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Most important for present purposes is the commitment of
Kitcher’s naturalism to (KC,) explaining the correctness of
belief-regulating norms (i.e., norms governing belief formation
and retention and (KC,) a realist notion of truth, in the sense
that what makes a statement (belief, etc.) true or false is
independent of us and our cognitive activities (modulo state-
ments about us and our activities. Call these Kitcher’s commit-
ments. I'll argue that Kitcher’s epistemology of science fails to
simultaneously keep both of these commitments but that this
gitwation can be remedied by modifying his account.

I begin with a brief defense of my claim that Kitcher’s
naturalism is committed to KC, and KC, (§1). I then set out
the central parts of Kitcher’s epistemology of science (§2) and
follow this by considering whether or not Kitcher’s episte-
mology of science satisfies KC, and KC, (§§3 and 4). Given
the particulars of Kitcher’s position, the key question here
concerns the (approximate) truth-conduciveness of unification.
I find no reason to think that Kitcher’s account can sustain
the desired connection between unification and truth, and
Kitcher’s problems in this regard are brought into relief by

considering their Euthyphronic dimension (§5) (see Wright
1992). I next offer a way of supplementing Kitcher's account
so as to yield a unification-based, naturalistic epistemology of
science (§6), but in a way Kitcher is not likely to endorse. I
end (§7) by noting a possible confusion between epistemic and
nonepistemic concepts of theoretical unification in an effort to
pre-empt a potential objection.

1. Kitcher’s Commiiments

I argue that Kitcher is committed to KC, and KC, at some
length elsewhere (Roland 2008b). Here 1 briefly revisit those
arguments, rather than offer them again in full,

On KC,: Kitcher holds that “[t]he central problem of epis-
temology” according to naturalism “is to understand the epis-
temic quality of human cognitive performance, and to specify
strategies through whose use human beings can improve their
cognitive states” (Kitcher 1992, 74-75). We cognitively improve
by deploying reliable cognitive processes, belief-forming and
sustaining processes that tend toward true beliefs. Addressing
the central problem of epistemology is a matter of “describing
[cognitive] processes that are reliable” (75-76). So Kitcher’s
naturalism is concerned with the reliability (truth-conducive-
ness) of belief-forming and sustaining processes. Witness
Kitcher’s professed affinity for the epistemological views of
Alvin Goldman (1976, 1979, 1986; see e.g., Kitcher 1992, §5)
and Hilary Kornblith (1980; see e.g., Kitcher 1983, 18).

As understanding is the essence of explanation for Kitcher
(1976, 1981, 1985, 1989), and satisfactorily addressing the
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S(t:;enté':al problem? of naturalistic epistemology requires under-
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ses, Ritcher’s naturalism is committed to explaini
tllle rehablhty of these processes. But such a comm}ifma;xlllénig
Ia}eso Ia tc.oan:m:u‘c:n:xf-:nt to explain the correctness of our belief-
g;l ating norms. The nOorms governing belief-forming and
%Ifzes ?;;111)125 }l)lroc:fssc_etsl a)re nlziaplicit in the processes themselves
( ally tacitly) take conditions of a licati into
: : on
;zlzs;giaat_lo? _W'hf}];l forming beliefs and “decidli)xll)g” Whetheingg
ntain them, and in so doing we (typi i
i : ypically tacit
deploy behef—regulgtn_:g norms. The correctnessli))f theS;e ?1011'1{32

