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Foundational Justification, Meta-Justification, and Fumertonian Acquaintance 

 

According to foundationalism, the following two theses are true: First, a subject’s belief 

system is divided into a superstructure, comprised of inferentially justified beliefs, and a 

foundation, comprised of non-inferentially justified beliefs. Second, all beliefs in the 

superstructure ultimately receive their justification from beliefs in the foundation. 

Competing versions of foundationalism differ from each other in the way they answer the 

following three questions:  

(1) How do foundational beliefs justify beliefs in the superstructure?  

(2) What makes a belief foundational?  

(3) Which beliefs are in the foundation?1   

Cartesian foundationalism answers these questions thus: 

• Foundational beliefs justify beliefs in the superstructure via deduction. 

• What makes a belief foundational is infallible justification: the kind of 

justification that rules out being mistaken. 

• The foundation consists exclusively of beliefs about the content of one’s own 

mental states. Beliefs about the external world are invariably located in the 

superstructure. 

It would be difficult to be more ambitious than that. Today, most epistemologists reject 

Cartesian foundationalism because the view makes knowledge of the external world 

impossible. There are two main reasons why the Cartesian approach guarantees this skeptical 

outcome. First, beliefs about the external world cannot be deduced from beliefs about the 

content of one’s own mental states. Therefore, if foundational beliefs are expected to justify 

beliefs in the superstructure through deduction, the superstructure beliefs remain unjustified. 

Second, if the beliefs in the foundation are exclusively about one’s own mental states, as they 

must be if foundational justification is infallible, then normal people in normal situations do 

not have very many foundational beliefs.2 As a result, their non-foundational beliefs about 

the external world are unjustified.     

                                                
1 See Feldman 2003, p. 52. 
2 See Pollock 2001, p. 43 and 1986, p. 62.  
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No one, then, pursues any longer the goal of finding a deductive link between 

foundational and non-foundational beliefs. However, some epistemologists still hold in high 

regard the Cartesian conception of foundational justification, most notably Laurence 

BonJour and Richard Fumerton, both of whom are known for their advocacy of what 

Fumerton calls classical foundationalism.3 Neither of these philosophers makes infallibility an 

outright necessary condition for membership in the club of foundationally justified beliefs. 

However, both of them hold that foundational justification needs to be identified with a 

kind of justification that at the very least approaches infallibility. Fumerton is of course 

known for his claim that what provides near infallible justification and thus opens the door 

to admission into the foundation is the relation of acquaintance. In this paper, I will make an 

attempt to get clear on what Fumertonian acquaintance-based justification is all about, 

particularly given Fumerton’s commitment to internalism. I will argue that, while 

acquaintance-type justification is indeed a fine thing inasmuch as it is sufficient for 

foundational justification, it is not necessary for it.  

 

Internalism vs. Externalism and the Expectation of Non-Accidentality 

What is the distinctive mark of epistemic justification, as opposed to its moral and prudential 

variants? According to the dominant approach on this matter, it is its connection to truth 

and knowledge. Laurence BonJour has articulated the connection with admirable clarity. He 

considers epistemic justification to be of instrumental value in the pursuit of truth. If 

justification were not of such instrumental value, then, BonJour says,  

epistemic justification would be irrelevant to our main cognitive goal and of dubious 

worth. It is only if we have some reason for thinking that epistemic justification 

constitutes a path to truth that we as cognitive beings have any motive for preferring 

epistemically justified beliefs to epistemically unjustified ones.4 

Since justification is supposed to be a path to truth, a justified belief must be such that, if 

true, its truth is non-accidental. Hence, given that non-accidental truth is the distinctive mark 

of knowledge, one’s having a justified belief is, at least to some extent, being on one’s way 

towards having knowledge.5  

                                                
3 See BonJour 2001, Fumerton 1995 and 2001.  
4 BonJour 1985, p. 8 
5 Justified true beliefs are typically instances of knowledge, but, as Gettier cases show, not always.  
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The kind of non-accidentality that justification is expected to secure can be judged in 

two ways. It can be judged from  

(a) the subject’s perspective  

and  

(b) the perspective of an independent observer who knows things the subject 

might not be in a position to know. 

According to internalism, whether a belief satisfies the demand for non-accidental truth is to 

be judged from (a); according to externalism, it is to be judged from (b). Internalists and 

externalists agree that the point of justification is to secure non-accidental truth. They 

disagree about what determines non-accidental truth.  

The internalist understanding of justification as a means to non-accidental truth is 

prominently at work in Laurence BonJour’s explanation of why Norman, the unwittingly 

reliable clairvoyant in his famous counterexample to reliabilism, fails to be justified in 

believing what his (unrecognized) clairvoyance has revealed to him, namely that the 

President is in New York. Here is what BonJour says. Since Norman’s belief is reliably 

produced, the truth of his belief  

would not be an accident from the standpoint of [a] hypothetical external observer 

who knows all the relevant facts and laws. But how is this supposed to justify 

Norman’s belief? From his subjective perspective it is an accident that the belief is 

true. And the suggestion here is that the rationality or justifiability of Norman’s belief 

should be judged from Norman’s own perspective rather than from one which is 

unavailable to him.6  

Such is the internalist understanding of justification. Its key component is the expectation 

that a belief, if both justified and true, is not accidentally true when judged from within the 

subject’s perspective. In what follows, I will refer to this feature of internalist justification as 

the internalist demand for non-accidental truth.7  

 

                                                
6 BonJour 1985, p. 43f. 
7 Michael Bergmann takes the internalist demand for non-accidental truth, as advocated by BonJour, to be the 
standard against which internalist justification must be measured. In his dilemma argument against internalism, 
he argues that, while strong internalism (internalism with higher-level requirements) generates a vicious infinite 
regress, weak internalism (internalism without higher-level requirements) produces a notion of justification that 
fails to measure up to internalism’s own standard for non-accidental truth. See Bergmann 2006, chapter 1. 
More on this in footnote 18.  
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BonJour’s Anti-Foundationalist Argument 

The internalist demand for non-accidental truth is also at work in BonJour’s famous 

argument against foundationalism.8 Since Fumerton is no less committed to internalism than 

BonJour, an examination of Fumertonian acquaintance-based justification will benefit from 

considering how such justification relates to the conception of internalism at work in 

BonJour’s argument, which is divided into two parts. The first gives an account of what it is 

to meet a demand for meta-justification. Suppose you challenge me to justify a certain belief 

of mine. In response, I cite what I take to be a reason for believing in support of that belief. 

