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Vice-Chancellor's Message

The Distance Learning Centre is building on a st#dlition of over two decades of service
in the provision of External Studies Programme aow Distance Learning Education in
Nigeria and beyond. The Distance Learning mode tichvwe are committed is providing
access to many deserving Nigerians in having adodsgher education especially those who
by the nature of their engagement do not haveuwkry of full time education. Recently, it is
contributing in no small measure to providing pat& teeming Nigerian youths who for one
reason or the other could not get admission irgactimventional universities.

These course materials have been written by wrieesially trained in ODL course delivery.
The writers have made great efforts to provideaugdte information, knowledge and skills in
the different disciplines and ensure that the nigteare user-friendly.

In addition to provision of course materials innpriand e-format, a lot of Information
Technology input has also gone into the deploymérburse materials. Most of them can be
downloaded from the DLC website and are availableudio format which you can also
download into your mobile phones, IPod, MP3 amoiigiodevices to allow you listen to the
audio study sessions. Some of the study sessioerialathave been scripted and are being
broadcast on the university’s Diamond Radio FM 10wvhile others have been delivered and
captured in audio-visual format in a classroom emment for use by our students. Detailed
information on availability and access is availablethe website. We will continue in our
efforts to provide and review course materialsdior courses.

However, for you to take advantage of these formais will need to improve on your I.T.
skills and develop requisite distance learning @elt It is well known that, for efficient and
effective provision of Distance learning educatianailability of appropriate and relevant
course materials is sine qua nonSo also, is the availability of multiple plat forfor the
convenience of our students. It is in fulfilmenttbis, that series of course materials are being
written to enable our students study at their oaoepand convenience.

It is our hope that you will put these course mateito the best use.

pollten s

Prof. Abel Idowu Olayinka
Vice-Chancellor



Foreword

As part of its vision of providing education fdriberty and Development” for Nigerians
and the International Community, the Universitylb&dan, Distance Learning Centre has
recently embarked on a vigorous repositioning agentich aimed at embracing a holistic
and all encompassing approach to the deliveryt®fQpen Distance Learning (ODL)
programmes. Thus we are committed to global besttiges in distance learning provision.
Apart from providing an efficient administrative caacademic support for our students, we
are committed to providing educational resourceennas for the use of our students. We are
convinced that, without an up-to-date, learnemitig and distance learning compliant course
materials, there cannot be any basis to lay clainbding a provider of distance learning
education. Indeed, availability of appropriate @umaterials in multiple formats is the hub
of any distance learning provision worldwide.

In view of the above, we are vigorously pursuingaamatter of priority, the provision of
credible, learner-friendly and interactive courseatenials for all our courses. We
commissioned the authoring of, and review of coumsgerials to teams of experts and their
outputs were subjected to rigorous peer reviewnsuee standard. The approach not only
emphasizes cognitive knowledge, but also skills lmmehane values which are at the core of
education, even in an ICT age.

The development of the materials which is on-gatsp had input from experienced editors
and illustrators who have ensured that they ararate, current and learner-friendly. They are
specially written with distance learners in mincisTis very important because, distance
learning involves non-residential students who ctien feel isolated from the community of
learners.

It is important to note that, for a distance leanweexcel there is the need to source and read
relevant materials apart from this course matefiaérefore, adequate supplementary reading
materials as well as other information sourcesaggested in the course materials.

Apart from the responsibility for you to read tluisurse material with others, you are also
advised to seek assistance from your course faoitd especially academic advisors during
your study even before the interactive session wisidy design for revision. Your academic
advisors will assist you using convenient technglogluding Google Hang Out, You Tube,
Talk Fusion, etc. but you have to take advantaginede. It is also going to be of immense
advantage if you complete assignments as at whersaas to have necessary feedbacks as a
guide.

The implication of the above is that, a distancarder has a responsibility to develop
requisite distance learning culture which includégent and disciplined self-study, seeking
available administrative and academic support aeduiaition of basic information
technology skills. This is why you are encourageddvelop your computer skills by availing
yourself the opportunity of training that the Cefgrprovide and put these into use.



In conclusion, it is envisaged that the course nmasewould also be useful for the regular
students of tertiary institutions in Nigeria whoeafaced with a dearth of high quality
textbooks. We are therefore, delighted to preseesd titles to both our distance learning
students and the university’s regular students. a¥éeconfident that the materials will be an
invaluable resource to all.

We would like to thank all our authors, reviewensl @roduction staff for the high quality of
work.

Best wishes.

@"—n Ay 2

Professor Bayo Okunade
Director



Course Development Team

Content Authoring Bolatito A. Lanre-Aba&h.D
Content Editor Prof. Remi Raji-Oyelade
Production Editor Dr. Gloria O. Adedoja
Learning Design & Technologist Folajimi Olambo Fakoya
Managing Editor Ogunmefun Oladele Abiodun

General Editor Prof. Bayo Okunade






Contents

About this course manual 1

How this course manual is structured 1
Course Overview 3
Welcome to EpistemologyPHI201 3
Course outcomes 3
Timeframe 3

How to be successful in this course 4

Need help? 5
Academic Support 5
Activities 5
Assignment 6
Assessments 6
Bibliography 6
Getting around this course manual 8
Margin icons 8
Study Session 1 9
The Nature of Epistemology 9
Introduction 9

1.1 Defining Epistemology 9

1.2 What is Knowledge? 10

1.3Kinds of Knowledge 11

1.4Sources of Knowledge 11

1.5How is Knowledge related to Belief and Justification? 22

Study Session Summary 22
Assessment 23
Study Session 2 24
Scepticism 24
Introduction 24

2.1 What is Scepticism? 24
2.2Historical Background of Sceptical Tendencies 24
2.3Methodological and Philosophical Sceptics in Philosophy 25

2.4 Sceptical Arguments in Philosophy 27




Contents

ii

Study Session Summary 30
Assessment 30
Study Session 3 31
Plato’s Theatetus 31
Introduction 31

3.1 A Review of the Theatetus 31

Study Session Summary 35
Assessment 35
Study Session 4 36
The Philosophy of Perception 36
Introduction 36

4.1 What is Perception? 36

4.2 Levels of Perception 36
4.3Processes of Perception 37

4.4 Principles of Perception 37

4.5 Factors influencing Perception 38

4.6Theories of Perception 39

Study Session Summary 41
Assessment 42
Study Session 5 43
Traditional Account of Knowledge 43
Introduction 43

5.1 StandardAccount of Knowledge 43

Study Session Summary 48
Assessment 48
Study Session 6 49
Theories of Truth 49
Introduction 49

6.1 Coherence Theory of Truth 49

6.2 Correspondence Theory of Truth 50

6.3 Pragmatic theory of Truth 51

Study Session Summary 52
Assessment 53
Study Session 7 54
Foundationalism 54
Introduction 54

7.1 What is Foundationalism? 54

7.2 Infinite Regress Problem in Epistemology 55

7.3 Foundationalism as a Theory of Knowledge 56

7.4 Foundationalism as a Theory of Justification 57

7.5 Classical Foundationalism versus Fallibilist Foundationalism 58




Study Session Summary 60

Assessment 60
Study Session 8 61
Coherentism 61
Introduction 61

8.1 What is Coherentism? 61
8.2Coherentism, Foundationalism and the Problem of Infinite Regress.........cousenseenseenens 63

8.3 Coherentism as a Theory of Justification 64

8.4 Critique of Coherentism 65

Study Session Summary 67
Assessment 68
Study Session 9 69
Contextualism 69
Introduction 69

9.1 Defining Contextualism 69

9.2 David B. Annis on Contextualism 70

9.3 Keith DeRose Contextualist Argument 71

9.4 Objections to Contextualism 73

Study Session Summary 74
Assessment 74
Study Session 10 75
Naturalized Epistemology 75
Introduction 75

10.1 What is Naturalized Epistemology? 75

10.2 Development of Naturalized Epistemology 77

10.3 Features of Traditional Epistemology 77

10.4 Contrasts between Naturalized Epistemology and Traditional Epistemology........... 78

10.5 David Hume and Naturalized Epistemology 78

10.6 Three Distinctive Features of Quine’s Naturalized Epistemology 79

Study Session Summary 82
Assessment 83
Study Session 11 84
Social Epistemology 84
Introduction 84

11.1What is Social Epistemology? 84

11.2 Classically-Oriented Social Epistemology 84

11.3 Historical Account of Truth-Oriented Social Epistemology 85

11.4 Applied Social Epistemology 86

Study Session Summary 93
Assessment 93
Study Session 12 94
Feminist Epistemology 94

Introduction 94




Contents

12.1 The Basis Feminist Epistemology

94

12.2 Issues in Feminist Epistemology

95

12.3 The Essential Arguments in Feminist Epistemology

97

12.4 Aims of Feminist Epistemology

12.5 Stages in the Development of Feminist Epistemology
Study Session Summary

Assessment

Bibliography

100
101
104
104

105

Feedbacks on Self Assessment Questions (SAQS)

106

References

117

117




About this course manual

About this course manual

EpistemologyPHI201 has been produced by Univedditipadan
Distance Learning Centre. All course manuals predury University of
Ibadan Distance Learning Centreare structureddrséime way, as
outlined below.

How this course manual is

structured

The course overview

The course overview gives you a general introduactio the course.
Information contained in the course overview wélfhyou determine:

= If the course is suitable for you.

= What you will already need to know.

» What you can expect from the course.

= How much time you will need to invest to compléte tourse.
The overview also provides guidance on:

= Study skills.

= Where to get help.

= Course assignments and assessments.

= Margin icons.

We strongly recommend that you read the overveanefully before
starting your study.

The course content

The course is broken down into Study Sessions. Extady Session
comprises:

» An introduction to the Study Session content.

= Study Sessionoutcomes.

= Core content of the Study Sessionwith a varietigafning activities.
= A Study Session summary.

= Assignments and/or assessments, as applicable.

= Bibliography
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Your comments

After completing Epistemology we would apprecidté you would take
a few moments to give us your feedback on any asppelis course.

Your feedback might include comments on:

Your constructive feedback will help us to improaed enhance this

Course content and structure.

Course reading materials and resources.

Course assignments.

Course assessments.

Course duration.

Course support (assigned tutors, technical hetp), et

course.



Course Overview

Course Overview

Welcome to Epistemology
PHI201

This course, PHI 201Epistemology, is designed to hdearners develop
the capacity to critically reflect on many of theokvledge claims the

make about themselves, somebody else, and thenakteorld The

course therefore attempts to facilitate understaning of distinction

between knowledge and belief, knowledge and opiriod knowledg:

and perception. The course will also go beyondtthlsok at some soci.

issues in philosoph

Course outcome s

Upon completion oEpistemologyPHI20gou will be able tc

= discuss the word “epistemology”

= jidentify principles underlying the concept of epistemo

* analyse the extent to which we can know

= provide answers to philosophical questions on what const

Outcomes knowledge
= point-out ways of justifying knowledgeable clail

Timeframe

This is a 15 week course. It requires a formalystude of 45 hours. Th
formal study times are scheduled aroionline discussions / chats w
your course facilitator / academic advisor to figaié your learning
Kindly see course calendar on your course websitedheduled date
You will still require independent/personal studwe particularly ir
studying Your course materials.
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How to be successful in this
course

| As an open and distance learner your approachatoifey will be

| different to that from your school days, where yxaual onsite educatio

! You will now choose what you want to study, youlwwdve professional
and/or personal motivation for doing so and you mibst likely be
fitting your study activities around other profes®l or domesti
responsibilities

Essentially you will be taking control of your le@trg environment. As
consequenc you will need to consider performance issues rdld
time management, goal setting, stress managemenBerhaps you wi
also need to reacquaint yourself in areas suckBsagy/gplanning, copin
with exams and using the web as a learning rest

We recommend that you take time —before starting your se
study—to familiarize yourself with these issues. Them® anumber ¢
excellent resources on the web. A few suggestéd kine

= http://www.dlc.ui.edu.ng/resources/studyskill.

This is a resource of the UIDLC pilot course modileu will find
sections on building study skills, time schedulibgsic concentratic
techniques, control of the study environment, naking, how to rad
essays for analysis and memory skills (“remembéyi

= http://www.ivywise.com/newsletter marchl3 how tdf study.htn
I

This site provides how to master «studying, with bias to emergir
technologies

= http://www.howtostudy.org/resources.|

Another “How to study” web site with useful links time
management, efficnt reading, questioning/listening/observing sk
getting the most out of doing (“har-on” learning), memory building
tips for staying motivated, developing a learnitany

The above links are our suggestions to start yoyooin way. At the time
of writing these web links were active. If you wantdok for more, go t

www.google.cor and type “self-study basics”, “sadfudy tips”, “self-
study skills” or similar phrase
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Need help?

&

Help

As earlier noted, this course manual complemerdssapplement
PHI203Jat Ul Mobile Class as an online course.

You may contact any of the following units for infieation, learning
resources and library seces.

Distance Learning Centre (DLC Head Office

University of Ibadan, Niger Morohundiya Complexlbadan-

Tel: (+234) 08077593551 — 55 llorin Expresswa, Idi-Ose,

(Student Support Officer: Ibadan.

Email: ssu@dlc.ui.edu.ng

Information Centre Lagos Office

20 Awolowo Road, Bodiji Speedwriting House, No. !

Ibadan Ajanaku Street, Off Salvatic
Bus Stop, Awuse Estate, Ope
Ikeja, Lagos

For technical issues (computer problems, web acaesisetcetera
pleasesend mail to webmaster@dic.ui.edu.ng.

Academic Support

&

Help

A course facilitator is commissioned for this caurgou have also bet
assigned an academic advisor to provide learnipg@t. The contacts
your course facilitator and academic advfor this course are availak
at onlineacademicsupport@dic.ui.edt

Activities

Activities

This manual features “Activities,” which mayresent material that
NOT extensively covered in the Study Sessidvhen completing the:
activities, you willdemonstrate your understanding of basic materna
answering questions) bae you learn more advanced cons. You will
be provided with answers to every activity questibimerefore, you
emphasis when waing the activities should be on understaig your
answers. It is more important that you understahg every answer i
correct
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Assignment

This manual also comes with tutor marked assignmentsA(T|
Assignments are expected to be tu-in on course website. You m
also receive TMAs as part of online class actisi Feedbacks to TMA
will be provided by your tutcin not more than 2veek expecte
duratior.

Schedule dates for submitting assignments and emgagcourse / clas
activities is available on the course website. Kindsit your course

There are tw basic forms of seléssessment in this cou manual: in-
text questions (ITQs) andIf assessment questions (SACFeedbacks to
the ITQs are placed immediately after the questiahde the feedback

Assignment
website often for update
Assessments
to SAQs are at the back of mant
Assessments

Bibliography

Readings

For those interested in learning 1r on this subjec¢twe provide you witt
a list of additional resourctat the end of thisourse manu; these may
be books, articles or websit







PHI201 Epistemology

Getting around this course manual

Margin icons

While working through thiscourse manual you Winotice the frequent
use ofmargin icons. These icons serve'sgnpost” a particular piece «
text, a new task or change in activity; they hagerbincluded to help yc
to find your way around thicourse manual.

A complete icon set is shown low. We suggest that you familiari
yourself with the icons and their meaning befoegtstg your stud

Activity Assessment Assignment Case study
Discussion Group Activity Help Outcomes
o |
...
Note Reflection Reading Study skills
O
Summary Terminology Time Tip




Study Session 1The Nature of Epistemology

Study Session 1

The Nature of Epistemology

Introduction

This Session will introduce tgou issues in epistemology after which
will be introduced to concepts in epistemology. iBiefy these concep
will enable you understand them better as we gaoutiir the cours You
will also have an insight into the historical bakgnd of epistemogy.

Learning Outcomes

Outcomes

When you have studied this session, you shouldleeta
1.1 define anduse correctly the terms in bold.
* epistemology
* knowledge
1.2 discuss the forms of knowledge.
1.2 describe the sources of knowledge.
1.4 discuss how knowledge relate® beliefs and justificatic

1.1 Defining Epistemology

Epistemology Thescope,
nature, extent and limits of
human knowledge

The term ‘epistemology’ is coined from two Greekrds- episteme
(knowledge) and ‘logos’ (logic or rationale). Theot words then forn
the definition of epistemology, which simply candefined athe theory
of knowledge

As a branch of philosophepistemologydeals with the scope, natu
extent and limits of human knowledge. It also death the certainty an
reliability humanknowledge. As a matter of fact, an epistemologieh(
Locke) while discussing his objective concerninge tltheory o
knowledge explains that his aim is to ‘enquire itfte origin, certaint
and extent of human knowledge’ (Stumpf, E.S 1974)y27Also,
epstemology centres around the fact of wanting tovknto understan
and consequently to offer a well considered expianaf why things ar
the way they are (Ozumba, G.O. 2001:

Since epistemology is about human knowledge, th@ reabjects o

humar knowledge are human cognizers and the objects ofah

knowledge are external objects. The questionsdbiaie to mind now &

they relate to epistemology are: what is knowledge® do we arrive ¢

reliable knowledge, granted that sometimes ouresedsdeceive us to
take triangular objects to be rectangular? How does determin

genuine knowledge as distinguished from mere opinis belief?

Differently put, what are the basic criteria fortelenining knowledge

Can we ever have certain knowled
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ITQ

Question
0 What is the etymology of the word ‘epistemology’?

Feedback
e Epistemology is derived from two Greek wordgpisteme’
which means knowledge, andbgos’ which means logic or
rationale

Central to all these questions is the idea of ogstavhich is significant

in determining knowledge. We should not loose sighfita major

epistemological problem as pointed out by Ozumt@012 This is the
fact that the objects of knowledge are unlimitedlevthe human subject
is limited and almost ill-equipped for a reliableiegt into matters of
knowledge. This problem has led to a major dividemeen philosophers.
For some, genuine knowledge is impossible (philbsa sceptics).

While for others, we can have knowledge of somerex objects only if
we employ the method of doubt (methodological scept

We shall have a detailed discussion of scepticism in study two. Right now, it
is pertinent to define what knowledge is and some of the issues surrounding
this definition.

Hint

1.2 What is Knowledge?

Ozumba (2001: 16) defindmowledgeas a state of awareness of a given
factor information. Knowledge can also be definesl the fact of
understanding, information acquired through leagnin experience. To
know, therefore, involves being aware of somethb@ng certain about
it, learning and remembering something, having aeustanding of the
object of knowledge, being familiar with somethingeing able to
recognise or identify something, being able toidiggtish between things,
having enough experience and training and finb#ing intimate with
something.

Philosophically, the standard account of knowledgmund which all
recent epistemological works have been done, defkreowledge as
justified true belief. This definition has it thistr A knows that P if and
only if:

1. Pistrue

2. Mr A believes that P

3. Mr Aisjustified in believing that P.

Because there are three parts to this definitiois, popularly called the
tripartite definition or account of knowledge. Wancdescribe the three
accounts as:the truth condition, the belief condition and the
justification condition. These three conditions must obtain for a person’s
knowledge claim to count as knowledge. A personnotibe said to
know if one of these three conditions is absentrwhaking a knowledge

10
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claim. At this point, we can say that the questbrvhat is knowledge,
which seems to be about a phenomenon in the wdr&tomes
transformed at least partly into a linguistic qumsta question about the
definition of the word ‘know’. The next questiorethiswhat andhow
can we know?

1.3Kinds of Knowledge

In telling us something about the kinds of knowledigat there are, most
epistemologists have drawn a distinction betweposieriori (empirical)
knowledge and a priori knowledge. Aposteriori (emgai) knowledge is
knowledge derivable only from experience and apriorowledge is
knowledge gained by reason alone. The questioas khexpect
somebody to ask are: Are there really these twdskof knowledge? Is it
easy to produce examples which seem to show teat tmust be? If |
come to know that a particular blackboard is blagkooking at it that is
knowledge that | have gained by experience, in thise by my visual
experience. And, if | know that if A is greater thB, and B is greater
than C, then A is greater than C, or that no statéroan be both wholly
true and wholly false at the same time, surely thaomething that my
reason tells me when | reflect on what the staténsesaying (Fisher, A
and Everitt, N 1995: 2). Yet, some philosophersehaented to deny that
experienceby itself can be a source of knowledge and othave denied
thatreasonalone can be.

Descartes (1596-1650), a popular French thinkegnisexample of a
philosopher who denies that the senses alone cam l®urce of
knowledge. By contrast, John Stuart Mill (1806-18%®k an opposing
position. For him, all knowledge is empirical. idton the basis of this
that he denies the existence of any apriori knogéetnowledge derived
from reason). Mill thinks that even the principiienoncontradiction (the
principle that no statement can be both wholly &ind wholly false at the
same time) is known empirically.

In order to better understand the distinction betwderiving knowledge
from experience and deriving knowledge from rea#ois, important for
you to ask these questions again: what are thevemgts for and against
claiming that there are two sources of knowledgehatVare the
implications of accepting either view?

1.4Sources of Knowledge

Empiricism Theschool of
thought that holds that our
knowledge of the external
world is derived from our
five senses; these senses
are the avenues though
which the mind receives
information about the
external world.

1.4.1 Empiricism

It is natural when we start reflecting on where knowledge comes from
to pick on sense experience as the main and, perttag only source of
knowledge. We know about the things around us Isecawe can use our
senses to see them, touch, hear them, and so snscfool of thought is
known asempiricism. Empiricism is the school of thought that holdatth
our knowledge of the external world is derived framr five senses;
these senses are the avenues though which therezeiyes information
about the external world (Ozumba, G.O, 2001: 49%. hdve empiricists

11
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like John Locke, David Hume, and George Berkeleyey are all British
empiricists. Though they differ in their empiricisbnceptions, they &

agree that all knowledge comes from experiencen Jobcke, for

instance, maintains that what we perceive are idadshey are receive

through sensation and lection. For him, there is nothing in the intell

that was not first in the senses. For George Beykéto be is to b

perceived (esse est percipi); what cannot be pardeloes not exist. F

David Hume, all the materials of knowledge, no eraliow fantastic they
are, must be traceable to experience or else tteeynare phantoms al

fabrications of the mind. Ideas that are regardedha faint copies ¢

impressions are taken seriously if they derive framlear impressiol

otherwise, they are cherical. Let us then examine the views of eac

these empiricists in tut

John Locke as an Empiricist

Locke’s empiricist’s principle centres on the rejection of the claim that ideas
are innate. His position on this is that all ideas are derived fromexperience.

He claims, for example, that ‘it is an establisloginion among som
men that there are the understanding certain innate principles stan
upon the mind of man, which the soul receivessrvéry first beginnin
and brings into the world with it'" (Ayer, A.J andil¢h, R.,1965:35)
Locke calls this opinion a mistaken one, denyirgg theacare innate and
that those who hold such views are wri

Having denied the existence of innate ideas, Loek&blished th
philosophical basis for his empiricist argumentdl. ideas arise fron
experience, and this experiential ideas providewith two types of
knowledge; namelsensationandreflection. The first knowledge is thi
of sensation. This occurs when the mind receivéierdnt perception
through the senses. Through this process, the h@indmes used to the
objects. From this, the mind s the ideas of cold, yellow, hardness, t
and other sensible qualities. This is what Lock#scsensation. Th
second type of knowledge furnished by experienaefiection. This i
an activity of the mind, which producideas, but this production ideas
is based on the first set of ideas furnished by dtieses. These mil
activities include perception, thinking, doubtiggpnd reasoning, knowin
and willing, and so on. It is this reflective powarthe mind that work
on the sensible ideas givdo the mind by experience (Ayer, A.J ¢
Winch, R., 1965: 47). The first set of ideas cansh&l to besimple
ideas. This is the chief source of the materials théeotifive mind works
on. The second set of ideascomplex ideas.These are a compound
simple ideas put together by the active power efrtimd

Having explained that ideas are derived from exgmee, Locke makes
distinction between primary and secondary qualiti@efore this
distinction, he distinguishes between idea and iyuaHe sys:
‘whatsoever the mind perceives in itself or is timenediate object «
perception, thought or understanding, that | caléa’ (Edward, 1967:
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491). He calls quality the power to produce anwigteour mind, quality
of the subject wherever that power is. In distising between primary
and secondary qualities, Locke explains that tHeany qualities of
bodies are ‘those which are utterly inseparablenftbe body in what
state whatsoever it be (O’Connor, 1985: 210). Triatudes qualities like
solidity, extension, figure, motion or rest and m@mn They cannot be
deprived of these qualities by any mechanical de#bion. Ideas of
secondary qualities include colours, sounds, &@steso on. The qualities
themselves ‘in truth are nothing in the objectarbkelves but powers to
produce the various sensations in us by their psimqualities’
(O’Connor, D.J., 1985: 210).

Having distinguished between primary and secondpglities, Locke
held the view that qualities need adequate supgadtsubstance is that
something which provides this support. The notidnsobstance was
taken from the common sense point of view. Thougévitable to
common sense, Locke was still unable to descripeeitisely saying that
‘if anyone will examine himself concerning the motiof pure substance
in general, he will find that he has no other idgait at all, only a
supposition for he knows not of what support suahlites which are
capable of producing simple ideas in us. (Stun®%41 269).

George Berkeley as an Empiricist

The central empiricist claim of Berkeley is baseu his account of
reality. First, Berkeley claims that objects of lanrknowledge are ideas.
For example, he says that:

As several ideas are observed to accompany eaddr,oth
they come to be marked by one name and to be bpste
one thing. Thus, for example, a certain colourtgasmell,
figure and consistence having been observed to go
together, are accounted one distinct thing sigdifiy the
name apple as other collections of ideas consstude
stone, a tree, a book and the like sensible th{Bgskeley,

G., 1965:178).

There is something which perceives these ideabjects of, knowledge.
In line with this, Berkeley claims that ‘to be s lbe perceived’ and to be
perceived is to be perceived as an idea. On thisiche argues that:

It is indeed an opinion strangely prevailing amomgn
that house, mountains, rivers and in a word all sele
objects have an existence natural or real distfnain their
being perceived by the understanding. But this iopin
according to him, involves a manifest contradictiéor
what are the fore mentioned objects but ideas or
sensations; and it is not plainly repugnant thay ame of
these or any combination of them should exist wgieed
(Berkeley, 1965 179).

These two claims of Berkeley show his own accodimeality. The first
argument that objects are collection of ideas reat8erkeley’s claim
that what are perceived are ideas. And, if what peeceived are
collections of ideas, it follows that objects thate perceived are
collections of ideas. Let us take a car, for exam@n Berkeley's
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account, a car is a collection of ideas of a cerdigure, a certain colour,
a certain texture and so on. All these are ideatsaite perceived when the
car is perceived. This is applicable to any otHgect. The argument is a
derivation of the empiricist tradition to which Befey belongs. That is,
if what are perceived are ideas, it follows thatagnount of reality rests
on what is perceived and not on what is not peeckiTo test the truth
or falsity of the existence of an object, therefosaich verification
proceeds on the basis of what is perceived. Fompba if there is an
object, say tomato, on the table and there arepaveons, if one claims
that he sees a red object called tomato and tlee pdrson denies this, on
Berkeley's account, this can be verified only byesamination of what
is perceived. The first person that claims he peesethe object will
show that he perceives the idea of colour, the aldagyure and the idea
of a size. All these are because he stands insosestate of perception.
The justification for the claim that the objectmato, is on the table is
based on experience .Although, this object exiatg as an idea that is
perceived. A relevant question that may be askedhig did Berkeley
claim that objects are collections of ideas? Likatgwers are:

1. Because objects are collections of qualities.
2. Qualities are ideas
3. Obijects are collections of ideas.

Berkeley's second argument is an advancement dirgteHis argument
here shows that what is not perceived does not.elomathan Bennet
(1971:139) gives an understanding of Berkeley'ssdalaim. He states
that Berkeley hopes to connect ‘what there is’ Withat is perceived'.
Based on this, Bennet claims that it is inevitdoleBerkeley to equate
‘X has an idea belonging to object O, with X is q@@ving O'. This
equation is what yields Berkeley’s conclusion that object can exist
unless someone perceives it.

David Hume as an Empiricist

Two empiricist claims of David Hume will be discedsunder this
heading. One is his meaning of empiricism, whiclalso his general
epistemological principle, and the other is hisoard of causation. For
David Hume:

All our ideas, the contents of our thoughts areiwst
from impressions, the contents of our sense expszie
which are correspondent to them and which they thxac
represent (Baier, 1998:546).

What this means is that all our knowledge are éerifrom empirical
impressions. There are two arguments that Humen afedends in his
meaning-empiricism thesis. One is that wherever ltag a simple idea,
one also has impression(s) which correspond(sheddea one has. For
an idea to correspond to an impression, it meagsthie idea resembles
the impression in all its material, and the resembé is not a matter of
coincidence or chance. This is why Hume himseltiasghat:

Such a constant conjunction, in such an infinitenbar
of instances can never arise from chance but djearl
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proves a dependence of the impression on the igieas
of the ideas on the impressions (Hume, 1975:56-60).

What this means is that our simple ideas are cagfiesir impressions.
Given that these impressions are not innate, itoid that these
impressions are derived from experience.

The second argument that Hume tenders for his mganpiricism is

that whoever does not have impressions due toicetefects cannot
have simple ideas. This is why Hume argues thatué to defect of the
organ, a man is not able to have sensation, wereallise that he also
lacks the corresponding ideas. For Hume, ‘a blirmhngan form no
notion of colours, a deaf man of sounds’. From tém, what we can
deduce is that whoever does not have impressiomsotdnave simple
ideas. This is to foreclose the possibility of siendeas arising from
sources different from impressions.

However, Hume’s second empiricist claim is his atoof causation.

The focus here is on the philosophical problenmhefd¢onnection between
a cause and its effect. The issue is about whétlkeetonnection between
a cause and its effects is a necessary connectiomhether it is a

connection derived from experience. Hume does eay dhat there can
be a connection between a cause and its effecthiBudrgument is that
the connection between a cause and its effectstishat of necessity.
This is why he argues that, after experience ottrestant conjunction of
certain objects, we reason in the following mani@&rch an object is
always found to produce another:

It is impossible it could have this effect, if iasvnot
endowed with a power of production. The power
necessarily implies the effect; and therefore thesra
just foundation for drawing a conclusion from the
existence of the one object to that of its usuainatant.
The past production implies a power, the power iespl

a new production and the new production is what we
infer from the power and the past production (Ased
Winch, 1965; 412).

