Lesson Plan - Day 9

Epistemology Class

Goals:

· Generate interesting, student-led discussion

· Discuss alternatives to using intuitions as evidence in epistemology

· What do we want out of such an alternative?

· What alternatives are there?

· How do they meet our needs (as compared to use of intuitions)

· Students should come to an understanding of at least some alternatives, and their strengths and weaknesses, so that they can evaluate for themselves what method(s) should be used in doing epistemology

Materials:  handout

Lesson

1. Class: Weinberg’s proposed meta-meta-epistemological method

1.1. Weinberg wants to figure out how we should do epistemology. So he wants to give a theory of meta-epistemology.  And he has an idea of how we should construct such a theory; this is a meta-meta-epistemology.  What is his idea?  What do we have to do to figure out how to do our meta-epistemology?

1.1.1. How does he start his paper?  Does he give a list of necessary/sufficient conditions for a good meta-epistemology? Is he analyzing?  Is he giving any necessary conditions at all (maybe truth-conduciveness and normativity)?

1.1.1.1. He gives a list of desiderata for a good meta-epistemology

1.1.1.2. A good meta-epistemology does not need to do well on all, just do better on more of them than the alternatives

2. Class:  Weinberg’s desiderata

2.1. What are they:

2.1.1. truth-conduciveness

2.1.2. normativity

2.1.3. dialectical robustness

2.1.4. progressivism without radicalism

2.1.5. interdisciplinary comportment

2.1.6. minimal naturalism

2.1.7. plausible relativism/universalism

2.2. Truth-conduciveness

2.2.1. What does this mean?

2.2.1.1. It means that the method should give us true answers

2.2.1.2. About what?

2.2.1.3. About what knowledge and justification are

2.2.2. How important is this?
2.2.2.1. It seems like the most important one

2.2.3. How could we determine that a method is or is not truth-tracking?

2.2.3.1. Doesn’t that require some idea of what the answers are which is independent of the method (this is Cummins’ argument about calibration)

2.2.3.2. So, can’t we argue that if we can tell that the method is or is not truth tracking, we don’t need the method?

2.2.3.2.1. Could respond to this as we would respond to Cummins, which is that we can have some info without having all of it

2.2.3.2.2. Where do we get that some info?

2.2.3.2.2.1. I’d say from an idea of the role that epistemic stuff plays in our lives

2.2.3.2.2.2. But this is just Weinberg’s view.  So hasn’t he already won?

2.3. Normativity

2.3.1. What does this mean?
2.3.1.1. What it says the epistemic stuff is is stuff that is normative

2.3.1.2. What does normative mean?

2.3.1.3. Something that we should pursue

2.3.2. Does this require that whatever it says the epistemic stuff is will be normative, no matter what? 

2.3.2.1. In other words, are we requiring that the output of the meta-epistemology necessarily be normative?

2.3.2.2. Or could we have a meta-epistemology which could in principle tell us that knowledge is not normative?

2.3.3. What sort of normativity are we looking for?
2.3.3.1. Does knowledge/justification have to be inherently valuable?  Only instrumentally valuable?  To everyone?

2.4. Dialectical robustness

2.4.1. what does this mean?
2.4.1.1. Must be able to use the meta-epistemology to debate and discuss each other’s views

2.4.2. What is an example of a subject or a method that is not dialectically robust? (possible outside epistemology)

2.4.2.1. Opinion and personal taste

2.4.3. How important is this?  (Ask Albert, for example, because if he is open to relativism about what knowledge is, then he should not need too much dialectical robustness)

2.4.3.1. I’d say that this is an absolute requirement for something to be a discipline of study

2.5. Progressivism versus radicalism

2.5.1. What does this mean?
2.5.1.1. Must be able to tell us something we don’t already know

2.5.1.2. Must not be so crazy that we can’t recognize its outputs as epistemic stuff

2.5.2. How radical does something have to be to not meet this criteria?
2.5.2.1. “knowledge could turn out to be fried potatoes”

2.5.2.2. how about “knowledge is not always valuable?”

2.5.3. Does the mere possibility that a meta-epistemology could give us radical answers make it bad?

2.5.3.1. if “knowledge is not always valuable” is radical, then conceptual analysis might fail in this way, too

2.5.3.2. If a meta-epistemology is truth tracking, then does it matter that it is radical?

2.5.3.3. What about paradigm shifts?

2.6. Interdisciplinary comportment

2.6.1. Why care about this?  Isn’t philosophy distinct from science, etc?
2.6.1.1. Now, I’d say that since epistemology is about how humans should think, inquire, etc., it should be informed by facts about human capabilities, etc., which do come from other disciplines

2.7. Plausible relativism/universalism

2.7.1. Means that it should say whether or not the meaning of “knowledge” etc. is relative or universal, and motivate why

2.7.2. Does this contradict dialectical robustness?  If relativism is OK, then dialectical robustness should not be necessary

2.8. Is this a complete list?  Should everything be on the list?

3. What are the three meta-epistemologies he discusses?

3.1. What is Intuition Driven Romanticism?
3.1.1. Basically conceptual analysis as we have been discussing it

3.1.2. Uses intuitions as evidence for what something is

3.1.3. Attempts to reach reflective equilibrium of intuitions and other stuff

3.2. What is metaepistemic naturalism?
3.2.1. Ask, “What does science say knowledge is?”  just as we would ask “What does science say water is?” or “What does science say gravity is?”

