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Abstract.	It	is	increasingly	common	to	formulate	and	address	epistemological	
questions	 in	 terms	of	 the	 integration	challenge.	Roughly,	 this	 is	 the	challenge	
of,	 for	 a	 given	domain,	providing	an	epistemology	of	how	we	know	 truths	 in	
that	domain	that	it	is	adequate	for	its	metaphysics.	In	this	entry,	I	identify	(and	
invite	 reflection	on)	 the	elements	 that	might	be	 involved,	 as	 requirements	 to	
be	satisfied,	in	the	integration	challenge.		

	
	
	
1.	 Introduction	
It	is	increasingly	common	to	formulate	and	address	epistemological	questions	in	terms	of	
the	integration	challenge.	Roughly,	this	is	the	challenge	of,	for	a	given	domain,	providing	an	
epistemology	of	how	we	know	truths	in	that	domain	that	is	adequate	for	its	metaphysics.		
	 Peacocke	characterizes	the	integration	challenge	as	a	problem	of	reconciliation:	

We	 have	 to	 reconcile	 a	 plausible	 account	 of	what	 is	 involved	 in	 the	 truth	 of	
statements	of	a	given	kind	with	a	credible	account	of	how	we	can	know	those	
statements,	when	we	do	know	them.		(Peacocke	1999:	1)	

The	 integration	 challenge	 as	 formulated	 by	 Peacocke	 is	 the	 generalization	 of	 what	 has	
been	 received	 as	Benacerraf’s	 dilemma	 in	 the	 case	 of	mathematics.	 In	 its	 shortest	 form,	
which	 I	 take	 from	 Hart,	 the	 dilemma	 can	 be	 expressed	 as	 the	 problem	 that	 “what	 is	
necessary	for	mathematical	truth	makes	mathematical	knowledge	impossible”	(Hart	1991:	
87).		
	 In	this	entry,	I	will	 focus	on	the	putative	elements	that	are	involved	in	the	integration	
challenge,	both	from	an	inter-domain	and	an	intra-domain	perspective.	The	elements	to	be	
identified	 in	 what	 follows	 should	 not	 be	 taken	 as	 by	 definition	 constitutive	 of	 the	
integration	 challenge,	 partly	 because	 there	 doesn’t	 seem	 to	 be	 a	 clear	 consensus	 (or	
explicitness)	on	what	exactly	 the	 integration	challenge	amounts	 to;	nor,	 equivalently,	on	
what	 would	 count	 as	 having	met	 it.	 Rather,	 the	 entry	 aims	 at	 exploring	 what	might	 be	
involved	in	the	integration	challenge,	and	it	can	be	taken	as	a	call	for	further	reflection	on	
it.	
	
2.	The	Integration	Challenge	and	its	precursor	in	mathematics	
Formulating	 Benacerraf’s	 observations	 in	 the	 form	 of	 a	 dilemma	 might	 suggest	 an	
insurmountable	difficulty.	According	to	the	dilemma,	it	would	seem,	if	one	has	a	credible	
metaphysics	in	mathematics	one	will	lack	a	credible	epistemology,	and	vice-versa.	Despite	
this,	there	is	theoretical	room	to	get	out	of	the	dilemma.	Some	options	involve	challenging	
the	 presuppositions	 in	 its	 very	 formulation.	 When	 assessed	 against	 Benacerraf’s	
observations,	 and	 for	 the	 case	 of	 mathematics,	 the	 presuppositions	 include	 that	
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mathematical	 truth	 requires	mind-independent	mathematical	 objects	 that	 cannot	but	be	
causally	 inert,	 and	 that	 mathematical	 knowledge	 requires	 causal-affection	 from	 the	
mathematical	objects.	
	 It	 is	common	ground	that	 those	 two	presuppositions	are	 jointly	 inconsistent	with	 the	
claim	 that	 we	 have	 mathematical	 knowledge.	 Let	 now	 𝑇!"#$"%%& !"#$%

𝐦𝐚𝐭𝐡 	 be	 a	 theory	 about	
mathematical	 discourse	 according	 to	 which	 mathematical	 discourse	 is	 about	 mind-
independent,	 causally	 inert	 mathematical	 objects,	 and	 let	 𝐸!"#$"% !""#$%&'(𝐦𝐚𝐭𝐡 	 be	 an	
epistemology	of	mathematics	according	to	which	we	acquire	mathematical	knowledge	by	
being	causally	affected	by	mathematical	objects.	If	the	seeming	existence	of	mathematical	
knowledge	 is	 taken	 at	 face-value,	 the	 pair	 <𝑇!"#$"%%& !"#$%

𝐦𝐚𝐭𝐡 ,	 𝐸!"#$"% !!!"#$%&'𝐦𝐚𝐭𝐡 >	 is	 certainly	
untenable	because	it	doesn’t	leave	room	for	mathematical	knowledge.	Endorsing	one	such	
pair	would	 amount	 to	 being	 committed	 to	mathematical	 scepticism	 and	 this	 position	 is	
widely	 taken	 as	 a	non-starter.	As	Lewis	once	wrote,	 “mathematics	 is	 better	 known	 than	
any	premise	of	sceptical	epistemology.”	(Lewis	1984,	4)		
	 Yet,	this	does	not	rule	out	the	possibility	of	tenable	pairs	<𝑇!𝐦𝐚𝐭𝐡,	𝐸!𝐦𝐚𝐭𝐡>.	In	the	case	of	
mathematics,	they	will	need	to	be	pairs	that	leave	room	for	mathematical	knowledge	while	
at	 the	 same	 time	deny	 at	 least	 one	of	 the	 two	presuppositions	 in	Benacerraf’s	 dilemma.		
For	 instance,	an	epistemology	of	mathematics,	𝐸!"#$!%#&!'%𝐦𝐚𝐭𝐡 ,	according	to	which	we	come	
to	know	those	mathematical	propositions	whose	negations	we	 fail	 to	be	able	 to	 imagine	
after	reflective	attempts	might	be	coupled	(plausibility	considerations	aside)	with	a	view,	
𝑇!"#$!%#&!'%𝐦𝐚𝐭𝐡 ,	 according	 to	 which	 mathematical	 truth	 is	 constitutively	 dependent	 (in	 the	
way	 suggested)	 upon	 our	 imaginative	 capacities.	 This	 pair	 would	 explain	mathematical	
knowledge	 without	 much	 difficulty.	 How	 plausible,	 however,	 is	 its	 account	 of	
mathematical	truth?	Presumably	not	much:	mathematical	truth	is	arguably	independent	of	
our	imaginative	capabilities.	We	need	to	keep	on	searching	for	a	suitable	pair.	Taking	the	
seeming	existence	of	mathematical	knowledge	at	face-value,	the	task	is	then	to	find	a	pair	
<𝑇!𝐦𝐚𝐭𝐡,	 𝐸!𝐦𝐚𝐭𝐡>	 whose	 both	 elements	 are	 credible	 while	 not	 ruling	 out	 mathematical	
knowledge.	This	is,	at	least	partly,	what	the	integration	challenge	is	about.		
	
