
IN DEFENCE OF MODERATE PRAGMATISM 

 

ABSTRACT: Moderate pragmatism is the view that practical factors can make a difference to what 

a subject ought to believe by determining how much evidence is necessary for a subject to believe 

rationally. In a recent paper, Worsnip (2020) argues that endorsing moderate pragmatism cannot 

truly be distinguished from the view that there are practical reasons to believe. In this paper, I 

argue that these arguments against moderate pragmatism fail. In particular, I argue that the risks-

costs principle based on Moss’ (2018) distinction between the risks and costs of believing actually 

succeeds in explaining why practical factors can make a difference to what one ought to believe 

some cases without having to endorse the stronger claim that there are practical reasons to 

believe.     
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