
Page 1 

In Frank Zenker (ed.), Bayesian Argumentation (Springer 2012), pp. 165-184. 

 

 

Reductio, Coherence, and the Myth of Epistemic Circularity 

 

 

Tomoji Shogenji 

 

 
ABSTRACT 

 

In the argument by reductio ad absurdum we prove the conclusion by showing that its 

negation is inconsistent with the premises. I extend this argument pattern to probabilistic 

support, viz. if the negation of the hypothesis is incoherent with the body of evidence (in 

the sense of mutual reduction of the probabilities), then the body of evidence confirms 

(raises the probability of) the hypothesis. The following comparative form of the 

principle also holds: If the body of evidence is more coherent with the hypothesis than it 

is with the negation of the hypothesis, then the body of evidence confirms the hypothesis. 

The principle reveals that the charge of circularity that is still common in epistemology is 

misguided—for example, it is perfectly legitimate to confirm the reliability of memory by 

memorial evidence, and the reliability of sense perception by sense perceptual evidence. 

 

 

1. Introduction 

 

Despite occasional protests the charge of circularity is still common in epistemology and 

often considered decisive.
1
 For example, it is widely thought to be illegitimate to invoke 

sense perceptual evidence in support of the reliability of sense perception, memorial 

evidence in support of the reliability of memory, or testimonial evidence in support of the 

reliability of testimony. This is because we must avail ourselves of the hypothesis of 

reliability that is in question when we make use of the perceptual, memorial, or 

testimonial evidence. We are then arguing in a vicious circle—or so the charge goes. This 

is a myth and I am going to debunk it in this paper. The myth of epistemic circularity is a 

relic of an era when many epistemologists hoped to prove the truth of an empirical 

hypothesis with absolute certainty by deductive reasoning. Once we abandon the dream 

of absolute certainty and settle for probabilistic reasoning, as most contemporary 

epistemologists do, it is perfectly legitimate to argue for a hypothesis by the use of the 

very hypothesis. 

 I want to clarify the thesis I defend—and what I do not defend—with two 

examples. One of them concerns memory and the other sense perception.
2
 For the first 

example, suppose you wish to confirm the reliability of your memory from its track 

record. It is not your goal (let’s assume) to establish the perfect reliability of your 

                                                           
1
 See Alston (1993) for a clear statement of the charge, and Shogenji (2000; 2006) for two of the protests 

against the charge. 
2
 See Shogenji (2006) for an extended discussion of epistemic circularity involving testimonial evidence. 
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memory with absolute certainty. So, a few errors in your memory do not wreck your 

project. Nor is it necessary to eliminate the remote possibility that the entire world, 

including yourself, sprang up five minutes ago with many years’ worth of non-existent 

events written in your memory. You are only hoping that the track record confirms (raises 

the probability of) the hypothesis that most of your memories are accurate. The evidence 

is promising—you recall that almost all your memories were corroborated by your sense 

perception later. There are some assumptions I am going to make. For the purpose of 

investigating your memory I assume that your meta-beliefs about the contents of your 

own memory are true. I also assume that your sense perception is reliable, and that 

corroborating evidence in general raises the probability of the hypothesis. So, the body of 

corroborating sense perceptual evidence does confirm the reliability of your memory, i.e. 

it raises the probability that your memory is reliable. The problem, of course, is that you 

only recall almost all your memories were corroborated by your sense perception later. 

This is itself memorial evidence and it is illegitimate—or so it is commonly thought—to 

invoke memorial evidence in support of the reliability of memory. This is a myth, and I 

am going to show that given the assumptions made, your memory of corroborating sense 

perception does confirm the reliability of your memory. 

 In the second example you wish to confirm the reliability of sense perception 

(human sense perception, hereafter this is assumed) by examining the physiological 

process of sense perception. As in the first example, it is not your goal to establish the 

perfect reliability of sense perception with absolute certainty. So, a few errors in sense 

perception do not wreck your project. Nor is it necessary to eliminate the remote 

possibility that all humans are brains in a vat manipulated by an evil scientist’s 

supercomputer. You are only hoping that the examination of the physiological process of 

perception confirms (raises the probability of) the hypothesis that most of what we 

perceive by senses is accurate. The evidence is promising—you discover information-

preserving paths in the physiological process of sense perception as one would expect if 

sense perception is reliable. There are again some assumptions that I am going to make. I 

assume for the purpose of investigating sense perception that your meta-beliefs about the 

content of your sense perception are true. I also assume that the existence of information-

preserving paths in the physiological process of sense perception confirms (raises the 

probability of) the hypothesis that sense perception is reliable. The problem is again 

circularity. You examine the physiological process of sense perception by your sense 

perception (aided by various devices). So, the discovery of information-preserving paths 

is itself sense perceptual evidence, and it is illegitimate—or so it is commonly thought—

to invoke sense perceptual evidence in support of the reliability of sense perception. This 

is again a myth, and I am going to show that given the assumptions made, your sense 

perception of information-preserving paths in the physiological process of sense 

perception does confirm the reliability of sense perception. 

 Note that in both examples the charge of circularity is not that the hypothesis in 

question appears as one of those premises that describe the body of evidence. If it were 

part of the body of evidence, then circularity would be harmless though the probabilistic 

reasoning would become superfluous—the evidence would establish the truth of the 

hypothesis directly and trivially. The charge of circularity in the two examples is that the 

body of evidence confirms the hypothesis only if we assume the truth of the very 

hypothesis in the process of reasoning. This type of circularity is sometimes called 
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epistemic circularity as distinguished from logical circularity, and it is the myth of 

epistemic circularity that I am going to debunk in this paper.
3
 

The paper proceeds as follows. Section 2 reviews the argument by reductio ad 

absurdum in deductive logic where we make use of a hypothesis in the process of 

refuting it. Section 3 extends this reasoning pattern to probabilistic reasoning and 

proposes the principle of probabilistic support in two forms. The presentation in that 

section is informal and appeals to intuitive judgment, but the relevant concepts of 

confirmation and coherence are formulated in probabilistic terms in Section 4 and the 

principle of probabilistic support is formally validated in Section 5. With the principle of 

probabilistic support in hand, Section 6 returns to the two examples described in this 

section to debunk the myth of epistemic circularity. Section 7 addresses some objections. 

