Lesson Plan - Day 10

Epistemology Class

Goals:

· Generate interesting, student-led discussion

· Explore B & T’s alternative to standard analytic epistemology

· Discuss their criticisms of SAE

· Get students thinking about the extent to which SAE can be and is practical

Materials:  handout

Lesson

1. Class:  How does their view and their aims different from SAE?

1.1. What is SAE?

1.1.1. Well, it’s just what we’ve been studying this whole time

1.1.2. What is it concerned with?  Knowledge and justification

1.1.3. What are it’s methods?  Intuitions, and reflective equilibrium

1.1.3.1. B & T call these “considered judgments”

1.2. The big difference is that they do not care about justification (or about knowledge)

1.2.1. Justification is a property of belief tokens (which are beliefs that are in a specific person’s head; for example, if I believe this is a lesson plan, then I have the belief “This is a lesson plan” in my head; that thing in my head is a belief token

1.2.2. Instead, they care about excellent reasoning, which is a property of cognitive processes, or reasoning methods, or ways of thinking

2. Class:  What is excellent reasoning?

2.1. Excellent reasoning is reasoning that, in the long run, leads to good outcomes

2.2. This is the Aristotelian principle:  that good reasoning leads to better outcomes than bad reasoning (in the long run)

2.2.1. Weak:  good reasoning leads to better outcomes than bad reasoning (in the long run)

2.2.2. Strong:  the better reasoning is, the better outcomes it leads to (in the long run)

2.2.3. The weak is what they advocate, but I think they need the strong one to make some of their arguments work

2.3. Why believe the Aristotelian principle?

2.3.1. First argument

2.3.1.1. Why accept premise 1?  Because, if good reasoning doesn’t lead to better outcomes, then we want to use bad reasoning.  But if we want to use bad reasoning, we have to use some sort of reasoning to tell what form of reasoning is bad.  But in order to do that, we have to know what sort of reasoning to use.

2.3.1.2. The problem with this argument is that it applies to good reasoning as well.  [might not be worth going into this point, but if students catch it]

2.3.1.3. Better argument:

2.3.1.3.1. Good reasoning is defined as that which leads to better outcomes (in the long run)

2.3.1.3.2. So, either good reasoning leads to better outcomes, or there is no good reasoning (because all reasoning leads to same outcomes)

2.3.1.3.3. But if all reasoning leads to same outcomes, then we can’t guide ourselves to more practically efficacious ways of thinking because there is no more practically efficacious ways of thinking

2.3.1.3.4. Disjuctions of the form X or Y can be written as If not X, then Y, so we can get from this “If good reasoning doesn’t lead to better outcomes, then we can’t guide ourselves…”

2.3.2. Why believe premise 2(a)?

2.3.2.1. Well, we seem to be able to do so from our experience

2.3.2.2. Also, as they argue, the world seems stable enough for us to think effectively, and such that we can achieve our ends, so it seems that we can reason towards our ends, and that since the world and our ends are more or less stable, we can think about thinking about our ends

3. Class:  Why shouldn’t we care about justification?

3.1. Argument on handout

3.2. Premise (b)

3.2.1. We care about good outcomes, which is why we care about good reasoning

3.2.2. If using good reasoning (which leads to good outcomes) doesn’t always get us justification, who cares?  It gets us good outcomes.

3.3. Premise (c)

3.3.1. We want to know what good reasoning is (because of the Aristotelian principle – it is practically important)

3.3.2. If we can figure out what it is without figuring out what justification is, then why figure what justification is, even if they overlap?

3.3.3. This assumes that figuring out what justification is is not a route to good reasoning

3.3.3.1. This really requires us to understand why they do not like SAE

4. Class:  How do we figure out what good reasoning is?

4.1. They want to use Ameliorative psychology, the branch of psychology concerned with thinking better

4.2. Class:  Why not use SAE

4.2.1. Because it does not teach us good reasoning

4.2.2. The argument from weak arist. Principle.

4.2.2.1. premise iii is the weak a.p.

4.2.2.2. Notice that the argument is not plausible b/c premise ii is implausible.

4.2.2.3. People reasoning does lead to good outcomes quite often

4.2.2.4. But we need premise ii to be as strong as it is in order for the weak a.p. to apply (b/c it only applies to good versus bad reasoning)

4.2.3. Use strong a.p. in premise iii

4.2.3.1. If a reasoning method doesn’t generate as good of outcomes as possible (or as good of outcomes as other methods), it is not the best

4.2.3.2. That would give us the conclusion that SAE does not teach us the best reasoning

4.2.3.3. Then we put in premise ii that people’s reasoning doesn’t lead to as good of outcomes as other reasoning (much more plausible)

4.3. But is new premise ii even right?  After all, how did we get to where we are today?  By using methods endorsed by SAE.  So doesn’t that mean that SAE is good reasoning?

4.3.1. Well, just because they endorse the way we think, doesn’t mean that we discovered those ways of thinking by using SAE

4.3.2. But even granting that, does that mean that using SAE is the best way we have available?

4.3.3. Even if it always gets the right results (eventually) does that make it good?

4.3.3.1. What are B&T’s criteria for good reasoning?
4.3.3.2. Not just reliable, but also cheap/fast

5. What is Strategic Reliabilism?

5.1. SR says to adopt reasoning strategies that most increase the significance and number of truths believed over time
5.1.1. How is this different from normal reliabilism?

5.1.2. The most important thing is that it thinks of thinking in terms of costs and benefits

5.1.2.1. Costs are in terms of times and cognitive energy (like attention or effort)

5.1.2.2. Benefits are in terms of significance of truths produced

5.1.3. Since we have a limited amount of resources, SR does not give a blanket endorsement to reasoning strategies that produce truths reliably.

5.1.3.1. Rather, it wants to maximize truths produced, and their significance, per resource allocated.

5.1.3.2. So some strategies endorsed by reliabilism will not be by SR

5.1.4. SR wants robust strategies, which are ones which work in a number of situations

5.1.4.1. These are good because having them means we spend less time (resources) learning multiple strategies (b/c one works often)

5.1.4.2. These are good because the fewer strategies we have to choose from, the less time and energy we spend choosing what strategy to use when

5.1.5. SR says to allocate resources towards more significant truths, even at some costs to number of truths learned

5.1.6. SR says sometimes to use less reliable strategies if they are cheaper to employ, since that can increase the number of truths learned (and also free up resources to work on more important problems)

6. Tacit attack on SAE

6.1. We can generate and argue for SR without needing to use intuitions

6.2. SR is really the optimal way to think about thinking

7. Other criticisms of SAE

7.1. SAE has not been successful

7.1.1. Thus, by the Aristotelian principle, it is not a good form of reasoning

7.2. SAE is conservative

7.2.1. Conservativism is merited only when overwhelming evidence for one’s view

7.2.2. Conservativism also requires openness to new theories, but SAE does not have that.

8. Worries about SR

8.1. SR is circular

8.1.1. The worry is that SR piggybacks on substantive epistemic views, since arguing for it requires us to be able to pick out good data from bad

8.1.2. But this will apply to any view in epistemology

8.2. SR is non-normative

8.2.1. It starts from something descriptive (science); you can’t get an ought from an is

8.2.2. But so does SAE – it starts from descriptions of our concepts

8.3. Better to think a priori about how to think

8.3.1. A priori thinking has not been more successful than a posteriori thought

8.3.2. and, in fact, a priori theories of justification all agree that science is more justified than philosophy (philosophy not coherent, philosophy not based on basic forms of belief (at least, not obviously), philosophy not reliable b/c so much disagreement)

