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ABSTRACT

According to Wright, Moore’s contentious “proof thie existence of a material world” in not
cogent because no warrant can transmit from ithjgeeto its conclusion. Since Bayesian
confirmation theory probably affords the best actaf inductive reasoning we have today, if
Wright's analysis of Moore’s “proof’ could be trdated in Bayesian language, it would probably
be preferable to rival analyses that cannot bemaftated in the same way. Okasha has recently
proposed a Bayesian model that apparently vindidateght’'s analysis on the whole. In this
paper | first argue that Okasha’s Bayesian vindicais in different respects flawed and thus
unacceptable. | then propose a more suitable Bayésimework, resting on the so-called
Lockean Thesis, which does vindicate Wright's asiglyMy investigation sheds new lights on the
logical features proper to the warrant that Wridgsems not to transmit across entailment, on the
constituents of the logical “mechanism” that acoamgdo Wright engenders failure of
transmission, and on the fine structure of theret architecture of perceptual warrant outlined by
Wright.

1. Introduction

According to Crispin Wright (2002) and (2004), Me@r notorious “proof of the existence of a
material world” is not cogent because the warranttie premise of Moore’s argument cannot
transmit to its conclusiohWright's analysis of Moore’s “proof” is controvéasbut not more than
other interesting views in philosophy. Since Bagesionfirmation theory presumably affords the
best account of inductive reasoning we have todi&yright’s analysis could be reformulated in
Bayesian language, it would be justified or vintikchin the sense of being shown to be coherent
with principles of inductive logic that are widedgcepted. Samir Okasha (2004) has put forward a

Bayesian model for Wright's explanation of failwktransmission thageemdo vindicate that

! Indeed, this thesis was first put forward in Wii¢h985).
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informal account. In this paper | scrutinize bothigkit's original explanation and Okasha’s model.
| show that the latter diverges from former in antoer of crucial respects; the result is that it is
cannot be accepted. | propose an alternative Batyesconstruction that fits better Wright's
explanation and appears to vindicate it. Much efdisagreement between my Bayesian
reconstruction and Okasha’s turns on the factrthateconstruction makes use of both the notion
of incrementalconfirmation and that adbsoluteconfirmation, while Okasha’s relies on only the
first notion. My Bayesian construal appeals togbecalled_ockean Thesig&ccording to which
plain belief corresponds to a high degree of confidehaefalls short of the maximum) to
reproduce formally both the centsainchronideatures and the centmilachronicfeatures of
Wright's informal explanation. My investigation steesome new lights on the logical features
proper to the type of warrant that Wright deemstadtansmit, on the rational constituents of the
“mechanism” that according to Wright engenderaifailof transmission, and on the fine structure
of the rational architecture of perceptual war@utined by Wright.

In more details, 8§ 2 scrutinizes Wright's gene@hception of failure of transmission of warrant.
8 3 analyses Wright's explanation of failure ofhsenission in Moore’s “proof”. § 4 suggests
reasons to formulate Wright's explanation in Bagedanguage. 8 5 introduces the Bayesian model
advocated by Okasha. § 6 argues that Okasha’s nsodehcceptable. 8 7 argues in favour of an

alternative Bayesian framework. 8§ 8 draws the amichs of the paper.

2. Wright on failure of transmission of warrant

According to Wright,

A particular warrantv transmitsacross a valid argument just in case the argummaaigent

whenw is given as the warrant for the premiées. (2002: 331).

2 Wright endorses a disjunctive notion of warramtt ttomprehends both a notionenidentialjustification and
Wright's complex concept antitlementwhere to say that a think8iis entitledto accepP means, roughly, that it is
epistemically appropriate f@to accepP without any evidential (eves priori) justification. (Cf. 2004: 174-212). In
this paper | will only consider Wright's notion efidential warrant.



Where a cogent argument is:

An argument, roughly, whereby someone could/shbalthoved to rational conviction of the
truth of its conclusion — a case where it is pdediblearn of the truth of the conclusion by
getting warrant for the premises and then reasaiigoy the steps involved in the argument

in question. (2003.. &2f. also 2002: 331).

Wright gives a second characterization of transimissf warrant:

A warrant is transmissible [across a valid argurhehien we may envisage a logically non-
omniscient but otherwise perfectly rational subahing to believe [its conclusion] for the
first time in a way which depends on their recogrgboththe validity of the [argument] in

guestionandthat they possess a warrant for its premises. (2002: 332).

These two characterizations of transmission of avdrare roughly equivalent. For (first
characterization) someone could/should be movedtional conviction of the truth of the
conclusion of an argument by getting a warranitfopremises and deducing its conclusion, but not
by carrying out only one of these two adt®nd only if (second characterization) a non-logically
omniscient but perfectly rational thinker would c®to believe the conclusion of that argument in a
way that depends on her recognizing that she lasvidrrant for the premises and that the
conclusion is deducible from the premises, butimat way that depends on her recognizing only
one of these two facts. This broad equivalenceshwice because, first of all, ‘[being] moved to
rational conviction of the truth of a propositiaanid ‘coming to believe a proposition’ are loose
synonyms’ Furthermore, it is intuitively true that the prajt@ons that a concrete thinkeouldand

shouldarrive at rationally believing on the grounds pésific information and warrant coincide

% In the above passage Wright writes ‘coming toehli[a propositionfor the first timé Yet since Wright writes
‘comingto believe’, it seems to me that the expressionttie first time’ is pleonastic.
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with the propositions that a rational thinker (inig#it's senseé)wouldarrive at believing on the
grounds of the same information and warrant.

Coming to believe the conclusion of an argumeattransmission of warrant entaglsquiringa
warrant to rationally believe the conclusion of #rgument for the first time. This entailment
entitles Wright to characterize the notion of trarssion of warrant in accordance with the

following supplementary principle:

[A warrant transmits across a valid argument jnstase] to acquire [that] warrant for the
premises of [the] argument and to recognize itglitglis therebyto acquire — perhaps for the

first time — a warrant to accept the conclusion. (Ibid.).

On the grounds of these three characterizatiotiseofiotion of transmission of warrant we can
conclude that, for Wright, a warrantfor the premises of a valid argument is transrbledb its
conclusion if and only if we can envisage a raticudjectSsuch that (ap acquires a warrant that
movesher to believe the conclusion of the argument @salt ofSs having acquired the warrawmwt
for its premiseSandSs having deduced the conclusion from the premiaed,such that (8 could
not have acquired the warrant for the conclusioa eesult of carrying out onlyne of these two
acts®

The transmissibility of warrant is important farracognitive processes because it makes the
advancement of knowledge (or of warranted beligf)dasoning possible. (Cf. ibid.). One of

Wright's examples of transmission of warrant isthi

E. Three hours ago, Jones has inadvertently cortsartagge risotto oBoletus Satana

* Hereafter, | will always use the expressions ¢madil thinker’, ‘rational subject’ and similar tofee to a non-logically
omniscient but perfectly rational agent.

> Notice that if the warrant for the premises ofaagument is not evidential, there are presumaksesin which a
rational thinker could onlgcknowledgehat she has already that warrant, butawofuireit — e.g. the cases in which a
rational subject igntitledin Wright's specific sense (see above note 2beleve those premises. As in my analysis |
focus on evidential warrant only, in the remaindethe paper | will generically speak of acquirimgvarrant for the
premises of an argument and never of acknowledging

® There is a possible interpretation of (a) accardmwhich satisfying (a) entails satisfying (biit b interpret (a) in a
way that does not entails it.



P. Jones has absorbed a lethal quantity of tha that toadstool contains.
Therefore:

Q. Jones will shortly die. (Ibid.).

E does afford a warrant to believe P (on suitablekround information). Furthermore, P does
entail Q. It is intuitively plausible that the want afforded by E for P does transmit to Q in
Wright's sense. For we can envisage a rationak#ri acquiring a warrant that is moviigjo

believe Q as a result of her having acquired theam& afforded by E for P and her having deduced
Q from P, but not as a result 86 having carried out just one of these two actghis example,

both conditions (a) and (b) for transmission of naat are satisfied.

A known valid argument with warranted premises rnayeverfail to be transmissive in this
sense. Wright emphasizes that this happens wheftbgeoute to warrant for its premises goes —
of necessity, or under the particular constraihis given epistemic contextwa a prior warrant for
its conclusion’ (2003: 57. Cf. also 2002: 131). Aments of this type are customarily saidbém
the questioror to beviciously circular A very simple case of transmission failure depegpdn
vicious circularity is one in which ‘the conclusioha valid argument features explicitly among its
premises’ (2002: 332). In this case, the condiflmrfor transmission of warrant will prove
unsatisfied (while (a) will be fulfilled). This 0 because any one who acquired a warrant for the
conclusion of the argument by acquiring a warranits premises and recognizing its validity
could have acquired the warrant for the conclubipjust acquiring the warrant for the premises
and quite independently of recognizing the validityhe argument.

A less trivial case of transmission failure depagdn epistemic circularity is that in which one
could acquire a warrant for the premises of a valgument only if one hgarior andindependent
warrant — in shortantecedentvarrant — to believe the conclusion of the argum@it 2003: 57-60
and 2002: 332-335). This is an example by Wrighpp®se that you know that Jessica and Jocelyn

are two identical twins and that they are so sinitat no one can distinguish them in ordinary

" Precisely, to believeachpremise.



circumstances. This piece of knowledge is partoafrycollateral information K (which also
includes our standard and ordinary assumptiongp&se also thds is a girl you have meet

somewhere. Consider the following reasoning:

E. G looks just like Jessica.
P.G is Jessica.
Therefore:

Q. Gis not Jocelyn. (@D03: 59).

Here P does entail Q. It seems correct to saydhadn your collateral information K, evidence E
could make you believe P only if you hadtecedenwvarrant to accept ®Wright concludes that in
these circumstances the warrant bestowed on Pdayikot transmit to Q. For a ‘you will need [Q]
alreadyin place as collateral informatidreforeyou can reasonably takeas a warrant for P’ (ibid.
All emphases are mine). What Wright intends toisgyresumably this: in the case described, the
warrant afforded by E for P, which is conditionall§, cannot transmit to Q because we cannot
envisage any rational subjegtprovided with collateral information K, who isttjeg awarrant

that ismovingSto believe Q as a result of the two-step processmwving acquired the warrant for P
from E and having deduced Q from P. Fo6 dccepts K as collateral information, the very
implementation of this two-step process presupptisds accepts also Q as collateral information.
SinceS mustalreadybelieve Qbeforestarting this process and quitelependentlyf it, Scannot
certainly bemovedto believe Q as a result of this process.