One	might	wonder	how	far	one	can	generalize	the	challenge,	and	distinguishing	between	
the	integration	challenge	and	what	we	might	call	the	integration	requirement	might	help	us	
answering	 this.	 For	 any	 given	 domain,	ϕ,	 such	 that	 there	 are	 (at	 least	 pre-theoretically)	
truth-apt	ϕ-claims,	 the	 claim	 that	 there	 is	 an	 integration	 challenge	 for	ϕ	 suggests	 at	 the	
very	 least	 that	 there	 is	 an	 integration	 requirement.	 The	 requirement	 can	 be	 roughly	
characterized,	 as	 Peacocke	 has	 in	 mind	 in	 the	 quotation	 above,	 as	 that	 of	 providing	 a	
credible	epistemology	of	ϕ-truths	that	makes	justice	to	the	kind	of	facts	ϕ-truths	are	taken	
to	 be	 about.	 But	 the	 requirement	 is	 not	 all	 that	 is	 involved	 in	 the	 challenge-claim.	 We	
should	not	rule	out	 in	advance	that,	 for	some	domains,	satisfying	the	requirement	might	
be	a	 relatively	 easy	 task.	For	 those	domains—if	 there	are	any—no	 integration	challenge	
would	 arise.	 To	 a	 first	 approximation—to	 be	made	more	 informative	 below—therefore,	
we	 can	 say	 that	 there	 is	 an	 integration	 challenge	 in	 those	 domains	where	 satisfying	 the	
integration	 requirement	 is	 not	 an	 easy	 task.	 This	 is—as	Benacerraf	 noted	 and	 is	widely	
accepted—the	 case	 in	 Mathematics.	 Other	 domains	 for	 which	 the	 existence	 of	 an	
integration	 challenge	 has	 been	 explicitly	 acknowledged	 include:	 Ethics,	 Logic,	 Modality,	
Morality,	the	Past,	Self-Knowledge,	Politics	and	Freedom.	And	the	list	can	surely	continue.			
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3.	The	integration	challenge	in	modality	
I	shall	here	briefly	survey	the	case	of	modality—the	topic	of	this	handbook—for	which	the	
integration	 challenge	 has	 been	 acknowledged	 to	 be	 very	 vivid.	 David	 Lewis	 (1986)	 has	
offered	a	reductive	account	of	modal	truth	in	terms	of	facts	at	possible	worlds1	that,	Lewis	
forcefully	defends,	is	explanatorily	superior	to	any	alternative.	Yet,	those	worlds	are	(like	
mathematical	 objects)	 causally	 isolated	 from	 us.	 The	 objection	 here	 is	 that,	 despite	 the	
merits	 of	 Lewis’	 reductive	 modal	 metaphysics,	 it	 can	 hardly	 be	 coupled	 with	 an	
epistemology	 of	 modality	 with	 which	 to	 meet	 the	 integration	 challenge	 satisfactorily	
because	 it	 makes	 modal	 knowledge	 mysterious.2	 For	 many,	 modal	 knowledge	 is—like	
mathematical	knowledge—non-negotiable	and,	as	a	result,	 it	requires	an	explanation.	No	
resulting	 pair,	 <𝑇!"#$%$&' !"#$%&

𝐦𝐨𝐝𝐚𝐥𝐢𝐭𝐲 ,	 𝐸???
𝐦𝐨𝐝𝐚𝐥𝐢𝐭𝐲>	 has	 been	 deemed	 fit	 to	 meet	 the	 integration	

challenge.		
	 In	 an	 attempt	 to	 meet	 the	 integration	 challenge	 in	 modality,	 Peacocke	 (1999)	 has	
reconceived	the	metaphysics	of	modality	in	terms	of	facts	according	to	his	ersatz	possible	
worlds,	where	the	set	of	those	worlds	is	determined	by	what	our	modal	concepts	are.	This	
metaphysics	 of	 modality	 has	 been	 designed	 so	 as	 to	 weaken	 Lewis’s	 claim	 that	 his	
reductive	account	is	explanatorily	superior	to	any	alternative.	In	turn,	such	metaphysics	is	
coupled	 with	 an	 epistemology	 of	 modality—in	 terms	 of	 reasoning	 from	 the	 implicit	
conceptions	 associated	 to	 our	 modal	 concepts—that	 goes	 very	 naturally	 with	 the	
suggested	 metaphysics.	 The	 resulting	 pair	 <𝑇!"#$%$&'#( !"#$%&

𝐦𝐨𝐝𝐚𝐥𝐢𝐭𝐲 ,	 𝐸!"#$!%!& !"#!$%&'"#(
𝐦𝐨𝐝𝐚𝐥𝐢𝐭𝐲 >	 does	

leave	room	for,	and	explains,	modal	knowledge.	A	salient	problem	of	the	account,	however,	
is	 that	 the	 account	 doesn’t	 guarantee	 that	 its	 subject	 matter	 is	 the	 pre-theoretical	 one:	
namely,	metaphysical	modality,	and	so	the	metaphysical	re-conception	might	have	gone	a	
bit	too	far.3	
	 Also	as	an	explicit	reaction	of	the	bad	reputation	of	Lewis’s	account—vis-à-vis	the	goal	
of	meeting	the	integration	challenge—Hale	(2013)	offers,	in	what	he	calls	‘the	essentialist	
theory	 of	 metaphysical	 necessity’,	 an	 account	 of	 metaphysical	 truth	 as	 grounded	 in	
essence.	Compared	to	that	of	Peacocke’s,	the	account	is	much	less	at	risk	of	suffering	from	
a	change	of	subject	matter.4	The	challenge	then	is	to	leave	room	for	modal	knowledge	and	
to	 provide	 an	 epistemology	 of	 modality	 that	 goes	 well	 with	 this	 metaphysics.	 This	 is	 a	
challenge	that	Hale	aims	to	meet	by	making	modal	knowledge	dependent	on	knowledge	of	
essence,	 resulting	 in	 a	 pair	 <𝑇!""!#$!!!"#$%&'&

𝐦𝐨𝐝𝐚𝐥𝐢𝐭𝐲 ,	 𝐸!""!#$!!!"#$%
𝐦𝐨𝐝𝐚𝐥𝐢𝐭𝐲 >	 whose	 satisfactoriness	

deserves	much	scrutiny.	As	he	acknowledges:	

It	may	well	be,	and	I	suspect	it	often	is,	thought	that	it	is	equally	mysterious	how	we	
might	 have	 knowledge	 of	 essence,	 so	 that	 the	 essentialist	 theory	 of	 necessity	 is	
equally	vulnerable	 to	 the	charge	of	epistemological	bankruptcy.	 I	shall	 try	 to	show	
that	this	charge	is	unjustified.	(Hale	2013,	252)	

                                                        
1	On	this	account,	necessities	reduce	to	truth	at	all	possible	worlds	and	possibilities,	to	truth	at	

some	world.	(Lewis	1986)	
2	For	expressions	of	this	complaint,	see	for	instance	(Hale	2013,	252)	and	(Peacocke	1999,	3-4).	
3	See	for	instance	(Wright	2002)	and	(Roca-Royes	2010).	
4	There	are	independent	reasons—coming	from	Kit	Fine’s	Essence	and	Modality	(1984)	and	on	

which	Hale	rests—that	suggest	that	metaphysical	necessity	is	so	grounded.		



