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Abstract

What, on the view of many epistemologists, underlies the rationale for internalism
is the deontological thought that epistemic justification proceeds in terms of how
well our believing that p stands vis-a-vis relevant epistemic duties. However, in
“Deontology and Defeat”, Bergmann argues that the view that justification is to be
analyzed in deontic terms does not motivate internalism, as many are inclined to
suppose. | argue that Bergmann’s argument fails to show this, for the reason that
his argument is based on equating S’s belief that his second-order belief that p is
epistemically irrational with the notion of epistemic defeat, the presence of which
is sufficient but not necessary for epistemic irrationality.
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Epistemologists generally agree that knowledge entails epistemic justification.
But they are far from agreed on how to explicate the notion of justification. Internalist
and externalist approaches to justification represent a basic division in contemporary
epistemology. Broadly, internalism is the idea that epistemic justification is a purely
internal matter in that the factors giving rise to justified belief should be internal to the
believer. Thus it suggests a distinctively internalist requirement for justified belief.! But
externalism denies any such internalist requirement on justified belief and suggests that
epistemic justification mainly proceeds in terms of factors that are external to the
believing subject.

As Greco (1990: 245) says, despite the fact that there are several forms of
internalism, most epistemologists think that the deontological conception of epistemic
justification supports internalism. That is, almost all internalists hold that what underlies
the rationale for internalism is the deontological thought that justification is
fundamentally a matter of how well an epistemic agent’s believing that p stands vis-a-
vis relevant epistemic duties, e.g., the duty to refrain from believing that p in the
absence of having good reasons for thinking that his belief that p is likely to be true, or
in the presence of having cogent evidence against either p or his reasons for p.2 Alvin
Plantinga (1990: 52), for example, traces internalism to deontology, and argues at length
that the notion of deontological justification requires internalism. He says that
deontology “is the fons et origo of the whole internalist tradition. It is this notion of
deontological justification that is the source of internalism: deontology implies
internalism”. Matthias Steup (1996: 86) also claims that “deontological theories are,
therefore, necessarily internalist”.

This claim is based on the following line of thought. Since justification depends
on how well one is carrying out one’s epistemic duties and whether one could rightfully
be blamed or held responsible for believing that p, then justifiers, including relevant
epistemic duties and principles, must be within one’s internal awareness. For that is
what is crucial for whether one can be held responsible, or blamed, for one’s believing
that p; insofar as one meets his justificational requirements, that is, if and only if one’s
belief that p is adequately supported so far as one can tell, one cannot be blamed for
believing p. If one cannot accurately ascertain one’s epistemic duty, how can one be
expected to perform that duty, and how can one reasonably be held responsible for
performing that duty? Hence, it follows from the deontological view of epistemic
justification that justifiers must be internally accessible to the subject. This constraint
on the determiners of justification seems to imply that only subject’s internal states
qualify as epistemically legitimate justifiers. And this, if true, leads to internalism

There are different versions of internalism, because they characterize this requirement
differently. Internalist theories can be classified as: Perspectival internalism, access
internalism, internal state internalism (mentalism), level internalism and norm internalism.
See John Greco (1990), William Alston (1989: 186) and Richard Feldman and Earl Conee
(2001) for a similar classification of internalist theories.

Examples of epistemologists who analyze epistemic justification in deontic terms are
Descartes (Meditation 4), Locke (Book IV, xvii, 24 of Essay), Bonjour (1985), Chisholm
(1977), Ginet (1975), and Steup (1999).
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according to which justification is a purely internal matter.® In Greco’s (1990: 245)
terms.

Internalists argue that epistemically justified belief just is epistemically
responsible belief, but since epistemic responsibility is a function of considerations
internal to the believing subject, epistemic justification is also a function of such
internal considerations.

However, in “Deontology and Defeat” Michael Bergmann (2000) raises doubts
as to whether there is any cogent inferential route from deontology to internalism. He
argues that the view that justification is to be analyzed in deontic terms does not
motivate internalism, as many are inclined to suppose. On his view, the inference from
deontological construals of justification to internalism is unsound. Bergmann’s (2000:
87) argument is briefly this:

Externalists can quite properly hold that: a subject knows that p only if she does
not think her belief that p is defeated. But the absence of this sort of defeat (the sort that
is present when one thinks one's belief is defeated) guarantees the only sorts of
deontological justification that have a chance at inducing internalism. So, one can hold
that knowledge requires these sorts of deontological justification while consistently
rejecting internalism.