Note that it is condition (a) that is not satidfia the above case (while (b) is certainly fugfd).
There is thus a neat difference between the raspagays in which a trivially circular argument
and an argument instantiating the more sophisticapéstemic circularity fail to be transmissive.
While the trivially circular argument fails becausdoes not fulfil condition (b), the argument of

the more sophisticated type fails because it doefutfil condition (a).

8 Given the circumscribed purpose of this papeiillitreat the notion obelievingrationally a proposition and the
notion ofacceptingrationally a proposition as if they were equivalen
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Wright suggests that sophisticated cases of @aibfitransmission will not be infrequent if the
thesis — traceable to Quine’s epistemological holisthat warrant is normalipformation-
dependenis actually true. (Cf. 2002: 335). This thesidesahat whether some body of evidence
supports or does not support a given propositiomatly depends on both the body of evidence in

itself and the available collateral informationr kustance:

If you hear rustling and you see a flash of grethatrees above you: is that evidence of a
squirrel? Yes, if you are knowingly in woodlandge Eastern United States; no, if you are
knowingly in a Scottish pine forest (where the s@l$ are still red and it is much more likely

to be a wood-pigeon). (Ibid.).

Wright has put forward a template that accountdHercases of transmission failure resting on

information-dependent warrant. This is the template

Consider a case where one’s collateral informatipdoes indeed sustaktis warrantingP

but whereE could not rationally be regarded as warrantnfjcertain elements dfwere
missing and uncompensated for. Such a relationslajvays liable to generate examples of
transmission-failure: it will do so just when tharpcularE, P andl have the feature that
needed elements of the relevaatre themselves entailed By(together perhaps with other
warranted premises). In that case, any warrantlgaplpy E for P will not be transmissible to
those elements ¢f Warrant is transmissible in such a case onlyrétenal thinker could cite
as her ground for accepting [those elements$ tif¢ fact that she has warrant Ryrsupplied
by E, together with the entailment. No rational thinkeuld do that if the warrant fér
supplied byE originally depends on prior and independent warfainit.

(2003: 57. Cf. also 2002: 336).

| interpret the above passage as follows: congidets collateral informatiohand suppose tha

can afford a warrant fd? only conditional on bein@ included inl. In this case, one could be



justified in believingP upon learningdz only if one had antecedently accepdi.e. only if one
possessed a warrant antecedent to her warraRttfat entitled one to acce@tas collateral
information). Suppose also that one knows EhantailsQ. The warrant supplied dy for P cannot
transmit toQ in this case. For this known valid argument withrnaated premise provesciously
circular in the more interesting of the two senBastrated before, which depends on condition (a)
remaining unfulfilled. (I will refine this explanan in § 6).

Wright hastens to emphasize that this type ofifaibftransmissiorof warrant does not entail
failure of closureof warrant. The principle aflosureof warrant across known entailment — which
Wright finds very plausible — says that ‘whenevesre is warrant for the premises of a known valid
argument, there is warrant for the conclusion {€002: 331-332). If warrant fails to transmit in
accordance with Wright's template, this princi@enpt infringed. For the warrant fBrunable to
transmit toP’s logical consequend® is conditional on the existence of antecedentavdriorQ.
Consequently, the claim that whenever there isamaror the premisf of a known valid

argument there is also warrant for its conclugpois not jeopardized. (Cf. 2002: 332).

3. Wright on Moore’s “proof”
We are now in the position to understand Wrighxglanation of the failure of transmission in

Moore’s “proof”. The deductive argument embeddethis “proof” can be rendered as follows:

P. Here is a real hand.
Therefore:

Q. There is a material world.

P entails Q because a real hand is something ralai@nd Q merely says that there is something
material. P was asserted by Moore in a context &herhad (possibly non-veridical) perceptual

evidence to suppose that he was holding his hand fupnt of his face. (Cf. 2002: 330-331).



This “proof”, which is generally interpreted asesponse to the sceptic about the external
world,? strikes almost everyone as obviously ineffectittee feeling is, typically, that some kind of
vicious circularity is involved by it. Wright hasangenious explanation of how this circularity is
instantiated. He first reconstructs the “proof’ragking Moore’s perceptual evidence explicit as

follows:

E. My experience is that of a hand held up in friny face.
P. Here is a real hand.
Therefore:

Q. There is a material world. (@D02: 336-337).

Note that P is taken here to be warranted bgleefor apropositionabout sensory evidence;
namely, E. This reconstruction could be questiofked.it could be objected that P should be taken
to be warranted directly by MooregxperienceWright is aware of this criticism and argues that
Moore’s “proof” would still instantiate a kind oilure of transmission based on circular reasoning
even on the alternative construal. (Cf. 2002: 340-8nd 2003: sect. Ill). For limit of space and
time, | cannot but ignore this complication h&t&Vhenever | speak of evidence or experience, |
will always refer to a belief or a propositioh.

According to Wright, we should take for serious thesis that perceptual warrant is typically
information-dependent. Consequently, the questiamhether, in Moore’s “proof”, E actually
affords a warrant for P is to be assessed consgléne available collateral information. Wright
believes that E can supply a warrant for P onbplfateral information includes Q. The result is

that the warrant for P cannot transmit to Q on édicircularity. This is what Wright says:

° In reality, Moore’s “proof’ was meant to constia reply to thédealist (Cf. Moore 1942).

19| postpone the Bayesian analysis of this respbgd#/right for a future article.

M et me stress, however, that the thesis that sgesperience can directly warrant beliefs or psipions is
notoriously controversial. For a defence of thepgitional conception of evidence see Williamsdd0@.
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[Moore’s “proof”] exemplifies exactly the templafier transmission failure latterly defined:

... the status of Moore’s experience as a warranti@iproposition that he is perceiving a
hand is not unconditional but depends on certaiillary [assumptions] and ... paramount
among [them]... is the hypothesis that there is iddeenaterial world whose characteristics
are mostly, at least in the large, disclosed inin@usense experience. So the “proof” begs the

question-? (2002: 337).

Why should the evidential force of Moore’s expecemepend on the assumption that there is a

material world? This is so because:

Sensory evidence fany particular proposition about the [immediate] mateworld depends
for its force on independent warrant for the beleft the material world so much as exists —
it would not be warranted to treat our experiereeddence for claims about our immediate
physical environment if we were antecedently ago@diout the existence of a material

world. (2002: 338. My emphasis. Cf. also 2Q04D-171).

Let us callP-propositionany contingent proposition purportedly about otgex events in our
immediate physical environment (e.g. ‘There isacklcat on the mat’). And let us c&H
propositionany contingent proposition that asserts that soméas the possibly non-veridical
sensory experience thaf whereP stands for &-proposition. Let us stipulate thig p stands for an
E-proposition asserting that someotigas the possibly non-veridical sensory experi¢hatP.
Suppose finally that Q is ‘There is a material wWorWright appears to believe that a tenet of the

rational architecture of perceptual warrant stadeghly this:

12\Wright is no sceptic though. He rejects Moore’sotif” as circular but he maintains that we are waared — so to say
— by defaultin believing that there is a perceivable matesiatld. For we would possess a kind of non-evidématiel
defeasible warrant for this belief that Wright sahtitlement (Cf. 2004: 174-212).
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(pw) For anyE, p, Ex p affords a warrant to belieif both Q and suitabl¥ are
antecedently warranted, bt does not afford a warrant to beligvef only K, and not

Q, is antecedently warranted.

K is a conjunction of ancillary beliefs that, togatlwith Q, have the function of rationally
guaranteeing the reliability afs perceptions. Many of the beliefs embeddeH wwill presumably
vary depending on the specific epistemic situatmowhich x is and on the particul&. Yet one of
the beliefs that, for Wright, muatwaysbe entailed b¥ in order forE, p to afford a warrant to

believeP says more or less this:

(R) If there is a material world, the featurestahat belong to our immediate physical

environment are at large correctly representabfiimsense experience.

Although Wright runs together Q and R in a passageed above and in othérs), prefer to keep
Q and R apart because this will simplify the résng discussiort?

In conclusionWright's explanation of transmission failure in Mets “proof” apparently
consists of two components: omethodologicabnd onesubstantiveThe first component is given
by the template for transmission failure, and theosd is the epistemological thesis JpWhhe two
components play distinct but complementary roleh@explanation. The template describes a
general situation in which the warrant for the pissof a known deductively valid argument fails

to transmit to the conclusion because it satisfeztain conditions; (pw) certifies that the percegbt

13| take the conjunction of Q and R to be equivalertontent to ‘there is indeed a material worldosé characteristics
are mostly, at least in the large, disclosed inineusense experience’ (Wright 2002: 337). Moreendly, Wright has
run again Q and R together. He has written: ‘theravd provided by for P is ... information-dependenfAnd
paramount among the pieces of information that havee in place in order for the move frého P to be warranted is
Q: that there is a material world in the first @gevhose characteristics, at least at the levdkstription typified byp,
are representable, and normally successfully repted, in sense experience).’ (2004: 170-171).

14 Wright (2004) calls the propositions or beliefeliQ and Reornerstonesor a given region of though# cornerstone
for a region of thought is a belief such that ‘Dwld follow from a lack of warrant for it that oeuld not rationally
claim warrant for any belief in the region’ (20(88-169). The relevant region of thought in oureciasthat of the
physical objects normally observable by Bsother cornerstone belief is for example the ta ‘other people have
minds whose states are broadly in keeping withwtég they behave’ (2004: 173). For Wright, it woéddlow from a
lack of warrant for this proposition that one countut rationally claim warrant to believe any pautar belief about
other people’s mental states.
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warrant for the premise of Moore’s argument dodéisfyahose conditions. There is a relation of
inclusion(or perhapgncapsulationbetween these two components of Wright's accofint

transmission failure. Wright's template statesshiort, that for any propositida, P, Q andK:

If (i) E supplies a warrant to beliefRAwhen bothQ andK are antecedently warranted, but (ii)
E does not supply a warrant to belidg¥gvhen onlyK, and notQ, is antecedently warranted,

and (iii) P knowingly entailQ, then (iv) the warrant th& supplies folP fails to transmit to

Q.

(pw) is equivalent to the potentially infinite cangtion of all instances of

(i) and (ii),
in each of whiche andP are replaced with, respectively, Bfproposition and its correlatd
proposition,Q is replaced with Q, and is replaced with the appropriate collateral prajpms

additional to Q.