Sonia Roca-Royes  Penultimate draft 
In Bueno, O. and Shalkowski, S. (eds.), The Routledge Handbook of Modality. 

4 of 12 
 

Historically,	 other	 theorists	 have	 received	 the	 pressure	 of	 the	 challenge	 in	 modality	 as	
recommending	a	more	radical	revision	on	the	pre-theoretical	subject	matter.	As	Peacocke	
(1999)	 reviews,	 both	 Craig	 (1985)	 and	 Blackburn	 (1993)	 take	modal	 truth	 to	 be	mind-
dependent	 because	 constitutively	 dependent	 (to	 different	 extents)	 on	 our	
imaginative/conceivability	 capabilities.	Assuming—as	seems	reasonable	on	 the	 intended	
notion	of	conceivability—that	our	epistemic	access	 to	conceivability	 facts	 is	 transparent,	
such	metaphysical	accounts	have	a	readily	available	epistemology	 for	 their	modal	 truths	
so	understood;	the	resulting	pair	looking	like	<𝑇!"#!$!"#$!%!&'!!"#$%&%'%()

𝐦𝐨𝐝𝐚𝐥𝐢𝐭𝐲 ,	𝐸!"#!$%&'(%)%*+
𝐦𝐨𝐝𝐚𝐥𝐢𝐭𝐲 >.	As	

with	 Peacocke’s	 account—and	 even	more	 straightforwardly	 so—the	 problem	with	 their	
accounts	 is	 “whether	 it	 will	 deliver	 not	 necessity,	 but	 only	 some	 notion	 of	 a	 distinctive	
kind	of	truth	in	the	actual	world”	(Peacocke	1999,	178).	
	 Van	 Inwagen	 (1998),	 to	 give	 a	 further	 example,	 combines	 a	 mind-independent	
metaphysics	 of	modality	with	 (partial)	modal	 scepticism.	His	modal	 scepticism	 rests	 on	
the	 fact	 that	 conceivability,	 while	 having	 “some	 very	 attractive	 features,	 and	 [being]	
certainly	more	sophisticated	than	any	other	account	of	modal	knowledge”	(1998,	76),	is	an	
inert	 route	 to	 modal	 knowledge	 because	 the	 relevant	 conceivings—as	 van	 Inwagen	
understands	them—are	beyond	our	reach:	not	that	conceiving	facts	are	not	transparent	to	
us	but,	 rather,	 that	we	 simply	 fail	 to	be	able	 to	conceive	 in	 the	 sense	 that	would	give	us	
access	to	possibility.		
	 The	list	of	examples	above	is	far	from	exhaustive	but	it	 is	 illustrative	of	the	paths	one	
can	 take	with	 the	aim	of	meeting	 the	 integration	challenge	 in	modality.	The	next	section	
articulates	more	explicitly,	and	at	a	general	level,	the	different	paths	one	can	take	to	meet	
the	integration	challenge.	
	
4.	Ways	to	meet	the	integration	challenge	
For	 any	 domain,	 ϕ,	 for	 which	 the	 integration	 challenge	 arises,	 Peacocke	 (1999,	 7-11)	
identifies	seven	ways	to	meet	it,	which	he	classifies	thus:	

Non-revisionary	 	
(1)		 Reconceiving	the	metaphysics	
(2)		 Reconceiving	the	epistemology	
(3)		 Reconceiving	the	relation	between	the	metaphysics	and	the	epistemology	
Revisionary	 	
(4)		 Sliming-down	the	truth-conditions	
(5)		 Non-factualism		
(6)		 Scepticism		
(7)		 Neglecting	the	problem	by	neglecting	the	meaningfulness	of	domain	at	issue	in	the	

first	place	

By	having	a	look	at	the	strategies	that	Peacocke	considers	to	be	revisionary,	one	realises	
that	this	classification	is	a	matter	of	what	Peacocke	thinks	one	should	be	aiming	at,	given	
(alleged)	antecedent	beliefs	 to	 the	effect	 that	ϕ-discourse	 is	meaningful,	 that	we	have	ϕ-
knowledge,	and	that	ϕ-truths	are	objective.	There	is	plenty	of	scope	for	discussion	already	
at	 this	 point.	 One	 can	 look	 for	 instance	 into	 the	 exhaustiveness	 of	 Peacocke’s	 seven	
categories,	 into	the	adequacy	of	how	he	classifies	them	into	revisionary/non-revisionary,	
or	into	the	presumed	absoluteness	of	the	classification—as	opposed	to	its	being	domain-
specific	(or	even	domain-specific	and	 theorist-relative).	Might	it	not	be,	for	instance,	that	
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what	is	to	count	as	revisionary	in	the	case	of	modality—for	instance,	option	(5)—need	not	
be	so	revisionary	when	it	comes	to	other	domains—for	instance,	aesthetics?		
	 One	 might	 also	 worry	 that	 if	 those	 seven	 ways	 are	 effective	 ways	 of	 meeting	 the	
challenge,	then	there	is	little	room—if	any—for	failing	to	meet	it;	in	which	case	‘challenge’	
would	 be	 a	 misnomer. Yet,	 to	 alleviate	 this	 worry,	 we	 should	 receive	 the	 very	 idea	 of	
classifying	the	options	 into	revisionary	and	non-revisionary	as	reflecting	the	assumption	
that	 some	 ways	 of	 approaching	 it	 are	 more	 desirable—at	 least	 pre-theoretically—than	
others.	 For	 instance,	meeting	 the	 challenge	 in	modality	by	means	of	Peacocke’s	 strategy	
(1)	might	 indeed	be	more	 satisfactory	 than	meeting	 it	by	means	of	Blackburn’s	 strategy	
(4)	or	by	means	of	(6).		
	 The	absoluteness	of	 the	classification	 is	worthy	of	attention	and	 I	shall	 leave	 it	 to	 the	
reader	 to	 explore	 the	 issue	 further.	 For	 now,	 it	 suffices	 to	 note	 that,	 when	 it	 comes	 to	
identifying	the	elements	potentially	involved	in	the	integration	requirement,	the	existence	
of	different	paths	invite	reflection	on	the	following	inter-domain	question.	Should	we	aim	
at	meeting	the	integration	requirement	in	analogous	ways	for	all	domains?	The	suggestion	
that	the	above	classification	might	not	be	adequate	if	intended	as	absolute	easily	amounts	
to	the	suggestion	that	different	domains	might	call	for	different	desirable	ways	to	meet	the	
challenge.	 And	 indeed	 a	 case	 can	 be	made	 that	we	 should	 not	 aim	 at	 uniformity	 at	 this	
level.	 Suppose	 that	 the	 challenge	 for	 the	 case	 of	 mathematics	 can	 be	 met	 in	 a	 non-
revisionary	 way,	 and	 let	 <𝑇!"#$"%%& !"#$%

