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Abstract 

As a result of using inference to the best explanation (IBE), we gain confidence in the belief 

that a true hypothesis is more likely to be conceived than unconceived, and in the belief that 

most phenomena have explanations. Therefore, the use of IBE supports these two beliefs, not 

the other way around. However, van Fraassen’s argument from a bad lot and de Ray’s argument 

from a brute fact presuppose that the two beliefs support the use of IBE. This false 

presupposition results in excessive requirements on the use of IBE, in skepticism about our 

best scientific theories, and in backfires on van Fraassen’s use of IBE and de Ray’s use of IBE. 
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1. Introduction 

Inference to the best explanation (IBE) is widely used in science, in philosophy, and in our 

daily lives. We consider rival hypotheses that explain puzzling phenomena and then choose the 

one that best explains them. Suppose, for example, that you were denied a promotion from 

assistant professor to associate professor. You compare the hypothesis that you were not 

qualified to be promoted with the hypothesis that the committee members were unprofessional. 

You choose the latter on the grounds that you do not get along with them, and that your 

predecessors, who were less qualified than you, were promoted from assistant professors to 

associate professors. 

Bas van Fraassen (1989, p. 143) and Christophe de Ray (2021) construct distinctive 

arguments, which impose excessive requirements on the use of IBE. I unpack their arguments 

in Section 2. In Section 3, I point out that van Fraassen and de Ray use IBE themselves to 

justify their positive theories, and thus that the excessive requirements backfire on their own 

uses of IBE and lead to skepticism about their positive theories. In Section 4, I expose intrinsic 

problems with the arguments from a bad lot and from a brute fact. This paper is intended to be 

useful to those who aim to gain insight into how IBE works and how IBE expands our 

intellectual horizons. 

 

2. The Two Arguments 

Van Fraassen constructs a famous argument against IBE called “the argument from a bad lot.” 

Its premise is that H, the best of conceived rival hypotheses, “may be the best of a bad lot” (van 

Fraassen, 1989, p. 143). In other words, it might be that all of the rival hypotheses that users of 

IBE have considered are false. Its conclusion is that “the best of set X will be more likely to be 

true than not, requires a prior belief that the truth is already more likely to be found in X, than 

not” (van Fraassen, 1989, p. 143). To put it differently, before concluding that H is true, users 

of IBE should show that a true hypothesis is more likely to be found in the collection of the 

rivals that they considered than in the collection of the rivals that they did not, i.e., that H is 

more likely to be chosen from a good lot than from a bad lot. I call this prior belief “the veritistic 

belief” because it is a belief about where truth exists. The argument from a bad lot comes down 

to the request that users of IBE justify the veritistic belief independently of using IBE. Moti 
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Mizrahi (2020, p. 54 & p. 128) takes this argument to be a strong objection to scientific realism, 

the view that H is true. 

     Let me apply the argument from a bad lot to the example of the promotion in Section 1 

above. The best hypothesis that the committee members were unprofessional might be the best 

of a bad lot. Therefore, before you conclude that the committee members were unprofessional, 

you have to justify the veritistic belief that the true hypothesis explaining why you were denied 

a promotion is more likely to be conceived than unconceived, i.e., that the set of the rivals that 

you considered is more likely to include the true hypothesis than not.  

De Ray constructs another brilliant argument against IBE that I call “the argument from 

a brute fact.” Its premise is that a fact might be brute, i.e., that a fact might not have an 

explanation. For example, we “can imagine that nothing at all explains the appearance of pellets 

on the floor and strange marks on the cheese this morning” (de Ray, 2021, p. 3). Its conclusion 

is that the use of IBE requires the prior belief that most phenomena have explanations, i.e., 

“relying on IBE does seem to require at the very least the belief that states of affairs at least 

generally have explanations for their obtaining” (de Ray, 2021, p. 4). For example, to say that 

there are pellets on the floor because there was a mouse on the floor requires the prior belief 

that most phenomena have explanations. De Ray calls this prior belief “the metaphysical belief” 

(de Ray, 2020, p. 2). Thus, the argument from a brute fact boils down to the request that users 

of IBE justify the metaphysical belief independently of using IBE. 

Let me apply the argument from a brute fact to the example of the promotion in Section 

1 above. It might be a brute fact that you were denied a promotion, i.e., the fact that you were 

denied a promotion might not have an explanation. Therefore, before you conclude that the 

committee members were unprofessional, you have to justify the metaphysical belief that most 

phenomena, e.g., why the sky is blue and why a neutron has mass, have explanations. 

