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Veritism is the thesis that the truth is the fundamental epistemic
good. According to Duncan Pritchard, the most pressing objec-
tions to veritism are the trivial truths objection and the trivial in-
quiry problem. The former states that veritism entails that trivial
truths are as important as deep and important truths. The latter
is a problem that a veritist must prefer trivial inquiry that gener-
ates many trivial truths to the serious inquiry with the hope but
no guarantee to discover some deep and important truth. Both
objections arise from the inability of veritism prima facie to prop-
erly rate the different types of truths. Pritchard's solution is to ap-
proach the truth from the perspective of the intellectually virtu-
ous inquirer who would prefer weighty truth over trivial truth.

In my commentary, | criticise the proposed solution as circular
reasoning. The necessary virtue for an intellectually virtuous in-
quirer is that they would prefer the weighty truth over the trivial
one and at the same time, the weighty truth is superior because
it is the goal for intellectually virtuous inquirer. | suggest an-
other path to substantiate veritism in the face of the two sibling
objections. | argue that truth is the fundamental epistemic good
as it makes the epistemic realm practically valuable more than
any other epistemic good. The weighty truths are preferable to
the trivial ones because the practical value of the deep and im-
portant truths is usually higher. The suggested path goes away
from the attempts to prove the epistemic value of truth only
within the epistemic realm, yet | argue it does not compel the in-
tellectually virtuous inquirer to seek the truth only for the sake of
practical reasons.
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BepuTn3M - 370 Te3nC 0 TOM, YTO UCTUHA ABASETCS PyHOAMEHTaNlb-
HbIM 3nucTeMmuyeckuM 6aarom. CornacHo M. Mputyapay, camble ce-
pbe3Hble BO3paXKEHWUsi NPOTUB BEPUTU3MA — 3TO TPUBMA/LHOE BO3pa-
YKEHME MPOTUB UCTUHbI M TpUBMA/IbHAs Npobnema ucciefoBaHUs.
MepBoe rnacuT, 4To BEpUTU3M NpenosaraeT, YTo TPUBUAJIbHbIE UCTU-
Hbl TaK JXe BaXHbl, Kak W [NyboKkue, BaXKHble WCTUHbI. BTopoe
BO3paXKeHWe 3aKJ/IYAETCS B TOM, YTO BEPUTUCT LOMKEH NPEAnoYecTb
TPUBMANbHOE WUCCNEl0BaHUE, KOTOPOE MOPOXKAAET MHOXECTBO TpU-
BWANIbHbIX UCTUH, CEPbE3HOMY UCCNELOBAHMIO C HAAEXA0M, HO 6e3
rapaHTUM OTKPbITb KaKy-TO FY6OKY0 M BaXkKHY UCTMHY. O6a BO3-
paYkeHWs BO3HMKAIOT M3-3a HECMocobHOCTM BepuTuaMa prima facie
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NpaBWIbHO OLEHWUTb Pa3fiMyHble TUMbl UCTUH. PeweHue Mpuyapaa
COCTOMT B TOM, YTOObI MOAOMTM K UCTUHE C TOYKM 3PEHUSI UHTENIEKTY -
aNnbHO [06POAETENbHOMO MCCNeAoBaTeNs, KOTOPbIM npeanoyen 6Gbl
BECOMYIO WCTUHY TPUBMANbHOW UCTMHE. B CBOEM KOMMeHTapuu s
KPUTKKYIO MPESJ/IOKEHHOE peLleHne, KOTOpoe, KaK 5 MOKasbiBato, OC-
HOBaHO Ha KpYyroBoW aprymeHTtauuu. Tak, Heobxogumas pobpoge-
Teb AN UHTENNEKTYaNbHO LOBPOAETENLHOMO UCCNefOBaTENS COCTO-
UT B TOM, YTO OH MPEAMOYTET BECOMYH UCTUHY TPUBUAILHOW, U B TO
e Bpemsi BeCOMasi UCTMHA BbliLle, NOTOMY YTO 3TO Lesb UHTEeNEeK-
TyanbHO A06POAETENLHOMO UccnefoBaTens. S npeanaral fpyroi
cnoco6 060CHOBaHMA BEPUTU3MA B KOHTEKCTE ABYX GAM3KMX BO3pa-
KEHUN. S yTBEPXKAalo, YTO UCTUHA ABAsSETCS QYHAAMEHTANbHBIM 3MKU-
CTEMUYECKUM B1aroM, MOCKOIbKY OHA AeNaeT 3NUCTEMOIOTUYECKYHD
cdhepy npakTuuecku 6onee LeHHON, YeM Ntoboe Apyroe anucteMuye-
cKoe 6naro. Becomble UCTUHbI NPEANOYTUTENIbHEE TPUBMALHBIX, MO-
TOMY YTO NPaKTUYeCKas LeHHOCTb INy6OKUX U BaXKHbIX UCTUH 0ObIYHO
Bbllwe. MpeanaraeMblil NOAXOA, YXOLUT OT MOMbITOK [OKa3aTb anucTe-
MUYECKYIO LLEHHOCTb UCTUMHBI TOIbKO B 3NUCTEMUYECKOW cdhepe, npu
3TOM 5 YTBEPXKAI0, YTO OH HE MPUHYXKAAET MHTE/IEKTYaNbHO L06po-
[LeTeNbHOro UCCNeA0BATENs UCKATb UCTUHY TOMIbKO PafiM MpakTuye-
CKMUX COOBpaXKeHUH.