𝐦𝐚𝐭𝐡 ,	 𝐸!"##$%𝐦𝐚𝐭𝐡 >	 be	 a	 pair	 that	 retains	 the	 (pre-
theoretical?)	 Platonism	 of	 mathematical	 discourse	 together	 with	 the	 claim	 that	
mathematical	 truths	 can	be	known	a	priori	by	 (deductive)	proofs.	Presumably,	we	don’t	
want	our	endorsement	of	<𝑇!"#$"%%& !"#$%

𝐦𝐚𝐭𝐡 ,	𝐸!"##$%𝐦𝐚𝐭𝐡 >	to	put	pressure	on	what	we	thought	are	
good	(i.e.,	challenge-meeting)	pairs	in	other	domains.	We	seem	to	have	knowledge	of	the	
material	 world	 around	 us.	 Taking	 this	 at	 face-value,	 a	 pair	 <𝑇!"#$"%%& !"#$%&'(

𝐦𝐚𝐭𝐞𝐫𝐢𝐚𝐥 𝐰𝐨𝐫𝐥𝐝 ,	
𝐸!"#$"% !""#$%&'(𝐦𝐚𝐭𝐞𝐫𝐢𝐚𝐥 𝐰𝐨𝐫𝐥𝐝 >	 according	 to	 which	 material	 world	 propositions	 are	 about	 mind-
independent	 and	 causally	 powerful	 objects	 knowledge	 of	 which	 is	 partly	 grounded	 on	
their	 causal	affection	on	us	 is	a	good	pair	 for	 the	domain	at	 issue.	Arguably,	 in	addition,	
this	 pair	 is	 more	 credible—so	 let	 us	 grant—than	 alternative	 pairs	 that	 would	 take	 for	
instance	 knowledge	 of	 the	material	world	 to	 be	 independent	 of	 causal	 affection,	 or	 that	
would	drastically	revise	the	metaphysics	of	the	(alleged)	external	world.		
	 To	intend	that	our	best	account	of	knowledge	of,	and	truths	about,	the	material	world	
remains	 unthreatened	 by	 our	 best	 account	 of	 knowledge	 of,	 and	 truths	 about,	
mathematics—no	 matter	 what	 that	 might	 turn	 out	 to	 be—amounts,	 therefore,	 to	 not-
having	 inter-domain	 uniformity	 aspirations,	 at	 least	 at	 this	 level;	 a	 qualification	will	 be	
suggested	 in	 §5.1.	 And	 indeed,	 Peacocke’s	Being	Known	 suggests	 different	 strategies	 for	
the	different	domains	it	deals	with.		
	 This	 is	 to	say	 that	some	degree	of	 independent	variation	across	domains	on	what	we	
take	 to	 be	 credible	 good	 pairs	 should	 be	 tolerated.	 It	 is	 not	 to	 say,	 however,	 that	 any	
degree	 of	 independence	 is	 tolerable.	 The	 cases	 of	 modality	 and	 logic	 offer	 a	 vivid	
illustration	of	why	this	might	not	be	so.	As	Wright	(1986)	emphasizes,	if	logical	truths	are	
necessary	 truths	of	a	 certain	 form,	 then,	 logical	 truths	are	objective	only	 if	 (the	 relevant)	
modal	discourse	is	so	as	well.	The	identity	also	requires	the	epistemology	of	modality	and	
the	epistemology	of	logic	not	to	be	(completely)	independent	of	one	another.	In	addition,	it	
might	 be	defended	 that,	 if	modal	 knowledge	 is	 best	 seen	 as	 arrived	 at	 deductively	 from	
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(epistemically)	 basic	 necessities,5	 acquisition	 of	 non-basic	 modal	 knowledge	 will	 be	
blocked	 unless	 some	 (the	 relevant)	 logical	 truths	 are	 knowable.	 This	 latter	 point	 is	
generalizable	to	any	domain,	so	long	as	we	concede	that	logical	inferences	are	fundamental	
ways	 of	 expanding	 our	 knowledge.	 We	 should	 not,	 therefore,	 rule	 out	 in	 advance	 the	
existence	 of	 pairs	 of	 domains,	 ϕ	 and	 ψ,	 both	 of	 which	 at	 least	 partly	 epistemically	
accessible,	 such	 that	what	we	 take	 to	be	a	good	pair	<𝑇!

�,	𝐸!
�>	might	 (perhaps	mutually)	

depend	on	what	we	take	to	be	a	good	pair	<𝑇!
�,	𝐸!

�>.	
	
5.	Intra-domain	components	of	the	Integration	Challenge	
The	 remaining	 considerations	 are	 intra-domain.	 By	 means	 of	 them,	 we	 should	 have	
material	for	reflection	on	what	exactly	meeting	the	integration	challenge	might	be	taken	to	
involve,	 despite	 the	 fact	 that,	 as	 Schechter	 notes	 (2010),	 there	 is	 lack	 of	 clarity	 on	 this.	
What	we	want,	at	a	minimum,	is	some	guidance	on	how	to	assess	a	(presumed)	pair	<𝑇!

�,	
𝐸!
�>	 vis-à-vis	 the	 demands	 of	 the	 integration	 requirement.	 The	 following	 three	

components	 are	 submitted	 as	 each	 potentially	 involved	 in	 the	 integration	 requirement.	
The	main	aim	of	this	section	is	to	prompt	the	reader’s	own	assessment	on	them.		
	