regulating norm is correct to the extent i i
a.ndosustaining processes it ratifies are r(]jl?:tlfﬁ;.azbehd forming
o OESIeidCZ};; Kgcher 8 affmity for reliabilism, especially as
corlimit ft oldman, provides a way of seeing Kitcher's
comm ment to KCZ. qudma_n regards a realist conception of
ruth as essential to hig epistemology (see 1986, ch. 7). H
argues @hat it is crucial to his view that “truth ’ not be a:i
55118551321{:(; ir;;a;;c:;xa 111:1 the (sensft\a }:hat “what makes a [true (or
'Ll trae (or false) is independe
tknowledge or verification” ( 143). Goldman endoI;'SGS v;-t'ﬁgiti%if
S;g?e;izr;ile_'gt_ tguth ?iccotrdfl‘ng to which the truth value of a
g 18 mdependent of “our knowledge, or verificat; f
it (or even our ability to verify it)” (143: oriei hasis).
The realist conception of truth i i R en:gphas1s)_.3
verliéic;tioiﬂzranscendent concl(i;f?iol;ll?fr' %?uﬁtcz 15 procisely this
Otice that this gives us a tight connecéion betwe
?:d 1I{1(:32 By Iﬁtcher’s own lights, the correctness 0f'ei:)lie}lli{ecf}'i
thgt]lg al‘u}‘gfnorl_ns is understpo_d in terms of the reliability of
H elief-forming apc_l sustaining processes ratified by those
orms, and rehabﬂ;ty requires a realist (verification-
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by the scientific community for the purpose of explaining
members of K*.5 If science is (represented by) the sequence of
practices P, P,, P,,..., then the limit of scientific inquiry is the
practice P, toward which this sequence would tend were it to
grow indefinitely into the future regulated by the norm(s) of
acceptable inter-practice transition. Call P, the limit practice.®

The limit practice figures prominently in Kitcher’s episte-
mology of science:

Consider science as a sequence of practices that attempt to
incorporate true statements (insofar as possible) and to articulate
the best unification of statements (insofar as possible). As this
sequence proceeds, certain features of the organization of beliefs
may stabilize: predicates of particular types-may be used in
explanatory schemata and employed in inductive generalization;
particular schemata may endure {possibly embedded in more
powerful schemata). The “joints of nature” and the “objective
dependencies” are the reflections of these stable elements. The
natural kinds would be the extensions of the predicates that
fizured in our explanatory schemata and were counted as pro-
jectible in the limit as our practices developed to embrace more
and more phenomena. Objective dependencies would be those
recorded in the schemata that emerged in the limit of our prac-
tices. (Kitcher 1993, 172)

In recording objective dependencies in nature, correct explan-
atory schemata record the causal structure of the world: “The
growth of science is driven in part by the desire for explana-
tion, and to explain is to fit the phenomena into a unified
picture insofar as we can. What emerges in the limit of this
process is nothing less than the causal structure of the world”
(Kitcher 1989, 500). Thus, according to Kitcher, the limit
practice identifies natural kinds, describes the causal struc-
ture of the world, and yields significant truth.

Kitcher endorses a Kantian view of scientific progress
according to which “the growth of scientific knowledge is
governed by a principle of unification. Modifications of
[practice] are correctly supported by pointing out that they
would lead to a system of belief that is more unified” (Kitcher
1993, 172). Thus, for instance, if P=(L", K* 1I%,...}) and
P'={L”',K?',II”,...) are practices, with L? = L*" and K? = KP’,
and the explanations provided by P are more unifying than
those provided by P’, then the transition from P to P’ is
acceptable or well supported.” So the central norm regulating
inter-practice transitions is the directive to unify.

Whether or not Kitcher’s epistemology of science satisfies
KC; and KC, depends on whether or not unification is (at
least approximately) truth-conducive, where the relevant
notion of truth is realist. If unification is truth-conducive, then
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Correct Explanatory Schemata 2. A causal statement o
is true just in case o= K™ because there are objective depen-
dencies in nature and, as a matter of fact, the directive to
unify is such that those dependencies are captured by correct
explanatory schemata at the end of scientific inquiry governed
by that directive.

So arguing for VC requires Kitcher to accept either Correct
Explanatory Schemata 1 or Correct Explanatory Schemata
2, and the question is whether or not he can accept either one

while honoring KC, and KC,.
4. Kitcher on VC

Once we have Correct Explanatory Schemata 1 and Correct

Explanatory Schemata 2, we can see that Kitcher more or less

directly addresses VC. He intends his account of scientific

progress to be neutral between Correct Explanatory Schemata 1

and Correct Explanatory Schemata 2. Citing his 1993 (169-73),

he says that he remains “officially agnostic between the invoca-
tion of mind-independent non-Humean causation in nature, and
a Kantian alternative, in which the causal structure of the world
is that projected by our explanatory schemata in the limit of
our attempts to unify the phenomena” and that it’s an option to
“retain the non-Humean realist view about causation and con-
tend that employing the principle of unification [is] the right
way to identify the non-Humean causes” (1995a, 661).