Hume’s argument is that the relation between aecand its effect is that
of constant conjunction. This conjunction is a ftagwne often found
between two events, and there is nothing in angatpponsidered in it,
which can afford us a reason for drawing a conclugieyond it. Even
after the observation of the frequent or constamjunction of objects,

we have no reason, or we are not justified to deaw inference

concerning any object beyond those of which we Haas experience.
Hume’s argument here is that we know about theufsatjconjunction of

objects through experience but we cannot actuatlpnprehend any
connection between them. Also, Hume explains thhatwwe often

observe amongst events are regularities but thatrwemeously, having
observed these regularities for sometime, attaokec@ssary connection
amongst the events.

Beside this account of causation, Hume makes edlisin between what
he callsrelation of ideasandmatters of fact Knowledge of algebra and
mathematics belongs to relations of ideas, whilewkadge from
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experience belongs to matters of fact. He statissithhis argument by
dividing all the objects of human reason or enquirtto two kinds,
relation of ideas and matters of fact. Of the fkisid are the sciences of
geometry, algebra and arithmetic, and in shortryeafirmation that is
either intuitively or demonstratively certain. Poggiions of this kind are
discoverable by the mere operation of thought, evithdependence on
what is anywhere existent in the universe. Mattefsfact are not
ascertained in this same manner, nor are our esedef their truth,
however great, of a like nature with the foregoitigs possible to have
the contrary of matter of fact; the affirmationsfch a proposition with
its contrary can never imply a contradiction.

Following this distinction is the distinction betare analytic statements
and synthetic statements. Synthetic statementssttements about
matters of fact that can be confirmed or refutedelperience, while
analytic statements are statements about thearlbgtween the subject
and the predicate. They are not about matters aif fherefore, they
cannot be confirmed or refuted by experience. Gitlda account of
relation of ideas and matters of fact, one cantsay‘cause’ belongs to
matters of fact because whatever connection tiseoetiveen a cause and
its effect is derived from experience and obseovati

Common Characteristics of Empiricism

In light of the discussion above, a common characteristic which may be
attributed to the empiricists is their emphasis on the role of experience. But
experience, as interpreted by the empiricists, is limited to perceptual
experience rather than phenomenal experience. According to the empiricists
experience is intelligible in isolation, or agomistically, without reference to the
nature of its subject. Hence an experience can be described without saying
anything about the mind that has it; the thoughts that describe it, or the world
that contains it. This type of experience is pure and untainted. It is this type of
atomistic experience that feminists’ epistemologists reject. According to them,
experience should be perceived in a more inclusive manner to involve all areas
of human consciousness. They viewed the empiricists’ conception of
knowledge as too narrow because it fails to recognize that the experience of a
subject is mediated by the location in terms of time, place, culture and
environment.

Against this background, feminist epistemologists stress phenomenal
experience rather than perceptual experience. This type of experience
recognizes the concrete activities and contextual details of individual
experiences particularly women. These experiences, for women, include
pregnancy, childcare and nursing. These are experiences that are felt and
acknowledged only by the subject involved. They are subjective but real.
Hence, they should be seen as epistemologically significant.

Again, the empiricists commonly hold that the person who undergoes
experience is in some sense the recipient of data that are imprinted upon his
intelligence irrespective of his activity; the person brings nothing to experience
but gains everything from it. John Locke, for example, held that knowledge is
derived from sensation and that knowledge is the perception of the agreement
or the disagreement of two ideas. For him, the simple ideas that we get from
sensations are the foundation of all our beliefs and from these simple ideas all
other complex ideas are derived.
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Because empiricists reject attempts to decide issues on the basis of pure
reason, they try to answer as many questions as possible by using information
gathered by the senses. This is based on the assumption that all legitimate
knowledge must be derivable from sense experience. Feminist epistemologists
question this empiricist assumption. They opine that the empiricists’ emphasis
on experience makes it difficult to give a clear analysis of ‘experience’. We shall
have an extensive discussion of this in Study session Twelve.

1.4.2 Rationalism

Another source of knowledge rgason or intellect;philosophers have
argued that it is our intellect that tells us o€ ttruths of logic and
mathematics. We just ‘see’ (in a non-visual serighaterm) that certain
things are true, or that one thing follows from #weo. The school of
thought that holds this view is calledtionalism. Rationalism is the
school of thought that holds that knowledge is\astithrough logical-
mathematical reasoning. Rene Descartes, Beneditv&Zpand Gotfried
Leibniz are continental rationalists, and they ladld the belief that
knowledge comes not from experience but from a algbcess that is
intuitive and deductive. They also jointly maintdirat there are certain
innate principles that exist prior to experienceor Fnstance, all
mathematical axioms are taken to be true. They ameepted not
experienced and are only proved using deductiveguhares. For these
rationalist philosophers, the mind has the innaggacity to unveil these
mathematical truths without necessarily experiep¢iem. We need to
further discuss these continental rationalists.

Descartes as a rationalist

Descartes sets out to give philosophy a new stppiint, breaking away
with the philosophical traditions of his day. Beiagmathematician of
distinction, he saw the solution to problems ofsephology in the

systematization of knowledge in geometrical forrhisTinvolved starting

from axioms whose truths were clear and distinet.ddscribes the ideal
method in the second chapter of iscourse on Metho(lL980) as:

1. Not to accept as true anything of which we do renteha clear
and distinct idea;

2. To analyze the problem;

3. To start from simple and certain thoughts and prddeom them
to the more complex; and

4. To review the file so thoroughly that no considienrss are
omitted (See Anscombe, 1980: 20-21 for these fointg).

The question then is: of what do we have clear distinct ideas? To
deal with this problem, Descartes employs the ntetialoubt, a form of
scepticism. This method involves setting aside lingt that can be
supposed false until one arrives at something ¢hanhot be supposed
false.

Understood in this way, Descartddiscourse on Methotias some very
interesting features; it results in knowledge thatompletely certain, and
it imposes a certain structure on knowledge. Thasanchical structure of
knowledge with which this work is closely connectdte idea that
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knowledge is grounded in a structure of successivehore
metaphysically basic truths, ultimately terminatimg an intuition
remained basic to his thought (Garber, D, 1998:6).

Pointedly, certainty was central to Descartes’ tepi®logy and the path
to it begins with doubt. IMeditation1entitled ‘what can be called into
doubt’, Descartes says that:

| realised that it was necessary once in the cowfsey
life to demolish everything completely and startiag
right from the foundations if | wanted to establish
anything at all in the sciences that was stable kikely

to last (Griffith, 1997:134)

Following that, he presents a series of three g @rguments designed
to eliminate his past and current beliefs in prapan for replacing them
with certainties. The strategy is to undermine libkefs, not one by one
but by undermining ‘the basic principles’ on whitley rest.

The first argument is directed at the naive bdlett everything learned
through the senses is worthy of belief. Againss,tBiescartes points out
that he has found that the senses often deceigkjtas wise never to
completely trust the senses that do sometimes \ec€he second, the
famous dream argument, is directed against thewbhatdess naive view
that the senses are at least worthy of belief wdheading with middle-
sized objects in our immediate vicinity. Descaxenceives that there is
no clear way of distinguishing between a dreamestaitd the state of
being awake. He explains that even if he doubtselability of what the
senses seem to be conveying to him at presentdré@n argument still
leaves open the possibility that there are somergétruths, not directly
dependent on his present sensations, which he paw.kDescartes
replies to this with his deceiving God argumeng #rgument that God
may deceive him to take things that are true ttalse.

In a bid not to rub off the goodness of God, Dassaopines that God
cannot deceive him to believe a proposition torbe wwhen in fact it is
false. Rather, it is an evil genius that has engdowll his energies to
deceive him. This separate argument helps to ptawenreturn of the
former beliefs called into doubt.

These arguments have a crucial function in Dessangject; they free us
from all our preconceived opinions and provide #asiest route by
which the mind may be led away from the sensedf{{@&ri(1997:130). In
this way, the sceptical doubt @fleditation 1 prepares the mind for
certainty to which Descartes aspires.

Having completed the sceptical argumentMeditation 1 Descartes
moves to his general principle of inquiry which s accept only
propositions that he understands with clarity argdircttness to be true.
While he regards the existence of physical objéctsluding his own
body) as uncertain, he finds the reality of his aniumiquely secure
against all doubts.

However determined his scepticism, he cannot dthaithe is doubting.
In his most famous statement (I think thereforenaCogito ergo sum),
he expresses the certainty of his own existenca thénking being and
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identifies the point from which his efforts to restruct his beliefs could
proceed.

Consequently, the discovery of the existence oktieserves as the first
step towards certainty; it is the Archimedean p&ioin which the whole
structure of knowledge will grow. He hopes to urexoa proposition that
would prove itself immune to even the most relesgtiecepticism and that
could provide a firm foundation for the reconstioigtof his system of
beliefs.

Spinoza as a Rationalist

The defining feature of Spinoza's thought is itscampromising
rationalism. Like other philosophers of his timgjr®za is a rationalist in
at least three different senses: metaphysicaltegpiogical and ethical.
That is to say, he maintains that the universe eliesoa necessary
rational order, that, in principle, this order inokvable by the human
mind and that the true good for human beings ctmsisthe knowledge
of this order and a life governed by this knowledgd#ison, 1998:91).
For the purpose of this course, we shall concentrah the
epistemological aspect of his rationalism.

Spinoza distinguishes three grades of knowledgee Titst kind of
knowledge which he calleisnagination is an experientially determined
knowledge, which can be based either on the peoaref particular
things or sign, which for Spinoza includes bothssep and memory
images.

Spinoza callsreason the second kind of knowledge. This is best
described by distinguishing it from the first kinfl knowledge, which is
knowledge derived from vague experience callediopinr imagination.
This corresponds roughly to sense experience. Bmrse experience, we
gain confused ideas of things with respect to tpkce in the general
order of things.

Full knowledge, which he refers to as the third kind of knowledige

characterized as intuition. This kind of knowledgecording, to him,

‘proceeds from an adequate idea of the formal essef certain

attributes of God to an adequate knowledge of #semce of things
(Allison, 1998:22). Spinoza calls this kind of knledge intuition

because in its essence, it consists of seeing dhiel &@s a coherent whole
bound by necessary connections. To have this krigelés the aim of
philosophy, that is, to see things as conforming kind of necessity.

Because the second and third kinds of knowledgehwevadequate ideas,
they cannot give rise to falsity. Sense experiaiore can be the source
of falsity. Through sense experience, we can hang confused ideas,
since ideas reflect particular modifications of litgain some finite
respect, not in relation to the infinite attributfsGod. Sense experience
is ordinarily thought of as a passive form of kneelde due to its
inadequacy as opposed to forms of knowledge, widchand the use of
reason.

The consequence of Spinoza’'s view about these lafdsmowledge is
that it is possible to have knowledge which is petfect without having
a true idea. Spinoza says that such knowledge as/lenige from what
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one may render as ‘uncertain’ or ‘inconstant’ eigrge. By this, he
meant that the ideas involved are fragmentary aititbut rational order.
This in essence implies that there is a kind ofwedge namely,
imagination which involves inadequate or false &lea

It is to be noted that although reason antlition are sources of
adequate knowledge, Spinoza recognizes a majoe gemehich intuition
is superior. Whereas the province of reason cosageneral truths based
on common notions and consequently is abstract gameral, that of
intuition concerns the individual case and consetijyés concrete and
particular.

Thus, for Spinoza, the goal of all knowledge isirsgahe world as a
single whole. The way to this is reason or sciemggich attempts to
reveal things as subject to necessity by meanglbegident necessary
truths

Leibniz as a Rationalist

Leibniz’s rationalism has its basis in the clainattill ideas are innate.
He argues that there are certain particular ideasare innate to the mind
and do not and cannot come through the sensesidEas of being,
possibility, and infinity are so thoroughly inndkatthey enter into all our
thoughts and reasoninghence he regards them agtiaks® our minds.
He supports his argument for innate ideas withctaen that nothing can
enter the mind from outside and nothing can behttmus whose idea
we do not already have in mind. In spite of hidgraléhat all ideas are
innate, Leibniz distinguishes between the ideaseasfsation that in a
certain sense come to us from outside and the ittedisdo not and
cannot do so. He explains that we receive knowlddgm outside by
way of the senses, maintaining that ideas derivenh fthe senses are
always confused.

In line with the above, Leibniz makes a distinctimetween ideas of the
intellect and those ofensation The distinction according to him is a
matter of distinctness and confusion and it is deisfusion that explains
and underlies sensation.

Also, he distinguishes between two types of trithth of reasoning
andtruths of fact. The first type of truth can be known with certgiby

a finite demonstration consisting of a finite numioé steps containing
simple ideas, definitions and postulates. Thesingrare necessary and
can be known a priori (Garber, 1998:541). They ddpen the principle
of contradiction since their necessity derives frtme fact that their
denial would result in a contradiction. Mathemdtitaths are of this
kind. According to Leibniz, such truths are innatel we have an innate
capacity to recognize them.

Truths of facts, on the other hand have their biasésseparate principle,
the principle of sufficient reason. Leibniz tenddarmulate the principle
by reference to the universe. He argues that dinees is infinity of
possible universe in God’s ideas and since only @ninem can exist,
there must be a sufficient reason for God's chomeseason which
determines him towards one thing rather than anofftd@s he calls the
principle of sufficient reason. Any contingent truabout this world has
for its justification the fact that in choosingghiorld, God chose it as the
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best of all possible worlds. The truth remains cwent because it is
dependent on God's choice, but a sufficient redsornits truth is that
God chose it as part of the best of all possiblddgo This principle (the
principle of sufficient reason) entails that theivense is in principle
rational and intelligible: God must always act #@rreason and as a
consequence, there must be a reason for everytiimg. doctrine of
creation underlies all his philosophy.

Common Characteristics of Rationalism

All rationalists emphasize the role of reason in the acquisition of knowledge.
Descartes, for example, explains that sensory evidence is never in itself
conclusive. For him, the certain knowledge of his existence as a thinking being,
which he arrives at by the use of reason, enables him to make a conceptual
distinction between the existence of his body which might be subject to doubt
and the mind that does the doubting.

Also, all rationalists believe in the universality of rational knowledge. Spinoza,
for example, classifies three types of knowledge viewing knowledge of the
second kind which is reason, as universal. Reason according to him, does not
explain the essence of any particular thing. Rather, it perceives things under
certain species of eternity, that is, universality. The rationalists came to this
conclusion based on their claim that ideas are not gained from experience but
are rather innate. The innate idea principle can be found in Leibniz’s distinction
between truths of reason and truths of fact. Truth of reason, according to him,
can be known with certainty; they are necessary and can be known apriori.
Mathematical truths are examples of such truths. They are innate and we have
an innate capacity to recognize them.

Again, rationalists see the best form of knowledge as knowledge by intuition.
Intuition has features similar to reason. Like reason, intuition is regarded as a
reliable way of knowing the truth that is, truths known by intuition are
necessarily true. Also, intuition and reason conceive and understand things
under specie of eternity (universally). Descartes, for example, recognizes his
existence as something self-evident by a simple intuition of the mind.

It is with the rationalists’ over-emphasis on reason that feminist
epistemologists take issue. According to these feminists, rationalists attempt
to apply their reason-centred epistemology at the expense of any other type of
epistemology. Apart from the gendered impact of reason, reason also has the
feature of universality. Reason, according to these feminists has regularly been
portrayed and understood in terms of images that involve the exclusion or
denigration of elements like body, nature, passion, emotion—elements which
are cast as ‘feminine’. The consequence of this, according to feminist
epistemologists, is the projection of the ‘maleness of reason’. This conception
of knowledge is therefore partial. We shall have an extensive discussion of
feminist epistemology in lecture twelve.

It is important to note that the rationalists’ conception of reason has been
conceived as abstract. Reason is conceived as a universal criterion without
attention to context. This is the problem of abstract universality. Consequently,
feminist epistemologists argue that the rationalist conception of knowledge is
narrow because it leaves an important aspect of human experience untouched,
which is emotion. This experience is also real whether or not the rationalists
recognize it as such.
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ITQ

Questior
o Differentiate between empiricism and rationali

Feedbacl
e Empiricism is the school that holds that we gknowledge of
the external world through our senses. It is theseses the
transmit information to our mind. On the other haradionalism
is the school that holds that our knowledge ofdkiernal worlc
is not through our senses but through reason ogico-
mathematical method.

1.5How is Knowledge related to Belief and Justification?

Epistemology is concerned with related conceptsh sas belief an
justification. In virtually every traditional accotiof justification, belie
and justification are components of knowledge. Tiki® major reasc
why epistemologists are interested ilese concepts. Another reasol
that there are certain areas where knowledge fisutfto come by, ani
yet where some well founded or justified beliepassible. In such aree
justified belief takes on for us the aci-guiding role that knowledge n
play for us in other areas. Indeed, some philoseplseich as Bertrar
Russell (187-1969), who are in general doubtful about the pdgyilof
many kinds of knowledge, would maintain that thesiaf justified belie
is of more importance and inter than the idea of knowledge itse

Look at the positions of each of the empiricistdl @he rationalist
discussed in this session and make a critique oh gilosopher’
position. Which of the positions would you subserib, ad why?

Discussion > 1 — o
ACtiVity ost your response on Stu y Session orum page on course we site.
Study Session Summary

ey

Summary

In this Study Sessi(, we examineapistemology as one of the branc
of Philosophy. Welooked athow the term ‘epistemology’ can
defined. We leant that there are two sources ofvlexdge. These ar
experience and reason. These two sources are viasediays o
deriving knowledge by two different schools of tightt empiricism and
rationalisn. You alsolearnt that knowledge is related to concepts
as belief and justification
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Assessment

L Q)

Assessment

SAQ 1.1 (tests Learning Outcoms 1.1 andl1.4)

Is there any relationship between epistemologywkadge, beliefs, an
justification”

SAQ 1.2 (tests Learning Outcomes1.2 and 1.3)

Describe the sources and forms of knowle
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Study Session 2

Introduction

Scepticism

In Study Session one, we examined the nature stespology, and sa
how knowledge isrelated to belief and justificati. In this Study
Sessio, we will examine scepticism: the claim that knowledge
impossible both locally and globa.

Learning Outcomes

Outcomes

When you have studied this session, you shouldleeta
2.1 define anduse correctly the term “scepticism
2.2 discuss the history of scepticism.

2.2 distinguish between philosophical scepticism and methodolos
scepticism.

2.4 appraise at least two major sceptical argums.

2.1 What is Scepticism?

Scepticism
Thephilosophical attitude,
which expresses doubt
about the possibility of
certainty or knowledge.

Scepticism is any philosophical attitude, whichresges doubt about t
possibility of certain, reliable or any knowledgehatsoever. An'
philosophical position which doul the possibility of human knowledq
can be described as scepticism. A philosopher Whms that knowledg
is impossible is a philosophical sceptic. Hence, van say the
philosophical scepticism is a position which claithat we cannot kno
anything aiout anything based on the following argume

To know something is to be certain that somethsthe
case. But we can never be certain of anything, ihave
can never be certain that something is the casefthie we
cannot be said to know anything.

If the above argument is valid, it will cllenge all that we have claim
to know. If we accept it, then science is an ilusilt will then turn ou
that our day to day or ordinary claims that we kreme false. We cs
conclude here that the sceptical argument is alectggd not only to
ordinay commonsense which is convinced that we know soimgtut
also to science which we usually look up to asabii knowledge

2.2Historical Background of Sceptical Tendencies

24

Let us have an insight into sceptical tendenciethénpast which date
back to the pi-Socratic period. Sceptical tendencies are not ne
philosophy. In the history of philosophy, some siogph arguments hav
been based on the unreliability or relity of our senses. Heraclitus,
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Greek philosopher says that we cannot step intoséimee river twice.
This means things are constantly changing withirti@ication that they
cannot be known. His disciple, Cratylus furtheplains that we cannot
step into the same river once. This is so becaresh fwater is ever
evolving on and upon us. Central to their positi®rihe view that all
things are in a state of flux.

There is also an extreme sceptical view expresgdsidngias of Leontini,
another Greek philosopher. For him, nothing exi$ti,exists, it cannot
be known and if it is known it cannot be commurecktWe also have
Protagoras relativist position which can be desctibas partial
scepticism. For him, man is the measure of allghirof things that are,
that they are, and of things that are not that #reynot. The implication
of Protagoras statement is that human beings detenvhat is true, real
and acceptable to them and what is false, unredlusracceptable to
them. Hence what is true to you is true to you whdt is true to me is
true to me. In contrast, what is false to me isddab me and what is false
to you is false to you. Hence we cannot say theeny absolute standard
through which truth can be determined.

We can make a distinction betweenphilosophical scepticand a
methodological sceptical As we noted earlier, a philosophical sceptic
holds that knowledge is impossible. Not just knage in a particular
sphere, but knowledge in general. But a methododbgceptic does not
hold that knowledge is impossible. Rather, he naaistthat the method
of doubt is needed in order to arrive at knowledge.

ITQ

Question

o How does Prothagoras’ relativist statement quality a
skeptical position?

Feedback

* Prothagoras’ statement that man is the measuré tiiregs; of
things that are that they are and of things thatret that they
are not, is a relativist statement. However, th&esnent also
gualifies as a skeptical position. This is becatiseimport of
the statement is that each man determines whatiestd him
and so no one can say that his position is findlamversal. In
other words, what is true to me may be false to ad we will
both be right. It thus means that we cannot layrcta knowing
anything for certain.

2.3Methodological and Philosophical Sceptics in
Philosophy

An example of a methodological sceptic is Rene Brtes who wanted to
find a firm foundation for knowledge. In order to this, he proceeded as
follows: he examined all the principles which wepeal to as sources of
knowledge, that is, the principle that knowledgenes from our senses
and the principle that knowledge comes from reafmscartes tried to
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show that we can doubt our claims to know throuigh $enses and
through reason and proceeded to look for somethinigh we cannot
doubt, something which is certain. Through thiscpdure, Descartes
came to doubt not only all our scientific knowledget also all our
mathematical knowledge. He arrived at the conciusihat there is only
one thing that he is certain he cannot doubt. iBhilse fact that he thinks,
he doubts and he believes and if he thinks, hetdoatd he believes, it
follows that the person who thinks, who doubts amb believes must
exist. He therefore concluded that he exists airking being, an
immaterial substance called the mind. ThereforecBess finds the
foundation of all knowledge in the individual mind.

An example of a philosophical sceptic is David HurBemetimes we
claim that we know that because something has happening in the
past, then that thing will happen in the futurer fRgtance you may claim
that the sun has been rising in the east and gettithe west for one
thousand years therefore tomorrow, the sun will itisthe east and set in
the west. You may also claim that all metals thatl yrave seen have
conducted electricity; therefore the next metalt theu will see will
conduct electricity. You may further make anoth&im that all the
pieces of gold that you have seen are yellow; thezehe next piece of
gold you shall see will be yellow.

For David Hume, there is no rational basis for kitig that all these
beliefs are true. This is because it is logicalbsgible that the sun will
not rise tomorrow or that that the sun may riséhanwest tomorrow and
set in the north. It is also possible that we willme across a metal that
does not conduct electricity.

What is central to the above examples is that sg & what we believe
to be true may turn out to be false then we doknotv such thing. This
view is known asscepticism by inductive inference It is a view
commonly held by philosophical sceptics.

Inductive knowledge is knowledge that is based easoning from the
past to the future or from what we have observedhat we have not
observed. If for instance | infer from what | haoteserved in the past that
the same thing will happen in the future, | haveuased that the future
will be like the past. Or that the unobserved Jabbk like what | have
observed. My assumption then is that nature ifotmibut David Hume
has argued that we do not have any reason or atifigation to believe
that nature is uniform or that the future will leelthe past. It is possible
that the future will not resemble the past. We magke up one day and
find out that contrary to our past experiencesagmet repels iron rather
than attracts it. In order words, it is possiblatitine course of nature may
change.

You may want to ask the question that why then @oalways believe
that the future will be like the past. David Humeuld want to reply that
it is due to the habit of the mind and our custoiins not due to reason
or to the nature of things themselves.

We should note from what we have discussed abetistsm that truth,
certainty and the possibility of reliable knowledges central to the
sceptic’s position. We may then want to raise dqoestsuch as: can we
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have knowledge of things in the physical world? Ykiad of knowledge
do we have? Can we ever be certain of any know|ezdgin or anything
whatsoever?

Certainty is so central to any sceptical debateiiisdon the basis of this
that the extreme sceptic would deny the possibitityall forms of
knowledge based on the following arguments higldighby Ozumba,
(2001: 42-43):
1. That man does not have the capacity, the equiptwekhow
things in a certain manner.

2. That our senses cannot penetrate the nature gfsthin

3. That the senses are deceptive and as such ardablaein
eliciting information about external object or avtyer object for
that matter.

4. All we have are appearances and these appearamees a
themselves mutable, changing, in a state of fluxeal, fleeting
unstable and uncertain.

5. That our human judgments are incapable of attairegain
truth, our human judgements are always prone tw.eWWe never
can be sure that we are judging right.

There are other sceptical arguments apart fromalloge listed ones.
ITQ

Question

o Differentiate  between  philosophical  skepticism  and
methodological skepticism.

Feedback

» Philosophical skepticism is the philosophical gositthat we
cannot know anything for sure; hence, the needast @ doubt
on what we believe. This is different from metharpcal
skepticism. Methodological skepticism involves gasta doubt
on all other methods or notions with a view to\ang at a
method that is indubitable and viable. This is wBaicrates
employed in his dialogue with his discussants.

2.4 Sceptical Arguments in Philosophy

Three major sceptical arguments will be examinelbvibe This is to
enable you have an insight into why the sceptidd bze position that
knowledge is impossible.

2.4.1The Brians-in-vats-argument

This argument has it that you do not know that ywe not a brain,
suspended in a vat full of liquid in a laboratondawired to a computer
which is feeding you your current experiences urtdercontrol of some
ingenious technician/scientists. For if you werehswa brain, then,
provided that the scientists is successful, nothimgyour experience
could possibly reveal that you were: for your eigrre is ex hypothesi
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identical with that of something which is not aibren a vat (Dancy,
1991:10). Since you have only your own experiencegppeal to and that
experience is the same in either situation, nothargreveal to you which
situation is the actual one.

In essence, since you do not know that you areartwhin-in-a-vat, you
cannot know any proposition P of which you knowtttie® were true,
you would not be a brain in a vat.

The above argument is a major sceptical argumenthwattempts to
show that we have no knowledge of the world arousidThe argument
hinges on the claim that we are not in a positrute out the possibility
that we are brains-in-a-vat being artificially stilmted to have just the
sensory experience we are actually having. We havbasis for ruling
out this possibility since if it were actual; ouxperience would not
change in any way. The sceptic then claims thakiicannot rule out the
possibility that we are brains-in-a-vat, we cankobw anything about
the world around us.

It is important to let you know that as we oftervdaan philosophy,
arguments are not conclusive. They are open-enéeduSe for any
argument, there are counter-arguments such thatammeot conclusively
say that he has arrived at the one true correetarn® questions. It is in
the light of this that there have been responsethéobrains-in-vats-
arguments.

The first response by some philosophers is thatcam rule out the
possibility that we are brains-in-a-vat. Anothespense is by those
philosophers who have also argued that we do red tebe able to rule
out this possibility in order to have knowledgelod world around us.

2.4.2 The Justification of Argument from Experience

This argument is similar to David Hume’s scepticidip inductive

inference which we examined earlier in this lect@@eing by our earlier
explanation we may want to ask this question: ddawee any knowledge
of events which we have not experienced or we aoé¢ mow

experiencing? We normally suppose that our expeeies a reliable
guide to the external world specifically physichjexts within it and that
in favourable cases, it gives us knowledge. Fetaimce, | can know
what is in the bottom of my desk or what | shalt & breakfast
tomorrow by some form of inductive inference fromhat | have
observed or am now observing.

David Hume, a Scottish historian and philosophisedain a special way,
the question of whether this is really so. He adgtiet | cannot know
that my diary is in the closed bottom drawer of dgsk unless | have
reason to believe that my experience makes thabpition probable; we
can suppose perhaps, that my relevant experienteaisl remember
having put the diary there five minutes ago and thdo not remember
having touched the drawer since, together with enyegal knowledge of
the consistent behaviour of the experienced wakh¢y, 1991).

But | only havereason to believe that my experiemecakes that
proposition probable if | have reason to believaéteqgenerally that
events which | have not observed are similar tonevevhich | have
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observed. And Hume’s point is that it is impossitdehave any reason
for that last belief. For that belief is not analgtly or necessarily true;
no contradiction is implied by supposing it fal@&afcy, 1991; 15). And |
cannot suppose that experience itself has giveneason to believe that
the unobserved will resemble the observed, sineapipeal to experience
begs the question asked; it argues from the cruwidief that our
experience is a reliable guide, or that the unateskewill resemble the
observed. Therefore, | can have no reason to leetieat my experience
is a reliable guide, and hence have no reasonnfpibalief about events
beyond my experience and so cannot have knowlefddpem.

It is worth stressing that Hume’s argument is meardtress the fact or
general belief that experience as a reliable goadeot be justified since
all promising justifications assume what is at ésday supposing that
experience can reveal that our experience is ableliguide.

We then say that central to scepticism which Huraelgiment creates is
the idea that we have no reason in what is obsdoreshy beliefs about
the unobserved.

2.4.3 The Argument from Error

We all have sometimes made simple mistakes in whatgosition we
find ourselves. In mathematics for example, we nwk®wle mistakes but
there is nothing you can point to in your preséutasion which tells you
that this situation is not one in which you aretaksn.

