
Chapter 6: Concluding Analysis and Reflections 

Truth Irredeemable? 

 Ever since Nietzsche predicted the onset of nihilism, the world seemed to fulfill 

his prophecy. The valueless operation of science produced great technological 

advancement, which manifested itself as new military technology at the turn of the 

century. Subjective nationalism gave world leaders incentives to test the strength of their 

alliances and of their convictions; lacking the proper appreciation for the likely 

consequences of their actions, Europe’s leaders incited the first World War, bringing 

unprecedented man-made death and devastation to Europe’s door. Failing to learn from 

the mistakes of history, the unreasonable terms of the West’s victory over Germany laid 

the conditions for dissatisfaction within the intellectual and liberal Weimar Republic. 

Because of the West’s concern with Germany’s appropriate punishment, it disregarded 

the potential economic realities that would lead to Germany’s popular support of 

authoritarianism to solve the country’s problems. Offering his own subjective view of 

virtue, Hitler rose to power thanks to the reckless efficacy of his ideas, rather than 

rational considerations made by the German public; after all, it is difficult to be rational 

while starving. Because the German public was distracted from inquiring into the ethical 

legitimacy of Hitler’s plans, it helped perpetrate one of history’s greatest crimes against 

humanity: the Holocaust. The profound absurdity of reason serving death and destruction 

disillusioned many thinkers, who rejected the concept of objective truth because of the 

alluring danger of dogmatism, causing the beginning of the relativism and nihilism that 

characterized philosophy in the 20th Century. In light of the events of the 20th Century, 

many asserted the existence of a profound imperative to promote tolerance and 
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acceptance in order to prevent another potential disaster like the Holocaust from 

happening again. This liberal relativism and message of passivity laid the foundation for 

relativism and impotence in the philosophic and political evaluation of the truth. 

When Nietzsche wrote in the mid-19th Century, Rousseau had already identified 

the meaninglessness of commercialism and the liberal acceptance of others; Rousseau 

asserted that the tolerance propounded by liberal societies would deprive them of the 

value of their own subjective ethics and mores, which was the virtuous pursuit of meeting 

those standards. It may sound trite or even sarcastic, but Rousseau would argue that the 

destination does not matter so much as how one gets there; the ideals a society sets for 

itself to achieve does not matter so much as society fully applies itself virtuously in the 

quest to attain those ideals. Indeed, Rousseau believed that the best application of a code 

of conduct was more virtuous than having the best code of conduct, suggesting that the 

means may be more important than the ends. 

The history of philosophy confirms the idea that the appropriate means may be 

more important than the ends; specifically, determining the means that one could rely on 

as an effective and consistent determination of the truth can be considered the end of 

philosophy. The Greeks asserted this explicitly, noting that knowledge of the virtues was 

a necessary prerequisite to their attainment, which was a necessary prerequisite to the 

attainment of happiness, Aristotle’s conception of the ultimate end towards which all 

other short-term ends lead. In Aristotle’s Politics, he noted the temporality of all things, 

especially political regimes, and concluded that the best regime is the one that best 

pursues virtue for the duration of its existence, however fleeting. The Sophists denied the 

authority of claims to objective truth, and supported a conception of truth based on the 
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strength of the argumentation. The skeptics advocated total openness to new 

experimenting with different methods that might explain the world more effectively, even 

if they denied the reliability of the data. Even Christian scholastics acknowledged the 

importance of reconciling faith with rationality, and applied metaphysical thought to 

achieve a purer understanding of the nature of God. The scientific revolution produced 

thinkers who reveled in the power of the newly formulated scientific method in obtaining 

objective knowledge about the physical universe. The rise of Rationalism brought a new 

respect for rationality and the power of inquiry in the face of skepticism; for Rationalists, 

the rigor of the method was all that mattered, not the products of such abstractions, which 

were minimally functional. Empiricism concentrated on the process of attaining truth to 

an even greater degree than Rationalism; empirical critiques regarding the reliability of 

rationalistic determinations focused on our mechanism of data acquisition, observing the 

importance of determining a reliable means to truth. Kant established the possibility of 

objective knowledge by specifically constraining the legitimate means to obtaining that 

knowledge; again, the means to knowledge took precedence over the knowledge itself. 

Hegel took the importance of means to a new level, denying the importance of the 

victims of history, so long as the dialectic led to a greater collective ability to realize a 

society ruled by reason and freedom. 19th Century Positivism also emphasized the 

importance of establishing rigorous frameworks of analysis and sound methodologies in 

solving social problems. Kierkegaard argued that scholastic and rationalistic expositions 

of the proof of God were ineffective means for establishing a religious connection in 

one’s life; for Kierkegaard, the leap of faith was the only legitimate means to achieving a 

meaningful religious life. Nietzsche examined the genealogy of morals, noting the 
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arbitrariness in the way various conceptions of philosophic truth developed; Nietzsche 

asserted that the prejudices of our various competing wills, including the will to power, 

influence the formation of our beliefs, rendering them hopelessly subjective and biased. 

Only a philosopher of the future, who has the ability to fully express all of his or her 

competing wills simultaneously, can make legitimately subjective evaluations, according 

to Nietzsche’s assessment of knowledge acquisition. The pragmatists also recognized the 

subjectivity inherent in inquiry that Nietzsche observed, and similarly advised that such 

subjectivity be embraced in order to effectively assimilate the beliefs necessary for living 

a satisfying life; the ability to perform a pragmatic inquiry, which held that the truth of a 

proposition is determined by its usefulness in accurately describing the world, was more 

important to the success of Pragmatism than its individual conclusions. Weber focused on 

the differing capacities of politicians and scientists in determining truth, noting that one’s 

vocation determines the way in which one can legitimately address a question. 

Wittgenstein, and others in the analytic tradition, believed that understanding the rules 

that govern our inquiries leads to knowledge itself. In each example, the goal of the 

philosophic inquiry is to find a reliable means to obtaining and defining truth. In almost 

every case, reason was required in the determination of that means, even though the 

suggested means was not always purely rational.  

Throughout the course of this thesis, I have suggested that rationality is an 

essential element in this search for the appropriate means. My initial definition of reason 

as the process of adapting means to ends seemed to necessitate this conclusion, though 

this definition is widely used in philosophic inquiry. The characteristics attributed to 

reason by the various thinkers throughout history suggests that there is a requirement of 
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honesty in the use of reason; without an honest appraisal of the facts of a situation, even 

the most rational inquiry cannot come to sound conclusions. While the possibility of 

uncertainty in the facts we perceive has provided the foundation for skeptical critiques of 

reason, history has shown that humans have been able to successfully apply reason to 

nearly any problem and determine an answer; though rationality seems most easily 

purified in the more abstract fields of knowledge, reason can still be applied to practical 

situations, as long as it recognizes the limits of the concept of truth. Honesty and 

objectivity are two requirements of the effective use of reason, or else one’s conclusions 

may be predetermined, undermining the value of the inquiry. One can always establish 

personal truths for oneself without regard for the possibility of bias or error, but this does 

little good if these truths are unsuccessfully tested against reality, suggesting the 

requirement that reason take reality into full account. Indeed, because we ostensibly all 

share the same reality, the universality and objectivity of our ideas can only derive from 

their unfailing verification by common experience, an error-checking mechanism 

efficiently provided by a free market of ideas. 