5.1.	We	need	a	plausible	pair.		
According	to	the	quotation	by	Peacocke	from	§1,	merely	getting	a	(or	the)	correct	pair	is	
not	all	that	is	involved	in	meeting	the	integration	challenge.	There,	Peacocke	already	asks	
for	 more:	 namely,	 each	 of	 the	 members	 in	 the	 integrated	 pair	 must	 be	 plausible	 (or	
credible).		
	 Let	us	focus	on	logic	as	our	running	example.	Suppose	that	we	know	that	logical	truths	
are	objective	and	 that	we	know	that	Modus	Ponens	 (henceforth	 ‘MPP’)	 is	valid.	Suppose	
further	that	we	answer	the	question	about	how	we	know	the	validity	of	MPP	(and	other	
basic	 logical	 rules)	along	 the	 lines	of	Boghossian’s	blind	reasoning	approach.6	That	 is,	by	
saying	 that	we	know	MPP	by	deductively	 arriving	 at	 “If	 P,	 then,	 if	 (if	 P	 then	Q),	 then	Q”	
from	 the	 discharged	 premises	 “P”	 and	 “if	 P	 then	 Q”,	 and	 that	 this	 deductively	 valid	
reasoning	 is	 justificatory	 despite	 being	 blind,	 and	 despite	 being	 rule-circular.	 Suppose	
further	that	this	answer	is	accompanied	by	what	is	in	fact	a	correct	account	of	how	blind,	
rule-circular	reasoning	can	be	justificatory.	There	might	be	no	trace	of	falsity	in	any	of	our	
beliefs	about	the	matter.	We	seem,	therefore,	to	be	in	front	of	what	is	in	fact	a	correct	and	
stable	pair	<𝑇!"#$%&'($

𝐥𝐨𝐠𝐢𝐜 ,	𝐸!"#$% !"#$%&'&(
𝐥𝐨𝐠𝐢𝐜 >.	Yet,	 that’s	 presumably	not	 all	 that	 is	 involved	 in	

meeting	the	integration	challenge.	As	just	seen,	Peacocke	suggests,	as	a	component	of	the	
integration	 requirement,	 that	 each	 of	 the	 elements	 in	 the	 stable	 pair	 be	 plausible.	
Depending	on	 the	domain	at	 issue,	 envisioning	a	plausible	metaphysics	or	 envisioning	a	
plausible	epistemology	might	be	quite	a	challenging	task	in	itself.	And,	typically,	areas	for	
which	 the	 metaphysical	 challenge	 is	 pressing	 will	 be	 areas	 for	 which	 the	 epistemic	
challenge	is	pressing	too;	let	alone	the	integration	challenge.	This	leaves	us	with	the	need	
of	 trying	 to	 articulate	what	 exactly	 the	 plausibility	 demand	 amounts	 to.	 At	 a	minimum,	
they	would	seem	to	require	that	we	have	reasons	for	them,	but	it	would	be	good	to	be	in	a	
position	to	provide	something	more	substantial	that	would	also	help	us	as	a	guide.		

                                                        
5	See	a	review	in	(Vaidya	2015).	
6	See	(Boghossian	2003)	
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	 Schechter	(2010)	and	Wright	(2004)	both	have	offered	insights	about	what	is	involved	
in	 the	 epistemic	 challenge	 for	 logic	 that	 will	 prove	 very	 helpful	 to	 answer	 our	 current	
question—about	 how	 best	 to	 understand	 the	 plausibility	 demand.	 Ultimately,	 we	 are	
looking	for	an	answer	that	applies	also	to	the	metaphysical	challenge.	Yet,	in	what	follows,	
I	shall	focus	on	Schechter’s	and	Wright’s	insights	on	the	epistemic	one	and	leave	it	to	the	
reader	to	explore	how	they	might	transfer	to	the	metaphysical	challenge.		
	 Schechter	and	Wright	agree	that	merely	coming	up	with	an	answer—a	correct	one,	we	
should	assume—to	how	we	know	the	truths	in	a	given	domain	would	not	suffice.	Yet,	they	
formulate	 different	 further	 components.	 According	 to	 Schechter,	 we	 need	 further	 to	
address	 the	Etiological	Question	whereas,	according	 to	Wright,	what	we	need	 to	address	
further	 is	a	Second	Order	Need.	These	are	Schechter	 two	components—of	which	the	 first	
one	amounts	to	correctness:	

The	Operational	Question:	How	does	our	cognitive	mechanism	for	deductive	 inference	
work	such	that	it	is	reliable?	
The	Etiological	Question:	How	 is	 it	 that	we	have	a	 cognitive	mechanism	 for	deductive	
inference	that	is	reliable?	(Schechter	2010:	444)	

And	these	are	Wright’s—of	which,	as	with	Schechter’s,	the	first	one	parallels	correctness:		

The	first-order	problem	is:	if	we	do	indeed	have	the	knowledge	of	the	validity	of	basic	
logical	 laws	 that	 we	 think	 we	 do,	 how	 might	 this	 knowledge	 be	 achieved?	 […]	 the	
second-order	 problem:	 that	 of	 explaining	with	what	 right	we	 claim	 it.	 (Wright	 2004:	
174)	

Generalizing	 from	 the	 case	 of	 logic—nothing	 suggests	 that	 the	 two	 components	 are	
peculiar	to	its	case—I	will	follow	Wright	in	characterizing	the	epistemic	challenge	in	terms	
of	a	 first	and	a	second	order	demand.	The	 first	one	amounts	 to	 the	requirement	 that	we	
provide	an	answer	to	the	question	“how	do	we	know?”	and,	the	second,	to	the	requirement	
that	we	provide	a	justification	for	our	claim	that	we	are	in	possession	of	knowledge.	The	
fact	 that	 I	 follow	Wright	 on	 this	 is	 not	 to	 neglect	 the	 relevance	 Schechter’s	 Etiological	
Question.	On	 the	contrary,	 I	 think	 that	 this	question	 is	closely	related	 to	Wright’s	second	
order	requirement	in	that	a	satisfactory	answer	to	Schechter’s	question	might	(in	certain	
cases)	be	what	constitutes	a	satisfactory	answer	to	the	Second	Order	demand.7	I	do	think,	
however,	 that	 the	 (generalized)	 Etiological	 Question	 suffers	 from	 lack	 of	 neutrality	 in	 a	
way	that	Wright’s	(generalized)	Second	Order	Problem	does	not.	For,	on	the	one	hand,	it	is	
not	 to	 be	 assumed	 that	 the	 Etiological	 Question—especially	 when	 we	 are	 asked	 to	
understand	it	phylogenetically,	as	Schechter	does	(2010,	459,	fn.	29)—will	be	pertinent	in	
all	cases;	it	will	not,	for	instance,	when	non-objectivism	is	the	view	about	the	nature	of	ϕ-
truths	(for	a	given	domain).8	On	the	other	hand,	it	seems	to	me	that	Wright’s	second	order	
                                                        