Suppose | claimed yesterday to know that it woald in the afternoon
on the grounds of weather forecast, gathering coadd so on but
unfortunately it turns out that | was wrong. At tive of my claim, the
fact that it was not going to rain is evidence-s@ndent, as all claims
about the future must be. This means that if orsdrae grounds | claim
today to know that it will rain in the afternoonmust continue to assert
that | knew yesterday that it would rain that aften (based on the same
evidence). If on the other hand, | abandon my cléarhave known
yesterday, | cannot make the claim to know today. the only fact
which would justify such a difference in claim isi@ which is not
available to me; facts about the afternoon’'s weathie evidence-
transcendent in the morning. Hence my acceptarateytfsterday | did
not know prevents me from claiming knowledge today.

The conclusion seems to be that if | recognize khtve once wrongly
claimed to know that P, then | cannot ever clainkriow that P unless |
can show a relevant difference between the twoscased no one else
can say of me that | know in one case and noterother because for all
I know, | am wrong both times.

Going by our analysis of these sceptical argumeavisneed to reflect on
them for some time. When we think about sceptiogliments, we often
find ourselves pulled in opposite directions. Welféhe pull of the

sceptical argument and yet we remain reluctantvte gp our claims to
know. We can accept or reject scepticism depenalinthe arguments we
want to put forward. We can reject scepticism beeati conflicts with

our intuitions about our everyday knowledge clai@s. the other hand,
we may also decide to accept scepticism becauge tur senses are
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sometimes deceptive and as a result, we may soeweti® deceived
take object A to be object

. Pick up any Philosophy text on the history of pkidphy (Moderr
' Philosophy in particular) and read Rene Descartes attempt to arr
at indubitable knowledg

Reading Activity

Time required:
30 minutes

Study Session Summary

scepticism. We started by defining scepticism aftbich we made

@ In this Study Sessionwe discussedarguments that are central
distinction between philosophical scepticism and methodolog

scepticism. We learnt that sceptical tendenciesiar@ew in philosoph

Summar L S o
y by examining the historical background of scepticidVe also learr
that because our senses are sometimes deceptiveanmet be certa
about our knowledge claims and it is on this nbt any sceptic woul
express his position about the impossibility of wiexige
Assessment
SAQ (tests Learning Outcoms2.1,2.2,2.3, an@.4)
e From what you have learnt, can you criticadiscuss the idea of
skepticism
Assessment
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Study Session 3

Plato’s Theatetus
Introduction

In this Study Session, wwill discuss the dialogue between Socrates
Theatetus with Plato acting as the mouthpiece afaées. The dialogL
consists of various ways of defining knowledgestis contrary to th
sceptic’s claim that knowledge is impossi

Learning Outcomes

When you have studied this session, you shouldleeta
3.1discuss Theatetus view on Knowledge

Outcomes

3.1 A Review of the Theatetus

The Theatetusis one of the dialogues of Plato who was Socrateglent
and Aristotle’s teacher. In thTheatetus Socrates converses w
Theatetu, a boy and Theodorus, his mathematics’ teachénoagh this
dialogue features Plato’s most sustained discussiorthe concept ¢
knowledge, it fails to yield an adequate definitioh knowledge, thu
ending inconcluvely. But in spite of this inconclusive attemptativing
at a definition of knowledgeTheatetushas been the source of endl
scholarly attraction especially in discussing egistlogical issue

The dialogue examines the question what is knoveexd it is divided
into four sections in which different answers tastlguestion ar
proffered

1. Knowledge is the various arts and sciences.

2. Knowledge is perception

3. knowledge is true judgement

4. Knowledge is true judgement with an account (log

3.1.1Knowledge as Arts and Sciences

Theatetu responds to Socrates definition of what is knowelyg giving
a list of examples of knowledge; namely, geometagtronomy
harmonics and arithmetic as well as the crafts skilis of cobbling
(www.stanford.ed). These he calls knowledge presumably thinkin
them as the various branches of knowledge. Socabgcts to thi
definition of knowledge stating that first, what teinterested in is tr
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one thing common to all the various examples ofvkedge, not a
multiplicity of different kinds of knowledge.

Second, Socrates also claims tiiheatetugesponse is circular because
even if one knows that cobbling is knowledge of ltownake shoes, one
cannot know what cobbling is, unless one knows vkmtwledge is.
Lastly, Socrates was of the view thHEtteatetus’sanswer was too long.
All he needed according to him is a short definitaf knowledge for
instance the definition of clay is ‘earth mixed vitwater is
representative of the type of definition needed.

Because Socrates was dissatisfied with the fifshitlen, Theatetushen
offered to give another definition of knowledge.

3.1.2Knowledge as Perception

Encouraged by Socrates interventidieatetuscame up with another
definition of knowledge claiming that knowledgepsrception. Though
Socrates was partly satisfied with this type ofirdgbn, he employed
Protagoras dictum that ‘man is the measure ohaibs, of things that are
that they are, and of things that are not that #reynot’. Socrates effects
the complete identity between knowledge and peimepby bringing
together two theses: (a) the interpretation of &otas doctrine of
meaning (how things appear to an individual is hbey are for that
individual, for instance if the wind appears ctddX then it is cold for
X).

It is important at this point to stress the impoda of Protagoras dictum
(man is the measure of all things)His doctrine is meant to emphasize
not only the fact that no two persons’ perceptioas ever be the same
but also that no one can ever refute another p&rsparceptual
judgement. This is because our perceptions argrtimct of instantaneous
perceptual relations obtaining between ever-chgngerceiving subjects and
ever-changing perceived objects.

As it is the case with Socrates, he attacked tb&aBorean doctrine from
within the standpoint afforded him by two main argnts:

1. Socrates asks how, if people are each the meas$uheio own
truth (some among whom is Protagoras himself), s@me be
wiser than others?

2. Also, Socrates stresses the need to be aware axtbience of
false beliefs when we make knowledge claims.

Hence, the fact that there are false beliefs ieriaistent with Protagoras
doctrine. Hence if there are false beliefs, Pratagdtruth’ is false. But
since the doctrine proclaims that all beliefs ave trrespective of those
who hold them, if there are false beliefs like Soes claimed, then the
doctrine, according to Socrates, is manifestly naitde.

3.1.3Knowledge as True Judgment

Having rejected the definition of knowledge as peton, Socrates went
on to askTheatetusto give another definition of knowledg&heatetus
did this by defining knowledge as true judgmentdgiuent is being
defined as the soul's internal reasoning functisew( But Socrates
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contends that one cannot make proper sense of @gliennof ‘true
judgment’ unless one can explain what false judgnienin order to
examine the meaning of false judgment, Socratehlibfged several
ways of looking at how false judgment can be defirféhey are:

1. false judgment as mistaking one thing for another
2. false judgment as thinking what is not

3. false judgment as other-judgment
4.

false judgment as the inappropriate linkage of eyion to a
memory (www.stanford.edu).

Socrates also rejected this definition of knowletliye according to him,
we sometimes make false judgments and if this escise, this cannot
amount to knowledge. He explains that the humardrgnike an aviary
full of birds of different kinds. The owner possesgshem in the sense
that he has the ability to enter the aviary andlcdlhem, but does not
have them unless he literarily has them in his bamtie birds are pieces
of knowledge. To hand them over to someone elseteach, to stock the
aviary is to learn, to catch a particular birdasrémember a thing once
learned and thus potentially known. The possibibfyfalse judgment
emerges when one enters the aviary in order tdcaty a pigeon, but
instead catch, say a ring-dove.

Pigeon and ring-dove both represent knowledge agdorance
respectively. A man who catches a piece of ign@griag-dove) would
still believe that he has caught a piece of knogéedpigeon) and
therefore would behave as if he knows. The man ragé mistaken a
piece of ignorance for a piece of knowledge whekingahis judgment
but acts as if he has activated his capacity fawkng. The problem
therefore according to Socrates is that we may havposit another
aviary to explain how the judgment-maker mistakesege of ignorance
for a piece of knowledge.

Socrates therefore rejectddheatetus’sdefinition of knowledge as true
judgment based on the above reasons and examplestdSocrates
dissatisfaction, the next step is to construct lagroplausible definition of
knowledge.

3.1.4Knowledge as True Judgment with an Account
(Logos)

Turning to the fourth definition of knowledge asdrjudgment with an
account, Socrates examined the meaning of the tegosand came up
with three definitions. (1) Giving an account ofrething means making
one’s thought apparent, vocal by means of wordsvanioal expressions.
The problem with this definition is that logos (account) becomes
something that everyone is able to do more orreadily; unless one is
deaf or dumb, so that anyone with a true opinionld/dvave knowledge
as well. To give an account of a thing is to enwateeiall its elements.
Giving an account is defined as being able tostathe mark by which the
object you are asked about differs from all otlénds. As an example,
Socrates uses the definition of the sun as thehtersy of the heavenly
bodies that circle the earth. But here again, gfanition of knowledge as
true judgment with an account (logos) has beeitizéd.
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Reading

Time required

The first criticism is that to add logos to truelgunent is meaningless
because logos is already part of true judgmentsandannot itself be a
guarantee of knowledge. For instance, if someoresked to tell what
distinguished'heatuetusa man of whom he has a correct judgment, from
all other things and such a person s@iigatetuss a man with a nose,
mouth, and eyes his account would not help tordisishTheatetugrom

all other men? But if he had not already in his adnithe means of
differentiating Theatetus from everyone else, hdataot judge correctly
who Theatetuswas and could not recognize him the next time dess
him.

Since the definition of knowledge as true judgmenth an account
cannot be sustaine@heatetusad no other definition of knowledge and
the dialogue ended inconclusively. But despitefditure to provide a
viable definition of knowledge, th&heatetushas exerted considerable
influence on modern philosophical thought.

ITQ

Question
o Which of the following is Thaetetus view on knowge®
a) Knowledge as the view of the majority.
b) Knowledge as the opinion of the minority.
c) Knowledge as true judgment.
d) Knowledge as the ability to carry out an assignment

Feedback

» The answer is not (A) because Thaetetus never ssqule
knowledge as being the view of the majority; itnst (B)
because knowledge is not viewed in the dialoguth@®pinion
of the minority; it is (C) because the notion oblwiedge as true
judgment is the third view of knowledge expressed b
Thaetetus; it is not (D) because we are dealingh wit
propositional knowledge and this about knowledgs #nd not
knowledge of a skill that this option is about.

1) Read Plato’J haetetusYou may access thEhaetetusnline by
clicking visiting http://plato.stanford.edu/entries/plato-
theaetetus/

2) Summarize the discourse into five pages.
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Study Session Summary

and Theatetusin the dialogue known as thEheatetu. We learnt that
there are four different ways of defining knowledgehighlighted in thi
dialogue. We also learnt that this dialogue endedriclusively becaus

@ In this Study Sessiorwe examinedhe conversation between Socr:

S . o O
Hmmary the four different definitions of knowledge are besetthwivarious
problems and this has led to Socrates criticismstheke differen
definitions. We concluded by stressing that inesjpit these criticisms
the Theatetuss central to any discourse on episology.
Assessment
SAQ 3.1(tests Learning Outcome 3.
e Explain Thaetetus view on knowled
Assessment
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Study Session 4

The Philosophy of Perception

Introduction

In this Study Session, wwill examine philosophical perception and
principles.Also,we will discuss the theories pérception and factors tr
influence it

Learning Outcomes

Outcomes

When you have studied this session, you shouldleeta
4.1defineanduse correctly the following tersin bolc
* perception
 detection
* recognition
« discrimination
4.Zoutlinethe process of perception
4.3 explainthe principles of perception.
4 4discuss factors that influence perception.
4.Eexplain theories of perception in epistemology.

4.1 What is Perception?

Perception The process of
acquiring, interpreting,
selecting and organizing
sensory information

The process by which we observe and find meanimpjects, events ar
people around us can be described as perceptidninRanother way
perception is the process of acquiring, ipreting, selecting an
organizing sensory information. Methods of studypeyception rang
from essentially biological or physiological appchas througl
psychological approaches to the often abstractgtitoexperiments ¢
mental philosophy. Our knowlge of the world comes through our se
organs which react to various forms of energy amgsizal signals. Ot
eyes respond to certain wavelengths of light, @us sense certain kin
of vibrations in the hair, nose and tongue areigeago certain hemical
signals. Sense organs in our skin respond to messtemperature ar
pains; sense organs in our joints, tendons and lesusespond to boc
movement and positic

4.2 Levels of Perception

36

In order for us to better understand perceptioniesprocesses, we ne
to look at the levels of perception and its comjies. Perception he
three levels of complexity. These ardetectior, recognition and
discrimination.

1. Detection refers to whetér people can sense that they are b
stimulated by some form of energy. For exampleglat Imay be
so dim that people can barely see it.



Study Session 4The Philosophy of Perception

2. Recognition means being able to identify as well as detect a
particular pattern of stimulation.

3. Discrimination: means being able to perceive patterns of
stimulations as different. For example, a persoy hear slight
differences between two similar musical tones.

4.3Processes of Perception

The process of perception can be described indll@ving ways: sense
organs change the various physical signals intwawsr impulses and
these impulses then travel to the brain. Throughpthysical process of
perception, the patterns of signals come to ewristur minds as objects,
events people and other aspects of the world.

Perception involves an active process of ‘working sensory data to

produce objects and events. This work involves mahysical and

psychological factors. For example, there is musicnoise in the

vibrations that stimulate the ear. The brain orgesiand interprets
nervous impulses from the ears as sound. Togdtlesense organs and
the brain transform physical energy from sound wawend other

environmental stimuli into information about eveatsund us.

The philosophy of perception is concerned with hoental processes
and symbols depend on the world internal and eatéamthe perceiver.
Our perception of the external world begins witk senses which lead us
to generate empirical concepts representing thédvesound us within a
framework relating new concepts to pre-existing son€erception
therefore leads to an individual's impression &f world.

A major issue in the philosophy of perception i thossibility of

discrepancies between the external world and theeper’s impression s
which are sometimes referred to as qualia. The tiumssthat should
come to mind at this point are: Do our perceptiali®wy us to experience
the world as it really is? Can we ever know anotherson’s point of
view the way we know our own?

Having examined the definition of perception ane throcesses of
perception, we should note that perception doesopetate in isolation,
there are factors affecting perception.

4.4 Principles of Perception

There are a number of general principles that hslpunderstand the
processes of perception. One of such principleshés principle of
closure Closure is the general psychological tendengyeteeive things
as complete and unified.

Another principle is th@rinciple of constancy This principle states that
we tend to perceive objects as constant in siz@pesktolour and other
gualities in spite of changes that occur in stitiata For example, an
orange will be perceived to have its characteristiour under different
kinds of light. The opposite of the principle of ngtancy is also
important. Sometimes, an object or pattern of d@ton will remain

constant but the perceived effect will vary. Foample, look at the gray
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and black colours of any perceived object, let'y sacube. At one
moment, you may see three complete cubes, butodhh@mmoment you
may see five.

Another important principle relates tgerceptual context The
perception of an object or event depends in parttle context
(surrounding conditions).

ITQ

Question
o From what you have studied thus far, can you oeithh least
two principles of perception?
Feedback
* You have learnt three principles of perceptionis section and
SO we expect your answers to include any of thecjpies of
constancy, the principle of closure, and the ppilecof context.

4.5 Factors influencing Perception

38

Both physical and psychological factors affect ppton. One of the
most important physical factors is the structurethif human nervous
system. Important psychological factors include euamotions, needs,
expectations and learning.

1. The Nervous System: Each sensory system such as vision,
hearing or touch has its specialized detectorssd ldetectors are
called receptors and they function in various wayschange
energy into nervous impulses. For example, the nueye has
two major kinds of receptors in the retina (thétigsensitive part
of the eye). These receptors are called rods anéscd&rods and
cones each contain particular chemicals that rasporiight in
different ways. As a result, rods detect shapesements, and
shades of gray but do not respond to colours. €deg¢ect the
full range of colour by responding to different dteencies of
light. These differences in structure and functi@p determine
the perceptual effects related to rods and conaeds Bnable us to
see in dim light and cones enable us to see colmodssharp
details in bright light.

2. The Brain: certain physical and functional features of thairb
also influence perception. The part of the braiat timterprets
visual signals has different kinds of cells thatpend only under
certain conditions. Some of these cells respond whkn a light
is lit, but they stop responding if the light staga. Others
respond only when a light turns off. These cellsaso arranged
in special ways that are related to how we percétoe example,
some cells occur in columns or in clusters thatrael&ed to how
we perceive edges and forms.

3. Learning, Emotion and Motivation: Much evidence supports the
conclusion that learning, emotion and motivatioa amportant
influences on perception. Part of this evidence enfrom
experiments that compare how people in differenttucel
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perceive things. The perception of form, colouinpgouch and
other experiences may differ from culture to cwtalepending
on habits, customs and training of children. Viseifcts called
illusions can also demonstrate the influence oflieg and past
experience. An illusion is not a false perceptismaany people
believe but one that is inconsistent with anotheception.

4. Emotions and Motivationsithese twocan have important
influence on perception. At times, severe emotiahsiurbance
can prevent perception completely. For example,es@@ople
who are robbed are unable to remember anything tatieu
appearance of the robber. Motivation can also affex way we
perceive. For example food may seem unusually lasge
colourful to hungry people.

Having considered all these factors, we will now move to theories of
perception. These theories are myriad but to avoid confusion, our focus will
be on just three: these are realism, anti-realism and phenomenalism.

Hint

4.6Theories of Perception
4.6.1Realism

In modern philosophy, realism is applied to thetdoe that ordinary

objects of sense perception such as tables andsdimave an existence
independent of their being perceived. In broad $ermealism is

concerned generally with the relation of knowledgeéts object. Hence
the question of sense perception is of utmost itapce.

More often than not, philosophers make a distimcti®tweendirect
realism and indirect realism. Direct realism assumes that what is
consciously given to us in perception are the tbalgs or the things
themselves. Indirect realism, on the other handyjands what is
immediately given in consciousness as no more ¢haopy of the real
thing. In essence, one can say that realism unddlybéxpresses man’s
attitude to the knowledge he possesses. An extiemson of realism is
known asnaive realism. This theory of perception holds that the things
perceived by the senses are believed to be exahbty they appear to be.
There is the belief that there is a real externakldvand that our
perceptions are caused directly by that world. ds lits foundation in
causation because an object being there causes ssetit. Thus, it
follows that the world remains as it is when iperceived. When it is not
being perceived, a room is still there once weteRgality is here taken
to correspond exactly to what is perceived.

4.6.2 Anti-Realism

There are two variants of anti-realism, these &ilealism and
phenomenalism Idealism holds that we can only be aware of mental
things.Ilt is an anti-realist theory of perceptionhieh holds that
knowledge is derived from ideas. This version di-esalism holds that
reality consists of only minds and idedSliminative idealist, for
instance, holds that there is no such thing as nmhtebjects, they are
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Phenomenalism The
philosophical theory stating
that knowledge of the
external world is limited to
appearances, so that we
know what our senses tell
us about things, not what
they are.
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nothing but experiences in our minds, ideas or etenss. Reductive
idealist, on the other hand, holds that there are matehcts but they
are nothing other than complexes of experience. @hdhe most
influential proponents of reductive idealism wasiip Berkeley who
maintained that everything was mind-dependent.ddeced all physical
objects to ideas either in the mind of God, orrtied of a human being.

4.6.3 Phenomenalism

Phenomenalismclaims that statements regarding physical objeatsbe
translated into statements about what was, is anddabe experienced
under certain conditions. To say for instance thahysical object of a
certain type exists is to say that certain sortsevise data have been, are
being and would be experienced under certain condit In Ayer's
terminology, phenomenalism claims that physicaleoty are logical
constructions and their objects are sense dats. dé®s not mean that
physical objects are constructions of sense datauch a view will be
similar to the view held by idealism. But the cahtridea of
phenomenalism is that the content of propositidsauaiphysical objects
can be translated without loss into propositionsualsense data.There are
two famous defences of phenomenalism: Mill's pheanatism and Ayer’s
linguistic phenomenalism.

Mill's Phenomenalism

Mill derives his account from empiricism about dotgpical questions
(what there is) and his associationist psycholdogie have only our
experience to go on in establishing what therélesfamously describes
physical objects as ‘permanent possibilities olsagion’. When we come
in contact with physical objects for example, whea are looking at
something on a desk, we are presented with a sefisew sensations.
Certain sensations which are possible come abootuld move this
piece of paper and experience a new shape of tbhardeeneath it. These
are all sorts of possible sensations that woulduioamder certain
conditions. We have come, from experience, to exges sequence of
sensations. You could say that we are certainlithappen. And so we
come to think of certain possibilities of sensatambeing permanently
available under certain conditions. The certaintg Wwave is not
unwarranted—it is grounded in our experience.

We associate the permanent possibilities of cedaimsations together
since whenever | have one, the conditions of hagingther associated
with it are to hand. These clusters of possiblesatons are what
physical objects are. A piece of paper is the paana possibility of
certain sensations that we associate together. onhe of the sensations
in fact occur; but the physical object is a collectof those that do and
those that could occur.

Ayer’s Linguistic Phenomenalism

Ayer makes a different casele defends phenomenalism through his
analysis of statements concerning physical objgdés.claims that the
function of philosophy is to give definitions inajsshowing how the
sentences in which a symbol or type of symbol (sashwords for
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physical objects) occurs can be translated into equivadentences thi
do not containit or its synonyms. He contrasts this with diction
definitions in which symbols are defined in ternisynonyms

Philosophical definitions then can deepen our wstdeding of terms in a
way dictionary definitions do not. That is, theycstill be informative tc
someone who already knows what all the terms meahe dictionary
sense. Our initial understanding of terms may arhéoimo more tha
practical ability to ue them and know how to verify them; |
philosophical analysis can reveal unsuspected agiemplexity. Sinc
the analysis translates sentences containing the uader analysis int
sentences that do not, we come to see how theisetstanding in f@’
something more complex. Such terms denote logicaktcuctions; th
introduction of symbols which denote logical coustions is a devic
which enables us to state complicated propositimit the elements
these constructns in a relatively simple form.

ITQ

Questior
o Differentiate between realism and argalism’
Feedbacl
* Realism is the school that holds that the extewwld has ar
existence that is independent of its being perckeive other
words, the external world exists whether or notpeeceive it
On the other hand, antealism is the school that holds that
external world only exists as a creation of our dasinin othe
words, the external world does not exist indepetigesf our
senses or perception.

How will you define perception

DISCL!S.SIOH Post your response on Study Session 4 forum page on course website.
Activity
Study Session Summary

o7

Summary

In this Study Sessiorwe examined Ipilosophy of perception anthe
principles of perception which led us to how we @etter understar
perception and its processes. We also examinedathersthat affect
perceptiol; after which we identified three theories of pera@ptwhich
are central to any discourse on percept
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Assessment
O SAQ 5.1 (tests Learning Outcome$.1,5.2,5.3,5.4, and 5.
’ What do you understand by percepti
Assessment
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Study Session 5

Traditional Account of Knowledge
Introduction

In this Study Sessiowe will be focusing orthe traditional account «
knowledge. This is how knowledge was traditionalbnceptualize. We
will also be looking at the necessary and sufficient conditicfor
knowledge

Learning Outcomes

When you have studied this session, you shouldleeta

5.1 state the traditional account of knowledge.

5.2 discuss the analysis of S knows that P.

5.2 point out the condition for knowledge.
Outcomes

5.1 StandardAccount of Knowledge

The need to arrive at a set of conditions, whichiadividually necessal
and jointly sufficient for knowledge has led a plibpher called Getti
(1963) to formulate the traditional acct of knowledge. The standa
account of knowledge, around which all recent warkepistemolog)
have been done, defines knowledge as justified halief; it holds that
knows that P if, and only

1. Pistrue
2. S believes that P
3. Sisjustified in believing that P.

These three parts are called the tripartite défimiof knowledge or th
justified true belief account of knowledge (JTB)et@er's positior
concerning the tripartite conception of knowledgdhiat it is possible fc
someone not to know en when all the three conditions are satisf
Also, he allows that they are individually necegsamd argues that the
need supplementir

Gettier's counte-example is one in which S has a justified but falskef
by inference from which he justifiat believes something which happe
to be true and so arrives at a justified true belt@ch is not knowledge

What we need here is an analysis of S knows tF

5.1.1 Analysis of S knows that P

The first condition, generally called the truth condition says thati
cannot know that something is true if in fact ifagse. So if you are 1
know that P, then P must be triThe second conditior needs thorough
explanation. The mere fact that P is true doegynataitee that S knows
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it. There must be some connection between S arglrRust have some
sort of mental relation to P. But this relation ba$¥e of a certain kind. It
is no use, for instance if S wonders whether Hears that P, or hopes
that P. These are all attitudes which S might liawards P, but they are
incompatible with S knowing that P.If S is to knd¢lvat P, S must accept
that P is true, or, as the second condition saysyuSt believe that P
(Everitt and Fisher, 1995:18).

It is easy to misunderstand this second conditerabse in ordinary life,
we often seem to contrast knowledge with belieff disey are mutually
exclusive. John might say ‘I don’t believe that mgme is John, | know
that it is and this seems to suggest that knowleaigeé belief are
incompatible states. The term ‘belief’ in ordinamge often carries
suggestions about the inconclusive nature of tieeeee which we have,
as when people contrast matters of belief with enatbf fact. Sometimes
it carries religious connotations. A person whocdéges himself as a
believer does not mean that he holds a belief eflkind or the other. He
means that he accepts some religious claims bu¢ wbrthe ordinary
associations of the word ‘belief’ is present in #seond condition of the
traditional account of knowledge. The conditiom@t implying that S is
uncertain of the truth of P or that she lacks ewdefor P, or that P has a
religious content. All it is saying is that she epts P—what his grounds
are, if any, and what the strength of her conwvicts) is left undetermined
by the second condition. In this usage, believiomething covers the
spectrum of cases ranging from thinking that in@re probable than not
to being absolutely certain of it.

One may want to ask at this point that are these d¢enditions by
themselves sufficient for the truth of S knows tR& Can we in other
words equate knowledge with true belief?

According to the JTB analysis, there are possibkes which show that
true belief is not sufficient for knowledge. Fornsetimes, a person’s
belief is true just by chance or by luck. If a merdets regularly on
horses and says ‘I just know that one day, | amgto have a big win’
we would not say that she knew what she claimekhtav, even if one
day she did have a big win (Everitt and Fisher,5199). We might say
that she believed that she would have a big withatr she was sure that
she would have a big win. But intuitively, we thitkat such a case
would not be an example of knowledge (Everitt aisthér, 1995:19)

Do we then need another condition that is capabteraing belief into
knowledge? It seems another condition is needefdréoent cases in
which a knower’s true belief is true just by chanoejust a matter of
luck. There must be some sort of connection betwhenfact that the
knower believes that P and the fact that P is thweording to the JTB
account, this connection is supplied by the idea gfood justification.
The trouble with the gambler from the point of vielwknowledge is that
she has no justification for her belief that shé win. Unless she has a
good justification for her belief, she is guilty wfshful thinking.

When we talk about justification in epistemologye are talking about
epistemic justification in which one is justified holding a belief if and
only if one has some good reasons to think thatb#leef is true, and
indeed a better reason to think that it is true tifat it is false.
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ITQ

Question
o Can you state the standard account of knowledge?
Feedback
* The standard account of knowledge holds that a lediye
claim can be made if and only if there is a bel&fch is true
and the claimant has justification for believingtthis belief is
true.

5.1.2Gettier-Style Example

Gettier provided a criticism of the traditional aoot of knowledge in a
short but very influential paper. He provided ex#&apof beliefs which
were both true and apparently adequately justifad, which did not
amount to knowledge. If his argument is correogntiive know that the
traditional account as it stands will not do asomplete analysis of
propositional knowledge, for it would not be giviagfficient conditions
for the truth of ‘'S knows that P’ (the conditionsutd be met and the
knowledge claim would still be false).

Let us then see what a Gettier-style example . [&uppose that Mr
John’s son tells him that he has just bought aMatdlohn knows that his
son is an honest person and can think of no reaggnhe should be
deceiving him in this matter. So, on the basis bhtwhis son has told
him, Mr John comes to believe that his son hasgasght a car. So when
Mr John meets his friend and his friend says to hineard that someone
in your family has just bought a car’, Mr John iepl‘Yes, | know that
someone in my family has just bought a car. Butehare two facts
unknown to Mr John. The first is that very unusyahtis son on this
occasion was lying: he had not just bought a cdme Becond fact
unknown to Mr John is that his wife, Mrs John, h&st bought a car—
but secretly. The question now is: when Mr Johrssayhis friend ‘I
know that someone in my family has just bought @ isawhat he says
true? Does he really have knowledge?

As far as our discussion goes, we can see thaeimlbove example, the
three conditions specified by the traditional aseyare all met. First, it is
true that someone in Mr John’s family has just g car, namely Mrs
John. Secondly, Mr John certainly believes thatesmme in his family
has just bought a car. Thirdly, it appears that Mhn has adequate
justification for his belief, since his source ofdarmation is his son, who
we are told is very honest and who, further hasnotive that Mr John
knows of for being deceitful in this particular eaSo Mr John does have
an adequately justified true beliefthat someone in his family has just
bought a car: and yet, so Gettier objection goasJdhn does not know
this. So knowledge cannot be equated with justified belief.

The aim of Gettier’s objection is to show that theee conditions offered
by the traditional account of knowledge are nofisigit for knowledge.
This Gettier did by trying to show that there candases (our intuition
tells us that there are possible cases) in whietitttee conditions are met
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and yet in which we still do not have a case ofvkedge. There is
therefore the need for a fourth condition.

ITQ

Question
0 What is the aim of the Gettier counter-example?
Feedback
e The aim of the Gettier counter-example is to shdve t
inadequacy of the traditional definition of knowdgdas justified
true belief. It aims to show that it is possibleh@ve JTB and
still not have knowledge.

The need for a fourth condition of Knowledge

Since the three necessary and sufficient conditfonsknowledge as
specified by the traditional account of knowledgenadequate, there is
therefore need for a fourth condition. A possitdadidate for the fourth
condition isinfallibilism . To qualify as an item of knowledge, a belief
must not only be true and justified, the justifioat of the belief must
necessitate its truth. In other words, the justfian for the belief must be
infallible.

