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Vice-Chancellor's Message

The Distance Learning Centre is building on a sthdlition of over two decades of service
the provision of External Studies Programme and Bastance Learning Education in Nige
and beyond. The Distance Learning mode to whichargecommitted is providing access
many deserving Nigerians in having access to higlteication especially the who by the
nature of their engagement do not have the luxdryulh time education. Recently, it
contributing in no small measure to providing pader teeming Nigerian youths who for ¢
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Foreword

As part of its vision of providing education ftiiberty and Development” for Nigerians and
the International Community, the University of llaag Distance Learning Centre has recently
embarked on a vigorous repositioning agenda whiote@d at embracing a holistic and all
encompassing approach to the delivery of its Opistance Learning (ODL) programmes.
Thus we are committed to global best practicesigtadce learning provision. Apart from
providing an efficient administrative and acadesupport for our students, we are committed
to providing educational resource materials forake of our students. We are convinced that,
without an up-to-date, learner-friendly and diswtgarning compliant course materials, there
cannot be any basis to lay claim to being a provafedistance learning education. Indeed,
availability of appropriate course materials in tipé formats is the hub of any distance
learning provision worldwide.

In view of the above, we are vigorously pursuingaasnatter of priority, the provision of
credible, learner-friendly and interactive courssenals for all our courses. We commissioned
the authoring of, and review of course materialte@mms of experts and their outputs were
subjected to rigorous peer review to ensure standBhe approach not only emphasizes
cognitive knowledge, but also skills and humane@salwhich are at the core of education, even
in an ICT age.

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

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

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

The implication of the above is that, a distarezher has a responsibility to develop requisite
distance learning culture which includes diligent alisciplined self-study, seeking available
administrative and academic support and acquisitibbasic information technology skills.
This is why you are encouraged to develop your edewpskills by availing yourself the
opportunity of training that the Centre’s providelgut these into use.



In conclusion, it is envisaged that the course nmatewould also be useful for the regular
students of tertiary institutions in Nigeria whe daced with a dearth of high quality textbooks.
We are therefore, delighted to present these titldmth our distance learning students and the
university’s regular students. We are confideat the materials will be an invaluable resource
to all.

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

Best wishes.

@A—mﬁi

Professor Bayo Okunade
Director
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About this course manual

About this course manual

Methodology of Rational InquiryPHI104 has been picet by
University of Ibadan Distance Learning Centre. &lurse manuals
produced by University of Ibadan Distance Learr@emtreare structured
in the same way, as outlined below.

How this course manual is

structured

The course content

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

» An introduction to the Study Session content.

» Study Session outcomes.

= Core content of the Study Session with a varietyafning activities.
= A Study Session summary.

= Assignments and/or assessments, as applicable.

= Bibliography is provided while starting the course.

Your comments

After completing Methodology of Rational Inquiry weuld appreciate
it if you would take a few moments to give us yéeedback on any
aspect of this course. Your feedback might incloaiments on:

= Course content and structure.

= Course reading materials and resources.

= Course assignments.

= Course assessments.

= Course duration.

= Course support (assigned tutors, technical hetp), et

Your constructive feedback will help us to improaad enhance this
course.
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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 toelp you
to find your way around thicourse manual.

A complete icon set is shown below. We suggest yioat familiarize
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
/o7 0,
Summary Terminology Time Tip




Study Session 1 Notion of Inquiry

Study Session 1

Notion of Inquiry

Introduction

In this study session, we shakamine the notion of inquiry, ai
see whether it differs from process skill. Our eagk shall be o
philosophical inquiry, as a unique form of inquityat involves
conceptual and logical analysis, positing and erplg
distinctions, evoking shared eas and values. To achieve 1
objective, we shall first consider what we mean‘lbguiry’, and
then proceed to explore two basic forms of inquisgientific
inquiry and philosophical inquiry. Afterwards, wieadl take a brie
look at the process of iuiry, and narrow down our discourse
philosophical inquiry. We shall contextualize thescdurse by
exposing the notion of inquiry in the philosophy Jithn Dewey
Finally, we shall conclude with brief illustratiorend example

concerning what is beenquired into in some arms of philosog

Learning Outcomes

©

Outcomes

After the Study Session, you should be able to:
1.1 describe the nature and scope of philosophicaliiips
1.2 contrast the two types of inquiry.

1.2 explain the notion of inquiry usingmilosopher’s standpoii

1.1 Defining Inquiry

Inquiry Conceptual and
logical analysis, positing
and explaining distinctions,
evoking shared ideas and
values.

Though the notioninquiry’ is somewhat elusive to define, from
common usage, the word means any quest or searkhdwledge
or truth. These quests have mainly been undertaktn regard

either to aspects of reality or to the whole oflitgs: Inquiry is
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about logic, it is about reasoning from data, dns about applying
scientific techniques and skills to real-world deshs? In other
words, ‘inquiry’ could be defined as a seeking fouth,
information, or knowledge, by raising questions.eTprocess of
inquiring could be said to begin with gatheringommhation and
data through applying the human senses of seeiegying,

touching, tasting, and smelling.

1.2 Types of Inquiries

There are two basic forms of inquiry we shall conceurselves
with in this study session. These are scientifiquiry and
philosophical inquiry.

1.2 Scientific Inquiry

Scientific inquiry refers to the diverse ways inigfh scientists
study the natural world and propose explanationsedaon the
evidence derived from their work. It also refershe activities of
students in which they develop knowledge and unaeding of
scientific ideas, as well as understanding of homrtists study the
natural world. Scientificinquiry is a multifaceted activity that
involves making observations, posing questionsinéxiag various
sources of information to see what is already knoplanning
investigations; reviewing what is already known light of
experimental evidence; using tools to gather, amglgnd interpret
data; proposing answers, explanations, and prediti and
communicating the results. It requires identifioati of
assumptions, use of critical and logical thinkiagd consideration
of alternative explanations. Students will engagsdlected aspects
of this inquiry as they learn the scientific way kifiowing the
natural world; they also develop the capacity taduect complete
inquiries® There are three methods of scientific inquiry, : viz

“retroduction,” “induction,” and “colligation”. Rebduction
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depends on our capacity to guess at the conditioder which a
given kind of phenomenon will present itself. Rdtrotion is

similar to induction; while Induction involves reasng from data
to generality, retroduction involves reasoning abwahy things

happen including, why the data appear the way teeyused by
critical realists). Colligation involves linking d¢&s together by a
general description or by a hypothesis that appbethem all. To
be specific, scientific method represents a form ioduiry

concerned with hypotheses development, data callechnalyses
and interpretation. The inquiry process takes atdgn of the
natural human desire to make sense of the worlds attitude of
curiosity permeates the inquiry process and idubkthat allows it

to continue.

In sum, with the use of scientific inquiry, one dwps the ability
to think and act in ways associated with scientifiethodology,
including asking questions, planning and condudivgstigations,
using appropriate tools and techniques to gathéa, dainking
critically and logically about relationships betweevidence and
explanations, constructing and analyzing altereagxplanations,

and communicating scientific argumefits.

1.2.2 Philosophical Inquiry

Philosophical inquiry involves attempting to answi#e most
fundamental questions about life. Also, Philosoghicnquiry

involves an investigation of the fundamental quesiof human
existence. Such questions include wondering abach $hings as
the meaning of life, what kinds of things the umse2is made of,
whether there can be a theory of everything, howcae know
what the right thing to do is, and what is the lhi¢aluin life and

art. Other disciplines are concerned with theséssoir questions

also, but philosophers, more often than not, eitagkempts to
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provide adequate reasons and justifications foir theliefs or

attempt to clarify and examine the basis for thHuosleefs.

Philosophical inquiry could be said to be the motbiall other

inquiries on the ground that most disciplines aiett$ of inquiry

we have today broke off from it to become independisciplines.

The natural sciences separated early; the separatiphilosophy

from psychology is only about a century old. Sthlpundaries

remain blurred, for most disciplines, as well asfgssions, admit

to at least a foundational philosophical component.

At this point, it would be expedient to considem&branches of

philosophy and see what form of inquiry they argagyed in.

Inquiry and Its Branches of Philosophy

Epistemology can be seen as the inquiry into what
knowledge is, what can be known, and what lies beyaur
understanding; the investigation into the origitructure,
methods, and validity of justification and knowlecdghe
study of the interrelation of reason, truth, angexence.
Metaphysics could be regarded to as the inquiry into what
is real as opposed to what is appearance, eitmeeceed as
that which the methods of science presuppose,atrvtih
which the methods of science are concerned; thaeiryng
into the first principles of nature; the study dietmost
fundamental generalizations as to what exists.

Axiology, which is also known as theory of value could be
considered to be the inquiry into the nature, gateand
metaphysical status of value.

Finally, aesthetescould be viewed as the inquiry into
feelings, judgments, or standards concerning thereaf
beauty and related concepts such as the tragisutblene,

or the moving — especially in the arts; the analysi the

values of sensory experience and the associatédge®r
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attitudes in art and nature; the theories develapetes

beaux arts.

1.3 Review of Philosophical Underpinnings on Notion
of Inquiry
1.3.1 John Dewey and the Notion of Inquiry

Inquiry was one of the core concepts in John Desvplgllosophy.
Dewey stressed the importance of inquiry in thecatlan of young
children. He argued that children learn by doingdgk and trying
ideas out, and not merely by memorizing lessons rapeating
them back to their teachers. In books that he agddceprimarily to
philosophers, such atogic: The Theory oflnquiry, Dewey

discussed the technical aspects of inquiry. It wathis work, in

fact, that he gave us his most succinct definitainthe term.

According to Dewey, inquiry is “the controlled orirected

transformation of an indeterminate situation intoeothat is
determinate in its constituent distinctions andatiehs as to
convert the elements of the original situation irdo unified

whole”? In Dewey’s opinion, inquiry is called for whenever

sense that something is indeterminate or out oarza&. Such
situations may range from the trivial to the lifedatening. It is
important to note, however, that Dewey avoided ettbjism: it is

the whole experienced situation, and not just tRpegencing

subject, that is problematic. We do not know inathe whether
we will need to alter things that are external treéato us, or
accommodate ourselves to them. In fact Dewey thiought

resolution, or what he called “adjustment”, usuattguires a mix
of both alteration and accommodation. In any casproblematic
situation must be analysed so as to identify whitlits elements
are relevant to the problem at hand, and then tbtesaents must
be reconstructed so as to restore harmony anddealan
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Furthermore, Dewey thought that inquiry is an obsbkle
behavioural process that is as natural as walkmghewing. He
therefore rejected the idea that it is somethingteryous that goes
on “inside the head”. Even so, training in the téghes of inquiry
should be a part of the education of young childvend adults,
too, if they are to continue to grow, must makeithprovement of
their inquirential skills a part of a program ofeliong learning.
The goal of successful inquiry is for Dewey morartha simple
return to the prior status quo. Successful inquasults in growth,
and in the enrichment of the meanings of our eepegs. Dewey
contrasted disciplined experimental inquiry to otheethods that
have historically proven to be of less value in #Hattlement of
belief, such as luck, tenacity, authority, and a@peo whatever
seems a priori “reasonable”. The problem with swethods is that
whenever they are employed inquiry is cut short emelligence
invariably suffers. Luck is not reproducible; teitpdacks a social
dimension; authority discourages individual effamd appeals ta
priori “reasonableness” exclude experimentation. Reattisgthe
other way around, we can see that, for Dewey, myqus
experimental; it requires individual effort; it sstuated in a social
context; and it is the best way so far devisedeouse what we
determine to be the good things of life. Unlike itdl alternatives,

inquiry is self-correcting.

1.3.2 Charles Sanders Peirce and the Nature of Inquiry

It is the belief among some that it was with therkwof Charles
Sanders Peirce (1839-1914) that American philosaphity came
of age. Around 1872, C. S. Peirce joined Williarméa, Chauncey
Wright, Oliver Wendell Holmes, and others in a dssion group
known as the “Metaphysical Club”, in Cambridge. rBeiwas a
highly original thinker. Like many another ninetéencentury

philosopher, he took as his starting point the qduphy of
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Immanuel Kant, whose&ritique of Pure Reasome claimed to
know almost by heart. His work ranged widely, nolyaover logic
in the narrow sense, but also encompassing thebtgnguage,
epistemology, and philosophy of mihdde was the originator of
one of the most influential American schools of Ipéophy,
namely pragmatism. Peirce is also noted to haveussed how
inquiry ought to be carried out; and this, it candaid, underlie his
philosophy. Let us look at what Peirce says abbat riature of

inquiry.

In his article, “The Fixation of Belief’, Peirce tatks
traditional epistemology for constructing thougist tae detached
acquisition of truth. Rather, he emphasizes thatight has the job
of producing beliefs. For Peirce, beliefs are reithot pieces of
mental ‘furniture’ residing in the mind, nor areethmomentary
psychological states. Instead, our beliefs guide aesires and
shape our actions. To the question of whether itereahow we
arrive at beliefs, Peirce answers in the affirmgtior, according to
him, ends cannot be separated from the means wé usehieve
them. He therefore enunciates four ways to achielief of which
only one will prove to be satisfactofylhe first way of eliminating
doubt is what Peirce calls thmethod of tenacityThis method
involves setting rationality aside and clingingpersonal opinions
with determination and perseverance. Admitting thatmethod of
tenacity would work for someone who may never haigeideas
subjected to analysis, Peirce avers that emplaoyirsgmethod may
cause doubt to rise when the beliefs arrived atupn this method
are subjected to rational scrutiny. The second efafyxing belief
is the method of authority This is the method employed by a
community of believers who allow their beliefs te @ctated by an
authority or by an institution. It corrects the plem of the first
method; for this one will ensure that an individsidbeliefs are

consistent with that of the community. Peirce sd#lyat great

11
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civilizations, such as ancient Egypt and medievatoge, have
been built on this method. The third method isahgiori method.

It is better than the two first methods, on theugias that in using
the a priori method, one arrives at beliefs after a process of
reflection. By thea priori method, Peirce does not mean basing
beliefs on logical necessity, but embracing belidsause they are
“agreeable to reason”. However, what is “agree&blecason” is
very subjective, for it is based on personal irations and
sentiments. Peirce thinks that the adoption ofatpeiori will lead

to the absence of a settled or agreed opinion,usecaach thinker
who uses tha priori method has different preferences about what

he or she personally considers to be beyond doubt.

In Peirce’s view, the problems with the previouseth
methods illustrates that what is important is mst jfinding belief,
but finding it in a certain way. What is needea isethod of fixing
belief that does not depend on our human idioswnesabut on
some “external permanency”’. The method must be soahthe
ultimate conclusion of every man shall be the safethis end,
Peirce proposes the fourth and final method ntle¢éhod of science
By this, Peirce does not necessarily mean whabne dy scientists
in laboratories, but instead what could be broamigsidered an
empirical procedure. The fundamental hypothesisetyihg this
method is that there are real things, whose chensaetre entirely
independent of our opinions about them; thosetreslaffect our
senses according to regular laws, and by takingradge of the
laws of perception, we can ascertain by reasonavg things really
and truly are (lbid: 464). For Peirce, this fourttethod has been
successful in helping us resolve doubts, becausamtsthod will
lead to its own confirmation when applied. Althoutie other
methods make it possible to maintain an internadlyerent system,
they do so at the expense of being immune froncallection. In

contrast, the method of science is error revealamgl self-
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corrective, since it is tested against what is pashelent of our

cherished beliefs or wishes.

The relation of Peirce’s thesis on the nature ajuiry
reflects in his pragmatic theory to the effect tiet beliefs we seek
through inquiry will only be meaningful and usef@ilthey are
clear. To this end, Peirce’s pragmatism can beidered as a rule
of procedure for promoting linguistic and conceptutarity.
Pragmatism was the most influential philosophy me&ica in the
first quarter of the twentieth century. As a moveing is best
understood, in part, as a critical rejection of mwf traditional
academic philosophy and, also, as a concern tdlesttacertain
positive aims. It is in these respects, rather thegcause of any one
idea or exclusive doctrine, that pragmatism hasnbie most
distinctive and the major contribution of Ameriaathe world of
philosophy. The historical occasion of the birthpphgmatism is
complicated because it was to some extent the ptodd
cooperative deliberation and mutual influences withthe
“Metaphysical Club”. In this sense, Pragmatismfigero spoken of
as a theory of meaning first developed by Charbesd8rs Peirce in
the 1870s; revived and reformulated in 1898 by Ml James,
primarily as a theory of truth; and further deveddpexpanded, and
disseminated by John Dew&yOne important point of distinction
between Peirce’s conception of pragmatism and dhalames is
Peirce’s emphasis on viewing pragmatism as methuatbed, he
often remarked that pragmatism is not a philosophyetaphysic,
or a theory of truth; it is not a solution or answe anything, but a
technique to help us find solutions to problemsa gdhilosophical
or scientific nature. One of Peirce’s best-knowaieshents of the
technique was in “How to Make Our Ideas Clear” venbe says
that in order to ascertain the meaning of an iatélial conception
one should consider what practical consequences htmig

conceivably result by necessity from the truth ledttconception;

13
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and the sum of these consequences will constitiige entire
meaning of the conception. Peirce considered pragma methot
of ascertaining the meaning of hard words and abistoncepts o
again, a method of ascertaining the mear, not of all ideas, bt
intellectual concepts, that is to say, of thoserufiee structure c
which, arguments concerning objective fact may &inbhus, fol
Peirce pragmatism is a method of clarifying the mv&g of various

words, ideas, concepts and sitimes of object:

Study Session Summary

/o7

Summary

In this study session, you examined the notiomqtiiry, and se
whether it differs from process skill. Our emphasigs on
philosophical inquiry, as a unique form of inquittyat involves
conceptual and logical analysis, positing and explaini
distinctions, evoking shared ideas and values. \Agped this
session with reviews on philosophical propositiérd@ehn Dewey

and Charles Pierc

Assignment

Assignment

1. Point out the features of inquiry.

2. In what way(s) would you account for the distinction
between inquiry in science and inquiry in philosg}

3. How would you reconstruct the idea of ‘inquiry’
relation to pragmatism?

4. What do you consider as the major contribution{sjahn
Dewey to the undemshding of the nature of ‘inquiry

Endnotes

! Alvin, F. N. 1976.Inquiry and Reality A Discourse in Pragmatic Synthe

Fort Worth, TX: The Texas Christian University Pyeg. 58
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2 Mike Padilla.2010. Inquiry, Process Skills, andinking. Science in Science
and ChildrenVol. 48. Issue: 2. p. 8.