7	This	might	be	especially	plausible	in	the	case	of	an	evolutionary-based	answer	to	the	

phylogenetic	understanding	of	the	Etiological	Question—of	the	kind	Schechter	envisions	for	the	
case	of	objective	logical	truth.	(Provided,	however,	that	one	can	plausibly	link	the	usefulness	of	a	
given	cognitive	mechanism	and	its	being	truth-tracking;	perhaps	by	claiming	that	the	latter	is	the	
best	explanation	of	the	former.)	
8	This	much	seems	to	be	acknowledged	by	Schechter	in	a	footnote	where	he	says,	when	

commenting	on	how	to	answer	the	Etiological	Question	in	the	case	of	non-objective	domains,	that:	
“a	different	potential	answer	to	the	etiological	question	is	that	the	facts	of	the	domain	are	
constituted	by	our	opinions,	and	so	we	would	have	possessed	a	reliable	cognitive	mechanism	no	
matter	what.”	(Schechter	2010,	459,	fn.	29)	
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demand	is	no	less	a	reasonable	demand	in	the	cases	where	the	Etiological	Question	is	not	
pertinent	than	it	is	in	the	cases	where	the	Etiological	Question	is	pertinent.		
	 Now,	Peacocke’s	own	requirement	that	an	epistemology	𝐸!

�	be	credible	can	be	naturally	
interpreted	along	the	lines	of	Wright’s	second	order	component.	For,	if	we	are	in	a	position	
to	claim	that	𝐸!

�	is	the	correct	epistemology—as	opposed,	crucially,	to	its	being	the	correct	
doxastology9—our	reasons	for	this	will	likely	have	to	involve	reasons	for	thinking	that	the	
methods	 mentioned	 in	 𝐸!

�	 are	 good	 methods	 for	 coming	 to	 know	 the	 ϕ-propositions	
delivered	 by	 the	 method.	 And	 whatever	 those	 reasons	 are,	 they	must	 arguably	 include	
reasons	for	claiming	knowledge	of	those	delivered	propositions.	There	are,	 in	effect,	 two	
ways	 of	 phrasing	 the	 second	 order	 element:	 as	 the	 requirement	 to	 justify	 our	 claims	 to	
knowledge,	 and	 as	 the	 requirement	 to	 justify	 the	 proposed	 epistemology	 as	 an	
epistemology.	(The	reader	might	at	this	point	go	back	to	the	metaphysical	challenge	and	try	
to	determine	how	the	second	order	component	would	look	like	in	this	case.)	
	 To	conclude	this	section,	we	might	now	want	to	qualify	our	inter-domain	claim	above—
namely,	 that	we	need	not	 (should	 not?)	 aim	 at	 a	 uniform	 epistemology	 across	 domains.	
The	qualification	takes	into	account	the	first-	and	second-order	demands	and	reduces	the	
scope	of	the	claim	to	only	the	first-order	demand.	In	other	words,	the	claim	is	that	we	need	
not	 aim	 at	 meeting	 the	 first-order	 demand	 uniformly.	 Indeed,	 the	 reasons	 there	 were	
neutral	 as	 to	whether	we	should	aim	at	meeting	 the	 second-order	demand	uniformly	or	
not.	With	a	view	to	merely	providing	material	for	further	exploration,	I	shall	note	that	the	
cross-domain	applicability	of	Wright’s	notion	of	entitlement	to	cognitive	project—applied,	
partly,	 precisely	 to	 vindicate	 our	 knowledge-claims	 in	 a	 given	 domain—might	 fuel	 the	
belief	 that,	 at	 the	 second	 level,	 a	 uniform	 treatment	might	 be	 available.	 Also,	 the	 cross-
method	 applicability	 of	 Enoch	 and	 Schechter’s	 pragmatic-based	 account	 of	 epistemic	
justification	 of	 belief	 forming	 methods	 (2008)—in	 some	 respects	 congenial	 to	 Wright’s	
account—might	fuel	that	belief	too.		
	
5.2.	The	strength	of	‘integration’	
Assuming	 that	 we	 are	 aiming	 for	 a	 pair	 that	 leaves	 room	 for	 ϕ-knowledge—that	 is,	
assuming	we	are	aiming	 to	escape	 the	most	revisionary	strategies	 (6)	and	(7)—how	are	
we	to	understand,	in	this	context,	what	we	mean	by	‘integration’	itself?	Peacocke	asks,	not	
just	 that	 the	 epistemology	𝐸!

�	 of	 a	 given	 pair	 <𝑇!
�,	 𝐸!

�>	 be	 credible,	 but	 also	 that	 it	 be	

credible	as	an	epistemology	of	the	kind	of	truths	𝑇!
�	commits	us	to.	But	there	is	a	weak	way	

and	 a	 strong	way	 of	 understanding	 this	 requirement.	 Roughly,	 the	weak	 reading	would	
simply	amount	 to	a	compatibility	 requirement:	 that	 the	relevant	T	and	E	 are	compatible	
with	 the	 claim	 that	we	do	have	knowledge	of	 the	T-facts	 acquired	 in	 the	E-way.	On	 this	
reading,	the	integration	requirement	would	be	satisfied	by	pairs	<𝑇!

�,	𝐸!
�>	even	in	the	case	

that	𝐸!
�	 did	not	 rule	out	 substantially	different	 and	yet	 competing	alternatives	 to	𝑇!

�.	 By	
contrast,	 on	 a	 stronger	 reading,	 the	 two	 elements	 would	 need	 to	 roughly	 call	 for	 one	
another.	 An	 example	 here	would	 be	 again	 the	 pair	 <𝑇!"#$"%%& !"#$%&'(

𝒎𝒂𝒕𝒆𝒓𝒊𝒂𝒍 𝒘𝒐𝒓𝒍𝒅 ,	𝐸!"#$"% !""#$%&'(𝒎𝒂𝒕𝒆𝒓𝒊𝒂𝒍 𝒘𝒐𝒓𝒍𝒅 >.	
For 𝐸!"!"#$ !""#$%&'(𝒎𝒂𝒕𝒆𝒓𝒊𝒂𝒍 𝒘𝒐𝒓𝒍𝒅 	 says	 that	 we	 acquire	 knowledge	 of	 the	 material	 world	 by	 being	

                                                        
9	By	‘doxastology’,	as	an	enquiry	about	us,	I	mean	a	mere	description	of	our	belief-forming	

methods.	An	epistemology,	as	an	enquiry	about	us,	takes	on	board,	at	a	minimum,	the	presumption	
of	knowledge	in	the	question	‘how	do	we	know?’.			
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causally	 affected	 by	 the	 objects,	 and	 this	 requires	 a	metaphysics	with	 causally	 powerful	
objects.	 Another	 example—which	 adds	 to	 the	 list	 in	 §3—would	 be	 <𝑇!"#$%#&'"#()'*+

