Philosophy 4340 First paper assignment

Paper format
Failure to comply with any of the formatting requirements will result in a 1/3 grade reduction (e.g. from a B+ to B).

Papers will be graded anonymously. To facilitate that:

· The paper should be turned in as a .doc file (see below), with the following file name: [your student id number].doc

· ID page: after the last body page, add a new page with nothing on it except your name; put your name at the bottom of this page.
· Do not put your name, or any other identifying marks, anywhere on the paper except for your ID page.

· Please submit by email. ALL PAPERS MUST BE SUBMITTED IN .DOC FORMAT. ".docx" format is not acceptable. If you are not sure how to save something in .doc format, or what that means, please ask me or someone else who is likely to know. Please send papers to my bigfatgenius.com address (see syllabus). If I have to ask you to resubmit your paper in the correct format, or to the correct address, it may be marked late.
· Your paper must be at the most 3 pages, single spaced, 1” margins, 12 point times new roman font.

Paper content 

You must write about one of the topics below, (unless you and I have previously agreed otherwise); failure to do so will get you an F. 

In your paper, you must clearly specify a thesis, give an argument that shows this thesis to be reasonable, give a strong objection to your thesis, and then defend your thesis from that objection.  

Note:  Your argument must be plausible on its own merits before you make your objection.  That is, if there are any quite obvious objections to your view, especially ones we talked about in class, you must address them before moving on to your objection.
· Neither Huemer’s version of internalist foundationalism nor “simple” coherentism can live up to the slogan “justification should be truth conducive.”  Given that, what is there that makes one of these theories better than the other?  How important is this (whatever it is):  that is, does it conclusively favor one theory over the other, or do less than this?  In answering this question, you must argue that one of these theories is better than the other.

· Consider the following version of skepticism:  no beliefs about specific objects in the external world are justified (perhaps categorical claims like “If chairs exist, then they solid” can be justified, but not beliefs like, “That is is chair.”)  We haven’t given serious attention to skepticism in this class.  Argue that this is a mistake:  that we cannot be as confident that this version of skepticism is false as I (and some of the authors we’ve discussed) seem to assume.

· Here’s a worry about CTEK that we’ve discussed:  if CTEK were true, then justification would not be action guiding.  Argue that this doesn’t show CTEK to be false.  Here are some suggestions that you are welcome to ignore:  argue that action guidingness isn’t important, or that CTEK is action guiding enough, or that CTEK’s other virtues outweigh this problem.

· Which is more important:  that justification is true conducive, or that justification is action guiding?  Make sure you are very clear about what you mean by “more important.”  If you want to argue for a nuanced position, such as, “it’s important that justified beliefs are somewhat like to be true, but anything more than that is less important than action guidingness...” that’s fine, just make sure you are very clear about what you mean.

· Argue that no externalist theory of justification can be correct.

· Should Huemer have been a weak foundationalist?  Let’s stipulate that weak foundationalism is the view that any basic belief has some degree of justification, but not enough to be justified (even prima facie) on its own, but that given a sufficient number of coherent basic beliefs, each is justified (in the absence of defeaters).  Argue that the considerations Huemer appeals to to argue for his strong foundationalism better support weak foundationalism (or argue that they do not).

· Can Huemer argue for something close to his view without endorsing anything like “ought implies can?”  Explain why Huemer does appeal to “ought implies can,” and then explain how he could best do what he wants without doing so.  Argue that this does or does not succeed as an account of internalist foundationalist justification.

· Does BonJour’s argument against foundationalism also show that his coherentist view is a bad one?  Explain his argument, and how it might be applied to his coherentist account of justification.  Argue that his anti-foundationalist argument does or does not refute his coherentist account. 