% Donald, P. 2005. Was “Inquiry” a Mistake? It's Afl the NameJournal of
College Science Teachingol. 35 Issue: 1. p. 60.

* Linda Froschauer. 2010. Inquiry: Process SkBlsience and ChildreWol. 48.
Issue, 2. p. 6.

® Larry Hickman. 1997. Inquiry: A Core Concept ohddDewey's Philosophy in
Free InquiryVol. 17. Issue: 2. p. 21.

® Larry Hickman. 1997. Inquiry: A Core Concept ohddDewey's Philosophy.
" Larry Hickman, Inquiry: A Core Concept of John Dspis Philosophy. p. 35.

8 Lawhead Wiliam, 2002.The Voyage of DiscoveryUnited Kingdom:
Wadsworth. p.  463.

® Lawhead WilliamThe Voyage of Discoverg. 463.

19 Thayer, H.S. 1967. Pragmatisencyclopedia of Philosophyol. 7. Donald
M. B. ed. New York: Thomson Gale. p. 744.
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Study Session 2

Myth as Method of Philosophical Inquiry

Introduction

In this study sessignour focus is to examine the nature of n.
We will also contrast mythical thinking against Ipkbptical

thinking.
Learning Outcomes

When you have studied this session, you shouldleeta
2.1 discuss myth in relation to philosophical ingt
2.2 explairthe term ‘myth’.
Outcomes o
2.3 trace the origin of myt

2.4 contrast mythical thinkinagainst philosophical thinkir

2.1 Justification for Myth as a Method of
Philosophical Inquiry
In this sense, we may begin by stating that mythilceking is
taken as a true objective story, which accepts nagha sort o
allegory. It makes sense contend that mythical thinkin— an
activity of the human mind relating to things thgbumyths—
represents a way of knowing and understanding. Kewanyths
have been discounted by some as folk st~ and, so, unreliabl-
because they are held to ke up a body of assumed knowlec
about the universe, the natural and the supernatardéds. In fact,
from the time of the Greek Sophists to this day,thmyhave
“assumed a rather pejorative and often negativenimga® But we
should not forget that en the great Greek philosophers, like P!
and Aristotle, did not discard mythologies as cagtgplabsurdities
16
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The former, for instance, made use of myths aga@ailles in several
of his dialogues and the latter acknowledged titt regard to
heavenly bodies, some mythical data might correggonreality.

Robert C. Solomon and Kathleen M. Higgins explidatéher that:

The first Greek philosophers were steeped in
mythology... and some of the greatest
breakthroughs in philosophy — made by
Pythagoras, Parmenides, and Plato, for example
— involved the flat rejection of materialist
explanation of the world. They often wrote in
riddles and allegories, and they more often
sounded like mystic poets than contemporary
science professofs.

In modern times, largely owning to the prodigious
breakthroughs of science, it is common knowledge ¢hitics often
argue that “a mythological narrative can embracetreglictions
and absurdities*These critics often maintain the empiricist stance
and hold the facile assumption that new knowledgriaithe world
cannot be acquired through mythology since therdattould need
only the aid of either intellectual intuition or diective reasoning
for its veracity or meaningfulness. In short, thes#cs tersely fail
to see any relation between science or modern leunel and

mythology. However, it is particularly striking kmow that:

Modern science did not evolve in its entirety as a
rebellion against myth, nor at its birth did it
suddenly throw off the shackles of myth. In
ancient Greece the naturalists of lonia (Western
Asia Minor), long regarded as the originators of
science, developed views of the universe that
were in fact close to the creation myths of their
time. Those who laid the foundations of modern
science, such as Nicholas of Cusa, Johannes
Kepler, Sir Issac Newton, and Gottfried Leibniz,
were absorbed by metaphysical problems of
which the traditional, indeed mythological,
character is eviderit.

17
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2.2 The Meaning of Myth

18

The term “myth” has been defined by many scholarslifferent
ways that its definitions “are so varied and irmecitable.”® For
instance, Bolaji Idowu defines myth as “a vehicleneeying a
certain fact or a certain basic truth about mamjseeences in his
encounter with the created order and with reganthan’s relation
to the supra-sensible worlf.”In a similar vein, Anthony
Mercatante defines a myth as “an anonymous tradititory,
orally passed on from one generation to the neatieved to be
literally true by the culture that produced it, abayods and
goddesses, heroes, heroines, and other real atas$tiarcreatures,
taking place at primeval or remote tinfesiowever, Williams
Bascom’s definition of myth is copious and mostniinating.
According to Bascom:

Myths are prose narratives which, in the society

in which they are told, are considered to be

truthful accounts of what happened in the remote

past. They are accepted on faith; they are taught

to be believed; and they can be cited as authority

in answer to ignorance, doubt, or disbelief.

Myths are the embodiment of dogma; they are

usually sacred; and they are often associated

with theology and ritual. Their main characters

are...animals, deities, or culture heroes, whose

actions are set in an earlier world, when the earth

was different from what it is today, or in another
world such as the sky or underworld...

From the foregoing, a mythology is therefore “a yad myths,
especially those dealing with the gods and herdes particular
people.? It should be noted here that people look at mytits
different frames of mind or thought-patterns simeanan beings
have various ways of relating to things. This meaaas each mind-
set or thought-pattern will receive or use mythsoading to its
own characteristics. In other words, we may spdaf) anythical
thinking, where myth is taken as a true, objecstgy; (ii) rational
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thinking, which accepts myths as a sort of alleg@ry symbolic
thinking, which finds in myths some of the symbolseded to
reach the deep and true side of things. “Symbadisitself an
expression which receives various meanings or pregations.
What is referred to here is a type of sign whicls lsaspecial
relation to what it signifies. For example, wategngying life, or
death, or cleansing. In short, mythical thinkindpiet is an activity
of the human mind relating to things through mytlefresents a
way of knowing and understanding. There are, howedifferent
meanings that are attached to the expression “miitis possible
to distinguish at least four meanings of the exgpms “Myth”
could mean:
(i) A story of beginnings;
(i) An intuitive, imaginary, usually personified view |de.
(i) An image, a parable, an allegory used to explamdulife
and the world;
(iv) A legend, a story used by primitive minds who doé kiaow
better.

Despite these different meanings given to the esgioe, ‘myth’,
some features that be seen to characterize therstadéing of
myth. In this vein, mythical thinking can be undeosl to give
form to the world in which people live, therebydrating them
from chaos and from a feeling of insecurity in desmos. As such,
it unveils the meaning of things, overcoming meglassness and
integrating individuals into a totality (societyhet universe, the
divine) by fostering harmonious relations insteddhostility. It
also provides motivation and inspiration in lifeafpcularly in
social life) e.g. funeral ceremonies whereby thaddare believed
to look back at how their lives are being celeltate

As a way of knowing, mythical thinking appears tmoote a
global knowledge; referring to everything withoubirgg into so

many details. It is a participatory kind of thinginin which the
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person is fully immersed or absorbed, making gresd of the
imaginary power of the mind. Myth as a way of knogiis
received or revived with the help of rites (inclogli gestures,
songs); that is lived socially as part of the indiinals belonging to

a group, and transmitted by tradition backed bauuiy.

2.3 The Origin of Myths and Some Greek

20

Philosophers on Myth

A description of the characteristics of mythicalniing leaves
open the question of the origin of myths. We hawekéd at
mythical thinking as a method of arriving at sonm@Wkledge of the
world by use of existing myths. But who producee@ tmyths

themselves and how did it all happen? Some pe@ie it for

granted that there existed mythopoets or real areaif myths, in
various societies. The activity of mythopoets caasilg be

imagined. As such, myths may have been the raaudhme cases,
of existential intuitions or of an immediate knoddge of aspect of
reality. In other cases, they may represent theoooe of a wise
and reflective observation of things by gifted induals, coupled
with an effort to understand what was happeningha world or

society. In either case, one could say that theplpeavho

consciously produced myths (if that is the way giirtook place)
were not enclosed in some of the limitations profgemythical

thinking. Having looked at a possible understandihtipe origin of

myths, let us examine some Greek philosophers enidba of
myth.

A brief review of the opinions of Greek philosoph@n myths
confirms the fact that early philosophy in Greeoecided with a
certain movement away from myth&enophanes of Colophon
known as one of the critics of anthropomorphism amdhology,

asserted that people create gods only in their iovage, and that
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any animal, if it believed in gods, would pictuteein as animals.
Thus, Xenophanes has left critical reflections @ab®ad and the
gods. He was taking a distance from traditionagjir@lis beliefs.
Heraclitus of Ephesus often referred to as a Greek materialist
philosopher and dialectician, wanted people tocicspeak as if
they were awake, not asleep. What matters, in taw/, is to
search for oneself.

Democritus of Abdera also a Greek materialist philosopher and
disciple of Leucippus, intended to free people fribra fear of the
gods and of death, a fear based on wrong beliefs.

Plato recognized that some of the traditional myths fo@yrue or
may at least contain elements of truth. Plato hilmeade use of
myths as allegories in several of his dialogues.

Aristotle had doubts about mythical stories concerning anlifiea
These stories should be either accepted or rejaftedcareful and
accurate observations of facts. With regard to éeigvbodies, the
he acknowledged that some mythical data, fruits gehuine

insights, might correspond to reality.

2.4 Philosophical Thinking contrasted with Mythical
Thinking
In discussing the contrast between philosophicatking with
mythical thinking, it would be perhaps instructite begin by
looking at the origin of philosophical thinking irelation to
mythical thinking. In this vein, Mircea Eliade, @wowned historian
of religions (d. 1986), states that a conscious @efthite process
of demythicization took place in pre-Socratic Geeecin
Upanishadic India, and in Egypt. According to hithere was
indeed a certain moment in history when some pedogdan to lose
interest and faith in the divine history transndttey myths, while
claiming still to believe in traditional gods. Inshopinion, “The

history of religions here finds the first exampleaoconscious and
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definite process of “demythicization”. To be sumjen in the
archaic cultures, a myth would sometimes be empuife@ligious

meaning and become a legend or a nursery talepthet myths
remained in force. In any case, in pre-Socratic eGee and
Upanishadic India, there was no question of a calljphenomenon
of the first importance, whose consequences hawogedrto be
incalculable. For after this “demythicization” pess the Greek
and Brahmanic mythologies could no longer repredentthe

respective elites of those countries what they feguiesented for
their forefathers.

For these elites, the essential was no longeetsdoght in
the history of the gods but in a primordial sitoati preceding that
history. It was an attempt to go beyond mythologyl&ine history
in order to reach primal sources from which it watieved the real
had flowed, to identify the womb of being. It was geeking the
source, the principle, therchethat philosophical speculation for a
short time coincided with cosmogony; but it was Ioager the
cosmogonic myth, it was an ontological problemthiis regard, the
‘essential’ is reached, then, by a prodigious “geiack”
accomplished by an effort of thought. As suchpitld be said that
the earliest philosophical speculations derive fromthologies;
that is, systematic thought (philosophy) endeawura its
emergence, to identify and understand the “absddatgnning” of
which the cosmogonies tell, to unveil the mystefryhe creation of
the world; in short, the mystery of the appearawickeing. It is to
be noted, however, that the” demythicization” ofe€k religion
and the triumph, with Socrates and Plato, of stimdl systematic

philosophy, did not finally do away with mythic&ldught.

Turning our attention to the examination of the tcast
between myth and philosophy, from its origins ordgar
philosophical thinking has developed charactesstbich make it

22
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different in some ways frormythical thinking. Let us summari:

these characteristics th

a.

Philosophers to take a distance from traditionaliefse or
opinions, not to reject them all, but to examinenthcritically by

means of reason and its argume

. Human reason thus gains atain autonomy, which invites to

personal enquiry all kinds of areas of knowledgetural
phenomena, moral behaviour, religious attitudeslzeiefs anc

SO Oon

. Note however that, for quite a long time, no digiion will be

made between philosophicenquiries and scientific activitie
Philosophers were, for the most part, interestecknowing
things as fully as they could, by different means Wwithin one

search for knowledge or scier

. The passage that took place from mythical thinkog ratioial

critical approach of reality should not lead usctmsider tha
mythical consciousness was dealing exclusively vittages
supported by feeling. Human reason was at workewpfe whc

were at the level of mythical thinkir

Study Session Summary

ey

Summary

In this Study sessianthe notions of mythical thinking ar

philosophical thinking were examined as methodsratfonal

inquiry. While myths was understood as prose nagat are

considered to be accounts of what happened indimote past

philosoplical thinking was understood to be an attemp

employing reason in the search for rational undeding. To this

end, whereas myths are taken to be embodimentsogima,

philosophy is taken to espouse doctrines arrivedthabugh

reasoned inquir
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Assignment

1) What do you understand by mythical thinking?

2) How would you describe mythical thinking as a foofn

rational inquiry?

Assignment 3) What is rational or philosophical thinking?
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Study Session 3

Philosophy as Rational Inquiry

Introduction

Though, we often talk about philosophy, and evamntlto be
sometimes engaged in philosophy as an activitgnitains a matter
of fact that defining philosophy is a difficult tasThat is, it is
“difficult to determine whether any common elemetds be found
within the diversity of meanings given to philosgpdnd whether
any core meaning can be discovered for philosopiay tould
serve as a universal and all-inclusive definitibiRart of what has
been identified as what makes it difficult is th#iculty in finding
“a consensus among philosophers about the definitib their
discipline is precisely that they have frequenthme to it from
different area of experience upon which they findespecially
necessary to meaningful refleét.As such, it would be most
appropriate to attempt what has often been refdoes a working
or tentative definition. We shall carryout thiseatipt by sampling
opinions of philosophers about their own endeavolifeen we
shall try to identify characteristics and areas pdfilosophical

activity.

We will also discuss the relations between philbsopnd
other concerns of the human mind: science, faitl, a certain art
of living, in order to clarify the position of plegophy in rational
inquiry. Finally, a number of attitudes which hgweved to foster
philosophical thinking at different periods of st will be

examined.
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Learning Outcomes

©

Outcomes

When you have studied this session, you shouldleeta

3.1discuss the essential featucgphilosophy as a disciplir
3.2discusghe contributions of philosophy in any rational uiny.
3.3 point out the relations of ilosophy with scienc

3.4 present at least two philosophers perspectiyghdosophy

3.1 Defining Philosophy

Even if the task is difficult, we should formulaeleast a tentativ
definition of our subject. And so, let us begin tliscourse here t
first attempting a woling definition of philosophy. To this en
Philosophy can be defined as a rational inquiryoihe meaning
and deeper principles of reality (in a broad senin sampling the
views of philosopher about philosophy, the followiapinions of
famous philosphers will bring to light how the discipline haseln
variously understood. Three notions come from aitiyq(Plato,
Aristotle and the Hellenistic Period), three frohe tmodern ag
(Hume, Kant and Marx) and three form 20th centuvar(tain,

Jaspers anytic philosophers).

It is important to note that the understanding of philosophy proposed by an
author is obviously connected with the basic insights and the whole system
proper to that author or to a school of thought.

3.1.1 Views of Philosophers
Plato

Philosophy gives access to true reality, which liesa separat
world of ideas or forms. Philosophers discover éhehat things
truly are. Thus they become able to guide peopliecéres toward:

a good way of life

Avristotle
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He agrees with the moral and social concerns ofrtaster Plato.
He considers that philosophy is an investigatiothef causes and
principles of things, but he adds that such priesi@re to be found

in the reality of the natural world, not in a segarworld.
Stoics and Epicureans

In the period after the death of Aristotle, the &reity-states went
into decay under the Hellenistic kings. Life becammibled and
insecure. Some philosophical schools appeared wiehted to
provide their followers with an art of living. Fexample, the stoics
and the Epicureans offered their adherents a wagchieving the

most satisfactory personal life.
David Hume

Philosophy is, for Hume, a science of human nateed only on
sense experience and observation. Understood & dbnse,

philosophy provides the only solid foundation foher sciences.
Immanuel Kant

Philosophy must be critical, that is, it must be@grned with the
analysis of the conditions of possibility of knodtge for human
reason. The critical question, in Kant's sensenefword, becomes
therefore, “What and how much can understanding eaason

know, apart from experience?”
Karl Marx

For Marx, though philosophers have only interpreted world
differently, where they ought to have changedliilgsophy ought
to be the instrument to be employed if man wouldnge his

world.
Jacques Maritain

For Maritain, Philosophy is not “wisdom of conduat practical

life that consists in acting well, it is a wisdomhege nature

27



PHI104

28

Q

Tip

Methodology of Rational Inquiry

consists essentially iknowing “How? Knowing in the fullest an
strictest sense of the term, that is to say, wattiainty, and in bein
able to state why a thing is what it is and canm®totherwise

knowing by causes*
Karl Jasper

The task of philosophy is not the sam that of science. Its task
to deal with human existence, with a person’s imiatex
experience. Philosophizing means communicating nbbut
objects (as is done in the-called objective knowledge of thing
but about the personal or subjective awars of what an

individual is

Analytic philosophers

Philosopher’s task is to clarify the meaning of language, to unpack complex
problems originating in an imprecise use of language, to enquire into what it
really means to say so and so. For instance, Ludwig Wittgenstein, in the
second period of his philosophical activity, claimed that philosophy is a
battle against the bewitchment of our intelligence by means of language.