Let us assume the reason I cite is a certain property of my belief, F. Now you might ‘go 

meta’ and ask me: “Why do you think that your belief’s having property F justifies your 

belief?” In response to this meta-challenge, I could reply: “Beliefs having property F are 

likely to be true.” The kind of meta-justification this reply is meant to provide is 

encapsulated in the following truth-indicative-feature (TIF) argument:9  

Part I: The TIF Argument 

1 My belief that p has property F. 

2 Beliefs with property F are likely to be true.  

3 My belief that p is likely to be true 

Giving a TIF argument is what’s needed to meet a justificatory meta-challenge. Its point is to 

provide second-order justification: justification for thinking that a certain property of a belief 

makes it likely that the belief is true. An example of such a property could be being grounded in 

a clear and distinct visual experience. If you challenged me to justify my belief that there is a tree 

before me, I might cite this property. And if you then asked my why I think that this 

property renders my belief justified, I could say that beliefs with that property are likely to be 

true. By saying that my belief is grounded in a clear and distinct visual experience, I provide 

you with a justification for my belief. By saying that beliefs based on a clear and distinct 

visual experience are likely to be true, I provide you with a meta-justification for my belief. 

The second part of BonJour’s argument rests on two further premises. The first lays 

down a general condition of justified belief: a belief is justified only if one has a meta-

justification for it in the form of a TIF argument. What motivates this premise is precisely 

the internalist demand for non-accidental truth, introduced in the previous section. 

                                                
8 BonJour 1985, pp. 30-33. 
9 The term ‘TIF argument’ is due to Richard Feldman. See his 2003, pp. 75ff.  
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BonJour’s thought is that, if one is not in possession of meta-justification, having a reason R 

for a belief B just isn’t enough to satisfy the internalist demand for non-accidental truth. To 

meet this demand, what’s required is having an argument justifying the assumption that R 

makes the truth of B probable. 

The second premise of the second part of BonJour’s argument asserts that, if 

justification requires meta-justification, basic or non-inferentially justified beliefs are not 

possible.10 This premise rests on two sub-premises. 

Sub-Premise 1:  A belief is basic iff (i) it is justified and (ii) it does not receive any 

of its justification from further beliefs.  

Sub-Premise 2:  To have a TIF argument is to believe each of its premises, and to 

do so with justification.  

Consider now the second part of BonJour’s argument: 

Part II: The Need for Meta-Justification 

4 Having an empirically justified belief that p requires having a TIF argument for 

believing that p.11 

5 If (4) is true, then no empirical belief is basic.  

6 No empirical belief is basic.  

If all of the premises and sub-premises are true, then non-inferential justification is 

impossible. However, the argument has two weak spots: line 4 and sub-premise 2. In line 4, 

BonJour asserts a highly controversial principle, namely: 

The Principle of Meta-Justification: All empirical justification requires meta-

justification.12  

Externalists reject this principle, and so do many internalists.13  

The other weak spot of BonJour’s argument is sub-premise 2. Epistemologists who 

accept the principle of meta-justification could still be foundationalists, given the 

understanding of basicality sub-premise 1 articulates. To avoid BonJour’s anti-

                                                
10 I will use the terms ‘basic’, ‘non-inferential’ and ‘foundational’ interchangeably.  
11 The insertion of ‘empirical’ is necessary because BonJour’s argument is directed only against foundationalism 
about empirical justification. As far as a priori justification is concerned, BonJour advocated foundationalism 
even in his 1985.  
12 Again, note the restriction to empirical beliefs.  
13 Van Cleve conceives of the rejection of the principle meta-justification as an externalist move. See his 2003. 
This seems odd, given that there are internalists who reject it. Huemer’s conservatism and Pryor’s dogmatism, 
both of which are internalist theories, are incompatible with this principle.    
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foundationalist conclusion, all they need to do is insist on an alternative understanding of 

what it is to have a TIF argument. They might, for example, replace sub-premise 2 with 

Sub-Premise 2* To have a TIF argument is to be in possession of evidence for 

each of its premises. 

It is possible to be in possession of evidence for each of the premises of a TIF argument, A, 

without having reflected on A and without believing any of A’s premises. If sub-premise 2* 

replaces sub-premise 2, then the claim made on line (5) is no longer true. It is then perfectly 

possible for a belief of mine, B, to be such that (i) B is justified without receiving its 

justification from any other beliefs, and (ii) I have a TIF argument for B because I have 

evidence for the premises of such an argument. So, if BonJour’s doxastic construal of what it 

is to have an argument is replaced with an evidential construal, internalists who wish to accept 

the principle of meta-justification can avoid BonJour’s anti-foundationalist conclusion by 

rejecting line (5).  

Next, I will introduce two internalist theories that illustrate the two responses to 

BonJour’s argument that we just considered.   

 

Two Foundationalist Responses to BonJour’s Argument 

Theories that are both foundationalist and internalist differ with regard to whether they 

accept or reject the principle of meta-justification. Michael Huemer’s phenomenal 

conservatism (PC) is a version of internalist foundationalism that rejects the principle of 

metajustification. According to PC, seemings—mental states that represent their content as 

true—are necessarily a source of justification:14  

Phenomenal Conservatism: Sp → (J for Bp)15  

                                                
14 For Huemer’s characterization of seemings, see his 2013a. Regarding the label ‘phenomenal conservatism,’ it 
would actually be better to refer to the view as ‘conservative phenomenalism.’ This would allow one to 
distinguish between two views, one conservative, the other non-conservative, both of them sharing 
phenomenalism as their common core. ‘Phenomenalism,’ in this usage, denotes the view that at least some 
seemings justify, and that at least some justification we have for our beliefs is due to seemings. With 
phenomenalism thus defined, we may distinguish between four views: (i) conservative phenomenalism: all 
seemings are a source of justification; (ii) non-conservative phenomenalism: only properly credentialed 
seemings are a source of justification; (iii) universal phenomenalism: all justification is due to seemings; (iv) 
non-universal phenomenalism: some justification is due to seemings. Huemer, it would seem, advocates both 
conservative and universal phenomenalism; see his 2013a, sections 1c and 4d, as well as Huemer 2013b, pp. 
338-41.  
15 Two important points should be noted. In this articulation of PC, the consequent is about propositional, not 
doxastic, justification. That is, the consequent asserts that having a seeming that p is sufficient for having 
justification for believing that p (which does not entail actual belief); it does not assert that having a seeming that p is 
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According to PC, a subject’s having a seeming that p is—by itself, without meta-justification 

playing any role at all—sufficient for giving the subject justification for believing that p. PC is 

a version of foundationalism because if a belief is based on an undefeated seeming, the belief 

is basic: justified without receiving any of its justification from another belief. Here are two 

examples. First, consider a perceptual seeming. If an object looks red to me, then I have, 

according to PC, justification for believing that the object is red. I may in fact have evidence 

in support of taking this seeming to be an instance of a reliable type of seeming, but such 

evidence is, according to PC, not needed. I may in fact have the belief that beliefs based on 

such seemings tend to be true. But, according to PC, no such meta-justificatory belief is 

necessary for having justification for believing that p. That the object looks red to me is, by 

itself, sufficient for generating justification for me to believe that the object is red. If I have 

no defeaters and my belief that the object is red is based solely on its looking red to me, then 

my belief is non-inferentially justified, that is, basic. 