 

 

2. Reductio Ad Absurdum 

 

This section reviews the argument by reductio ad absurdum in deductive logic. The 

argument pattern of reductio ad absurdum resembles the supposedly circular reasoning in 

support of the reliability of memory and sense perception described in Section 1, viz. in 

reductio ad absurdum we argue against a hypothesis by making use of the very 

hypothesis. More specifically, we disprove a hypothesis (and prove its negation) by 

adding the hypothesis to the set of the premises and deriving a contradiction. An analysis 

of reductio ad absurdum is in a sense an analysis of deductive validity in general since 

any valid argument in classical logic can be transformed in a familiar way into an 

argument by reductio ad absurdum: 

 

 {p1, …, pn} | c if and only if {p1, …, pn, c} |  

 

So, whenever we wish to show that the argument from the premises p1, …, pn to the 

conclusion c is valid, we can add the negation of the conclusion c to the premises p1, …, 

pn and derive a contradiction. Making use of the negation of the conclusion does not 

make reductio ad absurdum circular because we are not making any presupposition or 

even a presumption that the conclusion c is false. We are using the negation of the 

conclusion only for a hypothetical reasoning to establish the conditional claim that if the 

negation of the conclusion is added to the set of the premises, we obtain a contradiction. 

When this conditional claim is established, we declare that the argument from the 

premises to the conclusion is valid. 

 Since my main concern in this paper is epistemic circularity in probabilistic 

reasoning, I want to make a change in the formulation of reductio ad absurdum in 

anticipation of its extension to probabilistic reasoning. There are well-known degenerate 

cases in deductive reasoning where the validity of an argument has nothing to do with the 

conclusion; viz. an argument is valid regardless of the conclusion if the set of premises is 

inconsistent.
4
 Of course, if the set of premises {p1, …, pn} is inconsistent, then its 

                                                           
3
 See Alston (1989, pp. 326-9; 1993, pp. 15-7) for the distinction between logical circularity and epistemic 

circularity. 
4
 I ignore the other type of degenerate cases in which the conclusion is logically true, by assuming that the 

conclusion is contingent. The reason for the different treatment is that probabilistic support, to which I will 



Page 4 

superset {p1, …, pn, c} is also inconsistent. So, the account above is formally correct, 

but the premises do not deductively support the conclusion in these cases. There are two 

simple ways of excluding the degenerate cases. One is to introduce the requirement that 

{p1, …, pn} is consistent. If we adopt this amendment, the premises p1, …, pn prove 

(deductively support) the conclusion c and disprove its negation c if {p1, …, pn} is 

consistent while {p1, …, pn, c} is inconsistent.
5
 The other way is to introduce the 

requirement that {p1, …, pn, c} is consistent. If we adopt this amendment, the premises p1, 

…, pn prove the conclusion c and disprove its negation c if {p1, …, pn, c} is consistent 

while {p1, …, pn, c} is inconsistent. The two ways of excluding the degenerate cases are 

equivalent, i.e. under the condition that {p1, …, pn, c} is inconsistent, {p1, …, pn} is 

consistent if and only if {p1, …, pn, c} is consistent. 

Once we formulate reductio ad absurdum in these ways to exclude the degenerate 

cases, it becomes clear that what makes the premises deductively support the conclusion 

is the pairwise inconsistency between the conjunction of the premises p1 … pn and the 

negation of the conclusion c.
6
 Of course, when p1 … pn and c are pairwise 

inconsistent, the set {p1, …, pn, c} is inconsistent, but stating the condition in the latter 

form is misleading because given the consistency of {p1, …, pn} (or given the 

consistency of {p1, …, pn, c} if we choose the second way of excluding the degenerate 

cases), it is due to the pairwise inconsistency of p1 … pn and c that the premises 

deductively support the conclusion. In consideration of this, I state the two forms of the 

Principle of Deductive Support as follows: 

 

 Principle of Deductive Support (First Form): The premises p1, …, pn prove 

(deductively support) the conclusion c and disprove its negation c if p1 … pn 

is consistent while p1 … pn and c are inconsistent. 

 

 Principle of Deductive Support (Second Form): The premises p1, …, pn prove 

(deductively support) the conclusion c and disprove its negation c if p1 … pn 

and c are consistent while p1 … pn and c are inconsistent. 

 

 

3. The Principle of Probabilistic Support 

 

The preceding section reviewed the argument by reductio ad absurdum and introduced 

the Principle of Deductive Support in two forms. This section extends the principle to 

probabilistic reasoning to obtain the Principle of Probabilistic Support. The presentation 

                                                                                                                                                                             

extend the argument pattern of reductio ad absurdum, only concerns a hypothesis that is not certain. If the 

hypothesis is logically true, then the question does not arise whether a body of evidence confirms (raise the 

probability of) the hypothesis. 
5
 The principle is not biconditional so as to allow for the possibility that an inconsistent set of premises may 

deductively support the conclusion, e.g. when the conclusion is one of the premises. 
6
 In case some people worry that we cannot form the conjunction p1 … pn if the set of premises is 

infinite, they may recall that by the compactness theorem if an infinite set of premises logically entails a 

conclusion, there is a finite subset of it that also logically entails the conclusion, so that we can form the 

conjunction of the premises. The issue is of little relevance anyway to our actual reasoning since our 

epistemic resource is finite. 
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and reasoning in this section is informal and sometimes appeals to intuitive judgment, but 

the principle is formally validated in section 5 below. 

In order to convert the Principle of Deductive Support into the Principle of 

Probabilistic Support, it is necessary to replace the deductive concepts of proof, disproof, 

consistency, and inconsistency by their respective counterparts in probabilistic reasoning, 

which are confirmation, disconfirmation, coherence, and incoherence. Just as the 

deductive concepts are closely related among themselves, their probabilistic counterparts 

are also related among themselves. First, the evidence confirms (raises the probability of) 

the hypothesis if and only if it disconfirms (reduces the probability of) the negation of the 

hypothesis. Second, coherence is (taken here to be) mutual confirmation while 

incoherence is (taken here to be) mutual disconfirmation. The basic idea in this section is 

to exploit these relations among probabilistic concepts in support of the Principle of 

Probabilistic Support, which replaces the deductive concepts in the Principle of 

Deductive Support by their probabilistic counterparts. In addition to the replacement, I 

make one adjustment in the setting that makes the resulting principle directly relevant to 

the suspected cases of epistemic circularity, viz. I draw a distinction between the pieces 

of evidence e1, …, en and the background assumptions b, so that the “premises” that 

confirm or disconfirm the hypothesis are pieces of evidence e1, …, en we have obtained, 

and the confirmation of the hypothesis requires that the pieces of evidence make the 

probability of the hypothesis higher than it is by the background assumptions alone.
7
 

Similarly, the disconfirmation of the hypothesis requires that the pieces of evidence make 

the probability of the hypothesis lower than it is by the background assumptions alone. I 

will call the conjunction e1 … en of the pieces of evidence “the body of evidence e”. 