3.2 Traits of Philosophical knowledge

We have just illustrated gredifferences among philosophers
their notion (and practice) of philosophy. The asveass of such
great variety could discourage us from trying tesalde wha
philosophical knowledge really is. And yet it remsipossible t
bring forth a number of atures that seem to belong to philosoy
Among these features include a search for knowlekigewledge
of what is fundamental in the objects of human eepee and al
enquiry into the whole of reality. Philosof_wants to investigat
everything. It tris to understand by means of reason (w
comprises intuition as well as reasoning) whategegiven in
experience: seexperience, the lifevorld (according to E

Husserl), but also data gathered and probed bgdieaces



Study Session 3 Philosophy as Rational Inquiry

Furthermore, philosophy may be understood as inveusf
what has been referred to as fundamental inquaies$ special
inquires. Fundamental inquiries are undertakenwia sub-areas:
theoretical philosophy and practical philosophy. edtetical
philosophy include®©ntology or Metaphysi¢svhich is a study of
basic categories and structures of whatever existtropology,
which is a reflection on the essential featureshoman being
(individual and social) and sometimes said to bglém special
metaphysic. In English-speaking circles, it is Uisueeduced to
philosophy of mind. There is also the aspectGalsmology or
Philosophy of naturethis is a study of the nature of knowledge and
of how it can be achieved. Closely related to thithe Theory of
knowledge or Epistemologwhich is a study of the nature of
knowledge and of how it can be achieved. Anotheeetsof this
area of philosophy idogic. It is a study of the forms of valid
reasoning, and is considered one of the condifimnghilosophical
activity. Practical philosophy includéghics or Moral Philosophy
which is a study of good and evil, of right or wgonof the
principles of morality (individual and social)Poetics or
Philosophy of Doing or Producingvhich includesAesthetics(a
study of the basic principles of the appreciatidrad, including
what makes something a work of art and how we pné&trit) and
Philosophy of Technique (a reflection on technetivities, their

place, role and value in human life).

Special inquiries here refer to the group of thecaited
“philosophies of” and some recent developmentsnithrapology.
They often contain two parts: a reflection on apeas of reality
and an epistemological reflection on the disciditieat deal with
that aspect of reality (e.g. historical eventsm8aexamples of this
aspect of philosophy include: Philosophy of Sciendaich a study

of the methods for establishing scientific knowleddt can be
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developed with regard to particular science: biglgghysics, and
so on. Social and Political philosophy: a studythed fundamental
principles of society and state. Philosophy of Sb@&cience: a
study of the basic categories of social scientligories and of the
methods for establishing social scientific knowledBhilosophy of
Law: reflection on the juridical order. PhilosopbfyWork, of Play:
a development of philosophical inquiry about ordyndauman
activities. Philosophy of Religion: a study of tegnificance of
religious practices. Philosophy of Language: a \stoflthe basic
structures of language and of how language conneitts the
world. Hermeneutics: a study of the processestefpnetation and
their conditions. Philosophy of History: a reflertion the course
of events and on the status and the methods obricist
knowledge. Though no distinctions were stated betwghilosophy
and the sciences; it to be noted that there amgeber, some texts
of Aristotle which distinguish between physics, Kahatics, and

First Philosophy (or Metaphysics).

The philosophical attitude is characterized by @onal
search for the understanding of things by mearergiiments that
need to be probed by reason. Such arguments armectegpto
follow the laws of logic, but there may also belpsophy, insights
and convictions that do not arise form logical anguatation (for
example, in the perception of values). Scienceijtfopart, consists
largely in a combination of experimental data aadidal laws.
Theoretical developments may occupy a greater placsome
sectors of scientific knowledge. The actual comnittitm of such
theoretical elements towards knowledge of readityadged, by and
larger, in the light of a philosophical backgrouimk it realist,
empiricist, or idealist)

In the Modern Age, new developments took place whic

gave a distinctive character to scientific actesti Francis Bacon
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(1561 — 1626) and Galileo Galilei (1564-1642) dibmd the
method and purpose of scientific knowledge. Foil&al scientific
work must be based on an experimental method (syHtematic
observations and upon a mathematical reading ofinheerse. The
cosmos is like a large book which can only be neatie language
of mathematics. Philosophy, says Galileo, delighthe search for
essences (or essential characteristics), but madéence is happy
with its knowledge of some properties of naturahgs. “In our
enquiries we either attempt to penetrate the inuesr essence of
natural substances, or we limit ourselves to kndgéeof some of
their properties. | hold the first thing impossibleBut if we want
to bring our attention to grasping some properiethings, then it
seems to me that we must not despair of our aliitacquire
it...”® Galileo did not object to a philosophy which woltdk for
a general view of the universe (a cosmology), mughve a new

object to scientific work, distinct from the phitmgshical one.

In a similar vein, Descartes (1596-1650) held thatew
philosophy can provide useful concepts to sciehrlsewas both a
philosopher and a man of science. He discoveredgshiin
mathematics and practiced the experimental metAbdhe same
time, He developed basic philosophical notions Wwhiwere
consonant with the new approach of natural scieRoe.example
Descartes’ distinction between two main kinds samsts (mind
and matter) included a definition of ‘matter’ ash'at is extended’.
One of the characteristics of extended matter & th can be
measure. A scientific observation concerns mainlgasarable
things. What is measured can be compared, relatether things,
with the help of mathematical formulae or througpital relations.
All of this is typical of modern science. It can b&id indeed that
Descartes’ philosophical endeavour provided a numbé
fundamental concepts which could go together with tecent

developments of science in theé™dentury.
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The Influence of Empiricism

Empiricism is a large current in the history of Ipeophy. One of
its great representatives, David Hume (1711-1776)pgsed
philosophical reflections which have greatly infiged the general
understanding of scientific activity. Hume claim&at our
knowledge of things can be based only on sense-datavhatever
we come to know through the activity of our sensksne’s notion
of causality as the constant conjunction between tsense
impressions (and nothing more...) moves the foundata all
inquiries into necessary and universal scientifid. Nothing in
our sense experience indicates a necessary commdmgiween a
cause and its effect. “No possible experience wan iadicate that
similar past (or present) connections between ahewents will
apply in the future as they have occurred in the gaat the future

will be similar to the past”.

Also Immanuel Kant (1724-1804) through his critical
philosophy brought a new understanding of the ieiabetween
the mind and its object. Kant wanted to justify thedings of
science (e.g. the universal and necessary law$ysigs) against
the attacks of Hume’s empiricism. He came of thimkt the mind
is shaping or moulding its known object by means some
structures (or categories) of the understandingghware applied to
sense data. Kant’s critical approach is used upisoday in some
scientific circles to explain the theoretical pat their work.
Scientists with a leaning towards Kant considert thiaeir
hypotheses or theories are not a reflection orctug@ of reality;
they are rather the produce of the scientific miviich shapes
through them the multiplicity of data provided byservations and

experiments.
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3.3 Relations between Philosophy and Science(s)
Today

There are various ways of looking at the relatidretween
scientific and philosophic activities today. A l&agl one in
English-speaking circles considered that philosogdny still render
a (limited) service, namely, to check whether difienlanguage
contains any logical ambiguities so as to atteropteinove such
ambiguities. Otherwise, the undertakings of phifgsoare thought
to have become irrelevant. Other views are moren dpefruitful
relations between science(s) and philosophy. R#aticscience
have their own purpose and method, which, many avagtee, are
limited in scope and thus call for a collaboratiith other sectors
of scientific research and with people engaged opbphical
reflection. The idea and practice of interdiscipfi activities has
gained lots of ground. Philosophical is expectegpeeially in the
so-called human science, to provide some fundarmeigas and
insights about the meaning, the foundation, thep@sg, or the
value of reality. For instance, philosophy is expdcto provide a
coherent understanding of the human person ant$ oélations to
the world and to othefsin all philosophy can be viewed from the
following perspectives: philosophy as a search Konowledge,
Philosophy as knowledge of what is fundamentahm dbjects of
human experience, Philosophy as an enquiry intovthele of

reality.

3.4 Perspectives on Philosophy

Philosophy as a search for knowledge

Philosophy is certainly, in its own way, a searehknowledge and
truth. As it progresses in its enquiries, it disaevelements of
knowledge which it organizes into a system. Fromt ghoint of

view, philosophy can even be called a science. Hewethe
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method of philosophy is different from that of thatural sciences.
The latter are bound, for example, to start form abservation of
sense data; philosophy, in some of its enquirgeapt bound in the

same way: it may start form the inner experiencpgesons.

Philosophy as knowledge of what is fundamental in the objects of
human experience

Philosophy also starts form experience, if one egrehat
experience is no limited to sense experience. Bbyby builds on
the experience of ordinary life-the “life world” asme authors call
it (which is manifested, for instance, in ordindaypguage). But it
will also consider all data of human experienced &or that of

human experience. It tries to understand rationtdly whole of
human experience, and for that purpose it enquinds the

principles, the foundations, the conditions or ppgmsitions of
experience. As a rational underrating, philosoghgritical- in the
ordinary sense — and it makes use of argumentskiMs. It wants

to address all reasonable minds.

Philosophy as an enquiry into the whole of reality

Philosophy is interested in the whole of realityorgover, its
concern is holistic. That is why, like theology,can be called a
universal science, because it intendeds to inwasticall that
belongs to human experience. However, philosoppyesents an
organized body of knowledge that can be distingedstiom other
disciplines. The whole body of knowledge can beiddigt into
various groups. A first distinction is made betweeayeneral
sciences (philosophy and theology), and particstaences.Then
the so-called particular sciences can be dividea fiormal science
(like logic and mathematics, which study formal teyss), and
facts-related science (either empirico-formal ommeneutical). On
the one hand, empirico — formal sciences (like msysiology....)

are concerned with a reality that can be graspegiraally-
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through experimen-but they also make use of the resource
formal sciences. On the other hand, herrutical sciences try t
interpret human reality in its actions or in itsnhk@ They are als
called cultural science. They include humanitieige(lhistory,
language, arts, religion...) but also social and eatn science’
Philosophy is universal in it<cope. It can be practiced in relati
to a very broad area of inquiry (e.g. the charasties of whateve
exists, of all human beings, of nature). But it edso be practise
with regard to a more limited area or a specialvagt Hence, the

distinction used below between fundamental and special ees|

Study Session Summary

o7

Summary

From the foregoing, it may be said that one of filngctions of
philosophy is to aid in the search for knowledgdndeed,
philosophy contributes to man’s ability aicapacity to pursue
happiness and fulfilment of life. Acquired wisdontermed
philosophical wisdom, which is the fruit of a cobetr persone
reflection, based on solid argumentation, well emed with ¢
general world view. Personal reflection so undwod was
represented in thiStudy Sessiom looking at the various sides
philosophy, such as practical philosophy and spetidosophy. It
was also studied the place and relation of philbgopith regarc

to the sciences
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Assignment

Assignment

1) How would you construct your understanding of
philosophy as a rational inquiry?
2) How would you delineate the relationship between

philosophy and the sciences?

Endnotes

1 Cf. philosophy, History of WesternThe New Encyclopedia Britannica
Macropaedia 15" ed., vol. 14. p. 248.

2 Cf. philosophy, History of Western. Ifthe New Encyclopedia Britannica
Macropaedia 15" ed., vol. 14. p. 248.

3 See Copleston, A History of Philosophyvol. V, p. 261.

* Maritain, J. 1989An Introduction to PhilosophyWestminister MD. p. 60.

® See, AristotleMetaphysicg.025 b- 1026 a 32.

® Galileo, G. Third Letter to Mark Welser. In Opeks, pp. 187-188, quoted by
E. Agazzi, Philosophies, Science, Metaphysiguéribourg, Editions
Universitaires 1987, p. 47; transl. from the French is mine.

" Angels, P. 1981Dictionary to Philosophys.v. “Skepticism (Hume)”. p. 260

8 Angels, P.Dictionary of Philosophy “Science, Philosophy of’, s.v.i (am)
H(acking), “Philosophy of Science”, Iihe Concise Encyclopedia of Western
Philosophy & Philosophersed. J.0. Usmon & J. Ree, rev. ed., London & new
York, Routledge, 1991, S.V.

° See, for the distinctions above, Jean Ladrierg2li%nguage and Beligfr. G.
Basden. Notre Dame N.D. University Press. pp. 17-18
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Study Session 4

Science as a Rational Inquiry

Introduction

In this Study Session, you will examine the fundatakissues i
science as a rational inquiry. To this extent, yall look at the
utility of the scientific method. The Study Sessitimerefore
discusses the notion of science; the tenets and gbacence and
a critique of it. It also discusses the objectivigfficacy anc

truthfulness of scienct

Learning Outcomes

4.1point out reasons and grounds for the understandfr

@ When you have studied this session, you shouldleeta
science as a rational discourse.

Outcomes . . Lo
4.2describe the nature of science as an activityithahgage!

in search for truth.

4.1 Notion of Science

Let us begin this discussion by looking at the otof science
Science as we have come to know it today is esdgnine idea o
the founder of the Royal Society of London (1668) which
Christopher Wren, Robert Boyle were founders. laiguest ar
interest in the new philosophy of natural scienttes was thel
emerging with the experimentations and observatibmen like
Nicolas Copernicus, Galilio Galilei, William Gilbeand Johamne
Kepler® Etymologically, science is a Greek word “scientighich
means “knowledge” and the German word “wisenshaftiich

mean systematic organized knowledge. And so, seitlas bee
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taken to mean knowledge; the synthesis of the syate study of
every aspect of our experience of reality, esplgciabjective
reality usually with the aim of reducing it to agloally consistent
system of ordef.By this, science is not only a body or a system, i
is also a process, the process of gaining knowldugsed on
repeated observation in controlled conditions (expentation) and
attempting to explain what causes those observdtizeorizing)
through constructing hypothesis that can be tegtggerimentally.
To this extent, science is the study of the natwmatld through
observation, identification, description, experifannvestigation
and theoretical explanatiofsScience thus is a way of acquiring
knowledge following certain universal methodologkose central
theme is the testing of the hypothesis and maknegliptions for
the purpose of a better understanding of the usézer

The above definition/meaning of science lends aredeto the

basic worldview in science. These worldview invalike fact that;
a. Science demands evidence; the world is underdbdanda

Science is a blend of logic and imagination

Science explains and predicts

Scientists try to identify and avoid bias

Science is not authoritarian, and that

-~ o o o0 T

Scientific knowledge is durabfe.

These features as well lend credence to the digtimthat scholars
like Melvin Merkin between science and arts, religi philosophy
and other fields. Merkins asserts that scienceeistasting, self-
correcting and objectivethe import of this is that science is not
authoritative. Thus, it becomes obvious that tmelaimental reason
science seems to differ from other forms of inquéyts method.
This is the method that lays uncanny emphasis ennted and

significant of proof which must involve a condudt experiment
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and performance of careful observation. Such metbalied

scientific method involves the steps.

(i) Observation: Tentative statement about the natural w
leading to deduction that can be tested and vdi

(i) Theory: An integrated conceptual framework for reasor
about a class of phenomena, which is able to coate
existing facts and lawand sometimes provide predictions
new, ones. Theories explain why laws and factstraie or
how they work. Theories are the end point of s@

(i) Law: Law in science is statement of an observed regu
among fact, often expressible as a simple maatical

relationship’

However, a cursory look at this method reveals aoly the
strengths in it but also its weaknesses. A goodirsgaport for
doing such would be a look at the perceptions @ngific enquiry
amidst the question of the possibility truth in ehstion (acts)
which is the bedrock of scienc

.. What in your opinion is the goal of science?

Reflection

4.2 Positivism as a Major Orientation in Science

The positivist conception of science holds as imposition tha
there are only two types cmeaningful statement. These .
analytic and synthetic proposition. Synthetic steats are true b
virtue of experience or verifiability or a posterivhile statement
are analytic if it is true by virtue of meaning. dmny statemer
that doesn’'t belng to these categories are -sensical and
meaningless. Example of these are mathematicalensésmit,
observational statements, and so’ The patron oracle ¢
positivism, David Hume, writes crelation of ideas and experien

that impressional ideas aiobservational ideas are the only sot
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of genuine knowledg®.This approach is what is later tagged
verificationism. And it stands in opposition oreejion to all form
of metaphysical knowledge. It buttresses such hih fact that
scientific laws that universal and as such puslogsnese to the
objectivist corner of knowledge; thus holding itthe paradigm of
genuine knowledge.