𝒎𝒐𝒅𝒂𝒍𝒊𝒕𝒚 ,	

𝐸!"#!$%&'() !"!#$%&%
𝒎𝒐𝒅𝒂𝒍𝒊𝒕𝒚 >.	According	to	it,	modal	truth	is	a	matter	of	linguistic	conventions.10	It	

is	quite	natural	 to	 couple	 this	metaphysics	with	an	epistemology	according	 to	which	we	
access	 modal	 truth	 by	 conceptual	 analysis.	 Compared	 to	 the	 material	 world	 example,	
however,	 this	 pair,	 despite	 integrated,	 suffers	 from	 a	 controversial	metaphysics,	 risking	
the	satisfaction	of	the	requirement	in	§5.1.			
	 I	 shall	not	 firmly	answer	 the	question	whether	we	should	understand	 ‘integration’	 in	
the	 strong	 or	 the	 weak	 sense.	 Yet,	 I	 want	 to	 offer	 some	 reflections	 that	 might	 help	 us	
diagnose	the	current	state	of	certain	domains	and	that	might	suggest	that	we	are	working	
with	 integration	 in	 the	 strong	 sense	 as	 an	 ideal.	 The	 material	 world	 offers	 a	 very	 well	
understood	 model:	 we	 have	 a	 dominant	 type	 of	 metaphysics	 and	 a	 dominant	 type	 of	
epistemology	and	they	seem	to	be	integrated	in	the	strong	sense.	To	some	extent,	finding	
pairs	 in	other	domains	with	somewhat	credible	elements	 is	not	particularly	difficult.	For	
instance,	 a	 pair	 <𝑇!"#$%&'()𝐦𝐚𝐭𝐡 ,	 𝐸!"##$%𝐦𝐚𝐭𝐡 >	 according	 to	 which	 mathematical	 truth	 involves	
mind-independent	 mathematical	 objects	 coupled	 with	 an	 epistemology	 of	 mathematics	
that	has	proofs	at	its	centre	(with	a	suitable	account	of	access	to	axioms)	is	arguably	a	pair	
compatible	 with	 knowledge	 and	 its	 two	 components	 are	 credible	 even	 if	 not	 free	 of	
controversy.	 The	 problem	 is	 that	 so	 is	 a	 pair	 with	 the	 same	 sort	 of	 epistemology	 but	
according	 to	 which	 mathematical	 discourse	 is	 to	 be	 given	 instead	 a	 fictionalist	
interpretation:	 <𝑇!"#$"%&𝐦𝐚𝐭𝐡 ,	 𝐸!"##$%𝐦𝐚𝐭𝐡 >.	 The	 Platonists	 might	 find	 𝑇!"#$%&'()𝐦𝐚𝐭𝐡 	 credible,	 the	
fictionalists	might	 find	𝑇!"#$"%&𝐦𝐚𝐭𝐡 	 credible,	 and	 everyone	 in	 this	 debate	might	 find	𝐸!"##$%𝐦𝐚𝐭𝐡 	
credible.	 But	 however	 credible	𝐸!"!!"#𝐦𝐚𝐭𝐡 	 is,	 the	 existence	 of	 those	 two	pairs,	 both	 equally	
compatible	with	mathematical	knowledge,	 suggests	 that	𝐸!"##$%𝐦𝐚𝐭𝐡 	 falls	 short	of	being,	 in	a	
strong	 sense,	 an	 epistemology	 of	 the	 kind	 of	 truths	 𝑇!"#$"%&𝐦𝐚𝐭𝐡 	 or	 𝑇!!"#$%&'#𝐦𝐚𝐭𝐡 	 commits	 us	 to.	
Rather,	 it	 is	 an	 epistemology	 of	 mathematical	 truth	 however	 it	 is	 to	 be	 understood.	 For	
reflection:	does	 this	 suggest	 that	none	of	 these	 two	pairs	are	 integrated	enough	 to	meet	
the	 integration	 challenge	 satisfactorily?	 If	 so,	 and	 given	 how	 dominant	 an	 epistemology	
along	the	lines	of	𝐸!"##$%𝐦𝐚𝐭𝐡 	is,	what	are	the	prospects	of	meeting	the	integration	challenge	in	
mathematics	 (or	 any	 other	 domains	 that	 shares	 with	 mathematics	 the	 existence	 of	
analogous	pairs	of	pairs)?		
	 Modality	 offers	 again	 another	 good	 example.	 Conceivability	 accounts	 claim,	 roughly,	
that	 modal	 truth	 is	 epistemically	 accessible	 by	 means	 of	 conceivability	 exercises.	 We	
know—the	 thought	 goes—that	 there	 could	 be	 seven	 apples	 in	my	 fridge	 by	 conceiving	
seven	 apples	 in	 my	 fridge.	 But	 when	 a	 conceivability	 epistemology	 is	 coupled	 with	 a	
metaphysics	 of	 modality	 according	 to	 which	 modal	 truth	 is	 mind-independent,	 the	
resulting	 pair,	 <𝑇!"#$!!"#$%$"#$"&

𝐦𝐨𝐝𝐚𝐥𝐢𝐭𝐲 ,	 𝐸!"#!$%&'(%)%*+
𝐦𝐨𝐝𝐚𝐥𝐢𝐭𝐲 >,	 can	 be	 said	 to	 suffer	 from	 lack	 of	

integration.	Why	should	there	be	such	(lucky)	alignment	between	our	mental	(conceiving	
or	 imaginative)	capabilities	and	the	mind-independent	modal	realm?	An	alternative	pair,	
<𝑇!"#!$%&'(%)%*+!!"#$%&%'%()

𝐦𝐨𝐝𝐚𝐥𝐢𝐭𝐲 ,	 𝐸!"#!$%&'(%)%*+
𝐦𝐨𝐝𝐚𝐥𝐢𝐭𝐲 >,	 along	 the	 lines	 of	 Craig’s	 or	 Blackburn’s	

suggested	 accounts,	 according	 to	which	modal	 truth	 is	 constitutively	 dependent	 on	 our	
imaginative	 capabilities	 is	 arguably	 be	 more	 integrated;	 although	 we	 have	 seen	 that	 it	

                                                        
10	See	(Sidelle	1989)	for	an	example.		
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suffers	 from	 lack	of	metaphysical	plausibility.	Are	 the	domains	 for	which	 the	 integration	
challenge	is	pressing	domains	that	face	difficulties	precisely	to	meet	both	plausibility	and	
integration	simultaneously?		
	
5.3.	Integration	and	disagreement.	
Questions	 about	 disagreement	 in	 relation	 to	 the	 integration	 challenge	 emerge	 at	 two	
levels.	 As	 with	most	 of	 the	 issues	 above,	 I	 shall	 content	myself	 with	 raising	 two	 of	 the	
questions	I	find	most	urgent	and	with	providing	some	material	to	guide	the	reader’s	own	
assessment.	 First,	 suppose	 that,	 for	 a	 given	 domain	ϕ,	 there	 is	 a	 correct	 integrated	 pair	
<𝑇!