Since the body of evidence can confirm the hypothesis without establishing the truth of 

the hypothesis conclusively, I will avoid the term “conclusion”. The hypothesis remains 

defeasible in most cases even after confirmation. 

We are now ready to extend the Principle of Deductive Support to probabilistic 

reasoning. If we replace the deductive concepts in the Principle of Deductive Support 

(First Form) by their probabilistic counterparts in a straightforward way, we obtain the 

following statement: The body of evidence e confirms the hypothesis h and disconfirms 

its negation h if the body of evidence e is coherent while e and h are incoherent. The 

statement is defective, as it stands, because in many normal cases of confirmation the 

pieces of evidence e1, …, en that make up the body of evidence e are not coherent. 

Oftentimes the hypothesis is confirmed strongly when otherwise incoherent pieces of 

evidence are made coherent by the hypothesis. It is fine for the pieces of evidence e1, …, 

en to be incoherent as long as they are consistent. So, I will keep the requirement of 

consistency in the Principle of Deductive Support (First Form) unchanged and propose 

the following Principle of Probabilistic Support: 

 

Principle of Probabilistic Support (Simple Form): The body of evidence e 

confirms the hypothesis h and disconfirms its negation h if e is consistent and e 

is incoherent with h. 

 

                                                           
7
 Section 7 addresses the role of the background assumptions in suspected cases of epistemic circularity. 
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The resulting principle is intuitively plausible. In fact it must be true given the 

relationship among the concepts involved. For, if h and e are incoherent in the sense of 

disconfirming each other, then obviously e disconfirms h, and if e disconfirms (reduces 

the probability of) h, then e confirms (raises the probability of) h. So, the body of 

evidence e confirms the hypothesis h and disconfirms its negation h if e is incoherent 

with h. The additional condition that e is consistent only excludes the degenerate cases 

where we cannot sensibly evaluate probabilistic support because the evidence is 

impossible to be true. 

Let us now turn to the Principle of Deductive Support in the second form. By 

replacing the deductive concepts in the principle by their probabilistic counterparts in a 

straightforward way, we obtain the following statement: The body of evidence e confirms 

the hypothesis h and disconfirms its negation h if e and h are coherent while e and h 

are incoherent. The statement does not exclude the degenerate cases explicitly where e is 

inconsistent, but this is actually implied by the condition that e and h are coherent since a 

statement that is inconsistent by itself cannot be coherent (in the sense of mutual 

confirmation) with any other statement. Of course, the condition that e and h are coherent 

says more than the condition in the first form that e is consistent. So, it looks as though an 

extension of the Principle of Deductive Support (Second Form) introduces a stronger 

requirement for probabilistic support than does the Principle of Probabilistic Support 

(Simple Form), and that would be unnecessary if the latter is correct. As it turns out, 

however, the condition is not stronger because h and e confirm each other if and only if 

h and e disconfirm each other. If the condition in the Principle of Probabilistic Support 

(Simple Form) is satisfied, then the condition in the extension of the Principle of 

Deductive Support (Second Form) is also satisfied. This still makes the latter 

redundant—it seems the Principle of Deductive Support (Second Form) has no 

interesting counterpart in probabilistic reasoning. 

There is however a different way of looking at the second form of the Principle of 

Deductive Support, viz. p1 … pn proves c and disproves c if pairing p1 … pn with 

c instead of paring it with c turns the consistent pair inconsistent. One natural 

translation of this idea into probabilistic reasoning is that pairing e with h instead of 

pairing it with h reduces the degree of coherence, which suggests the following principle: 

 

Principle of Probabilistic Support (Comparative Form): The body of evidence 

e confirms the hypothesis h and disconfirms its negation h if e is more coherent 

with h than it is with h. 

 

The principle in this comparative form is more useful in application than the principle in 

the simple form since comparing degrees of coherence is often much easier than an 

absolute judgment of incoherence we need to make in the Principle of Probabilistic 

Support (Simple Form). 

But is the Principle of Probabilistic Support (Comparative Form) true? It turns out 

the Principle of Probabilistic Support (Comparative Form) is not only true but it is 

equivalent to the Principle of Probabilistic Support (Simple Form). The reason is that e is 

incoherent with h if and only if e is more coherent with h than it is with h. I will 

provide its formal validation in Section 5, but we can reason informally as follows. One 

direction of the biconditional is uncomplicated; viz. if e is incoherent with h, then e is 
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more coherent with h than it is with h. Suppose e is incoherent with h. e is then 

coherent with h. It follows immediately that e is more coherent with h than it is with h. 

The opposite direction requires more steps. Suppose e is more coherent with h than it is 

with h. Assume, for reductio, that e is not incoherent with h. We can then think of two 

possibilities, viz. (1) e is coherent with h, or (2) e is neither coherent nor incoherent 

with h. In the first case e must be incoherent with h, but then e is not more coherent 

with h than it is with h, contradicting the supposition. In the second case e must be 

neither coherent nor incoherent with h, but then e is not more coherent with h than it is 

with h, contradicting the supposition. Since both (1) and (2) lead to a contradiction, we 

conclude that if e is more coherent with h than it is with h, then e is incoherent with h, 

thereby proving the opposite direction of the biconditional. 

 

 

4. Formal Measures of Confirmation and Coherence 

 

The presentation of the two forms of the Principle of Probabilistic Support in Section 3 

was informal and the reasoning for them appealed to intuitive judgments. This section 

begins the process of their formal validation by providing probabilistic formulations of 

the two key concepts, confirmation and coherence. Confirmation is a concept with 

degrees. In some cases the body of evidence strongly confirms the hypothesis, while in 

other cases it confirms the hypothesis only weakly. There are two ways of formalizing the 

degree of confirmation in probabilistic terms. One of them—the degree of absolute 

confirmation—is simply the conditional probability of the hypothesis h given the body of 

evidence e, or P(h|e). The other—the degree of incremental confirmation—is the degree 

of increase in the probability of h that is brought on by the body of evidence e. 

Incremental confirmation is an increasing function of the conditional probability P(h|e), 

i.e. the higher the conditional probability is, the greater the amount of incremental 

confirmation (given the same prior probability). But it is also a decreasing function of the 

prior probability P(h), i.e. the lower the prior probability is, the greater the amount of 

incremental confirmation (given the same conditional probability). Of these two ways of 

formalizing the degree of confirmation—absolute and incremental—it is the latter that 

captures the sense of confirmation (“raising the probability”) used in Section 3. So, 

“confirmation” hereafter means incremental confirmation. 