What are facts? Facts are repeatable
observation/experimental events. Facts in philogapk a state of
affairs fact. It is what is observable and thathtroan be known
truth in science is correspondence to fact. It @thv of note that
even the correspondence theory have it that trrghnat fact but
are correspondence to fact what makes thus prolilemmahat the
definition itself is circular and, thus, by obsdrga, in science, we
mean coming to experience one’s environment, Tha af
observation is a search for an in dubitation trdthat would be
understood as the external world and how to caerdist critically
and truthfully pursue it. At this juncture the ned@t question is the
extent to which man is capable of adequate andhftriut
observation, the one, observation that would be frem bias,

prejudice and subjectivity.

4.2.1 Observation and the Problem of Appearance and
Reality

The problem of how to reconcile the common-sensiial of that
our perception gives us the truth with the phildsoglly eye-
opening case of misperception, delusion, illusipmantasmagoria
etc. for we know that we are often faced with dartdbjects which
when view casually seem to be unproblematic bua afoser look
we discover that our initial perception is not éka@s we had
thought then?, how do we explain relations between objects in
physical objects? This leads to the issue of theendable and the

unobservable parts of the objects, and in fact wtigntist trust
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microscope as against the naked eyes. This snoviftall the
discourse of wave motion, the current of elecyicthe atoms,
neutron, proton etc. and all the unobservable tactunics of
matter as we deal with in modem physics with tlgpianta an
indefinitely unfathomable depths leads to the pobl of
acquisitive and description. Also is the questidnhow we can
have a direct acquaintance with the object of seas®, and when
we describe it, are we describing the ephemeracisyd the object
or the substantial. Again, one would question hahave come to
the conclusion of having knowledge about these abbjeof
knowledge via acquaintance or description. Suchstipes are
important because knowledge episteme and unmistak@neness
of what is presented to us. The last of such gomestthat make
problematic scientific observation is on how we wnehen we are
consenting or dissenting through the testimony af gense
perception and when we are acting from the unconscssistance

of the records of memory.

The causes of the obvious inadequate in the reestaf scientists
to the about germane questions result in obvious ishthe truths
that scientists have given down ages J.C. Maxwaghtwoes this

where he says

...the history of restricted to the

enumeration of successful

investigations. It has to tell of

unsuccessful exguins and to explain
why someablest of men have failed

to find the key to knowledg®.

The reality of this is obvious of the numerous tations and
inventions that have taken place within sciencemfrGalileo,
Newton to Einstein et al” This no doubt is obvioas some
inconstancies found in scientific law and theoriaug, it becomes
pertinent to view science from Popperian angle iguailitude;)

conjectures and refutations.’2 And indeed this lapressed
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Olusegun Oladipo’s allusion that philosophy, sceenad even arts
cannot be a search for truth but are attempt tpegpeally have a

better understanding of nature and the place ofimért*

4.2.2 An Appraisal of Induction

From the foregoing analysis it is reasonable ttesthat science
starts with observation. Observation supplies airgebasis upon
which scientific knowledge can be built, and sdafemknowledge
is derived from observation strictly by inductidnduction is the
method of reasoning which obtains or discovers geraws from
particular facts or examples. It is a productionfaifts to proof a
general statement.However, many have perceived inadequacies
in this method. Bertrand Russell has sited thi wits story of the
inductivitist turkey to show that our knowledge tbe past which
scientists work of positivism and inductivism cahgaarantee our
justification in believing that the future will flolw after the same
pattern™® In line with David Hume, Russell holds that induet
principle is incapable of being proved by an appeatxperience,
However, Russell argues that:

Induction is indispensable in our

scientific enquiry for its high

probability status notwithstanding.

We must accept the inductive

principle on the ground of its intrinsic

goodness and forego all justification

of our expectations about the future

any contrary this lead to the stoppage

of all enquires and the very hope of

existence will also be adversely
affected’

The import of this is that many like Popper, Kuangd so on, who
have argued against induction are not realistic @ndere enough
because what we call deductive method is a disguisam of
induction®® However, the emphatic limitation of induction at

giving accurate prediction makes the goal of s@epmblematic.
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In an attempt to unravel such problem on the indaanethod of
science, in line with T. S. Kuhn, Ayo Fadahunsi ma$ed that
there can be no uniform methodology in the acqaisitof
knowledge. This allusion gives credence to the isspmlity of tire
Scientists’ campaign that employs everyone to tharkd reason
the same way. The disaster such an agenda can igoigeat |
Hacking sees when he writes that to compel peapleedason in

approved ways is to limit us and our potentialifisnovelty*®

Science, Truth and Philosophy

It is a belief among scientists that their methedeals truth
whereas the question of the constituent of truth ¢éentestable one
many have talked about truth from different perspes. In
epistemology today, we talk about truth from cgqoexlence
coherence, pragmatic, reliability, social-praxicahd humanist
perspective we even talk of societies, communégproviding the
criteria for truth. However, many a scientists haedd that truth is
a matter of agreement or coherence with other idéasdgments
taken to be acceptable or as corresponding to &cise have in
correspondence theory of trdth.Taking science as a body of
knowledge, it becomes obvious it has always beisggenda to
unravel the reality of the unfolding truth. But asmatter of fact
science has in many ways told mankind truth aboisgtence.
However, its route to knowledge is neverthelesdiegige only to
those aspects to natural order which satisfy certainditions
which themselves are not universally agreed uposcintists and
philosophers of science. This lend evidence to dhetradiction
between science worldview that scientific ideas aobject to
change and in fact that science is yet and camoeide complete

answer to all questions, especially the fundamentes'®
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O It is important to state that science and metascience cannot be far from each
— other but be brought together to understand and make better the human
-~ world.
Tip
Study Session Summary

@7 It is not a gainsaying that science is today seseth@ omnipoter
of knowledge. The reality of this is based not amtyhow scienc

Summary has helped mankind in transforming natura world and as such
seen on how even arts have been compelled to scientific
stature. This extension of it is seen in how sa@ehas bee
extended to investigate other spheres of life,efcample society
man et al. However, fundamental way to understandinreality
is to look at it holistically. This obviously mal us see why the
major preoccupations of our time have been to bdifterent
perspectives into synoptic view. Thus, hinging ba short fall o
the scientific methodology and its inability to &mfe certain goal
and looking at the very fact of some er modes of knowing.
becomes pertinent that intuition, mysticism andiglism has
always been and serves not only as complement kg
supplement in matter of life where science hasdabr has nc
been able to meet up with the existential enges-’ The reality
of this is seen in the recent development in s@grtbat regar
practices such as acupuncture et al as science. oblm®us
similarities between science and other modes ofvkmp rest or
man’s capacity for rationality. It is this pacity that enables m:
to speculate about the unknown and make predictiBogence
does this and other modes of knowing use it

A
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Assignment

Assignment

1) How is science a rational inquiry?

2) State and explain the various stages of the stientethod?

Endnotes

! Newton-Smith. W.H.1951The Rationality of Scienceondon: Routledge and
Kegan Paul. p. 129.

2 Newton-Smith. W.HThe Rationality of Sciencp. 129.
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* Ogundare. Z.B. 2000. Truths and Verisimilitude iarl Popper's
Epistemology.Journal of Philosophy and Related Disciplin&al. 1, No 1. p.
107 (12)

® See Melrin Merkin as quoted by G. M. A. Ayodeld@02. Understanding
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Philosophy, Logic and Issues in Technolpg48.

" Schlick, M.Logical Positivism

8 David Flume.Essays Concerning Human Understandiig,A Selby. ed.
London: The Clarendon Press. p. 13

° Russell, B. 1979Problem of PhilosophyNew York: Routledge, Allen and
Ulwin.

19 Rosenthal-Shaneidner, 198®eality and Truth: Discussion with Einsteifon
Lame: Wayne State University Press. p. 73.

™ Olusegun Oladipo, 1992The Idea of African Philosophylbadan: Hope
Publications. p. 7.

45



PHI104

46

Methodology of Rational Inquiry

12 Newton-Smith, W.H. 195IThe Rationality of Scienckondon: Routledge. p.
76.

13 Russell. BProblem of PhilosophyNew York: Routledge, Allen and Ulwin,
1979.

14 Russell, BProblem of Philosophy

5 Hacking, I. Language, Truth and Reason. N. I. idodind S. Lukes. eds.
Rationality and Relativisn©xford: Basil Blackwell. p. 82.

16 Olu Owolabi, K.A.20041ssue and Problems in Epistemologfyadan: Hope
Publications.

7 0Olu Owolabi. K.A.Issue and Problems in Epistemology.

18 Ayo Fadahunsi. 2003Philosophy, Science and Technologiyadan, Hope
Publication. p. 49.

19 Ayo FadahunsiPhilosophy, Science and Technology49.



Study Session 5 Knowledge / Belief Distinction

Study Session 5

Knowledge / Belief Distinction

Introduction

In this StudySession, we shall attempt to explore the meaniiak

nature of knowledg

Learning Outcomes
When you have studied this session, you shouldleeta
5.1 describe the nature of knowlec
Outcomes

What is Knowledge?

The branch of the discipline ophilosophy referred to ¢
Epistemology or “theory of Knowledge,” is generadlgcepted t
be concerned with the nature of knowledge. To #adent, it
focuses on issues such as “the origin of knowledge;place o
experience in generating knowledge, possibility of knowledge
the relationship between knowledge and certaihty piossibility of
universal scepticism and the changing forms of Kedge tha
arise from new conceptualizations of the wor' And so, the
history of the discourse of epistelogy can be described as 1
attempt to delineate the meaning and nature of ledye. To this
end, at least in the traditional sense, knowledage been regarde
by not a few scholars as “Justified True Belief.y Bhis, it is
implied that for any claim r proposition to count as knowled
such claim must be a belief that is true, and niestjustified.

Schematically, this is given &
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S knows that p, iff;

P is true, and
S is justified in believinghat p.
where S refers to the epistemic agent, p to thpqmition known.

The discipline of epistemology confirms the impade of the idea
of “knowledge”. The defining attribute of episteragl is the idea
of knowledge or cognition. The question that wedhée ask is:
what do we mean by knowledge that epistemologyasaiés main
focus? Knowledge refers to

1. The cognitive aspect of consciousness in genéoalknow
means to perceive or apprehend or to understand or
comprehend.

2. Knowledge is also used in contrast to mere opirsiometimes
called belief. In this application it signifies terde based on
adequate grounds. There may be belief or subjecevitude
without objective foundation.

3. Knowledge is further used for what is “known” alsuThus
we speak of chemistry as a body of knowledge. Kedge is
used as a synonym for cognition and also to specifpecific
cognition. That is the cognition that satisfiesethrconditions
which are (1) Truth (2) Self-satisfying and indalbility (3)
logically impossible to falsify.

The above meanings of the concept, knowledge, has
implicitly defined the scope of epistemology. Epmblogy is
interested in the discussion and analysis of thecqgss of
interaction of the human mind (subject of knowledgeth the
external world (object of knowledge). It is thekas epistemology
to understand the process of how humans becomecioassof
external objects. But we need to mention that epistogical
analysis of consciousness differs from the psydiokd
investigation of it. While the latter is interest@dthe description of
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the process of cognition by employing the empiricedthod, the
former investigates cognitive materials in orderafiprehend and
prescribe the appropriate means of understanditegrext realities.
Epistemology therefore concerns itself with thedgtwf the

processes of perception and other modes througkhwiiiman

beings interact with external objects.

Another dimension of epistemology, which has been
exposed by the analysis of knowledge above, coadbmrole that
epistemology performs in distinguishing knowledgejustifiable
belief from opinion or subjective belief. Historiya epistemology
started from the Socratic-Platonic desire to camtfrine sophists
who denied the possibility of objective knowled@emajor aspect
of the epistemological programme up till now is timéssion of
providing the basis for distinguishing objectiveokriedge from
mere opinions. How do we arrive at the criteriadocepting some
beliefs as objective knowledge and rejecting othdris issue of
epistemic justification is one of the cardinal pesbs of
epistemology that shall also engage our attention.

The third dimension of epistemology that earliealgsis of
knowledge have identified relates to the concern tbé
epistemological enterprise for knowledge produced dather
disciplines. The fact that knowledge refers to shstem of beliefs
in other disciplines apart from philosophy, sigesfi that
epistemology is interested in how knowledge is aegu and
justified in other areas, particularly science whias been adopted
as the paradigm or archetype of knowledge. It ihig respect that
epistemology is strongly linked to the “Philosopifyscience”. One
can even say that the latter is a sub-branch ofdimeer; in the
sense that philosophy of science employs the basits of
epistemology for the evaluation of scientific knedde.

Finally, let us mention that our discussion of diensions

of knowledge indicates that the issue of what ctutstknowledge
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Reflection

or the conditions that a kncedge claim must satisfy is a seric
one in traditional epistemology. What is it for adga to be calle
knowledge? What are the conditions that a knowleclgen or
body of knowledge must satisfy before it can bespted as sucl
Questions of this nare are taken seriously in epistemology. TFr
guestions indicate that the definition of knowledg@ot taken fo
granted in epistemology. In fact, serious polermucrainds the
exercise of defining knowledge in philosophy. Likany concept
in philosoply, knowledge “is so fundamental and general th
includes itself in its own scope.” The peculiar lgen that
confronts concept of this nature has been explaieR.C. Jone
in the book:The Nature of KnowledgeAccording to him, “ar
explanation of kowledge must be in terms of something
fundamental than knowledge and that obviously isetbing
unknown.” In examining this issue, we shall focus bow
traditional epistemology been able to resolve tllismma; as wel
as what has been its reac to the issue of the conditions
knowledge? These shall engage our attention inélésectior

What do you think is the central focus of the discipline of epistemology?

Accounts of Knowledge: Traditional Versusthe Gettier Problem

The attempt at defining knowledge is as old astemislogy itself.
This desire to define knowledge can be seen inoBlatialogue
TheaetetL. It was from this dialogue that the traditionat@ant of
knowledge as “justified true belief” emanates. Rely, the
definition of knowledge supplied here is: “true ib€lplus (logos
account”, which has been interpreted to mean fjastitrue
belief”. It is rather surprising that this defimiti of knowledge the

Plato himself vehemently opposed in Theaeetusturned out to
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become the acceptable definition of knowledge iaditronal
epistemology. The traditional account of knowledgthis:
X knows that P, if and only if:

a. X has a belief P.

b. Pistrue

c. Xisjustified in believing that P is true.
From this, we can infer that there are three cambtof knowledge
namely (i) belief (ii) truth of belief (iii) justi€ation of belief. This
definition of knowledge can be further illustrateglthis example:
Mr. A knows that Abuja is the capital of Nigeria if

i. Mr. A has a belief that Abuja is the capital of Bigh

il. This belief that Abuja is the capital of Nigeriaige

iii. Mr. A is justified in having this belief.
This traditional account of knowledge used to be #tceptable
definition of knowledge. However, in 1963 it wasattenged by
Edmund L. Gettier in his short essay: “Is Justifiede belief
knowledge?” The aim of this influential essay is refute the
conception of knowledge as “justified true belieg&ttier's points
was that, while the three conditions of knowledgejastified true
belief” may hold for an agent, such agent couldb®said to know
on the grounds that such agent arrived at suchughréucky guess.
Gettier demonstrated his position with two coungamples
showing the possibility of having “justified trueelef” without
having knowledge. The implication of these example&ettier is
that there is the need for faurth condition of knowledgelhe
problem generated by Gettier's counter examplestiaadjuest for
a fourth condition knowledge has been tagged thetti&
Problem”. Let us now examine the counter exampjgpked by E.
L. Gettier.

In the first case, Gettier made us to imagine &pplicants

for a job: Mr. Smith and Mr. Jones. According tomhithe

following proposition is made by Mr. Smith.
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A. Jones is the man who will get the job, and Jonestéa
coins in his pocket.

The first conjunct in the propositions made by ®nsta product of
the statement of the employer that Mr. Jones wilebployed. The
Second conjunct is based on the firsthand expexieh&mith who
counted the coins in Mr. Jones pocket. Assuminglsgoes on to
make an inference from this conjunctive propositioeat:

B. The man who will get the job has ten coins in lusket:
But supposing B is true, though the man who getsjtb is Mr.
Smith himself, who accidentally has ten coins s focket; can we
say that proposition B, which fulfils the “justifietrue belief”
condition, is a knowledge claim? Gettier arguest ttteough
proposition B satisfies the three conditions oftification, truth
and belief, it is not a knowledge claim becausks ian inference
from a false proposition — proposition A. thus,ttheoposition B is
true is a matter of coincidence.

In the second counter example given by Gettier, he

imagined another proposition made by Mr. Smithhe effect that:

C. Jones owns a ford car.
Gettier imagined further that Smith’s propositianhbased on the
evidence that Jones drives a ford car, in whichtlSmince had a
free ride. Supposing that Smith has another frieached Brown
whose whereabouts is unknown to Mr. Smith, Smithstwcts
three sets of disjunctive propositions from the boration of these
propositions, and merely guesses where his fried Bvbwn) may
be living at the time he was making the proposgiodhe
propositions are:

D. Jones owns a ford car or Brown is in Boston

E. Jones owns a ford car or Brown lives in Barcelona

F. Jones owns a ford car or Brown lives in Brest-Lsav
Gettier goes further to maintain that the proposgi will be

assumed true by Smith because he feels that the disjunct,
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which is common to the three propositions is titiés, however,

discovered that proposition, E is the only corneciposition, not
because it's first disjunct is true, but becausemiere coincidence,
the second disjunct is; that is, Brown lives in &dona. But the
first disjunct is false, because Mr. Jones drivea rented Ford car.
Can we say that proposition E is knowledge? Getgrees that
proposition E is “justified true belief’, but it isot knowledge
because it is a product of mere coincidence. Gethierefore

concludes that it is possible to have “justifiedetbelief” without

knowledge. Gettier's counter examples and the denf@na fourth

condition of knowledge has generated many reactioms
epistemology. Post Gettier attempts at repairing tiaditional

account of knowledge can be categorized into faamrds according
to Jonathan Dancy in his bodktroduction to Contemporary
Epistemology.