Second, consider a memorial seeming. It seems to me that I had cereal for breakfast. 

This seeming, all by itself,  provides me with justification for believing that I had cereal for 

breakfast. For the seeming to accomplish this, it is not necessary that I have evidence in 

support of memorial reliability, or that I am justified in believing that beliefs based on clear 

and distinct memorial seemings tend to be true. If my belief that I had cereal for breakfast is 

based solely on the memorial seeming, and if that seeming is undefeated, then my belief 

about what I had for breakfast is basic: justified without any help from further beliefs.  

                                                                                                                                            
sufficient for the belief that p to be justified. See Huemer 2013a, p. 2. Second, the reader might wonder why the 
consequent does not include a qualification to the effect that the justification provided by the seeming is merely 
prima facie or defeasible. The answer is that any such qualification is unnecessary at best and outright mistaken at 
worst. In his 2001, p. 101, Huemer asserts that a seeming that p is sufficient for having at least prima facie 
(defeasible) justification for believing that p. By inserting ‘at least’, he means to emphasize that the justification 
the seeming that p provides might in fact be indefeasible. Completely spelled out, Huemer’s 2001 articulation of 
PC reads as follows: If one has a seeming that p, then one has, if not indefeasible, at least defeasible justification 
for believing that p. This is of course equivalent to: If one has a seeming that p, then one has either defeasible 
or indefeasible justification for believing that p. Since the distinction between defeasible and indefeasible 
justification is exhaustive, the ‘defeasible or indefeasible’ qualification is redundant, which is to say that 
Huemer’s 2001 articulation of PC boils down to: If one has a seeming that p, then one has justification for 
believing that p. If, as is prevalent in the literature, the articulation is embellished with a prima facie 
qualification—as in: If one has a seeming that p, then one has defeasible justification for believing that p—then 
the result is actually subject to counterexample. Consider, as Huemer suggests, ‘I have a splitting headache’ as a 
replacement for p: If it seems to me that I have a splitting headache, then I have defeasible justification for 
believing that I have a splitting headache. This conditional is false if the seeming in question is, as it could very 
plausibly be claimed, indefeasible. Again, see Huemer 2001, p. 101f.     
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Theories similar to Huemer’s PC are James Pryor’s dogmatism and Earl Conee and 

Richard Feldman’s evidentialism.16 They all assert that, for a perceptual or a memorial 

experience E to be a source of justification, it is not necessary that the subject be in 

possession of a justification for believing that E is a source of justification, that is, be in 

possession of a meta-justification.17 So, according to each of these theories, the mistake of 

BonJour’s anti-foundationalist argument lies in line (4), which asserts the principle of meta-

justification. Compare these theories with another version of foundationalism: Internalist 

Reliabilism (IR).18 The basic idea of IR is that a belief source is a source of justification for a 

subject if, and only if, the subject has evidence of its reliability. So, according to IR, a 

seeming that p, by itself, is not sufficient for having justification for believing that p. Rather, 

what is sufficient for having justification for believing that p is the conjunction of a seeming 

that p and evidence for ascribing reliability to that seeming. Symbolically:  

Internalist Reliabilism: {Sp & E[R(Sp ⊃ p)]} → (J for Bp)19  

The antecedent’s second conjunct states a requirement for meta-justification: a seeming that 

p gives the subject justification for believing that p only if the subject has evidence for a 

reliable correlation between the seeming that p and the truth of p. However, the requirement 

as articulated by IR does not demand, as BonJour does, meta-justificatory beliefs. It merely 

requires the subject to have the kind of evidence that meta-justificatory beliefs, if they were 

formed, would need to be justified. 

IR qualifies as a version of foundationalism precisely because it does not require meta-

justificatory beliefs. Suppose again an object x looks red to me. Suppose further the 

conditions of observation are normal. Since I have plenty of evidence for the reliability of 

my color vision under normal conditions of observation, the conditions the antecedent of IR 
                                                
16 See Pryor 2000, Conee and Feldman 2004, and chapter 3 in Feldman 2003.  
17 Pryor’s dogmatism, in fact, asserts something much stronger, namely that foundational justification for 
believing p (immediate justification, in his terminology) is a kind of justification that is not also justification for 
believing propositions in addition to p.   
18 See Steup 2004 and 2013. Cohen (2002) advocates a similar view. In my 2013, I argue that internalist 
reliabilism is not vulnerable to Bergmann’s dilemma argument against internalism. Since the higher-level 
requirements internalist reliabilism imposes are evidential, not doxastic, the regress problems of strong 
internalism are avoided. And, precisely because of internalist reliabilism’s evidence-of-reliability requirement, 
the view blocks the objection that internalist justification is too weak to measure up to the internalist demand 
for non-accidental truth. For Bergmann’s response, see Bergmann 2013.  
19 I have not presented IR as stating a seeming plus reliability is necessary for having justification for believing 
that p, since I want to leave it open for the IR advocate to deny that all justification comes from seemings. 
However, a complete statement of the view would have to include the claim that justification for believing that 
p requires reliability evidence, and that, consequently, a seeming that p all by itself is not sufficient for 
justification for believing that p.  
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states are satisfied. Finally, suppose I have no defeaters and base my belief about x’s color 

solely on my visual experience. In that case, my belief is basic: justified without receiving any 

of its justification from further beliefs.  

According to IR, the mistake in BonJour’s anti-foundationalist argument is not the 

principle of meta-justification asserted on line (4), but rather sub-premise 2. Advocates of IR 

would insist that sub-premise 2 be replaced with sub-premise 2*. As pointed out above, this 

move has the effect of blocking BonJour’s anti-foundationalist conclusion. IR, then, 

illustrates the compatibility of foundationalism with the principle of meta-justification.   

