Q, which is consistent
with P, if P entails R, then the conjunction of P and Q

cannot entail the denial of R. But, he continues, there
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is a statement, (S*), consistent with (P) such that the
"conjunction of (P) and this statement entails the denial
of (R). Thus, Chisholm concludes that the translatability
thesis is false. Lewis's objection amounts to asserting
that the principle which Chisholm employs cannot be
used in the context in which he uses it. Lewis believes
that while the rule holds in many contexts, if the
statement which is entailed by the other, in our case
(R), contains a statement to the effect that some state-
ment is probable, the rule fails.

Lewis's response, thus stated, fails. To see why
it fails, it will be helpful to consider the logical
form of Lewis's claim that the objective statement, (P),
entails the terminating judgment, (R). The atomic

components of (R) are

S. I seem to see a doorknob;
A. I seem to myself to be initiating a
certain grasping motion;

and

Es I seem to have the feeling of contacting

a doorknob.
Using '>' as the symbol for subjunctive implication and
(h) as the modal operator 'in all probability', the

logical form of (R) may be expressed as
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1. (S§A)>(h)E;

(Note that 'S' is the symbol for the proposition expressed
by sentence (S), etc.). Adopting '+' as the symbol for

'entails', we may express the thesis which is at issue as
2. P+((S§A)>(h)E).

To make somewhat more precise the meaning of (2), it
will be helpful to consider the interpretation of (2) in
a possible world semantics. (It should be kept in mind
that at the time of this exchange between Lewis and
Chisholm, possible world semantics for entailment and
subjunctive conditionals had not been invented. As my
aim is to evaluate the truth of the claims of Chisholm
and Lewis, I will employ this powerful logical apparatus.)
The presuppositions of possible world semantics
which I will employ are the following. P entails Q if,
and only if necessarily, if P is true, then Q is true.
A statement is necessary, according to possible world
semantics, if, and only if it is true in every possible
world. Thus, P engails Q if, and only if in every
possible world P materially implies Q, or to put it another
way, in every possible world in which P is true, Q is
also true. If P were the case, then Q would be the case
is true, i.e., P subjunctively implies Q, if and only if

there is an ordering of all of the possible worlds such
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that the world that most resembles the base world is the
nearest world to the base world (in the simple case, the
base world is the actual world) and in the nearest world
to the base world in which P is true, Q is also true.

Interpreting '+' and '>' in a possible world
semantics, we see that (2) asserts
Bis In any possible world, w, which is such

that P is true in w, the ordering of

worlds relative to w is such that in the

nearest world to w, wl, in which both (S)

and (A) are true, in wl it is true that

in all probability (E) is true.
Chisholm's objection, cast in fhese somewhat anachronistic
terms, is that there is a possible world, w, in which P
is true, but the ordering of worlds relative to w is
such that in the nearest world to w, w', in which both
(S) and (A) are true in w', it is not the case that it
is true in w' that in all probability (E) is true. The
possible world in question is a world in which there is
a doorknob in front of me and, whenever I seem to:
myself to be initiating the relevant grasping motion,
I fail to seem to have a feeling of contacting a doorknob.
As this is the case in this world, Chisholm would argue,
in the nearest possible world to this one, in which I
seem to see a doorknob and I seem to feel myself
initiaging the grasping motion, in all probability, I

will not seem to have the feeling of contacting a doorknob.
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Lewis's reply, also cast in these terms, proceeds
by pointing out that, on his interpretation of 'probar
bility', statements are probable only with respect to
certain bodies of data. Lewis wants to claim that in the
terminating judgment which (R) expresses.the body of
data relative to which the probability of (E) is to be
assessed idincludes the propositions which are given for
me in w', the propositions which are justified by my
memory in w', (S), (A), and (P). Similarly, in Chisholm's

claim that
4. (P§S*)~((S&A)>(h)not-E);
i.e.,

54 In any possible world, w, in which (P)

and (Q) are both true, the ordering of

worlds relative to w is such that in the

nearest world to w, w', such that both

(S) and (A) are both true in w', in all

probability the denial of (E) is true

in w';
the probability of the denial of (E) is relative to the
aforementioned statements and (S*). Lewis's point seems
to be that, as the data has changed in these two cases,
it is not at all surprising to find that in the one
instance, a proposition is probable, while in the other,

it is improbable. For this reason, Lewis concludes that

the rule of logic which Chisholm has employed cannot
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be used in this context.