The first category of attempts at repairing theditional
account of knowledge is based on the claim thatdéfenition of
knowledge should clearly indicate that the constitis belief
should not be inferred from a false belief. An ep&of this type
of effort is in Michael Clark’'s article. The fourtbondition of
knowledge according to Clark is this: “the beliéseground for
believing a claim does not include any false béligf a nutshell,
the traditional account of knowledge is being regzhiby merely
adding a fourth condition which is that there sklonibt be present
in any set of beliefs that seeks to graduate tovkexige, “relevant
falsehood”. But this amendment has been criticitoedbeing too
strong such that it will be “impossible for any o§ to know
anything”. With this new suggestion we may finddifficult to
have a set of beliefs without the prevalence afvat falsehood.
Knowledge will therefore be rare to det.

The second sets of post-Gettier account of knoydeshy
that the fourth condition of knowledge is that thehould not be
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within the system of belief certain “truth which wd have
destroyed the believer’s justification.” This pasit has been held
by Lehrer and Parsons. Their claim is that “justftrue belief” can
still be knowledge on the conditions that theraasother truth that
can defeat the justified belief. This category témpts at solving
the Gettier problem has been tagged the “defedgilaipproach.”
The defeasibility approach is related to the tlsiets of amendment
which says that the fourth condition of knowledgereliability.
The reliability approach to the definition of knealge says that
knowledge is justified true belief derived fromediable method.

The last attempt at solving the Gettier problemciwhwe
will examine and consider as the most feasibléés“tonclusive
reason” approach. According to this attempt at irega the
traditional definition of knowledge, justified trueelief can still be
knowledge if it is based on conclusive reason. Byctusive
reason we mean that if P is the conclusive reasorQf then P
cannot be true if Q is false. In essence, if ai@adr proposition is
knowledge then the reasons for making it knowledgest be
conclusive. This can be so if and only if the ressocannot be true
while the conclusion is false. This approach haso abeen
criticized. Jonathan Dancy argues that this appredatt also make
knowledge a rare phenomenbdn.

All these objections and criticisms of post-Getidgempt at
redefining knowledge merely point to the fact thia¢ ghost of
Gettier counter examples will continue to hauntstgnology for
long. The various attempts at repairing the Gettraditional
account of knowledge complicate rather than impieesituation.
John L. Pollock is therefore right when he says:

As the literature on the problem has developed,
the proposals have become increasingly complex
in the attempt to meet more and more complicated
counter examples to simple analysis. The result is
that even if some very complex analysis should
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turn out to be immune from counter example
would seem ad-hot.

In retrospect, we need to say that “Gettier probBlésna typical

example of epistemological problem. " desire of epistemology i

justify human cognitions makes it imperative fortat be very

critical of all ideas. This critical nature explaithe reason why it
nearly impossible for philosophy to arrive at thefiition of
concepts including the mobasic ones such as knowledge. Suu
definition needs to be absolutely acceptable tontlost critically
minded of philosopher, this may rather be diffic@ut that simply
explains the reason why philosophy is a criticatl golemical

enterprise

Serious polemic surrounds the exercise of defining knowledge in philosophy.

Study Session Summary

o7

Summary

In this Study Sessign attempt was made at examining

dimensions ofknowledge, which indicatethe issue of what
constitute knowledge the conditions that a knowledge clai
Questions such as; what is it for any idea to bead&nowledge’
What are the conditions that a knowledge claim odyb of

knowledge must satisfy before it can be acceptexsiels? showe
the serious nature of iniry in epistemology. These questic
indicate that the definition of knowledge is ndtea for granted il

epistemology
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Assignment

1. What you understand by the traditional account of

knowledge?

2. How would you represent the traditional account of
Assignment knowledge in the light of the counterexamples of E.

Gettier?

Endnotes

! Simon BlackburnOxford Dictionary of PhilosophyOxford: Oxford University
Press. p. 118.

2 Gettier, E.L. Is Justified True Belief Knowledg&falysis 23: 121-123.

% Dancy, J. 1991Introduction to Contemporary Epistemolodyew York: Basil
Blackwell Ltd.

* Dancy, Jintroduction to Contemporary Epistemology.

® Dancy, Jintroduction to Contemporary Epistemology

® Pollock, L. 1999.Contemporary Theories of Knowledg2™ ed. Boston:
Rowan and Littlefield Publishers, Inc.

56



Study Session 6 Truth and Justifications

Study Session 6

Truth and Justifications

Introduction

In our earlier discussion of knowledge, we stateat knowledge
has three major conditions namejustification, truth andbelief In
this sessiol we shall discuss the problems and theories ab&
idea of truth in traditional epistemology. Whattigor any claim tc
be described as true? What are the conditions wh@r This
guestion as it will be expected of philosojal questions has

generated serious controver

Learning Outcomes

When you have studied this session, you shouldleeta
6.1 delineate in clear terms the nature of truth arstifjgation as
regards the theory of knowledge.
Outcomes

6.2 locatethe place and importance of truth and justificattol

the enterprise of epistemology.

6.1 Correspondence Theory of Truth

Let us begin this discourse by examining the notwfnthe
correspondence theory of tr. Correspondence theory of trt
defines truth as correspondence between human judgmen
facts. To this theory, truth refers to the relatbmiween beliefs ar
facts. A statement is true according to correspooeleéheory o
truth, if the belief conforms to a fact. A truetst@ent accordinto
correspondence theory is that which has a bela&fdbnfirms wha
a matter of fact is. For example, if a man hadolewing beliefs

1. Abuja is the capital of Nigeria.
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2. A dog is a domestic animal
Beliefs are true according to “correspondence tfieibthey agree
with the facts. If we discover upon verificatioratithere are facts
to confirm the two propositions, then the beliefs tiue. But if on
the other hand the beliefs cannot be confirmed drysfthen the
beliefs are not true.

The correspondence theory of truth, from the exgtian
given conceives truth as basically an affair betwgglgment and
external realities. The theory believes that ifréhis an agreement
between a position made and the reality on thergtdhben truth is
established. We can say that the correspondenawythgves
consideration only to empirical statements or eli@bout
empirical facts neglecting other forms of beliefhis is because it
is only in the case of empirical statements ordglthat truth can
be defined as a relation between beliefs and fdotsessence,
correspondence theory of truth does not accommodabe
empirical beliefs. For example, how can correspandetheory
account for the truth of beliefs such as these?

1. God is an omnipotent being

2. Man is a moral animal

3. Every man is destined to live the way he lives.
The objection raised against correspondences tha#dryth is that
it is an inadequate theory of truth. The inadequsteyns from its
narrow conception of truth as being applicable dilyempirical
matters.
Correspondence theory of truth has also been iggticfor being
simplistic and trivial. It is so because if all tiieeory says about
truth is a relationship between facts and exteohgcts, then it is
too trivial to be considered a theory. This thesrely repeats the
common sense idea of truth. A theory of truth stattive to do
more than merely asserting that truth is an agreemiefacts and

beliefs? Certain fundamental questions can be raised athmut
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position to the effect that “truth is the agreementfacts and
beliefs.” For instance, what does it mean for aelbéb agree with
facts? This question cannot be taken for grantenreSpondence
theory of truth needs to tell us precisely the nrggmof the word
“correspond”. It can even be argued that “corregeoce with
fact” can mean the same thing as “coherence” wisiche central
term in the opposing theory of truth: coherenceottheof truth.
How then is correspondence theory unique and disfrom its
rival? The equivocation and ambiguity of the cdntierm in
correspondence theory put a serious question marthe entire

claims of this theory.

6.2 Coherence Theory of Truth

Coherence theory of truth views truth as a relatlmtween
judgment and the system to which it belongs. Aest&nt or
proposition is considered true or false by cohezenbeory
depending on its consistency with the other groipropositions
that it shares the system with. Coherence theoriyuti regards
propositions as forming a system such that itsefaded or truth
depends on whether or not it coheres with the systdelongs to.
Their idea of truth has been explained in this neann
Truth is the approximation of thought to
reality. It is thought on its way home. Its
measure is the distance thought has
travelled, under guidance of its inner
compass, towards that intelligible system
which unites its ultimate object with its
ultimate end... the degree of truth of a
particular proposition is to be judged in the
first instance by its coherence with that
further whole, all comprehensive and fully

articulated, in which thought can come to
rest>

The coherence theory of truth has been presented a

defended by idealists such as Bradley and Blanshalese
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idealists assume that beliefs are organized in stesatic
arrangement; and the system must complete and etvpsive. In
a coherent system it is taken that no propositionld/be arbitrary,
every proposition would be entailed by others jgirdand even
singly, no proposition would stand outside the eyst
The position of the coherence theory of truth da

illustrated in this manner. Let us assume thab#ieefs that we will
give below belongs to the same system.

1. If you drop an egg on the floor, it will break.

2. If you drop a china plate on the floor it will biea

3. If you drop a bottle on the floor, it will break.

4. If you have magic powers; if you drop an egg onftber,

however hard the surface of the floor is, it wilitibreak.

We can see that proposition A-C coheres: that hey tare
consistent with the system of beliefs and can foesebe declared
true, while proposition “D” does not and can beldexd false. But
the coherence theory of truth appears only to benpnovement on
the correspondence theory of truth because it caauat for the
truth of many beliefs, but serious objections canréised on the
adequacy of this theory itself. The most populatioccsm against
coherence theory of truth is that it is too permssas a theory of
truth such that so many propositions can be corsid® be true
just because they cohere with the system to whiely belong.
How then do we evaluate the many systems that sasvéhe
determinants of truth for propositions? This obtthas been
presented by Jonathan Dancy in his bodR&troduction to
Contemporary Epistemologifis position is that it will be difficult
to affirm legitimately that one system of belietshetter than the
other with the coherence theory of truth. He gagthér to say that
the notion of truth which this theory will presenitl be relative to
the system to which the beliefs beloht.is for this reason that

coherence theory of truth has been rejected.
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What is wrong with truth of belief being relatite the
system to which it belongs? The objection again$tecentism is
borne out of the traditional philosophical assumptihat there
should be absolute, objective and immutable trigbt as we
mentioned during our earlier discussion of skegiiGi this
orthodox conception of truth and knowledge may iécdlt to
sustain. Truth and knowledge can only make meanmiitlgin of
truth is unnecessary apart from being very diffitalattain. This is
precisely the assumption behind the pragmatic thebtruth that

we shall examine next.

6.3 Pragmatic Theory of Truth

This theory of truth considers the idea of truthb& an affair of
practical experience. Pragmatic theory of truthsiders the truth
of a proposition to be determined by its practigald proposition
is true if whatever it affirms is practicable am@lizable; while it is
false if it is not. Chisholm defines pragmatic theof truth as the
theory which accepts that a belief is true if antydf the belief has
practical implicatiorf.

Pragmatism is relatively difficult to pin downs Iposition is
rather elusive and ambiguous. According to its adies — C .S.
Pierce, William James, John Dewey and F. C. S.lIBcht the
pragmatic theory of truth is understood to be thee@ment of an
idea with reality. The agreement of an idea withlitg needs
further explanation according to pragmatic thedrfrath. It means
more than an idea being a mental image, it alsolwevother non-
empirical ideas such as mathematical, religious methphysical
ideas. It is in this respect that chiller says thatassertion is true
“if and so far as an assertion satisfies or fongdh# purpose of the

enquiry to which it owes its beingd”.

However the major objection against pragmatic mesd
truth is that it extends our conception of trutlydred the way we
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ordinarily use it. Truth in ordinary usage meanseagent witl
reality, but with the pragmatists it connotes “wdeéss”,
“desirableness”, “satisfactory” and “expedie® With this
situation, the pragmatists will not allow us totoliguish effectively
between accepting something and accepting sometisngrue
There is always a distinction in ordinary languagénveen what i
objectively true and what is taken to be true byneogroup o
people. This distinction has disappeared withpragmatic theory
of truth. But we need to mention that pragmatiotigeof truth is ar
attempt to make the issue of truth more realidtwt only that, with
this theory, the entire epistemological project!wébandon it
dogmatic tendency and become n humanistic. Humanistic i
the sense that truth will connote practicality withuman

experience

How will you define Truth?

6.4 Theories of Epistemic Justification

62

How do we justify our knowledge claim? How do weotnthat ar
ordinarybelief is capable of being elevated to the levgustified
belief? As we mentioned earlier, justification iseo of the
conditions of knowledge in the traditional accoofhtknowledge
Even without satisfying the fourth condition of kuedge
demanded y postGettier analysis of knowledge, the problem
justification of knowledge is still a nagging onBhilosopher:
throughout history have given so much attentiorthi® problen
that a writer was tempted to say that epistemolisggnore of ¢

theory of jistification than a theory of knowled?

Traditionally the enterprise of epistemology hasert

dominated by two theories of justification: foundaglism anc
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coherentism. This section will now be devoted tocr#ical
discussion of the two and the third theory whichs Haeen
developed in recent times to meet the challengew@ftraditional

theories.

6.4.1 Foundationalist Theory of Justification
Foundationalism is the most popular theory of ficgttion. It is the
position that all beliefs are two kinds: basic bfdithat are self-
justifying and non-basic belief that need to betifiesl by their
inferential relationship to the basic beliefs. Fdatonalism as a
theory of justification posits that some beliefe @amcorrigible and
infallible and so does not need to be justifiedisth beliefs are said
to be self-evident or derived from intuition. Thiaim that some
beliefs are infallible, self-evident or derived rfmointuition is
fundamental to the argument of the foundationali$tsey argue
further that other beliefs — non-basic beliefs r oaly be justified,
if and only, if they are inferentially related toet self-evident ones
which they call the foundational beliefs.

The most popular example of a foundationalist the® the
view expressed by Rene Descartes. Descartes imtemtiuced the
architectonic imagery by affirming the need forexanstruction of
epistemic superstructure until one gets to a dmiskd upon which
he can erect other forms of epistemic beliefs. Asane well aware,
the foundation of his epistemology or what we caday call his
“basic belief” is the claim Corgito ergo surhy “I think therefore |
am”, while other beliefs which are derived inferalty from it are
the non-basic beliefs.

The position of the foundationalists is basicdlat any
belief can either be justified if it is self-evidesuch as: “I think
therefore | am” or “2+2=4", while other beliefs whi are not self-
evident are justified by their relationship to thesic ones. We can
say for example that the belief “2 oranges andlero? oranges
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will be 4 oranges” can be derived inferentiallyasuged has created
that architectural model in the mind of people. Ttendationalist,
taking inspiration from the Cartesian metaphor,ceive beliefs as
a superstructure with the basic belief serving hes foundation,
while non-basic beliefs represent the structurelfitdike a good
architecture, to continue with the metaphor, thanftationalist
believes that the survival of non-basic beliefs @s the support
supplied by the foundationalist beliefs, just as Hurvival of an
edifice rest on the strength of its base. In essetine justification
of the non-basic beliefs depends absolutely onsthength of the
basic beliefs.

Foundationalism, from what we can see, has iterat
problems. The most evident is the attempt to mamntaat some
beliefs are self-evident and infallible. What deyhmean by an
infallible belief? One may be forced to further gtien this claim
by asking: can a belief be self-evident such thatwill be
impossible for the belief to exist without beingstified? Do we
have certain beliefs that do not need any justiic@ Can we ever
talk of an incorrigible and self-evident belief impossible to
achieve this? Most of the objections raised agdmstdationalism
have been on these questions. In essence, we gathaathe
incorrigibility factor is the Achilles’ heel of fomdationalism.

Another serious criticism against the argument of
foundationalism is the point that the foundatiostaih terminating
the regression of justification. What is the explgon for refusing
to justify basic beliefs? Why do we have to ternentne infinite
regression; that is the obvious conclusion of tbentiationalist
argument? It has been argued that foundationaligmeresustains
the infinite regression or gives a very rigorougleration for
terminating it. The foundationalists have refused do this.
Without adequate conviction that the terminatiorthef regression

is not arbitrary the foundationalist cannot susttsrheory.
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Objection has also been raised against the way the
foundationalist conceives beliefs as linearly andrdrchically
arranged. It has been argued that the assumptainbtliefs are
orderly arranged in whatever form is a misconceptb the way
beliefs are in reality. Beliefs in their naturalttse are not
“developed in a constructive manner which can makéhink of a
linear or hierarchical order of epistemic claim®.”If the
assumption that informs foundationalism is a misemtion then
the entire foundationalist programme can be questio

On the whole, the various arguments against
foundationalism have made the theory to be unpoguolaecent
times. Due to this, many people who still wantubscribe to some
of the basic views of the theory. It is now verypplar to make a
distinction between classical foundationalism aneé minimal or
moderate foundationalists. The minimal foundatimaccept the
“model of distinguishing basic from non-basic biidut rejects
the possibility of an infallible belief system aadcepts fallibilism;
the theory that many of our most cherished belistaild be
false.”™ The acceptance of fallibilism is the hall mark of

contemporary foundationalism.