How can one go about justifying the metaphysical belief? In my view, this question can 

be answered with the use of the following analogy. If you aim to show that most Koreans are 

Christians, you should randomly select some Koreans and then investigate whether they are 

Christians. If most of them are Christians, you can conclude that most Koreans are Christians. 

Analogously, you should randomly select some phenomena and then investigate whether they 

have explanations. If most of them have explanations, you can conclude that most phenomena 

have explanations.  

Just as the argument from a bad lot claims that users of IBE cannot conclude that H is 

true before they justify the veritistic belief independently of using IBE, so the argument from 

a brute fact claims that users of IBE cannot conclude that H is true before they justify the 

metaphysical belief independently of using IBE. Both van Fraassen and de Ray have made 

invaluable contributions to the debate about how IBE can be legitimately used. 

 

3. Backfires 

In this section, I assume that the arguments from a bad lot and from a brute fact are sound and 

then elucidate their disastrous implications against van Fraassen’s and de Ray’s own uses of 

IBE. 

Van Fraassen (1980, Chapter 5) uses IBE to establish his theory of scientific explanation 

called “the contextual theory,” as Seungbae Park (2019, p. 91) observes. To put it briefly, van 

Fraassen claims that his theory can account for asymmetries and rejections, phenomena that 

occur in science. By contrast, his rival theories, such as Carl Hempel’s (1966) deductive-

nomological model, cannot account for these phenomena. Therefore, the contextual theory is 

“the correct account” (van Fraassen, 1980, p. 112), and “An explanation is an answer to a why-

question” (van Fraassen, 1980, p, 134).  
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Van Fraassen has the burden of meeting the excessive requirement that he himself 

imposes on the use of IBE. Specifically, before he concludes that a scientific explanation is a 

response to a why-question, he has to justify the veritistic belief that a true theory of scientific 

explanation is more likely to be found in the collection of the rivals that he considered than in 

the collection of the rivals that he did not. He should not use IBE to meet this request; otherwise, 

he would run into the problem of infinite regress. Suppose, for example, he says that the 

veritistic belief is true because it best explains certain phenomena, whatever they might be. To 

say so would create the burden of justifying the second-order veritistic belief that the first-order 

veritistic belief is more likely to be chosen from a good lot than from a bad lot. To use IBE to 

justify the second-order veritistic belief would create the burden of justifying the third-order 

veritistic belief, and so forth. As a result, he would never be able to justify the first-order 

veritistic belief. 

De Ray also uses IBE to explain to establish the theist hypothesis that God causes the 

metaphysical belief. He compares it with the naturalist hypothesis. According to the naturalist 

hypothesis, the general fact that most phenomena have explanations causes the metaphysical 

belief. De Ray claims that the general fact cannot cause the metaphysical belief (de Ray, 2021, 

p. 14), but that God causes the metaphysical belief (de Ray, 2021, p. 14). For this reason, he 

rejects the naturalist hypothesis and accepts the theist hypothesis. He says, “The proposed 

aetiology is therefore plausible given theism. In contrast, I have argued that there are no 

aetiologies of the intelligibility intuition which are plausible given naturalism” (de Ray, 2021, 

p. 14). Note that he uses IBE to argue for the theist hypothesis. He claims that the theist 

hypothesis better explains why we hold the metaphysical belief than the naturalist hypothesis 

does. 

De Ray has the burden of meeting the excessive requirement that he imposes on the use 

of IBE. Specifically, before he concludes that God causes the metaphysical belief, he should 

justify the metaphysical belief. He would have to randomly select some phenomena and then 

show that most of them have explanations. He should not use IBE to justify the metaphysical 

belief; otherwise, he would run into the problem of infinite regress. Suppose, for example, he 

says that the metaphysical belief is true because it best explains certain phenomena, whatever 

they might be. To say so would require the metaphysical belief. If he were to use IBE again to 

justify the metaphysical belief, he would again have the burden of justifying the metaphysical 

belief, and so on. As a result, he would never be able to justify the metaphysical belief. 