4. Motivating the Bayesian analysis of Wright's acount
The problem of whether Wright's explanation of tiaé of transmission in Moore’s “proof” is
acceptable is open and hotly debated. My majorriuriion to this debate will be producing a
workable and coherent Bayesian version of Wriginfsrmal explanation. This finding is valuable
because, first of all, Bayesianism arguably prowitiee most precise and sophisticated account of
evidential support and inductive reasoning we haday. If the logical kernel of Wright's
explanation could not be formulated in Bayesiamlege, one may legitimately doubt of its
correctness.

There is another reason to analyse Wright's expilamén Bayesian terms. An analysis of this
type should produce a probabilistic model of baimponents of that explanation — i.e. the template
for transmission failure and the epistemologicahgple (pw), which is encapsulated in the former.

Showing that (pw) is expressible in a formalizeaglaage would not guarantee that (pw) is true, for
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(pw) might not reflect thectual structure of perceptual warrant despite the foratibn. This

result would however be important in the dialect€she current debate about the architecture of
perceptual warrant centred on the competing vigmd/light and by James Pryor (see for instance
Pryor 2000 and 2004). (pw) — or a proposition \&@oge to it — constitutes a key principle of
Wright's conception of perceptual warrant. Pryqeésition —calleddogmatism- isincompatible

with (pw).® According to dogmatisnipr at least some propositi¢habout one’s immediate
physical environment, one’s apparent perceptionRtanby itselfjustify one’s belief thaP,*i.e.
regardless of whether one is antecedently justifieatcepting any supplementary hypothéSi.
propositionP provided with these characteristics is, for Pryloe, Moorean one that asserts: ‘| have
a real hand’. (Cf. 2004: 356). Since Pryor rejéptg), he also rejects Wright's explanation of the
failure of transmission in Moore’s “proof”, and thiery claim that Moore’s argument is not cogent.
(Cf. 2004: 88§ 3 and 4} Roger White (2006) has mounted some interestifigctibns against
dogmatism. He has argued that dogmatism cannairbeafized in Bayesian terms because some of
its key claims prove false (i.e. probabilisticaligoherent) as a natural Bayesian formalization of
dogmatism is implemented. (See mostly White 2008).*8 While this upshot casts reasonable
doubts on the tenability of dogmatism, Wright'saliconception would acquire an advantage over

it if (pw) were shown to possess an acceptable 8ageranslation.

13 variants of dogmatism have recently been put fotviey — among others — Burge (2003), Davies (2@®4) Pollock
and Cruz (1999).

'8 The notion of justification used by Pryor in tieisntext roughly corresponds to Wright’s notion vidential warrant.
" More precisely, dogmatism says that for some psition P, if one has the apparent perception thand no reason
to believe that any (known) sceptical alternativ® is true, one is defeasibly justified in believithgit P independently
of possessing any antecedent justification for dengny sceptical alternative. A sceptical altengais any hypothesis
entailing that one’s sensory experience is nothveal. For instance, if my apparent perceptiomat t have a hand, a
sceptical alternative could state that | am a hesglbrain in a vat having a computer-generatedriexme of a hand, or
that | am a disembodied soul living in an immatesiarld who has the hallucination of a hand indubgdca malign
demon, or that | am a handless individual who hadvertently taken a hallucinogen that is inducheyexperience of
a hand in me, and so on. (Cf. 2004: § 3). ConsidgE-propositionE, p. To conclude that (pwand dogmatism are
incompatible it is sufficient to realize the follovg: the dogmatist would probably admit thatHj), affords a warrant
for P if Q andK are antecedently warrantédet the dogmatist willeny— at least for somg, p — that (ii) E, » does not
afford a warrant for believinB if Q is not antecedently warranted. For any warfanQ would ipso facto be one for
denying sceptical alternatives.

18 pryor believes however that Moore’s “proofdilecticallyineffectiveagainst the sceptic. (Cf. 2004: §§ 5-7).

¥ White’s central objection is this: suppdsés ‘I have the experience of a han’is ‘This is a real hand’ arfé* is

the catchall sceptical alternative ‘This is a fakad (i.e. a plastic replica, or a hallucinatedcham a holographic hand
generated by a computer or... etc.)’. On very eleargrassumptions, it is easy to show thaPPEj < Pr(notP*). A
natural interpretation of this inequality says thatan render me confident (to any given degree)Rhatrueonly if |
am independently confident (to a higher degred)ttiesceptical hypothed? is false. (Cf. White 2006: 534).
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As a final point, formalizing (pw) will help to atify the content of this important thesis (and
thus of Wright's analysis of transmission failuneMoore’s “proof”). | will show that an easy and
tempting probabilistic construal of (pw), which Gka (2004) appears to be committed to, proves

untenable under scrutiny.

5. Okasha’s Bayesian model

As Okasha (2004: 139-140) has noted, Wright sees\aclose link between the notion of
evidentialwarrant and the notion of evidentialipportwhile discussing the topic of transmission
failure. For Wright switches freely from the langezof evidential warrant to the language of
evidentialsupport. For example, when Wright writes that oze acquire a warrant f& from E, or
thatE affords a warrant fdP, he also writes — very often — tHatoes suppof®. (Cf. Wright 2002:
132-135). This encourages believing that Wrightsaeption of evidential warrant can be
formalized by a Bayesian notion of evidential suppdLoosely speaking, a Bayesian theory is any
theory of inductive reasoning based on the proligimilculus? Most Bayesians interpret the
probabilities appealed to in inductive reasoninghasdegrees of certainty (or credence or
confidence) of a rational subject. This is thenptetation of probability | will presuppose in this
paper and that is apparently accepted by Okasli&)20n this reading, tharior probability of the
propositionX — i.e. PrK) — gives the degree of confidence of a rationbjest in the truth oK. The
conditionalprobability ofX givenY —i.e. PrK|Y)?* — provides the degree of credence of a rational
subject inX conditional on her supposition théts true.Y confirms incrementally X and only if
Pr(X1Y) > PrX). Y disconfirmsincrementally Xf and only if PrK|Y) < Pr(X). Confirmation and

disconfirmation are conditional on a propositioif the probabilities in the inequalities are

2 |ndeed, Wright acknowledges that evidential suppgically comes inlegreesf strength (see for instance Wright
1992: 57). Furthermore, Wright (2002: 333, notexj)licitly endorses a notion difeasibleevidential support,
according to which iE supports? andE* is new evidence, the conjuncti@& E* may not supporP. This closely
reflects the non-monotonic nature of Bayesian @nwntal and absolute) confirmation (see below)mltiog to which
if E confirmsP andE* is new evidencel: & E* may not confirmP.

2L For an updated critical discussion of modern Biaygsm see Weisberg (2008).

2 Where PrX|Y) =4 Pr(X & Y)/Pr(Y). In this paper | always assume that the condilipnobabilities like Pi|Y) are
well defined, in the sense that Py O.
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conditioned orZ. For instanceY confirms incrementall)X conditional on Zf and only if PrK|Y &
Z) > Pr(X| 2).

Okasha seems to believe that we can convert Wsightion ofproviding a warrant for a
propositioninto the Bayesian notion abnfirming incrementally a propositicend that this
translation will sustain an acceptable formalizatxd Wright's explanation of failure of
transmission (Cf. 2004: 139-14%)In particular, he concentrates on the methodofbgiomponent
of Wright's explanation, i.e. the template for tsamssion failure. As we have seen, the latter state

that for any propositiok, P, Q andK:

If (i) E supplies a warrant to beliefRwhen bothQ andK are antecedently warranted, but (ii)
E does not supply a warrant to belie¥g/hen onlyK, and notQ, is antecedently warranted,

and (iii) P knowingly entailQ, then (iv) the warrant th& supplies folP fails to transmit to

Q.

Consider first the conjunction of (i) and (ii). Gitea suggests that one very natural construali®f it
PrPIE & Q & K) > PrfPIQ & K) and PrP|E & K) < Pr(P|K) (cf. 2004: 141 and 145), i.E.
confirmsP conditional on botl® andK, but not on only.?* Consider now (iv). Okasha believes
that the most obvious probabilistic construal a$ th simply PrQ|E & K) < Pr@QI|K). (Cf. 2004:
141 and 145), i.eE does not confirn@ conditional orK. On the grounds of his analysis, Okasha

formalizes Wright’s template for transmission fadas follows:

() PrPIE& Q& K) > PrPIQ& K) (E confirmsP conditional on botl® andK).
(1) Pr(PIE & K) < Pr(PIK) (E does not confirniP conditional orK).

(iii) P knowingly entailsQ.”

% Okasha would seem to believe that an increasehijestive probability wouldn general produce an acquisition of
warrant or justification. (Cf. 2004: 139). There abjections to this thesis, but | will not prelssse problems here. For
a discussion, see for instance Maher (1996), Athim$2001) and Roush (2005).

2 To be more accurate, Okasha initially leala@splicit in his formalism, but he recognizes tleatch inequality is to
be conditioned oK at the end of the paper. (Cf. 2004: 145).

% (iii) is left implicit in Okasha’s template.
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Therefore:
(IV) Pr(QIE & K) < Pr@QIK) (E does not confirn@ conditional ork).

(Cf. 2004: 142 and 145).

Okasha shows that the conjunction of (1), (I) &mdldoes entail (1V). (Cf.: 2004: 142 and 145)eH
believes that ‘the valid kernel of Wright's inforimaasoning [of why warrant fails to transmit from

PtoQ] is ... captured in the proof [that (1), (II) andi)Xientail (IV)]' (2004: 145).

6. Okasha’s model is inadequate

Okasha’s framework is simple and elegant and domeas a valuable first step towards a
formalization of Wright's account of transmissiaildire. | believe however that this formalism
does not really capture what Wright has in minde @halysis of the flaws of Okasha’s model will
shed further light on Wright's explanation of faguof transmission and will uncover certain basic
conditions that an acceptable Bayesian construdli®explanation should meet; this will pave the
way to the framework | will lay down in the nexicsen.

To start with, let me show that the conjunctior{lpiind (II) is unsuitable to formalize the
conjunction of (i) and (ii). I have two argument$e first turns on Wright's epistemological
principle (pw), which is neglected by Okasha (20@%) | have indicated in § 3, (pw) is equivalent
to a potentially infinite conjunction of instanoafs(i) and (ii). Thus, if (i) and (ii) were actugll
translatable into (1) and (II), (pw) should be faimable into a corresponding potentially infinite
conjunction of instances of (I) and (I1). The preil is that the latter conjunction entails weird and
intuitively false consequences that do not seefartoalize any actual feature of (pw).

