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What is the regress issue, and which (if any) of the epistemological theories that you have studied best overcomes the problem(s) it poses? 
The regress issue according to the Stanford encyclopedia of philosophy is ‘An infinite regress is a series of appropriately related elements with a first member but no last member’[footnoteRef:5866]. This I believe, gives a clear definition of the regress issue and what the regress issue is. However, it does not illustrate the problem that we face due to the regress issue. The regress issue itself poses no complications however when applied to our beliefs or if we must use it for justification it becomes a problem. Infinite regression works by having the first belief that is justified by a second belief, then this belief is justified by a third belief and so on to infinitum. This causes a problem as the last belief can therefore never be justified so, you must continuously find other beliefs in order to justify the one prior and to do this up to infinity is impossible.  [5866:  Ross Cameron, Infinite Regress Arguments, 2018 <https://plato.stanford.edu/entries/infinite-regress/> [Accessed by December 2018].] 

There have been attempts made from philosophical debates to try and overcome this issue we face from infinite regression, so of which are more successful than others. One school of thought is to just accept the regression issue for what it is. By this it would mean that there are some things we just do not know as it is impossible for us to know everything, therefore we must just accept that we are in constant need to find justification for each belief. This theory of just accepting the regress issue is unsuccessful as a conclusion to the regress issue as it fails to answer the question at hand. I would disagree that this is an epistemic theory and say that it is more of a statement about the regress issue as it does nothing to answer the question other than re-instate that the regress issue cannot be solved. 
Another approach to this argument is from the foundationalist perspective. The foundationalist stance is that the regress issue exists but there are some beliefs that are foundational beliefs and by this they mean that there are some beliefs that justify themselves. This epistemic theory works well to overcome the regress issue as we do have some fundamental beliefs that are self-justifying. However, with this theory we are presented with the following dilemma; What is then the criteria for a belief to be self-justifying? And, if there is a criteria is it applicable to all beliefs? If there was a criteria given with this theory it would mean that there could be a way in which all beliefs are able to be self-justified, which as an idea would not work as there are even problems within our own justification. If we were to say that a belief is justified by experience and reason, there are even flaws within this. For example, if you believe there is a lion in your living room because you can see it that would be justification via experience so you would be justified in believing there is a lion in your living room however, you may have just consumed a substances that is making you hallucinate the lion and in fact there is nothing in the living room. This is just one example of how we cannot be reliant upon our experiences to justify our beliefs as our bodies can be easily tricked. To use reasoning is also a flawed way of justifying beliefs as there are many examples where you could have been lied to or may have interpreted the information incorrectly which has led you to believe something that is not what they writer was trying to say. Although, this theory is commonly used today even with its flaws having been looked at. This is because we do agree that there are some beliefs that don’t require further justification because they justify themselves in some way, whether that be through experience or reasoning and even with identifying the risks of using experience and reasoning we still follow it as we are able to differentiate what we can take as true and fake beliefs but then this is also flawed as we can never be certain as to when we are being deceived. Overall, I believe this epistemic theory is better at overcoming the problem of regression than the first theory mentioned above however, by overcoming the problem of regression it then presents the problem of self-justification. 
The coherence theory looks at the regression issue from a different stance compared to the two-prior mentioned. Coherentism sees the regress issue as something other than a linear problem and instead sees it more as a web of beliefs that all coherently hang together with each justifying a different one. I believe this theory best overcomes the regress issue as it provides an accurate description of what the regress issue is. The regress issue is not just a straight forward problem that you can use a linear equation to solve, it is tangled and messy much like the way this theory is illustrated. I agree more with this theory as it allows that one belief can be taken away and the theory can still stand. This is because the theory is not designed in a linear way and instead allows that there is no linear way to describe the regress issue and maybe that’s why other theories are unsuccessful to describing the solution. Moreover, trying to solve this issue by just discovering linear solutions wouldn’t work as it is more complicated than that. Therefore, the coherence response works as the best theory to overcome this problem solely due to how it allows for the theory's explanation to illustrate the complication of the regress issue. 
The main problem with the coherence theory is the isolation objection. This is a downfall to the theory as it weakens its response to the regress issue. The isolation objection explains that because this theory is based on the beliefs being coherent you can have a complete set of false beliefs yet still have a coherent theory. This however does allow you to identify what false beliefs you have cooperated into the theory as it would mean that the theory goes wrong somewhere because you will be able to see that the theory is coherent but does not justify itself. 
From the above conclusions of each theory I have formulated the following opinion; it is a combination of both the foundationalist approach and the coherence theory that allows us to overcome the regress issue. This is because the foundationalist response sees that there are some instances where beliefs are self-justifying due to experience or reason, even with the faults within those stances we are still able to use that approach for most problems we have with our beliefs. On the other hand, we are then faced with certain situations where the foundationalist approach would be flawed or not applicable at all and it is these situations where we are able to incorporate the coherentism response. This is because, as prior mentioned, the coherence response allows that if beliefs are coherent with each other then they are justified beliefs, and so, if the foundationalist response is not applicable we are able to use the coherence as it allows for the other possibilities of beliefs to be further justified. Finally, to summarize my response I believe this question can be answered by saying that there are elements of both coherentism and foundationalism that best overcome the regression issue presented by Agrippa. As they both complement each other's response and by this, I mean if it is not applicable to one type of response it can be used by the other to prevent the regress issue from escalating.  
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