We can turn de Ray’s requirement against van Fraassen’s use of IBE. Van Fraassen’s 

use of IBE requires the metaphysical belief that most phenomena have explanations, which 

implies that before he concludes that a scientific explanation is a response to a why-question, 

he should justify the metaphysical belief independently of using IBE. He should not use IBE 

to meet this request; otherwise, he would run into the problem of infinite regress. Suppose that 

he randomly selects some phenomena to show that most of them have explanations. For 

example, suppose that he selects the phenomenon that a scientific revolution has occurred. How 

could he show that the phenomenon has an explanation? He would have to explain the 

phenomenon. He would have to say, for example, that a scientific revolution has occurred due 

to the accumulation of serious anomalies and the advent of a new paradigm. To say so, however, 

requires the metaphysical belief. Consequently, the problem of infinite regress would arise, and 

it would be in principle impossible for him to justify the metaphysical belief and the contextual 

theory of explanation. 

We can also turn van Fraassen’s requirement against de Ray’s use of IBE. De Ray’s use 

of IBE requires the veritistic belief that the true hypothesis explaining why we hold the 

metaphysical belief is more likely to be in the collection of the rivals that he considered than 

in the collection of the rivals that he did not. De Ray has to justify the veritistic belief before 
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he concludes that God causes the metaphysical belief. He should not use IBE to justify the 

veritistic belief; otherwise, he would have the burden of justifying the second-order veritistic 

belief that the first-order veritistic belief is more likely to be chosen from a good lot than from 

a bad lot, and so on. Accordingly, the problem of infinite regress would arise, and it would be 

in principle impossible for him to justify the first-order veritistic belief and theism. 

 

4. Intrinsic Problems with the Two Arguments 

4.1. Drawing the Line 

As noted in Section 2 above, the argument from a brute fact implies that before you conclude 

that the committee members were unprofessional, you have to justify the metaphysical belief 

that most phenomena have explanations. I argued that justifying the metaphysical belief 

requires that you randomly select some phenomena and then show that most of them have 

explanations. Let me elaborate on this method of justifying the metaphysical belief.  

You should select some phenomena not from the population of all phenomena, but rather 

from the population of the phenomena that are similar to the phenomenon that you were denied 

a promotion. Suppose, for example, that you have a colleague who is also an assistant professor, 

does not get along with the committee members, is better qualified than your predecessors, but 

is denied a promotion. This fact is similar to the fact that you were denied a promotion, and if 

the former has an explanation, it is likely that the latter also has an explanation. Consequently, 

facts like the former should be included in the population of the phenomena from which you 

selection the samples.  

By contrast, suppose that God exists. This fact is dissimilar to the fact that you were 

denied a promotion. Just because the former does not have an explanation, it does not follow 

that the latter does not have an explanation. Accordingly, facts like the former should be 

excluded from the population of the phenomena from which you selection the samples. If facts 

like the former are included in the population, and if some of them are selected, they would 

only bias your sample and contaminate your judgment about whether the fact that you were 

denied a promotion has an explanation and whether the committee members were 

unprofessional. 

Between these two extreme phenomena, there is a spectrum of phenomena, such as the 

phenomena that 4+5=9, that the sky is blue, and that a job candidate was not offered a position. 

The existence of the spectrum triggers the following question: where should we draw the line 

between the phenomena that should be included in the subset and the phenomena that should 

be excluded from the subset? How should we precisely define the subset from which you 

should select some phenomena to conclude that the committee members were unprofessional? 

I leave the task of answering this question to those who are sympathetic to the argument from 

a brute fact. I admit, though, that this question is not a lethal challenge to the argument from a 

brute fact; it is merely a request that the argument from a brute fact should be sharpened. 

At first sight, the argument from a bad lot does not seem to suffer from a similar problem. 

As noted in Section 2 above, the argument from a bad lot implies that before you conclude that 

the committee members were unprofessional, you should justify the veritistic belief that the 

true hypothesis explaining why you were denied a promotion is more likely to be conceived 

than unconceived. The veritistic belief concerns the true hypothesis, but not other hypotheses. 

Accordingly, the scope of the argument from a bad lot seems to be clear. 

Upon closer examination, however, the argument from a bad lot does suffer from a 

similar problem. Suppose that you have a colleague who is also an assistant professor, does not 

get along with the committee members, is better qualified than your predecessors, but is denied 

a promotion. Under such circumstances, the true hypothesis explaining why your colleague 

was denied a promotion is similar to the true hypothesis explaining why you were denied a 
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promotion, so the former can replace the latter in the argument from a bad lot leveled at your 

use of IBE. With the replacement, the argument from a bad lot reads that your use of IBE 

requires the veritistic belief that the true hypothesis explaining why your colleague is denied a 

promotion is more likely to be chosen from a good lot than from a bad lot. If your colleague 

somehow established the veritistic belief, you could appeal to her accomplishment and believe 

that the committee members were unprofessional. 