In more detalil, if (I) and (ll) actually translati¢ and (ii), (pw) should be formalizable as the

potentially infinite conjunction of all instancestbe following schema:

(PW) PrelExp & Q & K) > PrPIQ & K) and PrP|Exp & K) < Pr(PIK).
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(PW) says that an-propositionE, p confirms incrementally its correlatédpropositionP
conditional on both Q (i.e. “There is a materialrld®) and additional collateral beli¢€, but not
conditional on onl\K. Although Okasha (2004) never focuses on (pw)fdn®alization of

Wright's template in terms of (I)-(IV) commits hito accepting (PW) as an adequate construal of

(pw).

It is easy to show that (1), (II) and (iii) joigtentail that PIQ|E & K) < Pr@QIK). Here is a proof:

(1) PrEIP & K) < PrElK). From (I1). As ifE does not confirn® givenK, P does
not confirmk givenkK.

(2) PrElP & Q & K) < PrEIK). From (1) and (iii).

(3) PrEIQ & K) < PrElP & Q & K). From (l). As ifE confirmsP givenQ andK, P
confirmsE givenQ andK.

(4) PrElQ & K) < PrElK). From (2) and (3).

(5) PrQIE & K) < Pr@QIK). From (4). As ifQ disconfirmsE givenK, E
disconfirmsQ givenK.

QED.

Note now that ireachinstance of (PW), the-proposition that replacézentailsQ. (For example,
theP-proposition that there is a black cat on the noascentail Q, which merely asserts that there
is something material). Consequently, the propmsstioccurring in each instance of (PW) —i.e. the
replacements fdg, p, P, K and the proposition Q — do satisfy schematal())aqd (iii) and, given

the above proof, they also satisfy (5). The resutat if one accepts (PW), one should accept that
for anyE, p, it is the case that Pr(€p& K) < Pr(QK), where the latter states tHatp disconfirms

Q givenK.* It is easy to show that this disconfirmation vaél massiveor mostE, p.2’ All this

%It is curious that Okasha (2004: 142) derives @irectly from (5) (in whichK is left implicit). Okasha seems not to
realize that (5) is problematic.

%" Let us replace @or Q andE,p for E in (1), (1) and (iii) and in the proof of (5).Xis now PrP|Q & K) < Pr|Exp &
Q & K). Note that PR|Q & K) is in general very small. For the mere assumpti@rthat there is something material
andK that perceptions are reliable will not make ithpable that it is just the case tiatYet, we can plausibly assume
that Pre|E,p & Q & K) is close to 1. Therefore, PiQ & K) << PrP|Exp & Q & K). Given that PR|E,p & Q &
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entails claiming that if a thinkeraccepted the collateral hypothesisunctional to guarantee the
reliability of X's perceptions, ik had the apparent perception of something matetsatational
confidence in the hypothesis Q that there is somgtmaterial (i.e. a material world) should
dramaticallydecreaseThis claim is odd and intuitively fal$& Consider for instance that, for
Wright, K has always to entail R. The latter says thitere is a material worlgthe features of it
that belong to our immediate physical environmeptat large correctly representable in our sense
experienceMost of us will find it natural that iX accepted R as trugs rational confidence in the
existence of a material world should in gen@rateasewhenx had the apparent perception of a
something material.

It is dubious that (PW) constitutes an accuratmédization of (pw). The reason is this: if one
accepts (PW), one is committed to maintaining thaeveryEy p, Pr(Q Exp& K) < Pr(QK). It is
not evident however that if one accepts (pw), snemmitted to any non-formalized proposition
corresponding to this odd and intuitively falsem&® Consequently, any alternative Bayesian
translation of (pw) that involved no commitmenthe thesis that for evel p, Pr(QExp& K) <
Pr(QIK) should presumably be preferred, ceteris paritaué?W). Since there is a formalization of
(pw) preferable to (PW) in this sense — | will deitain the next section — it appears to me that
(PW) cannot be used to formalize (pw). This entiéd the instances of the conjunction of (I) and
(1) constitutive of (PW) cannot be used to formalthe instances of the conjunction of (i) and (ii)
constitutive of (pw). This means — more generaltiie-conjunction of (I) and (ll) cannot be used to

formalize the conjunction of (i) and (ii).

K)/Pr(PIQ & K) = PrExpl P & Q & K)/Pr(Expl Q& K), it follows that Pri,pl Q & K) << PrEplP & Q & K). The latter
in conjunction with (2) (after the replacementsiaiia that PrE, 5l Q & K) << PrEp|K). Since PIE, 5l Q &

K)/PrEyxplK) = Pr(Q Exp & K)/Pr(QIK), it follows that Pr(QE,p & K) << Pr(QK). SoE, r massivelydisconfirms Q
givenk.

8 Even a sceptic about the existence of a mategatwvould probably be reluctant to assert it. Sheptic would
more probably contend thgs apparent perceptions do increase her confidenttee existence of a material world, but
justas much ashey increase’s confidence irincompatiblesceptical hypotheses (e.g. in the hypothesisxtisat
disembodied soul in an immaterial world deceivedralign demons). A sceptic might perhaps contemdlternative,
thatx's apparent perceptiomeither diminish nor increadeer confidence in the hypothesis that there isteral
world.

2 For instance, it is far from evident that one’sl@rsement of (pw) would commit one to the odd thésat one’s
apparent perception of something material showlc€fully) boost one’s justification to believe timo material world
exists if one were sure that R and other collateypbtheses that are meant to back the relialwfigne’s perceptions
are true.
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My second argument to conclude that the conjunatio(l) and (11) is unsuitable to formalize
the conjunction of (i) and (ii) turns directly ork@sha’s model. The latter is meant to provide a
formal rationale for Wright's explanation of faikiof transmission. In particular, Okasha’s proof
that (1), (II) and (iii) jointly entail (IV) is mesat to justify formally Wright's contention that f),

(if) and (iii) are true, then (iv) is true. If | derstand Okasha, this justification would come uigto
a reasoning that can be summarized as follows:cagf), (i) and (iii) are true. Then, (1), (Ilpd
(i) are true via formal translation. Therefor&/)is true via Okasha’s proof. Hence, (iv) is tuia
informal translation (i.e. translation from fornmdd language to ordinary language). In conclusion,
if (i), (ii) and (iii) are true, then (iv) is trugust as Wright maintains. This reasoning reveats t
things. First, the conjunction of (I) and (IlI) cka accepted as a probabilistic version of the
conjunction of (i) and (ii), for the purpose of fiigng formally Wright's account of transmission
failure via Okasha’s proof, only if the truth ofrganction of (1), (II) and (iii) can be inferreddm
the truth of the conjunction of (i), (ii) and (liipecond, (IV) can be accepted as a probabilistic
version of (iv), for the same purpose, only if theh of (iv) can be inferred from the truth of (JIM
will now show that the first condition remains utisied, so that the conjunction of (I) and (l1) is
unacceptable as a formalization of the conjunatibé)) and (ii). (Before concluding this section, |
will show that also the second condition remainsatisfied, so that (IV) is no acceptable
formalization of (iv)).

As we have seen in § 2, according to Wright, taerant afforded bz for P transmits td”’'s
known consequend@ only if a rational thinke6 could acquire a warrant that wouttbve S to
believeQ as a result of bot8s acquiring the warrant fd? from E andSs deducingQ from P.
Although Wright is not explicit about this, it istural to assume that, in case of transmission, the
warrant thaS would acquire foP is one thatvould move S to believe fh other words, the
process of transmission that Wright has in mingresumably one according to which, siigteas
come tdbelieveP on the grounds d&, asSrealizes thaP entailsQ, Scomes tdelievealsoQ. A

reason to think so is that it is strongly plausiiat warrant often transmits in this way. On the
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other hand, it seems very implausible that a warcaunld transmit fronP to Q such thaSwould
arrive at believing at the end of the process, if the warrant iniiakkquired foP by Swere
insufficient to makes believeP.*° Suppose, for instance, tHaprovidesSwith a weak warrant for
P that can only mov&from, say, her initiatlisbelievingP, to withhold her belief inP, or — more
simply — that can only makedisbelieveP less than initially It is quite clear that in both casgs
could not get any warrant capalbdemove her to believ® via the process described by Wright.

Now it should become easier to understand whyrtitk of conjunction of (1), (II) and (iii)
cannot be inferred from the truth of conjunction(ipf (i) and (iii). Let us focus on (i) and (ii).
Proposition (i) states th& supplies a warrant to beliefRwhenever botl) andK are antecedently
warranted. Proposition (ii) states tlatioes not supply a warrant to belidv& only K, and notQ,
is antecedently warranted. As we have seen, theamtawne can acquire f&¥in the process of
transmission analysed by Wright is a warrant thatild move a rational thinker to believe-P
shortly, a warransufficient to make P believabbe credible Hence, the cases of failure of
transmission investigated by Wright must primadbncern situations in which a warranifficient
to make Fbelievablefalls short of transmitting. Consequently, it @spible that Wright understands
(i) and (i) precisely as follows: (i) says specdily thatE affords a warrangufficientto make P
believablewhenever botl@Q andK are antecedently warranted; (ii) says specificdlatE does not
afford any warransufficientto make P believabli only K is antecedently warranteNote that this
reading of (ii) doesot exclude that for certain propositioBsP, K andQ — which do satisfy (i), (ii)
and (iii) — a rational thinke® could get some warrant fromthat wouldincreaseher confidence in
P if Saccepted onl¥, but notQ, as collateral information. (ii) rules out only thessibility that
this increase i$s confidence could be so substantive to makelieveP.

Indeed, the above interpretation of (i) and (i)gnbe the one that Wright primarily accepts or is

committed to accepting. This is so because thedgaratic cases of failure of transmission

30 Wright certainly does not presuppose tBatready believeP beforeacquiring evidence for it frof. For if Swere
already warranted in believirigbefore learningg, Scould arrive at believin@, on the ground of the principle of
closureof warrant under known entailment, by just dedg&nfrom P. (Wright tends to believe that this principle of
closure is correct. Cf. 2002: 331-332). The probigtiat the failure of transmission instantiatedhis case would be
trivial, in the sense that it would depend on conditign-(And not (a) — remaining unsatisfied.
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described in Wright (2002) and (2003) just reqtinis specific reading of (i) and (ii). One of these

cases has already been described in § 2. In thimge, we can envisage a rational thinrBarho
possesses collateral information K that entailsofagrstandard and ordinary assumptions) that
Jessica and Jocelyn are indistinguishable tv8thsarns the evidence E that a given Gilboks
very much like Jessica. Wright maintains that ujganning E,.Swould come to believe the
proposition P thaG is actually Jessica only §had antecedent reason to believe P’s consequence
Q, stating thaG is not Jocelyn. This is indeed plausible. My pagnthat, in this example, it is
strongly intuitive that ifSantecedently believed only K, but not &% learning E would provid&
with somewarrant that wouldncreaseSs confidence in both P and not-Q (i.& is Jocelyn’)
individually taken, though this warrant would naoffece to moveSto believeP or not-Q
individually taken.