In this paper, | will argue that Bergmann’s argument does not establish its
conclusion. It might well be that an analysis of epistemic justification that is carried out
in deontic terms does not provide us with a good reason for endorsing internalism. But
this is not what | will oppose here. Rather, | want to argue that Bergmann’s argument
fails to show this. After presenting his argument, | will first argue that Bergmann’s
definition of “the no-defeater condition (NDC)”is problematic. Second, | will try to
argue that the notion of deontological justification is not a sub-condition of NDC that is
both internal and necessary for knowledge and justification. In a nutshell, Bergmann’s
argument fails because it is simply based on equating S’s belief that his belief that p is
epistemically irrational with the notion of epistemic defeat, the presence of which is
sufficient but not necessary for epistemic irrationality.

Bergmann’s Argument

Using the term “warrant” to refer to that which is sufficient, together with truth,
for knowledge, Bergmann points out that at least two of the necessary components of
warrant are “the no-defeater condition (NDC)” and “the deontological justification
condition (DJC)”. For Bergmann (2000: 88), “NDC is satisfied by a belief B just in case
the person holding B does not believe B is defeated.” Bergmann (2000: 90) defines two
versions of NDC and says that both of them are internal conditions:

3 . . - . . .
But not every internalist endorses internalism on such deontological grounds. For instance,

Alston (1989: 115-152), Richard Foley (1987: 13), Paul Moser (1989: 173-76), and Richard
Fumerton (1995: 19-20) reject the view that justification should be understood
deontologically, and go on to propose a different rationale for their internalism.
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NDC is satisfied by S’s belief B if and only if S does not consciously take B to
be epistemically irrational.

NDC is satisfied by S’s belief B if and only if S would not on brief reflection
consciously take B to be epistemically irrational.

Moreover, Bergmann (2000: 94) provides two versions of DJC which are also
internal:

DJC is satisfied by S’s belief that p if and only if, in believing that p, S does not
consciously take herself to be violating a duty the violation of which makes her belief
that p epistemically irrational.

DJC is satisfied by S’s belief that p if and only if, in believing that p, S would
not upon reflection consciously take herself to be violating a duty the violation of which
makes her belief that p epistemically irrational.

On Bergmann’s (2000: 89) view, it is epistemically irrational for S to believe
that p just in case “S believes that the considerations counting for and against p are so
weighted that now believing truly and not falsely with respect to p is not best achieved
by believing p.” With these in mind, he argues as follows:

(1) NDC is an internal condition whose necessity for warrant is compatible with
externalism.

(2) Warrant requires DJC that is also an internal condition.
(3) NDC entails DJC.

(4) But if DJC is entailed by NDC whose necessity for warrant is compatible
with externalism, then the deontological conception of justification does not provide a
good reason for endorsing internalism.

(5) Therefore, internalism is not supported by deontology.

The crucial premises of the argument are (1) and (3). Premise (1) claims that, for
externalists, S knows that p only if S does not believe that p is defeated. That is,
externalists think that knowledge requires that “S would not upon reflection consciously
take” his belief that p to be epistemically irrational. Calling this condition NDC,
Bergmann (2000: 91) claims that there are two main reasons that support premise (1).
First, most externalists clearly suggest that NDC is necessary for warrant. Second, some
internalists hold NDC is an internal but not an internalist condition.

On the other hand, premise (3) says that the satisfaction of NDC guarantees the
satisfaction of the notion of deontological justification (DJC) that internalists require for
warrant. In other words, it claims that the requirement that S does not consciously take
her belief that p to be defeated entails the deontological justification condition.
Bergmann’s (2000: 94) argument for premise (3) — the claim that DJC is entailed by
NDC— is this.

Suppose S’s belief that p fails to satisfy DJC. Then, in believing that p, S
consciously takes herself to be doing something she conceives of as violating a duty the
violation of which makes her belief that p epistemically irrational. But then she
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consciously takes her belief that p to be epistemically irrational. Consequently, S’s
belief that p also fails to satisfy NDC.