Personal Bias and the Possibility of Knowledge 

All of these assessments suggest various positions I have taken in developing my 

own personal philosophy, and until this point I have refrained from openly declaring my 

personal philosophic tendencies because I believe there is some merit to almost any 

commentary on truth. However, this statement gives me away; despite my concern with 

the commoditization of truth, I am a pragmatist, devoted to analyzing the function of an 

idea or proposition as it operates in reality, in my determination of truth. For me, ideas 

and propositions have value, since they serve to explain some aspect about the world; at 
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the very least, ideas inform our inquiries which are always aimed at some end, and an 

idea’s ability to motivate a conclusion in inquiry can be considered its value. The value of 

an idea inherently lies in the following pragmatic qualities: its accurate and honest 

conception of the world (guaranteeing its applicability to real life); its ease of 

assimilation with the rest of one’s preexisting ideas (ensuring the positive value of an 

idea in establishing a coherent understanding of the world); and its functionality in 

explaining the aspect of the world it addresses. As such, an idea’s pragmatic value is 

inherently tied to its rationality, since a truly rational idea necessarily meets those 

pragmatic standards; rational ideas are necessarily honest, cohere with the rest of one’s 

ideas (so long as they are rational themselves), and explain some aspect of the world with 

the full corroboration of all of one’s experience. While I agree with the pragmatic notion 

that an idea’s value determines whether or not one ought to believe it, I would hesitate to 

consider that process the determination of truth, as the pragmatists would assert.  

I would agree with Wittgenstein’s determination that our language games are 

designed to produce functional concepts, with “truth” being no exception. Truth is a 

loaded concept, conflated with all sorts of misplaced reverence and extreme standards, 

partially because it is an absolute term by nature; the label “true” was ostensibly invented 

to describe the absolute incontrovertibility of a proposition, since humans conceive of 

truth as an extrapolation from the concept of correspondence to formulate the practically 

Platonic Form of “Truth.”  Indeed, truth resembles a perfected Platonic Form because we 

would not have invented a term that meant “mostly or subjectively corresponding to 

reality,” since such a term would not be functional in determining facts and assessing the 

correspondence of ideas to reality. Because truth was cast as absolute, objective and 
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eternal from the beginning of philosophy, truth and knowledgei were the tantalizingly 

out-of-reach goals of inquiry; after the centuries of philosophic debate on the issue, the 

frustration with the inaccessibility of pure truth came to a head in Nietzsche’s rejection of 

absolutes. However, Nietzsche ushered in the very era of relativism and nihilism he 

feared; the impotence to act on one’s beliefs came as a result of the uncertainty generated 

by the disproportionately strong ability of reason to ask fundamental, incisive, 

undermining questions compared to reason’s limited ability to answer them.  

Questions can impose unlimited evidentiary demands on any inquiry without the 

need for justification or even proper grounding; because potential solutions are generated 

within the subjective context of an individual’s assumptions, biases, and experiences, 

proposed answers are necessarily more limited and less objective than the questions they 

address. As such, it would be ridiculous to demand that a proposition that has otherwise 

proven its pragmatic value satisfy every question or objection imaginable in order to 

constitute knowledge, especially considering the fact that establishing knowledge 

requires an idea’s factual verification, a near-impossibility given the difficulty of 

establishing truth in general. Wittgenstein resolved the dilemma posed by these language 

games by proposing certainty as an alternative goal of inquiry; certainty only requires a 

preponderance of an idea’s correspondence to reality and the absence of legitimate doubt 

in order to maintain a belief. Certainty does not require evidenced proof in order to hold 

the kinds of beliefs that would not be questioned were it not for the artificial rules 

imposed by the language games we operate within; for example, one could not question a 

proposition asserting the existence of one’s hand if the linguistic definition of existence 

                                                
i The traditional philosophic definition of knowledge is that it is composed of a justified, true belief. 
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did not suggest the possibility of an imperceptible reality distinct from the one informed 

by our sensory experience. Without the abstract language for concepts like existence or 

reality, we could not perceive the possibility that our current consciousness did not 

represent true reality; just as Aristotle asserted that language formed the basis of our 

rationality, our use of linguistic conceptual tools formed the basis for epistemic doubt. 

Once we recognize that our epistemic doubts derive from artificial incongruities 

between our linguistic representations of more meaningful concepts, epistemic questions 

about the constitution of knowledge or truth become irrelevant to inquiry. Since the 

conclusions of inquiry are pragmatically tested against reality in determining their value, 

unjustified and illogical beliefs will fail to achieve their pragmatic cash-value and are 

effectively restricted without appealing to groundless, artificial conceptions of what 

constitutes truth, knowledge, or correspondence, all popular subjects of contention in the 

history of philosophy. By adopting certainty as the goal of inquiry, one can discuss the 

inquiry’s success in terms of the degree of certainty in the proposition granted by the 

experiential evidence, rather than attempting to examine whether or not a proposition 

accurately and absolutely represents reality (terms which are also open to definitional 

debate).ii In addition, the presence of bias in inquiry tends to draw significant objections 

about the inquiry’s rationality because of the perception that bias makes objectivity and 

openness to alternative conclusions impossible; one must recognize that bias is always 

present in some form or another, but the fact that we are able to generate objective 

                                                
ii Because certainty and truth are functionally interchangeable as the ends of rational inquiry, with the 
exception of their abilities to diffuse epistemic doubt, certainty and truth may be considered as analogous 
products in the market for truth, such that they are roughly supplementary goods, while truthiness is an 
inferior good to both certainty and truth. 
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scientific conclusions about the world indicates that bias does not necessarily corrupt 

inquiry, if its influence is contained.  

It seems that any system of knowledge that required a total absence of bias as a 

necessary prerequisite for establishing knowledge or truth would not allow for human any 

knowledge of any truths; we already require several basically biased assumptions, 

beginning with the nature of our epistemic existence—the likes of which Descartes 

sought to prove logically, but with flagrant assumptions about the existence of an 

omniscient, benevolent god—in order to prove that any mental observation a human 

could make could be true. Therefore, in order to be useful in any regard, a system of 

knowledge and belief would have to allow for some degree of bias. This might lead one 

to believe that no line of inquiry necessarily has an advantage over any other, since each 

makes some subjective valuation of what assumptions are proper. However, at some 

level, subjectivity may not detract from the validity or soundness of a conclusion; 

accepting, without evidence or reason, that one’s senses are not under the arbitrary 

control of some malevolent deceiver, is a recognizably useful and necessary assumption 

to adopt in order to reliably accept any subsequent propositions derived from the data 

received through those senses. Other justifiable assumptions required to motivate the 

possibility of inquiry in the first place, such as the assumptions groundlessly asserting the 

phenomenon of causation and the reliability of one’s memory, are equally instrumental 

and therefore valid, since the goal of inquiry is to produce either certainty or knowledge; 

without such basic assumptions, inquiry would be totally impotent and worthless.  

Accepting that bias will persist in inquiry, using sound methodology, and 

maintaining an efficient minimum of biases may provide a conclusion that is functionally 
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identical to the conclusion of an unbiased inquiry, as though a complete extrication of 

bias were actually possible.  One might object to this assertion by noting that humans 

have no way of verifying if their inquiries reach a correct result, and that there is no 

reliable, external verification technique that would not also bear a bias as powerful as the 

inquiry itself; however, beliefs only require a reliable process of verification in order to 

be considered valuable assessments of the facts of reality. The scientific establishment 

imposes many circumspect ethical and methodological requirements on itself in order to 

maintain the dignity, objectivity and unquestioned value of its findings; science almost 

always attempts to be “free from suppositions,” and though their methodologies are 

necessarily based on subjective experience and empirics, the potential error in 

subjectivity is mitigated by requiring the repeatability and testability of any scientific 

hypothesis.  