Analogous remarks apply, for instance, to the felig example of failure of transmission that

Wright has presented as another paradigmatic case:

E. Jones has just kicked the ball between the vpoigts.
P. Jones has just scored a goal.

Q. A game of soccer is taking place. 0(2: 133-135).

Here P entails Q. Wright would seem to maintainfthiewing: if a rational thinkeSs collateral
information K entailed (among ordinary and standessumptions) that Jones may kick the ball
between the white posts in many situations othem threal match of socc&could acquire from

E a warrant sufficient to make P credible onl$ iad some independent reason to accept Q.
Consequently, the warrant from E for P does naistrat to Q. | find this plausible. Note that inghi

case too it is intuitive that h&laccepted only K but not @&s learning E would provid&with
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somewarrant that woul@nhancener confidence i, though not to the point to makdelieve
P.31

Consider now (ll), i.e. PRIE & K) < Pr(P|K). The truth of (Il) cannot be inferred from thattr
of the conjunction of (i), (ii) and (iii). This ke reason: there are presumably mank, Q andK
for which (ii) is true because accepted onlK but notQ, Swould acquire a weak warrant frdin
that would increas&s confidence irP without entitlingSto believeP. In some of these cases also
(i) and (iii) are true — situations of this typealtustrated by the two sample cases considered
before. In these situations, sir8e learningE conditional orSs acceptance df would (slightly)
increaseSs confidence irP, Ss confidence irP given bothE andK should be higher thadis
confidence irP given onlyK. We can conclude that in these caseB|[E& K) > PrP|K), which is
incompatible with (11). There are thus cases inchih(ll) is false while (i), (ii) and (iii) are true
together. From this, it follows that the joint tnuaf (1), (I1) and (iii) cannot be inferred fromeh
joint truth of (i), (ii) and (iii). This is why theonjunction of (I) and (ll) gives no suitable
formalization of the conjunction of (i) and (ii).

Okasha’s model is inadequate in another respeensa (1V), i.e. P@QIE & K) < PrQIK),
provides no acceptable formalization of (iv). Tlo@tent of the latter proposition can now be made
more precise. (iv) asserts that the warrant supieE sufficient to rendeP believable fails to
transmit toQ (whereE, P andQ do satisfy the first three conditions of Wright&snplate) To
articulate my argument, | need to make the anabfsiright's explanation of transmission failure
a bit more accurate. Note first that the warraat thrational thinke® would acquirdor Q via
transmission- i.e. by acquiring a warrant froenfor P and deducin@ from P —is one supplied by
evidenceE. In case of transmissioB,would acknowledge th& provides a ground for believing
as a result of carrying out the above two-stepgutace. This means that Wright's principle for

transmission of warrant should more carefully brenidlated as follows:

31| think that the very same discourse can be madhé other two sample cases of transmissionréaiiven in
Wright (2002) and (2003) — precisely, the one celitectionin Wright (2002: 333-334), and the one calfggport in
Wright (2003: 59).
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(tr) The warrant supplied Hy sufficient to maké® believable does transmit Ris known
logical consequena® if and only if we can envisage a rational thinBexcquiring a
warrantfrom E that movesSto believeQ as a result of botBs having acquired the

warrant fromk for P that has move8to believeP andSs having deduce@ from P.

This basic formulation of Wright's principle ofainsmission of warrant does not mention
explicitly any collateral belief the&d may have to entertain to acquire the warrant feofor P. Yet
the first two conditions of Wright's template dopose that could obtain a warrant fét only if S
entertained certain collateral beliefs. Since thaysis of Wright's explanation of transmission
failure requires us to apply his principle of tramssion to the very situation set out by his tertggla
we have now to work out the appropriate versioftrdfsuitable to apply whetihewarrant forP
depends on collateral information. Suppose thenSkauld obtain a warrant frofia for P only if
she entertained a collateral belBzfand that this warrant were actually transmisdibl's
consequenc®. A question crucial for our purpose is whetherwagrant thaSwould getfrom E
for Q, in conclusion of the process of transmission, wdaddne the existence and the strength of
which presupposes thatstill entertaind. In short, the question is whether the warranpieg by
E for Q via transmission is one conditional BnThe answer is affirmative. This follows from two
considerations: first, the mere deductiorQofrom P could giveSno reason to drop the collateral
belief B entertained b before the deductioff; second, theational thinkerS should abide by the
rational rule — often called Principle of Total Bence — according to which an agent’s epistemic
assessment of a hypothesis or a belief requireagést to consideall information she possesses at

the time of the assessment. The first considera&iails thaS must still entertain the beli€f at

32 We might perhaps think of a peculiar (perhaps @ese) situation in which the collateral beBehecessary to acquire
a warrant fronk sufficient to makd® believable entails th& is not deducible frorR. In this caseSs mere
recognizing tha@ is deducible froniP would makeS dropB from her collateral information. | am not surepswer,
that we can really think afoncretecases that instantiate this abstract situatiorthEtmore, in theses cases the
deduction ofQ would undermine the initial warrant acquired®fpr P, which is necessary for instantiating both
transmission and failure of transmission. So iffrscencrete cases exist, they must be implicithasate by Wright
while discussing transmission and failure of traission of warrant — when Wright says tilaaffords a warrant foe,

he must presuppose that this warrant cannot bedefdy just deducin@ from P.
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the time ofSs epistemic appraisal @ at the end of the transmission process. Thedirdtsecond
considerations together entail tiSnust take into accoulin her epistemic appraisal Q>
In conclusion, the version of the principle ofnsaission of warrant that should be used when

the warrant foP depends on collateral information is this:

(ctr) The warrant supplied By conditional onB and sufficient to make believable does
transmit toP’s known logical consequen€gif and only if it is possible to envisage a
rational thinkelSwho is acquiring a warrant frobdepending on S’s having
antecedently acceptedtBat is movingSto believeQ as a result of bot8s having
acquired the warrant froa depending on S’s having antecedently acceptdthBhas

movedSto believeP andSs having deduce® from P.

Let us now apply (ctr) to the specific situatidiVéright’s template. In this case, since (i) anjl (i
hold true, the warrant supplied Byconditional orB and sufficient to make believable
corresponds to the one suppliedbgonditional on theonjunctionof QandK. To establish
whether this warrant does transmitfe consequenc®, we should replace all occurrencedBah

(ctr) with occurrences of the conjunction@fandK. We obtain the following condition:

The warrant supplied b, conditional orQ andK, and sufficient to make believable does
transmit toP’s known logical consequen€gif and only if it is possible to envisage a ratbn
thinker Swho is acquiring a warrant frork depending on S’s having antecedently accepted
Q and Kthat is movingS to believ&) as a result of bot8s having acquired a warrant froln
dependingon Ss having antecedently accept®handK that has move8to believeP, and

Ss having deduce® from P.

% Note thatS must take into accouBtin her epistemic evaluation f also before acquiring and deducing from P.
This is so because the warrant fr&ms one supposed tonoveSto believeQ conditional orSs having antecedently
accepted (if transmission goes through). Therefdsdas to judge that she does not beli@hile accepting only
and not yeE.
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This condition cannot be satisfied because theegentin italic in the above passage cannot
possibly be true. The reason is simply tldsould acquire no warrant froeathat wouldmoveSto
believeQ if SshouldantecedentlpelieveQ andK to be able to acquire that very warrant with that
specific force This is the precise reason why the propositiopndfwVright's template is true —
namely, the reason why the warrant supplied&Isyfficient to makd® believable falls short of
transmitting toQ.

Okasha contends that (IV) —i.e. ®/E & K) < Pr(QIK) — is an appropriate Bayesian construal
of (iv). | can make sense of Okasha’s claim only if | patinterpret it. What Okasha presumably
means is that (IV) is an appropriate Bayesian tatios of the proposition that states the reason
why (iv) is true. As we have just seen, this prajpms asserts that a rational thinker could acquire
no warrant fronk, on suitable collateral information, that wouldweder to believ®. If this is
what Okasha intends to say (and | see no othesiplatinterpretation of his word§)Okasha is
mistaken®> For what (IV) precisely says is th@tis not confirmed by evidendeconditional on
only K whereas we have seen before that the evidentertganders the failure of transmission in
Wright's template is given bl conditional orbothQ andK. To be more precise: since (V) asserts
thatE does not confirn@ conditional ononly K, we could infer from (V) that a rational think&r
could get navarrant fromk for Q depending oiBs antecedently acceptiramly K and thus tha®
could get navarrant fromk that would moveSto believeQ depending oi8s antecedently
believingonly K This is irrelevant for the truth of (iv). For theason why (iv) is true is th&t

could get no warrant frofa that would moveSto believeQ depending oi8s antecedently

% This is what Okasha literally writes (I have magene irrelevant notational changes): ‘What aboaicihim that the
supportE provides forP “fails to transmit” toQ? The most obvious probabilistic construal of thisimply PrQ|E) <
Pr(@), i.e.E does not suppof@’. (2004: 141). Some lines ahead, Okasha recogtliz¢ghe formalization of Wright's
account of failure of transmission requires cowditig all probabilities on backgroutd He thus reformulates the
above inequality as R Q & K) < Pr@QIK). (Cf. 2004: 145).

% Indeed, even if Okasha were right here, there avetill be a problem for his Bayesian vindicati&or if (V1) is no
direct formalization of (iv), some explanation shoulddieen concerning why the truth of (IV) entails tinath of (iv).
This would plausibly involve showing that Wrighpsinciple of transmission of warrant cannot bessitid when the
informal proposition corresponding to (1V) is trtagether (i), (ii) and (iii). Since Okasha’s moawuld offer no
probabilistic validation of this component of tifarmal explanation of failure of transmission, Gka’s vindication
could be argued to be incomplete.
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believingbothQ and K In conclusion, the translation of (IV) into ordiy language gives us no
grounds to conclude that (iv) is tréfeSo (V) provides no suitable Bayesian construgivf
A schema more adequate than (IV) to formalize¢ason why (iv) is true (coherent with the

other formal conditions proposed by Okasha) woeldHis:

(IV*) Pr(QIE& Q& K) <Pr@QIQ & K).

(IV*) says thatE cannot confirmQ conditional on Q and KThis could be taken to correspond to
the claim tha could acquire fronk no warrant folQ — and thus no warrant capable to m&ite
believeQ —depending on S’s antecedently believing ligthnd K Note that (IV*) is truea priori
because for every andY, and on any Pr, PX(X & Y) = 1.