There are, however, still many ways of measuring the degree of (incremental) 

confirmation. One of them—the difference measure—takes the difference between the 

conditional probability P(h|e) and the prior probability P(h) to be the degree of 

incremental confirmation: 

 

ConD(h, e) = P(h|e) – P(h) 

 

Another measure—the ratio measure—takes the ratio of the conditional probability P(h|e) 

to the prior probability P(h) to be the degree of incremental confirmation: 

 

 ConR(h, e) = 
)(

)|(

hP

ehP
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There are many other measures proposed in the literature, but I will not go over them 

here.
8
 Common to all measures of incremental confirmation are the following three 

features: 

 

(1) Con(h, e) is an increasing function of P(h|e) 

(2) Con(h, e) is a decreasing function of P(h) 

(3) Con(h, e) is equi-neutral [constant regardless of P(h)] when P(h|e) = P(h). 

 

The neutral value for the difference measure is P(h|e) – P(h) = 0 while the neutral value 

for the ratio measure is P(h|e)/P(h) = 1.
9
 The body of evidence e confirms (disconfirms) 

the hypothesis h if the degree of confirmation Con(h, e) is above (below) the neutral 

value. It follows immediately from this formal characterization that the body of evidence 

e confirms the hypothesis h if and only if the body of evidence e disconfirms the negation 

h of the hypothesis, i.e. P(h|e) > P(h) iff P(h|e) < P(h). 

 Coherence is also a concept with degrees. The body of evidence and the 

hypothesis may be strongly coherent in some cases, while in others they may be coherent 

only weakly. As in the case of confirmation there have been many proposals in the 

literature to unpack the concept of coherence.
10

 Fortunately, we need not consider all of 

the proposals here since many of them differ only with regard to the degree of n-member 

coherence Coh(x1, …, xn), while for our present purpose only the degree of pairwise 

coherence Coh(x1, x2) is relevant. Once we narrow our focus on the degree of pairwise 

coherence, there remain only two types of measures. One of them regards coherence as 

mutual confirmation and incoherence as mutual disconfirmation. The other considers 

coherence to be a generalization of logical equivalence, i.e. logical equivalence is the 

limiting case of coherence. 

It may appear that these two characterizations of coherence are not different from 

each other because logical equivalence is the limiting case of mutual confirmation. 

Unfortunately, the two characterizations are not compatible. Those who regard coherence 

as mutual confirmation and incoherence as mutual disconfirmation accept that the 

measure of coherence should be equi-neutral in the sense that any pair of statements that 

are probabilistically independent of each other (the truth of one member does not affect 

the probability of the other, and vice verse) should have the same neutral degree of 

coherence (i.e. they are neither coherent nor incoherent) regardless of any other 

conditions. Meanwhile, those who consider coherence to be a generalization of logical 

equivalence accept that the measure of coherence should be equi-maximal in the sense 

that any pair of statements that are logically equivalent to each other should have the 

same maximal degree of coherence (i.e. the most coherent possible) regardless of any 

other conditions. Each of these requirements seems plausible when taken by itself, but in 

combination they lead to an unacceptable consequence. Suppose we obtain two 

statements (from different witnesses) and each of them is logically true. They are then 

                                                           
8
 See Fitelson (1999, 2001), Crupi, Tentori, and Gonzalez (2007) for lists of measures proposed in the 

literature. 
9
 Those who like the neutral value 0 may prefer the log-ratio measure ConLR(h, e) = log[P(h|e)/P(h)] to the 

ratio measure. They are ordinally equivalent, but the neutral value for the log-ratio measure is 0. 
10

 For a variety of probabilistic measures of coherence, see Bovens and Hartmann (2003); Douven and 

Meijs (2007); Fitelson (2003); Glass (2002); Meijs (2005); Olsson (2002); Schumpbach (2011); and 

Shogenji (1999). 
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both probabilistically independent of each other (truth of one testimony does not affect 

the probability of the other, and vice versa) and logically equivalent to each other. As a 

result, their degree of coherence is both neutral (neither coherent nor incoherent) and 

maximal (the most coherent possible). This is absurd.
11

 

So, we must make up our mind between the two conceptions, and it is clear from 

the informal discussion in Section 3 that the relevant conception of coherence for our 

purpose is that of mutual confirmation. The measure of confirmation is then equi-neutral, 

i.e. x1 and x2 are neither coherent nor incoherent with each other when both P(x1|x2) = 

P(x1) and P(x2|x1) = P(x2), regardless of any other conditions. However, it is redundant to 

say “when both P(x1|x2) = P(x1) and P(x2|x1) = P(x2)” because the two conjuncts are 

equivalent, i.e. P(x1|x2) = P(x1) if and only if P(x2|x1) = P(x2).
12

 Each side, expressed in a 

symmetrical form, amounts to P(x1  x2) = P(x1)  P(x2). This point on redundancy also 

applies to the conditions of coherence and incoherence. The two statements x1 and x2 are 

coherent with each other when they confirm each other, i.e. when both P(x1|x2) > P(x1) 

and P(x2|x1) > P(x2), but it is redundant to say “when both P(x1|x2) > P(x1) and P(x2|x1) > 

P(x2)” because the two conjuncts are equivalent to each other, i.e. P(x1|x2) > P(x1) if and 

only if P(x2|x1) > P(x2). Each side, expressed in a symmetrical form, amounts to P(x1  

x2) > P(x1)  P(x2). The greater the inequality is, the greater the degree of coherence (the 

degree of mutual confirmation). Similarly, the two statements x1 and x2 are incoherent 

with each other when P(x1  x2) < P(x1)  P(x2). The greater the inequality is, the greater 

the degree of incoherence (the degree of mutual disconfirmation). 

To summarize the nature of the probabilistic measure of coherence that is relevant 

to our present purpose, the degree of coherence Coh(x1, x2) should have the following 

three features: 

 

(4) Coh(x1, x2) is an increasing function of P(x1  x2). 

(5) Coh(x1, x2) is a decreasing function of P(x1)  P(x2). 

(6) Coh(x1, x2) is equi-neutral [neither coherent nor incoherent, regardless of P(x1) 

and P(x2)] when P(x1  x2) = P(x1)  P(x2). 