What if you have another colleague who is an associate professor and was denied a 

promotion to a full professor? Can the true hypothesis explaining why she failed to be promoted 

replace the true hypothesis explaining why you failed to be promoted? What about the true 

hypothesis explaining why the sky is blue? What about the true hypothesis explaining why 

4+5=9? What about the true hypothesis explaining why God exists? Obviously, the true 

hypothesis explaining why God exists cannot replace the true hypothesis explaining why you 

were denied a promotion. Even if theologians investigating why God exists somehow 

established the veritistic belief that the true hypothesis explaining why God exists is more likely 

to be conceived than unconceived, you could not appeal to their accomplishment and believe 

that the committee members were unprofessional. 

As a consequence, we have an unanswered question: where should we draw the line 

between the true hypotheses that can replace the true hypothesis explaining why you were 

denied a promotion and the true hypotheses that cannot? This question can be answered by 

those who are sympathetic to the argument from a bad lot. I admit, though, that the question is 

not a fatal challenge to the argument from a bad lot; it is merely a request that the argument 

from a bad lot should be sharpened.  

In the next subsections, however, I raise more substantial objections to the arguments 

from a bad lot and from a brute fact. 

 

4.2. Possibility and Normative Statements 

The premise of the argument from a bad lot is, as Park (2017, pp. 30–31) notes, the possibility 

statement that H “may be the best of a bad lot” (van Fraassen, 1989, p. 143), while the 

conclusion is a normative statement that before using IBE, users of IBE should justify the 

veritistic belief. Similarly, the premise of the argument from a brute fact is a possibility 

statement that a fact might be brute, while its conclusion is a normative statement that before 

using IBE, users of IBE should justify the metaphysical belief. 

Why do I fuss about the fact that both van Fraassen and de Ray draw normative 

conclusions from possibility premises? David Hume (1888/1978, p. 469) would reject the 

argument from a bad lot, given that he famously claimed that a normative conclusion is not 

deducible from a factual statement (Park, 2018, p. 437). He would claim that a normative 

conclusion is a fortiori not deducible from a possibility statement. Hume’s possible objection 

to the argument from a bad lot applies no less to the argument from a brute fact. Just because 

it is possible that a fact might be brute, it does not necessarily follow that before explaining the 

fact, users of IBE should justify the metaphysical belief. Therefore, both the argument from a 

bad lot and the argument from a brute fact are fallacious. 

When users of IBE claim that H is true, they do not mean that it is guaranteed to be true 

but rather that it is likely to be true. Consequently, their claim is compatible with the possibility 

that H might be the best of a bad lot. Similarly, when users of IBE claim that a fact is non-brute, 

they do not mean that it is guaranteed to be non-brute but rather that it is likely to be non-brute. 

Accordingly, their claim is compatible with the possibility that the fact might be brute. In short, 

the premises of both the arguments from a bad lot and from a brute fact do not refute the claim 

that H is true. 
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In order to pose a threat to the claim that H is true, van Fraassen has to establish not that 

H might be the best of a bad lot, but rather that it is likely to be the best of a bad lot. To state it 

differently, he has to establish not the possibility statement but rather the probabilistic 

statement. If it is likely that H is the best of a bad lot, then users of IBE would refuse to believe 

that H is true. Unfortunately, van Fraassen does not attempt to establish that H is likely to be 

the best of a bad lot. 

The same holds for de Ray. He has to establish not that a fact might be brute but rather 

that it is likely to be brute. For example, he should establish not that we “can imagine that 

nothing at all explains the appearance of pellets on the floor and strange marks on the cheese 

this morning” (de Ray, 2021, p. 3) but rather that it is likely that nothing explains the 

phenomenon. If a fact is likely to be brute, users of IBE would refuse to believe that it has an 

explanation. If they refuse to believe that it has an explanation, they would not attempt to 

explain it. As a result, they would not come up with H to explain it, and indeed they would 

believe no hypothesis regarding it. Unfortunately, de Ray does not attempt to establish that a 

fact is likely to be brute; he only claims that we can imagine that it is brute. 