The conjunction of (1) and (3) entails that, in requiring that NDC is necessary for
warrant, externalists are committed to allowing that internal conditions such as DJC
whose satisfaction is entailed by the satisfaction of NDC are also necessary for warrant.
So, from (1) and (3), Bergmann concludes that since the satisfaction of DJC is entailed
by the satisfaction of NDC whose necessity for warrant is compatible with externalism,
then no internal version of DJC that is necessary for warrant motivates internalism.* In
what follows I will argue that Bergmann’s argument fails to establish its conclusion,
because premise (1) is problematic and premise (3) is false. Let us begin with the first
premise.

Externalism and Epistemic Defeat

According to premise (1), Goldman (1986: 62-63, 111-12) and Nozick (1981:
196) hold that “warrant” requires an internal version of the no-defeater condition (NDC)
and says that this condition is satisfied by S’s belief that p if and only if S does not
believe that p is defeated. It also says that S’s belief that p is defeated just in case S
believes that it is epistemically irrational to believe p. This, however, is not what
Goldman and Nozick require for ‘warrant’, much less what epistemic defeat amounts to.
According to Bergmann’s formulation, NDC requires that S does not “consciously”
consider his belief that p to be epistemically irrational. On this definition, NDC is
satisfied by S’s belief that p if and only if S does not believe, on the basis of her reasons
for or against p, that her twin epistemic goals of believing truths and avoiding falsity is
not achieved by believing p. But this is not how Goldman and Nozick interpret the
notion of epistemic defeat. The way in which they interpret it is as follows.

In Epistemology and Cognition, Alvin Goldman gives the following principle:
(P1) S’s believing p at time t is justified provided that S’s believing p at t is permitted
by a right system of justificational rules (J-rules). According to P1, the justification of a
belief is a matter of the belief’s being permitted by a system of right J-rules. J-rules
permit cognitive state transitions, i.e., transitions from prior cognitive states to beliefs.
They sanction certain basic psychological processes that produce the belief. A system of
J-rules is “right” as long as all the processes so sanctioned are reliable. Goldman (1986:
62-63) clearly argues, however, that P1 is not sufficient for justification. According to
him, the permission generated by a right system of J-rules could be “undermined”, e.g.,
by being permitted to believe that the belief that p is not permitted, or by S’s believing
that the belief that p is not permitted.

Similarly, Goldman (1999: 274) and Kornblith (1988: 325-26) suggest that deontology is one
of the main reasons most internalists have for endorsing internalism in epistemology, and go
on to argue, however, that the inference from deontology to internalism via “the access
requirement” or via “the doxastic presumption” is problematic. Greco (1990: 255) also thinks
that the deontological conception of epistemic justification does not lend support to most
versions of internalism: “perspectival internalism cannot be quite right if the responsibilist
conception is correct.” On Greco’s view, deontology induces only norm internalism.
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Goldman supplements P1 with a “no undermining” requirement: “S’s believing p
at time t is justified if and only if (2) S’s believing p at t is permitted by a right system
of J-rules, and (b) this permission is not undermined by S’s cognitive state at t”. Clause
(b) requires no undermining of a belief’s permittedness. A given permission for S to
believe p is undermined if S has a belief, or is permitted to have a belief, in the denial of
this (lower-level) permission. So defeat involves either the presence of having a belief
against S’s reasons for p or the presence of having evidence against p or his reasons for
p.5 Thus, on Goldman’s view, the non-defeater condition (DC) is satisfied by S’s belief
that p just in case S does not believe that S is not permitted to hold p, i.e., that his belief
that p is not reliably produced.

Similarly, although it is not something emphasized by him, Robert Nozick
suggests that knowledge entails that S does not believe that her belief that p does not
track the truth. So, on Nozick’s view, the non-defeater condition (DC) requires that S
does not believe that p is not tracking the fact that p. In Nozick’s (1981: 196) terms,

Suppose that though the person’s belief that p is tracking the fact that p, yet the
person believes it is not. We might doubt in this case that he knows...Perhaps it is
appropriate to require that he not believe the negations of (the conditions) 3 and 4.°

So Nozick says that DC is satisfied by S’s belief that p just in case S does not
believe that his belief that p does not satisfy certain externalist conditions. Like
Bergmann’s NDC, DC is internal because its satisfaction can cognitively be accessible
from a first-person perspective. That is, it is internal because a person can tell by
reflection alone whether or not she believes that her belief that p does not satisfy certain
reliability-making conditions.