 

There are many ways of meeting these conditions. For example, we may measure the 

difference between P(x1  x2) and P(x1)  P(x2), or alternatively we may measure their 

ratio: 

 

 CohD(x1, x2) = P(x1  x2) – P(x1)  P(x2) 

 CohR(x1, x2) = 
)()(

)(

21

21

xPxP

xxP




 

 

                                                           
11

 Fitelson’s (2003) measure circumvents the problem by making an exception for the case of logically true 

members, but as Meijs (2006) points out, Fitelson’s measure behaves strangely when the members are 

almost logically true. The reason is that almost logically true members should have an almost neutral 

degree of coherence and an almost maximal degree of coherence at the same time. 
12

 I am assuming here (and in what follows) that the conditional probabilities P(x2|x1) and P(x1|x2) are 

defined, i.e. P(x1)  0 and P(x2)  0. 
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The neutral value for the difference measure is P(x1  x2) – P(x1)  P(x2) = 0 while the 

neutral value for the ratio measure is P(x1  x2)/[P(x1)  P(x2)] = 1.
13

 The two statements 

x1 and x2 are coherent (incoherent) with each other if the degree of coherence Coh(x1, x2) 

is above (below) the neutral value. It does not matter for our present purpose whether we 

adopt the difference measure, the ratio measure, or any other measure—provided the 

measure satisfies the conditions (4), (5) and (6). It follows from these general conditions 

that the two statements x1 and x2 are coherent with each other (they confirm each other) if 

and only if x1 and x2 are incoherent with each other (they disconfirm each other), i.e. 

P(x1  x2) > P(x1)  P(x2) iff P(x1  x2) < P(x1)  P(x2).  

 

 

5. Validation of the Principles of Probabilistic Support 

 

Once we become clear about the formal characteristics of the measures of confirmation 

and coherence, the validation of the Principle of Probabilistic Support (Simple Form) is 

straightforward: 

 

Principle of Probabilistic Support (Simple Form): The body of evidence e 

confirms the hypothesis h and disconfirms its negation h if e is consistent and e 

is incoherent with h. 

Translation: P(h|e) > P(h) and P(h|e) < P(h) if {e} | /    and P(h  e) < 

P(h)  P(e). 

 

From the condition that e is incoherent with h, i.e. from P(h  e) < P(h)  P(e), it 

follows immediately that P(h|e) < P(e), which is equivalent to P(h|e) > P(e). So, the 

body of evidence e confirms the hypothesis and disconfirms its negation h if e is 

incoherent with h. The way the concept of incoherence is formalized makes the other 

condition that e is consistent redundant because P(h  e) < P(h)  P(e) only if P(e)  

0, and P(e)  0 only if e is consistent. 

I now move to the Principle of Probabilistic Support (Comparative Form) whose 

validation requires more steps of reasoning: 

 

Principle of Probabilistic Support (Comparative Form): The body of evidence 

e confirms the hypothesis h and disconfirms its negation h if e is more coherent 

with h than it is with h. 

Translation: P(h|e) > P(h) and P(h|e) < P(h) if Coh(h, e) > Coh(h, e). 

 

I show the truth of this form by proving its equivalence with the Simple Form above 

whose truth has been established. As in the informal reasoning in Section 3, the 

equivalence of the two forms is proven by establishing that h is incoherent with e if and 

                                                           
13

 CohR(x1, x2) is a restricted (to n = 2) version of the measure of coherence proposed in Shogenji (1999). 

Those who dislike the neutral value 1 of the ratio measure may prefer its logarithmic variant CohLR(x1, x2) = 

log[P(x1  x2)/P(x1)P(x2)]. The logarithmic variant is ordinally equivalent to the ratio measure, but its 

neutral value is 0. 
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only if e is more coherent with h than it is with h, i.e. P(h  e) < P(h)  P(e) if and 

only if Coh(h, e) > Coh(h, e). 

The proof from the left to the right is uncomplicated. It follows from P(h  e) < 

P(h)  P(e) that P(e) – P(h  e) < (1 – P(h))  P(e), and hence P(h  e) > P(h)  P(e). 

Further, Coh(h, e) < k from P(h  e) < P(h)  P(e), and Coh(h, e) > k from P(h  e) 

> P(h)  P(e), where k is the neural value at which the pair is neither coherent nor 

incoherent. It follows from these that Coh(h, e) < Coh(h, e). Proof in the opposite 

direction is by reductio ad absurdum. Suppose Coh(h, e) > Coh(h, e) but assume, for 

reductio, that it is not the case that P(h  e) < P(h)  P(e). The assumption leaves us 

with two possibilities, viz. either (1) P(h  e) > P(h)  P(e) or (2) P(h  e) = P(h) 

 P(e). Suppose (1) P(h  e) > P(h)  P(e). It then follows that P(e) – P(h  e) > (1 – 

P(h))  P(e), and hence P(h  e) < P(h)  P(e). Further, Coh(h, e) > k from P(h  e) > 

P(h)  P(e), and Coh(h, e) < k from P(h  e) < P(h)  P(e). So, Coh(h, e) > Coh(h, e), 

which contradicts the supposition that Coh(h, e) > Coh(h, e). Suppose next (2) P(h  

e) = P(h)  P(e). It then follows that P(e) – P(h  e) = (1 – P(h))  P(e), and hence P(h 

 e) = P(h)  P(e). It follows from P(h  e) = P(h)  P(e) and P(h  e) = P(h)  P(e) 

that Coh(h, e) = Coh(h, e) = k, which contradicts the supposition that Coh(h, e) > 

Coh(h, e). So, we conclude by reductio ad absurdum that P(h  e) < P(h)  P(e) if 

Coh(h, e) > Coh(h, e), thereby proving the opposite direction of the biconditional. 

I want to stress that these proofs are robust in that the choice of specific measures 

of confirmation and coherence does not affect them. As long as we are measuring the 

degree of incremental confirmation (as distinguished from the degree of absolute 

confirmation) and thus the measure satisfies the conditions (1), (2) and (3) described in 

Section 4, no matter which specific measure of confirmation we adopt—the difference 

measure, the ratio measure, or some other measure—the proofs come through. Similarly, 

as long as we understand coherence to be mutual confirmation and incoherence to be 

mutual disconfirmation (as distinguished from coherence as a generalization of logical 

equivalence) and thus the measure satisfies the conditions (4), (5) and (6) described in 

Section 4, no matter which specific measure of coherence we adopt—the difference 

measure, the ratio measure, or some other measure—the proofs come through. The choice 

of measures does affect the extent to which the body of evidence confirms the hypothesis, 

but the qualitative claims of the Principle of Probabilistic Support both in the Simple 

Form and in the Comparative Form hold regardless of the specific measures of 

confirmation and coherence. 