Another possible candidate for the fourth conditioihknowledge is
indefeasibility. Defeasibility theory maintains that there should rize
overriding or defeating truths for the reasons jhstify one’s belief. For
instance, suppose Mr Ken believes he saw Danial atbook from the
library and uses this to justify the claim that iBhrstole a book, a
possible defeater or overriding proposition forts@acclaim could be a
true proposition like, ‘Daniel’s identical twin, dRert, is currently in the
same town as Daniel. So long as a defeater of gusiication exist, a
subject would not be epistemologically justified.

In the case of Mr. John, when we look at what igbout him that
prevents him from having knowledge, we will realikat he is unaware
that his son is lying to him. If he became awaréhef fact, then he would
no longer be justified in believing that someonehia family has just
bought a car. His belief (that someone in his fards just bought a car)
would, of course, still be true (remember thatsitMrs. John who has
bought a car). But it is his belief that his sols hest bought a car which
functions as his justification. If he were to digep the truth about his
son, this would undermine or defeat the justifmathe has for thinking
that someone in his family has bought a car. Whainkedge requires is
not that one should have a well-justified true dfelbut further that one’s
belief should not be susceptible to being underthimedefeated by any
truths of which one is currently unaware. In shthrit one’s justification
should be ‘undefeatable’ (or indefeasible) (Evait Fisher, 1995: 25).
We can define indefeasible justification in a mfmenal way like this:

S’s belief that P is indefeasibly justified if amdly if there

is no further fact Q such that if she came to heli®, she

would no longer be justified in believing that P.

(Everitt and Fisher, 1995; 25).

The third candidate for the fourth conditiorrédiabilism. Reliabilism is
a theory advanced by philosophers such as Alvind@ah (1986),
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according to which a belief is justified (or othése supported in such a
way as to count towards knowledge) only if it i®gwced by processes
that typically yields a sufficiently high ratio dfue to false beliefs.
According to ‘reliabilist’ accounts of knowledgeshat makes a true
belief a case of knowledge is not that the knovesr & justification for it,
but that it has been produced in a certain way:

For a belief to count as knowledge, it must be edusy a
generally reliable process.

(Goldman, 1986: 51).

Everitt and Fisher (1995: 33) define the reliapildf a method as the
tendency or disposition of the method to give rigihgwers in general. So
the reliability of a method attaches to the runaowers which the
method yields: it cannot attach to any individuas\aer. What attaches to
any individual answer is correctness (or incorress). And a method
which is only reliable in general will on occasigive incorrect answers.

The final candidate for the fourth condition is tteusal analysis. This
condition explains that what distinguishes casdeofvledge from cases
of true belief is not just justification as seentle justified true belief
account of knowledge, but the causal connectionth@telief. If a true
belief has the right sort of causal connectionentt is knowledge; if it
has the wrong sort of causal connection, it is tgdrae belief. And what
makes the causal connections of a belief the rigit of causal
connections is that they connect the belief toethent which the belief is
about.

In the case of Mr John’s family and their car, Md's belief that
someone in his family has bought a car is causdusgon’s telling him
that he has bought a car, in combination with laiskground belief that
his son is very honest and reliable. Why the ses il this case does not
matter, but we were told that the son did not begra and so it could not
have been the event of the son’s buying a car wbaalsed Mr. John’s
belief that someone in the family had just bougleaa By contrast, the
event which does make Mr John’s belief true (nantiety Mrs John has
just bought a car) is causally unconnected with Jdhn’s belief that
someone has just bought a car. It is not becauséroflohn’s purchase
that Mr John holds this belief that he does.

By contrast, imagine that the position slightly mhad. Suppose that Mr
John’s son did buy a car and told his father s@nTdgiven the honesty of
the son and his lack of motive for lying in thigtieular case, we surely
would say that Mr. John knew that someone in higilfahad just bought

a car. On the causal analysis, Mr John’s true beliguld amount to

knowledge in this case because it is directly cause the very event
which makes it true. It is caused by what the says 20 Mr John, and
that in turn is caused by the son’s purchase of#éneSo Mr John’s belief
that someone in the family has bought a car isezhbby someone in the
family buying a car.

The two contrasting examples above suggest thatisat analysis might
be able to explain why some cases of true belefcases of knowledge
and some are not, by reference to the causal cthons®f the belief.
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This implies that the causal origin of a true faemore important fron
the point of view of knowledge.

ReviewEdmund Gettier’sls Justified True Belief Knowledg'

Dlsc11_3§|on Post your presentation on Study Session 4 forum page on course website.
Activity
Study Session Summary

specified three necessary and sufficient conditimnsknowledge. Wi
learnt that these three conditions are inadequgtdobking at the
Gettier-style examples which serves to explain thatthree conditions

@ In this Study Sessioryou learnt that &iditional account oknowledge

Summar
) y for knowledge may obtain and sa person may not be said to know.
a result of this inadequacy, we saw the need flmueth condition. We
examined fouconceptdor this fourth condition, these are: infallibilis
indefeasibility, reliabilism and the causal anady
Assessment

SAQ 5.1 (tests Learning Outcoms 5.1 and 5.2)
e State and analyze the traditional account of kndge
SAQ 5.2 (tests Learning Outcome 5.3)
Assessment Discuss the Gettier problem and the quest for eliazondition
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Study Session 6

Theories of Truth
Introduction

In this Stud' Session, we wilexamine the various theories of trias we
have them in epistemology. These zoherence theory, corresponde
theory ancpragmatic theory respectively.

Learning Outcomes

When you have studi this session, you should be able
6.1analyse the following theories of truth:
» coherence theory of truth
e correspondence theory of truth
Outcomes e pragmatic theory of truth

6.1 Coherence Theory of Truth

A set of two or more beliefs are said to coherthdy ‘fit' together or
agree with one another. Typically, then, a coheretieory of trutt
would claim that the belief of a given individuadrue to the extent th
the set of all their beliefs is coherent and adgdbelief coheres if an
only if each mmber of the set is consistent with any subset efotihers
The coherence theory of truth is often attributedBrand Blansharc
coherence is the sole criterion of truth. Therehisrefore an implie
condition of consistency in any system of beliefore it will count as
true

The implication of the above is that a purely taystem would be or
that gives us a complete picture of the world. Tthsory can b
expressed in the following formu

For each belief B, B is purely true if and onlyBfis a
member of a consistent set of beliefs that amosig tijive
a complete picture of the world and each of whintaits
each of the others (Edward Craig, 2003: )

But pure truth has never been attained, so Bladsliigpical of &
coherence theorist), props that truth comes in degrees. ‘A gi
judgement is true in the degree to which its cantenild maintain itsel
in the light of a completed system of knowledgdsdan the degree 1
which its appearance there would require transfooma This is
capured in the formul:

For each belief B, B is true to degree N if andyoriiIN
percent of the content of H would be present irueely
true system of beliefs.
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As it is the case in philosophy, all positions smbject to criticisms. The
most common objection to coherence theories istb@atonditions they
place on truth are too weak.

ITQ

Question

o0 Who is the Coherence theory of truth associateldavit
Feedback

« It is often associated with Brand Blanshard.

6.2 Correspondence Theory of Truth

5o

This theory of truth is often summed up with thegsin ‘truth is
correspondence with the facts or truth is agreematht reality’. In an
attempt to define truth, Aristotle has it that 4ay that (either) that which
is, is not or that which is not, is, is falsehood 40 say that that which is,
is and that which is not, is not is true. Corresjente theories are of two
types: correspondence as correlation and correspondence as
congruence

Correspondence as Correlation asserts that every truth bearer
(proposition, sentences, belief and so on) is tad to a possible fact.
If the possible fact to which a given truth beaiseicorrelated actually
obtains, the truth bearer is true, otherwise ifaise. In essence, what
correspondence as correlation claims is that & foearer as a whole is
correlated to a possible fact as a whole?

Correspondence as Congruencelaims that truth bearers and the
possible facts to which they correspond have pratfuctures. Austin
has offered a correspondence as correlation th&ouyh is considered as
a single, four-term relation between a statemerdemtence, a state of
affairs (that is a possible fact) and a type ofestd affairs. For Austin, a
statement is the information conveyed by a declaradentence. So a
sentence is the medium in which a statement is nfam the meaning of
statements is a matter of two kinds of conventi@i have evolved in our
language (Edward Craig, 2003). First, there arerg®s/e conventions
correlating sentences with types of states of ffébecond, there are
demonstrative conventions correlating statementgatticular states of
affairs. Thus, a statement is said to be true wihenhistoric (that is,
particular) state of affairs to which it is correld by the demonstrative
conventions (the one to which it refers) is of petywhich the sentence
used in making it is correlated by the descriptisaventions.

Hence, the correspondence between the truth beadkrthe world is

absolutely and purely conventional. For example daeis on the mat
would in an ordinary context refer to the presdatesof affairs in which

speaker and hearer find themselves, along witht e a nearby mat.
Therefore, if a cat is on a mat in the state adiedfin which the speaker
is located, the statement is true because theniretse of affairs is of
just the type described by the sentence.
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ITQ

Question
o State the two types of Correspondence theory yowkn
Feedback
* The two types are:
1) the correspondence as congruence, and
2) correspondence as correlation.

6.3 Pragmatic theory of Truth

The pragmatic theory of truth can be classified itdvo. There is
theconsensus theorpf C.S Peirceaccording to which a true proposition
is one which would be endorsed unanimously by elspns who had had
sufficient relevant experiences to judge it. Secotigere is the
instrumentalist theory associated with William James, John Dewey and
F.S.C. Schiller, according to which a propositi@urmts as true if and
only if behaviour based on a belief in the proposiyields (in the long
run and all things being considered) beneficialltesfor the believers
(Edward Craig, 2003). Both theories imply that thets of the matter are
not relevant to the truth-value of the proposition.

6.3.1 Consensus Theory of C.S Peirce

C.S Peirce believes that any two minds investigatingiven question
would tend eventually to arrive at the same ansswen if they used
different methods and different pools of eviderits, any human being
have enough information and exert enough thougbihwgny question
and the result will be that he will arrive at ataér definite conclusion
which is the same that any other mind will readibreover, this one
answer that all would reach is by definition theetanswer; the opinion
which is fated to be ultimately agreed to by allonhvestigate is what
we mean by truth (Edward Craig, 2003). Indeed,ringiple, consensus
embodies the truth no matter what method was usebrihg about
consensus.

An important question that is likely to come to mind here is that what
gives Peirce the confidence that investigators d@aubve towards a
common conclusion: ultimately our evidence take® tform of
perceptions and these perceptions are controllesl gigigle fixed reality
which is public to all. Since there is just oneeaative reality and it is
driving all of us to beliefs that accurately reflécwe are driven to agree
with one another. So, in the long run, the onlypmsitions with which
everyone would agree are those that accuratelgctefeality. Hence ‘is
true’ is equivalent to accurately reflect realitgpecifically, what is real
is just whatever we would come to agree is red;rewl is the idea in
which the community ultimately settles down andrgthéng therefore
which will be thought to exist in the final opiniaa real, and nothing
else. Peirce called this his social theory of teali

The problem with Peirce’s account which he als@das that we cannot
be quite sure the community will ever settle downan unalterable
conclusion upon any given question nor can we matlp presume that
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any overwhelming consensus of opinion will be hest upon ever
gueston (Edward Craig, 2003).

6.3.2 William James’s Instrumentalism

James accepts the definition of truth embodiedmespondence theori
of truth, namely that a true belief or statemenbn& that agrees wi
reality. But for James, the reality to whicue ideas must agree is m-
dependent. James wants to give the word agreeiphtase ‘agree wi
reality’ a different sense from the typical corresgence theorist. Give
that reality is just useful mental constructs af ttollection of past ar
preent minds, a belief agrees with reality by provirsgful to those wh
believe it. According to James, useful beliefsthmse tha

1. Enable us to manipulate the objects of the v

2. Allow us to communicate successfully with our felk
3. Provide good explaations for other occurrences ¢
4. Lead to accurate predictions.

It is important for us to note that James iderdifieuth with beliefs the
are useful over the long run and all things conside'The truth’, to pu
it very briefly is only the expedielin the way of our thinking.Just as t
‘right’ is only the expedient in the way of our la®ing. Expedient ii
almost any fashion; and expedient in the long midh an the whole ¢
course; for what meets expediently all the expedsnin sight will no
necessarily meet all further experiences equally fatiery (Edwarc
Craig, 2003

How car you ascertain “what is truth”?

Discussion
Activity Post your response on Study Session 6 forum page on course website.
Study Session Summary

o7

Summary

In this Study Sessiomwe discussed the theories of tr, which includes:
correspondence theory of truth, coherence theorytrath and the
pragmatic theory of truth. We also examined theagdof various
philosophers who had contribu to these theoriesf truth.
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Assessment
SAQ 6.1 (tests Learning Outcome 6.1)
’ From what you have learnt in this study sessiopraipe the theories
truth.
Assessment
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Study Session 7

Introduction

Foundationalism

In this Study Sessiorwe will be discussindgoundationalism as a thec
of justification. It is pertinento note that theories of justificati include;
coherentism and contextualism. Will explain these theories as tf
evolved in the history of epistemolo

Learning Outcomes

Outcomes

When you have studied this session, you shouldleeta
7.1define anduse correctly he term “foundationalisn
7.2 explain infinite regress problem.
7.3 presentfoundationalisrmas a theory of knowled.
7 Adiscussfoundationalism as #eory of justificatior
7.Edistinguish between classical foundationalism and fallibi
foundationalism.

7.1 What is Foundationalism?

Foundationalism
Theresponse to the
criticisms and challenges
raised by the sceptics in
epistemology

54

Foundationalism is a response to the criticisms and challengesdadiy
the sceptics in epistemology. Like we saw in St@#ssion two, th
sceptics have doubted the possibility of knowlednd its certainty. Fc
the sceptics, nothing can be known for certain wedcian never attain
objective and unbiased knowlec

Foundationalism tries to prove that certain, inigiloie, indubitable an
infallible knowledge is attainable, only if our kmtedge is based on
firm and unshakeable foundation. Apart from beimgamswer to th
sceptic, foundationalism attempts to sithe infinite regress problem
epistemology. How did the infinite regress problemnse?

Foundationalism reminds us of a building. A builglihas a foundatic
which we normally call the ‘base’ or ‘substructurend the
‘superstructure’. This foundationor base is what carries t
superstructure and keeps the building standings @&halogy also applit
to our beliefs. ‘Basic’ or ‘foundational’ beliefseasaid to have epistern
privileges like infallibility, indubitability, andincorrigibility. Basic
belefs are justified by virtue of their intrinsic ved. We should note he
that we have two types of beliefs: foundationabasic beliefs and n«
foundational beliefs. The n-foundational beliefs are based

foundational beliefs. Foundationalists hcthat any knowledge clail
must be based on a basic belief which is the faimueof all other
beliefs. Foundationalism is an attempt to find #imate justification o
knowledge and certainty (Omoregbe, 2002: 50). Fatiodalism i<
therefore any theorin epistemology (typically theories of justificati
but also of knowledge) that holds that beliefsjastified or known base



Study Session 7Foundationalism

on what we call ‘basic beliefs’ (also commonly leal foundational
beliefs).

Basic beliefs are beliefs that give justificatonpport to other beliefs but
do not require other beliefs to be justified. Tisidecause they are self-
justifying, self-evident and they enjoy a non-imetial warrant or
justification. These beliefs are also infallible.

Typically, foundationalists have held that basitidig are justified by:

a. mental events or states such as experiences thaitdmnstitute
beliefs (these are called non-doxastic mental State

b. they are simply not the type of thing that can bex@eds to be
justified.

Foundationalism and coherentism are rival theorieg/hile
foundationalism gives some basic beliefs a pridtkgposition, saying
that they are self-justifying, and confer justifiom on other non-
foundational beliefs, coherentism holds that allidfe are justified
through their relationship to other beliefs (Gragli 1995:21). For the
coherentist, all beliefs are justified through aaimee with other beliefs.
The coherentist does not believe that any belisfahposition such that it
can confer justification on other beliefs; but that beliefs should
mutually support each other in a coherent belief se

ITQ

Question
0o What is foundationalism?
Feedback
* Itis an epistemological position that our beliafg justified by
virtue of their being justified by the basic bediek is a response
to the allegation of the skeptics that we cannaivkmanything
for sure as well as the solution to the infinitgress problem.

7.2 Infinite Regress Problem in Epistemology

From the traditional definition of knowledge (kn@slge as justified true
belief), it follows not only that there must be wstification for all our
beliefs. It follows then that if belief ‘B’ is jtified by belief ‘A’, belief
‘A" must itself be justified (since unjustified lef cannot confer
justification on other beliefs) and belief ‘B’ camturn justify belief ‘C’.
Belief ‘C’ must itself be justified and it can camfjustification on belief
‘D’ and this can continue ad infinitum.

This chain of beliefs deriving justification fromther beliefs may
continue forever leading us to an infinite regrésfere then should be
the terminating point of our beliefs? Should weowallthis regress to
continue forever? Let us look at four possitmhti

» First, the series of justified beliefs each baspdnuthe other,
continues infinitely.

» Secondly, the series of justified beliefs circleckhato its
beginning (such that ‘A’ is based on ‘B’, ‘B’ on *CC’ on ‘D’
and ‘D’ on ‘A).
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* Thirdly, the series of justified beliefs begin wiém unjustified
belief.

» Lastly, the series of justified beliefs begin wahbelief which is
justified but not by virtue of being based on aeotfustified
belief.

To solve the infinite regress problem thereforeynfdationalism adopts
the fourth possibility where all our beliefs areséd on a justified belief
that does not require justification from other éfi The terminating
point of our belief is our ‘foundational beliefs’.

7.3 Foundationalism as a Theory of Knowledge

Empiricism The epistemic
theory that maintains that
sense experience is the
source and criterion of
knowledge.

Rationalism The epistemic
theory which maintains that
reason is the source and
criterion of knowledge
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As a theory of knowledge, foundationalism holdg tivaat we claim to
know must be based on certain basic beliefs ordational beliefs which
we can know through the senses or through reasbareTare two
varieties of foundationalist theories under thisoup. They are
empiricism and rationalism.

7.3.1 Empiricism

Empiricism is that epistemic theory that maintains that sengeerience
or sensational reports are the source and critaridknowledge. These
reports are self-evident and infallible and therefavorthy of serving as
epistemologically basic propositions. On the engjstiaccount therefore,
foundationalism can be defined as the doctrinedh&nowledge rests on
a foundational belief that is justified by expegen (Lanre-Abass
2006:69). John Locke, David Hume and George Beykallesubscribe to
this view.

Locke’s foundationalist thesis is that all our idemme from experience.
He made a distinction between simple and compleasdHe rejected the
idea of innate ideas saying that, we gain all keolgk through sense
experience. George Berkeley held that we get tovkiings in the world
through our senses (esse est percipi which meanbetds to be
perceived). Things exist because they are perceiwedthey exist as
ideas in our minds. The empiricists are only comedrwith perceptual
knowledge; they have no business with phenomenaivladge. David
Hume made a distinction between ideas and impmessin impression
is an immediate sensation of reality while an idea recollection of such
an impression. Sense perception as source of kdgelis central to the
positions of these three philosophers. Primarily fbhem, sense
perception provides the foundational basis of keolgk.

7.3.2 Rationalism

Rationalism is the epistemic theory which maintains that reaisothe
source and criterion of knowledge. ‘Truths of redsare the most
important epistemologically basic propositions. &etes, Leibniz and
Spinoza are seventeenth-century rationalist.

Descartesbelieves that our senses could deceivgeuswanted to build a
foundation of knowledge strictly on human reasdm.otigh his methodic
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doubt, he came to know that he exists. Popularipwknas the ‘cogito

ergo sum’ (I think, therefore | exist), the cogitecame the foundation of
all other beliefs for him. By deduction, he caménow that other things
in the world exist.

Leibniz, a rationalist, identifies two forms of tihu necessary and
contingent truths. In the rationalist epistemolafyLeibniz, there is the
influence of God; her relied on the efficacy of Gaslthe source of all
reasons (Ali, 2007:77)

Spinoza believes in the supremacy of reason ovesesexperience. He
holds that there are three degrees of knowlekigewledge from sense
perceptiorknowledge at the level of reaswaihich is limited to scientific
knowledge andntuitive knowledgeKnowledge from sense perception
according to him is not true and indubitable knalgle. Intuitive
knowledge is the highest degree of knowledge.THewranimously
agree that reason provides the foundation and bakisowledge.

ITQ

Question
0 What is the infinite regress problem?
Feedback
* This problem arises out of the need to justifycalf beliefs. In
traditional epistemology, it is taken that all ®eliefs have to be
justified by another belief and the implication tbfs is that a
belief is justified by another and we will go ondaon till
infinitum. This going on till infinitum is the infiite regress
problem.

7.4 Foundationalism as a Theory of Justification

As a theory of justification, foundationalism holdkat a belief is
epistemologically justified if and only if: (1) i$ justified of a basic belief
or beliefs (2) it is justified of a chain of belethat is supported by a
basic belief or beliefs on which all the others @tenately based.

From this, foundationalism as a theory of justifica holds that there is
an asymmetrical relationship between any two b&li¢fA is based on B,
then B cannot be based on A.

7.4.1Internalism

Internalism holds that justification depends solety factors internal to
the believers mind. According to internalism, thelyofactor that is

relevant to the determination of whether a bekejustified or not is the
believers other mental stategww.iep.utm.edit According to internalist
foundationalism, for a belief to be immediatelytjfisd, the subject must
justifiably believe that it is immediately justiie(Bernecker, 2006:123).
The question we then need to ask is: what countst&isial to a person?
One’s internal states could be one’s bodily stabeg’'s brain states, or
one’s mental states (if these are different frorairbrstates) or one’s
reflectively accessible states. Our internal states either reflectively
accessible (accessibilism) states or mental statestalism).
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Internalist accessibilism has been championed ldeRck Chisholm and
Laurence Bonjour and Mattias Steup. Steup holds tthe justificatory

factors of a belief must be directly recognizable mflection. This

implies that it is both a priori and introspectiveis also deontological
and evidential, which could include perpetual igfection, memorial
states, and states of rationally comprehendingratismatter such as
conceptual, arithmetical or geometrical connectiad of course beliefs.
Wishful thinking also qualifies as a justificatdigctor.

Accessability internalist claim that the believer has or enjoys a special
kind of access to justificatory factors and these mecognizable on
reflection

Mentalist internalist: holds that a belief is justified because of fexto
based on the mental states of that person. Evalsnti is an instance of
internalism. It holds that one is justified in lesling ‘P’ if one has
evidence regarding ‘P’ and these evidences consistsne’s mental
states.

7.4.2 Externalism

Externalism is an alternative tmternalism. It generally holds that some
factors external to the believer's determine whettrenot a belief is
justified. Reliabilism is a version of externalism. Reliabilism suggests
that we consider the source of a belief beforauiit Ise justified.

Alvin Goldman, Fred Dretske and John Nozick arepprents of

reliabilism. In order for a belief to be justified, must be reliably

produced. Alvin Goldman suggested a number of @sE® which he
believes are reliable ones; perception, remembegogd reasoning and
introspection in contrast with a hunch, wishful nking and bad

reasoning. It therefore means that a person’sflisljastified if and only

if (@) it is produced by a reliable cognitive preseand (b) there is no
alternative reliable process that would have catisadperson belief not
to be formed. So while the externalists are coremtrabout reliabilism,

the internalists are concerned about evidentialism.

1.5 Classical Foundationalism versus Fallibilist
Foundationalism

The classical foundationalism of Rene Descart@s sharp contrast with
the fallibilist foundationalism of Roderick Chisimal Descartes held that
the basic or foundational beliefiigfallible, indubitable and reliableOur
psychological states are self-evident to us anyg tudd that there is no
mediator between the knower and what is known. &lieno likelihood
of error creeping in.

The fallibilist argue that man by nature is fakiband to desire an
infallible basic proposition from a fallible souriseabsurd. They contend
that there is nowhere that human beings are entirmmune to the
possibility of error in his perceptual judgment/ekpnce. What then
makes Chisholm a fallibilist and at the same tinfieusmdationalist?
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Chisholm admits that our set of beliefs rest onirbased on our
psychological states but he denies that such pkygical states are
infallible. While Descartes was talking about cleard distinct ideas,
Chisholm talked about basic propositions, beliéist tare self-evident,
self-presenting and intuitively derived like DegearCogito. Chisholm
says that although the self-presenting is knowneshately by reflection,
it is fallible.

Cartesian foundationalism posits that knowledgabisolute, immutable,
constant and unrevisable but Chisholm holds thatkedge is subject to
change from time to time. Knowledge is not beyoedsion. A person
can be said to have knowledge about somethinghe ifias true beliefs
greater in number than having false beliefs. Heethlaboutepistemic

preferability.

7.5.1 Critique of Foundationalism

One major critique of Foundationalism is that itedonot solve the
infinite regress problem which it was originally amt to solve. Looking
at the regress problem form the foundationalistr@ggh, it is obvious
that the regress will still continue because oumftational belief has to
be justified too.

Classical foundationalism posits that our basicefelare infallible. The
man reason for saying this is that they believe ithaur basic belief is
infallible, our whole system of beliefs will be aifible as well, because
we infer our non-basic beliefs from our basic slie

The fallibilists have greatly attacked foundatiasral They argue that
there is no such thing as infallible belief. They $hat we are nowhere
entirely immune from the possibility of error (Dand., 1991). Ayer for

instance explains that even though our sensorgsstae self-evident and
clear to us, error creeps in when we start to d@schem in language.
Considering man’s fallible nature, it is impossiliég him to attain an

infallible basic belief.

Wilfrid Sellars refers to the ‘basic beliefs’ oolindational beliefs’ as the
‘given’. In his myth of the giverhe argues that knowledge is part of the
logical space of reason and that there is no suioly s a non-inferential
justified basic belief. There should be a justifica for the so-called
foundational beliefs which foundationalism holdsht self-evident, self-
justifying and non-inferential.

Even Richard Rorty criticized foundationalism ande twhole of
traditional epistemology. He held that there shobkl no a priori
foundation to our beliefs. In his epistemologicathbviourism, he
explains that our beliefs should be justified basedwo grounds. First,
when they are consistent with other beliefs (cosatonal justification)
and we should choose truth as what is good foousetieve within the
scope of our social conditions. Rorty held that sacial, cultural and
historical conditions shape our beliefs.

It is obvious that foundationalism has not beintedb solve the infinite
regress problem and justification. Neither has fationalism been able
to give a convincing answer to scepticism. Sincenétationalism has
failed, are there other alternatives? Coherentismome alternative,
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foundherentism as proposed by Susan Haack is andibetheory is |
synthesis of foundationalism and coherentism. ihigglthe relevance «
experience to justification of empirical beliefdaallows for a persueve
mutual dependence among beliefs. Contextualism I$® a@nothe
alternative. This theory holds that the validitysobelief depends on tl
context that generates it. Contextualism generalyntains that whethi
one knows or not depends on the con

Recently, Quine came up with his naturalized epistegy. He propose
that we should ignore questions about epistemipaii@nd justificatior
which traditional epistemology is concerned withTraditional
epistemology investigates the causal connecbetween our senso
evidence and our beliefs about the world. Quindtpdhat we shoul
concern ourselves with how we go about moving flaum sensory dal
to the formation of our beliefs. And this is withithe bounds c
psychology. We shall attempt horough examination of each of the
alternatives in subsequent study sess.

Study Session Summary

o7

In this Stidy Session, wediscussed foundationalism as a theory
knowledge and a theory of justification. We leamat only tha
foundationlism is a response to the sceptical challengeskiimawvledge
is impossible but also that foundationalism hashesn able to resol

Summar
: Y the infinite regress problem. As a result, we exadi briefly, othe
alternatives
Assessment
SAQ 7.1(tests Learning Outcomes 7.1 and 7.2)
e How does foundationalism resolve the infinite regrproblem
SAQ 7.2 (tests Learning Outcome 7.
Assessment

Differentiate  between classical foundationalism arfdllibility
foundationalisn

SAQ 7.3 (tests Learning Outcomes 7.and 7.4)
Discuss foundationalism as a theory of knowledge as a theory ¢
justification
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Study Session 8

Coherentism
Introduction

In thisStudy Session, we wilexamine coherentism as a theory
justification. We will also examine the impassbetween these two
theories of justificatio: foundationalism andoherentisr.

Learning Outcomes

When you have studied this session, you shouldleeta

8.1 analyse the basic idea behind coherentism.
8.2 discusscoherentismand foundationalism in relation to t
problem of infinite regress.
Outcomes 8.2 give a detailed account of coherentism as heory of
justification.
8.4 appraisethe theory of coherentism.

8.1 What is Coherentism?

A set of two or more beliefs are said to coherthdy ‘fit' together or
agree with one another (¢-Owolabi). The word ‘coherence’ is
systematic or methodological connectedness oraltgedness especia
when governed by logical principles. The phraséarence theory’ is tr
theory that the ultimateriterion of truth is the coherence (the hold
together or the systematic connectedness or itaeFdness) of all it
separate parts with one another or with experiené&oponents ¢
epistemiccoherentismof one version or another include Wilfrid ars,
Nicholas Rescher, Gilbert Harman, Keith Lehrer bagirence Bonjou

There are two distinct types of coherentism. Orfierseto the coherent
theory of truth which we discussed in study sixeihstates that the tru
of any proposition consists iits coherence with some specified se
(true) propositions. The other is the coherencerthef justification, ar
epistemological theory opposing foundationalism affdring a solutior
to the regress problem. It is therefore a theomualbow beliefscan be
justified.

A prominent coherentist is Wilfird Sellars. Sellargued that no belief
selfjustifying; beliefs can be justified only by appealother beliefs. H
was particularly forceful in his criticism of whhae calls the ‘myth of th
Given which holds that beliefs about our own sense egpege cannot b
mistaken, since these experiences are directlyepted or given to u:
Sellars summarizes his &foundationalist position in the followir
passage
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There is clearly some point to the picture of kremlge as
resting on a level of propositions—observation regpe-
which do not rest on other propositions in the savag as
other propositions rest on them. On the other hdndo

wish to insist that the metaphor of foundation isleading
in that it keeps us from seeing that if there ifogical

dimension in which other empirical propositions tres

observation reports, there is another logical disien in
which the latter rest on the former (See Craig,8)99

ITQ

Question
o0 Who referred to foundationalism as the ‘myth of Gigen’?
Feedback
* Wilfred Sellars regarded foundationalism as the hmgt the
Given. The Given in this instance refers to theiamotof
foundationalism that the basic beliefs are selffiying and so
are to be taken as given that cannot be queried.