Let us call theories that reject the principle of meta-justification monistic theories. They 

are monistic because they assert that one single bit of evidence—for example, a perceptual 

experience or seeming with content p—is sufficient for providing a subject with evidence in 

support of believing that p. In contrast, theories on the other side of the divide—theories 

committed to the principle of meta-justification—may be called holistic, for such theories 

deny that a seeming that p qualifies by itself as a source of justification for believing that p.20 

According to holistic theories, a seeming, S, can play that role only if it is embedded within a 

complex evidential support structure that provides justification for attributing reliability to 

the type of seeming of which S is an instance.21  

Holistic theories are versions of coherentism if they require that the meta-justificatory 

support structure take the form of beliefs. As internalist reliabilism illustrates, holistic 

theories can also be versions of foundationalism, at least as long as foundational justification 

is equated with justification that is not conferred by any beliefs. However, as we will see 

next, monistic theories allow for a kind of foundational justification that, according to 

holistic theories, is not possible.   

 

Two Conceptions of Foundational Justification 

One way for justification to be foundational is to exclude any beliefs from what confers it. 

According to an alternative conception, what makes justification foundational is the 

exclusion of any meta-justification. The two kinds of basicality can be defined as follows: 

Doxastic Basicality 

                                                
20 I’m following Cohen, who, in his 2002, uses the label ‘holism’ to refer to refer to theories according to which 
it’s not possible to acquire knowledge through a source S without knowing that S is reliable.    
21 See Cohen 2002.  
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S has basic justification for believing that p ↔ S’s justification for believing that p 

neither includes nor comes from any further beliefs.22   

Doxastic basicality must be distinguished from: 

Evidential Basicality 

S has immediate justification for believing that p ↔ S’s justification for believing that 

p comes not even partially from S’s having a meta-justification for believing that p.23 

Suppose again I believe that object x is red because it looks to me that way. According to a 

monistic theory like PC, to have justification for believing that x is red, the only evidence I 

need is: 

J1 x’s looking red to me.   

According to a holistic theory like IR, J1 by itself does not give me justification for believing 

that x is red. In addition to J1, I also need  

J2 evidence for believing that J1 is reliable indicator of truth.  

Suppose I have in fact both J1 and J2 in the way of support for believing that x is red, 

without, however, holding any meta-justificatory beliefs on the basis of J2. According to IR, 

my justification for believing that x is red consists of the conjunction of J1 and J2. 

Nevertheless, despite being holistic, IR allows for my justification to be basic in the doxastic 

sense. What makes my justification, the conjunction of J1 and J2, basic in the doxastic sense 

is the exclusion of any beliefs from it. Since the conjunction of J1 and J2 comprises all of the 

justification I have for believing that x is red, and since that conjunction does not include 

nor come from any beliefs, IR classifies my justification for believing that x is red as basic in 

the doxastic sense. But IR does not classify it as basic in the evidential sense. For the 

conjunction of J1 and J2 is justification not only for believing that x is red, but also 

justification for believing the further proposition that x’s looking red is a reliable indicator of 

truth. So the conjunction of J1 and J2 provides both justification and meta-justification. This 

is precisely what blocks basicality in the evidential sense.24  

                                                
22 I am here articulating doxastic basicality as a feature of propositional justification. Compare Feldman’s 
corresponding account of doxastic basicality as a feature of doxastic justification: “B is a justified basic belief = 
df B is justified, but is not justified on the basis of any other beliefs.” Feldman 2003, p. 50.    
23 Neither doxastic nor evidential basicality capture what Pryor means by immediate justification. According to 
Pryor, what makes one’s justification for believing that p immediate is the exclusion of any justification for 
rejecting meta-justification, any defeaters, and any incompatible skeptical hypotheses. See the conception of 
immediate justification he proposes in his 2000 and 2013a.   
24 IR is a non-conservative theory in Huemer’s terminology, and a non-dogmatic theory in Pryor’s terminology.  
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Advocates of PC might agree that J2 gives me additional justification for my belief. They 

might agree that, if I have both J1 and J2, I have a stronger justification for believing that x 

is red than I would have if I had only J1. Nevertheless, unlike internalist reliabilists, 

advocates of PC can insist that I have basic justification, in the evidential sense, for believing 

that x is red, namely J1 by itself. 

To generalize: Monistic theories, rejecting the principle of meta-justification, allow for 

justification to be basic in both the doxastic and the evidential sense. Holistic theories, 

precisely because they accept the principle of meta-justification, allow for justification to be 

basic only in the doxastic sense. Basic justification in the evidential sense is, according to 

holistic theories, impossible.  

Let us recapitulate. We have seen that there are two kinds of internalism: monistic and 

holistic. Monistic internalists reject the principle of meta-justification; holistic internalists 

accept it. What motivates the principle of meta-justification is the internalist demand for 

non-accidental truth. This demand has two components. The first, non-accidentality, flows 

from the role justification is supposed to play: that of making true belief eligible to be an 

instance of knowledge; to move, as it were, true belief a good distance towards the goal of 

knowledge. As far as the importance of non-accidentality is concerned, internalists and 

externalists are in agreement. They disagree about where the factors responsible for non-

accidental truth are located. According to internalists, of course there are external factors of 

non-accidentality, fixing the objective probability of a belief’s being true. However, in 

addition to those, internalist recognize factors of non-accidentality that are internal to the 

subject—located within the subject’s perspective. The second component of the internalist 

demand for non-accidental truth, then, is the specifically internalist way of conceiving of 

non-accidentality. Now, when considered from within a subject’s perspective, what is 

necessary for making a belief’s truth non-accidental? Holistic internalists hold that what’s 

necessary is evidence that the belief has its origin in a reliable or truth-conducive source. For 

externalists, what’s required for non-accidental truth is de-facto reliability. In their attitude 

towards monistic internalism, externalists and holistic internalists are partial allies. Both of 

them think that, for rendering a belief’s truth non-accidental, reliability is key—evidence of 

reliability for holistic internalists, de facto reliability for externalists. Monistic internalists deny 

that either one of these is necessary for making a belief’s truth non-accidental. They think 
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that an experience as of p, or a seeming that p, is by itself sufficient for making a true belief 

that p, from the subject’s own perspective, non-accidentally true.25 

  

Fumerton’s Principle of Inferential Justification 

Let us now turn to Fumerton. Obviously, he is an internalist.26 But is he a monistic or a 

holistic internalist? He appears to be both. He accepts and also rejects the principle of meta-

justification. Consider Fumerton’s   

Principle of Inferential Internalism 

To be justified in believing one proposition P on the basis of another E one must be 

(1) justified in believing E, and (2) justified in believing that E makes probable P.27  

Condition (2) expresses a demand for meta-justification. Its name suggests the following two 

points: first, Fumerton thinks that meta-justification is necessary for inferential justification; 

second, he thinks that the need for meta-justification is a consequence of an internalist 

understanding of justification. However, Fumerton asserts no corresponding principle for 

foundational justification. He seems to think that, whereas inferential justification requires 

meta-justification, foundational justification does not. Two questions arise. First, why does 

Fumerton exempt foundational justification from the demand for meta-justification? Second, 

is such an exemption defensible?  