This raises the issue of the (realist) truth-conduciveneass of
unification, that is, of (a realist version of) VC: “Why should non-
Humean causes be disclosed by trying to unify the phenomena?”
(Kitcher 19952, 661). Kitcher entertains three answers to this

question (see 1995a, 661).

() Causal relations just are what result from our atteopt to
unify the phenomena, in the limit of inquiry.

(IT) A search for unification will disclose non-Humean causes.

{III) We can’t rely on the principle of unification to disclose the
genuine [i.e., non-Humean] canses.

Answers (I} and () correspond to Correct Explanatory Schemata
1 and Correct Explanatory Schemata 2, respectively, while (I1T) is

essentially the denial of (II).

4.1 Accepting Correct Explanatory Schemata 1

Kitcher occasionally endorses (I) (i.e., Correct Explanatory
Schemata 1). This is hinted at in the last sentence of the last
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for (II), which he attempts by arguing against (III), thus under-
cutting what he takes to be the main motivation for rejecting
(IT). If this succeeds, then Kitcher has gone some way toward
establishing (II), hence, also Correct Explanatory Schemata 2
and with it the naturalistic status of his epistemology of
science. I contend that this attempt fails.

Kitcher argues against (ITI) indirectly, by trying to vunder-
mine a chief motivation for rejecting (IT), namely, the so-called
obsessive unifier. The worry is that if unification is our primary
aim, then in our zeal to achieve this aim we might impose unity
where there in fact is none. The result: At the end of the day
our causal “truths” won’t be true at all. In other words, unifica~
tion needn’t track non-Humean causes; (II) is false. This worry
is explicitly addressed by Kitcher in two places. =,

In the first, he traces the intuition underlying the worry to
David Lewis’s challenge that the world might not be unified and
articulates that challenge using the following three claims.?

h Gfrﬁe tille? (&19 95a) again addresses the obse
standing] lelis égf]:es Ehat he has “ried to scoteh [this misund
discusseon o there (661?. The “elsewhere” be cites conclud o

¢ obsessive unifier with the revelation tfa?;

“there is a sense in whi
- which the uni ; o
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Ssive unifier worry,

(Unif,) On the unification approach to explanation, a factor F
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of) ® and some premidse of § refers to 7.

baggage. Accordin ; ponse free f
o g to Kit £ rom that
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Tke practitioners recoegs
. recogoize that thep :

of 2 . € are no true § iati
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priori

(Unif,) F is causally relevant to © only if F is explanatorily
relevant to &,

(PNU) Itis possible (both metaphysically and epistemically) that
there are F' and ® such that F is causally relevant to &
and no derivation of (a description of) ¢ instantiating a
schema in Iz p., contains a premise referring to F.

Since Unif, and Unif, are taken to be necessary on the unifi-

cation app}:'?ach developed by Kitcher, ?NU (which expresses Given this

the possibility that the world is not unified) must be false on answered FI'F-‘SIEOnse, the following twe questions need t

that approach. After all, PNU claims that explanatory relevance tell that Inolz st, ‘ivha_t grounds the ability of PI‘aCtitignero lée
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say I;ome g to counter this implausibility. ) does not provide ad waere (2008a) that Kitcher's account
e defends the claim that PNU is false by “rejecting the idea single sch C equate grounds on which tg rul

that there are causal truths that are independent of our search _ ema is sufﬁmept to unify th e out that a

for order in the phenomena” and “[adopting] a different view of
truth and correctness” (Kitcher 1989, 497). However, the view of