6.4.2 Coherentist Theory of Justification

Coherentism as a theory of justification is theditranal rival of
foundationalism. The coherentist disagrees withbagic positions
of foundationalism that beliefs are hierarchicaltyanged and that
some believes are superior to others. Their posigathat beliefs
are justified by their coherence with the systemwioich they
belong. Beliefs, according to this theory, are tezlabecause all
beliefs belong to a particular system of beliefsak much as all
beliefs are within a system, then the justificatisna matter of

locating the exact system to which a belief beloagd checking
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whether the belief is consistent and coherent \etitrer beliefs
within it.

The coherentist tries to avoid the problem of
foundationalism, particularly the hierarchical agement of
beliefs and the assertion that some beliefs areriigthle. They
also claim that the infinite regression dilemmargzrbe a problem
to their own theory of justification in as muchthsir beliefs are of
equal status. There is no need for the infiniteraggjon with
coherentism, since the justification of the cohéstrcan only be
effected by the consistency of beliefs to the eniystem. The
difference between coherentism and foundationatiam be aptly

summarized thus:

For the coherentist knowledge is not a
Baconian brickwall with block supporting
block upon a solid foundation, rather an
item of knowledge is like a mode of
spider’'s web which is linked to others by
thin strand of connection each alone weak
but altogether adequate for its support.

But has coherentism presented a better mode offyjogt

epistemic claims? The answer is obvious. Cohemandilso has its
inherent pitfalls. The most damaging of the weakassof this
theory is its permissive tendency, with coherentime process of
justification has become simplistic and trivialttee extent that any
belief can be justified by mere consistency witle tystem to
which it belongs. Any belief will therefore easilgass the
coherentist’ test by being consistent with the eysteven if the

belief is invalid and obviously senseless.

What we consider to be the most serious problem of
coherentism is that it merely pretends to be amsgo to
foundationalism while it still subscribes to theslwaassumption of
this foundationalist theory of justification. Althgh superficially,

one may tend to see an opposition in the viewsohdationalism
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and coherentism, a deeper analysis will revealttigit differences
are not fundamental. The two theories of justifmatagree on the
assumption that knowledge is a systematic, ordarg related
body of beliefs. This assumption informs the desife both

foundationalism and coherentism to seek a grandsyséem of
justification for all beliefs independently of th&tuation and
context that generate each belief. But the truttihas belief by its
very nature is unique to the situation that gemsrét It should not
be linked with other beliefs neither should itstification depend
on other beliefs. The mistake of seeing beliefsngarelated is at
the base of the two traditional theories of jus#éfion. The new
theory of justification, contextualism seeks to idvothis

fundamental misconception.

6.4.3 Contextualism Theory of Justification

The most recent theory of epistemic justificatisrcontextualism.
This theory of justification assumes that the attustification
demands the validation of a belief within the cahtbat generates
it. Contextualism stands in opposition to foundadiism and
coherentism that maintain a strong relationshigvbenh beliefs and
based the idea of justification on this relatiopsiContextualism
maintains that the genuine problem of justificatiasm the
justification of a particular epistemic claim rathé¢han the
validation of all beliefs. It also accepts thatifalism is a tenable
position since humans are themselves fallible.

Contextualism which has its greatest advocate ha
American philosopher, David Annis, seeks to trandcehe
absolutism of traditional theories of justificatiohe theory
realizes the difficulty that will always attend tHesire to justify all
epistemic claims independently of how they are poed. It

therefore assumes that since beliefs are madernnstitgial context
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their justification should respect these contexpsbhmeters. David
Annis explains the process of justification in ettialism thus:

When asking whether “S” is justified in
believing “H” this has to be considered
relative to an issue context. Suppose we are
interested in whether Jones, an ordinary non-
medically trained person has the general
information that polio is caused by a virus. If
his response to our question is that he
remembers the paper reporting that Salk said it
was, then this is good enough. He has
performed adequately given the issue context.
But suppose the context is an examination for
the M.D. degree. Here we expect a lot more if
the candidate simply said what Jones did, we
would take him as being very deficient in
knowledge. Thus relative to issue-context a
person may be justified in believing ‘H’ but
not justified relative to another contéxt.

Contextualism as theory of justification attempisotvercome the
obvious shortcomings and misconceptions of the tnaditional
theories of justification. The main difference beém this theory
and the other two is that it sees the genuine ourest justification
as: (a) how can | justify a particular epistemigiicl? This question
is more appropriate than the pseudo question thatdationalism
and coherentism seek answer, i.e. (b) how can wéfyjuall
epistemic claims? Contextualism unlike foundatiamal and
coherentism realizes that beliefs are contextudl @aculiar to the
situation that generates them. Unlike the two trawal theories of
justification, contextualism conceives knowledget nas a
systematic and orderly enterprise, but as a divedkection of
ideas. This theory regards justification not asabstract process
that can be affected independently of the epistetaims itself but
rather as the act of investigating the situatioat thenerates the

claim.

The potential objection against contextualisnaciteptance

of relativism, is not a serious problem. It is no¢cause relativism

68



Reflection

Study Session 6 Truth and Justifications

cannot be a liabilit to epistemology theory any more. In as m
as knowledge by its very nature is relative toaitns, then it:
justification should also manifest this relativisiihe Americar
philosopher, W. V. O. Quine has called for epistiEgy to be
naturalizec** The spirit behind this demand is that contempo
discourse of epistemology ought to give expresgiatie yearning
of human beings for relevant, realistic and pradtie reflection:
and theories. Only such realistic epistemology taprove the
guality of human knowledge and not the idealistic and-splitting

enterprise of traditional epistemolo

How would you represent the concept of truth within traditional
epistemology?

Study Session Summary

o7

Summary

We discussed the problems and theories of epistemolGgy
discussion has revealed certain facts about epibtgyn A
significant feature of epistemology is its critid@ndency. Thi:
critical attitude has generated many of the proklemd theorie
that still dominate the enterprise of epistemology todEye sam
critical spirit informs the contemporary demandttepistemology
should do away with any form of dogmatism and bezoealistic.
Virtually all theories of epistemology are presgntspondincto
this new demand. As a reaction to this new demskehticism is
still part of the contemporary epistemology in asicin as i
promotes the critical attitude. But the dogmatiorfaof it can nc
more be tolerated. Fallibilism which was hitherteoided b
traditional epistemologists is presently being accwdated. Ir
the same vein, the quest for immutable and abdgplwdertain

knowledge is no more fashionable. In essence, aneobserve
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closing of rank in epistemology. All this is poimyj to the fact that
the practitioners of epistemology have started izieg that
knowledge is and ought to be a human affair. If paepose of
knowledge is to promote human interests then episiEyy

should manifests the human nature as dynamics being

Assignment

1. What are the theories of truth studied in this $tud

Session? Discuss, at least, one.

2. What is the Correspondence theory of truth?

Assignment
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Role of Scepticism in Rational Inquiry

Introduction

A very important trend in the traditional episteogy is
skepticism. Skepticism as an orientation in tradil epistemolog
is constantly challenging the quest for absolutalgrtain
knowlecge. The skeptics deny the possibility of the cattaiof
epistemic claims. In fact, there is a sense in ke entire projec
of traditional epistemology is an attempt to meas tskeptica
challenge by proving that knowledge is possiblee@ikism s an
idea connotes the critical spirit: the tendencynof being easil’
satisfied with simple or superficial evidence atdveg to accep
only incorrigible beliefs that are absolutely cartdt is difficult to
begin to describe the features of skcism because skeptics he
diverse reasons and objectives for questioning @maying the
certainty and objectivity of epistemic clair In this Study Sessiol

you shall examine the role of skepticism in ratianguiry.

Learning Outcomes

Outcomes

Whenyou have studied this session, you should be at
7.1 define skepticisr

7.2 identify the features of scepticism as a ratiamquiry.
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7.1 Overview of Development of Scepticism in
Philosophy
It is, perhaps, instructive to begin with a briepresentation of the
developments of scepticism within the discipline ptfilosophy.
Historically, sceptical philosophical attitudes bagto appear in
pre-Socratic thought. In the 5th century BC, thé&leatic
philosophers, known for reducing reality to a st&@ne, questioned
the reality of the sensory world, of change andadity, and denied
that reality could be described in the categoriésomlinary
experience. On the other hand, the Ephesian pipiesoof change
Heraclitusand his pupil Cratylus thought that the world was
such a state of flux that no permanent, unchangealth about it
could be found; andXenophanes a wandering poet and
philosopher, doubted whether man could distingtnsé from false

knowledge.

A more developed Scepticism appeared in some of
Socrates'views and in a couple of th&ophists (see below
Sophist}. Socrates, in the early Platonic dialogues, wasys
guestioning the knowledge claims of others; anth@Apology he
said that all that he really knew was that he knething. Socrates'
enemy, the Sophigtrotagorascontended that man is the measure
of all things. This thesis was taken as a kindoefjpsical relativism:
no views are ultimately true, but each is merelg aran's opinion.
Another SophistGorgias advanced the sceptical-nihilist thesis that
nothing exists; and if something did exist, it @bwot be known;
and if it could be known, it could not be commuméch However,
the putative father of Greek SkepticisnPgrrho of Elis(c. 360—c.
272 BC), who tried to be a living sceptic. He awaldcommitting

himself to any views about what was actually goobmgand acted
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only according to appearances. In this way he dolgbpiness or
at least mental peace.

The first school of sceptical philosophy develope®lato's
Academyin the 3rd century BC and was thus called “Aca@&mi
Scepticism. Starting from the sceptical side ofr8ts, its leaders,
Arcesilaus(316/315—c. 241 BC) andarneade$214/213-129/128
BC), set forth a series of epistemological argumeéatshow that
nothing could be known, challenging primarily thiveot foremost
schools, those of the Stoics and Epicureans. Tleeyed that any
criteria could be found for distinguishing the trirem the false;
instead, only reasonable or probable standardsl dmikstablished
for knowledge. This limited or probabilistic scejéim was the
view of the Academy until the 1st century BC, wi@nerowas a
student there. His\cademicaandDe natura deorunare the main
sources for knowledge of this movement. (St. Auge& Contra

academicos is an answer to Cicero's views.)

The other major form of ancient scepticism was
Pyrrhonism apparently developed by medical sceptics in
Alexandria. Beginning withAenesidemuq1st century BC), this
movement, named after Pyrrhon, criticized the AcaideSkeptics
because they claimed to know too much, namely, tmthing
could be known and that some things are more piebtian
others. The Pyrrhonians advanced a seriegapies or ways of
opposing various kinds of knowledge claims, in ortte bring
aboutepoclt (suspense of judgment). The Pyrrhonian attitude is
preserved in the writings of one of its last leadeBextus
Empiricus(2nd or 3rd century AD). In his Outlines of Pyrriigm
and Adversus mathematicos, Sextus presented thestaeveloped

by previous Pyrrhonists.

The 10 tropes attributed to Aenesidemus showed the

difficulties to be encountered in ascertaining titueh or reliability
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of judgments based on sense information, owindhéoviariability

and differences of human and animal perceptionseiCirguments
raised difficulties in determining whether theree @any reliable
criteria or standards—Ilogical, rational, or othesevi-for judging

whether anything is true or false. To settle anyagieement, a
criterion seems to be required. Any purported date however,

would appear to be based on another criterion, thgsiring an

infinite regress of criteria, or else it would baskd upon itself,
which would be circular. Pyrrho’s philosophical imed consisted
in confronting every possible belief with a pladsitopposite

belief, and he refused to personally commit himsekiny positive
belief.

Apart from Pyrrho, Protagoras is another notabéptc whose
philosophical views are quite famous. Protagordsi@vn to have
fore born the relativistic school of thought in fpisbphy with his
claim that man is the measure of all things. Thiplies that man’s
perceptual information is the standard for meagutiath; that is,
there cannot be objective truth. He was also fanmmoumss time for
his sceptical agnosticism regarding the existende gods.
Protagoras sceptical theory was attacked by Plai avgued that
it is self-refuting. For if all subjective belietge equally true, and
then the belief that ‘'some subjective beliefs avetrue’ is just as
true as any other. David Hume is another promimmiosopher
whose scepticism flourished in the seventeenth eigtiteenth
centuries. Hume attacked the principle of inductiorscience as
being an error in reasoning due to the fact itrexously depicts the
future to be similar to the past.

The importance of skepticism is easily demonstratethe fact
that historically speaking, epistemology did nogibeuntil the
Greek Sophists actually began to manifest skepteradencies by
denying the possibility of objective knowledge. fagoras’ claim

that “man is the measure of all things” is the appiate genesis of
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epistemology. Georgia’s, another Sophist, furthemield the
possibility of knowledge and thereby spur the Grdekkers into
positive reflection on how to defend objective khedge.
According to Georgia’s:

(1) Nothing exists.

(i) If anything exist, it cannot be known and

(i) Ifit can be known, it cannot be communicated toecs.
With these three propositions of Georgia’s, we discern the
programme of skepticism in its original form. Skejsim strive to
establish that there is the need to cast doubherexistence of all
things, if that is not possible, then we can dempwdedge in
whatever form, but if that is not impossible, wen cafirm that
objective knowledge is unattainable. Throughout khgtory of
epistemology, skepticism has been acting as thpefinog force
behind the enterprise. As A. J. Ayer says:

These skeptical challenges...
supplies the main subject matter for
what is called theory of knowledge; and
different philosophical standpoints are
characterized by the acceptable or denial
of different stages of the skeptic’s
argument:

What are the arguments of the skeptics? What evaeio they
have for denying the possibility of knowledge? TEhare variations
in the arguments of the skeptics. But the summatlie@arguments
of the skeptic can begin to doubt all epistemignetabecause the
source of most knowledge: sense experience is ptonerror.
Experience has revealed that our senses sometandsecdeceitful
and unreliable. Is it not logical and sensible tinaude that
attaining reliable knowledge through sense expeéens
impossible, in as much as those senses are capfaldeeiving us?
Even if we want to rely on our sense experience fo
knowledge, can they be reliable as the sourcedl &hawledge?

Do we need to rely on them for knowledge of whdt iappen in
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the future? In essence, if our senses have bebhingelling us
that the sun rises from the East, what guaranteealtave that
will not rise from the West tomorrow? This is thistgof David
Hume’s skeptical argument against causality andidtidn? The
position David Hume held that the belief that “epipece is a
reliable guide cannot be justified.Even if our experience cannot
be deceitful, how are we sure that they are radiabh the
knowledge of future events? Can experience be tdigasion of
our knowledge about the future?

Another skeptical argument is directed at theoakti
knowledge. According to some skeptics, even thesk@mge from
abstract entities, the type we have in mathematas, also be
doubted because we often make mistakes about thelest
deductive and mathematical inferences. If such aked are
possible, then how are we sure that the inferencan f
mathematical axioms are not false? If there is ghssibility of
error in the analysis of the simplest mathematicablems then it
is logical to begin to cast doubt on all our mathé&oal inferences.

The next skeptical argument that we want to carsiw
is the argument about the similarity between acteality and
state of dream. Some skeptics argue that since dlifficult to
know the difference between reality and state ehdring, then it
is sensible to begin to regard all our experieraea dream from
which we can wake up one day. Just as we oftenusenbur
dreams with reality, so it is possible that actegperience can
later turn out to be a dream. Relying on this, $keptics argue
that knowledge from actual experience should nottaken as
absolutely certain.

The last in the series of the skeptical argumeat that of
Rene Descartes in his bid to present all the plessiid potential
argument of the skeptics and then debunk them. rilaag to him

it is possible for us to be constantly deceivedahy‘evil genius”
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such that all the knowledge that we operate wighgiaven to us by
this evil spirit who desires to deceive us alwdly$his is possible
them all our knowledge are deceitful and unrelialdleey are
susceptible to doubt because it is possible thsethl spirit is just
trying to deceive us by giving us all our knowledge
Having examined all the arguments of skepticismisi

necessary to define skepticism. In a nutshell, tsisp can be
described as a doctrine that challenges all ounitigg claims by
providing arguments and reasons why those cognithaems
should be doubted. The essential thesis of skepti@ this:

By skepticism about X (where X

could mean any empirical claim) |

shall mean or view that some

hypothesis about X is no less

reasonable than its denial, which

means that there is no more reason to

believe that X exists than that X does

not exist and that it is consequently
unreasonable to believe that X exists.

Skepticism is therefore an orientation that beketreat knowledge
claims cannot be justified because of some napradlems about
our interaction with the external world.

We need to mention that skepticism is of two typbe
“positive mild skepticism” and the “negative unisal skepticism”.
Positive skepticism is the desire to question th&/en realism of
ordinary life. It is the tendency of being very el and
meticulous with all beliefs. The objective of thige of positive
skepticism is not to deny knowledge. It aims teseaihe standard
and quality of epistemic claims. It is this typesiepticism that is
inevitable for the enterprise of philosophy. Thé&est variant of
skepticism, that is, the “negative universal skaptn” is the
pessimistic and dogmatic refusal to accept anyt@pis claims as
certain. This form of skepticism posits that ceraiof knowledge

is not possible or attainable now or in the futufee universal
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skeptic “takes an all-out position that does nargpany sort or
form of knowledge... all knowledge is questioned biyn has
lacking total certainty™

There is no doubt that skepticism of the posisease is
necessary for philosophical inquiry, but the negaform of it and
the wholesale denial of certainty cannot be susthiifo maintain
that we cannot have epistemic certainty in whatdeem is to
embark on the path of anarchy and nihilism in epmstlogy and
social activities. Even the claim that there is pstifiable
knowledge is self-contradictory since the very amass of
universal ignorance is a form of knowledge. Newadhs, this type
of argument against skepticism is trivial, and distjg. As Blake
says, such a dialectical refutation of skepticiss tbo weak to
confront the sporadic arguments supplied by the ptste
throughout the age$.”