�,	𝐸!
�>.	How	much	agreement	that	 this	 is	a	correct,	 integrated	pair,	should	we	require	

before	we	can	claim	that	the	integration	challenge	for	ϕ	has	been	met?	Areas	for	which	the	
integration	 challenge	 is	pressing	 are	 areas	notably	 infected	by	disagreement	both	 about	
what	the	metaphysics	of	the	domain	is	and	about	what	its	epistemology	is;	let	alone	about	
which	pair	of	 them	 is	more	plausible	 (and	 integrated).	Are	 the	prospects	of	meeting	 the	
integration	 challenge	 in	 these	 domains	 poor	 for	 as	 long	 as	 we	 don’t	 solve	 those	
disagreements?		
	 Second,	 should	we	 require	of	 our	having	met	 the	 integration	 challenge	 for	ϕ	 that	 the	
application	 of	 the	methods	mentioned	 in	𝐸!

�	 resolves	 disagreements	 about	 what	 the	ϕ-

truths	are?	Let	me	note	that	this	is	not	the	unreasonable	demand	that	𝐸!
�	should	in	itself	

tell	 us	 what	 the	 ϕ-truths	 are.	 Take	 again	 <𝑇!"#$"%%& !"#$%&'( 
𝒎𝒂𝒕𝒆𝒓𝒊𝒂𝒍 𝒘𝒐𝒓𝒍𝒅 ,	 𝐸!"#$"% !""#$%&'(𝒎𝒂𝒕𝒆𝒓𝒊𝒂𝒍 𝒘𝒐𝒓𝒍𝒅 >.	

𝐸!"#$"% !""#$%&'(𝒎𝒂𝒕𝒆𝒓𝒊𝒂𝒍 𝒘𝒐𝒓𝒍𝒅 ,	by	 itself,	doesn’t	 tell	us	what	 the	 truths	about	 the	material	world	are.	 It	
doesn’t	tell	us,	for	instance,	that	there	are	no	apples	in	my	fridge	now.	But	if	endorsement	
of	 <𝑇!"#$"%%& !"#$%&'( 

𝒎𝒂𝒕𝒆𝒓𝒊𝒂𝒍 𝒘𝒐𝒓𝒍𝒅 ,	 𝐸!"#$"% !""!"#$%&𝒎𝒂𝒕𝒆𝒓𝒊𝒂𝒍 𝒘𝒐𝒓𝒍𝒅 >	 were	 judged	 not	 to	 be	 satisfactory	 to	 meet	 the	
integration	challenge,	it	would	not	be	for	this	reason.	What	𝐸!"#$"% !""#$%&'(𝒎𝒂𝒕𝒆𝒓𝒊𝒂𝒍 𝒘𝒐𝒓𝒍𝒅 	does	have	the	
power	to	do	is	the	following.	If	we	engage	in	the	project	of	 finding	out	how	many	apples	
there	are	in	my	fridge	right	now,	application	of	the	methods	mentioned	in	𝐸!"#$"% !""#$%&'(𝒎𝒂𝒕𝒆𝒓𝒊𝒂𝒍 𝒘𝒐𝒓𝒍𝒅 	
will	 leave	 little	room	for	disagreement	(among	those	subjects	whose	perceptual	systems	
are	working	 properly).	We	 go,	 apply	 the	methods,	 and	 settle	 the	 issue.	Might	 it	 be	 that	
when	<𝑇!"#$"%%& !"#$%&'( 

𝒎𝒂𝒕𝒆𝒓𝒊𝒂𝒍 𝒘𝒐𝒓𝒍𝒅 ,	𝐸!"#$"% !""#$%&'(𝒎𝒂𝒕𝒆𝒓𝒊𝒂𝒍 𝒘𝒐𝒓𝒍𝒅 >	 is	 judged	 to	be	an	 integrated	pair,	 it	 is	partly	
due	to	how	little	room	for	disagreement	𝐸!"#$"% !""#$%&'(𝒎𝒂𝒕𝒆𝒓𝒊𝒂𝒍 𝒘𝒐𝒓𝒍𝒅 	leaves?		
	 	
6.	Conclusion	
This	entry	has	been	devoted	 to	characterising	 the	 integration	challenge	 in	general	 terms	
with	a	view	to	exploring,	and	prompting	reflection	on,	what	might	be	involved	in	it.	By	way	
of	illustration,	we	have	reviewed	some	ways	in	which	the	challenge	has	been	approached	
in	 the	 case	 of	 modality	 (§3).	 For	 most	 of	 the	 entry,	 however,	 the	 discussion	 has	 been	
conducted	 at	 a	 rather	 general	 level	 for,	 as	 Peacocke	 made	 explicit,	 the	 reasons	 behind	
Benacerraf’s	dilemma	in	the	case	of	mathematics	are	generalizable	to	any	domain.			
	 The	suggestion	of	 this	entry	 is	 that	 there’s	 reason	 to	 think	 that	how	best	 to	meet	 the	
epistemic	challenge	is	domain-relative.	Granting	that	a	given	domain,	ϕ,	is	meaningful	and	
ϕ-knowledge	possible	(even	if	perhaps	only	partially),	what	is	common	to	the	challenge	in	
all	domains	is	the	need	of	finding	plausible	metaphysics	and	plausible	epistemologies	that	
are	integrated,	at	the	very	least,	in	the	sense	of	not	making	knowledge	impossible.	It	might	
be	 that	we	 require	more	 of	 integration,	 along	 the	 lines	 of	 the	 dependence	 exhibited	 by	
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<𝑇!"#$"%%& !"#$%&!" 
𝒎𝒂𝒕𝒆𝒓𝒊𝒂𝒍 𝒘𝒐𝒓𝒍𝒅 ,	𝐸!"#$"% !""#$%&'(𝒎𝒂𝒕𝒆𝒓𝒊𝒂𝒍 𝒘𝒐𝒓𝒍𝒅 >.	 It	might	also	be	that	we	require	 little	disagreement	

about	what	is	a	plausible	metaphysics	and	a	plausible	epistemology.	And	it	might	also	be	
that	 we	 require	 that	 the	methods	mentioned	 in	 the	 suggested	 (plausible)	 epistemology	
leave	 little	 room	 for	 disagreement	 about	 what	 the	 truths	 in	 that	 domain	 are.	 More	
reflection	is	needed	about	what	exactly	the	scope	of	the	integration	challenge	is.	The	more	
we	require,	the	harder	it	will	be	that	it	be	ever	met.	And	yet,	independently	of	how	we	fix	
the	semantics	of	‘integration	challenge’,	the	above	issues	will	likely	continue	to	bother	us,	
whether	as	part	or	aside	of	the	integration	challenge.		
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