The dubious claim that is made in Lewis's reply is
that the body of data relative to which the probability
of (E) is determined in the first case, must be differ-
ent from the one relative to which the probability is
determined in the second case. (P) is not included in
either of these bodies of data, for it does not follow
from its truth that I am justified in believing it, nor
do I remember it, i.e., it is not justified for me in
the world under consideration at the time we are consid-
ering. The point of Chisholm's example appears to be
that while we may find some world in which (P) is true
and in the nearest world to it in which both (S) and
(A) are true. (E) is highly probable, this is not true
of all possible worlds in which (P) is true. To see
this, we need only consider a world in which (P) is
true but in which things are different from the way that
they actually are, a world in which (S*) is true.

For those who find discussion of possible worlds
utterly mysterious or completely absurd, the point can
be put in a slightly different way. Lewis tries to
defend his position by claiming that the proposition that
(2) expresses, P+((S§A)>(h)E), is equivalent to the
assertion that the conditional probability of (E) given

(s), (A), and (P) is high. Similarly, he claims that (4),
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(P§S*)>((S§A)>(h)not-E), is equivalent to the assertion
that the conditional probability of (E) given (S), A,
(P), and (S*) is low. But, he correctly claims that
these latter two statements which assign conditional
probabilities are not inconsistent, for they are relative
to different bodies of data. As Chisholm's objection
proceeds from the assumption that (2) and (4) are consis-
tent because of the truth of the logical principle cited
above, the objection fails. According to Lewis, the
logical principle is not applicable when considering
statements like (2) and (4), for these sentences are
equivalent to conditional probability statements.

The problem with this response is that the propo-
sition that P entails (S§A)>(h)E is not equivalent to
the proposition that the conditional probability of E
given S, A, and P is high. '(S§A)>(h)E' is equivalent
to 'the conditional probability of E given S and A is
high', but this is only the case as a result of the
nature of the propositions in question, S and A. As
S and A are given-propositions if they were true, then
they would be evident, i.e., the person whose experience
they describe would be justified in believing'them.
Thus, they must be part of the data relative to which the
probability of E is assigned. We may infer that the

proposition that P entails that the conditional probability
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of E given S and A is high from the proposition that P
entails (S&A)>(h)E. The former proposition does not
imply that the conditional probability of E given S, A
and P is high, for P might be true while the person in
question is not justified in believing that it is true.
As Lewis cannot infer that (2) is equivalent to the
proposition that the conditional probability of E given
S, A, and P is high and that (4) is equivalent to the
proposition that the conditional probability of E given
S, A, P, and S* is high, he has not succeeded in giving
us a reason to think that the logical rule which Chisholm
invoked in his objection cannot be invoked in this
context. Therefore, we may conclude that Chisholm has
shown that the translatability thesis is false and that
the first line of defense is a failure.

It is now evident that if an adequate defense of
Lewis's theory of justified belief is to bhe found, it
should proceed by conceding that objective statements do
not entail terminating judgments and by arguing that
the principle of justification generation which is under
attack may be reformulated so that its truth is not
dependent on the translatability thesis. Having con-
cluded that the translatability thesis, the main tenet
of the theory of terminating judgments and objective

beliefs, is false, Chisholm asserts that a slightly
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weaker claim ¢an be defended. This claim is that an
objective statement entails that certain terminating
judgments are true if certain standard conditions of
observation obtain. But, he argues, as statements of
standard conditions of observation must be couched in
objective terms, they cannot be used to explain how one
is justified in believing objective statements. To put
this point in another way, Chisholm asserts that to
defend Lewis's theory, (TOl) and (DGJ) must be replaced

respectively by

TO1' For any objective proposition, p, if S
is justified in believing a proposition
to the effect that certain standard
conditions of observation obtain and
that certain terminating judgments are
true and if these terminating judgments
are entailed by the conjunction of p
and the proposition that standard con-
ditions of observation obtain, then p
is probable given S's justified beliefs;

and

DGJ'. For any objective statement, p, if S is
"justified in believing a proposition to
the effect that standard conditions of
observation obtain and that certain
terminating judgments are true, and if
these terminating judgments are entailed
by the conjunction of p and the propo-
sition that standard conditions of
observation obtain, then S is justified
in believing p.