At this point someone might be tempted to repfakasha’s proof with theivial proof that
(Iv*) follows from (1), (I1) and (iii). | doubt, hevever, that this would provide us with any Bayesian
justification of Wright's account of failure of tnamission — even if the objections raised agalipst (
and (1) were somehow met, or if these two schemati@ accordingly revise#or this trivial proof
could at best certify formally the truth of thelbing claim: the conjunction of (i), (ii) and (jii
(trivially) implies that a rational thinke$ could acquire no warrant froeacapable to mov8to
believeQ conditional orSs antecedentlpelievingQ andK. This claim sayditerally nothing about
transmission failure, nor it entaiby itselfthat warrant fails to transmit in Wright's temmaf o
substantiate the thesis that warrant fails to trans Wright's template, one should rather show —
as | have done above in this section — that Wrgdrihciple of transmission of warramiannot be
satisfied when (i), (ii) and (iii) are true. HeneeBayesian vindication of Wright's explanation of
transmission failure need not embed the triviabproentioned before. Instead, it should consist of

aprobabilistic versiorof the analysis of Wright's explanation | havesally given — i.e. it should

% An additional problem for (1V) might be that cértanstances of this schema appear faltein some of Wright's
examples of transmission failure. (Cf. Okasha 20@3-6). Okasha believes however that Wright mesprets at least
one of these examples, which would in fact coneecase in which warrattansmitsacross entailment. (Cf. 2004
145). | prefer not to embark on the hard taskmdifig the correct interpretation of Wright's conessial examples.
The general objections | have raised to Okashatdefria this section are sufficient to conclude thahould be
rejected. Furthermore, my formalization of Wright&asoning will not entail (1V).
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be a demonstration thasaitableprobabilistic versiorof Wright's principle of transmission of
warrant cannot be satisfied when suitglrebabilistic version®f (i), (ii) and (iii) are true. | will
provide this demonstration in the next section.

To recap, | have raised three objections agaikasfa’s formalization of Wright's template.
The first two objections hit Okasha’s thesis tima ¢onjunction of (I) and (ll) provides a suitable
probabilistic construal of the conjunction of (Pda(ii). | have shown that the instances of (I) and
(1) that should be used to formalize the instaraig$) and (ii) constitutive of (pw) entail weirahd
intuitively false consequences. It is dubious thase consequences should follow from an accurate
formalization of (pw), and thus from an accuraterfalization of (i) and (ii). | have also arguedttha
the conjunction of (1), (I1) and (iii) proves falg® many situations in which the conjunction of (i)
(i) and (iii) is true. This should not happenlif &nd (I1) were an appropriate probabilistic conat
of (i) and (ii). My third objection hit©kasha’s claim that (1) does translate formally).(i have
argued that Okasha’s claim is false because, sulmtg, (V) formalizes a proposition about
evidence which is not conditional €y while (iv) is about evidence conditional @ The
conclusion | ought to draw at this point is thate®ka’s framework cannot be accepted as a
formalization of Wright's template. Despite Okashaonviction, it is untrue that the valid kernel of
Wright's informal explanation of why warrant falls transmit across entailment is captured in the

proof that (1), (1) and (iii) jointly entail (IV)’

7. An alternative Bayesian vindication

A notion that plays a crucial role in Wright’'s eaphtion of failure of transmission is thataof
warrant that wouldnove a rational subject to belieagoroposition— shortly a warrant sufficient

to make a proposition believablEo produce a Bayesian vindication of Wright's exytion we
should work out, to begin with, a probabilisticrtséation of this notion. The version that | am gpin

to define here depends the so-calledkean Thesiand the concept @bsoluteconfirmation. Let

37 In spite of this, | am reluctant to deny that Giads ingenious framework might account §mme typef failure of
transmission of justification. My point is simpliyat it does not account for the specific type dtifa of transmission
that Wright has in mind.
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us consider both of them in turn. The Lockean Thhas been first stated by Richard Foley in this

manner:

It is epistemically rational for us to believe aposition just in case it is epistemically
rational for us to have a sufficiently high degoéeonfidence in it, sufficiently high to make

our attitude towards itne of belief® (1992: 111).

The term ‘belief’ in this quotation refers to a @gxic state that can only be categorically present
absent in a thinker; | will call this stgpéain belief. Wright's notion of a warrant sufficient toake

a proposition credible apparently presupposes atiemof a plain belief. For claiming that one is
moved to believe a proposition is presumably tmeesas claiming that one is moved to entertain
the attitude of plain belief towards that propasiti” The advocates of the Lockean Thesis typically
assume that the rational degrees of confidencedply with the probability calculus. The
consequence is that the Lockean Thesis is custiynmagrpreted as stating that it is rational far u

to believe a propositioK just in case it is rational for e assignX a degree of subjective
probability that exceeds a sufficiently high threlsht. | will stick to this interpretation.

It is reasonable to assume that¥=< 1. For complying with the first inequality wifirevent us
from rationally believing trivial logical inconsistcies’® and complying with the second inequality
will allow us to rationally believe many differetitings other than trivial tautologies and conceptua
truths. Concrete human beings typically do not hareeise degrees of confidence in propositions

and, to the extent they actually employed numedegirees of confidence to mark out their plain

¥ Foley has called this the Lockean Thesis becaadmlieves it is suggested by Locke’s discussigprothability and
degrees of assent

% The same appears true of other notions used bghtysuch as ‘be[ing] moved to rational convictirthe truth of
[a proposition]’ (Wright 2003: 57), ‘learn[ing] ahe truth of [a proposition]’ (ibid.) and ‘coming believe [a
proposition]’ (Wright 2002: 332). All these exprasss could be paraphrased without loss of relegantent (in the
context of the discussion of failure of transmigs3iby making use of the term ‘plain belief’.

“0 Notoriously, if we assume that plain belief depend the Lockean Thesis, the probability calcalnd further
logical principles— like closure principles — we may arrive at tlaeguoxical conclusion that we rationally believe
propositions that are logical inconsistent with amether. For instance, this happens with the eechottery
Paradox. The mere assumption that% cannot settle this problem. Note however thatitconsistent propositions
involved in paradoxes of this sort are trotial logical inconsistencies (such as ‘I am in Melb@uamd | am not in
Melbourne’). One has to accept principles not \abd by the axioms of probability and to work atbiproduce these
contradictions. (I will come back to this issudtat end of the section).
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beliefs, such values might not converge on anyrgivirthermore these values might be vague
and context-dependent. Nevertheless, the thegighidnz exists a threshold for our degrees of
confidence that determines whether to believe pgmition is to be conceived of asarmative

claim, or as afdealizationthat specifically concerns (perfectly) rationairms. The Lockean
Thesis, if conceived of in this way, is intuitivecafashionable. Indeed, there are also reasons that
make this Thesis contentious. | will touch upondiféculties most frequently adduced in
epistemology against it in the end of the section.

The Bayesian accepts thatonfirmsabsolutely Xf and only if the probability oK conditional
onY is above a given value It is natural to think o as the threshold for the degrees of
confidence inX the exceedance of which entitles a rational thiméacceptor believeX. | will
therefore assume that=t. Accordingly, | will say thalY confirms absolutelif and only if
Pr(X|Y) >t. Note thaty can confirmX incrementallywhile not confirmingX absolutely for it may
be that PiX|Y) > Pr(X) and PrK|Y) <t. The reverse is also trué.can confirmX absolutelywhile
not confirmingX incrementally for it may be that PX]Y) >t and PrK|Y) < Pr(X).

Consider now Wright’s notion of supplying a warraofficient to make a propositiof
believable. As we shift from the language of wartarthe language of probabilistic support and we
accept the Lockean Thesis, it becomes quite naimtednslate this notion into the notion of
makingX believable by confirming absolutelyandincrementallyall at once. Let us work out the
details of this formal translation. Supposéaffords a warrant foX that would move a rational
thinker Sto believeX. SinceSwould be moved tbelieveX if SlearnedY, we should assume that
Pr(X|Y) >t, i.e Y confirmsX absolutely. Furthermore, sin€avould be movedto believeX if S
learnedyY, we should assume that Ry t, i.e. the prior probability oK is smaller than or equal to
t. (It should be noted that satisfying these twoditions entails that PX(Y) > Pr(X), i.e.Y

confirmsX alsoincrementally. We can then accept the following principle:

If Y supplies a warrant fof that would move a rational think&tto believeX, then PrX|Y) >

t and PrK) <t.
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This conditional can presumably be reverted. Sappis consequent is true. Sir®eould
believeX if Slearnedy, butSwould not believeX if Sdid not learny, we can conclude thatdoes

afford a warrant capable to mo®8¢o believeX. We can then accept this biconditional:

Y affords a warrant foxX that would move a rational think8tto believeX if and only if

Pr(XY) >t and PrK) <t.

The obvious variant of this principle that appliesonditionalwarrant is this:

(C) Y affords a warrant foxX that would move a rational think8&ito believeXif S

antecedently believedif and only if PrK|Y & Z) >t and PrK|2) <t.

To simplify my language, | will sometimes say tiatonfirms X across t conditional onarefer
to the case in which PX(Y & 2) >t and PrK|Z) <t.

| suggest replacing Okasha'’s (I) and (Il) withgbéwo schemata:

(") Pr(PIE& Q& K) >t and Pre|Q & K) <t;

(I") Pr(PIE & K) <tand PrP|K) <t.

Thanks to (C) and the Lockean Thesis, (I*) and)(tidn respectively be inferred from (i) and (ii)
and vice versa. The precise content of latteripdhis: (i) E provides a warrant fd? that would
move a rational thinkeB to believeP if Santecedently believe@ andK, but (ii) E provides no
warrant forP that would movesto believeP if Santecedently believed onl§. Given (C), it is
immediate that (1*) is true if (i) is true. We cafso prove that (1*) is true if (i) is true. Supge
that (ii) is true. Wright's understanding of (i§ certainly this: ifSaccepted onl, Swould not
believeP, and ifSaccepted onlf andK, Swould not believd® either. Consequently, it must be
that both PIR|E & K) <t and PrP|K) <t; namely, (II*) is true. Finally, given (C), it tsivial that

(i) and (i) are true if (I*) and (II*) are respéetly so.
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In the former section, | have agued that an aatdpBayesian construal of (i) and (ii) in
conjunction with (iii) should allovie to confirm incrementally? conditional orK. This constraint
appears now satisfied because (11*) does not ettitailPrP|E & K) < Pr(P|K). (1I*) is compatible
with the claim that PR|E & K) > PrP|K). A worry could perhaps be that (I*), (1I*) andi)ijointly
entail that PiR|E & K) < Pr(PIK), but it is easy to show that this is not the ¢ase

(I*) and (II*) allow for a formalization of (pw)lgernative to (PW); precisely, this:

(PW*) PrP|Exp& Q & K) >t & Pr(PIQ & K) <t PrPlEp& K) <t & Pr(PIK) <t.