To turn to the first of these questions, I assume Fumerton’s motivation for the 

exemption is the thought that foundational justification and meta-justification are 

incompatible. Above, I have argued that there is an understanding of foundational 

justification according to which this thought is false. Although holistic internalism is 

incompatible with evidential basicality, it is compatible with doxastic basicality as long as the 

required meta-justification need not take the form of beliefs. As for the second question, it 

would appear that Fumerton accepts the internalist demand for non-accidental truth. Clause 

(2) of Fumerton’s principle nicely takes care of this demand. However, the demand is 

completely general. It applies to all justification. Surely, if we think that a justified belief, if 

true, must be such that its truth is non-accidental from within the subject’s perspective, this 

                                                
25 I take monism to be a view about what’s sufficient for justification. Monists may, but need not, go further and 
also hold that a belief that p cannot be internalistically justified without the subject having a seeming that p.  
26 See Fumerton’s Metaepistemology and Skepticism, in which he introduced an early version of important and 
influential line of argument against externalism, namely that reliabilism makes the acquisition of reliability 
knowledge too easy. See Fumerton 1996, p. 175ff; cf. Cohen 2002 and Vogel 2000.    
27 Fumerton 1996, p. 67f, and 2001, p. 5.  
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thought applies to both inferential and non-inferential justification. Therefore, to the extent 

Fumerton’s foundationalism is a version of internalism, it manifests a certain amount of 

tension and instability resulting from his split attitude towards the need for meta-

justification: accepting it for inferential beliefs and rejecting it for non-inferential beliefs.  

Monistic internalism rejects the need for meta-justification for both non-inferential and 

inferential justification. It thus avoids the bifurcated and inconsistent approach that causes 

trouble for Fumerton’s internalism. However, monistic internalism is vulnerable to the 

charge that it does not take the demand for non-accidentality seriously enough. To satisfy 

this demand, reliability must somehow be brought into the picture. Externalists do this by 

demanding de facto reliability. Internalists can do it by requiring evidence of reliability. As an 

internalist, Fumerton requires reliability evidence for inferential justification but demurs 

when it comes to foundational justification. As indicated above, it seems to me his demurral 

rests on a mistake, namely the thought that foundational justification and meta-justification 

are incompatible. Next, I will argue that Fumerton’s demurral is actually a mere surface 

feature of his theory. Surprisingly, it turns out that, hidden within the complexities of 

Fumerton’s acquaintance account of foundational justification, we find a rather hefty 

demand for meta-justification. Hence, whereas initially it looks like Fumerton’s approach to 

meta-justification is bifurcated, it is, at least by implication, entirely consistent: Fumerton 

requires metajustification explicitly for inferential justification and implicitly for non-

inferential justification as well.  

 

Fumertonian Non-Inferential Justification 

Let us turn to the core-component of Fumerton’s classical foundationalism: his theory of 

justification by acquaintance. Fumerton’s account of non-inferential justification goes as 

follows: 

S has non-inferential J for Bp iff S is acquainted with 

(i)  the fact that p (truth-maker),  

(ii) the thought that p (truth-bearer), 

(iii) the relation of correspondence holding between the thought that p and the fact 

that p. 

Some people might be bothered by the old-fashioned metaphysics providing the framework 

for this approach. I am not. But even those who are sympathetic to Fumerton’s deployment 
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of propositions, facts, and the correspondence theory of truth might still wonder what 

justification via acquaintance comes to. To illuminate what he means by the concept, 

Fumerton offers several metaphors: acquaintance is a direct confrontation with truth, a direct 

awareness of the item with which one is acquainted, and it is such that nothing stands between 

the subject’s mind and the item with which one is acquainted.28 These metaphors are helpful, 

but, as Fumerton himself points out, they go only so far in helping us understand what 

justification by acquaintance comes to.29  

A crucial clue comes to light when we consider the question: Why is foundational 

justification as conceived by Fumerton a version of classical foundationalism? In other words, 

why are only beliefs about one’s own mental states eligible for acquaintance foundation? 

Here is why: Fumerton insists that one cannot be acquainted with external physical objects.30 

He says:  

If one concedes, for example, that the justification one has now for believing that 

there is a table before one is perfectly compatible with the table’s not being there, 

then one has just conceded that one is not directly acquainted with the table.31 

And: 

It seems to me that traditional arguments from the possibility of hallucination do 

establish that one cannot be directly acquainted with any facts about the external 

world.32 

Clearly, Fumerton thinks that a belief is justified by virtue of acquaintance if, and only if, the 

justification provided does not, in some way or another, allow for the possibility of mistake. 

However, Fumerton does not hold that acquaintance justification is exactly the same as 

infallible justification; that is, he would reject the following: 

AQ1 One’s justification J for Bp is acquaintance justification iff ~♢(one has J for 

Bp & ~p)] 

                                                
28 See Fumerton 2001, p. 14.  
29 See ibid.   
30 The primary contrast here is that between propositions about the physical world and propositions about how 
the physical world appears to one. According to classical foundationalism, when it comes to that contrast, one 
can have foundational justification only for the latter. Propositions about abstract objects are a different matter. 
Realists consider abstract objects to be mind-independent, external objects. It does not seem to me it’s an 
essential part of classical foundationalism that one cannot have foundational justification for propositions 
about external objects thus conceived.  
31 Ibid, 15f.  
32 Ibid, p. 16.  
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Fumerton would reject AQ1 for two reasons. First, he thinks that acquaintance justification 

for Bp can also justify one in believing p*, where p* is false but similar to p. So acquaintance 

justification is not, strictly speaking, infallible.33 Second, as a card-carrying internalist, he 

would not want to say that the fact of infallibility does anything in the way of justification.34 

When one believes a proposition that is necessarily true, one cannot be mistaken. Clearly, 

though, it is possible to believe a necessary truth without having justification for believing it. 