Kntouesble c0Ba: UCTUHA, BEPUTH3M, LEEHHOCTb, AOBPOAETENb, KOH-
CEKBEHLMANN3M, NIPaKTUKA

The highest value of truth was taken for granted for a long time in classi-
cal epistemology. However, today many epistemologists try to downplay
the central role of the truth [Elgin, 2017; Kvanvig, 2003; Toole, 2020;
Williamson, 2000]. I would even add that the attack on the status of truth
now goes beyond epistemology and pure academic philosophy as some
people proclaim that we live in the Post-truth era or that there are alterna-
tive facts. The status of truth today, more than ever, needs to be defended.
Duncan Pritchard timely suggests a defence against the certain lines of at-
tack on the value of truth within the epistemology.

Pritchard calls the position he is going to defend veritism - which
states that the truth is fundamentally epistemically good. In the paper,
Pritchard lists several arguments for rejecting the veritism and proposes
persuasive counter-arguments. According to Pritchard, none of the argu-
ments to reject veritism are successful and I fully agree with him on that.
Yet, I have a worry about the answer to the trivial truths objection and triv-
ial inquiry problem. And I would like to lay out my worry about Pritchard’s
answer and then I would briefly outline an alternative solution.

The trivial truths objection and trivial inquiry problem are both based on
the intuition that we should care about deep and important truths (the
weighty truths) more than about the trivial truths. The supposed difficulty for
veritism is that it does not distinguish between the deep and important truths
and trivial truths. On this reading, any proposition which is true is as epis-
temically valuable as any other. Therefore, a veritist has no motivation to
prefer the weighty truth to the trivial truth. Furthermore, if any truth is as
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good as any other, then a veritist is committed to true belief maximisation.
They must try to discover as much truth as they can. For example, counting
leaves in the garden is as important as discovering the origins of the human
species. And because counting leaves have much higher chances of success,
this must be a preferable inquiry for the veritist. This conclusion sounds ut-
terly counter-intuitive.

Pritchard’s solution is to see truth as the goal of the intellectually
virtuous inquirer. The idea is to treat the notion of an intellectually virtu-
ous inquirer as primary and to understand the fundamental epistemic
goods in terms of their goals. The intellectually virtuous inquirer does
not just aim for any true proposition, they have a desire for a rich grasp
of the nature of things, preferring deep and important truths over the
trivial ones. Thus, they must choose the serious inquiry that potentially
leads to the discovery of the weighty truths over the crude maximisation
of the trivial truths. The solution, indeed, strikes into the core of the
mentioned objection.

My main worry about the intellectually virtuous inquirer proposal is
that it seems to be circular under closer inspection. The intellectually vir-
tuous inquirer would prefer deep and important truth over the trivial truth,
so that is why the former is more epistemically valuable than the latter.
Yet, among the necessary attributes of the intellectually virtuous inquirer,
one is that they prefer weighty truths over the trivial ones. Therefore, the
intellectually virtuous inquirer is defined by their preference for the
weighty truths over the trivial ones and, at the same time, we justify the
epistemic superiority of weighty truths over the trivial ones through the
concept of the intellectually virtuous inquirer.

One of the answers to the circularity concern may be that the prefer-
ence for the weighty truths is not a separate virtue. Possessing a set of in-
tellectual virtues makes one seek the weighty truths and there is no need
to postulate that there is a special virtue for that. However, the preference
for the weighty truths in question is independent of other virtues, what-
ever they are. There is a conceivable scenario in which the inquirer has
almost all the intellectual virtues, except the one that they prefer the
weighty truths. The inquirer in this scenario is not intellectually virtuous
and they would go for truth belief maximization instead of trying to dis-
cover something important. Then again, for an inquirer to be intellectu-
ally virtuous, they need to prefer weighty truths to trivial truths and the
superiority of the deep and important truths over trivial truths is estab-
lished through the goals of the intellectually virtuous inquirer. Hence, we
define one in terms of another and vice versa.

If Pritchard has a satisfying reply to the circular argument, then
I would admit that he has successfully defended veritism from all the ob-
jections he mentioned. In the unlikely case that he did not, I have my mod-
est proposal on how to save veritism. The first step I propose, to defend
veritism, is to reconsider the justification of the fundamental epistemic
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value of truth solely within the epistemic realm. Because, if we measure
the epistemic value of truth only in relation to other epistemic goods, it
seems that we are doomed to go the full circle in the end. The more
promising way, I believe, is to define the value of truth in something that
is not epistemic and then to explain how all other epistemic goods depend
on that.