truth he adopts is precisely the Peircean one that we've already then it seems that ; ; g the phen
rejected as inadequate for KC,. But then it’s clear that this zealotry thats that in our drive to unify we might wel] avomaena
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(II1) in favor of (IT} in order to establish that a causal statement
is true just in case it’s in K™ (VC), where the operative concep-
tion of truth is verification transcendent (KC,). If we allow a
Kantian conception of scientific progress, with its Peircean
conception of truth, then this worry can be addressed, but only
at the price of violating KC,. If the Kantian move is rejected,
then we're still at square one: we're looking for some reason to
prefer (IT) to (III), that is, were looking for some reason to think
that the causal pronouncements of the limit practice are likely
to be (approximately) true in a realist sense. The problem is that
if a practice needn’t do much in the way of unifying phenomena
to count as a unifying practice, it’s hard to see what reason
there could be for thinking that the limit practice is likely to
yvield (approximate) verification-transcendent®ruths. Kitcher
offers no such reason. Indeed, when pressed on the connection
between unification and truth he tends to revert to the Kantian
approach.

Kitcher considers, without advocating, that one might hold
that unification is (realistically) truth-conducive on the basis
of the claim that nature is in foct systematically unified (as
opposed to necessarily systematically unified) (Kitcher 19886,
211-12). The idea is that if it’s truth about the world we're after
in our theorizing, then the best (perhaps only) reason to think
that theories constructed under the directive to unify are likely
to be true is if the world 1s, in fact, unified. Put another way,
since we read our theory off the world, pride of place for unified
theories only makes sense if the world is unified. But even if
one admits that the world is unified, why think that a theory
that makes only slight inroads into that unified structure is
likely to be (approximately) true? If nature is systematically
unified and a practice P is unifying, but only slightly, it seems
that P would likely get more~-many more—~things wrong than
it would get right. Given this, do we really want to say that uni-
fication is truth-conducive? I think not. If unification is going to
be trath-conducive, we need a much higher standard for being a
unifying practice or theory than the one Kitcher sets (or, more
to the point, doesn’t set) in his attempt to ward off the bogey of
the obsessive unifier.

4.3 A Coherentist Rejoinder

It might be tempting to invoke some sort of coherentism on
Kitcher’s behalf, the idea being that a unifying practice P will
be one in which the set of statements K* coheres and so, since
coherence is truth-conducive, is likely to vield an approximately
true account of the world. There are at least two problems with
this strategy. First, it relies on theoretical unification yielding
coherence of the right sort. Unification certainly yields some
sort of coherence, but whether or not it’s the sort that leads to
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place, a Euthyphronic construal of VC is an antirefalist construal
and, hence, gives us a conception of truth thai; v1olate.s KC,. To
paraphrase Wright, constitutive independence is what is vsranted
for realist truth (Wright 1992, 81), and the Euthyphronic con-
strual of VC posits constitutive dependence of truth. In the
second place, a Euthyphronic construal of VC would m::lke vC a
priori. On a Euthyphronic construal, VC is an a.na.lytlc definll-
tion of the concept of truth for causal statements; it te'lls us in
what being true consists for a caugal staternent. Analytic d'eﬁm—
tions are paradigmatically a priori. But Kitgher exphcl.tly
repudiates a priori epistemological principles: “Virtually nothing
is knowable a priori, and, in particular, no ep1sten;ologlca1
principle is knowable a priori” (Kitcher 1992, 76). VCis clg:a}rly
an epistemological principle. So Kitcher ca{l’t accept that‘ it'’s a
priori. Since it's a priori on the Euthyphronic construal, Kitcher
can’t avail himself of that construal of VC. )