8.1.1 The Main Idea of Coherentism

The basic idea behind coherentism is that the ibatbelief system ‘*hang
together’, the more coherent it is. How then showie conceive of
‘hanging together’ or coherence?

In order to answer the above question, it is ingdrtto note that
coherence is taken to involve some componentsidigical consistency
and explanatory relations. In terms oflogical consistency it is often
held that our beliefs should not clash; they must he logically
inconsistent, we should not believe P and belibaénot P.

However, more than mere logical consistency is iregu One could
imagine a set of beliefs that consisted of theeb¢liat 2+2=4, the belief
that Agnes is a great actress and the belief thl&w clashes with pink.
Although these beliefs are logically consistenteythdo not form a
particularly coherent belief set since they do have any bearing on
each other at all. For coherence therefore, sonmel kif positive

connection between one’s beliefs is required. Supsitive connection
is that of inference. A maximally coherent set i®e dhat is logically
consistent and one within which the content of pasticular belief can
be inferred from the content of certain other Wglithat one holds.
Conversely, the coherence of a set of beliefs thiged if there are
subgroups of beliefs that are inferentially isadafiem the whole.

Explanatory coherence relation is obtained whenesofmone’s beliefs
effectively explain why some other of one’s beliefgrue. For example,
my belief that it is raining outside might effeatly explain the truth of
my belief that my office windows are wet.

So what exactly does coherentism say about hovbeliefs are justified?
The strongest form of coherentism says that belmngd a coherent
system of beliefs is necessary for a belief to umtified and by itself
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sufficient for a belief to be justified. This views called strong
coherentism.

8.2Coherentism, Foundationalism and the Problem of
Infinite Regress

Both coherentist and foundationalist theories dfification attempt to
answer the regress argument. Coherentism triebdw shat a justified
set of belief need not have the forms of a supertire resting on a base;
the idea here is that the foundationalist progransnieound to fail, so
that the base is left groundless, resting on ngtHirthis were the result,
and if the foundationalists were right about theidure of a justified
belief set, the only possible conclusion would be $ceptical one that
none of our beliefs are in fact justified. Cohergst reject the
base/superstructure distinction; there are nofisalibich are intrinsically
grounded and none which are super-structured.us.¢hke a look at this
infinite regress process again:

Given some statement P, it appears reasonablettorasa justification
for P. If that justification takes the form of ahet statement P, one can
again reasonably ask for a justification for P aadorth. There are three
possible outcomes to this questioning process:

1. The series is infinitely long with every stateméumstified by
some other statement.

2. The series form a loop, so that each statementtisately
involved in its own justification.

3. The series terminates with certain statement hatonge self-
justifying.

An infinite series offers little help since it issically impossible to check
that each justification is satisfactory. As a resGbherentism denies the
soundness of the infinite regress argument. Theessgpn argument
makes the assumption that the justification forrappsition takes the
form of another proposition:

P justifies P which in turn justifies P.

For coherentism, justification is a holistic progeB is not justified as a
part of some inferential chain of reasoning, butduse it coheres with
some system of which it forms a part. Usually, shistem is taken to be
the complete set of beliefs of the individual oowp. It is therefore
necessary for coherentism to explain in some defadt it means for a
system to cohere or for a system to be coherent.

ITQ

Question
0 What are the components of coherence?

Feedback
e The two components of coherence theory are logimasistency
and explanatory relations.
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8.3 Coherentism as a Theory of Justification

64

As a theory of justification, coherentism implid¢sat for a belief to be
justified, it must belong to a coherent system e@lfefs. For a system of
beliefs to be coherent, the beliefs that make ap shistem must ‘cohere’
with one another (Craig, 1998:159).

Coherentists disagree with the basic positionsooidationalism that
beliefs are hierarchically arranged and that soelefis are superior to
others. Their position is that beliefs are justifisy their coherence with
the system to which they belong. Beliefs accordimghis theory are
related because all beliefs belong to a particsyatem of beliefs. In as
much as all beliefs are within a system, then figation is a matter of
locating the exact system to which a belief belcengys checking whether
the belief is constant and coherent with beliefimiit.

Coherence theories of justification recognize oo sf justified belief.
According to coherence theories, all beliefs amtified through their
relationship to other beliefs. This view has nomotor foundational
beliefs. Rather, coherence theories maintain thdiediefs are justified
through coherence with other beliefs.

According to coherence theories, S’'s belief in Rigified if and only if
S’s belief in P coheres with the rest of what Sewels. But this raises a
new question: what is it for a belief to coherehatihe rest of what one
believes? To answer this question, Scott Sturgemieds three ways or
options about how coherence could be understood:

Option 1:  Coherence can be understood in a purely negatiye
Option 2:  Coherence can be understood in a purely positaxe

Option 3:  Coherence can be understood in both positivenagdtive
ways (Sturgeon, S, 1995: 21).

Option 1: generates a negative coherence theory. Sturgguaires that
beliefs are justified until and unless one has evig against them. He
however seems to think this is wrong. This is beeaboeliefs should b
adopted and maintained on the basis of evidence.

Option 2: generates a positive coherence theory. When mgpatnew
belief on the basis of evidence, that evidencesptapositive role. Hence
when we retrieve a belief in light of new evidentgt evidence plays a
negative role and this is the difficulty of pos#icoherence theory, they
fail to make room for defeasibility of evidence.

S’s belief in P coheres with the rest of S belie¥@sd only if:
a. S’s beliefin P is based on adequate evidence E and
b. E is undefeated relative to the rest of what Seheb

Option 3: which is mixed coherence theories has the belsotf worlds.

They incorporate what seems right about foundakitreories and also
what seems right about coherence theories. Thesoduy utilizing lines

of evidential support which, to be effective in gucing justified belief,

must fit properly into the background setting ofen other beliefs.
Hence,
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S’s belief is justified if and only if:
a. S’s belief in P is based on adequate evidence and
b. E is undefeated relative to the rest of what Slvek.

8.4 Critique of Coherentism

Coherentism has been criticized on many grounds

The first argument employed to criticize Coherentism is the input and
isolation argument

This argument explains that coherentism fails taogmize the

indispensable role that experience plays in justifyour beliefs about the
external world. That coherentism gives no essemntibd to experience
follows from the fact that the states that sufficgustify our beliefs are,
on this view, limited to other beliefs. That thgsa ground for rejecting
coherentism is spelt out in many ways. One way algp® a lack of

connection to the truth; since the view does ne¢ giny essential role to
the central source of input from the external woridmely experience,
there is no reason to expect a coherent systenel@fd to accurately
reflect the external world. The line of attack itea referred to as the
isolation objection.

One way of thinking about the isolation objectisnn terms of the idea
that coherent systems of belief can be completetyoff from reality, in
the same way that a good piece of fiction can bé,cmce such severance
occurs, likelihood of truth must go as well. If @plntists are able to find
a role for experience in their theory, then cohsamcannot be criticized
for failure to provide a suitable theory of trutmya more than
foundationalism can.

The second argument is the argument against alternative coherent
system

According to this argument, for each system of cefiebeliefs, there are
multiple alternative systems, alternative becabeg include beliefs with
different, logically incompatible contents that apest as coherent.
However, if there are plenty of highly, equally eoént, but incompatible
systems and if few of these systems do an adegoltef faithfully
representing reality, then coherentism is not adgmalicator of truth.
Since his line of reasoning is readily knowabldidfg that coherently fit
together are not at least by virtue of the coherealone, justified. The
exact number of alternative systems that are eguahierent depends on
the exact detail of what constitutes coherence. likat most of the
standard arguments for and against coherentismsdhadness of this
argument is not thought to turn on their details
(www.iep.utm.edu/c/coherentism.html).

Thethird argument isthe argument in relation to truth connection

A long standing objection to coherentism can beaesged by noting that
a good piece of fiction will display the virtue @bherence, but it is
obviously unlikely to be true. The idea is that emnce and the
likelihood of truth are so far apart that it is ilepsible to think that
coherence should be conceived of as a guide to &tuall. This concern
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over the truth connection is sometimes put in fafmthe alternative
systems objection, according to which there is gbvaome coherent
system to fit any belief into, so that if a perseare to make sufficient
changes elsewhere in the system, any belief coalgu$tified. Hidden
behind the explicit language of the alternative tesys objection,
however is a deep concern relying on the idea phstification is

somehow supposed to be a guide to truth, and nwrerence is not a
likely indicator of truth. The issue of truth comtien has not been
resolved for coherentism. In a way, this fact soobt be surprising
since the issue of the truth connection is a furetdal issue in
epistemology as a whole and it affects not onlyecehtism but its
competitors as well.

Thefourth criticism isthe one that arises from the feasibility problem

It is highly plausible that human beings have plauit justified beliefs.
So if justification requires coherence, it mustpsgchologically realistic
to think that each of us has coherent systems ligf®eBut one would
want to know how psychologically realistic this fmigbe. Again, the
answer depends, in part on the makeup of the cobenmelation. As we
saw, coherence at a minimum requires logical ctaTsiy.

Christopher Cherniak considers using a truth- tabldetermine whether
a system of 138 beliefs is logically consistentoie were so quick that
one could check each line of the truth table faiglaonjunctions, in the
time it takes a light ray to traverse the diametea position; it would

still take more than 20 billion years to work thghuthe entire table.
Since 138 beliefs is hardly an inordinate numbeyadiefs for a system to
have, it appears that coherence cannot be checkeith fany humanly

feasible wayWwww.iep.utm.edu./c/coherence.hjml

Anocther criticism isthat arising from the preface paradox

This argument questions whether logical inconsigtean obvious mark
of incoherence, really entails a lack of justifioat Imagine an historian
who has just completed her life-long book projeShe has double
checked each claim that she makes in the booke&ar of the claim she
makes, CI---CN, she has a justified belief thatsittrue: she has the
justified belief that C1 is true, the justified igdlthat C2 is true and the
justified belief that CN is true. At the same tirsg is fully aware of the
fact that historians make mistakes. In all likebdpher book contains at
least one mistake. For this reason, she is judtifieelieving that at least
one of the claims that she makes in her book sefdbut this yields a set
of beliefs that is not logically consistent sinténicludes the belief that
Cl is true, C2 is true, CN is true and the belht tat least one of C1
through CN is false. Some epistemologists haveeardiat the historian
is justified in believing this set of logically innsistent claims. And all of
these beliefs remain justified even if she knowsytlare logically
inconsistent.

In response, the coherentist might appropriatecaryy number of views
on this argument. John Pollock has suggested alesimgason for
thinking that the historian’s beliefs cannot belblatgically inconsistent
and justified. Since a set of inconsistent projpmsst logically implies
anything whatsoever, adding a widely accepted ppli@cconcerning



Study Session 8Coherentism

justification will yield the reslt that one can be justified in believi
anything whatsoeve

Thelast criticismisthat arising from the problem of counter examples

There appears to be straight forward counter exesnfd coherentisn
Introspective beliefs constitute an important ¢ of such cases. On a
broad interpretation of ‘empirical’, that encompessbelief in addition t
the sensory modalities (one that contrasts withatlpeori), introspectiv:
beliefs count as empirical. Consider then, my spextive belief that
am in pin, or my introspective belief that something loaoksl to me
These beliefs are not inferred from any other fgliedid not arrive a
either of them by inference from premises. They raot based on ar
other beliefs

In response, Lehrer suggested a coherentist identify one or mc
background beliefs and claim that, though the spextive belief is nc
inferred from this background belief, the introgpex belief is justifiec
because it coheres with the background beliefekample, to handithe
introspective belief that something looks red tg Inehrer points to th
background belief that if | believe something loo&d to me, then unle
something awkward is going on, the best explanatsothat there i
something that does look red to. But it is not clear that this respor
works

As a way of concluding therefore, one may wantdb e question: |
coherentism a better form of providing justificatifor our beliefs? Fc
some epistemologists the answer is yes. The refasasupporing this
theory they say is that if we take a look at fourmtealism, there are n-
inferential beliefs on which to erect a superstitetof beliefs. But an
change made in any part of the structure will defip bring down the
whole structure. Theres the possibility of having a foundational be
that is fallible, but if some error is detectedthre basic belief whe
happens? The whole structure crumbles like a mgldivith a faulty
foundation.

But with coherentism, the risk is minimal. Epistdogists have likened
foundationalism to a pyramid and coherentism taafh rAny change

within a raft, cannot do any damage to the whoteossystem of belie

Hence it allows for improvement. Each set of beligfreplaceabl

provided it properly alignand coheres with the systerf belief it has

come to belon

Study Session Summary

o7

Summary

In this Study Sessiorwe discussed coherentisias another theory of
justification. We saw that coherentism is a rivaddry of justification tc
foundationaslim, a theory which was adopted duehe failure of
foundationalism. We learnt that coherentism algseb with som:
problems like foundatiotlism but that these problems are not enouc
deny the plausibility of coherentisi
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Assessment

Q.

Assessment

SAQ 8.1 (tests Learning Outcomes 8.1, 8.2,38.and8.4)
Critically discuss the Coherentist theory of justtion
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Study Session 9

Introduction

Contextualism

In this Study Session, wwill examine contextualisr, which is another
theory of justificatiol. Our focus will be orthe contextualist theories
David Annis and Keith DeRos

Learning Outcomes

Outcomes

When you hav studied this session, you should be abl
9.1 defineanduse correctly the termcontextualisr”.
9.2 discuss David B. Annis contribution t€ontextualisr.
9.2 appraise Keith DeRose contextualist argum.
9.4 discussthe objections tocontextualism.

9.1 Defining Contextualism

Contextualism The
collection of views in
philosophy which
emphasize the context in
which an action, utterance
or expression occurs

Contextualism describes a collection of views inilggophy whick
emphasize the context in which an action, utteram@xpression occur
It holds that in some important respects, actionfigrances c¢
expressions can only be understoelative to that context. It also hol
that philosophically controversial concepts such ‘awaning P’
‘knowing that P’, ‘having a reason to A’ and pos$gibven ‘being true’ o
‘being right’ only have meaning relative to a sfied contexi

In epistemology,contextualism treats the word ‘know’ as conte«

sensitive. Conte-sensitive expressions are those that express afit

propositions relative to different contexts of us@r example, somr
terms that are relatively uncontroversial considerentex-sensitive are
indexical such as ‘I', ‘here’, and ‘now’. While thveord ‘I’ has a constar
linguistic meaning in all contes of use, whom it refers to varies w
context

The main tenet of contextualist epistemology, ndtenavhat account c
knowledge it is linked to, is that knowledge attitibns are conte-
sensitive. That is when we attribute knowledge tmebody, wh:
matters is the context in which we use the ternovidkedge’

The standards for attributing knowledge to somedhe, contextualis
claims, vary from one user’s context to the nextud if | say ‘Johr
knows that his car is in front of him’, the uttecanis true if and only i

1. John believes that his car is in front of him
2. The caris in fact in front of him
3. John meets the epistemic conditions.
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ITQ

Question
o0 What is contextualism?
Feedback
* ltis a collection of views in epistemology in whi&nowledge
attributions are claimed to be context-sensitiveother words,
context plays a vital role in determining a claorkhowledge.

9.2 David B. Annis on Contextualism

70

According to David Annis (1978:215), ‘the most resgied component in
justification theory is the actual social practieesl norms of justification
of a culture of community of people’. To determimkether S is justified
in believing H, we must consider the actual stadslaf justification of

the community of people to which he belongs. Mapectically, we

determine whether S is justified in believing H $yyecifying an issue-
context raised within a community of people G withrtain social
practices and norms of justification (Annis, 19285). It is only this that
determines the level of understanding and knowleflge expected to
have and the standards he is to satisfy.

In an attempt to further explain contextualism dbemry of justification,
David Annis opines that when asking whether S siffed in believing
H, this has to be considered relative to an issunext. Using his
example, suppose we are interested in whether Janesrdinary non-
medically trained person, has the general inforonatihat polio is caused
by a virus. If his response to the question is leatemembers the paper
reporting that Salk said it was, then this is gomtwbugh. He has
performed adequately given the issue-context. Bppgse the context is
an examination for the M.D degree. Here we expeldt anore. If the
candidate simply said what Jones did, we would take as being very
deficient in knowledge. Thus relative to one issoatext, a person may
be justified in believing H but not justified rdlad to another context
(Annis, D., 1978:215).

The issue-context is what specific issue involvithgs being raised. It
determines the level of understanding and knowle¢dgeS must exhibit,
and it determines an appropriate objector-group. &ample in the
context of the examination for the M.D degree, @ppropriate group is
not the class of ordinary non-medically trained gep but qualified
medical examiners.

The importance attached to the outcome of acceptingpen it is false or
rejecting H when it is true is a component of tb&ue-context. Suppose
the issue is whether a certain drug will help cardisease in humans
without harmful effects. In such a situation we sméch more demanding
than if the question were whether it would helgha case of animals. In
both cases, the appropriate objector-group wouldhkeesame, namely
gualified researchers. But they would require muomaof in the former
case. Researchers do in fact strengthen or wetierjustificatory
conditions in relation to the importance of thauesslf accepting H when
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H is false would have critical consequences, tiseascher may increase
the required significance level in testing H.

David Annis (1978) described man as a social anamdl this fact must
not be neglected when it comes to justificatiobelfefs. Therefore going
by the contextualist model of justification as sedyove, when asking
whether some person S is justified in believingnd, must consider this
relative to some specific issue-context which debtees the level of
understanding and knowledge required.

This in turn determines the appropriate objectaugr For S to be
justified in believing H relative to the issue-cexi; S must be able to
meet all current objections falling into A and B ialh express a real
doubt of the qualified objector-group where theesbjrs are critical

truth-seekers. Thus, social information—the beligfformation and

theories of others—plays an important part in ficsttion, for it in part

determines what objections will be raised, how esqe will respond to

them and what responses the objectors will accept.

David Annis stressed neither (Annis, D. 1978: 2ddihnt that the fact that

justification is relative to the social practicexdanorms of a group does
not suggest that they cannot be criticized nor jinstification somehow

subjective. The practices and norms are epistenddance have as their
goals truth and the avoidance of error and in s@agahey fail to achieve
these goals, they can be criticized. For instaricthe people of a

particular group rely on the authority of the efjehis authority can be
guestioned if they find out that it leads to so gndalse perceptual

beliefs. An objection to a practice must not ongyrbal but must also be
local as opposed to global.

9.3 Keith DeRose Contextualist Argument

“Contextualism” refers to the position that the thrgonditions
knowledge-ascribing and knowledge-denying sente(amsences of the
form “S knows that P” and “S doesn’t know that Pidaelated variants
of such sentences) vary in certain ways accordirtfge context in which
they are uttered. What so varies is the epistemaicdsirds that S must
meet (or, in the case of a denial of knowledgd,téameet) in order for
such a statement to be true. In some contextsntvk that P” requires
for its truth that S have a true belief that P aisb be in a very strong
epistemic position with respect to P, while in otlcentexts, the very
same sentence may require for its truth, in addit® S’s having a true
belief that P, only that S meet some lower epistestandards. Thus, the
contextualist will allow that one speaker can tfullly say “S knows that
P”, while another speaker, in a different contekteve higher standards
are in place, can truthfully say “S doesn’t knovatt?”, though both
speakers are talking about the same S and the Bam¢he same time
(DeRose, K., 1999).

According to Keith DeRose, the character of ‘S kad®V requires that S
should believe P, that P should be true and thah&ld be in good
enough epistemic position with respect to P. Buatwis good enough
varies with context, hence the context of a knogedttribution is the
level of epistemic position that counts as goodughdn that context. For
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example, the character of know in Clara knows tliekeater in the glass
will require that Clara should belief there is waite the glass, that this
belief should be true and that Clara should be go@d enough position
to determine that there is water in the glass.

But whether Clara is in a good enough position walry with the

attributor’'s context. Where the attributor’s intgtrés in watering plants,
the content of knowledge in ‘Clara knows that theresater in the glass’
requires that Clara’s position is good enough ié stas the typical
person’s ability to identify water, in which cagelara knows that there is
water in the glass is true. If however the attidbuis engaged in
important experiments, the content of ‘know’ in & knows that there
is water in the cup’ requires that Clara’s positisrgood enough only if
she performed a chemical analysis in which casea®aows that there
is water in the cup is false (assuming that shenbagone the analysis).

Keith DeRose proposes a conditional theory which ihghat suppose S
has a true belief P, where S would not belief P Were false, the belief
is ‘sensitive’ where S would belief P even if P wdalse, the belief is
‘insensitive’. DeRose endorse a rule of sensitivilhenever someone
asserts that S knows that P, standards of knowladgeaised to require
S’s belief P to be sensitive and the resultingidad applies for all
beliefs in that context.

The “invariantist” — Peter Unger's good name foreowho denies
contextualism — will not subscribe to the above.céwing to her,
there’s a single, invariant set of standards whitHeast as far as truth-
conditions go, govern the use of knowledge attidms regardless of the
context in which they're uttered; thus, the two adpgs can’t both be
speaking a truth (Unger, P., 1984). She does rdiirea contextualism so
construed. In spite of Unger’'s non-endorsemernis itnportant to point
out that in different conversational contexts; quitifferent standards
govern whether ordinary speakers will say that smme knows
something: What we’re happy to call knowledge inmeo (“low-
standards”) contexts we’ll deny is knowledge ineotihigh-standards”)
contexts. The invariantist need not deny this, iste is wise, she won't
deny it. Neither would deny that this is a veryfuk&eature of our use of
the relevant sentences. What she must deny is thieste varying
standards for when ordinary speakers will attributewledge, and/or for
when they're in some sense warranted in attribukingwledge, reflect
varying standards for when it is or would be troe them to attribute
knowledge, for, again, according to the invariantise truth-conditions
of the relevant sentences do not vary in the releway.

Contextualism, so understood, then, is a positiboua knowledge
attributions (sentences attributing knowledge tgubject) and denials of
knowledge — precisely, a thesis about their trughetitions. This has
been known to give rise to the following type oftlurst: “Your
contextualism isn’'t a theory about knowledge at &l just a theory
about knowledge attributions (DeRose, 1999). Cdotdism, as
described thus far can be viewed as a thesis dmoutledge attributing
and denying sentences.

We can construe contextualism, regarding justificatas an analogue of
what we're calling contextualism about knowledgeccérding to the
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contextualist about justification, the standards jistified belief that a

subject must meet in order to render true a seatdascribing a belief of
hers as justified vary with context. The relatiaivieen knowledge and
Justification is controversial, and neither of #hésrms of contextualism
clearly implies the other. If one holds that a &&di being justified is a
necessary condition for its being a piece of kndgée then one may
believe that the two forms of contextualism (cotdaeksm about

knowledge and contextualism about justificationg atosely related:
Perhaps it's because the standards for justificatary with context that
the standards for knowledge so vary. Howeverwittely accepted today
that more is needed for knowledge than simply fiestitrue belief, and it
may be varying requirements for that something nmbag¢’s reflected in

the varying standards for knowledge — in addition @r instead of,

varying standards for justification.

Contextualism’s greatest advantage is its resptmseepticism. Sceptics
raised radical possibilities such as that we migat dreaming. The
contextualists grant that such doubts are legitntaevery situation.

ITQ

Question
o Differentiate between invariantism and coherentism?
Feedback
e Invariantism is the position that there are somauiant sets of
standards that govern knowledge attributions rdgssdof the
context in which they fall into. Invariantism refs¢he notion of
coherentism. Coherentism holds that context is namd in
knowledge attributions.

9.4 Objections to Contextualism

a. Straight forward relativists about truth: those who claim a
proposition may be true for one group, yet falsedioother group
appear to hold that a single proposition can bé boie and false.
This seems incoherent: the notion of truth is nayér in play but
has been replaced by ‘truth for’ or ‘truth from@imt of view’.

Subject-based contextualismescapes this worry, for while ‘S
knows P’ is true or false depending on S’s cont&knows P in
context C’ is true from all points of view.

The attributor-based contextualist however holds that truth of
statements having the form ‘S knows P’ or ‘'S knd®s context
C’ where C refers to the subject, S’s contexts m@lative to
attributor’s context. It seems that there is nohtrabout whether S
knows p, but only ‘truth for’ or ‘truth from a pdif view.

b. Warranted Assertability objection: The issue dividing invariantists
and contextualists is not whether in different cansational
contexts, quite different standards govern whetloedinary
speakers will say that someone knows something.oOfse, what
we’re happy to call knowledge in some (“low-start$dy contexts
we’ll deny is knowledge in other (“high-standards9ntexts. The
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issue is whether these varying standards for ' ordinary
speakers will attribute knowledge, and/or for witeey're in some
sense warranted in attributing knowledge, refleayying standard
for when it is or would be true for them to attri®knowledge
(DeRose, 1999).

The contextualist will appeao pairs of cases where the standards
knowledge seem to vary: Low standards cases inhadnispeaker seer
truthfully to ascribe knowledge to a subject wik Ipaired with higl
standards cases in which another speaker in a diffiezent and mor
demaiding context seems truthfully to describe that samkject as

non-knower (Malcolm, 1952:17889). If the contextualist has chosen
pair of cases well, there will be a quite stronguition about eac
assertion, at least when it is considered inwally, that it is true. Th
invariantist, of course, cannot accept that botthefspeakers’ assertio
are true, and so must deny a quite strong intuiBut it is often arguec
the idea of varying standards for the warrantedrgesility of knowledg
attributions can help the invariantist explain awhg intuition that i
hostile to he

Study Session Summary

ey

In this Study Sessiorwe examined contextualism both as a theor
justification and as a theory of knowledge. We shat our knowledg
claims and the justification for them can be doniéhiw a relevan
context and also depending on the attributor'sexn

Summary
Assessment
SAQ 9.1 (tests Learning Outcome 9.1, 9.2, arii3)
e Discuss the contributions of David Annis and KeileRose t¢
contextualisn
Assessment

SAQ 9.2 (tests Learning Outcome 9.4)
Discuss some of the objections to contextua
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Study Session 10

Naturalized Epistemology

Introduction

In this Study Session, wwill examine naturalized epistemology, i
features and developments that led to naturalipésteanolog. We will
also make some distinctions between naturalizedtespblogy ant
traditional epistemology and explore both David Hume and Qs
features of naturalized epistemolo

Learning Outcomes

Outcomes

When you have studied this session, you shouldleeta

10.1definethe term “naturalized epistemology”.

10.z explain the development of naturalized epistemo.

10.Z highlight the features of naturalized epistemol

10.4distinguish between naturalized epistemology and traditi
epistemology.

10.£ appraiseDavidHume position onaturalized epistemolo.

10.€discuss the three distinctive features ofifQe’s naturalize:
epistemology.

10.1 What is Naturalized Epistemology?

Naturalized
Epistemology The
scientific study of
perception, learning,
thought, language
acquisition and the
transmission and historical
development of human
knowledge, everything we
can find out scientifically
about how we come to
know what we know

As we discussed earlier, the central idea of emistegy is not only t
arrive at truth (certainty) that would withstane tbceptical challencbut
also to find a foundation for our epistemic beliéfhas been argued tr
traditional epistemology is known for setting fdself a task which |
cannot accomplish within its frame of references In this sense, argu
Ozumba (2001:132) ‘that istemology is unnatural and it is in tl
regard that the call for a naturalized epistemoldgyives urgency ar
strength’

Naturalized epistemolog' is best seen as a cluster of views accordir
which epistemology is closely related to naturdemsce. Barry troud
(1985: 71) describes naturalized epistemology as@entific study of
perception, learning, thought, language acquisitiod the transmissic
and historical development of human knowledge, yatigrg we can finc
out scientifically about how we me to know what we know

In epistemology naturalized, Quine divided epistlEgy symmetrically
into two sorts: conceptual and doctrinal. The farnseconcerned wit
meaning that is, with clarifying concepts by deafimithem, some in tern
of others; whie doctrinal approach focuses on truth, establistang by
proving them, some in terms of others. Relating tdichotomy tc
Cartesian philosophy, he argued that the Cartagiast for certainty he
been the remote motivation of epistemology bothitsrconceptual and
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doctrinal usage. This quest according to Quine lssticause. Jaegwon
Kim in the same vein opines that ‘in our charaetgion of classical

epistemology, the Cartesian program was seen apassble response
to the problem of epistemic justification and deteing what beliefs are

in fact justified according to those criteria’ (Kjirh988: 270).

Quine’s radical reaction is that we give up thet€dan justification-
centred epistemology and put in its place a pudagcriptive, causal
nomological science of human cognition. He empleaisthe descriptive
character of his naturalism. According to him:

The stimulation of our sensory receptors is all ¢welence
anybody has to go on with ultimately in arriving lais
picture of the world. Why not just see how thisstarction
really proceed? Why not settle for psychology (@uin
1969: 75)

He advocates that we abandon the claim that we nddadt have
knowledge and that we study the ways we form hkelipSychological
processes which take us from sensory stimulatiobeitef about the
world. For Quine:

Naturalized epistemology studies natural phenomeizaa
physical human subject. This human subject is at=ubr
experimentally controlled input, certain patternsf o
irradiation in assorted frequencies for instancedan the
fullness of time, the subject delivers as output, a
description of the three dimensional external waidl its
history. The relation between the meagre input and
torrential output is a relation that we are promgteo
study for some what the same reason that always piex
epistemology namely in order to see how evidenietese

to theory and in what ways one’s theory of nature
transcends any available evidence’ (Quine, 196788p

Quine’s ground for rejecting traditional epistenmpids based on the fact
that its attempt to discover a relation betweed@wte and theory which
would make the theory justified has proved to bsugoessful. Also, he
argued that the question whether there is a digptiopate gap between
input and output is empirical, and it is to be hesd by the naturalistic
study of the causal relations between inputs, deadeof as a sensory
stimuli and output, conceive of as the neuro-plalsstates of the brain
that are the physical correlates of beliefs. Hiscbasion therefore is that
we should study rather how we go about moving flam data to the
formation of belief.