Indeed, the scientific method has demonstrated its unique power in determining 

universal and objective facts, by virtue of its reliance on repeated and varied experiential 

evidence; however, the scientific method cannot verify hypotheses that are not grounded 

in reality, eliminating the potential legitimacy of contrived hypotheses and conclusions. 

For example, one could inquire into what happens to one’s consciousness after death, and 

develop a hypothesis that the human consciousness leaves the body and becomes an 

ethereal ghost that floats around gaining knowledge of the Forms, but have no method of 

testing this hypothesis within the context of experience. Since such a proposition lacks a 

basis in evidence and has no bearing on future experience, there is no impetus for the 

inquirer to accept such an assertion.  
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On the other hand, one could certainly inquire into the observed phenomenon of 

gravitation, develop a hypothesis that objects accelerate towards one another with respect 

to their mass and distance, compare the rate of acceleration of several objects using 

several independent methods of measurement, and verify that on Earth, objects within a 

certain range of masses accelerate towards the earth at a rate of 9.8 meters per second 

squared. While there is certainly the possibility of error in several parts of this 

experiment, especially in the measurement of distances and speeds, the repetition of the 

experiment and the use of statistics, the scientific method’s defining features, allow for a 

mitigation of bias and near-total certainty that gravity operates as such. This certainty is 

largely derived from a hypothesis’ universal repeatability, which allows for easy 

subsequent refutation, while each successful experiment lends further certainty to a 

conclusion’s veracity; if later experiences consistently confirm that the rate of 

acceleration of objects towards the earth is 9.8 meters per second squared, the conclusion 

can be determined provisionally true, since no objections have undermined the 

explanatory power of the conclusion. However, if contradictory evidence arises in one of 

the test’s repetitions, the proposition must be revised in order to best assimilate the new 

data. The key difference between the two examples is the capacity of the hypotheses to be 

tested against experience, which can constitute an evidenced justification for adopting a 

belief. As such, the scientific method provides an excellent framework for establishing 

objective certainty in inquiry since its conclusions are necessarily applicable to the 

inquirer’s experience. 

As demonstrably useful as the scientific method is in determining the physical 

facts of our experience, Weber pointed out that science is necessarily limited to 
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qualitative, experiential knowledge and the pursuit of the purest truths. Normative 

questions concerning teleology, values, and ethics pose difficulties to the scientific 

method precisely because of the bias inherent in the questions themselves; in order to 

evaluate normative questions with the scientific method, one would have to assign some 

arbitrary goal or value as an end in determining a proposition’s efficacy at achieving that 

goal. Also, to comply with the scientific method, the inquirer must be able to test the 

truth of a claim by measuring it against experience; since normative questions are most 

often designed to promote human happiness, one would have to isolate and measure such 

a claim’s influence on human happiness, an extremely difficult task, exacerbated by the 

linguistic fragmentation of humanity’s perception of happiness. As I have indicated, the 

importance of philosophy does not lie in its proposed answers to these normative 

questions; rather, philosophy’s value is in determining which methodologies can be 

reliably considered sound guidelines for subsequent inquiry. Furthermore, the history of 

philosophy suggests that a rational analysis of inquiry itself is necessary in determining 

how inquiry ought to operate. 

Operational Efficiency: Reason and Truth in Inquiry 

 As part of any pragmatic inquiry, one must first inquire into how a given concept 

is treated in real life. In the case of reason, most philosophers and thinkers acknowledge 

that reason is the tool used to guide inquiry towards the truth of a question because it 

adheres to the facts derived from the rigorous chain of evidenced observations, 

determined by experience and checked against logic. Indeed, the honesty of reason is one 

of its defining features, and its function of logically assessing the veracity of a given 

proposition demonstrates reason’s attention to the proposition’s correspondence with 
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reality. Similarly, reason is discussed as a means towards any ends, in the sense that it 

can compare and assess the varying degrees of success propositions achieve in 

identifying facts about reality. Reason governs idea assimilation with respect to an idea’s 

worth; in order to rationally accept an idea according to the dictates of pragmatism, the 

idea must have “cash-value,” which includes transferability (universality) and 

applicability to future experience (correspondence to reality). However, reason is always 

wielded by humans, and though disembodied rules of logic can be contrived to establish 

logical necessities independent of human experience, objective reason is always 

compromised by the assumptions and biases particular to the inquirer’s experience. 

Altogether, reason pragmatically operates as the process of idea verification, checking an 

idea’s content against the experience and assumptions of the inquirer in determining 

whether or not the inquirer ought to accept the idea as true or not. As such, reason may be 

pragmatically defined as the process of assessing the veracity of alternative propositions 

in the pursuit of truth and knowledge. However, the pursuit of truth would be unfruitful if 

the concept truth had not been similarly assessed. 

  Because reason is grounded in both experiential data and disembodied logic, 

reason requires consistency between empirical observations and rationalistic logic. Since 

reason regulates inquiry, the goal of which is the establishment of truth, reason must 

determine the most successful means of establishing truths; however, reason must ensure 

that the propositions inquiry accepts as true do not come into conflict with future 

experiential data. In the case of scientific facts, governed by immutable and impersonal 

laws of nature, reason must require a near-total absence of bias in order to establish a 

standard of the strictest correspondence between a proposition and reality, since scientific 
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facts are universally testable; if bias was allowed to influence inquiries into positive facts, 

as in the case of the Ptolemaic model of the universe, the inquiry could result in 

absolutely incorrect conclusions. Conversely, some kinds of bias would not impact 

inquiry; for example, one’s language would not influence his or her ability to measure the 

distance between earth and the sun. However, biases as seemingly irrelevant as one’s 

political preferences may have a profound impact on one’s ability to draw conclusions 

based on observable facts alone; after all, a minority of experts denied the existence of 

global warming, though practically every scholarly article (adhering to the scientific 

method) written on the subject has acknowledged that global warming is real.1 Reason 

also functions as a method to immediately screen out propositions that cannot possibly be 

reconciled with reality; for example, one need not jump off a bridge in order to test they 

hypothesis that pixie dust allows humans to fly. Reason is sufficient to reject assertions 

that could not correspond with reality without relying on the weak empirical grounds of 

not having witnessed an event. 

In determining the best standards of evidence constituting truth, reason would 

have to consider the temporality of facts as an indicator of likely error in absolute 

propositions. In line with the empirical requirements of the scientific method, Aristotle 

observed repetition in natural phenomena and drew conclusions he thought to be eternal, 

based on the consistency of his observations; however, later refinements in scientific 

inquiry provided data that refuted Aristotle’s mistaken observations. John Dewey, the 

American pragmatist, once wrote of Aristotle’s empirics: 

 No amount of experience can establish a universal and necessary truth. It cannot 
get beyond the general, i.e., the usual and customary. Since reality was conceived 
to be immutable and eternal, manifested in essences that make things to be 
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necessarily what they are, empirical ‘knowledge’ is limited to the changing and 
the contingent…The gap between experience and a rational ideal seemed fixed 
and impassible. Experience might grow quantitatively but it could not alter its 
quality...The mistake involved in the philosophy of the period was in its 
assumption that the implications of a particular state of culture were eternal—a 
mistake that philosophers as well as others readily fall into.2   
 

Indeed, because future experience is unknowable and always subject to change, past 

experience cannot establish knowledge of the future. However, Dewey only objected to 

the semantics of Aristotle’s claim of objective truth; had Aristotle claimed that the 

universe operated according to such-and-such laws, as far as his experience has indicated 

so far, Aristotle could have at least been certain in the applicability of those laws. Given 

the fact that those laws would have been refuted no matter what epistemic claim Aristotle 

made, reason must restrict universal claims to some degree of certainty, while specific 

and particular claims based on experience could reasonably constitute knowledge. Such 

requirements of reason are observed by the scientific community, which identifies its 

conclusions as “supporting” a hypothesis, rather than proving it.  