From the internalist point view, therefore, infallibility can justify only if it is somehow 

transformed into seeming infallibility: the appearance of infallibility from within the subject’s 

perspective. That, given his internalist credentials, is the only way in which Fumerton can 

link acquaintance with foundational justification.  

One way to internalize infallibility is to demand justified beliefs about one’s infallibility. 

This is going to get an infinite regress started—a regress of meta-beliefs—and thus is an 

obvious recipe for disaster. A better way to internalize infallibility is to demand not beliefs 

about, but instead evidence for, infallibility. So, given Fumerton’s commitment to 

internalism, what is needed to correct AQ1 is an ‘E’ (for having evidence for) at the right 

spot, as in: 

AQ2 One’s justification J for Bp is acquaintance justification iff E[~♢(one has J 

for Bp & ~p)] 

AQ2, in my mind, is the way to make sense of the two passages I quoted above. Now, let us 

assume Fumerton is right when he proposes that acquaintance justification comes about 

when there are, clearly and distinctly presented before one, with nothing intervening: (i) 

one’s thought that p, (ii) the fact that p, and (iii) the relation of correspondence holding 

between them. The question I am interested in is: if, by virtue of standing in these three 

acquaintance relations, one enjoys acquaintance justification for believing that p, is one’s 

justification monistic or holistic? Does it include or exclude meta-justification? Is one’s 

justification foundational in the evidential sense or merely in the doxastic sense? It seems to 

me the answer is as follows: To have acquaintance justification is to have the best kind of 

meta-justification one could possibly have, namely evidence for thinking that what one 

                                                
33 Ibid, p. 15. We must, therefore distinguish between the relation of acquaintance and acquaintance 
justification. While the former is factive, the latter is not.  
34 See ibid, p. 10  
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believes originates in an infallible source.35 So acquaintance justification is holistic, it 

unavoidably comes with metajustification, and it can be foundational only in the doxastic 

sense. 

The point I am making here should not be misunderstood. If we think of meta-

justification as always taking the form of meta-justificatory beliefs, then I would be mistaken 

in claiming that Fumertonian acquaintance justification necessarily involves meta-

justification. However, it’s possible to have a meta-justification without forming any meta-

justificatory beliefs. Suppose you have a reason R for believing that p. If you also have a 

reason R* for believing that R is a reason for believing that p, then you have a meta-

justification for believing that p whether or not you actually form, based on R*, the belief 

that R is a reason for believing that p. Now, suppose R is such that you can’t have R without 

also having R*. In such a case, you can’t have the first-order justification R gives you without 

also having a meta-justification for believing that p. In the case of Fumertonian acquaintance 

justification, something or other—an introspective experience, the mental state with which 

you are acquainted, or the total body of all three acquaintance relations that make up 

Fumerton’s account—is the source from which acquaintance justification flows. Let R refer 

to that source. According to Fumertonian internalism, R gives you an assurance that you are 

not being misled by R: that it’s not possible for you have reason R for believing that p while 

p is false. So, if R gives you acquaintance-type justification, then you cannot have R without 

also having a reason R* for thinking that R is an infallible source of justification. 

Acquaintance justification, therefore, is a type of justification that involves both first-order 

justification and meta-justification. 

It turns out, then, that Fumerton’s classical foundationalism is in fact a version of 

holistic internalism. Even though his principle of inferential internalism requires meta-

justification only for inferential justification, Fumerton’s account of non-inferential  

justification as acquaintance justification, involving meta-justification, does not in this 

respect differ in principle from his account of inferential justification. 

                                                
35 While acquaintance justification involves the best meta-justification one could have, it still allows for 
differences in the degree of justification. It is possible that two subjects, S1 and S2, both have acquaintance 
justification for believing that p, but S1 is more strongly justified in believing that p than S2 is. Suppose, for 
example, S1 believes she has a headache, and S2 believes she has a headache. However, S2’s headache is much 
stronger than S1’s. Arguably, S2 has a higher degree of acquaintance justification for her belief than S1 even 
though both have metajustification for believing that what justifies their beliefs—the experience of pain—rules 
out the possibility of being mistaken.   
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Three Versions of Foundationalism 

The idea of a seeming, Sp, providing foundational justification for an actual or possible 

belief, Bp, involves two components. The first is that Sp provides justification for Bp. The 

second component is a structural constraint on the first. For the justification that Sp 

provides to be foundational, it must exhibit a certain kind of structural independence. A 

specification of what that justification must be independent of results in a particular 

conception of foundational justification. Candidates for the target of the desired 

independence are justification for further beliefs, justification for taking Sp to be reliable, 

justification for rejecting defeaters for Sp, and justification for rejecting skeptical alternatives 

that are incompatible with p. These two components—the justificational support relation 

and the structural independence requirement—are in tension with each other. Strengthening 

the independence relation weakens the justificational support relation; strengthening the 

justificational support relation weakens the degree to which the justification Sp provides is 

independent from additional layers of justification. Consider phenomenal conservatism: 

PC: Sp  → (J for Bp) 

PC, declaring a seeming that p to be sufficient for having justification for believing that p, 

puts on offer a kind of justification that involves maximum-strength foundational 

independence. The cost is a rather weak—indeed, arguably unacceptably weak—justification 

relation. To say that Sp is sufficient for providing justification for believing that p is to say 

that the following is possible: Sp—all by itself, without any additional layers of justification 

involved—provides justification for believing that p. When this is the case—all justification 

for Bp coming solely from Sp—the justification for Bp does not involve any of the following:  

(i) beliefs in any further propositions; 

(ii) justification for taking Sp to be a reliable; 

(iii) justification for rejecting defeaters for Sp as a source of justification for 

believing that p; 

(iv) justification for rejecting skeptical hypotheses that are incompatible with the 

truth of p.36  

                                                
36 Cf. the conception of immediate justification Pryor proposes in his 2000 and 2013a.  
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At a minimum, foundational justification requires the exclusion of a justificatory 

contribution from any beliefs. After all, only justified beliefs can confer justification. Hence, as 

soon as a first belief’s justification is even in part conferred on it by a second belief, the first 

belief’s justification is no longer non-inferential, that is, foundational. It is not so clear, 

however, that the exclusion of (ii) – (iv) is necessary if Sp is to provide foundational 

justification for believing that p. Here are four reasons for thinking that, if we want to avoid 

a destructive weakening of the justificational component from our account of foundational 

justification, Sp provides justification only if it is embedded in a total body of evidence that 

includes (ii)-(iv): 

1. Justification is supposed to be a path towards non-accidental truth. By itself, a 

seeming that p is not a reason to think that p is probably true, and therefore is 

not a source of justification. That is, a seeming that p makes the truth of p non-

accidental from within the subject’s perspective only if it is accompanied by 

evidence of reliability. Such a body of evidence would, at least to some degree, 

involve justification for rejecting defeaters and justification for rejecting skeptical 

hypotheses that are incompatible with p.  