However, the claim of universal skepticism caril die
criticized on the ground that the idea of univergabrance which
the skeptics profess depends on the idea of kngeléar it to be
meaningful. The proposition: “there is no knowletigan only be
made if one understands and has an idea of knowlelfighe
skeptics have such an idea then their claim thher& is no
knowledge” can only be made if one understandshasdan idea of
knowledge. If the skeptics have such an idea thesr tlaim that
“there is no knowledge” cannot be sustained. Kndg#eas a polar
word can only be meaningful in relation to its opp®, i.e.
ignorance, error. It is only a person who has adgatea of
knowledge that can deny that it does not exist. Tbaial of
knowledge by the universal skeptics indicates thay have this
idea, which refutes their claim that knowledge @¢ possible. We
know that a form of knowledge which the skepticyehas clear

refutation of the absolute denial of knowledge.
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Skepticism of the negative variant has its orign the
extremism of traditional philosophy. A look at tiéaohal
philosophy will reveal that the is always a tendency to maint.
extreme positions. It is either that traditionalilpsophers ar:
striving to attain absolutely certain and immutaki®wledge o
they are totally denying it. Extreme skepticisnaiproduct of this
a response againshe belief that absolutely certain knowledge
attainable. John Russell in his article. “Pragnmatés the salvatio
from philosophic doubt” asserts that universal s$ikepm is a
reaction to the quest for absolute and final trithtraditional
epistemolgy.” He says that it is in the bid to caution t
absolutism that universal skepticism emer® Truth and
knowledge according to Russell should be consida®gurely
processes of human experience and therefore siidedptchange
If they are seen such, then the skeptical denial of certainty of
universal form will not occur. The extreme philoeepwho desir
to have an absolutely certain and immutable knogdeshd truth i:
not different from the skeptic who denies the paiisy of any
knowledge. According to him, “the dogmatists and therdetve
skeptic were both wrong, since between the two siys a nev

outlook, which is constructive skepticisi®

Study Session Summary

o7

Summary

Constructive skepticism or positive skepticism a&=earlier called
it is desirable for epistemology. It will constgnttaution anc
remind us of the need to scrutinize epistemic dairithe
enterprise of epistemology is unique and worthwhiggause c
this capacity to distinguish knowledge from merenmn. But the
extreme variant of skepticism should be discouralgedause i

will create nihilism, despair and frustrate ratibdescourse whicl
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is the essential goal of epistemology.

Assignment

Assignment

1) State and explain the scepticism of Rene Descartes.
2) How would you represent the role of skepticism e t

discipline of epistemology?
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Belief and Scepticism

Introduction

Generally speaking, scepticism is the philosophiatiltude of
doubting knowledge claims set forth in various aré&xeptics have
challenged the adequacy or reliability of thesentdaby asking
what these knowledge claims are based upon or thbgtactually
seek to establish. They have raised the questioetheh such
claims about the world are either indubitable ocassarily true,
and they have also challenged the alleged groumdscaepted
assumptions. Practically everyone is sceptical fabsame
knowledge claims; but the sceptics have raised tdoabout any
knowledge beyond the contents of directly felt eigee. The
original Greek meaning of the term “Scepticism” skeptikos
which denotes “an inquirer,” someone who was ugBatli and still
looking for truth. Thus, anyone who attempts tcseacritical
guestions about things, ideas, intellectual workvg or

ideologies, can be said to have developed theisaépttitude.

The sceptical attitude deeply involves that artraking
guestions about things, especially opinions, claim&nowledge
and general world-views. If you are asking questjdar instance,
about why you are born to be a man or woman, why gre born
into your family and not another, why you have tzept certain
ideas or why you are either a Christian or Musliyou are
displaying the sceptical attitude. We all displdye tsceptical
attitude in life whether knowingly or unknowinglin fact, man
cannot do without asking questions because he gsngally a
rational being. It follows that scepticism is an pontant
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philosophical attitude as well as an intellectiahperament the
aids people to live an examined life. It is, howeumportant tc
note that due to the varis temperaments exhibited by hun
beings and the different levels at which we questiteas or facts
there are various dimensions to the scepticism lwhwe shal

concern ourselves with in follov

Learning Outcomes

When you have studied ttsession, you should be able
8.1 describdhe relationship between scepticism and be
Outcomes 8.2 highlightthe point of overlap or inclusion and exclus

8.1 Essence of Scepticism

Philosophers are often criticized as unrepentagptérs who do nc
believe in the existence of God. In fact, one of thepwar
misconceptions about the philosophical disciplisehat it make
people become atheists and or develop stron-religious views.
But whether we accept this view or not depend on hwch we
known or understand about the philosophical disciplifeere are
many religious apologists who are quite impatienthwthe
philosophical discipline because they think it @osethreat to th
flourishing of their religious ideals and prevertemn from
propegating their religious beliefs to others. Stricthpeaking
philosophy is not all about scepticism. Scepticignonly an
orientation in philosophy which denies the posgibdf knowledge
and raises doubt on certain aspects of human mleexperienc
like religion, ethics, morality, induction etc. THuscepticism i
essentially related to what we decide to be

Deciding to Believe
Whether we choose to accept the arguments of #atiss on the

refutation of religious claims or we accept thosethe religious
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Reflection

believers, it all depends on what we decide toeleli Often times
people choose to believe what they want or the vitrat seems
most plausible or acceptable to them. This explathy we car
have opposing views between the sceptics of relifio instance
and the religious believer. However, what we beiév balance:
by what we doubt; reasons for doubting take thtace together
with reasons for believing. Belief is often comptnted by douk
in the thinking of religious believers themselv&ke evidence fo
this claim is revealed by the accounts of the lieésreligious
people sometimes refer to periods during ch they had to
struggle to maintain belief in the face of pressilogibts. What thi
suggests is that many religious people come to beithin belief:
after some periods of doubting or confrontationghvdoubt. It is
through doubting that people comiaccept some sets of beliefs

either true or false

What is understood as the general sceptical attitude?

In a way, one can argue that it is quite impossiole
someone to hold some religious beliefs withoutt faenquering
doubt. For instance, if a person who claim to hehat man wa:
created by God would have personally pondered abtdehethel
God acually exists. It is after one overcomes this doabbut
whether God exist that one can come up with theebidat humar
beings were created by God. It is logically impbkesto accept the
God is the creator of all existent things whiletla¢ same tite
doubting whether God exists. Here what we are nafgto is the
religious phenomenon commonly described as thatrafigling to
overcome doubts and to maintain religious beligfsight be saic
that the accounts of this (alleged) phenomenon are-
descriptions: that what is happening in a man thsacase is, fc
example, a struggle to prevent himself from dwellupon certait
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sceptical thoughts, but not a struggle to preventsalf from

ceasing to believe something. The notions of makiajjeve

something, or preventing oneself from ceasing tdiebe

something, are undeniably odd. In the face of aalgious

doctrine, lies the confrontation with scepticismcégse human
beings tend to struggle with a lot of scepticaluifats before even
after they have decided to belief certain religiteisets. This sort
of explains the importance of scepticism in thecpss of human’s
decision to belief.

Another thing we need to note about the decisidretef is
the role of the human will or rational understaigdim the
formulation of belief. There are some religiousi®atrs who are of
the view that the issue of belief is not dependemthuman will
because there are some kinds of beliefs that hureargs do not
necessarily choose to belief — they just belied asatter of rational
commitment. Those who hold the view may likely agudor
instance, that we do not choose to believe thagthss is green,
we may readily agree that this is so; greenneggads is not the
sort of thing that we choose to believe or notéwai But whatever
is to be said about belief, religious commitmergamething that is
does not seem improper to describe as sometimeaffain of the
will’. Here, what we are trying to emphasise is thet that rational

commitment is very crucial in the process of dewdio belief.

What then do we mean by rational commitment? Ration
commitment refers to the commitment that followspassibly
lengthy process of weighing-up various consideretie- might
sometimes be said to be ‘an affair of the will’nfan who commits
himself in this way, as opposed to one who ‘merghjthout much
thought) commits himself, could be said to be degdipon or
choosing a commitment, to devote himself to a aextause. Both

in maintaining faith in the face of returning dosilaind also in the
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original commitment to religious belief it would esa to be
possible to say, if one wishes to use this ternoigwl that the will
is active. There are religious believers who neseffer from
doubts, as there are believers who just grow irgbgious
commitment. If all religious believers were likaghhen religious
commitment might with more plausibility be said sewo be an
affair of the will. But they are not all like thigpart from the issue
of rational commitment, we can also talk about tesue of

religious doubt and scepticism.

8.2 Types of Scepticism

86

Since ancient times, sceptics have developed anmgismeo
undermine the contentions of dogmatic philosophsarigntists, and
theologians. The sceptical arguments and their @mpént against
various forms of dogmatism have played an importaié¢ in
shaping both the problems and the solutions offanetthe course
of Western philosophy. There is a sense in whioh can argue
the historical transformation of ideas in Westemlgsophy has
been deeply influenced by scepticism. The pointane making
here is that it was as a result of scepticism ¢keahin sets of ideas
have been found to be inadequate and moribund @sdch it has
subsequently led to the fashioning of new ideaglace of the old
ones. Thus, scepticism, in a way has contributed the
development of the philosophical discipline espécias it
concerns the development of ideas, theories cogtyhical world-

views.

Also, it should be noted that scepticism developeth
regard to various disciplines in which men claimedpossess
knowledge. For example, scepticism have questioviggther one
could gain any certain knowledge nmetaphysicgthe study of the
nature and significance of being as such) or ingéheeral sciences.

In ancient times a principal form of scepticism waeedical
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scepticism, which questioned whether one could kmaith
certainty either the causes or cures of diseasesetker, in the
area ofethics doubts were raised about accepting various mores
and customs and about claiming any objective bfmsisnaking
value distinctions. Scepticisms about religion hguestioned the
doctrines of different traditions. What all of teesuggests is that
the philosophical temperament known as scepticiambe looked

at from various perspectives. In this discourse,shall consider
the following varieties of scepticism: Philosophicacepticism,
Ordinary  Scepticism, Methodological Scepticism, lted

Scepticism, Total or Global Scepticism.

8.2.1 Philosophical Scepticism

Philosophical scepticism is focused on raisingaaitquestions or
doubt about philosophical world-views of positiotiscan take two
forms. The first form of philosophical scepticisrafars to the
casting of doubt on beliefs and theories that seemost people to
constitute knowledge, while the second form hasidowith the

positive denial of common propositions which mosople take for
granted. This simply refers to the act of challeggconventional
views; it does not often matter to the sceptics thwrethey would
attract animosity from the public for holding seagly

unconventional views. But what is of principal st to the
philosophical sceptic is to show the unreliabildy weakness of
widely accepted views and popular beliefs. A gogdneple of a
philosopher who has exhibited this type of scegrticiis Bishop
George Berkeley (1685-1753) who positively denieel ¢éxistence
of material objects. It was Berkeley who raisedogex doubt about
perceptual content of our observation of the edemorld. His

philosophy was directed at declaring the unreaditynatter and

emphasizing ideas as the basis of human perception.
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8.2.2 Ordinary Scepticism

This is the type of scepticism often expressedHgy layman as
ordinary distrust; this is why it is also knownaslinary cynicism.

If for instance, you have a business deal withientr who offered
to buy goods from you in credit, and you refuseddth to him/her
because you doubt whether he will be able to paytfas at when
due, you are expressing ordinary scepticism. Orgisaepticism

mostly reflects in our everyday life-experience exsglly as it

concerns our dealings with people in the sociétyolild also come
in form of a refusal to accept what others consmtebelief to be
true, especially when one has reason to doubt tesepted beliefs
or positions. The ordinary sceptic may just be enohtwith being

cynical about ideas or opinions expressed by peameand him,

but he does not go ahead to construct any partiguécedure or
methodology in doubting people’s knowledge claiffisis is why

he is different from the methodological sceptic.

8.2.3 Methodological Scepticism

Methodological scepticism is the view that knowledgannot be
achieved except by temporarily rejecting as falssr e proposition
that can possibly be doubted. It is a form of Sceph that seeks to
guestion one’s fundamental or foundational beliefsorder to
determine their veracity or dependability. Thisdiof scepticism
thrives on the assumption that it is by doing tthiat one will
eventually reach knowledge in the form of proposisi which are
impossible to doubt. Methodological scepticisnofien attributed
to Descartes who came up with the sceptical posikioown as
methodic doubtMethodic doubt literarily translates to “doubting
everything”. Descartes proceeded by subjectingytivielg he was
previously aware of to serious doubting up to tleenpthat he
attempted to deny everything except one thing winak unable to

doubt — that is the fact that he was a thinkingngelt is upon this
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premise that he claimed to have discovered an afetpldoubt-

free principle, which is “I think therefore | eXist

8.2.4 Limited Scepticism

Apart from these varieties of scepticism discussealve, there are
also two other kinds of scepticism that we willcal&e to look at,
namely limited and total or global scepticism. Te=d to look at
these two distinctions about scepticism is inforrbgdhe fact that
not all sceptics agree on what they actually dalibteattempted to
deny. While some doubted the possibility of knowarything at
all, some actually agree that we can know somethirigwvhat we
can know is only limited to certain factors like roperceptual
evidence, and scientific evidence. Here, we stwitentrate on an
exposition of limited scepticism. Limited sceptimisinvolves
doubting, or rejecting, the possibility of genuirteuth and
knowledge in some or one particular field. For egban when
someone can raises sceptical questions about tyowaliabout
induction, that person can be regarded as a linsitegtic because
the form of scepticism is directed towards a paldéic area of
human inquiry. Also, in the eighteenth and nineteenturies, this
form of scepticism was predominant in that a lot aritical
guestions were raised about whether the five secamede relied
on to give knowledge about the material world. Amotpoint we
also need to bear in mind that limited forms ofpsicessm have a
tendency to expand; for instance, doubts aboutettistence of

other minds can lead into doubts about personatiige

8.2.5 Total (‘global’) Scepticism

As the name implies, this form of scepticism douhts possibility
of man knowing anything for certain. It can be diémd as the
sceptical view that doubts everything. If an indival claims not to
belief anything because he does not believe thaanubeings can

possess knowledge, that individual is simply exgres global or
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total scepticism. This sceptical position coulddisad to absolute
nihilism, also known as the absence of belief erttital suspension
of belief in matters of knowledge. It is also imfamt to note that it
involves the idea that there is no such thing asaedge, no such
things as reason. According to this view ‘truttknéwledge’ and
‘reason’ are meaningless words, mere empty noiSesal
scepticism is one of the most challenging views time
philosophical discourse because it seeks to demypdssibility of

acquiring knowledge.

There is no doubt that in Western thought scemtidias
raised basic epistemological issues. In view of taeeties of
human experience, it has questioned whether ipssiple to tell
which are veridical. The variations that occur inffedent
perceptions of what is presumed to be one objéxt the question
of which is the correct view. The occurrence ofusbry
experiences raises the question of whether itaiyrgpossible to
distinguish illusions and dreams from reality. Thaiteria
employed can be questioned and require justifinatib includes
raising the following kind of questions: on whaslsadoes one tell
whether one has the right criteria? On what stalea@oes one
determine the correctness of the criteria? Themgiteto justify
criteria seems either to lead to an infinite regres to just stop
arbitrarily. If an attempt is made to justify knaslge claims by
starting with first principles, what are these lshapon? Can it be
established that these principles cannot possieljalse? If so, is
the proof itself such that it cannot be questiond#d®is claimed
that the principles are self-evident, can one lve efithis, sure that
one is not deceived? And can one be sure that angerognize
and apply the principles correctly? Through suclesgjoning,
sceptics have indicated the basic problems thatnaestigator
would have to resolve before he could be certairpadsessing

knowledgej.e., information that could not possibly be false.
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Critics have contended that scepticism is bothgacadly
and a humanly untenable view. Any attempt to foateulthe
position will be setrefuting since it will assert at least so
knowledge claims about what is supposo be dubious. Fc
instance, Plato rejected the doctrines of Protagorathe ground
that they are serefuting. More so, global scepticism (earl
discussed), is quite a difficult view to hold. Thegeems from th
fact that global sceptics tend to 1 on the concepts they pretenc
abolish. Thus if global sceptics believe ‘it isdrthat there is n
such thing as truth’, it is clear that they haviuted themselves
This is because if they logically deny that theyrdu have an
knowledge of trutl then they cannot claim to know even tt
sceptical views. David Hume is another thinker thas alsc
attempted to refute scepticism. The arguments Hoffexed as
objections to scepticism rests on the premiserteson, on the or
hand, and human nae on the other, are in conflict. He holds t
reason tells us that personal identity is a mytth tat morality i<
not based on objective truths but on sympathy andiak
convenience. In his view, he believes that the husemses cann
give us induttable information about the existence or naturart
external world. It is upon this assumption that dexlared tha
reason tells us that induction is unsound anddbkdtction cannc

generate new knowled

Study Session Summary

ey

Summary

In sum, the history of philosophy can be seenairt, @s a struggl
with scepticism. Scepticism throughout history halayed ¢
dynamic role in forcing dogmatic philosophers todfibetter o
stronger bases for their views and to find answenthe scetical

attacks. It has forced a continuec-examination of previou
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knowledge claims and has stimulated creative thigiework out
new theories to meet the sceptical problems.

Assignment

1) What are the various types of scepticism studiexflain

two.

2) What do you understand as Philosophical scepticism?