 Ironically for the scientific community, the preclusion of attributing the status of 

truth to universal laws may appear to limit the universality and applicability of its 

conclusions; however, as I have indicated, the linguistic conception of truth does not 

accurately indicate the functionality or value of a proposition. The certainty which can be 

attributed to almost every established scientific hypothesis that has not yet been rejected 

sufficiently connotes the established applicability of a proposition to any aspect of reality, 

and suggests that reason’s reverence for evidence is not superseded by psychological 

biases like pride or overzealousness. Because one can pragmatically assimilate certitudes 

just as easily as truths, without the possibility of having a truth painfully overturned in 
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light of new evidence, scientific inquiry functions best with empirically evidenced, 

rationalistically verified certainty as the end of inquiry. This pursuit of certainty coincides 

with Weber’s conception of the scientist, relentlessly pursuing scientific knowledge with 

the understanding that one’s findings might be obsolete in a matter of months; Weber’s 

ideal scientist is not concerned with pride or fame, and as such does not require that his or 

her opinions be considered the truth, but only offers propositions insofar as they might 

prove useful to those who would act on them in reality. 

 Though knowledge and certainty are the rational ends of most cases of inquiry, 

many inquirers possess biases which inherently impair their capacity for rational inquiry. 

For one thing, rational inquiry requires that the inquirer remain open to all potential 

conclusions in order to maintain its integrity; after all, the ostensible purpose of inquiry is 

to make a determination in accordance with a set of rules, not to pretend as though one 

rationally derived a predetermined conclusion by exclusively relying on experiential 

evidence and an efficient minimum of assumptions. Such is the objective of those with 

truthiness as their end of inquiry; truthiness aims to generate the appearance of 

performing rational inquiry, while asserting the predetermined conclusion without regard 

for the process of inquiry itself. As I have noted, the essence of reason and philosophy is 

to identify a reliable method for determining the best means to achieving a given end; 

until now, I have argued that pragmatic conceptions of truth, certainty and reason provide 

excellent distinctions crucial to establishing the success of reason as a reliable guideline 

to achieving one’s desired ends through inquiry.  

Truthiness, on the other hand, is entirely unreliable because it entails no 

allegiance to facts, no respect for rationally determined distinctions, and no set process of 
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arriving at one’s conclusions. While reasoned inquiries begin with an observation that 

will eventually develop into a stringently tested hypothesis, truthiness-driven inquiries 

begin with their conclusion, and work to discern a feasible line of inquiry that would have 

arrived at the desired conclusion; for the most part, truthiness is diametrically opposed to 

evidentiary facts and even rationalistic necessities, only deferring to the arbitrary will of 

the inquirer. However, truthiness is forced to rely on a never-ending stream of such 

conclusions, since it is unable to assess propositions on its own. While these artificially 

determined conclusions may be desirable in adapting means to ends, any idea with actual 

cash-value (an idea that incorporated a reasonable view of reality, was rationally 

desirable, and was easily assimilated with the rest of one’s beliefs) could have been 

produced by genuine inquiry. As such, the disregard for facts exhibited in truthiness-

driven inquiries indicates the inquiry’s inability to effectively deal with the constraints 

imposed by reality. Furthermore, philosophy’s fixation on the process of determining the 

appropriate means for inquiry suggests the radically anti-philosophic and largely 

irrational nature of truthiness; inquiries in the service of truthiness are only concerned 

with the attainment of the ends the inquirer had determined before beginning the inquiry.  

Truth, Truthiness and the Market for Reason 

 In terms of the market for truth, truthiness is produced because of the profitability 

of the combination of the high value assigned to its conclusions (their public desirability) 

and the low costs of their production (lacking the rigor of rational inquiry). In order to 

stop this corruption of inquiry, truth must have a higher market value (and cash-value, for 

that matter) than truthiness, however the market of ideas suffers from a sort of 

information asymmetry; because the public does not possess the expertise to accurately 
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identify truthiness on their own, the producers of information can abuse their 

informational advantage, creating a “lemons” market of ideas. Because these lemons 

possess little to no cash-value, due to their lack of universality and verifiability, the 

consumers of information are bound to realize at some point that they have been duped 

by the information salespeople.iii  In the same way that a lemons market can be rectified 

with a reduction of the information asymmetry, the market of ideas will respond to 

changes in the public’s ability to recognize truthiness and the public’s changing 

perception of the relative costs and benefits of truth and truthiness.  

Interestingly, the analogy of the free market of ideas, as applying to the 

competing goods of truth and truthiness, suggests that the public’s selection of truthiness 

is an aberrational product of the information asymmetry, and not the selection that would 

be made by a better-informed consumer group. As such, a reasonable first step in 

combating truthiness would be to broadly expand the public’s access to information, as 

demonstrated with the model of the FOIA. In allowing the public to check the degree to 

which truthiness matches up to the objective facts of reality, the public could come to 

realize that truthiness’ disregard for reality results in its total inapplicability, drastically 

reducing the cash-value of its propositions. In order to facilitate the recognition of fact 

manipulation, non-government, non-partisan organizations could publish reports 

assessing the degree to which politicians, organizations, experts, and the media distort or 

misconstrue facts, regardless of intention. Of course, the experts staffing such watchdog 

organizations could be equal purveyors of truthiness, but with a competitive market of 

fact verification, the watchdogs can keep each other in check with the facts. By 

                                                
iii Indeed, this thesis is a part of the public’s recognition of truthiness and the lemons market of ideas. 
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decreasing the costs of investigation into a claim’s factual accuracy, thereby increasing 

the accountability of these information producers, the public could make more accurate 

assessments of an organization’s accuracy and objectivity, creating monetary incentives 

for the information producers to adhere to facts, since the public perception of credibility 

and impartiality is necessary to maintain an enterprise’s viability. 

Furthermore, even if both the public and the expert community are unable to carry 

out this function, the collaboration of expertise and freely accessible information on the 

internet has led to the rise of an alternative expert culture fulfilling the same function. 