But DC is different from NDC. According to DC, defeat is present if and only if
(@) S has a belief against his reasons for p, or (b) S has evidence against either p or his
reasons for p.7 But, in saying that NDC is satisfied by S’s belief that p if and only if S
does not (or would not on brief reflection) consciously take his belief that p to be
epistemically irrational, Bergmann clearly suggests that defeat involves not only the
presence of having a belief against the initial reasons for p but also the absence of
having good reasons for p. For, the latter is also sufficient for epistemic irrationality. S

By “S’s reasons for p” and “evidence”, | have in mind the externalist sense of reason and

evidence. For instance, a belief’s being permitted by a system of right J-rules constitutes S’s
reason for p in the externalist sense. But when | say S’s reasons for p, | will have in mind the
internalist sense of reason to which S has a cognitive access.

The condition 3 says that if p weren’t true, S wouldn’t believe that p; the condition 4 claims
that if p were true, S would believe it.

Nozick (1981: 196) seems to say that defeat only involves the presence of having a belief
against the person’s reasons for p and not the presence of having evidence against either p or
the person’s reasons for p. But he also says that DC handles Bonjour’s clairvoyant examples.
In these examples, S has evidence against either p or his reasons for p, and this is why
BonJour thinks that externalism is inadequate. In order for Nozick’s DC to handle these
examples, DC must also require the absence of having evidence against either p or his reasons
for p. For this reason, | simply take it that Nozick’s definition of DC is also similar to
Goldman’s DC in this respect.
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will consciously take his belief that p to be epistemically irrational, even when S has no
good reason to think that his belief that p is likely to be true. That is, NDC will be
violated not only when S believes that S has reason to doubt that his belief that p is
likely to be true, but also when S has no good reasons for thinking that p is likely to be
true, since the satisfaction of the latter also amounts to epistemic irrationality. But DC
will not be violated when S has no good reason for p, that is, when S’s belief that p is
not reliably produced. So NDC and DC are not the same conditions. NDC is a kind of
negative justification condition to the effect that the belief not be irrational from S’s
own perspective. So, in order for Bergmann’s argument to do work he wants, premise
(1) must be stated, not in terms of NDC, but in terms of DC. But the problem is that
NDC isn’t DC. Hence, Bergmann’s first premise is problematic. Externalists do not
seem to suggest that NDC is necessary for knowledge or justification.

Epistemic Defeat and Deontology

In this section, | will argue that premise (3) in Bergmann’s argument is false.
Premise (3) says that the notion of deontological justification condition (DJC) is a sub-
condition of the no-defeater condition (NDC). It simply claims that DJC is entailed by
NDC. Before presenting Bergmann’s argument for this claim, let me give a very brief
sketch of the deontological conception of epistemic justification. Epistemic
deontologism is the view that being justified in believing that p is having fulfilled one’s
epistemic duties with respect to believing p. The idea underlying this view is that
whenever a belief that p is epistemically justified, no epistemic duties and principles
have been violated. If one’s belief that p is not in violation of relevant epistemic duties,
then one is permitted to hold p; one cannot be rightly blamed for believing that p. One is
in the clear in so believing. Ginet (1975: 28), for example, says that “one is justified in
being confident that p if and only if it is not the case that one ought not to be confident
that p; one could not be justly reproached for being confident that p”. According to most
deontologist, a person’s epistemic duty is to regulate his doxastic attitudes in such a way
that the person believes only what is epistemically probable with respect to his
evidence.®

Bergmann’s (2000: 194) way of formulating the deontological thought is that
DJC is satisfied by S’s belief that p if and only if, in believing that p, S does not (or
“would not on reflection™) consider herself to be “violating a duty the violation of which
makes her belief that p epistemically irrational”; and it is epistemically irrational for S
to believe that p just in case S believes that “the considerations counting for and against
p are so weighted that now believing truly and not falsely with respect to p is not best
achieved by believing p.” Bergmann argues that this conception of justification (DJC) is
entailed by NDC whose necessity for warrant is consistent with externalism.