Chisholm points out that principles like these must
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require that the person is justified in believing an
objective proposition, one which asserts that standard
conditions of observation obtain in order to be justi-
fied in believing some other objective statement. Thus,
the principles cannot account for the justification of
all objective beliefs for they presuppose that some
are already justified. These considerations lead
Chisholm to the conclusion that Lewis's theory of termi-
nating judgments and objective beliefs does not provide
a satisfactory account of perceptual knowledge and that
an alternative account, similar to the one Lewis uses to
validate memory, must be developed.

Chisholm is correct in thinking that principles
like (TOl') and (DGJ') will not do the duty which Lewis
intended his theory of terminating judgments and
objective beliefs to do. However, he is not justified
in thinking that there is no way to reconstruct this
aspect of Lewis's theory of justification. It seems to
me that there are other ways of formulating the relevant
principles which capture the spirit of Lewis's theory
but are not circular in the way that (TOl') and (DGJ')
are. We should keep in mind that the/original principles
were defective in that they required that the relevant
terminating judgments be analytical consequences of the

objective propositons which they render evident. The
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principles that I shall propose as alternatives to the
ones which have already been considered must awoid
these difficulties. While Chisholm has conclusively
shown that objective propositions do not entail terminat-
ing judgments, he concedes that conjunctions of objective
propositions and statements of standard conditions of
observation entail terminating judgments.

My first inclination is thus to replace (T0l') and

(DGJ') with

TO1l". For any objective proposition, p, if
standard conditions of observation
obtain and if S is justified in
believing certain terminating judg-
ments which are entailed by the
conjunction of p and a proposition
to the effect that standard condi-
tions of observation obtain, then
p is probable given S's justified
beliefs;

and

DGJ'". For any objective proposition, p, if
standard conditions of observation
obtain and if S is justified in
believing certain terminating judg-
ments which are entailed by the
conjunction of p and a proposition
to the effect that standard condi-
tions of observation obtain, then S
is justified in believing p.

These principles overcome the aforementioned sorts of
objections, but (TOl") seems somewhat problematic for

the following reason. If an objective proposition is



-118-
to be probable, it must be reasonable to think that the
frequency of its being true when believed on the basis
of the person's other justified beliefs is very high.
But, for it to be reasonable for a person to believe
that this frequency is high, it is not sufficient for
standard conditions of observation to obtain. Suppose
that a person had good evidence for thinking that
standard conditions of observation did not obtain on an
occasion when they in fact did obtain. In such circum-
stances, (TOl") asserts that the proposition in question
is probable even though the person has good reason to
believe that the evidence which he possesses for the
proposition is defective. For this reason, I suggest
that a clause must be added to the antecedent of (TO1"),
and consequently, to (DGJ"), to the effect that not only
must standard conditions of observation obtain but it
must not be the case that it is probable that standard
conditions of observation do not obtain.

It should be noted that these principles reformulated
in the way just suggested overcome Chisholm's objection.
These principles do not require that a person be
justified in believing some objective statement in order
to be justified in believing some other objective state-
ment. What is required by the principles is that the

person not be justified in believing certain objective
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statements, in particular statements to the effect that
standard conditions of observation do not obtain.