The internet is an ideal medium for proposition-verifying blogs and public interest groups 

enforcing political accountability like SourceWatch.org and FactCheck.org because it 

allows for accessible, sophisticated, and detailed argumentation and analysis of evidence 

that anyone can directly review. FactCheck.org, billed as an organization devoted to 

“holding politicians accountable,” reports the discrepancies between political allegations 

and the factual reality of a given situation in order to better inform the public’s 

assessment of those issues; the organization touts a particularly poignant quotation by the 

widely respected Senator Daniel Patrick Moynihan: “Everyone is entitled to their own 

opinion, but not their own facts.”3  Indeed, because the verification of our ideas and 

opinions relies on experience and facts, public decision-making is impotent without 

reliably objective facts. Because the internet allows for unlimited exposition of these 

objective facts, the internet provides the forum for peer-review to the utmost degree; the 

sheer quantity of different and conflicting perspectives allows the internet to reliably 

regulate factual assertions by incentivizing the participants’ enforcement of the adherence 

to facts in order to allow for legitimate argumentation and inquiry. 
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Because the goal of public inquiry is some kind of functional truth or certainty, 

the market for truth is capable of providing both narrow and universal conceptions of 

truth, though the costs of arriving at objective truth are considerably higher than the costs 

of producing a narrow proposition of limited functionality and applicability. However, in 

markets, the price of a good is determined by both its cost of production and the value 

attributed to it; because objective truth is extremely costly and undervalued by the public, 

only people immune to market pressures, like professional academics and scientists, are 

able to effectively pursue objective truth. However, if the public valued objective truth 

more highly, truthiness would be less viable in the market of ideas. Compared to the utter 

honesty of objective truth, truthiness is an obviously inferior good and loses its appeal 

because of its obvious disregard for facts; after all, what rational consumer of information 

would prefer to accept a proposition with unabashedly limited cognizance of the realities 

it is supposed to describe?  Truthiness is effective because given the choice between 

believing that one lives in a reality that comes close to a reality one wishes were true and 

an actually true reality, many people would choose to deny facts in favor of believing that 

their wishes had come true; however, if the inquiry is truly important for life in the real 

world, wishes rarely succeed at coming to useful conclusions.  Take, for example, an 

engineer who asserts that his or her design for a new type of aircraft will be less costly, 

faster, and more efficient than current models, because he or she is able to design the 

craft without “being constrained” by the laws of physics.  The likely result of such a 

claim is a vehicle that cannot even fly, let alone replace other models of air travel.  

Because the natural world conforms to laws and facts, so too must humans honestly 

formulate such laws and conform to such facts in order to interact successfully with the 
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natural world.  Pragmatically, truthiness has no value, except for to the purveyor who 

ostensibly influences the uninformed public opinion. 

It is somewhat odd that objective truth is not more desired as an end of inquiry, 

but this is possibly attributable to a lack of public confidence in the possibility of 

achieving certainty or objectivity through inquiry; indeed, the millennia of philosophic 

disputation have established very little in the way of eternal, objective knowledge. On the 

other hand, the public may be wary with the concept of rationally determined truths 

because of the experiential evidence of the failures of reason to achieve the promised 

utopian solutions to eternal problems; after all, the positivist, objectivist attitudes of the 

20th Century only led to an extended ability for humanity to wreak havoc on itself. This 

track record does not speak well of objective truth’s pragmatic value, but this may be 

because objective truth was defined as transcendent of human experience, rendering it 

impractical as a goal of inquiry. However, if objective truth or certainty was 

pragmatically understood as an utterly reliable, sufficiently undisputed, and practically 

applicable representation of reality, the public might find more value in its production. 

Because objective certainty in public inquiry allows a greater degree of confidence in the 

public’s own conclusions, the functionality of reasoned, objective certainty lies in its 

ability to combat the impotence of inquiry caused by relativistic, pluralistic acceptance. 

Competing with Reason 

In chapters 4 and 5, I discussed several examples of the corruption of rational 

inquiry in science, politics, and the media, which illustrated the effects of the 

commoditization of truth on the public’s capacity for inquiry. In each case, the elites 

involved in the flow of information chose to manipulate the public’s perception of the 
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pertinent facts in order to advance their own conclusions that have not been subjected to 

rational inquiry, at the cost of public certainty and effective political participation. The 

perpetrators of these acts of truthiness were motivated to ignore or deny rationality 

because of either the priority of incompatible, competing values or the unacceptability of 

the products of reason. While inquiry appealing to rationality has proven to be the most 

successful in the formation of functional, pragmatic beliefs, the rational acquisition of 

such knowledge is not an ultimate value shared by every inquirer; for many, inquiry aims 

to form its conclusions while upholding some value other than rationality, such as faith, 

virtue, or justice. However, reason is often considered the most essential value because it 

governs the process of how one goes about satisfying other competing values; in 

attempting to advance the importance of other considerations, opponents of the 

supremacy of rationality decry reason’s “reckless” and “unsympathetic” pursuit of utmost 

efficiency in achieving one’s ends.  

While the arguments in favor of rejecting reason’s authority correctly observe 

humanity’s ability to turn reason against itself and its failure to achieve reason’s grandest 

aspirations, such arguments overlook the everyday practical benefits conferred by reason; 

the benefits of scientific knowledge range from the ability to harness the power of 

microwaves to the medical advances derived from the mapping of the human genome to 

the comprehension of humanity’s impacts on the environment. Indeed, reason motivated 

the discovery of scientific knowledge because such discoveries allow reason to more 

efficiently determine the appropriate means to achieving one’s desired ends through a 

fuller comprehension of the facts potentially influencing the determinations made by 

inquiry. However, reason’s requirements of honesty and impartiality may detract from 
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the achievement of certain ends, depending on one’s motivations, rendering truthiness an 

effective alternative to rational inquiry in cases where a functional approximation of 

reality is not the only goal of the inquiry. 

In the case of the Intelligent Design argument, one could certainly claim that the 

impartial determination of the facts of reality was not the goal of the Wedge movement.  

At least organizationally, the Wedge movement seemed more motivated by the prospect 

of undermining naturalistic materialism than their ostensible goal of presenting a truthful 

explanation of the development of organic life.  Holding disputation of Darwinism as the 

central goal of their inquiries, the Intelligent Design advocates attempted to question 

Darwinism’s capability to explain the phenomenon of the development organic life by 

pointing out areas of tension between reality and Darwinian theory that had not yet been 

thoroughly explained by established scientific knowledge.  These advocates rhetorically 

claimed that such gaps in scientific knowledge suggested the existence of design in the 

universe a corresponding intelligent designer, who unremarkably resembles the Christian 

conception of God.  The Wedge movement formulated their public challenge to 

Darwinism in a manner designed to create the most public doubt in the scientific 

establishment; the demand that the scientific establishment conclusively prove that 

Darwinism adequately explains every conceivable step of evolution does not even 

comprise a valid critique of Darwinian theory, it only undermines the public confidence 

in Darwinism’s conclusions.  Though the scientific method has never failed to reconcile a 

natural phenomenon with Darwinian theory, the Intelligent Design advocates claimed 

victory in their ability to generate a minimal amount of doubt.  However, the demand that 

the undisputedly reliable scientific method go through the motions to confirm every 
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empirical case undermines the idea that inquiry can produce conclusions that allow for 

extrapolation beyond our direct experiences.   

 The Intelligent Design advocates purported to adhere to scientific principles in 

their own analysis of Darwinism; however, their methodologies were thoroughly 

unscientific and irrational in nature.  Their conclusion that a designer was responsible for 

the complex developments of organic life was not determined from the rational, 

disinterested observation of empirical facts; rather, their conclusion had been determined 

by their mission to undermine the principles of naturalistic materialism.  The fact that 

their conclusion was determined before their inquiry began indicates that the inquiry 

clearly deviated from the requirements of honesty and openness imposed by reason.  

Furthermore, instead of seeking some kind of knowledge that would enhance the public’s 

ability to perform inquiry, the Intelligent Design movement sought to deliberately 

increase confusion and uncertainty in scientific inquiry.  The debilitation of scientific 

inquiry was a strategic goal in encouraging the public to deny the power of rationality, 

forcing the public to defer to auxiliary considerations like faith and religion as values to 

uphold in inquiry.  Ironically, the Wedge movement sought to undermine naturalistic 

materialism because of its inability to prescribe normative values to live by; by 

undermining science, the Intelligent Design advocates thought their subjective, normative 

view of the world would fill in the gaps of meaning that science had left behind.  