Bergmann’s argument for this claim is as follows. (A) Suppose that S’s belief
that p does not satisfy DJC. (B) This means that S believes that, in believing that p, S

8 See Alston (1989: 85-90; 117) and Steup (1988) for this way of formulating the deontological

conception of epistemic justification.
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has violated certain sort of intellectual duty the violation of which makes his belief that
p epistemically irrational. (C) But then S believes that her belief that p is defeated, that
is, S consciously considers her belief that p to be epistemically irrational. For, given the
sort of duty S has violated, S believes that, in believing that p, S is being hindered from
believing truly with respect to p. Therefore, if DJC is not satisfied by S’s belief that p,
and neither is NDC.

| argue that premise (C) does not follow from premises (A) and (B), and neither
does the conclusion. Hence, premise (3) is false. Premise (C) would follow from (A)
and (B) if it were the case that S believes that his belief that p is defeated if and only if S
believes that his belief that p is epistemically irrational. This is because, since the
violation of the deontological justification condition is sufficient for epistemic
irrationality, when S believes that, in believing p, S has violated a certain sort of
epistemic duty S will believe that his belief that p is epistemically irrational. Or S will
consciously take his belief that p to be epistemically irrational. But then, since the no-
defeater condition (NDC) is satisfied by S’s belief if and only if S does not believe that
his belief that p is epistemically irrational, S’s belief that p will also fail to satisfy NDC
because S believes that his belief that p is epistemically irrational. This conclusion
would follow, if this definition of the non-defeater condition (NDC) were correct.

But this definition of the non-defeater condition (NDC) is not correct. For, it
equates S’s belief that his belief that p is epistemically irrational to the non-defeater
condition, the presence of which is sufficient but not necessary for epistemic
irrationality. It allows that the non-defeater condition is violated, if , for example, S has
no good reason for thinking that his belief that p is likely to be true, since the absence of
having good reasons for p is also sufficient for epistemic irrationality. The absence
having good reasons for p has nothing to do with defeat, though they both have
something to do with epistemic irrationality. For instance, according to Goldman and
Nozick, DC requires that S does not believe, or does not have a justified belief, that his
belief that p does not satisfy certain external or reliability-making conditions. On this
interpretation of epistemic defeat, DC is satisfied by S’s belief that p if and only if (a) S
does not believe that his belief that p fails to satisfy his reasons for p and (b) S has no
evidence against p or his reasons for p.9

Now, once we define the notion of epistemic defeat in this way, it will become
apparent that premise (C) does not follow from premises (A) and (B). Here is why. The
violation of the deontological justification condition (DJC) entails that S believes that
his belief that p is epistemically irrational. That is, if S believes that, in believing that p,
S has violated a certain sort of epistemic duty, then S believes that his belief that p is
epistemically irrational. But, does this entail that the non-defeater condition is violated?
The answer is No. For, the violation of the non-defeater condition is only sufficient but
not necessary for epistemic irrationality. It might be that the other conditions necessary
for epistemic rationality are violated. That is, it might be, for instance, that S has no
good reasons or evidence for p at all. The claim that, in believing that p, S has violated a

°  This formulation is itself subject to both internalist and externalist versions, depending on

whether ‘evidence’ and ‘reasons for p’ are understood externalistically or internalistically.
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certain sort of epistemic duty the violation of which makes p epistemically irrational
does not entail that S has evidence against p or his reasons for p. Hence, premise (C) is
false, and so is premise (3).

To conclude, Bergmann’s argument fails to show that an analysis of epistemic
justification that is carried out in deontological terms does not motivate internalism,
because it fails to show that the notion of deontological justification is a sub-condition
of the non-defeater condition. It fails to show that the satisfaction of the non-defeater
condition (DC) guarantees the satisfaction of the notion of deontological justification,
because the former does not require that DC is satisfied by S’s belief that p if and only if
S does not consciously take his belief that p to be epistemically irrational.
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Epistemik Sarsinti, Deontoloji ve I¢selcilik

Ozet

Epistemolojiciler, epistemik gerekgelendirmenin bilginin gerek kosulu oldugu
konusunda genel olarak hemfikirdirler. Fakat bilginin bu unsurunun nasil
karakterize edilmesi gerektigi tartigmalidir. Nitekim igselcilik, epistemik
gerekgelendirmeyi  igsel unsurlar araciligiyla islerken, digsalcilik ise
gerekgelendirme tizerindeki bu kati igselci sinirlamayr reddeder ve epistemik
gerekgelendirmenin, 6rnegin giivenilirlik gibi 6zne agisindan digsal olan kosullar
Uzerinden belirlenmesi gerektigini one siirer. Gerekcelendirmenin dogasinin ne
oldugu hakkindaki bu farkli yaklasimlardan hangisinin daha makul ve
savunulabilir oldugunu ortaya koyabilmek igin, bu &gretileri destekledigi
diisiiniilen dayanaklarin irdelenmesi 6nemlidir. Bu makalede, deontolojinin i¢selci
Ogretiyi destekleyip desteklemedigi ile ilgili tartismada Bergmann’in argiimani ele
alinacaktir.