 

4.3. The Fallacy of Reverse Support 

The arguments from a bad lot and from a brute fact both commit what I call “the fallacy of 

reverse support.” The fallacy of reverse support occurs if and only if we believe that p supports 

q when in fact q supports p. As I argue in this subsection, the arguments from a bad lot and 

from a brute fact presuppose that the veritistic and metaphysical beliefs support the use of IBE, 

when in fact the use of IBE supports the veritistic and metaphysical beliefs. 

Suppose that you and I investigate the same phenomena, but that you and I hold different 

hypotheses. Before you hold your hypothesis, you eliminated one hundred false hypotheses. 

By contrast, before I hold my hypothesis, I eliminated only one false hypothesis. In addition, 

you do not know which hypothesis I eliminated, and I do not know either which hypotheses 

you eliminated. Under such circumstances, your hypothesis is more likely to have been chosen 

from a good lot than my hypothesis is, and you can be more confident than I am in the veritistic 

belief that the true hypothesis is more likely to be conceived than unconceived. It follows that 

using IBE is a means to arrive at the veritistic belief, not the other way around. 

As a result of using IBE, we believe that a true hypothesis is more likely to be found in 

the collection of the rivals that we considered than in the collection of the rivals that we did 

not. It is not the case that we use IBE as a result of believing that a true hypothesis is more 

likely to be found in the collection of the rivals that we considered than in the collection of the 

rivals that we did not. Therefore, the use of IBE supports the veritistic belief, not the other way 

around, and it is to commit the fallacy of reverse support for van Fraassen to say that the use 

of IBE requires the veritistic belief. 

There is a general consensus between scientific realists and antirealists that current 

theories such as the kinetic theory are more likely to be true than past theories such as the 

caloric theory, although there is no general consensus regarding whether current theories are 

successful enough to be true (Müller, 2015, p. 406; Alai, 2017, p. 3283). The general consensus 

implies that current theories are more likely than past theories to have been chosen from good 

lots. Why is it that the set of the rivals that current scientists considered is more likely to include 

true theories than the set of the rivals that past scientists considered? My answer is that 

scientists have been using IBE in their investigations of the world. As a result of using IBE, 

current scientists are more likely than past scientists to have hit on the ranges of theories that 

include true theories. This consideration of the difference between past and present scientists 

reinforces my view that the use of IBE supports the veritistic belief, not the other way around.  
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The argument from a brute fact also commits the fallacy of reverse support. The use of 

IBE is a means to arrive at the metaphysical belief, not the other way around. As a result of 

using IBE, we believe that most phenomena have explanations; it is not the case that we use 

IBE as a result of believing that most phenomena have explanations. For example, as a result 

of using IBE regarding the denial of a promotion, the fall of a rock, the existence of 

gravitational wave, and so on, we become confident on the metaphysical belief; it is not the 

case that as a result of becoming confident on the metaphysical belief, we use IBE regarding 

the denial of a promotion, the fall of a rock, the existence of gravitational wave, and so on. 

Therefore, the metaphysical belief requires the use of IBE, not the other way around, and it is 

to commit the fallacy of reverse support for de Ray to say that the use of IBE requires the 

metaphysical belief. 

There is also a general consensus between scientific realists and antirealists that current 

theories such as the kinetic theory explain more phenomena than past theories such as the 

caloric theory (Psillos, 2018). Moreover, current scientists have far more scientific theories 

than past scientists (Fahrbach, 2011a, 2011b; Park, 2011; Mizrahi, 2013). Consequently, 

current scientists can explain far more phenomena than past scientists, and current scientists 

can be more confident than past scientists that most phenomena have explanations. Why is it 

that current scientists are more entitled to hold the metaphysical belief than past scientists? My 

answer is that scientists have been using IBE in their investigations of the world. In the course 

of using IBE in diverse contexts, they have encountered more and more phenomena that had 

explanations. This consideration of the difference between current and past scientists bolsters 

my view that the use of IBE supports the metaphysical belief, not the other way around. 

It is due to the false presupposition that the veritistic and metaphysical beliefs entitle us 

to use IBE that the arguments from a bad lot and a brute fact make the demanding requests on 

the use of IBE. The argument from a bad lot makes the demanding request that before using 

IBE, users of IBE should justify the veritistic belief independently of using IBE. The argument 

from a brute fact makes the demanding request that before using IBE, users of IBE should 

justify the metaphysical belief independently of using IBE. As a result, no one can meet the 

two demanding requests and believe that H is true. Even van Fraassen and de Ray themselves 

cannot meet the demanding requests, and they have only developed theories that are fated to 

be believed by no one, as we have seen in Section 3 above. 