However, in undermining science, the Wedge movement increased public uncertainty in 

reason’s ability to come to any reliable conclusions, thus increasing the relativistic 

attitude towards truth they had feared; the Wedge movement followed in the Nietzschean 

tradition of undermining absolutes to make room for their values, and similarly failed to 
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achieve the necessary widespread legitimacy for their values, leaving the dangerous 

power of relativism unchecked. 

 The Wedge movement was able to undermine public certainty and trust in science 

by generating the appearance of disagreement amongst the most knowledgeable inquirers 

in the field; because the advocates employed in the advancement of Intelligent Design all 

appeared to qualify as experts in their fields, the public had no reason to believe that their 

inquiry was profoundly anti-rational.  Furthermore, the public also had no automatic 

reason to trust one set of experts or another; given the public’s other predominant values, 

it is no surprise that a large proportion of the public willingly adopted Intelligent 

Design’s purported reconciliation of faith and science.  Most of the public values the 

benefits of both faith and reason, recognizing the normative benefits of the former and 

the practical benefits of the latter; Darwinism posed a challenge to their compatibility that 

has been the subject of many expert and academic attempts to reinvigorate the public’s 

ability to hold both values simultaneously.  Pragmatically, Intelligent Design offered the 

possibility of reconciliation, which would only strengthen one’s ability to comprehend 

the world, while preserving their preexisting beliefs and receiving the benefits of both 

reason and faith.  However, Intelligent Design fails the pragmatic test of honesty, and as 

such, its cash-value is counterfeit; at some point, the verification of the idea’s cash-value 

will fail to explain the world adequately and will lose its functionality.  Just like 

counterfeited currency, people may unwittingly continue to use such an idea for their own 

benefit, but if they run up against an experience where the idea is subject to rigorous 

verification, the idea’s true value will be exposed, causing further disillusionment with 
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the possibility of meaningful ideas and explanations, such as a rational reconciliation of 

two desirable competing values like faith and reason. 

 In order to strengthen the public’s ability to recognize legitimate scenarios where 

inquiry ought to defer to some value other than rationality, expert communities could 

cohere in the context of professional organizations to communicate the conclusions of 

their vocation as a whole to the public.  For example, if the biologists of the world were 

to form an organization (analogous to the American Medical Associationiv, for example), 

which published a survey of their experts’ opinions on various issues in biology, the error 

and bias involved in taking only one opinion into account would be drastically reduced.  

For example, a survey of biologists working for the National Institute of Health indicated 

that 95 percent of these highly qualified biologists believed that Darwinism adequately 

and accurately explains the development of life; if the public were aware that the 

professional disagreement on the issue was that minimal, the perception of uncertainty 

and impossibility of conclusiveness would severely decline, allowing the public to draw 

better conclusions about expert opinion.4  On issues where there was less obvious 

professional consensus and certainty, the public could reasonably defer to some other 

consideration other than the scientific rigor of the argument. Furthermore, these 

organizations would provide infrastructure for expert communities to regulate the 

methodologies and qualifications of experts in their field; if an expert organization felt 

that the actions of someone like Michael Behe disqualified such a person from deserving 

the status of an expert of biology, the power to regulate group membership would further 

enforce accountability to the standards of that vocation.  Regulation of group membership 
                                                
iv The American Medical Association is a perfect example of a community of experts that has maintained 
its public integrity by regulating membership and the criteria that establish medical knowledge.   
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would also provide an easy, yet valuable indication of which opinions conform to the 

criteria of professionalism chosen by an expert community and which opinions are based 

on methodologies in conflict with the standards of inquiry for such disciplines. 

Because fringe experts, working to advance unconventional ideas and arguments, 

typically need public support for their ideas to gain legitimacy, they usually work to 

convince public opinion, rather than expert opinion, which is the goal of professional 

expert inquiry.  As such, these fringe experts have incentives to communicate more 

effectively, while the expert communities feel no need to expend energy convincing the 

public that their highly complex conclusions are correct; if greater efforts at public 

relations were made by these communities of experts, the costs of acquiring truth would 

decline and truthiness would become less viable on the market of ideas. 

 Most expert communities primarily value the soundness of their conclusions, and 

consequentially they often discount the necessity for effectiveness in communicating 

these ideas.  Conversely, the media primarily values their own effectiveness in 

communication, which may come at the expense of the soundness of their own reporting.  

Because the media’s inquiries primarily defer to their impact on profitability, the media 

has an institutional bias to sensationalize, simplify, and select the facts that are 

communicated to the public; since conflict is entertaining and interesting, the media often 

encourages the perception of conflict, even where there is no legitimate grounds for 

contradiction by one of the groups involved, as illustrated by the Intelligent Design 

“debate.”  This tendency to provoke the perception of conflict gives incentives for the 

media to make settled questions seem uncertain, whether they are questions as mundane 

as whether or not red meat is good for one’s health or as complex and significant as 
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whether or not pollution contributes to global warming.  However, because there is a 

market for ideas, the media is restrained from virulent truthiness by the public’s desire for 

objectivity and impartiality in the assessment of facts.  Media organizations have to at 

least appear objective; consequently, media organizations rarely make such contentious 

allegations themselves, instead reporting on what “experts” on “both sides” of a “debate” 

have to say on the topic. 

 The media’s problems stem from their commercial attention to profitability, as 

opposed to rational inquiry, however, the consumers of information are at least partially 

responsible for the media’s corruption of inquiry.  The media respond to the preferences 

of their audiences by making their inquiries appear as desirable as possible, often 

entailing their support of popular, yet unjustifiable ideas, notably including Intelligent 

Design.  Because of preexisting public biases both strongly favoring and opposing 

science, religion, and partisanship, media organizations find it profitable to appeal to such 

values by giving equal consideration to each major perspective on an issue, insofar as 

such positions have large enough bases of popular support to enhance the media outlet’s 

commercial success.  If the media were to defer to rationality in inquiry, they would be 

forced to deny the legitimacy of popular arguments, thereby diminishing the audience’s 

approval of their reporting and their commercial viability; indeed, making definite 

conclusions in public inquiry about the legitimacy of politically charged arguments is 

most often perceived as a subjective, biased determination that could not have adequately 

considered the various arguments involved in the debate; after all, the very existence of a 

debate suggests its inconclusiveness to the public.  Aside from the media’s concern with 

the marketability of their product, their attention to the costs of production also 
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encourages the media’s deferral to sources whose renowned expertise and authority are 

motivated by their biases.  Because the media caters to biases instead of suppressing 

them, the media fuels the public’s perception that such biases are the only capable 

determinants of conclusions in inquiry, thereby denigrating the power of rationality to 

resolve public debate.   