This leaves the Socratic construal of VC (i.e., Base Claim 2).
Kitcher can’t just help himself to the Socratic construal. T!le
chief question is whether or not Kitcher can argue for_VC while
respecting KC,. With Base Claim 2 this question is clearly
answered affirmatively, but then simply assuming that Kitcher
is entitled to a Socratic construal amounts to begging the ques-
tion in Kitcher’s favor. So the operative issue is Whether or nc:t
Kitcher can argue for Base Claim 2 without violathg KC,. Let’s
grant for the sake of argument that the conception of Frut;n
deployed in Base Claim 2 suffices for KC,. (This is already impli-
cit in the Socratic construal, but it doesn’t hurt to ]oe explicit.)
According to Base Claim 2, the principal regulative norm of
scientific inquiry (by Kitcher’s lights} is such that by fOHO‘W"lng
it scientists will, in the long run, come to have true causal beliefs.
What we need is an argument for this long-run success at
tracking causal truth by unification. But this is exactly what we
needed when we formulated VC, namely, an argument for .the
correctness. of the belief-regulating norms of science, This raises
a slightly different issue regarding question beggiqg. Respectl'.ng
KC, requires explaining the correctness of the b}all.ef—regulatlpg
norms of science, which in turn requires explaining thg reha’t—
bility of cognitive processes licensed by those norms. Kitcher’s
explanation of this reliability depends on an argument _for VC,
and in light of Kitcher’s commitment to KC, this requires an
argument for Base Claim 2 (i.e., an argument that Kitcher is
entitled to the Socratic construal of VC). But the explanatqry
challenge raised by KC, arises anew in Basge Claim 2: Base Claim
2 simply asserts the correctness of the belief—regu_latmg norms
of science, rather than explaining it. Kitcher’s epistemology qf
science appears able to respect KC, only by givi}lg up KC, (equi-
valently, respecting KC; appears to require sacrificing KC,).
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6. Naturalizing Kitcher

If we confine ourselves to the resources at Kitcher’s disposal, it
appears we can’t simultaneously secure KC, and KC,. However,
by supplementing Kitcher’s eplstemology of science we can
remedy this situation. The idea is that the pronouncements of
unifying theories are likely to be (approximately) true provided
that the world is systematically unified and we require 4 uni-
fying theory or practice to meet a sufficiently high standard of
unification. So we adopt the view that nature is unified and give
a direct argument in favor of (ID). :

As noted in §3, Kitcher (1986) considers something similar.
Though he takes his epistemology of science to be consistent
with the view that nature is systematically unified, Kitcher
(1993, 169-73) finds this view, which he terms strong realism,
epistemically problematic.

Ever since Hume, philosophers have faced the challenge of explain-
ing how we are in a position to gain evidence for statements
invelving a family of notions—statements that identify causal
relationships, statements that talk of objective explanatory
dependence, statements that assert that a particular set of objects
is & natural kind, statements that talk of natural necessities. The
Toot problem seems to be that we have no semantical account of

such statements that will fit into an epistemological aceount.
{Kitcher 1993, 170)

So, according to Kitcher, strong realism gives us an access
problem of the sort familiar from the Benacerraf problem for
mathematical knowledge.’® Strong realism enables us to tell a
nice story about the semantics of scientific discourse, a story
that facilitates an account of the reliability of the modes of
Jjustification operative in science. But this story comes at the
expense of a satisfying epistemology, since this requires some
account of how we access the strongly realist world. This is
what motivates Kitcher’s preference for (I). But how apt is this
comparison between the Benacerraf problem and our present
situation?