From the first two inequalities of (PW*) we deritfeat anyE-proposition confirms its correlatdt
propositionacross tconditional on Q (i.e. ‘There is a material woyldhd auxiliaryK. From the
last two inequalities of (PW*) we derive that Beproposition can confirm its correlatéd
propositionacross tconditional on only, though arE-proposition can confirrmcrementallyits
correlatedP-proposition conditional on onlk.

The conjunction of the first two schemata of (PWiially entails that PIiR|Exp & Q & K) >
Pr(PIQ & K), which coincides with one of the two schemat¢hefproblematic (PW). (PW*) does

not entail however the second schema of (PW) P Exp& K) < Pr(P|K). For (I*), (II*) and

*! There are Euler-Venn diagrams that validate (It}), (iii) and the claim that PR|E & K) > Pr(P|K) all at once. To
simplify, let us suppose thitis tautological, so tha€ can be omitted from all these inequalities. Comsitbw the
following diagram:

U is the set of all epistemically possible worlds; s suppose that the probability Pr is unifordistributed ovetJ’s
areaE is the set of all worlds whekgis true,P is the set of all worlds wheRis true, and) is the set of all worlds
whereQ is true. The claim th& entailsQ is represented in the diagram by the inclusioR of Q. Suppose for
instance that = %. The claim in (I*) that PR|E & Q) > % (equivalent to PR& E & Q)/Pr(E & Q) > %) is represented
in the diagram by the fact that the overlappin@arEP, E andQ is more than % of the overlapping aredEcdnd Q.

The claim in (I*) that P®R|Q) < % (equivalent to PR & Q)/Pr(Q) <) is represented by the fact that the overlapping
area ofP andQ is less than ¥z of the area®f The claim in (II*) that PR®|E) < ¥ (equivalent to PR & E)/Pr(E) < %)

is represented by the fact that the overlap ahdE is smaller than %2 d&. The claim in (II*) that PRR) < %2 is
represented by the fact tHais smaller than % dfi. Finally, the claim that PR(E) > Pr(P) (equivalent to PR &
E)/Pr(E) > Pr(P)) is represented by the fact that the fractiok dfiat overlap® is wider than the fraction &f that
overlapsP. Analogous diagrams are easily producible forater possible values of
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(iii) do not entail that PR|E & K) < Pr(P|K). Consequently, (PW*) will not imply the weird and

intuitively false consequences that follow from (PWhis is gives us a good reason to prefer the
former to the latter.

The above discussion was meant to substantiathelses that (1*) and (11*) are suitable
Bayesian translations of Wright's (i) and (ii) - at least, that (1*) and (II*) are better consteuaf
the latter than Okasha’s (1) and (I1). My vindi@atiof Wright's explanation of failure of
transmission makes use of neither Okasha’s (IV)amgrreplacement for it. It deploys instead a
probabilistic version of Wright's principle of tramission of warrant hinging on the Lockean
Thesis. My vindication will reproduce the informalalysis of Wright's explanation of failure of
transmission put forward in the final part of 8y6rhaking use of quantitative notions. More
precisely, | will demonstrate that (I*), (1I*) ar(di) in conjunction with a probabilistic versiorf o
Wright's principle of transmission of warrant ditlycentail (iv). Since (i) and (ii) can be tranddt
into (I*) and (11*), this amounts to a probabilistvindication of Wright's explanation.

So far we have dealt witonditionaldegrees of confidence but not wihangesn degrees of
confidence — in other words, my quantitative analyss only been concerned wiynchronic
aspects of Wright's account of transmission faildre lay down a probabilistic version of Wright's
principle of transmission of warrant, we shoulchtour attention to thdiachronicdimension. For
Wright's principle, from a probabilistic point ofexw, deals wittchangesn degrees of confidence
of a rational subjec®who learns from experience. Since | will followetblassic Bayesian in using
the procedursimple conditionalizatior or justconditionalization- to model the process of
learning, | have to idealize some of the featufeSlearning. Precisely, | will work with two
idealizations that concern tlegidenceavailable toS and thecollateral beliefsthatS may entertain
while acquiring that evidence. Hereafter, whenyl tatSlearnsevidencekE, | will mean thatS
becomesbsolutelycertainof E’s truth. Furthermore, when | say tlsahcreases her confidence in
X abovet upon learnindge depending on S’s having antecedently acceptédvidl, mean thatS

increases her confidenceXmbovet upon learninde depending oi8s having becomabsolutely
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certainof B's truthprior to and independently of learnigg! will detail the reasons of these two
idealizations shortly, while introducing the notiohconditionalization.

Although Wright does not appear to idealize tredees ofSs learning in the way | do, | do not
think that my idealizations conflict with the pugmoof giving a vindication his informal
explanation. For it is reasonable to assume tiacduld come to believ® by acquiring the
warrant fromg for P conditional orB and deducin® from P (even) ifSwere innon-ideal
epistemic circumstancése. if Swere not perfectly certain of the truthlBindB while accepting
them), therSwould come to believ® by carrying out the same procedur&ikere inideal
epistemic circumstances (i.e. if she were perfextyain of the truth dE andB while accepting
them). This entails that Bfailed to believeQ via acquiring the warrant froiia for P conditional on
B and deducin@ from P (even) ifSwere inideal epistemic circumstanceSwouldfail to believe
Q via carrying out the same procedur&were innonrideal epistemic circumstancebhus the
probabilistic framework | put forward here does\pde a rationale for Wright’s informal
explanatior'?

Conditionalization models a rational ag&i# learning from experience as a chang&sf
probability function. Let Pr bthe old probability function initially entertained Iy and let Pt be
thenewprobability functiof® entertained b after learninge, whereE is thetotal evidence
available taSin a given time. Conditionalization imposes th&ienS learnsE, it is true that
Pr(...) = Pr(...|[E). Namely, forany propositionX, the newprior probability ofX must be identical
to the oldconditionalprobability ofX givenE.** Bayesians often say that the evideBdeas been
absorbednto thenew probability function Rrjust in casé& has learne& and Pr has been updated

into Pk as specified. Note that since PIE) = 1, it is true that R(E) = 1. This means that whéh

“2 It would perhaps be possible to get round bothlidations if simple conditionalization could bepkaced, in this
context, with Jeffrey’s conditionalization or witlther probabilistic models of learning. | will exara this interesting
issue elsewhere.

“3 As Sis not logically omniscienS can only entertaipartial probability functions. So, to be precise, we sHoul
characterize Pr and Pas the probability functions that the gldrtial probability function and the nepartial
probability function actually accepted Byespectivelyapproximate toAlternatively, we could directly focus on Pr
and Pg conceived of apartial probability functions. For the sake of simplicityyill however keep my language
imprecise.

“** It can be shown that if Pr is a probability functiand P¢ is obtained from Pr via conditionalization, them B a
probability function too.
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learnsk, Sbecomes completely certain 66 truth. This gives the reason of my first ideatian.
Note also that if R(E) = 1, for any propositiolY,* it is true Pg(E|Y) = 1. This entails that any
update of Ryvia conditionalization cannot but assign agairbpiolity 1 toE. Thus, ifE has been
absorbed into a probability function, it will remaabsorbed — or embedded — into all updates of
that function.

Consider now the claim th&tincreases her confidenceXmbovet upon learninge depending
on S’s having antecedently acceptedtBs quite natural to understand this claim t@asiisg thatS
increases her confidenceXrmabovet upon learninge depending on’S havinglearned B
antecedently to learning. Therefore — if we use conditionalization to mo8sllearning — we
should impose, in this case, that wiSlearnsE, Prig(...) = Pi(...|E).*® Namely, for any
propositionX, the new value of prior probability thdtreceives upon acquiring evider€es
identical to the old conditional probability ®¥fgivenE, provided that the function that defines the
old conditional probability oK givenE is one that has absorbed'BThis construal presupposes
that the sequence 8fs epistemic acts is the followinghas first learned®, to the effect that
Prg(B) = 1, which means th&has become completely certainBx truth. This gives the reason of
my second idealization. AfterwardShas learneé, to the effect that Bg(E) = 1. In this model,
saying thaSraises her confidence ¥abovet upon learnindge dependingn Ss having
antecedently acceptdlis just saying that BE(X) = Pi(X|E) > t and that Ry(X) <t. While the first
formula only certifies tha®s confidence inX is abovet, the first and the second formula together
certify thatSs confidence irX lifts abovet.

Let us now reformulate the principle of transnossof warrant using the quantitative language
of the Lockean Thesis. | will directly focus on th&riant of this principle that deals with

conditional warrant. Suppose that a rational thirkis coming to believ® upon learnindg= and

> Such that R(Y) > 0.

“%| take theexternalsubscript of a probability function to refer te{atestpiece of evidence that has been learned to
obtain that function from a former function via ditionalization. For instanceZ” in ‘Pryyz means that Ry, has been
obtained from Rg by learningZ. Likewise Y’ in ‘ Pxy means that Rk has been obtained from,fyy learningy.