 The experts involved in the media’s information of public inquiry also exhibit the 

tendency to defer to values other than reason; because their job security is reliant on their 

facilitation of the media’s presentation of facts, experts inevitably become subjected to 

the same biases as the media.  Experts similarly consider the consumers of their opinions, 

who are motivated by their own biases to seek out information that can be readily 

assimilated into their worldviews.  As such, experts have less of an incentive to defer 

only to rationality in their determination of the truth; like the media, the claims of expert 

inquiry defer to sensationalism (which confers a competitive advantage in the market for 

ideas) and the satisfaction of their consumer’s desires.  Being subjected to such market 

pressures has caused the denigration of rational inquiry in expert communities; this shift 

has occurred because of the corresponding shift in the status of experts.  The public no 

longer perceives experts to be disinterested arbiters of truth, upholding the values of their 

vocation at their own personal expense; correspondingly, experts do not feel the need to 

live up to such a standard since the public no longer demands it.  The public unwittingly 

entrusted the objective and impartial arbitration of opinions to the media, though the 

media is even more sensitive to profit motives than the experts themselves.  Within their 

own professional communities, experts are kept in check by the process of peer-review; 

similarly qualified experts verify proffered conclusions in order to determine whether or 
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not the community as a whole ought to accept them.  Peer-review further tests an idea 

against experience, but adjusts for the potential error caused by individual, subjective 

biases, reducing the potential for bias and error; as such, peer-review increases the 

public’s capacity for certainty in complex arguments they cannot evaluate themselves.  

Peer-review and the free market of ideas allow the merit and rationality of an idea to 

pragmatically determine its value.  Indeed, aggregated communities of experts embody 

the ideal of maintaining the status of rational inquiry and truth, while individual experts 

may possess any number of inquiry-impeding biases, supporting the idea that the number 

of producers of truth in a market determines the producers’ accountability to facts. 

 While the free market of ideas and fact-checking may facilitate inquiry where 

rationality is equipped to propose solutions, in American politics, the expectation of bias 

and the sophistication of truthiness make enforcement of rational inquiry difficult to 

conceive.  Politicians rarely care about deference to reason in justifying the content of 

their political strategies, though they unceasingly employ reason in the determination of 

the efficacy of those strategies.  Politicians primarily value their personal political 

success (measured by elections), which causes them to concern themselves with the 

success of their partisan ideology at attaining popular support (measured by the party’s 

influence and power) and the success of their moral ideology at attaining legal 

implementation (measured by its codification in public law).  Because democratic inquiry 

relies on the objectivity and indisputability of facts in forming a legislative consensus, 

reason is the ideal governor of public inquiry, supporting the legitimacy of a delegate 
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model of representation.v  However, because the public values its own opinions so highly, 

politicians most often fit the representative model, indicating that the other, non-rational 

considerations in attaining reelection take precedence over facts and reason in a 

politician’s evaluation of how to act on a given issue.   

Because politicians compete to gain the approval of the public, they must 

similarly compete to give the public what it wants in terms of a claim of justice, 

respectable and representative values and priorities, and an acceptable conception of 

truth.  Sadly, the most successful political strategies are the ones that most directly pander 

to the public’s desires, ostensibly giving the public the arguments for the conclusions it 

believes it wants, but without the logical means to establish the veracity of those claims.  

As such, there is no error-checking mechanism to determine whether or not a political 

proposition is likely to solve an identified social problem, unless a questionable solution 

reaches the U.S. Supreme Court through legal appeals; at such a time, the Supreme Court, 

which is ostensibly uninfluenced by market pressures, investigates into the facts of a 

situation and defers to reason in determining the validity of a conclusion (though the 

justices ends may still remain fragmented, allowing for discrepancy).  However, the 

Supreme Court is not an effective court of appeals for the vast majority of political 

actions, which have are unquestionable on the grounds of constitutionality.  Furthermore, 

politicians cannot adequately check truthiness with peer-review because the public 

perceives the partisan biases and motivations of political power as having predetermined 
                                                
v The delegate model of representation, formulated by Edmund Burke, asserts that an electorate elects their 
representative to use their best judgment in deciding issues of governance, legitimating actions that might 
favor the public good at the expense of the private interests of a constituency.  The delegate model is 
contrasted with the representative model, which asserts that representative are supposed to literally 
represent their constituency by parroting public opinion, without rationally assessing the soundness of such 
public opinion.  Historically, elected officials who adopt the delegate model promptly failed to achieve 
reelection, their constituency dissatisfied by the delegate’s inattention to their private interests. 
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any assessment of their political opponents’ truth and guaranteed contradiction; indeed, 

the sharp rise in partisanship under the Bush Administration may be attributed to a lack 

of common ground in politics, thanks to the lack of consensus about facts.  As such, the 

public chooses to not trust politicians’ appraisals of their opponents’ methods, though 

they may be able to accept the conclusions of independent observers in the blogosphere 

and watchdog organizations like FactCheck.org. 

The absence agreed-upon logical means to establishing the veracity of a 

conclusion in politics has allowed for the rise of truthiness in political inquiry and debate.  

Though facts are supposedly indisputable, politicians are often willing to risk the costs of 

being exposed as deceitful because the public’s attention to politics is not sophisticated 

enough for such exposure to have much of a political impact.  As I have previously 

mentioned, though it is uncertain whether or not there was intent in the Bush 

Administration’s mistaken assessment of the presence of weapons of mass destruction in 

Iraq, a sizable proportion of the population still believes that there were weapons in Iraq, 

and, even further, came to the conclusion that American troops had discovered those 

weapons after the resolution of combat (another mistaken assessment, since combat 

continues to this day).5   Indeed, mistaken information still has a great impact on public 

inquiry, and must be carefully guarded against to protect the capacity for public inquiry.  

Truthiness is an example of a dangerous externality that is overproduced in markets 

lacking perfect information.  Since truthiness will persist in practice as long as it remains 

successful, it seems as though the only viable solution to stopping the deleterious effects 

of truthiness is to increase the flow of information, and in so doing, make the market of 

ideas even more competitive and free. 
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Knowledge and Belief in an Age of Truthiness 

 The free market of ideas is an excellent agent of enforcement when it comes to 

assessing objective facts in inquiry because of its incorporated mechanism of peer-

review.  According to the undisputed tenets of statistics, repeatedly verifying the products 

of inquiry reduces the uncertainty caused by an individual experiment’s potential for bias 

and error.  The free market of ideas effectively eliminates the possibility of error and 

minimizes the influence of bias by repeating experiments and controlling for influential 

variables such as one’s personal perspective and political biases in requiring the 

independent corroboration of an idea or fact by multiple perspectives, often in direct 

disagreement.  Because one can appeal to the evidence of reality to assess the veracity of 

propositions of fact, the competing forces of the market of ideas ensure that successful 

ideas meet the requirements of factual integrity.  Although non-scientific inquiry is likely 

to come to more tenuous conclusions than simple propositions of fact, the presence of 

wide opposition to any conclusions forces ideas to maintain rigor and rationality if they 

hope to achieve legitimacy.  A competitive, free market of ideas places a high value on 

ideas that prove to be universally appealing and widely applicable to common experience 

because of their wide pragmatic value in explaining some aspect of the world.  

Conversely, if a proposition possessed distorting biases or denied the facts of reality, the 

market forces in a free market of ideas would not value such an idea very highly because 

of its lack of cash-value, passively eliminating truthiness from public inquiry by refusing 

to grant its propositions the support necessary for the perception of their validity.   