3.2.2. Now, Kornblith looks to cognitive ethology
3.2.3. What is cognitive ethology and why does Kornblith look to it?

3.2.3.1. It’s the study of animal cognition by looking at animal behavior in more or less natural settings

3.2.3.2. Kornblith looks to it because cognitive ethologists use the concept “knowledge” – it has significant explanatory power in their theories

3.2.3.3. We want to look at a science that uses epistemic concepts

3.2.4. Do we need to look at cognitive ethology?

3.2.4.1. No – could look to other sciences that talk about knowledge

3.2.4.2. And Weinberg explicitly says we have to evaluate MN without worrying about the specifics of Kornblith’s view

3.3. What is reconstructive neopragmatism? (don’t get too far into this unless students really get excited – the good stuff is coming next)

3.3.1. Asking, what are epistemic stuff supposed to be good for? And then finding stuff that is good for that.  Alternately, what role does spotting epistemic stuff play in our lives? (quote on handout)

3.3.1.1. How is this different from IDR?  Don’t we need to use our ability to spot epistemic stuff in order to figure out what role spotting that stuff plays in our lives?

3.3.1.2. So to some extent this is a conservative view

3.3.1.3. But he wants to able to break away from our prior held epistemic theories, which is why we says we should also consider how we want to rebuild our epistemic norms (next quote)

3.3.2. How do we figure out how to reconstruct our norms?  What criteria do we use?

3.3.2.1. I’m not entirely sure.  Do we need meta-norms?  It seems to me that we are more or less stuff with the values/goals we have (unless we can use them to revise each other)

3.3.2.2. But this is fine, because conservativism about what we value does not lead to conservatism about what we say knowledge/justification are (or how we get it)

3.3.2.3. Weinberg is worried that if we are too conservative we won’t use new thinking techniques like probability etc

3.3.2.4. But if these do meet our needs, we will use them; we don’t need to revise our needs, just revise our understanding of how well these new techniques work

4. Class:  Let students discuss the different views

4.1. Specifically, have those students who like intuitions explain what they think of the other two views

5. How do the views stack up against each other? (according to Weinberg) 

5.1. IDR:

5.1.1. Good at truth-conduciveness, normativity (b/c obviously we value whatever it is we think knowledge/justification are)

5.1.2. Iffy on progressivism (b/c not clear that intuitions are progressive at all), naturalism (b/c many proponents of intuitions are not naturalists), interdisciplinary comportment (b/c it goes ok with logic and math, but not with anything else)

5.1.3. Bad at dialectical robustness (b/c how do we resolve debates about our intuitions?) and relativism (b/c it doesn’t say why epistemic stuff should vary with culture/SES)

5.1.4. Score:  2 good, 3 iffy, 2 bad

5.2. MN:

5.2.1. Good at truth-conduciveness (science!), dialectical robustness (b/c the stuff to argue about (science) is all public and easily argued about), interdisciplinary comportment (b/c it is by its nature interdisciplinary), and minimal naturalism (b/c science is totally naturalistic)

5.2.2. Iffy at relativism/universalism (b/c it might be too universal, since on Kornblith’s view it applies to animals as well as humans)

5.2.3. Bad at:  normativity (b/c no guarantee that we will care about what science says knowledge is), radicalism (b/c science could say knowledge is anything, and cognitive ethology says it is some weird stuff)

5.2.4. Score:  4 good, 1 iffy, 2 bad (but one of them is really important)

5.3. RNP:

5.3.1. Good at truth-conduciveness, normativity (b/c based on what we value, so automatically normative), progressivism w/o radicalism, interdisciplinary comportment (b/c can look to other disciplines for help with what gets us our goals) 

5.3.2. Iffy at dialectical robustness and uniersalism (b/c some room for relativism if pluralism about value, but that makes sense)

5.3.3. Score:  5 good, 2 iffy

6. How do they really stack up? (according to the class)

6.1. IDR & truth tracking

6.1.1. Is it obvious that intuitions are truth-tracking?

6.1.2. Cummins and I claim that they are not

6.1.3. One might argue that all we want are our concepts, so intuitions are automatically truth-tracking, but as I argue in my paper, then knowledge etc may not be (always) normative