As stated, these principles apply generally, i.e.,
they are presumed to account for our knowledge of all
objective propositions. However, given Lewis's remark
that terminating judgments must be cast in terms of
given-propositions, I suggest that this principle only
accounts for our knowledge of objective propositions
that refer to objects that are before us, e.g., there
is a piece of paper before me. It seems to me that this
restriction is in order for, these principles were
intended to account for knowledge gained via perception.
Lewis himself indicates that more complicated objective
propositions, e.g., propositions expressing scientific
theories, are justified by relations that they bear to
more basic objective statements, not by their relation-
ship to terminating judgments.

As we have seen that there are principles similar
to Lewis's principles, except that they do not rely on
the translatability thesis, we may conclude that while
Chisholm has shown the translatability thesis false, he
has given us no reason to abandon Lewis's approach to
finding principles which account for the acquisition of

knowledge by perception.
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7. The Epistemological Priority of Memory

One feature of Lewis's epistemology which some
philosophers have  thought to be counter-intuitive is
his view that memory is epistemologically prior to
perception. According to Lewis, memory serves as a
ground in the justification of perceptual beliefs. A
person 1is justified in believing via perception that
there is a tree before him, only if he is justified in
believing certain terminating judgments. These terminat-
ing judgments assert that if the person were to perform
a certain action, then the probability of his having a
certain sensation relative to the propositions that are
given for him and the propositions justified by memory
is high. Chisholm, for example, in his paper, 'Lewis'
Ethics of Belief,"30 indicates that this account of
perceptual knowledge fails to account for all of our
justified beliefs. He asserts that to account for all
of our knowledge, we must add a principle concerning
perception that is similar to the justification generation
principle involving memory. Such a principle would,
presumably, be to the effect that propositions like 'I

see a tree' is prima facie justified or to be slightly

more precise, if I am justified in believing that I
perceive x to be F, then the proposition that I perceive

x to be F and the proposition that x is F are prima
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facie justified for me.

Chisholm's claim, however, is not substantiated.
It is not at all clear that Lewis cannot account for the
justification of perceptual beliefs by employing the
modified theory of terminating judgments and objective
beliefs discussed above. Furthermore, the following
argument can be used to show that memory and perception
should be treated disanalogously. Lewis is concerned
with providéng a recursive definition of 'justification'.
According to the definition which he provides, perception
generates justified beliefs only if the class of justi-
fied beliefs already contains propositions about the past,
in particular, propositions asserting that certain termi-
nating judgments were verified. But, the class of
justified beliefs contains propositions about the past
only if memory has already generated these propositions.
Therefore, memory is needed to justify perceptual beliefs
and not vice versa; hence, memory and perception are
disanalogous.

Those who believe that memory and perception are to
be treated in similar manners may concede that perceptual

propositions are not prima facie justified for the afore-

mentioned reasons. They, however, might object to the
claim that memory and perception are to be tweated dis-

analogously because they think that propositions which
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are remembered are also not prima facie justified. The

point that they might want to urge is that one needs

positive test results of memory in order to be justified

in believing propositions on the basis of memory, i.e.,

that we need a theory of terminating judgments to account

for the validity of memory. ’
It seems to me to be unreasonable to expect that

one could present a theory of terminating judgments to

account for the validity of memory. If such a theory

were constructed, it would clearly require that one

be justified in believing that one verified certain

terminating judgments in the past for one to be justified

in believing something on the basis of memory. Such a

theory would be unacceptable, for it woﬁld involve us

in a vicious circle. 1It, therefore, seems to me that

we may concede that Lewis has presented us with good

reasons for thinking that memory and perception are to

be treated disanalogously.

8. Conclusion

It has been suggested that Lewis's theory, amended
in an appropriate way, avoids the objections which
have been offered against it. We may, therefore, conclude
that Lewis's account of the justification of empirical
belief is defensible. It must, however, be noted that

although Lewis has presented a plausible account of
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epistemic justification ((or at least, he has laid the
foundation for one), it is still in need of quite a bit
of elucidation. He has employed probability and con-.
firmation as the generating relation of justified beliefs
and, as it is well known, there are many problems which
remain unanswered concerning these notions. Thus, to
defend a theory of knowledge along the lines suggested
by Lewis, one must address these problems. Such an

examination is beyond the scope of this dissertation.
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