The best candidate I can think of, to substantiate the fundamental
value of truth and, accordingly, the value of the epistemic, is the practical
value. The practical value of truth has been recognised for a long time
and recently has new advocates [McCormick, 2020]. By the practical
value of truth, I do not mean the pragmatic nature of truth as I do not say
that the belief is true if it is useful. I say that truths (true beliefs) are valu-
able because they tend to be practically valuable in a very broad sense.
First, an agent with a true belief about the matter in question has a higher
chance of success than the agent with false beliefs. For example, if two
Greeks are heading to Larissa the one who has a true belief about the
right direction has a higher chance to arrive at the destination than the
one that has a false belief. Second, to do anything at all, an agent must
have a set of basic true beliefs. For example, this set may include the fol-
lowing beliefs: objects do not disappear when I do not look at them; other
people can understand me; people need to breathe to stay alive, etc.
In other words, truth is both necessary and beneficial for practicality.
The practical value of all other epistemic goods is nullified, or drastically
reduced, if they are not connected to truth. For example, the justification
is an epistemic good, however, the main purpose of justification is estab-
lishing some belief as true. The belief can be justified and, at the same
time, untrue, but in this case, the justification has missed its point.
The justified belief which is not true tends to be practically harmful as
people count on them with confidence while they could get the opposite
result to their expectations. Therefore, with the practical approach we
keep the conceptual and axiological fundamentality of the truth for the
epistemology.

The practical approach to truth allows us to explain why we should
rather seek the weighty truths instead of trivial ones. The weighty truths
are practically valuable more than trivial ones. The deep and important
truths allow people to achieve their desired goals. The truth could be use-
ful directly or indirectly. True beliefs are directly helpful when they are
about the practice in question. It is directly helpful for a sailor to have
a set of true beliefs about ocean tides. It may be indirectly helpful for
a sailor to know that magic doesn’t work. So, if someone would try to sell
a sailor a magical artefact that allegedly tames the ocean tides, the sailor
would be able to conclude that the particular magical artefact doesn’t
work, because magic doesn’t work in general. Deep and important truths
often do not have a direct application, but they help us to form directly
helpful beliefs. This explains why one, even without knowing the exact
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content of the beliefs in question, must rather choose the weighty truth
over the trivial truth. Let’s recall a scenario from Pritchard’s paper
(Pritchard “In Defence of Veritism” P. 30). Imagine two doors, which, be-
hind each, lies a single true proposition. One of these propositions con-
cerns a deep and important truth, the other proposition concerns an en-
tirely trivial truth. If an agent has a choice and they care about the
practical value of truth, they must choose the deep and important truth
because the probability that it would be practically useful for them and
others is higher. By the same logic, the trivial inquiry problem should be
resolved. The risky inquiry that may lead to the deep and important truth
with some probability is preferable to the brute maximisation of the true
beliefs. As the former tend to be much more practically valuable and the
latter is useless.

There is a legitimate concern that, with the acceptance of the practical
approach, people (even the intellectually virtuous inquirers) would drop
curiosity and seek the truth only for the sake of some practical gains. The
answer to this is that the practical value of truth, in general, doesn’t force
us to care about the practical value of each belief or proposition. Further-
more, such calculation is highly difficult in real-life settings. Even the in-
tellectually virtuous inquirer is not able to always predict the practical
value of each truth. The intellectually virtuous inquirer is not an omnipo-
tent being, he is supposed to have some natural limitations to the degree of
his knowledge. The intellectually virtuous inquirer could not know all pos-
sible applications of all truth. However, the intellectually virtuous inquirer
may very well know that the truth is practically valuable and that would
motivate their virtue of curiosity. Subsequently, they would try to discover
the truth just for the sake of it. It turns out that, while many of the truths
would never be in use, the people who are curious about the world, and try
to learn more, tend to be more successful than their incurious peers. It hap-
pens for the simple reason that the truths about the world we accumulate
can always turn out to be practically valuable.

If my arguments are sound, then veritism could be substantiated on
practical grounds. The one advantage of my solution over Pritchard’s ver-
sion is that it is conceptually simpler. The notion of the intellectually vir-
tuous inquirer seems cumbersome and it is used to explain the value of
such a basic thing as truth. That said, the concept of practical value is al-
most as basic as truth. I believe that my proposal goes in line with the
consequentialist way of thinking, broadly construed. And I hope that
would help some people to see that there is no conflict between the prac-
tical stance in epistemology and the respect for the truth.

58



INTELLECTUALLY VIRTUOUS INQUIRER... @

References

Elgin, 2017 - Elgin, C.Z. True Enough. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press, 2017, 352 pp.

Kvanvig, 2003 - Kvanvig, ]J.L. The Value of Knowledge and the Pursuit of Un-
derstanding, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2003, 234 pp.

McCormick, 2020 - McCormick, M.S. “Value Beyond Truth-value: A Practical
Response to Skepticism”, Synthese, April 2020, DOI: 10.1007/s11229-020-02590-7.

Toole, 2020 - Toole, B. “Demarginalizing Standpoint Epistemology”, Episteme,
2020, pp. 1-19, DOI:10.1017/epi.2020.8.

Williamson, 2000 - Williamson, T. Knowledge and its Limits. Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 2000, xi+340 pp.