ITQ

Question
o0 Whatis Quine’s ground for rejecting traditionalstemology?
Feedback
* Quine’s position for rejecting traditional epistdogy stems
from the failure of traditional epistemology to dira relation
between evidence and theory which in turn makestthbery
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justified.

10.2 Development of Naturalized Epistemology

In epistemology naturalized, Quine argues for ciMing epistemology

as a chapter of psychology and for seeing epistaygohnd empirical

science as containing and constraining one andipéstemology being a
part of psychology means that we cannot have mghanimiscourse

beside the private internal reactions which conyethe way of responses
to externally motivated stimulations. Quine’s pipat argument against
traditional epistemology is based on the claim thia¢ Cartesian

foundationalist program and the whole

Of traditional epistemological goal has failed ah@t the continuous
search for certainty is a lost cause. While thigingl about the
hopelessness of the Cartesian quest for certampthing new, using it
to discredit the very conception of normative egsblogy is new (Kim,
1988: 265).

To understand the Quinean project, we have to itetfie features of
traditional epistemology, the removal of which B@advocating.

10.3 Features of Traditional Epistemology

According to Stich (1993), ‘much of traditional armbntemporary
epistemology can be viewed as pursuing one of edhewing projects:
belief formation and revision, providing a defioiti or characterization
of knowledge, explaining how knowledge differ framere opinion, as
well as ignorance and error, and lastly the reilutabf the sceptics’
(Stich, 1993: 2).

In traditional epistemology, a general epistemiaigaccount of how we
should arrive at our belief must precede a commitro&any substantive
belief about our world around us. Traditional egsblogy is seen as a
normative discipline that is concerned among othirgs with questions
about how reasoning ought to proceed. Traditiopétemology holds
that such questions can be answered independdnithyestigating into
the processes that in fact occur when reasoningstalace (Kornblith,
(1985:115). This traditional status of epistemolegs rejected by Quine
who argued that epistemology should understand haman beings
generate their beliefs, how perception works and the brain processes
sensory input. In other words, epistemology shawitibe based on ideal
conditions or on how we think we know based onoispection, but on
the real processes of human perceiving and knowing.

This new approach makes epistemology a brancheoftiences. In the
words of Stich, instead of asking how we ought toapout forming
beliefs and building theories on the basis of ewde we should ask, how
do people actually go about it? The answer to tagerd, purely
psychological questions will tell us what we hagally wanted to know
all along in epistemology (Stich, 1993:2).
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10.4 Contrasts between Naturalized Epistemology and
Traditional Epistemology

One striking contrast with naturalized epistemolagwhat we might call
super-naturalized epistemology, that is to sayepistemology which
invokes a supernatural being like God in its actoasinhow human
knowledge is possible. The seventeenth centurychrBhilosopher Rene
Descartes produced such an epistemology. He arthadit is only
because there is a non-deceiving God that we hayegaound for
thinking that our perceptions of reality more-osdamatch reality itself. It
is God alone who ensures that my perceptions &isble guides to the
nature of the world around me. So if there wereSoal, we could never
know what reality was like. We might have beliefoat it, but we could
never be justifiably certain of the truth of anytbbse beliefs. So one
thing that naturalized epistemology is rejectingais epistemology in
which a supernatural being like God has any rolgldy.

Another strand in non-naturalized epistemology kesevaluative ideas
(good reason, justified belief, right to be suegitimate inferences and
so on) and then insists that these values go bewmydfacts which

science can study. The idea that there is radmatirast between moral
values and the world of science is a common onenuth modern

thought (which is not to say that it is a corretgd); and this version of
non-naturalized epistemology posits a similar asttr between

epistemological values and the world of scienceerAthe scientists has
established all the scientific facts of the cakerd still remain (on this
view) the further non-scientific questions about tlalues with which the
epistemologists is concerned.

A third feature of non-naturalized epistemology amé which has been
very influential in the twentieth century is whatewnight call the

‘armchair approach’. This is used by those whokltlimat epistemology
properly relies only on a priori reflection incladi for example, the
technique of logical analysis. It is part and phufethis approach that
epistemology is completely insulated form the firgdi of science.

Given these contrasts with naturalized epistemglegy can expect any
version of naturalized epistemology to reject epigilogies which either
go beyond the realm of science (for example by alippto a God-like
being or to a set of science-transcendent valwesjail to utilize the
findings of science.

10.5 David Hume and Naturalized Epistemology

78

Naturalized epistemology is a continuation of DaMidme’s critique of
Cartesian theory of knowledge. The Human projestjtavere, is an
investigation of the mind and its operations inahgdthe operation that
we perform in our reasoning. We should note thatnaéist like Hume
rejected Descartes’ vision of epistemology as titengt to convert our
beliefs into an edifice resting on a foundation wbwhich we have
complete certainty. They also rejected the ide@mfating knowledge
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with certainty as well as the assumption that kealge is available via a
priori theorizing without the use of experience.

There are certain features in Hume's philosophy ptece him closer to
the contemporary naturalist. First, Hume modellsdelpistemology after
the emerging natural science where empirical coafiion served as the
basis for claims. This is evident in his botheriqugestion: ‘show me the
impression’? He thought that knowledge encompasges/thing we can
discover by using all our mental faculties inclugexperience. Also, like
the naturalist, he was prepared to say that sorow/lkdge are products
of purely causal mechanisms rather than reasore siigcintrospection,

Hume thought he could detect a causal mechanisvorkt(Craig, 1998:

722). The mechanism he arrived at provided knovwdedd causal

connection, on the basis of which we believe intematof fact. Again,

Hume explains some of the mechanisms responsiblé&rfowledge in

terms of survival value. The linking of causes afigct is so important
to human survival that it would have been a mistakenature to entrust
it to some instinct which may be infallible in tiperations. Lastly, Hume
is with the naturalist in their reaction to scejstic. He mentioned
scepticism and simply acknowledges that truly gla@ubts could be
entirely incurable.

With the above preliminary reflections, let us nawn to see in detail,
what Quine has to tell us about the distinctivetufies of his
epistemology.

10.6 Three Distinctive Features of Quine’s Naturalized
Epistemology

Naturalized Epistemology assumes that thereis an external world

One of the questions which traditional epistemoltggd to answer was
‘can we know anything? Is knowledge possible € @ can we know
whether there is an external world and what iike1 In answering this
second question, it was always regarded as illegte to call on the
resources of science for example, to say that seidras proved the
existence and nature of many things in the extemadld. For our

knowledge that science has done this presupposas vile have

knowledge of the existence of scientists, laboresprbooks recording
scientific findings and so on. And if the questien‘Can we know

anything about the existence of the external w@rldve do not get an
answer by presupposing that we know of the exist&@icsome things in
the external world, and using them as evidenceh®rexistence of other
things. For our initial question applied as muchtie existence of
scientists, laboratories and books as to the ewdst®f X-rays, viruses,
and distant galaxies. Epistemology, then, had tot stithout any

assumptions that there was an external world armvshow that

assumption could be justified.

Quine’s naturalized epistemology appears not toraspeunder this
constraint. The way in which Quine usually desaibghe

epistemologist’s task already presupposes that tisesin external world.
The epistemologists like the psychologist, is &rtstvith the assumption
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that there is an external world containing a pei$oract, lots of people
who receive various kinds of data, such as retradiation and who
produce a physical output in the form of behaviduwth verbal and
nonverbal. Given this starting point, the epistesgdt then has to
explain what processes intervene between the datehwhe person
receives and the worldview which she then acquirethe basis of those
data. Speaking of the traditional epistemologicalozrn with the relation
between science and sense impressions, Quine writes

| approach it as an input-output relation withiresh and
blood denizens of an antecedently acknowledgednexte
world, a relation open to enquiry as a chapter bet
science of that world (Quine, 1990:19)

What this implies is that the naturalized episteagat simply does not
address one of the questions which traditionaltemislogy dealt with

and that would be a reason (though not yet a streagpn for saying that
Naturalized Epistemology is not really epistemolagall.

Physical stimulations not conscious states are the data of Naturalized
Epistemol ogy

A second difference between traditional epistemplagd naturalized
epistemology focuses on Quine’s conception of tlaa dwhich the
subject receives. In traditional epistemology, dia¢a were thought to be
mental states of some kind. Descartes in his cdgkes ‘I think’ to be
something of which we can be certain, he assunastme other beliefs
about the contents of his own consciousness cambkarly certain, and
that these other beliefs can form the foundationvbich he can try to
build an equally certain theory about the natur¢hef universe at large.
In traditional Empiricism, the data were usuallynsttued as sense
impressions, as modes of awareness or consciousgngsarticular, the
data were not thought to be physical stimulatioesinal irradiations,
pressure waves at the ear drums and so on. Thisbeecamuse, as we
previously noted, the epistemologists was to $tatbeing neutral on the
question of the existence of physical entitiest thas something which
had to be proved, not presupposed. Also, it is lmeasuch physical
events could not by themselves count as evidencearfg beliefs the
subject might have. Having your retinal stimulategyht cause you to
believe that there was a hamburger in front of you,could not be your
justification for thinking the hamburger was thesaéce, ex hypothesi;
you would be unaware that your retinal had beemustited.
Furthermore, the stimulation of your retinal couldt have any sort of
content, such as a propositional content which dostand in
confirmation relations to anything else.

The naturalized epistemologist precisely reverges émphasis. Quine
makes clear that when he speaks of data or inputiddes not mean
conscious states of any kind, but rather the playaiteractions that take
place between our physical sense organs and th&cahgnvironment.
The significance of this difference will be clearthe light of the third
difference which we now turn.

Naturalized Epistemology focuses on what causes our beliefs rather
than on what justifies them
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Traditional epistemology was concerned not prigadr even at all)
with asking why, as a matter of fact, we do belitheevarious things that
we do, but rather with whether we were entitleduatified in believing
them or in what would count as good evidence otificgtion for
believing them, in other words, about the norms egowmg belief
formation. In essence, it was concerned with whatowght to believe,
not with what we do believe. Thus, in considerihg fjuestion of our
belief in the reliability of inductive inferencethe relevant question was
not ‘what causes us to think that induction isatglie? But rather ‘what,if
anything, would justify the belief that inductiamrieliable? In connection
with beliefs about the external world, the questizas not ‘what causes
us to believe in the existence of a mind-indepenhdenld of three spatial
and one temporal dimensions, containing persistibgcts’ but rather
‘what justifies this belief?

The difference between these two types of questmms about the cause
of our beliefs and the other about their justificat can be disguised by
asking such questions as ‘why do we believe thaPf8umably, most
people who wonder whether their belief is ratioe@ther decide that it is
or else abandon the belief. So if we assume thatbelief that P is
rational, the causes and the justification of tkéelh will coincide: it is
the fact that we have good reasons for the bdlafc¢auses us to hold the
belief. But the fact that the two questions casame cases have a single
answer B should not blind us to the fact that thare indeed two
guestions here, one about cause and the other pistifitation and that
traditional epistemology was concerned with theoadcand not with the
first. By contrast, naturalized epistemology seembe concerned with
the first and not with the second. Two things asponsible for this.

One, Quine construes the data on the basis of whedple form their
world picture not as states with a propositionatteat, such as beliefs
not even as conscious states like awareness oé sem@essions but
rather as physical events (irradiations, of thenaétand so on). And it is
quite clear that physical events like these couwt themselves be the
justification for anything. Secondly and perhapsaaonsequence of the
first point, Quine hardly ever refers to the redatbetween our data and
the theories we form on the basis of the data stifjcatory terms. It is
true that he refers to the data as ‘evidence’, batis strikingly
unconcerned with the question of what makes daideege, or good
evidence, for one thing rather than another. Ratiisrcentral concern is
always with how we are to explain what causes aqmeto end up with
the theories she does, given the data she statts wi

From what we have considered about the distindgatures of Quine’s
naturalized epistemology, we will realise that tiesv epistemologist will
not be interested in the distinction which was eftcal importance to the
old epistemologist, the distinction between justfiand unjustified
beliefs. For unjustified beliefs will be explicabiejust the same way that
justified beliefs are explicable: the new epistemg@t will be looking for
some cognitive mechanisms in the subject which thkedata as input
and yield the beliefs as output.

81



PHI201 Epistemology

82

ITQ

Questior
Which of the following is not a feature of Quineisaturalizec
epistemology

a)
b)

c)
d)

The assumption that there is an externalized w
The argument that physical stimulations are tha dé
naturalized epistemology.

Theargument that what justifies our belief is impotti
It focuses on what causes our beliefs.

Feedbacl

Feed at the four options supplied in this QUESTI@bly will

discover that options A, B, and D are features aturalizec
epistemology. Naturalizedpistemology assumes the existe
of an external world; holds that physical stimwat are
necessary for naturalized epistemology; and focusesvhai
causes our beliefs rather than what justifies thelence, the
right option is C because that is thocus of traditional
epistemology which naturalized epistemology crits

Critique the position oRichard Feldmaron naturalized epistemolg,
available ahttp://plato.stanford.edu/entries/epistemol-naturalized/

Discussion Post your response on Study Session 10 forum page on course website.
Activity
Study Session Summary

/o7

Summary

In this Study Sessiowe examined how knowledge is deri from the

external world. It offers a psychological account knowledge

acquisition. We explored David Hume conpdon of naturalized
epistemology. We learnt that naturalized epistegylta: some features
which makes it different fromaditional epistemlogy. We also showed
why traditional epistemology differs from Quineige of epistemolog
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Assessment

Assessment

SAQI10.1 (tests Learning Outcomes 10.1, 10.20.3, and 10.4)
Discuss the idea of naturalized epistemolt

SAQ 10.2 (tests Learnin¢cOutcome 10.5)
Critically examine Hume’s position on naturalizerstemology

SAQ 10.3 (tests Learning Outcome 10.
Highlight three features of Quine’s naturalizedséginology
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Study Session 11

Social Epistemology

Introduction

In this Study Session, we shall look at another@ggh to epistemoloc
known as Social EpistemologyThis approach does not empl
psychology as Quine’s approach did. Rather, itref&esocial dimension
to knowledge. We will also observe classic-oriented social
epistemology and provide historical account of thuth-oriented social
epistemology

Learning Outcomes

Outcomes

When you have studied this session, you shouldleeta
11.1defineanduse correctly the termsocial epistemoloc”.
11.2discuss classicallyeriented social epistemolo

11.Z give a historical account of truthriented social epistemolo

11.4distinguish between Richard Rorty’s social epistemology
Lyotard’s postmodernist epistemology.

11.1What is Social Epistemology?

Social Epistemology The
study of social dimensions
of knowledge and
information.

Since each individual belongs to a certain social envitent, in order t
actualize their aim, there is the need for thenmteract with themselve
and other social phenomena within their group aiaoenvironment
Social epistemology tend to invoke grobelief and group knowledg
hence social epistemology can be defined as thdystf social
dimensions of knowledge or informati

The term social epistemology’ has aroused divergent views fo
different thinkers. For some thinkers, social episblogy should retai
the same general mission as classical epistemolaygmped in th
recognition that classical epistemology was tooividdalistic. Othel
thinkers irgue that social epistemology should be a morecah
departure from classical epistemology, a succedisgipline that coul
replace epistemology as traditionally conceivede Térmer, that is th
first assumption is regarded as the classi-oriented social
epistemology, while the latter, the second assumpis regarded ¢
applied social epistemolog

11.2 Classically-Oriented Social Epistemology

84

This type of social epistemology can be realizedtileast two ways. Or
way would emphasize the ditional epistemic goal of acquiring tr
beliefs. It would study social practices in ternistleeir impact on th
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truth-values of agents’ beliefs. A second versioould focus on the
epistemic goal of having justified or rational le&i when a cognitive
agent is justified or warranted in accepting tlaeshents and opinions of
others.

Classical epistemology has been concerned with thethpursuit of truth
and with rationality of epistemic justification. He a person might
rightly conduct his/her reason in the search fothtrbut not succeed in
getting the truth. However, as long as he/she fanhbelief by a proper
use of reason or by proper use of other facullies perception and
memory, then his/her belief is rationally warranted justified.
Furthermore, according to the traditional accouhtkonowledge, in
classical epistemology, for a person to know a @sdpn, he/she must
believe it, it must be true and his/her belief inmust be justified or
rationally warranted. The foregoing remarks apply tlassical
epistemology in its individualist version. But where try to socialize
classical epistemology, that is, social classigétemology we arrive at
a social angle to the pursuit of true belief and pursuit of justified
belief. Some projects in social epistemology had@psed precisely these
themes.

11.3 Historical Account of Truth-Oriented Social
Epistemology

The first formulation of truth-oriented social eeisiology is found in the
writings of Alvin Goldman who proposes to dividestpmology into two
branches: individual epistemology and social episiegy. For
Goldman, both branches would seekto identify ansess processes,
methods or practices in terms of their contribugigpositive or negative)
to the production of true belief (Goldman, 198791@4). Goldman
further stresses that ‘individual epistemology vebidlentify and evaluate
psychological processes that occur within thetepiik subject, while
social epistemology would identify and evaluate i@loprocesses by
which epistemic subjects interact with other agemt® exact causal
influence on their beliefs (Goldman, 1987: 111). ugh the
communicational acts of other agents and the utstital structures that
guide or frame such communicational acts would t@e examples of
social-epistemic practices that would be studiedthiwi social
epistemology.

In his subsequent booknowledge in a social wor]Jd1999), Goldman
argued that ‘both in everyday life and in specedizarenas such a
science, law and education, a certain value iseplagn having true
beliefs rather than false beliefs (Goldman, 1999): This type of value
he called ‘veritistic value’. The veritistic appabato social epistemology
aims to be evaluative or normative rather than lgudescriptive or
explanatory. It seeks to evaluate actual and pafisieepractices in terms
of their impacts on true versus false beliefs. Gad argued further that
apart from evaluative and normative roles, it cko glay a regulative
role. He finally opined that a practice can sometmbe judged
veristically unsatisfactory when later and betterdence shows that
many judgments issued under its aegis were false.
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Phillip Kitcher also developed the social epistemyyl of science from a
truth-oriented perspective. One of his main congehas been the
division of cognitive labour. He contends that ‘theogress of science
will be optimized, when there is an optimal distitibn of effect within
the scientific communityvfww.stanford.or.socialepistemolggyn other
words, it may be better for scientific community &ttack a given
problem by encouraging some members to pursuetoategy and others
to pursue another, rather than all pursuing th@lsimost promising
strategy. When this is done, then the progress c#nee will be
optimized in terms of getting true answers to dgigant scientific
guestions. In his book, ‘the advancement of sciefi93), Kitcher
constructs the notion of a consensus practicepéaakpractice built up
from individual practices consisting of an indivalis beliefs, the
informants he regards as credible, the methodolody scientific
reasoning he accepts and so forth’(www.stanforgboral epistemology).
He then constructs a family of notions of scieatiforogress and
characterizes progress in terms of improvement®uo$ensus practices in
getting significant truth and achieving explanatsngcess.

Feminist epistemology embraces the idea of sopigtemology, that is,
classically-oriented social epistemology. Howevenany of them
strongly criticize traditional epistemology becauseits emphasis on
abstract individual, and view it as a poor modelr ffeminist

epistemology. Elizabeth Anderson for instance vievisminist

epistemology as a branch of social epistemologg. &tplains the aim of
social epistemology by identifying as a branch giseemology that aims
at promoting our reliable that is, truth conduciyepcesses of belief
formation and checking or cancelling out our umgie belief forming
processes (http:en.wikipedia.org/wiki/postmodernism

Miranda Fricker, is another feminist epistemologi¢to also adopts an
approach to social epistemology with classical soétor her, ‘human
beings have a fundamental need to acquire trueefbedind hence a
derived need to seek out good informants, people witl tell us the

truth as to whether P’ (Internet Stanford encycéapa of Philosophy).
She explained further that norms of credibilitysarin society to pick out
the class of good informants, people alleged tadmapetent about the
truth as well as sincere. Thus, the common featmeng classically-
oriented social epistemologists centres on thé tim.

11.4 Applied Social Epistemology

86

Many thinkers in the social studies of knowledggakor ignore such
classical concern of epistemologytagh, justification and rationality .
However, it is evidently clear that various comnti@si and culture speak
the language of truth, justification or rationalibut these thinkers do not
find such concepts legitimate or useful for theimoprojects. They seek
to describe and understand a selected communitytmsof rationality,
like anthropologist describing the norms of an ralmilture. But they
reject the notion that there are any universal bjedive norms of
rationality and criteria of truth that they themaesd could appropriately
invoke.
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Barry Barnes and David Bloor put it this way,’ theare no context-free
or super cultural norms of rationality (setternet Stanford
Encyclopaedia of Philosophyln other words, they are opposed to the
fact that certain practices are more rational oreniuth-conducive than
others. Thus, they officially decline to make amglgments about the
epistemic properties of various belief-forming piees. They contend
that such judgments would have no culture-free sbasi foundation.
These thinkers are regarded as social epistemtdogecause they are
specifically interested in social influences on Wierge. Richard Rorty
(1979) for example explained that if the old adprss must be
abandoned, why not use the old label for the ng& tf project’ (Rorty,
1979: 138).

ITQ

Question
o Can you state the two forms of social epistemology?
Feedback
» The two forms of social epistemology are:
1) classically-oriented social epistemology and
2) the applied epistemology.

11.4.1 Richard Rorty as a Social Epistemologist

In his bookPhilosophy and the Mirror of Natur&orty (1979) explained
that ‘our practice or any practice in our cultureed not need any
grounding or any justificatory foundation. Rathaaims in other areas of
culture are settled conventionally within the pieet(Rorty, 1979: 138).

Rorty is often charged with relativism apparentlgchuse of his
insistence that epistemic notions like knowledgd #&mith make sense
only relative to a society, culture or worldview.id however pertinent
for us to examine Rorty's version of social epistérgy in order to

determine whether he is actually guilty of the gear

Rorty developed a sustained argument to the efifattthe foundational
projects of modern epistemology have been unablesuccessfully
establish their claims that knowledge must and bangrounded in
absolute truths and that necessary and sufficemditon for knowledge
can be ascertained. He turns his back on the riteiwved project of
seeking absolute epistemic foundations advocatingatwhe calls
‘epistemological behaviourism’. According to himeojustifies a belief
or statement by advancing other beliefs or statésridwat do not require
justification in that context so as to satisfy gtandards implicit in our
social practice of justification.

For Rorty, justification is a matter of social piiae and peer approach.
Whether one can be truly said to know is not a enaif some relation
between you and the thing you claim to know butatten of whether
what you claim to know conforms to a certain sopractice. He offers a
coherence theory according to which there is coteeref a given belief
or knowledge claim with the beliefs and practice tbé epistemic
community to which one belongs. This can be cadledial coherentism’
which is different from the internal coherence of iadividual belief
system.
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Furthermore, appropriate justification, accordiadRorty, will always be
piecemeal and local since justification is relatiweour social practices.
His epistemological behaviourism is an accounusfification and not a
theory of truth. He denies that there is any irdiéng theory of truth, that
is, any general account of what makes belief antegees true. No class
of truth has foundational status with respect ® st of truths. While
we usually call beliefs true when they are bettgtified than their
competitors, ‘true does not mean ‘justified’ or tanted’; it is
indefinable and ineliminable’ (Rorty, 1991:13).

Truth or what for Rorty substitutes for it are anter-subjective

agreement among the members of a community. That-sabjective

agreement permits the members of the communitypéaks a common
language and establish a commonly accepted red@tigy.end of inquiry,

for Rorty, is not the discovery or even the apprtion of objective

truth but the formulation of beliefs that furthdret solidarity of the

community. The objectivist tradition centres routhe assumption that
we must step outside our community long enoughxemmene it in the

light of something which transcends it, namely,tthdoich it has in

common with every other actual and possible hun@mneunity. But

once the notion of objective truth is abandonedtyrRargues, one must
choose between a self-defeating relativism andoe#mtrism. For Rorty,
one ‘should grasp the ethnocentric horn of thenttite and privilege our
own group’ (Rorty, 1991: 29). As for any new b#i¢hat we are to
consider, they must at least roughly cohere witts¢halready held by the
community. Rorty expresses this point thus: ‘we tarbe able to justify
ourselves to our earlier selves. This preferenceotsbuilt into us by

human nature. It is just the way we live now (RpRy 1989:5).

How is Rorty led to these conclusions about trutth seality? He has two
arguments for this. The first can be found in hantthgency, Irony and
Solidarity where he explains that:

To say that truth is not out there is simply to #at where
there are no sentences, there is no truth, thatesees are
elements of human languages and that human language
are human creations. Truth cannot be out there—eoann
exist independently of the mind-because senterai@sot

so exist, or be out there (Rorty, 1989: 5).

Somehow paradoxically, he further explains that:

The world is out there, but descriptions of the ld@are
not. Only descriptions of the world can be truefalse.
The world on its own-unaided by the describing\éiogis
of a human being—cannot (Rorty, 1989: 5)

The argument may be put this way: ‘true’ is a miedithat describes
only sentences. So where there are no sentencesithao truth. But

even if we grant that only sentences can be ttunds not follow that a
sentence alone is sufficient for truth. ‘Happy’ aarly describe a sentient
being, but the mere existence of the sentient bdagg not entail that he
is happy. The supposition that only sentences edanule does not remove
the need for some other non-linguistic conditiorhickh makes the
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sentence true. Nor is it even clear that the exigteof a sentence is
necessary for truth.

In fact,Michael David Rohr (1998) interprete Rormg denying any
interesting theory of truth: that is, any generataunt of what makes
beliefs and sentence true. There is no generauat@d why beliefs are

true anymore than there is a general account ofthimgs are good. No
class of truths has foundational status with respedhe rest of truth.

Since there is no foundation for truth or knowledtfeen according to
Rorty, there is nothing outside our social practitteground them. Hence
his rejection of objectivity as a goal of inquiny favour of solidarity

within a community of inquirers; less provocativelye argues that
objectivity be understood as inter-subjectivity.eTthesire for objectivity

is not the desire to escape the limitations of ®@e@mmunity, but simply

the desire for as much inter-subjective agreemsraasible, the desire
to extend the reference of ‘us’ as far as we can.

In contrasts to Rorty, those who ground solidanityobjectivity—the
realists—construe truth as correspondence toyedlitey also argue that
there are procedures of justification of beliefsakhare natural and not
merely local. Rorty rejects this reduction of safitly to objectivity. For
him, there is always a gap between our sense experiand the reality
that is purported to exist. He argues that Dessantes unable to bridge
that gap by means of reason any more than Humel dmidge it by
experience (Rorty, R, 1991: 189).

Rorty’s attitude towards truth in which the consensf a community is
taken as central rather than a relation to a nonamureality forms the
basis of his rejection of Plato’s realism. Rortghtly takes the Platonic
doctrine as central to Western Philosophy; it es¢bre of realism, a view
that has dominated the Western philosophical imdito this day.

According to this view, to be truly rational, pracees of justification

must lead to the truth, must lead to correspondémceeality, and lastly,
procedures of justification must lead to the irgiemature of things.

Rorty rejects Platonic realism because he finds ftiwion of
‘correspondence’ involved to be hopelessly metaighysand without
content. He writes:

The trouble with Platonic notions is not that thase
wrong but there is nothing significant to be saiobat
them. Specifically, there is no way to ‘naturaligeém or
otherwise connect them to the rest of inquiry dtuca,
or life (Rorty, 1979: 311)

Rorty also rejects the notion of knowledge as atteurepresentation
because it lends itself naturally to the idea tlattain sorts of
representations, certain expressions, certain psese are basic,
privileged and foundational (Rorty, R., 1979:3183B1This criticism is
backed up with holistic arguments of the form ‘wél wot be able to
isolate basic elements except on the basis ofaipamowledge of the
whole fabric within which these elements occur’ (fi®pR., 1979: 319).
Thus, we will not be able to substitute the notioh ‘accurate
representation’ (element by element) for that ofccessful
accomplishment of a practice. This argument suggsit we cannot

89
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understand the parts of a strange culture, pradi@®ry, language or
whatever, unless we know something about how thelevthing works.
Also, we cannot get a grasp on how the whole wark8 we have some
understanding of its parts.

Elsewhere, Rorty urges that no attempt should béema salvage
something from the Platonic notion of knowledge ascuracy of
picturing because no true statement pictures thddvemd that picturing
is ‘only a picture’. As a result, he characterizke Platonic notions of
‘truth as correspondence’ and ‘accuracy of reprasiem’ as absurd.

The point of Rorty's criticism of Platonic notioris to highlight the

plausibility of the socialization of our epistenpeactices. For him, the
dominating notion of epistemology is that to beioml, to be fully

human, to do what we ought, we need to be ablntbagreement with
other human beings. To construct an epistemologytoisfind the

maximum amount of common ground with others. Theuaption that
an epistemology can be constructed is the assumiitad such common
ground exists. He added that to suggest that tiser® such common
ground seems to endanger rationality.

Furthermore, Rorty aims to forestall the idea oluliimate philosophical
foundation for our knowledge. He maintains thalgguphy must give up
its traditional claim to be the final court of apbé disputes about truth.
The only alternative, which one can say his behaism espouses, is to
accept as true, what the community of knower’'s eagra. Hence the
study of the nature of human knowledge should &éatéd as the study of
certain ways in which human beings interact. Te #nd, we should see
keeping a conversation going as sufficient as dicsiit aim of
philosophy (Rorty, 1979: 317).

One can summarize Rorty’s position as that whicly@s items of belief
by reference to different societal values. Henlaetd is no absolute scale
of values applicable to all societies. The undedypremise of his work
is that every culture generates its own value gysiad as a result, an
individual belief must cohere with these value eg®. In a review of
Richard Rorty’s Philosophy and the Mirror of NatuRobert Hollinger
describes Rorty as a philosopher who views anymgiteto discover
objective standards of truth, knowledge, justicd Brauty and the idea
of an a historical, neutral set of categories atashdards that can and
should ground culture or any of its componentsgprovide a framework
for all discourse, all inquiry, and all problemshaslding to which stories
are constantly added, so that ‘if the foundatiamsret secure the whole
building will come crashing to the ground.