The Benacerraf problem relies on (the apparent mismatch
between) a causal theory of Eknowledge and the acausal nature of
mathematical entities. If causal interaction of some sort is
required for knowledge and we never causally interact with
mathematical entities, then it looks as if mathematical knowl-
edge is impossible. Humean worries about causal and other sorts
of scientific knowledge are perhaps not so different in kind, but
they seem very different in degree. Few will look askance at the
claim that we are never in causal contact with mathematical
entities; it’s not so clear that the same can be said for the claim
that we never causally interact with, say, natural kinds. Indeed,
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ists are able to account for the reliability of scientific
gi?ﬁfclilg S;;rsxd, hence, the correctness gf pe;liefuregul_atmg x%ormsf,_
precisely because they accept a primitive, rea_hst notni;l od
causation that underwrites reference to natural kinds (see (c)iy
1980, 1989, 1991). This allows them access to the causal ore efz‘
of the world. The causal order of the Worigl fon;ms the ontologica
ground of inferential (inductive) practice in science. Conse%
bquently, kinds align with the causal order 80 that outcomes o
induction on natural kinds tend to be (approximately) true. e
Moreover, a causally ordered world is effectlvel_y a unifie
world. We can understand the clair!:x that nature is systema(i
tically unified (roughly) as the claim that many events an
states of affairs in nature that appear to be of dlfferent t};pes
are actually of the same type, so that the WOI‘-iEl is much heis
diverse than it initially appears to be. .thcher s approach to
explanation in science, and to the epistemology of scmn];:e
generally, aims at unifying the world from the top dO?v]I; v
establishing relations of explanatory dependence from W'rhlcl we
then read off the causal order of the world. Bu.t there is a 80 a
“bottom up” approach to the epistemo%ogy of science, and sc1§n—
tific explanation in particular, acco?dmg to.w]:uch causal or ez;q
precedes and underwrites explanation and induces relahqns 0
explanatory dependence hetween events and states of affmr;f u}
the world. The unification of the world can thgn be reafl off 1?
these explanatory dependencies.?® Of course, things aren’t quc_ll e
this simple, but the general idea should be clear: causal or mi
and unification are two routes to the same place. So causa
realism adds nothing substantive to the view that nature is
unified. ) <factors from
Kitcher’s epistemology of science proves unsatisfactory fr f
the point of view of his own naturalism be_cause its only way 1;)
linking unification and truth, so as to sat.lsfy ‘KCP seems tfg e
by interpreting truth in such a way that ‘1t fails to be veri 1}(13a1-:
tion transcendent and so violates KC,. Kitcher recognizes tha
he needs a realist conception of truth (hence his co;mmtme];*i_t(;
KC,), but he can’t see his way clea:g‘ to adqpt a sufﬁcn_ently re ’:]i
metaphysics to ground the requisite reallst conception of truh. .
We can satisfy both EC, and KC.2 for Klt_cher by adding t({d is
epistemology of science a premise stating that j:he wor .t];S
unified (or, alternatively, by adopting qausal reahsrp), but 1 ?
not clear that Kitcher would endors_e this strong realist ‘moxa%i
haven't attempted to give substanth.l arguments for th_u“? a a -
tional premise. But the resources aval}able fqr use in argmngaﬁr
it—indeed arguments for it available in the 11teratu:re, especially
in its causal realism form—far outstrip those available for uszr:
in arguing for Base Claim 2 (the Sogratlc. cons‘trual (_)f VCI.
This recommends the approach outl_med.m this section over
Kitcher’s as a way of vindicating a unification-based naturalism
in the epistemology of science.
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7. Concluding Remarks

In closing, I would like to address 2 potential point of confusion.
Much of the foregoing discussion centers on the idea that unifi-
cation is a regulative norm with epistemic import, in the senge
of unifying theories tending to yield (approximate) truths. In
short, if unification is an episternic regulative norm, then a
unifying theory T should be preferred over nonunifying or less-
unifying theories. We've seen that unification is an epistemic
norm in the presence of substantive metaphysical theses;
unifying theories are more likely to be (approximately) true
only when appropriate ontological grounds are available. Absent
appropriate ontological grounds, an epistemology governed by a
norm to unify will be in a poor position to explain the corroct-
ness of belief-forming and sustaining norms. There ig, however, a
sense in which unification figures in a regulative norm governing
theory choice independent of metaphysics.

All else being equal, we should (and do) prefer theories that
are simpler in the sense of being more cognitively tractable; the
more difficult a theory is to understand, the less degirable it is.
Very often the cognitive tractability of a theory is a matter of
how well that theory integrates with extant well-established
theories. One way a theory integrates well with established
extant theories is by being presented in terms that are similar
to those used in presenting the established extant theories.
Similarity breeds familiarity, and theories that are cast in
familiar terms are easier to grasp than those cast in unfamiliar
terms. This sort of integration is a type of unification. If 7 is an
established theory and 7" in’i’:egrates well with 7, then T + 7" is

with T, is not. Thus, if T, and T, are theories concerning some
subject S that are well confirmed and differ only in that T i
presented in familiar terms while T, isn’t, then, by the foregoing
remarks, we should prefer T, to T,. And this preference is the
outcome of a regulative norm according to which we should
accept the theory that exhibits greater unification with estab-
lished extant theories than its competitors.