2. We do not trust instruments, gauges, and witnesses unless we have reason to 

consider them reliable.37 If you didn’t have any reason at all to consider your gas 

gauge reliable, the fact that it reads “Full” would give you no justification at all 

for believing that there is gas in the tank. Likewise, if a detective investigating a 

crime interviews a witness and the witness says p, this does not give the detective 

any reason whatever to believe that p is true unless the detective has evidence 

that certifies the witness’s reliability. I see no reason to think that we should hold 

our faculties to a different standard. It seems arbitrary and to say that, whereas 

instruments, gauges, and witness are a source of justification only if we have 

evidence of their reliability, the seemings that our faculties produce are a source 

of justification even in the absence of reliability evidence.   

3. If seemings are a source of justification by virtue of being embedded in a body of 

evidence that supports attributing reliability to them, then we can explain the 

                                                
37 It is of course true that little children trust what their parents tell them, long before they have evidence of 
their parent’s trustworthiness. And it is true that, on many occasions, people trust instruments and witnesses 
without possessing evidence of their reliability. My response is that, in such cases, the beliefs in question are 
not justified. 



 19 

justificatory power of seemings. The explanation is: When seemings justify, they 

do so because we have reason to consider them a reliable source of information. 

If PC were true, no such explanation would be available. The justificatory power 

of seemings would be a brute, unexplainable fact.38  

4. If PC were true, there would arguably be abominable conjunctions. Suppose, 

looking at a table that appears red to me, I say the following:  

NR I have no reason whatever to believe that the table’s looking red to me 

is a reliable indicator of truth, but I have at least some justification to 

believe that this table is red.39   

To my ears at least, there is considerable tension between the two conjuncts. 

This tension, it seems to me, is due to the fact that justification is supposed to be 

a path towards non-accidental truth. Therefore, if I have no reason at all to think 

that my visual experience of the table’s color is a reliable path to truth, then it 

follows that this experience fails to emit any justificatory juice. Due to the lack of 

reliability evidence, it is not a source of justification.  

More reasons for rejecting PC can be given, but I will stop here to consider internalist 

reliabilism:40  

IR: {Sp & E[R(Sp ⊃ p)]} → (J for Bp)  

According to IR, a seeming that p together with evidence for taking that seeming to be a 

reliable belief source is sufficient for having justification for believing that p. IR qualifies as a 

version of foundationalism because it says that a seeming that p, if accompanied by evidence 

of its reliability, is sufficient for justification. By virtue of making this sufficiency claim, IR 

says that, for a seeming that p to provide justification, no beliefs are needed. However, that is 

the only way in which IR allows for foundational justification. Consider defeaters. Arguably, 

                                                
38 See Steup 2004.  
39 In normal situations, we do in fact have evidence that our color experiences are reliable. Thus, under normal 
circumstances, it would be odd for someone to assert NR. But evidence for the reliability of one’s current color 
experiences is easily eliminated. Imagine I am seeing a play in a theater, and there is a red-looking table on the 
stage. The lights that are illuminating the stage are hidden from view. The location of the present scene is a 
night club, so I have no inductive evidence for ruling out red light illumination. In this situation, I have 
evidence neither for nor against the reliability of my color vision.   
40 Some have proposed counterexamples to PC. See Peter Markie’s gold digger and Susanna Siegel’s angry Jack 
examples; Markie 2013 and Siegel 2012. For Huemer’s responses to these examples, see his 2013b. See also 
Audi 2013 and Brogaard 2013, both of whom reject conservatism on the basis of counterexamples. Others 
have objected that conservatism/dogmatism create problems of easy knowledge. See Cohen 2002 and 
Comesana 2013. Finally, Roger White has argued that dogmatism conflicts with Bayesian epistemology. Pryor 
responds to these objections in his 2013b.   
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many of them undermine the reliability of our belief sources. Hence, according to IR, if Sp 

provides justification for believing p for me, I must have justification for rejecting all 

defeaters that undermine the attribution of reliability to Sp. The same applies to skeptical 

hypotheses. Many of them pose a threat to the reliability of my belief sources. Hence, if IR is 

true, Sp is a source of justification for me only if I have justification for rejecting all skeptical 

hypotheses that impugn Sp’s reliability.  

PC and IR handle the tension between the justificational and the structural component 

of foundational justification in opposite ways. PC delivers a maximum strength conception 

of the foundational components. As a result, PC weakens the justificational component. 

According to the critics of PC, the maximum strength basicality that PC ascribes to seemings 

in fact destroys the justificational component. IR, on the other hand, strengthens the 

justificational component at the expense of the structural component. Allowing for 

foundational justification via the exclusion of beliefs, IR delivers merely a weak conception 

of basicality. On the other hand, since IR requires reliability evidence, it delivers a strong 

justificatory support relation between Sp and Bp,  and therefore has no trouble when it 

comes to meeting the expectation that justification must be a path to non-accidental truth 

when judged from within the subject’s perspective. For if we aim at non-accidental truth, we 

can do hardly better than to base our beliefs on sources whose reliability is certified in the 

light of our total evidence. 