In conclusion therefore, Rorty insists that theseno ‘skyhook’ which
takes us out of our own minds or other human miktés.agrees with
Hilary Putman that there is no ‘God’s eye viewpothat reveals reality
in itself (Rohr, 1998:353-354). Each person intetpr reality in
accordance with his/her own subjective conditiont Rorty does not
argue for an individualistic free-for-all notion wtith. He emphasizes the
social influence upon the individual and his balief
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11.4.2 Jean Francois Lyotard’s Postmodernist approach
to Social Epistemology

Central to Lyotard’s general position is the ramttof grand narratives
that are claimed to have characterised the modgen e describes the
postmodern ‘turn’ as one of increasing incredulittowards
metanarratives. In this regard, Lyotard rejectversialism and promotes
localized action, which rest on difference and ipatarity. He explains
that:

Rather than seek to weave the individuality of evaro
some comprehensive scheme of human liberatioryslet
wage a war on totality, let us be witnesses to the
unpresentable, let us activate the differences sma the
honour of the name (Lyotard, 1993: 82).

Postmodernism becomes a celebration of a rangéfefemt theoretical
perspectives: ‘postmodern knowledge is not simptga of authorities;
it refines our sensibilities to differences andnfeices our ability to
tolerate the incommensurable (Massuni, B. and Begton, G. 1984:
xxV). Lyotard sees the postmodern attitude as drecoedulity towards
all statements which claim that things have to beedin one particular
way and that way only.

For Lyotard, attempts at providing overarching atmmprehensive
stories simply conceal the heterogeneity of diseesir For example,
scientific discourse, according to Lyotard, expliciexcludes narrative
discourse and many supposedly objective claimscianse tend to be
framed by some kind of narratives, involving distimely value-laden
notions of social progress and human emancipabitarx for example,

provided a grand narrative of science, which plabad within the

framework of those seeking the emancipation of mkimal as a whole
(Cuff, et. al. 1998:294).

Lyotard’s postmodernism removes all foundationalegaries by re-
examining them as the causative products of soher éactors. For him,
no a priori Archimedean point of reference, on whio ground human
reason is available. There is no direct experieotCeeality without
interpretation; and all interpretations are in saswase corrupted by the
cultural and personal prejudices or prejudgemeritghe interpreter
(Gracie, 1997:15-16).

The implication of Lyotard’'s postmodernist approador our
understanding of social epistemology can be deddi®d the above
epistemological conclusion. He came to this conectuby attacking the
main features of traditional epistemology particylahe features of
objectivity and universality. This we shall examindecture twelve.

As a result of the rejection of all grand discosraad universal criteria of
judgement, Lyotard articulates a postmodernist eption of local

pragmatic ‘language games’. For Lyotard, the cosatf knowledge is

just a language game and social life is organizedral these language
games. Language games serve to legitimate oryjystibple’s behaviour
in society. They are games in which the participdnt to assert certain
things to be true or right. Each statement or attee is a ‘move’ that
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may aid the participant in trying to win the gartiegt is, to get his or her
version of what is true or right accepted (Lyotakd, 1984: 10).

The metaphor of language game was further exteridedrder to
illuminate the condition of postmodern knowledger®wing a lengthy
metaphor from Wittgenstein, the pioneer of the theof language
games, Lyotard explains that:

Our language can be seen as an ancient city: a nohze
little streets and squares of old and new housea$ @n
houses with additions from different periods ands th
surrounded by a number of new boroughs with sttaigh
regular streets and uniform houses (Anscombe, 18)/4:

The houses and ‘streets’ being referred to in thetaphor suggests
heterogeneity. The point of the metaphor, thenthit the reality of
knowledge today is a huge array of piecemeal movidsn pragmatic

discourse and none of the discourses appeal tdlgxiae same criterion
of validity. Consequently, each of us can result quite different

knowledge claims depending upon the situation iniclvhwe find

ourselves. Such knowledge claims are equally vdlahce there is no
need to appeal to overarching notions of validityick govern all mini-

discourses.

ITQ

Question
0 What is postmodernism?
Feedback
e It is an aggregate of philosophical positions whallow for
tolerance on the ground that there is nothing Bkeniversal
truth or objectivity which traditional epistemologglds.

Lyotard's reference to language games is meanthta sthat, in the

postmodern era, diversity is the order of the dapeople lose faith in the
search for one great truth that unites and justifel knowledge.

Knowledge in this era fragments into a multiplicitiydifferent language

games that are specific to particular areas ofasdité. Also, he argues
that all knowledge is based upon the use of langudgst as we have
different games and the specificity of the rulesegaing each game, so
also we have heterogeneous discourses such thatcamesay that

knowledge is always knowledge from different viewns.

Many philosophers view the positions of Rorty anytard as similar to
the position called ‘epistemic relativism’ in phslgphy. This position is
often described as dangerous and troubling bedaoffers no objective
standard through which one can assess what coantsuth’. Another

charge against this position is that it is nihididbecause it simply gives
up on the project of distinguishing good reasorfimgn bad reasoning
and embraces a sort of epistemic anarchy.

In spite of these criticisms, their works remainsp@sive to those who
would subscribe to the idea that knowledge is dosodtural construct.
A brief example will explain this. If two people d¢ia with significantly
different judgments rejecting or accepting partcuhferences, then it
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seems entirely possible that they may end up reagam very differen
ways, each of which is justified for the person whasons in that wa
Therefore if relativism is right, then there maydeair of people whos
sydems of reasoning are very different from one amgtthough eac
system is valid for the person using it. This atgmplies to differen
communities. This exactly forms the basis of th&atidsm we are
considering in this st-section. Hence we can cdnde that the positior
of Richard Rorty and that of Jean Francois Lyotseem to allow fo
both heterogeneity and diversity in the manifestetiof our epistemi
claims

1) Pick an encyclopaedia of philosophy and read upSowcial
Epistemology.
2) Attempt a critique of the position of the encyclegma

Discussion
Activity Post your response on Study Session 11 forum page on course website.
Study Session Summary

o7

In this Study Sessioiwe examined the social dimension of knowlec
This theor argued that contrary to traditional epistemologyowledge
goes beyond having beliefs and attempting to jusiife’s knowledg:
claims. It highlights our social dimensions of krewge.

Summary
Assessment
SAQ 11.1 (tests Learning Outcomes 11.1, 14, and 11.3)
e What is social epistemolog
SAQ 11.2 (tests Learning Outcome 11.4)
Assessment

Differentiate between Rorty’s social epistemologyd aLyotard’s

postmodernist epistemolot
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Study Session 12

Feminist Epistemology

Introduction

In this Study Session, we wiexamine feminist epistemology as
aspect of epistemology that draws on the approath sacial
epistemology We will discuss the meaning, basis, issues, aim
feminist epistemology and stages in the developmeintfeminis
epistemology

Learning Outcomes

Outcomes

When you have studied this session, you shouldleeta
12.1explainthe basis of feminist epistemology.

12 2discussissues in feminist epistemology.

12.Zappraisethe essential arguments in feminisepistemological
discourse.

12.4highlightthe aims of feminist epistemology.
12.50utline the stages in the development of feminist epistegy

12.1 The Basis Feminist Epistemology

Feminism

Epistemology The branch
of social epistemology that
studies the various
influences of norms and
conceptions of gender and
gendered interests and
experiences on the
production of knowledge.

94

Feminist epistemolog has often been understood as a branch of ¢
epistemology that studies the various influences marms an
conceptions of gender and gendered interests apdriernces on th
production of knowledge (Anderson, 1995-58).

Put in another way, feminist epistemology is abthé ways gende
influences what we take to be knowledge. Considar éxample
theoretcal and scientific knowledge, the kind of knowlegg#ileged in
the academy. Western societies give the impresfiah this kind o
knowledge is masculine. Theoretical knowledge teroftailored to th:
needs of mostly male managers, bureaucrats aricials exercising
power in their role given capacities. Feminist tgi®logists suggest th
various kinds of practical knc-how and personal knowledge (knowlec
that bears the mark of the knower’s biography atehtity) such as tr
kinds of ur-theoretcal knowledge that mothers have of their childres
undervalued when they are labelled feminine. Gittem androcentri
need to represent the ‘masculine’ as independettteoffeminine’, this
labelling has led to a failure to use untheoretiredwledg effectively in
theoretical reasoning (Rose, 1983). Traditionastepnologists find thes
claims of feminist epistemologists highly disturdpiih not plainly absurc
Feminist epistemologists such as Sandra Harding6(89) and Jane Fle
(1989) have rejeted empiricism or even traditional epistemologya
whole for its seeming inability to comprehend thelsems
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Whatever the issue is, feminist epistemology canbéter explained
through a careful understanding of social epistegyl Many feminist
epistemologists have been inclined to embracetybis of epistemology
because as Sandra Harding puts it, ‘knowledge slaira always socially
situated (1986:65). Situated knowledge considers/ lpeople may
understand the same object in different ways teflest the distinct
relations in which they stand to it. It is descdbas knowledge that
reflects the particular perspectives of the subject

Current developments in feminist epistemology stdrom the
recognition that knowledge is socially construcaed, therefore, must be
seen in the context of the social relations in Wwhis production occurs.
Recognition of the socially constructed nature afmhn society and
relationships is reflected in and forms the bai®minist epistemology.
A central question in feminist epistemology hasleowith the problem of
the objectivity of knowledge. Objectivity as a fesa of foundationalism
requires that knowledge be abstract and certairis Blecording to
feminist epistemologists has led to an incompletmant of knowledge.
For them, knowledge is incomplete without consigrihe multiple
experiences of diverse groups in society and hair #xperiences are
interrelated.

Various issues have inspired feminist interestthaories of knowledge.
For instance, stereotyped perceptions of womentsir@aand actions
based upon them.This according to Carol Gould (1988ints amongst
the most intransigent of constructs that shape w&nexperiences and
make it difficult for women to move beyond domimeti (Gould, 1983:

14).

12.2 Issues in Feminist Epistemology

Stereotyped perceptions of women’s nature are wfseocontinuous with
stereotyping of any sort. Gender stereotyping candbfined as the
constant portrayal of women and men accordingeayinder division of
labour by stressing that such stereotyping is ‘radtieind natural. Put in
another way, gender stereotypes are structuredfdetliefs about the
personal attributes of women and of men. They ariefs held by
individuals, (personal gender stereotypes) andi® shared patterns of
thinking within a particular society (cultural gesrd stereotypes)
(Ashmore, and DelBoca, 1991:159). It could coméoim of personality
traits for example, women are emotional and mematgor in form of
abilities, for example men are good at mathematiuge women are not.
It can also be in form of role behaviour for exaephomen are more
likely than men to care for children. Again, it mde in form of
occupations, for example, most nurses are femalke wiost doctors are
male.

Gender stereotypes are ‘bipolar’ in the sense wtahen and men are
perceived to have opposing personal qualities. Sesearchers however
feel that the core meaning of stereotypic belidfeud the sexes is best
captured by the distinctions ‘hard-soft’, ‘activagsive’. Manifestations
of such perceptions are perhaps best known as ¢heye across in
anthropological psychological and sociological stgdh\ close look at
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those studies show that their implications are ashontological in their
structuring effects upon women’s possibilities ofeiry, and
epistemological in their constraints upon respdaskmowing. Indeed,
such studies often work as self-fulfilling prophesileading people to be
much as stereotype-governed as research takegdhssm

Again, with special references to stereotypes ofnesw, feminists in
several disciplines have documented the ways inclwlactions and
attitudes shaped by such stereotypes structuresdlge in which women
are perceived and known, and come to know them.hMaoft this
documentation is philosophically pertinent becaitseshows precisely
with reference to other peoples experiences of $eéras as participants
in the world, that is, how one comes to know orfetbebugh perceived
doctrines has profound effects on one’s possigditof being (Code,
1988: 192). In a complex process of reciprocal cstming and
restructuring, what a person comes to belief tledste is affects what
that person can know and to a large extent, strestwrhat he/she is.

You should note that the point is not that if stéypes are removed then
experiences will present itself ‘pure and taintdouit rather that
experience is always mediated by the location & #xperiencing
subjects in terms of time, place culture and emvitent and it is always
shaped by unconscious considerations and motivsation

The discussions thus far are drawn from patriarctaictures where
stereotypes are imposed upon women from the varpage of male
experience. Patriarchy inputs political, moral aswtial meanings to
sexual differentiation. It is the male dominatidroanership and control
at all levels in society, which maintains and opesdahe system of gender
discrimination. This system of control is justifigdterms of patriarchal
ideology, which is the system of social values amatms, often
embedded in law, tradition and religious beliefsicihsupport the
perpetuation of gender discrimination, claimingtttiee man is the head
of the household with sexual rights over women.

On the level of epistemological discourse, many ifésts have

condemned patriarchy for creating and reflecting exclusively

masculine view of the world and for rendering worsesxperiences and
their perspectives invisible. According to one tfermn, ‘patriarchal

thought is characterized by the imposition of dosis and oppositions on
the disparate flow of experience: reason versustieng) mind versus
body, subject versus object’ (Bordo, 1992:144).aAesult, one side of
each pair is favoured over the other, establishinchierarchy of

classifications in which that which is associateithwhe male is given
priority over that which represents the female.iiTbhenclusion therefore
is that patriarchy establishes male dominancesimdisic account of the
world, its standards of knowledge and judgment el &s in its concrete
institutions and practices.

To this end, feminist have produced competing tlesabout the general
forms of inequality and the broader structures,iebesystems and
institutions which produces and organize particelgperiences in order
to analyse, understand and hopefully challenge evosnexclusion.
Prominent among these theories is the one labellegminist

Epistemology’, which is concerned with how genddluences our ways
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of knowing. Feminists have argued that ‘mainstreepistemologies

systematically exclude the possibility that wonwam be ‘knowers or
agents of knowledge, the voice of science is massuhistory is written

from only the point of view of men of the dominadass and race; and
the subject of traditional epistemology is alwagswmned to be a man
(Pereira, 2001).

Various practitioners of feminist Epistemology aegthat dominant
knowledge practices disadvantage women by: exajudhem from
inquiry, denying them epistemic authority; denigrgttheir ‘feminine
cognitive styles and models of knowledge, produchepries of women
that represent them as inferior, deviant or sigaiit only in ways that
serve male interest, producing theories of sodmnpmena that render
women’s activities and interests or gendered paelations invisible and
producing knowledge (science and technology) tkahat useful for
people in subordinate positions or that reinforeadgr and other social
hierarchies.

Feminist epistemologists are mainly concerned wsdflentific knowledge
as a way of challenging the absolutism and objagtivof
foundationalism. They trace the failure of foundaélism to flawed
conceptions of gender, knowers’ objectivity andestific methodology.
They however offered various arguments which th@gent as essential
arguments in feminist epistemology.

ITQ

Question
o0 What is the major thing that feminist epistemoleggs reacting
to?
Feedback
e It was reacting to the patriarchal structures daditional
epistemology which does not give room to seeing @mwm
experience as a factor for their participationhie social world.

12.3 The Essential Arguments in Feminist Epistemology

The major arguments in feminist discourse are:

a. Feminist epistemology rejects the notion that thése an
Archimedean point from which knowledge is acquirtidargues
that the existence of such an Archimedean poirttahatracts the
knower from the known will only lead to an incomigeccount of
knowledge. Instead we should focus on the speiiifcof our local
experience. Also, feminist epistemologists argue at th
epistemological assumptions within scientific disse reconstruct
a stereotypic view of women and men. This has teguh various
forms of dualisms with the other pole serving asdbminated one.

b. Feminists’ epistemology also questioned the objigtof science
with its attendant neutrality. They argue that scée is not the
neutral, dispassionate, value-free pursuit of tr@tience, like all
knowledge, is culturally constructed, produced wungarticular
social and historical conditions. The dissatistactiof feminist
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epistemologists is with modern science (scientkimowledge).
Hence, the notion that the project of modern s@eargstallizes or
informs ‘masculinist’ models of thinking has beenpeominent
theme in some recent writings. What we encounteCantesian
rationalism, says Karl Stern ‘is the pure mascsétion of thought
(Stern, 1965:104). The scientific model of knowisays Sandra
Harding, represents a ‘super-masculinisation of iomal
knowledge’ (Harding, 1981:17). The specific conssioess we call
scientific, Western and modern claims James Hillniguthe long
sharpened tool of the masculine mind that has disdaparts of its
own substance calling it ‘eve’, female and infér{gtillman, 1972:
250). Understanding the development of Cartesigecthity and
modern science in general will give us some texsigport to
these insights on feminist epistemology and assaltrelarify their
importance.

c. There are various forms of the feminist critiquesofence and its
objectivity. One aspect of this critique is thetpie of scientific
objectivity as expressing an essentially male aggro to
knowledge and the world. Thus, Ruth Bleier explaiva:

Science is the male intellect: the active knowing
subject: its relationship to nature the passive
object of knowledge — is one of manipulation,
control and domination: it is the relationship of

man to woman, of culture to nature (Bleier, (1984:
196).

Bleier's reason for the above conclusion is thahynpeople have been
led to believe that the discourse on women and treure, a discourse
like all others from which women have been absent excluded, has
been an objective investigation because it was wueied by science. But
science itself, the tool for investigating suchunak objects as woman has
always been defined as the expression of the maidd; rdispassionate,
objective, impersonal, transcendent. The female dminntamed,
emotional, subjective and personal—is incompatibith science. The
presumption here therefore is that science, byeitg nature is inherently
masculine. As Haraway puts it, the entire rang#heftools of science is
penetrated by the principle of domination. CatherMackinnon also
speaks of objectivity as ‘the ostensibly non-ineal\stance, as the male
epistemological stance which does not comprehendvin perspective
(Mackinnon, 1982: 538).

Another aspect of the critique of objectivity thatrelevant to this study
is the suggestion that part of the problem abojdabivity and thus about
how women have been traditionally perceived anctrilesd may well

have to do with the dualistic categories into whigh have tried to place
our knowledge. The claim here is that science rastand is defined by
the assumption of a polarity between man and wothanhstructure our
view of and investigations into what constitutesniseand women'’s
nature. More generally, these polarities undetliew views about what
constitutes knowledge and indeed structure our stiyations of the
nature of human thought, behaviour and organizafidgre consistency
with which our culture accepts these dualisms asstitating not only

science but art, philosophy, literature and indemdt customs and
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institutions is standardly taken to reflect thet that these dualisms really
exist in the world and specifically in the natufeneen and women—a
kind of realism with respect to the male/femaleapity (Hanen, 1988:

30).

Feminists argue that to treat these polaritieepeesenting contradictory
and mutually exclusive spheres is to propound falielhotomies, not
because these ways of classifying fails to order perceptions but
because they order them in ways that leave outndemrepresent or
undervalue women’s experience. Interestingly, tbigique is by no

means limited to science and its feature of objdygti For Catherine

Mackinnon (1982:541), this not only extends to Epi®logy but also the
traditional bifurcation between reason and emotith knowledge made
dependent upon reason alone, the implication is@mplete account of
knowledge.

Feminists epistemologists take issue with certaistemic notions like
objectivity, universality and rationality claiminigpat they are all male
notions. Feminist epistemologies, like other aatifdationalist
tendencies in contemporary epistemology, have grown of critical

interrogations of the universalistic presumption§ the Western
philosophical tradition. Sceptical about the veoggibility of developing
a theory of knowledge in general whose claims tivarsal validity are
premised on its abstraction from the specificitéshuman experience,
feminist epistemologists have insisted on the dste role that

epistemic locality plays in the making and evalugtiof knowledge
claims. It is with the foundationalist project okeking an absolute
grounding for knowledge and its resultant conseqedthat of abstract
individualism) that many feminists take issue.

Another central argument which is closely linkedtbhe above is that
feminist epistemologists are of the opinion thattcd epistemological
regulatory notions like objectivity, good methoddarationality and the
abstract individual are conceptualized to favounmgs a result, they,
like the anti-foundationalists concentrate less fmnmal universal

conditions for making and justifying knowledge aethphasize the
specificities of knowledge construction. Apart freenceptualizing these
notions to favour men, traditional epistemologylsfato take into

cognizance real life situations. It tries to defimwledge without taking
into cognizance knowledge for whom, it also triesdefine justification

without considering specific circumstances.

Many feminist epistemologists are sceptical of thedel of knowledge
that foundationalism has bequeathed to modern sgieficcording to
them, the type of knowledge that Descartes hasdatljad to modern
science and of which he is often explicitly desedbas the father, is
based on clarity, dispassion and detachment assigaivolvement,
perceptivity and connectedness.

Finally, feminist epistemologists also take issughwhe problem of
Androcentrism in science. Androcentrism occurs witkeories take
men’s lives or masculinity to set the norm for hmsaor animals
generally with female difference either ignoredepresented as deviant.
It also occurs when male activities or predicamangsrepresented as the
primary causes or sites of important changes withegard to the roles
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of females in initiating or facilitating changesdiding, 1990: 96). One
can also describe a situation where phenomena iareed from the

perspective of men’'s lives without regard to hownvem see them
differently as androcentric. Similarly, a knowledg@ctice can be said to
be androcentric if it reflects an orientation geate specifically or

typically male interests or male lives. Androcestiri can appear in
knowledge practice in at least two ways: in theteoh of theories or
research programmes and in the interests thaineaders to frame their
research in certain terms or around certain prableReminist have
advanced feminist epistemology most fully and passtely by exposing
androcentrism in the content of social-scientifid ®@iological theories.

You should note at this point that men and womehale some gender-
specific experiences and personal knowledge dueh#ir different
socialization. Such experiences and forms of kndgdecan be fruitfully
brought to bear upon theoretical inquiry. It isrdfere not surprising that
women researchers have exposed and criticized egratrism in theories
much more than men have. Women researchers, likainif
epistemologists base their argument on the sooi@touction of science,
a particularly important subject because of thepdee®d central ways that
scientific knowledge shapes western ways of know#agording to this
argument, it is impossible for science or sciestistbe otherwise, since
science is a social activity and a cultural prodiuetted by persons who
live in the world of science, as well as in theistes that bred them.
Similarly, Sandra Harding (1986:9) explains thaestfic processes are
not transparent: they necessarily permit culturad aocial values and
interests to contribute to the descriptions andlamgiions of nature’'s
order. Thus, gender values and interests too duaNe shaped practices
and claims.

12.4 Aims of Feminist Epistemology

100

As a form of social epistemology feminist episteogy, aims at

incorporating the experiences of women within th@stemological

framework. It offers ways of better understandimg @valuating female
experiences. It is motivated by the recognitiort #haeryone who knows
something is a person occupying a position in an@are social groups.
This in turn makes the social location of the knoyvsubject relevant for
epistemic evaluation of the subject’s beliefs.

The project of feminist epistemology also aims aplaning the
achievements of feminist criticism of science which devoted to
revealing sexism and androcentrism in theoreticgliry. An adequate
feminist epistemology must explain what it is fos@entific inquiry or
practice to be sexist and androcentric; how theatifes are expressed in
theoretical inquiry and in the application of thetizal knowledge and
what bearing these features have on evaluatingnese

Finally, feminist epistemology aims to defend feistirscientific practices
which incorporate a commitment to the liberationvadmen and the
social and political equality of all persons. Aldemuate feminist
epistemology must explain how research projecté witch moral and
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political commitments can produce knowledge thatt®isuch epistemic
standards as empirical adequacy and fruitfulness.

12.5 Stages in the Development of Feminist Epistemology

Three models or positions are often considered tages in the
development of feminist epistemology. These areirfsthempiricism,
feminist standpoint and feminist postmodernism.

12.5.1 Feminist Empiricism

Feminist empiricists maintain that sexism and aoentrism are
identifiable biases of individual knowers that daneliminated by stricter
application of existing methodological norms of estific and
philosophical inquiry (Hawkesworth, 1989). Accorglinto standard
arguments about sociological research, rigorougrebton and the use
of the scientific method eliminate observer biast, feminist argue that
the observer is not a neutral party. Because kranyeleis socially
produced, the particular experiences and attitticltsobservers bring to
their work influence what they study, how they studand what they
conclude about it. Untangling the relationship esw the knower and
the known is essential according to feminist st In other words,
unless research begins with the ordinary fact§@fthen the knowledge
that sociologists construct will be both alienatiagd apart from the
experiences of human actors.

Feminist empiricism argues that it is possibledmove sexist and other
biases from the processes of research, particulahlgn problems of

study are initially being identified and defined, the belief that, once
these have been eliminated, value-neutral work W@ produced

(Harding, 1986:10). Harding regards this as anngiteto reform bad

science, simply by adding women into existing framiks rather than

guestioning the prejudiced assumptions that aretoactive of science
per se. By so doing, new perspectives on womewes land specifically

those that challenge sexist's assumptions will lteisumore accurate

explanations of women'’s experiences.

12.5.2 Feminist standpoint

Standpoint theories in general claim that in anstdmical period, the

prevailing worldview is a clear reflection of thetérests and values of
the dominant group (Agra, and Adan, 2004). Womes, aagroup,

traditionally excluded from power circuits occupy special social

position that gives them a privileged epistemolab&tandpoint, a less
distorted worldview than the one imposed by middéss white males.
This theory argues that women'’s specific locatiopatriarchal societies
is actually a resource in the construction of newvidedge (Harding,

1991: 21). This does not result from the biologfeat of being a woman
but from the unigque experience of women as an @gpre group

confronting a patriarchal society.

In an attempt to buttress he above point, HelereL.§2002:179) explains
that an individual is advantaged in the evolutidrecertain claims about
economic or social structure if he or she has Ismmmally stigmatized,
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subordinated, economically deprived or confrontednany ways and is
subsequently or simultaneously empowered to reflapobn the
implications of such experiences and alternatittese, the argument is
that understanding woman'’s lives from a commiteahifiist exploration
of their experiences of oppression produces momaptete and less
distorted knowledge than that produced by men. Wohaad lives that
have significantly different shapes and patternthése of men and their
subjugated positions provide the possibility of em@omplete and less
perverse understanding. In this way, we can say tha feminist
standpoint theory is based on two main ideas. ,Fatktknowledge is
located, since it is a practical and social comsibn.Second, one special
location (that of women) is more reliable, as ibydes privileged
standpoint to unveil some types of truth.

Generally, standpoint theories claim to represdm torld from a
particular socially situated perspective that cay d¢laims to epistemic
privilege or authority. Feminist standpoint thednyparticular identifies
one particular social situation as epistemologjcatlvileged.

When you look at the goals of feminist standpdietory, it suggests that
it is a type of critical theory. Critical theorie@m to empower the
oppressed to improve their situations. To servé tréical aim, critical
theories must represent the social world in refatthe interests of the
oppressed, that is, those who are the subjecudf/ssupply an account
of that world which is accessible to the subjedtstady, which enables
them to understand their problems and supply aowtcof the world
which is usable by the subjects of study in orderirhprove their
conditions. Critical theory can therefore be ddmamti as theory of, by,
and for the subjects of study (Anderson, 2004).

12.5.3 Feminist Postmodernism

The general postmodernist theme embodies a scepgoaibility that
guestions attempts to transcend our situationsppgal to such ideas as
universality, objectivity, rationality, essence,ityntotality, foundations
and ultimate truth and reality. It stresses thealibg partiality,
contingency, instability, uncertainty, ambiguity, nda essential
contestability of any particular account of the ldpithe self, and the
good (Anderson, E, 2004). Politically, the postmodss’ emphasis on
revealing the situatedness and contestability gf garticular claim or
system of thought is supposed to serve both dritewed libratory
functions.

Within feminism, postmodernist ideas have been aeu against
theories that justify sexist practices, notablyedkbgies that claim that
observed differences between men and women areahatd necessary,
or that women have an essence that explains antifigsistheir
subordination. The oft-cited claim that genderasially or discursively
constructed- that it is an effect of social praegiand systems of meaning
that can be disrupted—finds one of its homes irtrpodernism (Butler,
1990:1).

Taking the perspectivism intimated by standpoiristemologies to its
logical conclusions, feminist postmodernism rejeabits very possibility
of a truth about reality. It rejects claims of dépmic privilege
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emphasizing instead the contingency and instatofitthe social identity
of knowers and consequently of their representatiofFreminist
postmodernists use the ‘situatedness’ of eachefimibserver in a
particular socio-political, historical context thatlenge the possibility of
claims that any perspective on the world could psgaartiality. As an
alternative to the futile quest for an authoritativuth to ground feminist
theory, feminist postmodernists advocate a profaaagpticism regarding
universal (or universalizing) claims about the tease, nature and
powers of reason. (Flax, J. 1986: 194). Rather thiaccumb to the
authoritarian impulses of will to truth, they uripstead the development
of a commitment to plurality and the play of difece (Flax, 1987: 621-
643 and Anderson, 1997: 370-376).

Thus, feminist postmodernism envisions our epistermituation as

characterized by a permanent plurality of perspestinone of which can
claim objectivity—that is transcendence of situatesk to a ‘view from

nowhere’. It rejects the project of feminist staoithp theory which has to
do with identifying a single epistemically priviled perspective. It sees
such project as flawed and an unjustified assedfogpower in the name
of an unattainable objectivity.

Taking a look at the three epistemological posgiatiscussed above,
there are indications that no single contenderachitiess all the concerns
that have fuelled the feminist turn to epistemologye elements of
feminists’ standpoint epistemologies that sustagmifist claims
concerning women'’s privileged perspective on theldvare at odds with
the insight generated by the long struggle of womiecolour within the
feminist movement, that there is no uniform ‘wonseméality’ to be
known, no coherent perspective to be privilegedt Ye feminist
postmodernists plea for tolerance of multiple pecsipes is altogether at
odds with feminist empiricists desire to developuacessor science that
can refute once and for all, the distortions ofrandntrism.