6.2. MN & radicalism

6.2.1. Why is Weinberg worried about this?

6.2.2. Because cognitive ethology says that species can “know” things, or that knowledge need not be propositional

6.2.3. But this is just a criticism of cognitive ethology as the science which tells us what knowledge is

6.2.4. There are other possible relevant sciences, which would not have this problem (psychology for example)

6.3. MN & normativity

6.3.1. Weinberg’s worry is that the stuff that science says is knowledge is not inherently valuable

6.3.2. Kornblith says that it might turn out to be instrumentally valuable; Weinberg says there is no guarantee of this

6.3.2.1. First, so?

6.3.2.1.1. As long as knowledge ends up being valuable, does there have to be guarantee in the methodology that it is?

6.3.2.2. Second, is this really right?

6.3.2.2.1. Cognitive ethologists attribute knowledge to animals to explain the richness, sophistication, and range of their behavior (see quote)

6.3.2.2.2. But then isn’t knowledge something valuable, because it allows us to behave in sophisticated and successful manner

6.3.2.2.3. So, if scientists invoke knowledge to explain valuable behavior, then knowledge will be something valuable

7. Applying RNP to a problem

7.1. What do we want out of justification and why?

7.1.1. Ability to communicate our evidence and critique that of others

7.1.2. Ability to consider our own evidence

7.1.3. Truthworthiness of our beliefs in general

7.2. Do we need internalism for this?

7.2.1. Well, it is easier to communicate and critique and consider if we are guaranteed to be aware of our evidence

7.2.2. (although externalism is compatible with many, or most, of our evidence being potentially internally accessible)

7.3. Internalism is not enough

7.3.1. (according to internalism) If belief B is to be justified for agent A, then there must be a justifier for B which A is aware of (or can be)

7.3.2. This could be one of three things:

7.3.2.1. some inference process

7.3.2.2. the belief itself (which is self-justifying)

7.3.2.3. knowledge about the inference process / our cognitive mechanisms

7.3.3. But we often do not know what our inference processes are, even in cases where we are justified

7.3.4. Many beliefs which are justified are not self-justifying (any involving induction)

7.3.5. Non-philosophers are justified in their beliefs just as philosophers are, but cannot construct arguments/knowledge of their cognitive mechanisms

7.4. So we need internalism with some exceptions

8. Lycan’s paper

8.1. His tacit argument:

8.1.1. The Gettier problem is no worse than other problems in philosophy

8.1.2. So if we should continue to work on them in the way we do, we should continue to work on the Gettier problem

8.1.3. We should continue to work on them in the way we do

8.2. His interesting moves:

8.2.1. maybe JTB is not an analysis of knowledge, but only a sufficient condition for knowledge

8.2.1.1. that avoids the argument that knowledge is not analyzable, and the family resemblance argument

8.2.2. if a criticism of the Gettier problem does not only apply to the Gettier problem, it is not a valid criticism (b/c too destructive of philosophy in general?)

8.2.2.1. uses this against Weatherson’s arguments that we should reject our gettier intuitions b/c we have so much theoretical evidence against them

8.2.3. Rejection of some Gettier cases (fake barn true, e.g. – dangerous ones)

8.2.3.1. He has to b/c they do not involve any false beliefs or false tacit assumptions (so go contra his solution)

8.2.3.2. His argument to reject them [Lycan (“Evidence We Do Not Possess”) argue (re. BAD PRESS etc)]

8.2.3.2.1. These cases are based on the existence of defeaters

8.2.3.2.2. Defeaters involve factors which come in degrees, and there is a spectrum of cases ranging from those in which there is no knowledge (because justification is defeated) (e.g. ITALIAN LETTER) to those in which the defeaters exist but there still is knowledge (e.g. something like ITALIAN LETTER, but where the letters are still very far from me); the cases on this spectrum differ in the degree to which they possess the factors relevant to defeat

8.2.3.2.3. However, defeat and knowledge do not come in degrees, so there should be a point at which a case becomes a Gettier case, but a case only a tiny bit different than it in degree is not

8.2.3.2.4. This seems bizarre/wrong

8.2.3.2.5. Since intuitions are mixed about these dangerous Gettier cases, and saying that they are not cases where there is knowledge requires there to be this weird sharp cut-off point, we should say that they do involve knowledge

8.3. Unfortunately, his solution is wrong:

8.3.1. His solution is “if X is known to Y, then there can be tacit false assumptions/beliefs which are essential to Y’s believing X”

8.3.1.1. These beliefs need not be involved in an inferential or justificatory chain for X, because some Gettier cases (sheep case, e.g.) involve no inferential or justificatory chain of beliefs

8.3.1.2. Must be essential, meaning they are a built in part of Y’s believing X (for the reasons he actually believes it, since in every Gettier case, the subject could believe what they do in some totally different way, so NO belief is essential to the belief in question)

8.3.2. Consider the following case:

8.3.2.1. A says to himself “If some number has no factors other than itself or 1, it is prime.  7 has no factors other than itself or 1.  7 is prime.”

8.3.2.2. A knows that 7 is prime.

8.3.2.3. However, use of the rule A used in generating that belief also generates the implicit/non-occurrent belief that 1 is prime (since it has no factors other than itself or 1).  1 is not prime.  So use of the rule essentially involves a false belief.  But A stills knows that 7 is prime.