Finally, let us consider the acquaintance theory:   

AQ: {Sp & E[~♢(Sp & ~p)]} → (J for Bp)41 

According to AQ, a seeming that p and having evidence for taking that seeming to an 

infallible belief source is sufficient for having justification for believing that p. Regarding the 

tension between the justificational support relation and the structural basicality requirement, 

AQ puts, even more so than IR does, a premium on the justificational component of 

                                                
41 Fumerton does not explicate acquaintance justification as a constraint on what kind of seemings are a source 
of justification. In fact, Fumerton is a skeptic about the existence of seemings, taking them to be either beliefs 
or mere inclinations to believe (as he mentioned in conversation). However, acquaintance justification can 
easily and sensibly be construed in this way, and doing so facilitates easy comparison. Moreover, it is not clear 
to me it is possible to make sense of acquaintance-type justification without thinking of acquaintance as a 
special epistemic status resulting from exercising such faculties as introspection or a priori intuition under ideal 
conditions. It strikes me as plausible, therefore, to construe acquaintance-type justification as a kind of 
justification we enjoy when our introspective experiences or seemings satisfy the conditions that are necessary 
and sufficient for acquaintance. Finally, my main point—acquaintance justification involves a kind of meta-
justification—holds whether or not the acquaintance theory is construed as a special version of a seemings 
theory.  
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foundational justification. Only belief sources that we have reason to consider infallible can 

provide foundational justification. As a result, AQ is structurally analogous to IR. Obviously, 

defeaters and skeptical hypotheses undermine whatever evidence one might have for 

thinking that one has infallible justification for believing that p. So, if one has evidence 

indicating that Sp is an infallible belief source, one must have justification for rejecting 

defeaters or skeptical hypotheses that are incompatible with viewing Sp as infallible.42 

Nevertheless, by allowing Sp to provide justification without the involvement of any beliefs, 

AQ secures at least one kind of structural independence for Sp and thus qualifies, as does IR, 

as a version of foundationalism.  

 

Does Foundational Justification Require Acquaintance?  

Since acquaintance-type justification does not require a justificatory contribution from any 

beliefs, there is at least one way in which it qualifies as foundational justification. Alas, it 

doesn’t seem to me Fumerton wants to say that acquaintance justification is just one way 

among others in which we can have foundational justification for beliefs. Rather, I think his 

view is that acquaintance justification is the only way in which we can have foundational 

justification. His reason is, I assume, that justification allowing for the possibility of 

hallucination or evil demon deception cannot be foundational. But this seems wrong to me.  

Let us consider two motivations for advocating foundationalism. The first motivation is 

supplied by the need to terminate a chain of inferential justification with a belief that is non-

inferentially justified. To meet the desideratum of regress termination, what’s needed is a 

kind of justification that excludes a justificatory contribution from any beliefs. AQ states a 

condition that is sufficient for justification of this kind and therefore delivers what 

foundationalists are looking for: a way to terminate the regress. But so do PC and IR. They 

do so because what’s essential to regress termination is not the high-voltage strength of 

acquaintance-type justification but rather the exclusion of a justificatory contribution coming 

from beliefs. As long as experiences or seemings can provide at least as much justification as 

is needed for knowledge, it is difficult to see why only acquaintance-type foundationalism 

succeeds with the task of terminating the regress.  

                                                
42 Whether AQ requires that one have justification for rejecting all defeaters and skeptical hypotheses depends 
on whether there are defeaters and skeptical hypotheses that do not undermine one’s evidence for taking Sp to 
be infallible. It seems unlikely to me that there are such defeaters and skeptical hypotheses. I suspect, therefore, 
that evidence of infallibility requires having evidence for rejecting all of them.    
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The second motivation for advocating foundationalism, or perhaps better a particular 

kind of foundationalism, has been proposed by James Pryor. He distinguishes between two 

arguments for skepticism about justification for our beliefs about the external world. The 

first appeals to the possibility of deception and goes like this:  

1 If I have justification for my external world beliefs, then I have justification for 

rejecting the hypothesis that I am deceived by an evil demon.  

2 I have no justification for rejecting the hypothesis that I am deceived by an evil 

demon. 

Therefore: 

3 I have no justification for my external world beliefs.  

Pryor thinks that this argument does not represent the strongest skeptical challenge to the 

assumption that our external world beliefs are justified.43 According to him, the stronger 

challenge goes as follows:   

1 Justification for external world beliefs is epistemically prior to justification for 

rejecting the evil demon hypothesis.  

2 Justification for rejecting the evil demon hypothesis is epistemically prior to 

justification for external world beliefs. 

3 If (1) and (2) are true, I have no justification for my external world beliefs.  

Therefore: 

4 I have no justification for my external world beliefs.44  

Pryor targets the second premise for rejection.45 According to him, we have a kind of 

justification for our external world beliefs—namely justification coming from or perceptual 

experiences—that is independent of any epistemically prior justification we might have for 

rejecting the evil demon hypothesis or similar skeptical scenarios. So, for Pryor, the 

exclusion of beliefs is not enough for giving us foundational justification. Rather, we also 

need the exclusion of any evidence against skeptical hypotheses. Pryor thinks that perceptual 

experiences do the trick. For them to give us justification for our external world beliefs, we 

do not need prior justification for thinking that skeptical scenarios do not obtain.   

Now, is acquaintance-type foundational justification of any help to securing the kind of 

justification Pryor is looking for?  What Pryor wants is justification that is foundational not 
                                                
43 See Pryor 2000, p. 522f.  
44 See Pryor 2000, section 2. See also Jessica Brown’s helpful discussion in her 2013.  
45 See Pryor 2000, p. 532. 
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only by virtue of excluding a justificatory contribution from any beliefs, but also by virtue of 

excluding any justification for rejecting skeptical scenarios—and indeed by virtue of 

excluding any additional justification whatsoever. As I have argued above, the answer to that 

question, it seems to me, is ‘no’. As Fumerton makes abundantly clear, acquaintance-type 

justification for p is not compatible with not being in an epistemic position to reject skeptical 

hypotheses that are incompatible with p.46 To the contrary, to have acquaintance-type 

justification for believing p is to have justification for believing that one’s being in such a 

skeptical scenario is not a possibility. Fumertonian acquaintance-type justification is not, 

therefore, of any help when it comes to Pryor’s project of rejecting the second premise of 

the skeptical epistemic-priority argument displayed above.    

I conclude: First, acquaintance-type justification is not the ticket if we are looking for the 

high-octane conception of foundational justification that conservatives and dogmatists 

advocate. Second, since acquaintance-type justification is sufficient for the less ambitious 

kind of foundational justification the mark of which is the exclusion of a justificatory 

contribution from any beliefs. Third, acquaintance-type justification is not necessary for 

foundational justification of the kind that excludes a justificatory contribution from beliefs. I 

do not think, therefore, that acquaintance is necessary for foundational justification.47  

 

 

 

 

  

                                                
46 See Fumerton 2001, p. 15f.  
47 An earlier and abridged version of this paper was presented at the 6th Annual Orange Beach Epistemology 
Workshop, sponsored by the University of South Alabama, May 19-20. I wish to thank the workshop 
participants for helpful discussion, particularly Michael Huemer, Richard Fumerton, Susanna Schellenberg, and 
Chris Tucker, and Mike Bergmann for his comments on the penultimate draft.  
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