In spite of the conflicting claims of these thrgeséemological positions,
an important point to be stressed is that eacheopositions is an attempt
to address the central concern of feminist epistegyo These concerns
range from the need to reject an absolute groundingnowledge with
its emphasis on objectivity which extends to th&meof science, to the
need to stress situated knowledge which addrebsegquestion of who
the knowing subject is. In this regard, feminisisegmology is motivated
by the need to find appropriate ways of knowing o experiences
and the structures that shape them in order to lile @ develop
theoretical accounts of knowledge which are linkedth these
experiences.

Again, the three feminist epistemological positians attempts to ground
accounts of the social world which are less padial distorted than the
prevailing ones. In this sense, they are attempiingroduce a science
that better reflects the world around us than ticemplete and distorting
accounts provided by traditional social scienceis Tdtience will not

substitute one gender loyalty for another but suteincorporate all

gender loyalties.
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Questior
o Which of the following is not a stage in the deysient of
feminist epistemology?
a) Feminist empiricism.
b) Feminist standpoint.
c) Feminist science.
d) Feminist postmodernism

Feedbacl
 The answer is C because it is the only that is not a stage in
the development of feminist epistemolo

What do you consider as the truth about Femin

Post your response on Study Session Twelve forum page on course website.

Discussion
Activity

Study Session Summary

In this Study Sessiomwe examined feminist epistemology as an at
o of social epistemology. We obser that feminist pistemology not only
grew ou but questions traditional assumptions about knogdeak the

challenge familiar beliefs about women, r and the social life.

Summar

y Feminist epistemology is therefore necessitatedth®y need to se
women’s experiences as an important part of thaiswof participating
in the social world. As a result of the issuesiagisfrom traditiona
epistemology which lefeminist epistemologists to describe this typs
epistemology as inadequate, feminist empiricisnmirfést standpoin
and feminist postmodernism were highlighted as estagn the
development of feminist epistemolo

Assessment
SAQ 12.1 (tests Learning Outcomes 12.1,12.2,12.3, 12.4, arig
° Critically discuss the idea of feminist epistemagls
Assessment
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In answering this question, we expect you to fakempt a definition of the major
terms which are mentioned in the question. Hencdefaition of epistemology,
knowledge, beliefs, and justification is required.

Traditionally, there are four branches in philosppind epistemology is one of those
branches. Epistemology is generally regarded aghbery of knowledge. It is an
attempt to know or understand knowledge in its ersal sense. The Dictionary of
Philosophy and Psychology defines it asthe theory of the origin, nature and limits
of knowledge’From our analysis so far, we would see that kndgéeplays a pivotal
role in the definition of epistemology. What therknowledge?

We can refer to knowledge as the cognitive aspecbnsciousness. In other words,
when you claim you know, it means you have peraki@ understood or

comprehended that thing. Philosophically speakikmpwledge has been defined by
Plato, in Thaetetus, as that which has three dondithamely truth, belief, and

justification. In other words, for any thing to atitute knowledge, such a state of
affairs must be true, it was be a belief that islhand the believer must be justified in
believing it. What this points to us more is thhere is a difference between
knowledge and mere belief or opinion. Knowledgerisa higher plane and for any
belief to transcend to knowledge; it must be tnoe must have justification for it.

From this standpoint, we can see that there isrmemion between the idea of
epistemology, knowledge, belief, and justificatidiime enterprise of epistemology is
built on knowledge. Thus, we cannot talk about tepi®logy without talking of
knowledge. In the same vein, the structure of kedge is such that justification and
beliefs are central to the basis of its upholdabt, the place of justification which has
been regarded as the foundation in the structurekmdwledge cannot be
underestimated.

In answering this question, you must understand tha kind of knowledge
determines the source of such knowledge. From wbathave learnt in this study
session, we have a posteriori knowledge and aipkimwledge. The a posteriori
knowledge is knowledge gained from experience alwhie a priori is knowledge
that is gained from reason alone. What this pdimiss is that thee are two schools as
regards the source of knowledge. The first schadiihthat knowledge is derived
from experience while he other school holds thaivkedge is derived from reason.
The first school is referred to as Empiricism wiilhe second school is referred to as
Rationalism.

Empiricism is the school of thought that asseré tdur comprehension of the external
world is only done through experience. In otherdgpmwe only come to know what
we know through our senses (your sense of tast],deeling, seeing, and hearing).
In this school of thought, the three British Emgists are notable and they are John
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Locke, George Berkeley, and David Hume. Theseasgert that all knowledge comes
from experience. You should note that you are ebgokto discuss what the ideas of
each of these philosophers is as regards empiricism

Rationalism on its part is the claim that all onotwledge derive from reason and not
experience. They opine that our knowledge derivesnfa mental process, be it
inductive or deductive. They further disagree withpositions of the Empiricists that
we are born a ‘tabula rasa’ (a blank mind). Theldhbat we are born with certain
innate ideas and that we come to realize them gfiraleduction. Hence, we attain or
get knowledge by a logico-mathematical proceduréchvifialls within the realm of
reason. Proponents of this school are Rene Desc8gaedict Spinoza, and Gottfried
Wilheim Leibniz. They are referred as the contiaérdtionalists. You are expected to
discuss the ideas of each of these philosophers.

From what you have studied so far in this studgises you can refer to skepticism as
an attitude or position or disposition in philosgptvhich casts a doubt on the
possibility of attaining knowledge. The focus oéthrgument of the skeptics is that
we cannot claim to know anything for sure. Hendeytdeny the possibility of

knowledge.

The notion of scepticism is not new in philosoph@aterprise as it can be traced from
the ancient philosophy. Heraclitus, ancient phiptsr held that all things are in a
state of change and so change is the only permémegt By this, he asserts that you
cannot step into a river twice. The implicationtloE is that knowledge is impossible.
This is because knowledge is permanent. Whatevémndasvledge will always be
knowledge and this would be impossible if everyghia in a state of change. This
position was supported by his disciple Cratylus.o@ms is another Greek
philosopher who gave, although extreme, a postiothis. According to him, nothing
exists and even if anything exists it cannot bevkmoif however it can be known,
such cannot be communicated. Hence, we cannot cthmh anything exists.
Protagoras’ relativists position that man is theasuge of all things also points that
knowledge is impossible since each person is therm@ant of what exists or is real
and this violates one characteristic of knowledgs tniversality.

The skeptists have given different arguments t@sriptheir stance and the three in
focus here are the brain-in-the-vat argument, tlguraent from error, and the
argument from experience. You are expected to diseach of these in detalil.

It is also of importance to differentiate betweehilgsophical skepticism and

methodological skepticism. Philosophical skepticignthe position that we cannot
know anything about anything and an example of hiBavid Hume. On he other

hand, methodological skepticism involves castingldoor employing the methodic

doubt. It involves casting doubt on what one alyglagbws with a view to arrive at a

better conclusion. A good example of this is Remsdartes in his quest to attain the
indubitable foundation of knowledge.

Thaetetus is one of Plato’s dialogues and justHikeother dialogues, he uses Socrates
as the midwife of ideas. In this dialogue, Socrategages Thaetetus in a discussion to
know what knowledge is. Thaetetus in this discussiomes up with four definitions
of knowledge.

The first is knowledge as arts and sciences. Thaetefined knowledge by listing the
fields of Arts and the sciences. Socrates rejéssdefinition on two grounds. On the
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first ground, Socrates held that the definitiongioet bring out what is common to all

these fields that will thus bring the idea of knedde out. The second ground is that
in defining, you are not expected to give instarmfes concept. For instance, if | ask

you to define a man, we do not expect you to staritioning names of men but rather
to give the universal features of all species afigpealled men.

The second definition of knowledge by Thaetetugeitning knowledge as perception.
This definition will translate to mean that anythinalled knowledge is perception.
Hence, you know a thing when you perceive it. Sesrariticized the definition for
reducing knowledge to perception. The fact thaknew only through perception but
we know that perception is not always knowledge.pdgicularly noted that such a
definition involves a relativism similar to the Fmagorean assertion that man is the
measure of all things. Hence, this definition wilean that knowledge is relative and
not universal since perception itself is relatinel @ot necessarily universal.

The third definition is the definition of knowledges true judgment. In other words,
for anything to be called knowledge, it must bewe tjudgment. Socrates criticized
this on the ground that that it is possible for ething to be a true judgment and yet
lack reasons for arriving at it..he held that amghthat will qualify as knowledge
mush have well-explained reason(s) to back it ups 15 what leads us to the fourth
definition.

The fourth is the definition of knowledge as truslgment plus logos or account.
What this means is that for anything to qualifyka®wledge, such must be a true
judgment and which the believer is justified toiéet so. This is what has come to be
defined as the traditional account of knowledgduwesified true belief (JTB).

From what you have studied in this study sessiany gan adequately define

perception as the process of acquiring, interpgetselecting, and organizing sensory
data. This sense data come as a result of ouraagiten with the world and they

involve the use of our sensory organs. Percepéibest place at different levels.

The first level is detection — the level at whigbu can sense whether you are being
stimulated or moved by some form of energy. Thesédevel is recognition — the
level at which one can identify and detect thegua#t of stimulation. The third level is
discrimination — the level at which you can diffetiate between the different patterns
of stimulation.

Perception involves the working on of the sense dat produce objects, events,
people, and other aspects of the world. But thestipre we should ask here is what is
the process of perception? The process of perceimlves the respective sense
organs transforming physical signal into nervousgutees and these impulses then
travel to the brain.

There are physical and psychological factors tifattor influence perception. Very
good examples of the physical factors are the nengystem and the brain. The
nervous system includes the interplay of our sengans and each sensory organ has
its own detector with which it detects signals frahe world. The detectors or
receptors (because they receive information from dhtside) have their different
ways of transforming energy to nervous impulseg $&me thing goes with the brain
which has different parts, each performing a sepdtection, and thereby influencing
perception.

Psychological factors influencing perception inéu@motion, motivation, and
learning. The things we have learnt may prejudizeperception. For instance, if you
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have indoctrinated to see anything Nigerian as ggodr perception of anything
Nigerian will be affected by this. In similar veior emotional state or the motivation
that we get may also affect our perception.

You must also note that there are principles thigddegour process of perception. One
of such principles is the principle of closure whits the general psychological
tendency to view things as complete and unifiecotAer is the principle of constancy
which holds that we tend to view things as constarsize, shape, colour as well as
other qualities regardless of the variance in theudation. Another principle in focus
is the principle of perceptual context which hottat our perception of an object
depends in part on the context.

We can now go ahead to look at the theories ofgpdian.

The first we are looking at is Realism. This is indlosophical position that holds that
objects of perception exist independently of ouception of them. Philosophers have
made a distinction between direct realism and @adirealism. Direct realism is the
position that that which we perceive are the thitiggnselves while indirect realism
holds that that which we perceive are just a réfiacor copy of the real things.

The second theory in focus is anti-realism. Tleeealso two variants of this theory.

The first variant is idealism which holds that ninthis real but ideas. In other words,
we can only be aware of mental objects. What treams in essence is that if | say a
table exists, it exists because | perceive it inmigd. A proponent of this is Bishop

George Berkeley who says that everything existause it exists or is perceived by
the mind of God.

The second variant is phenomenalism. This is ttsitipn that what we know of the
external world is just what our senses tell usotimer words, we cannot perceive the
things in themselves but appearances as presemtes by our sense organs. Two
major proponent of phenomenalism are A.J Ayer aBdMill.

As you have learnt in this study session, defirongtating the traditional account of
knowledge requires you to remember the abbreviatldrB. This simply means

justified true belief. In other words, a knowleddaim will only qualify as knowledge

if these three conditions are met. First, theretnbgsa belief. Secondly, this belief
must be true, and thirdly, there must be an expilam#or that which is believed. Take
for instance, Y knows P, if and only if:

i. Y has a belief P.
ii. Pistrue.
iii. Y is justified in believing that P is true.

You can cite an example to support your analysis.

We expect you to first give us a background infdramaon what the Gettier problem
is and what gave birth to it and then discuss thegts at rehabilitating the Gettier
problem.

Edmund L. Gettier in his phenomenal short esstgdii ‘Is justified true belief
knowledge?’ challenged the traditional account wéwledge. His essay sowed that
the three conditions as stated in the traditiongfindtion of knowledge are not
sufficient conditions of knowledge. He showed tia$ possible for a claim to have
justified true belief and yet not have knowledgee ¥kpect you to cite an example in
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this regard. For instance, supposing two men, ISamd Jones, are job applicants.
Assuming Smith was informed by the employer himtedt Jones is the one that will
get the job and prior to the information by the é&ypr, Smith had counted the money
on Jones and had seen two crisp naira notes aed basthese things, he went ahead
to make this claim:

The man who will get the job has two crisp nairéesan his pocket.

Supposing this claim is true but that the man wirentally got the job between the
two men is Smith who accidentally has two crispranaiotes in his pocket. Can we
then go ahead to say that Smith’'s claim is knowdedgspite it being justified true
belief?

Four categories of attempts have been identifiethe attempt to rehabilitate the
Gettier problem. We expect you to list each of ¢hemtegories of attempts and explain
them.

The first we would mention is the claim that thdinigon of knowledge must be such
that the believer’s ground for believing the clamast not include any false belief.

The second category of attempts is that a knowladigien will still be knowledge
provided that there is no other truth that can alefiee justified belief. This is what is
called the indefeasibility argument.

The third category is the position that knowledgpustified true belief that is arrived
at using a reliable method. This is referred tthasreliability argument.

The fourth condition is the causal connection.

You have been taught here that there are threegigleof truth and they are the
Correspondence theory of truth, the Coherence yhebitruth, and the Pragmatic
theory of truth. We expect you to discuss eacthe$e theories of truth and point out
their weaknesses as well. You will do well by ditiexamples to illustrate your
explanation of each of these theories. Let us dishkortly remind you of what each
of these theories is all about.

The Correspondence theory of truth holds that tisittihe relation between fact and
belief. According to this theory, a belief will gnbe true if it is what actually obtains
in reality. This theory does not accommodate ofbiens of beliefs that deal with non-
empirical fact. Also, the theory is simplistic aonly repeats the common sense idea
of truth.

The Coherence theory of truth holds that truthhes ielation between the belief and
the system of beliefs that it belongs to. A beli@nly true if it coheres with other

beliefs that fall within the same system of beligith it. Thus, this theory holds that
all beliefs belong to a system and each beliehi& dystem must cohere with other
beliefs within that same system. The problem witis theory is that t makes truth
relative to the system of beliefs and not objectisene would expect of truth.

The Pragmatic theory of truth holds that a proparsits true if it is practicable and
realizable. In other words, when a claim does @oehpractical implication, then it is
not true. The implication of this is that we aré te wonder what the difference will
be between accepting a claim and accepting itues Trhis is because the Pragmatic
theorists are making us to belief that whateverue must be useful, desirable, etc.
and this is beyond our common conception of truth.
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We expect you to tell us what foundationalism dralibfinite regress problem are and
then go ahead to tell us how foundationalism hal@ble to solve this problem of
infinite regression.

Foundationalism is the position that knowledgetiaiaable and acquirable as against
the position of the skeptists. However, this wil fiossible provided this knowledge is
based on a solid foundation which is self-justifyand self-sufficient.

The infinite regress problem arises from our questmake justifications for our
knowledge claims. The justification for a claim Mago on and on till infinity. Take
for instance, if | claim that ‘Nigeria is blessed’ must be able to justify it. The
justification that | gave for this claim would alsave a justification, and this will go
ad infinitum. It is in response to this that foutidaalsm holds that we have basic
beliefs which do not require ay further justificatibecause they are self-evident and
self-justified. Hence, instead of looking for fugthjustification, we stop at these basic
beliefs where we need not go further.

However it has been discovered that foundationalias not adequately resolved the
infinite regress problem and this explains why othtieeories such as coherentist
theory of justification as well as contextualistdny of justification have sprung up.

In responding to this question, we expect thatwould tell us the position of each of
these variants of foundationalism and their sintfaas well as differences.

The notion of classical foundationalism is traceabl Rene Descartes who holds that
our basic belief rests on our psychological stateish are self-evident to us a thus are
infallible and indubitable. Roderick Chisholm’sliiilist foundationalism also accepts

that there are basic beliefs which are based onpswuchological states. However,

fallibilists foundationalism holds that human natus prone to error and so is or

psychological states.

Another difference between them is that fallibili®undatinalism holds that
knowledge is not universal and unchanging as dakdbundationalism puts it.
Rather, it changes from time to time.

You must understand that foundationalism can bethrxlerstood both as a theory of
justification as well as as a theory of knowledge.

Foundationalism, as a theory of knowledge, hol@s ¢ur knowledge claims must be
based on certain basic beliefs which we come towkedher through our senses
(empiricism) or through reason (rationalism). Degé terms look familiar to you? Go
back to your Study Session 1 and read up the seofdenowledge as you were taught
in that session.

As a theory of justification, foundationalism holtteat beliefs can either be basic or
non-basic beliefs. The basic beliefs are self-evigad self-justified while the non-

basic beliefs are justified by virtue of their irdatial linkage to the basic beliefs. The
justification of the belief is dependent on factor®ernal to the believer (internalism)

or external to him (externalism).
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Do you still remember the Coherence theory of T(@heck Study Session 6)? What
does that point out to you? We expect that you willerstand that coherentism
covers it as a theory of truth as well as a theafryustification. You have done
Coherentism as a theory of truth and so your cdration should be on it as a theory
of justification. You would remember that we tolduthat coherentism connotes a
system where all the elements or beliefs in itlagical connected and consistent with
each other. You must note that the notion of Idgamansistency and explanatory
relations is central to the notion of coherentiémother words, A and B can only be
said to cohere if they are both logically consisjeto each other and there is an
explanatory relations between them. Take for irestart is impossible to say ‘I
smashed an egg on a stone and it broke but | sgha@shegg on a rock and it did not
break’. You would see that there is no logical steiscy between the beliefs —
smashing an egg on the stone and it breaking dsisemashing an egg on a rock and
it does not break.

Coherentism is a traditional rival to foundatiosaii It rejects the pyramid-like nature
of foundationalism as it holds that the basic bglithemselves must rest on
something. In responding to the infinite regressbfem, Coherentism holds that that
the infinite regress problem was wrong to assunet the justification for a
proposition will have to come in the form of a posftion as well. For it, justification
is a holistic process and so P is justified becauseheres with other beliefs with
which it shares membership of the system with.

Given this, you can then go ahead to tell us wikatGoherence theory of justification
is all about. As a theory of justification, Cohettem rejects the idea of beliefs as
being hierarchically arranged in such the basiefsehbre at the base and give support
to the non-basic beliefs. For them, beliefs aréfjad by virtue of their coherence to
the system of beliefs to which they belong. Whas tlmeans is that a belief will
always belong to a system and one would expect tthexe should be a logical
consistency as well as clear-cut relations betvtkanbelief and other beliefs in the
system. Proponents of this theory include Wilfrel&s, Keith Lehrer, etc.

This theory has however been criticized for varioeasons which are highlighted
below. You must note that you are not expectedaxd aumbering your points as that
is not what we expect you to do in philosophy. Ratlyou should develop each point
into a paragraph. The criticism against this theoan be discussed on various
grounds. The first is the input and isolation argain The second is the argument as
regards alternative coherent system. Another argtuisethe one in relation to truth
connection. The problem of feasibility is anotheound for rejecting coherentism.
There is also the argument from preface paradoxegel as the problem arising from
counter-examples.

We expect you to tell us what contextualism is befgoing into the contributions of
the individuals involved.

Contextualism in epistemology is philosophical fgosi that holds that the
justification of a belief will be dependent on ttentext within which it is used. Thus,
attributing knowledge, in the opinion of the contetists, vary from the context of
one user to the other. The positions of contexdtsaldiffer on the central focus of
contextualism.
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According to David Annis, man is a social animabahis fact must be put into
consideration in the issue of justification of k&L So for us to determine whether
someone is justified in believing something, we éhaw consider the issue-context
prevalent among the community to which the beliddaongs knowing full well that
each community has its own norms and social pregtitn other words, for us o
determine if X is justified in believing P, we muake into consideration the prevalent
standards of justification of e community to whiXtbelongs to. For instance, if | pose
a question to an ordinary employee about the coynpduich he works with, | would
not have much problem with his response compardfdstach faint information were
to be given by the MD of the company.

Annis however noted that these standards of judge®mot be criticized or rejected
and this does not make it subjective either. Theplee can reject a standard of
judgment if they believe that that their authotigs lacked substance or basis.

For Keith DeRose, the truth value of a knowledgencl(be it an assertion or denial)
vary in certain ways dependent on the context irclwthey are used. This variance is
a function of the epistemic standards which thékel meets or fails to meet. Thus,
the proposition, S knows that P may be true in mstance where the epistemic
standard is low and false in another instance wtrer@pistemic standard is high. For
instance, the proposition ‘I know that philosopByabout confusing people’ can be
said to be true if such proposition is made by Yowlas a faint idea of philosophy but
would be false if Y is a graduate of Philosophy. aWthis means is that what is of
utmost importance is that the believer must be go@d enough epistemic position to
that which is believed. The question then is howdétermine the notion of ‘good
enough epistemic position’, DeRose proposed the glikensitivity. By this rule, she
is proposing a conditional theory that supposingnéws X. If Y would believe X if

X were to be wrong, then it is insensitive but ifwould not believe X if X were to
wrong, then it is sensitive.

In spite of the contributions of the duo, contestal has its criticisms. One of such is
the position that it is inconsistent. This is bemmauwontextualism holds that a
knowledge claim may be true in one context andefaisanother thereby violating the
three laws of thought - law of excluded middle wheays that something cannot be
true and false at the same time. Another object®rihat based on warranted
assertability.

This question expects you to give us a brief disicus on what naturalized
epistemology is, its distinctive features, its depenent and what separates it from
traditional epistemology.

Your definition of naturalized epistemology mustkdainto consideration that

naturalized epistemology is the scientific studyhoiv we come to know what we

know. In other words, it concerns itself with stimty of the historical development,

transmission and acquisition of human knowledge.in@uasks that we drop

epistemology in the dustbin. In his view, episteogyl only survives as “a chapter in
psychology”. Thus, with naturalized epistemologwiti@ asks that we abandon any
notions of priority of epistemological theories domparison with actual physical

sense stimulation.

Naturalized epistemology arose against the backdfofne criticism of traditional

epistemology as aiming at arriving at certainty ebhQuine refers to as a lost cause.
Traditional epistemology seems to be concerneth wguestions as regards how
reasoning out to go and neglecting the processmstiike place when reasoning
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actually begins or takes place. In reaction to #téce of traditional epistemology,
Quine holds that it should be the concern of epistegy to know and understand the
real processes of perception and knowledge in haprather than be focusing on the
ideal as traditional epistemology does. Naturalizepistemology differs from
traditional epistemology in many ways.

One of such is that the idea of a supernaturatyelike God does not come in in

naturalized epistemology. Another difference id,tlialike traditional epistemology,

naturalized epistemology does not rely on a pnefiection alone in its exercise.
Thirdly, unlike traditional epistemology, naturai epistemology believes that no
analysis surpasses the realm of scientific explamaind/or analysis.

David Hume? We hope that name sounds familiar? Witluremember we mention
this philosopher as one of the British empiricifavid Hume rejected the Cartesian
argument of creating an edifce for knowledge thakkes it hierarchical. He also
rejected the notion of equating knowledge withaety as well as the idea of saying
that we acquire knowledge a prior without expergend/e expect you to bear what
you had learnt in Study session 1 of this cour$eés Tievertheless, we expect you to
point out the things that make Hume a proponeniatiralized epistemology.

One of the things that make Hume a naturalist $shglief in the natural sciences
which lays emphasis on empirical confirmation ferifying the validity of claims.
Aside this, Hume holds that knowledge are a proddgburely causal mechanism
which is similar to the position held by the natista. Another thing that makes Hume
a naturalist is his position as regards skepticiBor. him, skepticism may not be
curable as held by the sceptists.

From what you have learnt so far in this study isessyou will discover that these

features bring out the focus of naturalized episleqy. The first feature is the

assumption that there is an external world andoss ot bother itself on proving the
existence of this world as it is the case withitiadal epistemology. Another feature
is the focus on what causes our belief as agaihat justifies them. For Quine, our
concern should ne what causes our beliefs ratlaer distinguishing between justified

beliefs and unjustified beliefs. A third feature that Quine argues that physical
stimulations are the data of naturalized epistegyl&or Quine, the data which the
subject receives are not mental states as sedme iG@drtesian epistemology but they
refer to the interaction between the physical @mnment and the sense organs.

From what you have learnt so far in this study isessgou will have discovered that
the central difference between traditional epistegyand social epistemology is that
social epistemology takes the social dimension rfvkedge into focus. In other
words, it is not concerned about the justificatadrthe belief of the individual agent.
Hence, we expect that your definition of socialeginology must cover its interest in
group belief or group knowledge on the basis thaiould be inadequate to study the
individual agent’s knowledge without making recsito others whom he shares the
society with.

There are different views as regards what shoulthbenterest and focus of social
epistemology. Some have argued for the retentionthef mission of classical
epistemology but taking into consideration of tleeial dimensions of this. This
school is called the classical-oriented social tepi®logy. This project could be
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achieved in two ways. A first way is to study thepact of social practices on the truth
or otherwise of the agent's belief. A second waytasstudy the effect of social

practices on the justification of an agent’s belidfat is, when would he be justified if
he takes into consideration of the opinion or judgtrof others.

The second school holds a radical position thatfdwoeis of social epistemology
should be totally detached from the interestsauditional epistemology. They contend
that there is anything called a universal normadionality and criteria for truth. They
argue for the place of context in rationality. Ither words, since we think in our
languages, our norms of rationality will be confine the context of our culture and
language. Thus, we cannot talk of inter-culturahdgards where objectivity comes in.

In answering this question, we expect you to tellwhat the ideas of Rorty and
Lyotard are.

Although we can glean a difference in the positiohboth Richard Rorty and that of
Lyotard, there is no disputing the fact that theu® of the philosophy of the duo is
similar. Both of them launch an attack on the proj universalism and objectivity
which is the focus of traditional epistemology.

Richard Rorty rejects the notion of the univergatit truth and objectivity. According
to him, it is a mere fantasy to start talking abobiectivity or the universality of truth
given that whatever anyone believes is considerdtthirw the confine of his
community. What you call truth is a function of émmation with social practices. In
other words, truth is not a function of the relatidetween the agent and the matter or
statement of fact as the classical epistemologigits have us believe. Thus,
justification is in relation to the norms of thecsty in which the agent finds himself.
As against the correspondence theory of truth wischihat the realists subscribe to,
Rorty advocates a consensus theory of truth. Bg@wsus, Rorty is saying that truth
and reality do not exist independently of the mofdthe agent but rather it is the
consensus of the society. In other words, truth radity are what the society has
accepted as truth or reality. What Rorty is sayingessence is that we cannot
transcend the society in our quest for truth. Whatcan talk about is not objectivity
but rather inter-subjectivity. The premise of thasition by Rorty is that every culture
generates its own value-system which may not bedh®se with others and in view of
that, an individual belief must be in adherencéhts values. The implication of all of
Rorty advocacy is the rejection of a foundationasipon for knowledge. In other
words, the idea pf knowledge and certainty andhtrioeécomes relative and no
universal foundation that all must conform to i se

For Lyotard, there is a need for the rejectionraingl narratives which tend to provide
an overaching framework within which all are td.falhis provision of an overaching
framework kills the heterogeneity of discourses.kilts the individuality of the
discourses and subsumes the individuality undeutiinersal framework. In the light
of this, Lyotard rejects universalism and its plaweepts which local action which
operates within the framework of differences andipalarity. In other words, the
individual identity of each discourse is sustainégotard rejects all forms of
objectivity and universality. He suggests the notid language game as a substitute.
He asserts that knowledge production is just auagg game and each society is
woven round this as well. In view of this, eachisgcmakes claim to knowledge in
view of its prevalent and prevailing conditions asach is still valid. This is in
contrast to an objective truth of the traditiongistemologists.
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We expect you to note that feminist epistemologg strand of social epistemology
that studies the influences that gender has on amguisition or production of
knowledge. It looks at how our gender relation @HBeour production of knowledge.
You will remember that in the last study sessioa,talk about how the society affects
what we produce as knowledge. The gender relaiiortie society plays a role in
affecting our knowledge acquisition or productidvhiore often than not, theoretical
knowledge is labeled masculine and feminist knogideid seen as dependent. This is
what our gender values has imbued us with. Itissttiat feminist epistemologists are
out to attack.

In all societies of the world, there is a prevallvel of male chauvinism. By male
chauvinism, we mean the domination of the malesfalkthe expense of the women.
This male chauvinism has led, no doubt, to gentd#eastyping in the societies of the
world. With this gender stereotyping, the oriemmatiof the people are affected as
regards the social placement of both genders. Tdsutine gender is associated with
leadership while the female gender is associated feilowership. This is further
entrenched given that the society is controlledthy masculine gender who thus
determines what the knowledge of the society isniRest epistemologists argue that
prevailing epistemic practices in traditional pbkidphy disadvantage women and
disparage them as being epistemically inferiohrhasculine gender. Thus, feminist
epistemology uses the scientific knowledge to emgé the objectivity and
universality as espoused by traditional epistemplog

Feminist epistemology aims at incorporating the ifiégsh experiences within the
epistemological framework. It also intends to ekplthe achievements in the feminist
criticism of science as well as defend feminisiestific practices as a medium of
clamouring for gender equality.

Feminist epistemology has developed along thregestavhich are the feminist
empiricism, feminist standpoint, and feminist posidernism. Different arguments
have been put forward in the project of the fentiefstemologists.

One of the arguments of the feminists epistemolsgis that the notion of
foundationalism that there is a point where we doaw knowledge from can only
succeed in abstracting the knower from the objédtnowledge. Another argument
they gave is that they criticized the notion ofescie as well as neutrality which it
tends to promote. They argue that objectivity idest@ntred and not meant to protect
women. Similarly, feminist epistemologists arguatttnaditional epistemology central
terms such as rationality, objectivity, good methodniversality, etc. are
conceptualized to favour men. In the light of thisgy go for less universal terms.
They also tackle the male chauvinism in sciences Thbecause theories in science
only took into cognizance the preference and egped of men to set the scientific
norms and standards without making recourse tevtmeen.
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