I want to add one more remark before we return to the issue of epistemic 

circularity. The Principle of Probabilistic Support (Simple Form) relates incoherence to 

confirmation, and the Principle of Probabilistic Support (Comparative Form) relates 

difference in the degrees of coherence to confirmation. However, in most cases of their 

actual applications the body of evidence e confirms the hypothesis h only against certain 

background assumptions b we tentatively accept as true at least in the context of the 

present inquiry. For example, in the context of inquiring into the reliability of memory we 

may tentatively accept as true that sense perception is reliable. So, the degree of 

confirmation is not really the function Con(h, e) with two arguments (the hypothesis and 

the body of evidence) but the function Con(h, e|b) with three arguments (the hypothesis, 

the body of evidence, and the background assumptions). This is also true of the degree of 
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coherence, i.e. in most cases we measure the degree of coherence between the two 

statements x1 and x2 against certain background assumptions b. So, the degree of pairwise 

coherence is not really the function Coh(x1, x2) with two arguments (the two statements), 

but the function Coh(x1, x2|b) with three arguments (the two statements and the 

background assumptions). 

 Fortunately, this does not change the substance of our discussion. All that is 

needed is adding b to the conditions in the formal measures of confirmation and 

coherence. For example, the difference measure ConD(h, e) and the ratio measure ConR(h, 

e) mentioned earlier are now written as follows: 

 

ConD(h, e|b) = P(h|e  b) – P(h|b) 

 ConR(h, e|b) = 
)|(

)|(

bhP

behP 
 

 

More generally, the body of evidence e confirms the hypothesis h given b if and only if e 

raises the probability of h given b, i.e. if and only if P(h|e  b) > P(h|b). The three 

conditions (1), (2) and (3) mentioned in Section 4 that any measure of incremental 

confirmation should satisfy are now written as follows: 

 

(1*) Con(h, e|b) is an increasing function of P(h|e  b) 

(2*) Con(h, e|b) is a decreasing function of P(h|b) 

(3*) Con(h, e|b) is equi-neutral [constant regardless of P(h|b)] when P(h|e  b) = 

P(h|b). 

 

We can also incorporate the background assumptions b into the measure of coherence. 

For example, the difference measure CohD(x1, x2) and the ratio measure ConR(x1, x2) 

mentioned earlier are now written as follows: 

 

CohD(x1, x2|b) = P(x1  x2|b) – P(x1|b)  P(x2|b) 

 CohR(x1, x2|b) = 
)|()|(

)|(

21

21

bxPbxP

bxxP




 

 

The three conditions (4), (5) and (6) mentioned in Section 4 that any measure of 

coherence as mutual confirmation should satisfy are now written as follows: 

   

(4*) Coh(x1, x2|b) is an increasing function of P(x1  x2|b). 

(5*) Coh(x1, x2|b) is a decreasing function of P(x1|b)  P(x2|b). 

(6*) Coh(x1, x2|b) is equi-neutral [neither coherent nor incoherent, regardless of 

P(x1|b) and P(x2|b)] when P(x1  x2|b) = P(x1|b)  P(x2|b). 

 

Nothing of substance changes because of the systematic addition of the background 

assumptions b. All formal reasoning presented above is still correct mutatis mutandis, viz. 

modulo b throughout. The simple and comparative forms of the Principle of Probabilistic 

Confirmation are then generalized as follows: 
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Generalized Principle of Probabilistic Support (Simple Form): The body of 

evidence e confirms the hypothesis h and disconfirms its negation h given the 

background assumptions b if e is consistent given b, and h is incoherent with e 

given b. 

Translation: P(h|e  b) > P(h|b) and P(h|e  b) < P(h|b) if {e} | /  b  and 

P(h  e|b) < P(h|b)  P(e|b). 

 

Generalized Principle of Probabilistic Support (Comparative Form): The 

body of evidence e confirms the hypothesis h and disconfirms its negation h 

given the background assumptions b if e is more coherent with h than it is with 

h given b. 

Translation: P(h|e  b) > P(h|b) and P(h|e  b) < P(h|b) if Coh(h, e|b) > 

Coh(h, e|b). 

 

The two forms of the Principle of Probabilistic Support described earlier are special cases 

where the background assumptions b only contains logical truth. 

 

 

6. The Myth of Epistemic Circularity 

 

With the Principle of Probabilistic Support in hand I now return to the issue of epistemic 

circularity. Let us recall the two examples described in Section 1. In the first example you 

wish to confirm the reliability of your memory from its track record. You have the 

seemingly strong body of evidence e for the hypothesis h that memory is reliable. Namely, 

you recall almost all your memories were corroborated by your sense perception later. 

Part of the background assumptions b in the context of this inquiry is that your sense 

perception is reliable, and that the corroborating sense perceptual evidence confirms the 

reliability of memory. The charge of epistemic circularity arises because you only recall 

almost all your memories were corroborated by your sense perception later. If the 

hypothesis h is true and thus this recollection itself is reliable, then the memorial 

evidence e supports the claim e* that almost all your memories were indeed corroborated 

by your sense perception later, which in turn will support the hypothesis h. But we cannot 

assume the truth of the very hypothesis at issue in support of the hypothesis, according to 

the charge of epistemic circularity. 

 This is a myth and we can now debunk it. One source of the confusion is an 

ambiguity of the term “assume”. We may assume a hypothesis in the sense of 

presupposing its truth, which is inappropriate when we are investigating the hypothesis. 

However, we can also assume a hypothesis in the sense of envisioning its truth in order to 

see its consequence, as in reductio ad absurdum where we assume the negation of the 

conclusion to derive a contradiction. It is perfectly legitimate to assume the hypothesis at 

issue in this second sense. Indeed the Comparative Form of the Principle of Probabilistic 

Support, which I am going to use in this section, urges us to envision the truth of the 

hypothesis and then the truth of its negation to compare their respective degrees of 

coherence with the body of evidence. In our memory example we envision the truth of 

the hypothesis h that your memory is reliable and then the truth of its negation h that 

your memory is not reliable, to compare their respective degrees of coherence with the 
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body of memorial evidence e that you recall almost all your memories were corroborated 

by your sense perception later. We make this comparison given certain background 

assumptions b—in particular, it is assumed (presupposed) that your sense perception is 

reliable. 