 One commonly suggested method of correcting externalities in markets is through 

government intervention, though in the field of economics, government solutions are 
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often worse than the problems themselves, probably because politicians do not concern 

themselves with the constraints of reality.  In the case of the market of ideas, regulating 

truthiness would require rampant censorship of free speech by some inherently biased 

governmental organization, potentially replacing the lemons market of ideas with a black 

market of ideas.  Government censorship of speech, even if it only censored ideas that 

were methodologically flawed or based on faulty interpretations of facts, would create the 

appearance of censorship for the content of those ideas.  Since objective, rational inquiry 

requires openness to all possible conclusions, the public might think that ruling out those 

conclusions unfairly fixed the debate; to bring up another example I have used, the 

government’s censorship of David Irving, the famed holocaust denier, dramatically 

sharpened the public’s attention on him, which led to a dramatic increase in his book 

sales; pragmatically, that act of government intervention simply directed more attention 

towards his arguments than a free market of ideas would have ever allowed.  Similarly, 

people whose values require inquiry to arrive at the conclusions they have already 

determined would simply avoid the market of ideas, denying the power of reason in 

inquiry, since government intervention to that end actively restricted the freedom of their 

own inquiry.  Though such inquiries produce conclusions too narrow to have much value 

to the entire market of ideas, these conclusions may be vitally valuable for the inquirer or 

others with similar biases and experience.  As in the case of government regulation in 

economics, forcing one type of product on the market reduces the public’s liberty to 

choose the products they most desire (debilitating inquiry by regulating its fruits), thus 

undermining the public’s faith in the process of inquiry and the market of ideas. 
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 The common function of both inquiry and a free market of ideas is the facilitation 

of the individual’s establishment of a functional, coherent, personal belief system.  As I 

have suggested, the best insurance that one’s beliefs are coherent and functional is to 

guide inquiry with rationality; rationality necessarily unifies facts and beliefs in assessing 

the most efficient adaptation of means to ends because we act in a world controlled by 

facts.  Although a personal belief system must necessarily allow for the influence of 

inescapable bias in the formation of beliefs, guiding inquiry with rationality ensures that 

such biases and assumptions are pragmatic methods of understanding and dealing with 

the facts of reality, minimizing extraneous biases in the process.  Furthermore reason-

guided inquiry is utterly reliable as a method for best assimilating facts and ideas, 

allowing for certainty in one’s conclusions, combating the enervating effects of relativism 

and other inappropriately facile values on inquiry.  Because reason can even assess the 

value of ends, reason is uniquely capable of governing the determination of the desirable 

arrangement of both personal belief systems and sets of societal values (in the same way 

that reason governs Plato’s well-ordered city and soul in the Republic), unlike competing 

determinants of inquiry like faith, justice, or virtue, which can only purport their own 

importance and their absolute fulfillment.  Reason’s pragmatic evaluation of the best 

course of action also assesses the constraints of reality, flexibly arriving at unique 

determinations for unique situations, as opposed to inquiries guided by competing values 

that are single-minded and unsophisticated in their disregard for the requirements of fact 

and the preferences of the inquirer in formulating their conclusions.  However, 

irrationally determined values do have their place in inquiry as values that the use of 

reason can reliably promote or deny, maximizing individual satisfaction and coherence.   
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 The rightful place of reason is guiding inquiry to produce ideas valued by a free 

market of ideas.  Science, which was once perceived as the field of inquiry deferring to 

reason above all other considerations, has lost its prestige because of laxity in its own 

requirements of its membership.  Science is now just a job, controlled by market forces, 

no longer the vocation Max Weber commended for its relentless pursuit of the truth.  

However, the scientific establishment could attempt to reverse these trends by publicly 

illustrating the pragmatic functionality of its results, protecting its inquiries from 

corrupting market forces, educating the public on its established consensus conclusions, 

and more rigorously regulating what ideas and methodologies are considered scientific.  

Such reforms in communities of experts would restore some of their historical objectivity 

and impartiality, ideally enhancing the public’s reverence for expertise and its ability to 

discern the difference between rationally established expert opinions and enticing but 

fallacious assertions made by anyone with a doctoral degree. 

 By rehabilitating the public’s opinion of experts, the media could more reliably 

defer to experts as arbiters of fact and defenders of reason, rather than driven by auxiliary 

incentives to manipulate inquiry towards the production of an irrationally determined 

conclusion.  Such a public view of experts as objective and impartial would also quell the 

profitability of the media’s strategy of fabricating the appearance of conflict by allowing 

the public to discern whether or not competing ideas legitimately conflict and present a 

problem for inquiry to solve.  On the other hand, politicians whose values and beliefs are 

not rationally determined or contingent on factual reality might not rush to celebrate a 

rehabilitation of experts; indeed, the decline in respect for experts led to an increase in 

authority for politicians, since they impose their own interpretations of meaning on 
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inquiry, typically without paying attention to the constraints of reality because of the 

public’s preference for solutions with high benefits and low costs; as such, the solution 

with the boldest disregard for reality is typically the one that receives the most public 

attention.  Rising from politicians’ latent disrespect for facts, one historical function of 

experts has been to restrain politicians from demanding and attempting the impossible; 

today, politicians decry the “uncertainty” (read: non-absolute consensus) of experts and 

the inapplicability of “abstract” (read: rational) and “unintelligible” (read: sophisticated) 

conclusions, preferring compelling and subjective, if unrealistic, justifications for 

conclusions determined by irrational biases in forming public opinion (read: truthiness).  

However, a rise in the value of truth in the market of ideas, precipitated by a 

rehabilitation of the status of experts, could reduce the political desirability of truthiness. 

Conclusion 

 The instances of truthiness I have pointed out in the course of this thesis came 

about as a result of a public need to solve problems.  Because truthiness is deliberately 

irrespective of facts, its efficacy in determining the best solutions is highly doubtful.  

However, the elimination of truthiness will not solve the problems that gave rise to 

truthiness in the first place; rational inquiry is the necessary means for accomplishing 

those ends.  For example, there is a clear pragmatic need for the reconciliation of faith 

and reason, two mutually desirable values that are in direct conflict with one another; 

after all, faith demands that one deny the necessity of a rational justification in forming 

faith-based beliefs.  Such a pragmatic definition of faith may indicate that Kierkegaard’s 

advice to take a “leap of faith” is the only viable solution to the problem; by preventing 

reason from attempting to performing inquiry to justify inherently non-experiential 
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religious doctrines, faith can still confer its psychological benefits to the inquirer.  

Similarly, by preventing faith from attempting to perform inquiry to solve problems 

based in the facts of reality, reason can operate unimpeded to arrive at a result.  Rational, 

pragmatic analyses of how conflicting ideas and values operate in the world can provide 

the opportunity for similar reconciliations, or at least the opportunity for engaging in 

rational inquiry, which the history of philosophy has shown to be pragmatically 

meaningful, in and of itself. 

 While rational inquiry may not always produce conclusions that we “like,” this is 

due to no fault of reason’s; it is the fault of reality.  To that end, the world is imperfect 

and changing; any expectation that we can reliably come to eternal, idyllic solutions 

contradicting the facts we do not like is infantile and, of course, irrational.  Without some 

degree of honesty in public inquiry, its conclusions will inevitably fail to solve problems 

in the most effective way possible, to the public’s own detriment.  While there may 

always be individuals who have incentives to deny facts in the advancement of their 

goals, society can only formulate effective solutions by agreeing on the factual scenario it 

seeks to address.  By subjecting the products of debate and inquiry to a free market of 

ideas, the market mechanisms of peer-review and the laws of supply and demand ensure 

that the best products (the ideas best approximating truth) succeed in the market.  

However, the market of ideas currently suffers from an information asymmetry, giving 

rise to truthiness; increasing the public’s understanding of truthiness, by enhancing the 

relationship between communities of experts and the public, would reduce the ability of 

elites to abuse this information asymmetry, eliminating truthiness from the market and 

stopping the corruption of rational inquiry.  Rational inquiries seeking truth and certainty 
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would remain desirable, since such knowledge would be high in value and prestige, 

thereby ensuring the continued adaptation of facts to knowledge, reality to ideas, and 

means to ends. 
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