What’s important to notice here ig that this regulative norm
1s not an epistemic norm. Rather, it’s a conventional or prag-
matic norm that only enters into the process of theory choice
after evaluations of rival theories on epistemic grounds have
already concluded (in our example, T, and T, were both well
confirmed ex hypothesi). Hence, the fact that unification plays a
role in this {nonepistemic) regulative norm of theory choice in
ne way undermines my arguments againgt the purportedly
epistemic regulative norm that has been the chief concern of
much of this paper. That norm has the potential to be an epis-
temic norm, but, as I've argued, realizing this potential depends
on the presence of an appropriately robust ontology. Kitcher
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seems to want to avoid commitment to such an ontology, but
without it his claim to an epistemology of science that satisfies
KC, and KC, appears to fail. Consequently, so toc does his claim
to an epistemology of science that is naturalistic by his own
lights.®

Notes

! For a sample of comparative views, see King 1994, Kornblith
1994, Maddy 2005, Rosenberg 1996, and Stroud 1996.

* (ven that we aim to have true beliefs.

® For more on the shortecomings of this and similar (verifica-
tionist or epistemic) conceptions of truth, see Goldman 19886, ch. 7.
For an extended discussion of this issue, see Wright 1292.

* In this paper, practices are what Kitcher calls consensus prac-
tices {see Kitcher 1993, 87-89).

& Kitcher's practices sometimes consist of only these three com-
ponents (see, e.g., Kitcher 1989). Other times (e.g., Kitcher 1983,
1993) Kitcher’s practices incorporate additional components. For
present purposes, these three will be sufficient.

¢ For simplicity, I assume that there is a unique limit practice of
a given sequence of practices.

" For details on Kitcher’s account of comparative unifying power,
see Kitcher 1981, 1989.

8 See Boyd 1990 for a realist defense of approximate truth.

* I ignore possible worries about the completeness of the limit
practice, i.e., about whether or not all causal truths make it into K™=,

WY itself gives Kitcher KC,.

1 See also Kiteher 1986, 213-14 and 1989, 497-98. Kitcher (1986)
appears to endorse this conception of truth for all empirical state-
ments, not just causal statements.

“ 1 ignore a problem often raised for views that claim something
we want happens in the long run or at the end of inquiry, viz., the
problem of connecting what happens in the long run with where we
stand now. In Kitcher’s case, the challenge would take the following
form: Tell us why getting things (approximately) right in the long
run should give us confidence that we have things (approximately)
right along the way, in particular right now.

¥ See Kitcher 1989, 498-99. I paraphrase and update the claims
appearing there.

14 Even if we ignore that (I) has already been rejected, this arpgu-
ment begs the question against the proponent of (III). Kitcher argues
against (III} with the intent of establishing the disjunction of (I) and
{II}, but in so doing he deploys one of the disjuncts in play, viz., (I).

% See, e.g., those canvassed in chapter 3 of Kirkham 1992,

1 Note that even leading coherentists about justification reject
coherence truth; indeed, they endorse a realist conception of truth. (I
have in mind Keith Lehrer and Laurence BonJour. See, e.g., Lehrer
1874, 1986 for the former’s views. BonJour now rejects coherentism
about justification, but for his coherentist views see, e.g., Bondour
1985.

¥ In what follows, I rely on Wright’s discussion of Euthyphronic
contrasts in Wright 1992, especially ch. 3 and its appendix, though I
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don’t follow that discussion in every detail.

1% Kitcher comments on this si ilari
Seo g{itcher 1595 T Bt similarity to the Benacerraf prohlem.
¥ For more on this, see Kitcher 1985, 1989, The ©
‘ v s, s , . The “top d ?
‘botztnogl ap cha;;i‘cteratlon of the situation comes from fhe (;’:;vr?ne?nd
€&, in particular, Boyd 1973, 1979, 198 :
1991 and Kornblith 1993, " 19852, 1985b, 1990,
anks to Richard Boyd, Jon Cogburn, Kevin Ellj
Hodes, Richard A. Shore, Zoltdn Szabs, and a0 anommees rrerold
R . A , and
helpful discussions and comments, ° #4 Anonymous referee for
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