Once we see the situation in this way, it is clear that the memorial evidence e does 

confirm the hypothesis h that your memory is reliable. First, if your memory is reliable, 

as we are urged to envision, then we expect e* that almost all your memories were 

corroborated by your sense perception later, given the background assumption that your 

sense perception is reliable. Further since we are envisioning here that your memory is 

reliable, you should have the memorial evidence e of recalling these corroborations by 

sense perception. So, the body of memorial evidence e is highly coherent with the 

hypothesis h, given the background assumptions b. Meanwhile, if your memory is not 

reliable, as we are urged to envision next, then we have no expectation e* that almost all 

your memories were corroborated by your sense perception later, even given the 

background assumption that your sense perception is reliable. Of course, if we envision 

that your memory is not reliable, we have no expectation that you recall failed 

corroborations. However, there is no reason, either, to expect that you have the specific 

(false) memorial evidence e that your memories were corroborated by sense perception 

later. So, your memorial evidence e is not coherent with the negation of the hypothesis 

h, and certainly the memorial evidence e is much less coherent with h than it is with 

the hypothesis h. We can therefore conclude by the Principle of Probabilistic Support 

(Comparative Form) that your memorial evidence e confirms the hypothesis h that your 

memory is reliable, given the background assumptions b. It is a perfectly legitimate case 

of confirmation with no epistemic circularity. 

The situation is essentially the same in the second example where you wish to 

confirm the reliability of sense perception by examining the physiological process of 

sense perception. You discover information-preserving paths in the physiological process 

of sense perception, and given the relevant background assumptions, the existence of 

information-preserving paths will confirm the hypothesis h that sense perception is 

reliable. The charge of epistemic circularity arises because the evidence e is itself 

obtained by sense perception. As in the memory case, there is actually no circularity. We 

need to assume the hypothesis that sense perception is reliable only in the sense of 

envisioning its truth. The Principle of Probabilistic Support (Comparative Form) urges us 

to envision the hypothesis h that sense perception is reliable and then the negation of the 

hypothesis h that sense perception is not reliable, to compare their respective degrees of 

coherence with the sense perceptual evidence e. 

It is quite clear, given the background assumptions b, that the evidence e is more 

coherent with the hypothesis h than it is with the negation of the hypothesis h. If sense 

perception is reliable, as the Principle of Probabilistic Support (Comparative Form) urges 

us to envision, then we expect e* that information-preserving paths exist in the 

physiological process of sense perception. Further, if sense perception is reliable, we 

expect that we observe information-preserving paths in the physiological process of sense 

perception. That is exactly the sense perceptual evidence e that is obtained in the example. 

On the other hand, if sense perception is not reliable, as the Principle of Probabilistic 

Support (Comparative Form) urges us to envision next, then we have no reason to expect 

e* that information-preserving paths exist in the physiological process of sense 
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perception. Of course, if we envision that sense perception is not reliable, we do not 

expect to observe the absence of information-preserving paths in the physiological 

process of sense perception. However, there is no reason, either, to expect that you should 

have the (false) sense perceptual observation of information-preserving paths in the 

physiological process of sense perception. So, the sense perceptual evidence e that is 

obtained in the example is not coherent with the assumption that sense perception is not 

reliable, and certainly the sense perceptional evidence e is much less coherent with h 

than it is with the hypothesis h. We can therefore conclude by the Principle of 

Probabilistic Support (Comparative Form) that the sense perceptual evidence e confirms 

the hypothesis h that sense perception is reliable, given the background assumptions b. 

This is again a perfectly legitimate case of confirmation with no circularity. 

Here is a general procedure for avoiding epistemic circularity. Suppose the 

suspicion of epistemic circularity arises because the evidence that we hope to use for 

confirming the hypothesis is useful only if the truth of the hypothesis is assumed. To 

avoid epistemic circularity, assume the hypothesis only in the sense of envisioning its 

truth. This is no more problematic than assuming the truth of a hypothesis for reductio ad 

absurdum. Assume next the negation of the hypothesis—again in the sense of envisioning 

its truth. Then proceed to compare the degree of coherence between the evidence and the 

hypothesis and the degree of coherence between the evidence and the negation of the 

hypothesis, using the background assumptions when necessary. If the evidence is more 

coherent with the hypothesis than it is with the negation of the hypothesis, then the 

evidence confirms the hypothesis, given the background assumptions. The myth of 

epistemic circularity is hereby debunked. 

 

 

7. Objections and Replies 

 

I have proposed a general procedure for avoiding epistemic circularity. One worry is that 

the procedure may legitimize some obvious cases of bad reasoning. Suppose you suspect 

that your witness may be deliberately misleading people. It seems silly under the 

circumstance to ask her the question “Are you a reliable witness?” and use her answer 

“Yes, I am” to confirm the hypothesis that she is reliable. But if epistemic circularity is a 

myth, as I have argued, then we should be able to use her testimony that she is reliable to 

confirm the hypothesis that she is reliable. This cannot be right. The general procedure 

also makes it much too easy—it seems—to overcome philosophical skepticism. If we can 

use sense perceptual evidence to confirm the reliability of sense perception, then we 

should have no problem in disconfirming skeptical hypotheses, e.g. the hypothesis that 

we are brains in a vat manipulated by an evil scientist’s supercomputer. That doesn’t 

seem right—it should be impossible for empirical evidence to epistemically differentiate 

hypotheses that are empirically equivalent to each other. 

 These worries stem from misconceptions of the Principle of Probabilistic Support. 

We can avoid epistemic circularity without any difficulty by following the general 

procedure, but that does not mean that the body of evidence actually confirms the 

hypothesis. The Principle of Probabilistic Support (Comparative Form) makes it clear 

that the body of evidence can fail to confirm the hypothesis when the body of evidence is 

no more coherent with the hypothesis than it is with the negation of the hypothesis. It is 
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comparable to a failure of the reductio ad absurdum argument in the absence of a 

contradiction. Just as the reductio ad absurdum argument can fail for reasons that have 

nothing to do with epistemic circularity, an attempt at confirmation can fail for reasons 

that have nothing to do with epistemic circularity—viz. the evidence may be no more 

coherent with the hypothesis than it is with the negation of the hypothesis. In the case of 

the witness whom you suspect is deliberately misleading people, you are considering two 

possibilities, viz. either the witness is reliable or she is deliberately misleading people. It 

is silly under the circumstance to ask her the question “Are you a reliable witness?” 

because she will say she is reliable, no matter which of the two hypotheses is true. Her 

answer is therefore as coherent with one hypothesis as it is with the other. If the 

background assumptions make these two hypotheses the only possibilities, then her 

answer is no more coherent with the reliability hypothesis than it is with its negation. 