Assignment

Study Session 9

Bacon and the Methods of New Science

Introduction
Francis Bacon proposed the methods of a New Scamwgsely to

offset the negative effects of our most familidhlidities and least

92



Study Session 9 Bacon and the Methods of New Science

attractive character traits that impede the sudalesarsuit of truth.
He thoroughly analyzed and commented on 1 foibles of human
nature in a famous passage from one of his-known works. This
analysis is referred to as Bacon'’s “Four Idols”agias the Idols ¢
the Cave, Idols of the Tribe, Idols of the Theains Idols of the
Marketplace. ThisStudy Sessioshall examine the philosophy

Bacon by looking at the understanding of thesesi

Learning Outcomes

When you have studied this session, you shouldleeta
9.1 analyse the philosophy of FrancisdBa in relation to roles ¢
‘idols’ in rational inquiry.
Outcomes

9.1 A Review of Bacon’s Idols

The*“ldols of the Cave”refers to the tendency of the individual
favour his or her own intuitions and subjective exgnce ove
everyone else’s. The individual tends to distdr$eryvable realit
in peculiar ways according to his own preferencessds.
idiosyncrasies and personal distortions due to athut, habituate:
conditioning, accidental circumstances and sotals. Then ther
are characteristics that all humans share in commich dso
interrupt clarity of experience, and these Bacdfedaheldols of
the Tribe sloth, pride, vanity, gullibility, the desire far sense c
security and control, the biological need to quék stress c
uncertainty. Theldols of the Theatrare those preconceptions tl
are accrued through reading “the various dogmashdbsophies
and also from wrong laws of demonstration... in mggeonent all
the received systems are but so many -plays, representing
worlds of their own creation aftean unreal and scenic fashiol
The Idols of the Marketplacare the obscurities and vaguenes

expressions that plague communication among mee, tduthe
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inherent confusions of “ill and unfit choice of wagr (which)
wonderfully obstructs understanding.”(These) idale the most
troublesome of all... for men believe that their magoverns
words; but it is also true that words react onuhderstanding; and

this it is that has rendered philosophy and thers@s... inactive”.

Bacon believed that we could overcome these iisgslof
human character and human sense experience by aeiaig of
them and consciously training the mind to systerad{i avoid

their pitfalls.

[Just] as an uneven mirror distorts the rays
of objects according to its own figure and
section, so the mind, when it receives
impressions of objects through the sense,
cannot be trusted to report them only, but in
forming its notions mixes up its own nature
with the nature of things. [I]t is a great error
to assert that the sense is the measure of
things.

The Great Instauratiofl1620)

To overcome these idols or phantoms of the mindoBastressed

the need to follow special disciplines and to dyalevery

conjecture. Bacon advised these pragmatic rules:

« Turn away from established authority figures andymda;
avoid consulting politically powerful experts amdditional or
received wisdom; adopt a try-it and see for youraggh to
discovery.

* Rely wupon first-hand investigation, accumulate such
systematically acquired first-person experience andke
tentatively several competing proposals on theshafsi.

» Strive for degrees or grades of certainty.

* Reject absolutist claims to inviolable knowledgeelyr
ultimately in mathematical representations to emsclarity

and precision of expression.



Reflection

Study Session 9 Bacon and the Methods of New Science

Francis Bacon did regard adherence to this regisna dirtue ir
itself. He was not advocating a new religion. Os bonception
good science was neither detached from worldly prattical
concerns nor disinterested in civil society. RatBacon urged that
the institutions of the New Science should be bisoadlitical and
civic organs of partnership between entreprenegislars, and th
ruling elite in the interest of promoting sociallfaee. The method
of the New Science should be ged by their observable results

the advancement of social welfe

What is the role of Francis Bacon’s idols as regards our pursuit of the truth?

Bacon published his views about the social respdrgi
and obligations of theoreticie and experimentalists to assist in
good governance of society. He actively promotdtrdisciplined
experimental scientists as the fittest of all eitig for advising th
royal court in its service to the common weal, atigy making anc
social planing, and generally in the pursuit and developnudr
knowledge. As an administrator and member of thyalroourt in
various capacities, he was very explicit in his gasgiions abot
how these civic duties should be carried out. He e first tc
propoe to King Charles the need for a formal organizatlfwough
which industrial entrepreneurs, natural philosopheranc
experimentalists could liaise. Bacon’s vision imegithe founding

of the Royal society of London in 1661, 35 yeaesaftis deat!

In his New Atlantis(1624) Bacon described his ideal o
society where scientists are the chief administsatmontrolling
state policy, a utopia where political strategyalsandoned an
replaced by scientific expertise. In many ways Béxoutopia

anticipged the mannerisms and protocols of modern res:
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Reflection

institutions today and some of the ideals and norof:

contemporary technocratic cultut

(i) Progress of the whole society is the goal and mesipoity of
the modern scientist.

(i) Scientists take the role &rmer occult high priests in socie
wearing special robes and enjoying regal transfmodisplay
their importance in public.

(i) Scientific communities represent the executive sler-
making agency of the state.

(iv) Royalty and officials come for consultat®on matters of sta
policy; these consultations are held in secret thed results
are withheld in the interest of public safety.

(v) Knowledge is the private property of the reseandup; it is
not automatically conferred to the public dom

(vi) Scientigs decide what results to promulgate to societgsrae

How does Francis Bacon’s “idols” blur the mind as it engages in rational
inquiry?

96
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Summary

Bacon’s contribution to the history of philosophgncbe seen i

three folds:

i. he was an early leader in the empiricist movembat
would later become an important school of thoughthie
rational search for knowledge,;

ii.  he was a pioneer in the attempt to systematizediemtific
method; and

iii. he was the founder of the modern understandin
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inductive logic.

All these Bacon was able to achieve by beginningh wiis

analysis of the idols of the mind.

Assignment

1. Identify and explain the “Idols” of the mind accorg to

Francis Bacon?
2. What are the points on which Bacon stressed if wstm

Assignment overcome the idols of the mind?

97



PHI104

Methodology of Rational Inquiry

Study Session 10

98

Descartes’ Methodic Doubt

Introduction

In modern terms, discourses within the philosodheaterprise
ranges from discourses on issues and problemsbtitaer man
nature and reality to discourse on those who carefegred to a
authors of philosophical ideas, theories, systemastiaditicns. Our
concern in this work is of the second kind of pb&dphical
discourse and of immediate attention here is thiegdphical ide¢
of Rene Descartes, who has been celebrated oftes tas th

founder of modern philosoph

Learning Outcomes

©

Outcomes

When you have studied this session, you shouldleeta
10.1 analyse the nature of Descartes’ dt
10.2state the importance of the doubt of Rene Desc:

10.1 Biography of Descrates

Descartes was a son of a councilor of the parliaro€ Brittany.
He received his education at Jesuit College of ighd, 160-
1612, where he got acquainted with mathematics.1BY2, he
retreated to Freiburg saint, Germany where he g®y bwith
geometry. He became wary of social life and wasl usekeepin
an isolate/solitary lifestyle so that he had feigrids. By 1617, h
enrolled in the Dutch army. By 1619, he also eetlsin the
Bavarian army to play part in the 30years war tisas to ensue.
was said that Descartes was allergic to cold an#éegx himself

warm in a stove for sometimes, during which he Iyeasmpletec
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his philosophical meditations. By 1621, he gavefigpting and

relocated to Paris in 1625. Again in 1628, agathst Huguenot
stronghold (La Rochelle), he joined the army aridrahe scenario
lived in Holland to avoid persecution. Descartes been described
by scholars as a practicing catholic and an ardehiever of

Galileo Galilei’s science (which was then was pex@ heretical)

and Thomas Aquinas’ argument for the existence ofl.As a

result of sentiments for Galileo’s science, Dessarbecame
philosophically purged and Le Monde’ (The Worldpeoof his

published book became a result of this. In thiskblo® maintained
the Galilean point of view about the earth’s ratatiand the
infinitive nature of the universe; the book was lmited much later
after his death.

Descartes was frequently noticed in the vicinityHaollland,
France and England, during his life time. Most imaotly, the
record of his stay in Holland has been emphasigaudst scholars
because of the aura/atmosphere of intellectual garmgant that
Holland provided for most scholars (even the absmes). It is the
belief that Holland was an academic shelter/cemtethe world
during the 1% century that provided solace for other thinkeks |i
John Locke, Hobbes and even Spinoza. As much asabes
avoided being obvious and glaring like Galileo, tend of the
protestant sect would not let him be as accusaticgre brought
against him of inducing atheism as against the aaityhof the
church. With the network of influence he had gaedewith the
Roman Catholic Church through his years a Jesdle@n he was
able to persuade the church that he was an adhezelesiast, who
believed that the church should not be less totecinmodern

science.

Perhaps, this could have been what set him asmla fr

Galileo who was more than nothing, a natural sgenBesides
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this, the intervention of French Ambassador Chamat the Prince
of Orange waded off most of these attacks. Thisosjf@ became
significant for the turnaround in the church thgtthe disunity in
the church as the protestant bigots began to sdmkdination also
from the state, thus turning away from the powers authority of
the church. By 1649, Descartes was rolling seawtrdsrds the
Queen of Sweden: Queen Christiana, whom throughkdhgaection
of Ambassador Chanut had sought to receive tutelagger
Descartes. Exercising her sovereign powers, theeQuead
Descartes beckon to her intellectual call as eadyfive in the
morning in the cold Scandinavian winter. Beingrajie to the cold,
the health Descartes began to fail him, so that@s0, he breathes
his last due to the unbearable cold.

Descartes by the end of his life had some of these
published to him namePrinciple of Philosophy(1644), The
Discourse on Metho{1637),De La Formation Du Foetus, Essais
Philosophique(1637), The Meditationg1642), Seeking the Truth
in the Sciences, Passions of the S&6K9). ‘Rules for Direction of
the Mind’ and ‘La Monde’ were published after hisath. His ideas
are renowned and reflected in his influence oveul@ex which
much later was to inspire Malebranche and Spin@facourse,
there seems to be no doubt that Descartes influgnog/s no
bound even in the contemporary times as most ofrisights till
date spurred so many debates; the mind and bodgtelebindeed
one of great significance.

Born 1591, Descartes intellectualism grew under the heavy influences of
physics, astronomy, geometry, mathematics and theology. His philosophical
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input deviated from the previous philosophical systems/methods, as he
attempted to build a philosophical edifice that seem different from the Socratic
dialectical method and the Aristotelian virtues/logic. This input marked a new
direction for the progress of science. Little wonder then, that because of this
philosophic innovation, Descartes became dubbed as the founder of modern
philosophy. To this extent, scholars, for instance Russell is won't to regard
Descartes not merely as a philosopher but a discoverer and explorer. It is
however not enough to adulate the relevance of Descartes to the philosophical
enterprise; it would be adequate to arouse our critical rationale in specific
terms about what made him worthwhile as the founder of modern philosophy.
What where his philosophical speculations? | what manner/style was his
philosophical insight a land mark in the enterprise such that his contribution to
a certain extent marked the beginning of another era of philosophizing? Can it
be said that his pursuit of ‘clear and distinct’ reflection as couched in his
methodological skepticism remains the ‘Archimedean font’ (as he called it)
from which all knowledge of certainty arise? What are the perceived loose ends
in Descartes philosophy? These amongst others would be the central focus of
our engagement in the discourse as we attempt to deliver a critical overview of
the Cartesian order of philosophy. Be that as it may, we would not attempt
placing the cart before the horse; we find it necessary to briefly account for life
and background of Rene Descartes as an individual and thinker to deliver the
current of influences that shaped his philosophical ideas.

10.2 Descartes’ Foundation of Doubt and Certainty
as the Criteria of Truth

His two books; ‘Discourse on Method’ and ‘Meditais)
delivers in detailed style his epistemological atgenwhich
emerged out of doubt on everything he could aftordoubt. The
method of proceeding from doubt to the “Archimedeamt”,that
is certainty, is what is called the methodological
skepticism/methodic doubt. The intention of this rt€sian
methodological mode is to seek a ground/basis i®philosophy
(ideas and beliefs). To begin with, Descartes fommgkcessary to
apply this method to things he directly apprehesls believes he
knows from his immediate sense experience and pignce In the
process of subjecting his (acquired) sense indkoesviedge and
experience to this methodic skepticism, he foumaself at a cross-
road; not certain or unsure whether what he peesdby his senses
were not also perceived as it were in his dreanm&nahe believed

that he was awake rather than on his bed. It becamwlicated
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for Descartes to claim for certain that his thougheal life is clear
and distinct from those he has as when in a dréanact even his
present consciousness would not avail him of thremication; as
to whether he is caught in the world of his dreamg awake or

better still navigates between the two.

In his attempt to relieve himself of the complicati
Descartes turned to the certainty of mathematictiraetical
principles, assuring himself that earlier in thatetof awareness or
dream, the self-evident beliefs gained through itiotn and
deduction (on the basis of self-evident truth /ppkes) that 2+3=5
stands out. But then, Descartes becomes puzzled #imbasis of
the self-evident mathematical principles. What & is actually
mistaken that 2+3=5 instead of 7; then is God whplants such
innate/inborn beliefs in him the cause of thessefahathematical
principles in his mind? Yet, Descartes refuse tdiefrehis
consciousness of this guilt of mistaken/false liglénd illusion; he
proceeded to question the basis or source of Hisf e God. But
the nature of God (as his faith informs him) isfeetr and infinite,

then could God be the author of this illusion ia $&nsory state?

Here the suspicion of Descartes began, that Godois
known for imperfection, talk less of being an autbberrors, false
beliefs or illusion, something other than God miostat work. At
this point, Descartes stumbled on the possibilityaopowerful
imperfect being, a demon/evil spirit; perhaps aetted one that is
responsible for fusing the logic of imperfectiomroe and illusion
into his mind, rendering his ideas ‘unclear andgtidct’ between
the dream world and real life. It seems that at thincture,
Descartes methodology was reaching its climax fsled system
that has not been able to provide any progressisght to the
foundation of knowledge. Alas! Descartes discovehed it has as

far led to a progressive rather than a regressiseodery as he
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became stunned that the only certain criteria ferfalse beliefs
that is in doubt is the fact that he is sure anthoe at least that he

is doubting.

With this resolution, Descartes became convinced ke
had at least achieved the Archimedean point (dbogy) that he
set out to unravel. In applying his method to tb&an that ‘I am in
doubt,” he ends proving the certainty that he imaty in doubt.
This Archimedean point was however yet to blossorto ia
philosophical system which was to begin the Caatesichool of
thought. This was to come through as Descarteszeeathat to
doubt/think, he must exist and thus arrived atdtwviction that as
long as he doubts, he exists. This notion becanmgedbinto his
popular dictum (as noted in the ‘Discourse’); “dogérgo sum” — |
think therefore | am. For Descartes, this Archingdpoint of view
cannot even be dislodged by the deception of theeal
demon/evil spirit even though he became submergedetween
the worlds of awakeness and dream. He does notdmilit, think
or have consciousness, he exist as a consciousrgirbeing.
Whatever the content of the doubt or the thoughsianother issue
entirely but the certainty here is that it is imgibte to deny this
occurrence. On the one hand, Descartes is certhinhi®
doubt/thought or consciousness and on the othed,has a

consequence of this, is his self, existence ontpei

One needs to at first understand Descartes epmiigioal
attempt before embarking on its evaluation. Dessantas not just
interested in clamouring for the idea of God buswaperimenting
his intellect to dust off every set of unclear andistinct thought
that lead to the path of doubt instead of the p&tknowledge and
certainty. To be precise, Descartes argument wksetd towards
discovering the solid foundation for certainty orokvledge, even

though his approach may be tagged scientific. W@nlikis
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predecessors, Descartes exudes an odour of indlisgtia or self-
searching outlook on those ideas belief and expes® that have
been taken for granted as certain and thus hiseepis pursuit was
in search of an unhindered ‘clear and distinctle@fon which as
he suggests must be cultivated through doubtinghash as one
can, to discover the path of illusion or error ahé point of
departure into certainty. His approval of this noetblogical
skepticism as an epistemic framework is one that gg every
individual to employ the introspective power of dght to
discovering and justifying what is known and unkmowhis way,
one would not misinterpret Descartes epistemoldgiganda from
a pessimistic point of view as one that attemptshtist the
possibilities of all forms of knowledge and heneads to global
skepticism. On the contrary, Descartes intentiorough his
method is one of a guise, an obstinate and optonistnedy that
attempt to formulate a sort of universal scienceugh which
every individual can leap to respond with certaigpdsition to

every other questions.

Despite the attainment of this ‘clear and distindga that
aided Descartes to overcome skepticism, further plications
emerged. Notable here is the metaphysical expbicathat his
epistemological led to, which till date seem to énagiriven
Descartes philosophy within the arena of contenmyodéscourse
that is loaded with unanswered/inadequate responsi
implication on the existence of the ‘self and otheause and
effect, mind and body and not of least concern; dkistence of
God.



Study Session 10 Descartes’ Methodic Doubt

Study Session Summary

@ Descartes’ legacy to the history of philosophywadl as to the
history of ideas, is not so much his answers &s tthe question

Summary he raised and the method he employed in his rdtimmguiry.
These are of such lasting importance that philosaphanc
scientists, even to the present times, are stiihgryto come tc
terms with the Cartesian agenda. Some points ofdts’ legac
include, among other, his idea of certainty and goal of

achieving a universal science in the rationalisadition.

Assignment

1) How would you reconstruct the Methodic dot

2) How is the “cogito” central to Descartes’ search
certainty?

Assignment
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