47 Since Pg(...|E) =4iPrs(... & E)/Prs(E), if Prg is obtained from Pr via conditionalization, wh@tearnsB, it must be
the case that B(...|E) = Pr(... & EIB)/Pr(ElB), with PrE|B) > 0.
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depending or8s having antecedently accept®dGiven the Lockean Thesis, we can translate this
claim into the followingSis raising her degree of confidencelabovet upon learninds and
depending or8s having antecedently accepted(Note that this claim implies th&s confidence

in P was lower than or equal tavhenS had only accepted but not yetE). We can easily extend
this translation to redescribe in probabilistianieSs coming to believ&) via transmission of
warrant. We can thus reformulate the principlerah$mission of warrant (ctr), introduced in 8 6, as

follows:

(CTR) The warrant supplied iy conditional orB and sufficient to make believable does
transmit toP’s known logical consequen€gif and only if it is possible to envisage a
rational thinkelSwho is raising her confidence (pabovet after learning=
depending o1Bs having antecedently acceptBdas a consequence of b&h having
raised her confidence rabovet after learning= depending oi$s having

antecedently accept&] andSs having deduce® from P.*®

Before applying this principle to the situatiorsdebed by (1*), (1I*) and (iii), | would like to
simplify (CTR) a little bit. The function proper (€ TR) is that of determining whethire warrant
supplied byE conditional onB and sufficient to make believabledoes transmit t€’s known
logical consequend®. Accordingly, (CTR) can be used if and only if teonditions are satisfied.
The first condition says th& must actually supply a warrant conditional®sufficient to makd>
believable — thanks to our principle (C), this ctiod is equivalent to the Bayesian requirement
that @) Pr(PIE & B) >t and 8) Pr(P|B) <t. The second condition says tiamust actually be a
known logical consequence Bf

Note that if the first condition is satisfied, wan envisage a rational thinkeraise her
confidence irP abovet upon learninde depending o1$s having antecedently accept®dSuppose

in fact that &) and () are true. ¢) is equivalent to:

8 To substantiate the thesis thaSifaises her confidence @ abovet after carrying out the first two steps of the
procedure described in right-hand side of (CTR)ll raise her confidence i@ depending on her having antecedently
accepted Bwe can just recycle the arguments used in 8sBistain the parallel claim related to (ctr).
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Pr(P& E|B) N
Pr(E|B)

This formula entails, via conditionalizing @i.e. via assuming th& has been learned I8and

applying the rule of conditionalization), that:

PL(P&E) .
PL(E)

This inequality is equivalent to the claim thag(Pt E) >t, which in turn entails, via
conditionalizing orE, that Pgg(P) >t. On the other handg) entails, via conditionalizing oB, that
Prg(P) <t. Thus, if the first condition of use of (CTR) @tisfied to the effect thatif and @) are
true, it is the case thatd2(P) >t andPrg(P) <t. Hence, we can envisa@aaise her confidence in
P abovet upon learnindge depending oi$s having antecedently acceptBdit is also trivially true
that if the second condition of use of (CTR) igsdad — i.e. ifQ is a known logical consequence of
P — we can envisagededuceQ from P. Note finally that ifSraises her confidence fhabovet
upon learnindgz depending oi$s having antecedently accept®dandS deduce®) from P, Ss
confidence iM after learningz and depending o8s having antecedently acceptBanust be
abovet. This is so becausgcan raise her confidencefabovet in the way specified only if
Prsg(P) > t, andS can deduc€ from P only if P entailsQ. Since Pgg(P) >t andP entailsQ, we
logically derive through the axioms of probabilihat Pge(Q) > t.*°

To recap, if the conditions of use of (CTR) areés$i@d, we can envisage a rational agémtho
raises her confidence Pabovet upon learninde depending oi$s having antecedently accepted
B, and who deduce® from P. Furthermore, if the same conditions are satisdiedl we envisagé
carry out these two acts, we should conclude thatadiately after performing ther8s
confidence iMQ depending oi$'s learningE and having antecedently accepBedill be abovet.
This means that we can infer tf&d confidence irQ hasrisenabovet if and only if we are entitled
to think thatSs confidence imQ was lower than or equal tavhenSaccepted only3 but not yete

— namely, if and only if we are entitled to thiftat Pg(Q) <t. In conclusion, whenever the

9 Because, for an¥ andY and on any probability function PrXfentailsY, then Pr{) > Pr(X).



37
conditions of use of (CTR) are satisfied, the rghhd side of (CTR) proves true if and only if

Prs(Q) <t. We can thus reformulate (CTR) very concisely a®es:

(CTR*) The warrant supplied Wy conditional orB and sufficient to makP believable does

transmit toP’s known logical consequen€gif and only if Pg(Q) <t.

Let us test the adequacy of (CTR*) on Wright's sengase ofransmissiorof warrant
presented before in § 2. Wright maintains thatwwherant supplied by E (‘Three hours ago, Jones
has inadvertently consumed a large risottBaletus Satariafor P (‘Jones has absorbed a lethal
guantity of the toxin that toadstool contains’jrensmissible to Q (‘Jones will shortly die’). IfiK
ordinary background knowledge (with the additiom&rmation that Jones is a standard human
being and a normally careful and healthy indivigidalt is true that Pr(FE & K) >t and Pr(PK) <
t. Furthermore, P knowingly entails Q. Therefore,caause(CRT*) to ascertain whether the
warrant supplied by E conditional on K and suffitieo make P believable does transmit to Q. This
involves substituting in (CRT*) E fdg, P forP, Q forQ, and K for both the propositional variable
B and the subscrif of Pr. Since it is true that §Q) <t, (CTR*) does certify that warrant from E
for P conditional on K actually transmits to Q. Jkeincourages believing that (CRT*) is a suitable
probabilistic version of the principle of transmassof warrant that Wright’s has in mind.

Let us now return to the issuefaflure of transmission. Suppose that the conditionsi{))ef
Wright's template are true. Since (i) and (ii) skaie into (I*) and (11*), it is true that (I*) PRIE &
Q& K) >tand PrP|Q & K) <t, and that (1I*) PP|E & K) <t and PrP|K) <t. It is also true that
(ii) P knowingly entailQ. Note that only (I*) and (iii), but not (1I*) anii), satisfy the conditions
of use of (CTR*). This reflect the fact that, irethituation described by Wright's template, theyonl
warrant available foP that proves capable to maReredible is that afforded By conditional on

Q andK. We can appeal to (CTR*) to ascertain whethewarrant transmits tQ. This requires

0 Wright would seem to assume that something likedbnstitutes the collateral information of théaaal thinkerS
appealed to in his principle of transmission of naat.
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replacingB in (CTR*) with the conjunction o) andK, and replacing the subscriptof Pr in

(CTR*) with the conjunctior & K. We obtain the following biconditional:

The warrant supplied bl conditional onQ andK and sufficient to make believable does

transmit toP’s known logical consequen€gif and only if Ppexk(Q) <t.

The right-hand side of this biconditional is falscause the conjunctiégq& K has been absorbed
into Pioek, thus it is true that Bex(Q & K) = 1 and this implies that 4«(Q) = 1 >t. Hence, it
follows by modus tollens that the warrant supplbgdE conditional omQ andK and sufficient to
makeP believable doesottransmit toP’s known logical consequen€g This entails that (iv) is
true: in the epistemic situation set out by Wrighigmplate, the warrant supplied Bgufficient to
makeP believable doesot transmit toQ. In this reasoning we have initially assumed that
propositions (i)-(iii) of Wright's template are g#uand we have then derived — by making use of
only probabilistic principles and bridging prinagsl— that the proposition (iv) of Wright's template
is true. This amounts to a Bayesian vindicatiolMoight's explanation of failure of transmission of
warrant>!

At this point,someone might complain that the good news that M/sg@ccount of transmission
failure can be vindicated formally is accompanigdalbad news: the vindication heavily relies on
the Lockean Thesis, which is contentious. The diges most typically raised against the Lockean
Thesis in epistemology turn on the claim that plzetief appears closed under conjunction, to the
effect that if one believeX andY individually taken, one should also believe thajoaction ofX
andY. The problem would be, to begin with, that thisstire principle, when it is coupled with the
Lockean Thesis that there is a (hon-maximal) tholkesthfor plain belief, is not validated by the

probability calculus. For, if %4t < 1, it is quite possible that Xj)(>t and Pr¥) >t, but PrK & Y)

*1 Note that this achievement harmonizes with Wriglatnviction that failure dfansmissiorof warrant does not
produce failure otlosureof warrant. As we have seen in § 2, the princiflelosure says, for Wright, that whenever
there isa warrant for the premises of a known valid argotythere isa warrant for its conclusion. On the probabilistic
vindication of Wright's explanation of transmissifailure, when the warrant for the premise of aguanent fails to
transmit to the conclusion, the latter must bedweldl to be certainly true — so there is warranitfor
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<t. It is also argued — notoriously — that this clesprinciple and the Lockean Thesis, if enforced

at the same time in reasoning, entail problematnsequences such as the Lottery Paradox and the
Preface ParadoX.| cannot address these thorny issues here. L@ishstress that if, on the one
hand, nothing in Wright's informal explanation afltire of transmission would seem to commit

him to the principle of closure under conjunction plain belief, on the other, this principle is
generally rejected as not rationally justified bhg advocates the Lockean Thesis (see for instance
Bovens and Hawthorne 1999, Sturgeon 2008 and Hamé2009). Thus, it is far from clear that a
Bayesian vindication of Wright's account of transsion failure that relies on the Lockean Thesis

should be dismissed as incoherent or irrational.

8. Concluding remarks

In this paper | have provided a Bayesian vindicabbWright's explanation of why warrant fails to
transmit from the premise to the conclusion of Mo®fproof’. This formal achievement does not
guarantee that Wright's explanation of failureraiismission in Moore’s “proof” is correct and
acceptablen the wholeFor Wright’s account relies on a substantive @ple concerning the
rational architecture of perceptual warrant — tiesis (pw) — the truth of which should be assessed
independently. My formal analysis essentially ¢iasi what could be called thegic of failure of
transmission of warrant; it apparently certifieattfrom a logical point of view — supposing that
(pw) is true — Wright's explanation is correct.

An interesting by-product of my inquiry is the pisfication of the content of (pw). This
principle could be interpreted as stating thatapparent perceptiorts&nnot increase in the
slightestour confidence in our claims about our physicalimmment if we do not independently
believe that the world exists. This is the readih¢pw) that those who accept Okasha’s model are
committed to. A problem with it is that if (pw) iisterpreted in this fashion and is translated into

Bayesian language, it will imply weird and intugily false consequences. My vindication of

2 These two paradoxes were first presented by, céisply, Kyburg (1961) and Makinson (1965). Forextellent
critical overview of the recent discussion on thissees see Sturgeon (2008).
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Wright's account of failure of transmission shovesMever that, as long as (pw) is functional to
explain the failure of transmission in Moore’s “pfo(and in similar unsophisticated responses to
the sceptic), this reading of (pw) is not enforcBd.avoid these odd consequences, Wright can
interpret (pw) as stating that our apparent peroaptdo not supply warrasufficientto persuade

us that our claims about our physical environmeatiae if we do not independently accept that
there is a material world. Indeed, if Wright bebewthat the warrant that fails to transmit across
entailment is primarily one capable to justify pldelief in a proposition — as | have argued is thi
paper — this is plausibly the interpretation of Yplaat he already accepts. On this interpretatom,
apparent perceptions caaise a littleour confidence in our statements about our physical
environment even if we do not independently actiegutthe world exists, though this increase of
confidence is insufficient to vanquish our sceptd@ubts. On this reading, Wright's conception of
perceptual warrant and the one defended by Pridry(@ther dogmatists) might fit together to
some extent. Whether this is actually so and wiaatlévfollow from it are interesting issues to be

thoroughly investigated elsewhere.
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