This is why the evidence fails to confirm the hypothesis. Epistemic circularity has 

nothing to do with it. 

 An empirical attempt to overcome the challenge of philosophical skepticism fails 

for the same reason. If the brain-in-a-vat hypothesis hBIV is empirically equivalent to the 

favorite hypothesis hREL that sense perception is reliable, then empirical evidence of any 

kind, including the observation of information-preserving paths in the physiological 

process of sense perception, is no more coherent with hREL than it is with hBIV. No 

empirical evidence can epistemically differentiate empirically equivalent hypotheses, but 

that has nothing to do with epistemic circularity. More importantly in this case, even 

though no empirical evidence can epistemically differentiate empirically equivalent 

hypotheses, it does not mean that empirical evidence cannot confirm the hypothesis hREL 

that sense perception is reliable. This is because it is not necessary for the purpose of 

confirming hREL to disconfirm hBIV. All that is needed for confirming hREL is that the 

empirical evidence is more coherent with hREL than it is with its negation hREL. Of 

course, the truth of hBIV makes hREL false, but there are myriad other ways in which hREL 

can be false. If the empirical evidence is incoherent with a significant portion of those 

myriad ways in which hREL can be false, then the evidence could be much more coherent 

with hREL than it is with hREL, and thus strongly confirms hREL even if hBIV remains 

intact. In fact, if the evidence is no less coherent with hREL than it is with any of the 

myriad alternative hypotheses that make hREL false, then all that is needed for confirming 

hREL is that the evidence is more coherent with hREL than it is with some of the alternative 

hypotheses. 

Note that empirical evidence of any kind is no less coherent with hREL than it is 

with any of its empirically equivalent rivals, such as hBIV. So, empirical evidence that is 

strongly coherent with hREL confirms hREL unless there is some surprising hypothesis with 

which the evidence is more coherent than it is with hREL since such evidence is certainly 

more coherent with hREL than it is with some alternative hypotheses. Recall the discovery 

of information-preserving paths in the process of sense perception in our first example. 

This evidence is certainly more coherent with hREL than it is with some alternative 

hypotheses, e.g. the hypothesis that sense perception is produced randomly with no 

systematic correlation with any part of reality. Some people may point out that the 

empirical evidence that confirms hREL also confirms hBIV for exactly the same reason; viz. 

the evidence that confirms hREL is no less coherent with hBIV than it is with any of its 

empirically equivalent rivals, such as hREL, and the evidence that confirms hREL is 
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certainly more coherent with hBIV than it is with some alternative hypotheses, e.g. the 

hypothesis that sense perception is produced randomly with no systematic correlation 

with any part of reality. So, unless there is some surprising hypothesis with which the 

evidence is more coherent than it is with hBIV, the evidence confirms hBIV. This reasoning 

is correct. Any empirical evidence that confirms hREL also confirms any hypothesis that is 

empirically equivalent to hREL. This is not surprising because no empirical evidence can 

epistemically differentiate empirically equivalent hypotheses. This means that empirical 

evidence can confirm any hypothesis only up to empirical equivalence. This may be 

disappointing to some people, but it has nothing to do with epistemic circularity. What I 

have shown in this paper is that we can confirm the reliability of memory by memorial 

evidence and the reliability of sense perception by sense perceptual evidence without 

epistemic circularity. 

 There is one more objection that I want to address. Some people may suspect that 

the myth of epistemic circularity is not really debunked by the Principle of Probabilistic 

Support but is only swept under the rug of the background assumptions. We can see the 

reason for the suspicion in the two examples I have used. It is shown in the second 

example that sense perceptual evidence can confirm the reliability of sense perception, 

where one of the background assumptions is that the existence of information-preserving 

paths in the physiological process of sense perception confirms the hypothesis that sense 

perception is reliable. This is an assumption in the sense of presupposition—we are not 

merely envisioning its truth but accepting it as true at least in the context of this 

investigation. The question arises at this point whether this presupposition may itself be 

based on some observations made in the past. If that is the case, as it seems to be, then we 

are making the presupposition that our memory of the past observation is reliable. Of 

course, it is not epistemically circular to confirm the reliability of sense perception given 

the presupposition that our memory is reliable. However, in the first example about 

memory, where we confirmed the reliability of memory by memorial evidence, one of the 

background assumptions I made was that sense perception is reliable. It now looks as 

though we needed the presupposition of reliable memory to confirm the reliability of 

sense perception, and then we needed the presupposition of reliable sense perception to 

confirm the reliability of memory. Is it not epistemically circular? 

The challenge provides an excellent opportunity to test the general procedure for 

avoiding epistemic circularity. We have the suspicion of epistemic circularity because the 

evidence that we hope to use for confirming the hypothesis is useful only if the truth of 

the hypothesis is assumed, where the hypothesis is that both memory and sense 

perception are reliable. It looks as though we need to assume the reliability of memory to 

confirm the reliability of sense perception but we need to assume the reliability of sense 

perception to confirm the reliability of memory. The solution is, again, to assume the 

hypothesis and its negation in the sense of envisioning their truth, and compare their 

respective degrees of coherence with the evidence. Let us use the evidence from the first 

example, viz. you recall that almost all your memories were corroborated by your sense 

perception later. If we assume that the hypothesis is true, i.e. if we assume that both sense 

perception and memory are reliable, then we expect this recollection because almost all 

your (reliably produced) memories should be corroborated by your (reliable) sense 

perception later, and you should be able to recall these corroborations by your reliable 

memory. So, the evidence is highly coherent with the hypothesis. On the other hand, if 
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we assume that the negation of the hypothesis is true, i.e. if we assume that either sense 

perception or memory is not reliable, then we do not expect to obtain this memorial 

evidence. First, if either sense perception or memory is not reliable, then we do not 

expect that almost all your memories were corroborated by sense perception later. Of 

course, you may not recall failed corroborations if either your sense perception or 

memory is not reliable. However, there is no reason, either, to expect that you obtain the 

specific (false) memory that almost all your memories were corroborated by sense 

perception later. So, the memorial evidence e is not coherent with the negation of the 

hypothesis h, and certainly the memorial evidence e is much less coherent with h than 

it is with the hypothesis h. We can therefore conclude by the Principle of Probabilistic 

Support (Comparative Form) that the memorial evidence confirms the hypothesis that 

both your sense perception and memory are reliable—without the presupposition that 

either sense perception or memory is reliable. It is a perfectly legitimate case of 

confirmation with no epistemic circularity. 
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