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Our trust in our own trustworthiness as evaluators of truth plays a
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Lehrer has claimed that a person who trusts in her own trustworthin-
ess has a reason for accepting everything she accepts, including that
she is trustworthy. This claim is too bold, trust in our trustworth-
iness cannot play the epistemic role Lehrer assigns to it. Neither
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any important epistemic role to our own trustworthiness as eva-
luators of truth.
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The method of reflective equilibrium implies that moral principles
received from philosophical reasoning and considered moral
judgments received intuitively are finally justified if they cohere with
each other. This idea is combined with the proposal of rational
consensus (Lehrer), which shows the way in which divergences of
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If it is certain that performing an observation to determine whether
P is true will in no way influence whether P is true, then the
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