Descartes, Locke ve Chisholm dahil birgok filozof, gerekcelendirmeyi deontolojik
bir cizgide ele alir. Kabaca, deontolojik goriis, 6znenin inanglarmin epistemik
statiisiinii, yani onlarin gerekgelendirilmis olup olmadigini, 6znenin epistemik
gorev ve sorumluluklarini yerine getirip getirmemesine baglar. Eger 6zne, p gibi
bir 6nermeye inanmada, herhangi bir sorumlulugu veya ilkeyi ihlal etmemisse,
Oznenin p’yi kabul etmesine izin verilir ya da p’ye inandig1 i¢in kinanamaz. Buna
gore gerekeelendirilmis inang, sorumlu inangtir. Cogu deontolojist i¢in 6znenin en
temel epistemik ddev ve sorumlulugu, inanglari i¢in delillere sahip olmasi ve
sadece delilleri 1518inda neye inanip neye inanmamast gerektigini gormesidir.
Aralarinda Plantinga (1990), Goldman (1999) ve Steup (1996)’un da bulundugu
baz1 bilgi kuramcilari, igselci anlayisin temelinde bu anlayisin yattigini diistiniir.
Onlara gore deontoloji, dogrudan dogruya, gerekgelendiren unsurlarin 6zneye
igsel olmasi gerektigini savunan i¢selci anlayisa gotiiriir. Clinkli 6zneyi epistemik
yapip-etmelerinden dolayr sorumlu tutabilmek igin, dznenin gerekcelere ya da
nedenlerine igsel bir erisiminin olmasi gerekir. Ozneler, yalnizca, zihne igsel olan
unsurlar ile ilgili olarak sorumlu tutulabilir. Gerekcelendirme Uzerindeki bu
smirlama, sadece inanglar gibi i¢sel veya zihinsel durumlarin gerekge olarak
sayilmasi sonucunu dogur ki, bu da gerekgelendirmeyi salt i¢sel bir husus olarak
goren igselcilige temel teskil eder.

Fakat Bergmann (2000), yaygin olarak kabul edilen bu ¢ikarsamanin aksine,
deontolojinin i¢selciligi aslinda desteklemedigini gostermeye ¢alisir. Bergmann’a
gore, deontoloji i¢selcilige onciiliik etmez, ¢iinkii digsalct bilgi kuramlari, kendi
bilgi ve gerekcelendirme analizlerinde, epistemik sarsinti (defeat) unsuruna da yer
verir ki, deontolojik gerek¢elendirme i¢sel ama igselci olmayan bu sarsilmazlik
kosulunun mantiksal gerektirmelerinden biridir. Fakat bu, deontolojik yaklasimin
digsalcilik Ogretisiyle de uyumlu oldugu anlamma gelir ve bu nedenle,
deontolojinin igselcilik i¢in iyi bir dayanak sagladig1 sdylenemez.

Bergmann, gerekgelendirme (justification) teriminden ziyade teminat (warrant)
kavramini kullanir; ona gore teminat kosulu, dogruluk ile birlikte bilgi i¢in yeterli
olup, epistemik sarsintinin-yoklugu (NDC) ve deontolojik gerekcelendirme (DJC)
ad1 verilen unsurlar1 gerekli kilar. S 6znesinin p gibi bir inancinin NDC unsurunu
saglamasi i¢in S’nin, p’nin sarsilmadigina inanmasi yeterlidir. Buna gére, NDC
kosulu ancak ve ancak S, refleksiyon temelinde ya da bilingli bir sekilde, p’nin
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irrasyonel olmadigini kabul etmezse saglanir. Diger taraftan, Bergmann DJC
unsurunu soyle belirler. DJC kogulu ancak ve ancak S, refleksiyon temelinde ya da
bilingli bir sekilde, ihlal edilmesi p’yi irrasyonel kilacak bir epistemik 6devi ihlal
etmedigini diisiiniirse saglanir.