Let me use an analogy to illuminate the disastrous consequences of committing the 

fallacy of reverse support. Suppose that you aim to use a ladder to climb onto the roof of your 

house. I come along and say to you that the use of a ladder requires you to be on the roof, i.e., 

that you should first be on the roof to be qualified to use a ladder. Obviously, I have put the 

cart before the horse and imposed an exorbitant requirement on the use of IBE. As a result, I 

have invited the situation where no one would be able to use a ladder and to climb onto the 

roof. 

A philosophical moral is that just as the use of a ladder is a means and to be on the roof 

is an end, so the use of IBE is a means and the veritistic and metaphysical beliefs are ends. The 

arguments from a bad lot and from a brute fact erroneously presuppose that the veritistic and 

metaphysical beliefs are the means and the use of IBE is the end. Just as to say that the use of 

a ladder requires one to be on the roof is to invite the situation where no one can use a ladder 

and climb onto the roof, so to say that the use of IBE requires the veritistic and metaphysical 

beliefs is to invite the situation where no one can use IBE and believe H. 

How would de Ray reply to my charge that his argument from a brute face commits the 

fallacy of reverse support? He might argue that in IBE, we treat “explanatory loveliness as a 

guide to likeliness” (de Ray, 2021, p. 3). In other words, he might argue that if a candidate 

theory has explanatory power, we treat that as a good reason to believe that it is true. We would 
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not do this, he might continue, unless we expected facts to generally have explanations. Hence, 

we need to hold the metaphysical belief prior to using IBE. 

In my view, it is a problematic claim that we cannot take an explanatory hypothesis to 

be true unless we first hold the metaphysical belief. Consider the hypothesis that the committee 

members were unprofessional. You take it to be true on the grounds that it explains why you 

were denied a promotion. Taking it to be true requires the belief that it is not a brute fact that 

you were denied a promotion, but not the belief that it is not a brute fact that a rock falls down, 

nor the belief that it is not a brute fact that gravitational waves exist. As a result of explaining 

why you were denied a promotion, why a rock falls down, why gravitational waves exist, and 

so on, we form the belief that most phenomena have explanation.  

De Ray’s inference that the use of IBE requires the metaphysical belief, but we are not 

justified in holding the metaphysical belief, and thus we are not justified in using IBE is similar 

to the problematic inference that the use of enumerative induction requires the general belief 

that most unobserved instances resemble observed instances, but we are not justified in holding 

the general belief, and thus we are not justified in using enumerative induction, and to the 

problematic inference that the use of vision requires the general belief that most objects are 

colored, but we are not justified in holding the general belief, and thus we are not justified in 

using vision. These three inferences lead us to skepticism about scientific theories, empirical 

generalizations, and visual beliefs, respectively. 

De Ray would retort that we can avoid skepticism by choosing the theist hypothesis over 

the naturalist hypothesis. If God endowed us with the metaphysical belief, we could use IBE 

to explain puzzling phenomena around us. As we have seen in Section 3 above, however, de 

Ray uses IBE to choose the theist hypothesis over the naturalist hypothesis, and hence he has 

the burden of justifying the metaphysical belief prior to using IBE. Until he meets the burden, 

skepticism is unavoidable. 

 

5. Conclusion 

The use of IBE entitles us to hold the veritistic and metaphysical beliefs, not the other way 

around. However, the arguments from a bad lot and from a brute fact erroneously presuppose 

that the veritistic and metaphysical beliefs entitle us to use IBE, thereby committing the fallacy 

of reverse support. Committing the fallacy of reverse support results in demanding requests on 

the use of IBE, in skepticism about our best scientific theories, and in the backfires on van 

Fraassen’s use and de Ray’s use of IBE. 

     Van Fraassen and de Ray are in a dilemma. They can either agree or disagree with me 

that the arguments from a bad lot and from a brute fact have the intrinsic problems that I 

attributed to them in Section 4 above. For example, the two arguments fallaciously draw 

normative conclusions from possibility premises. If they agree with me, they have to reject the 

two arguments; if they disagree with me, they have to reject the contextual theory and the theist 

hypothesis. 
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