Bergmann, bu belirlenimler ¢ergevesinde, su argiimani ileri siirer. (1) NDC igsel
bir kosul olup, bu kosula digsalcilar da kendi gerekgelendirme analizlerinde yer
verir. (2) Teminat, yine i¢sel bir kosul olan DJC unsurunu gerektirir. Ayrica (3)
DJC, NDC’nin mantiksal bir dogurgusudur. Fakat (4) eger ozellikle (1) ve (3)
numarali Onciiller dogruysa, o zaman deontolojik gerekc¢elendirme icselciligi
savunmak ic¢in iyi bir dayanak saglamaz. O halde, (5) deontoloji igselciligi
desteklemez.

Bu makalenin temel amaci, Bergmann’mn bu argiimaninin eldeki sonucu
temellendiremedigini gostermektir. Bergmann’in argiimani gegerli (valid) ama
giivenilir (sound) degildir; ¢linkii (1) numarali 6nciil problemli, (3) numarali 6nciil
ise yanlistir. Digsalcilar, Bergmann’in yorumladigmin aksine, kendi
¢oziimlemelerinde NDC gibi bir igsel kosula yer vermedikleri gibi, deontolojik
gerekeelendirmenin (DJC) epistemik sarsinti (NDC) unsurunun mantiksal bir
sonucu oldugu onciilic de dogru degildir. Simdi birinci Onciiliin neden makul
olmadigini gostermeye caligalim.

Birinci onciile gore, Goldman ve Nozick gibi digsalcilarin gerekgelendirme icin
gerekli gordiigii epistemik sarsinti unsuru da igsel bir kosul olup, NDC ve
digsalcilarin belirledigi sarsiimazlik kosulu birbirine esdegerdir. Fakat bu yorum
problemlidir. Ciinkii Goldman ve Nozick’in epistemik sarsintidan ne anladig: ile
NDC’de ifade edilen sarsint1 belirlenimi birbirinden farklidir. Goldmann (1986),
Epistemology and Cognition bashikli kitabinda, gerekcelendirmeyi soyle
karakterize eder: “S’nin t zamanindaki p inanci ancak ve ancak (a) S’nin t
zamaninda p’ye inanmasina hakl bir gerekgelendirme-kurallar sistemi tarafindan
izin verilirse ve (b) bu izin S’nin bilissel durumu tarafindan sarsintiya ugramazsa
gerekcelendirilmigtir.” Tartigmamiz agisindan burada 6nemli olan (b) fikrasidir.
Simdi, (b)’deki sarsint1 belirlenimi, NDC’nin ifade ettigi belirlenimden farklidir.
Cunkii  (b)’ye gore, S’nin p hakkindaki inancinin sarsilmig oldugunu
sOyleyebilmemiz igin, S’nin ya p igin sahip oldugu nedenlerine kars: bir inancinin
olmast ya da p’ye veya p’nin nedenlerine iliskin bir karst delilinin bulunmasi
gerekir. Boylece, Goldman igin, sarsintt kosulunun (DC) saglanmasi demek,
S’nin, p inancini olugturan biligsel mekanizmanin glvenilir olmadigina
inanmamas1 demektir. Benzer sekilde, Nozick i¢in bilginin varligi su kosulun
saglanmasini da gerektirir: 6zne S, inan¢ p’nin dogruyu izlemedigine inanmaz.
Boylece, Nozick sarsinti kosulunu (DC) soyle belirler: S, inan¢ p’nin dogruyu
izleme kosulunu saglamadigina inanmamalidir.

Boylece, Goldman ve Nozick’in belirledigi sarsint1 kosuluna (DC) gore 6znenin,
ne p’nin nedenlerine kars1 bir inancimin ne de p’ye veya p’nin nedenlerine karsi
bir delilinin olmas1 gerekir. Fakat Bergmann’in belirledigi sarsinti kosuluna
(NDC) gore ise ozne, refleksiyon temelinde ya da bilingli bir sekilde, p’nin
irrasyonel olmadigina inanmamasi gerekir. Oyleyse NDC, DC’den farklidir,
cunki NDC’ye gore sadece p’nin nedenlerine karsi bir inang veya delilin varfig
degil, p’nin dogru oldugunu diisiindiirecek iyi nedenlerin yoklugu da sarsinti
yaratir; ¢linkil inancin irrasyonel sayilmasi ig¢in bu da yeterlidir. Fakat bdyle bir
durumda DC ihlal edilmis olmayabilir, ¢linkii bagka kosullar ihlal edilerek de
inang irrasyonel bir statiiye diisebilir. Dolayisiyla Bergmann’in (5)’de ifade edilen
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sonucu savunabilmesi ig¢in, birinci Onciilin NDC bakimindan degil, DC
bakimindan ifade edilmesi gerekir. Ancak problem su ki digsalcilar, Bergmann’in
diisindiigiiniin aksine, NDC’yi degil, DC’yi 6ne ¢ikarir. O halde, birinci 6nciil
problemlidir; ¢iinkii digsalcilar bilgi analizlerinde NDC’ye degil, DC’ye yer verir.

Makalenin son boliimiinde ise {igiincili Onciiliiniin yanlis oldugu ile siiriilecektir.
Ucgiincii nciil, deontolojik gerekgelendirmenin (DJC), NDC’nin mantiksal bir
gerektirmesi oldugunu ifade eder. Bergmann’in {igiincii onciil igin gelistirdigi
argiiman soyle ifade edilebilir:

(A) Diyelim ki, S’nin p’ye olan inanct DJC’yi saglamamis olsun.

(B) Bu, S, refleksiyon temelinde ya da bilingli bir sekilde, ihlal edilmesi p’yi
irrasyonel kilacak bir epistemik &devi ihlal ettigini diistiniiyor oldugu anlamina
gelir.

(C) Fakat bu durumda S, p hakkindaki inancinin sarsintiya ugradigina inanir; yani
o refleksiyon temelinde ya da bilingli bir sekilde p’nin epistemik olarak rasyonel
veya makul olmadigini diigiiniir.

(S) O halde, DJC saglanmadigi i¢in, NDC de saglanmamustir.

Ugiincti onciiliin yanhs oldugunu diisiiniiyorum, ¢iinkii (C)’de ifade edilen énciil,
(A) ve (B) onciillerinden ¢ikmaz; ama bu durumda, (S)’de belirtilen sonug da
¢itkmaz. Baska bir deyisle, DJC’nin saglanmadigi bir durumda, NDC’nin de
saglanmamis olacagl sonucu dogru degildir. Eger Bergmann’in epistemik sarsint1
tanimi dogru olmus olsaydi, o zaman (C), (A) ve (B)’nin mantiksal bir sonucu
olmug olurdu. Dolayisiyla, {iglincii Onciiliin makul ya da dogru oldugunu
sOyleyebilmemiz igin, NDC’de belirtilen epistemik sarsinti taniminin kabul
edilebilir olmasi gerekir.

Ancak NDC’de ifade edilen sarsinti (defeat) tanimi dogru degildir. Ciinkii bu
tamim, S’nin p hakkindaki inancinin rasyonel olmadigi inanci ile sarsilmazlik
kosulunu birbirine esdeger tutar. Ama bu ikisi birbirine esdeger degildir, ¢iinkii
sarsilmazlik kosulunun ihlal edilmis olmasi irrasyonellik igin yeterli ama gerekli
degildir. Ozne iyi nedenlere sahip olmadigi zaman da inanglar1 epistemik
bakimdan irrasyonel olabilir; ama iyi nedenlere sahip olmamanin epistemik
sarsint1 ile bir ilgisi yoktur. Sarsilmazlik kosulunun saglanmasi demek, 6znenin,
ne p’ye iligkin nedenlerine karsi bir inancinin ne de p’ye veya p’ye iliskin
nedenlerine karsi bir delilinin olmas1 gerekir. Sarsilmazlik kosulu bdyle
belirlenirse, (A) ve (B) gibi dnciillerden (C)’nin tiiretilemeyecegi agik bir sekilde
goriiliir. Boylece, (C) yanlis oldugu igin, liglincii dnciil de— yani sarsilmazlik
kosulu deontolojik gerekg¢elendirmeyi mantiksal olarak garanti eder iddiasi—
yanligtir.

Sonug olarak, Bergmann’in deontolojinin igselcilige onciiliik etmedigi yoniindeki
¢ikarsamasi temelsizdir. Ciinkii sz konusu bu ¢ikarsama, hatali bir sekilde,
mevcudiyeti irrasyonalite i¢in yeterli ama gerekli olmayan epistemik sarsinti
kavramini irrasyonalite kavramina esit tutar.
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