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l. Introduction and Overview

Knowledge is important for us, human beings, for a variety of reasons,
starting with trivial but necessary reasons to live your life (knowing not
to cross the street when the traffic light is red, knowing that water
quenches thirst, knowing where you left your bicycle last night,
knowing how to buy a train ticket, knowing how to brush your teeth,
etc. etc.). Western man also has a collective project that is constitutive
of its culture: science; and the aim of science is to gather knowledge
about the world in its broadest meaning: from the origin of a particular
disease to the origin of man, life, planet Earth and the universe, from
why the orbits move as they do to why a mass of people behaves
differently from individuals, from why the sky is blue to why the sea is
salty, from why the climate seems to change to why rainbows appear,
etc. etc. The quest to understand what knowledge is, is as old as
philosophy itself, and the philosophy of knowledge is called
epistemology.

The substantive ‘knowledge’ and the verb ‘to know’ are used in a
variety of manners: we can know a person, we can know how to ride a
bicycle and we can know that snow is white. The last-mentioned use,
propositional knowledge (knowing that p, where p is proposition), is the
most pervasive use and has been the main focus of philosophers.
Already in the Meno, Plato raises a question how someone knowing that
p differs from thinking that p is true when p is true. In this thesis | am
also going to focus exclusively on propositional knowledge.

Traditionally, knowledge has been characterised as justified true
belief (JTB). To rephrase, such a characterisation requires that three
conditions are fulfilled when some subject S knows that p: (a) S believes
that p, that is, S thinks that p is true; (b) p is true; (c) S can justify p.
Succinctly, with obvious abbreviations.

JTB) Kn(S, p) iff B(S, p) A Tr(p) A Just(S, p)

We shall briefly consider these three necessary conditions in turn.

(a) Philosophers of various persuasions agree that S believing that
p is necessary for S knowing that p. If Harry says to you that he knows
where your keys are, and says that they are in the kitchen, then Harry
thinks they are in the kitchen, Harry thinks that the proposition ‘The
keys are in the kitchen’ is true. However, there might be cases where
knowledge can come without belief. To give an example, my apartment



was robbed and my laptop computer was stolen. | come into my flat and
see that the desk, where the computer was, is now empty. | know that
there is no computer on the desk but | cannot believe what | see. So |
utter ‘I cannot believe it happened’. Some do think' that such an
example illustrates the possibility of knowledge without Dbelief.
However, proponents of the JTB account beg to differ. What | express is
not the absence of a belief but is rather a verbal outcry of my mental
state of shock.

(b) If Harry not merely believes that the keys are in the kitchen
but knows they are, then they are in the kitchen. If the keys do not
happen to be in the kitchen, then Harry’s belief they are is false and he
doesn’t know where the keys are after all. When he said he did, he was
wrong. The necessity of truth for knowledge is least controversial, as
false belief would definitely fail to qualify as knowledge. As another
example, say my belief that Amsterdam is the capital of Tanzania or that
Julius Caesar died of lung cancer are plainly false and therefore cannot
be known by anyone. True beliefs guide our actions and can become
knowledge. But does every true belief qualify as knowledge?

There is also a way to challenge the truth condition. For example,
Sally does not think that she knows the correct answer to a question,
posed in a television quiz, yet she answers it correctly nonetheless. Say,
when asked when World War II ended, she guesses ‘1945’ without
knowing the correct answer to the question; the answer happens to be
true. In such case, the belief is said to be true due to the epistemic luck.
Lucky guesses are not appropriate for knowledge-acquisition.
Something in addition to true belief is needed, to rule out epistemic
luck. Justification is supposed to be that something, as the JTB criterion
expresses.

(c) When Harry claims to know that p, we are always permitted to
ask: how do you know? We ask for a justification, for a reason that we
automatically suppose Harry has to think that p is true. Suppose you
look for a particular train in the station and you ask two conversing
people from which platform the train to Paris leaves. One says ‘I believe
from platform 2’°, the other says ‘I know it leaves from platform 3.
Where will you go? Will you act on the believer or the knower?

Of course the knower. Why? Because he must have a reason to
say that he knows, whereas the believer even seems uncertain, you do
not assume that he has a good reason, he doesn’t know.

The justification condition is closely related to the condition of
truth — beliefs that lack justification are more likely to be false than true.
However, there is no agreement about the content of the justification
condition, not even among proponents of the JTB account. There should

! Radford, Colin (1966) ‘Knowledge---By Examples’ Analysis 27, pp. 1-11.



be another necessary condition of knowledge that in fact justifies or
supports the truth condition all right. But what exactly constitutes a
justification? If Tim correctly answers the question what time it is
without looking on his watch or any other clock, his correct belief is just
a matter of luck; what is needed to call it knowledge, requires a further
condition and that is the justification condition. But what counts as a
justification is not something all philosophers agree about, proponents
of the JTB account included.

In spite of the fact that JTB account introduces justification
condition as a shield against the possibility of an accidentally true belief,
this account has met with serious problems. Edmund Gettier (1963)?,
has offered counterexamples, where there are cases of justified true
belief that do not amount to knowledge. Gettier’s examples made
convincing the failure of justification to perform its task and rule out
epistemic luck. Parenthetically, the necessity of true justified belief was
not questioned by Gettier’s examples. These examples challenge the
joint sufficiency of these three necessary conditions for knowledge.

For example, Smith forms a justified belief that Jones owns a
Ford. Smith forms his belief on the basis of seeing Jones driving a Ford
and offering him, Smith, a ride. Next, consider that disjunctive
proposition ‘Jones owns a Ford or Brown is in Barcelona’, without
knowing anything about his old friend Brown’s whereabouts. Since this
disjunction follows deductively from ‘Jones owns a Ford’, Smith also
justifiably believes the disjunction. However, it turns out that Jones does
not own a Ford --- he is driving a rented car. But Brown just happens to
be in Barcelona, and this makes Smith’s belief also true. But surely
Smith does not know the disjunction, because he doesn’t have a clue
where Brown is, and the disjunct concerning Brown’s whereabouts is
what makes the disjunction and therefore Smith’s belief true, not
Smith’s mistaken belief that the other disjunct, about the Ford, is true.
So we have a true justified belief that does not amount to knowledge.
Plausibly some additional, fourth condition is needed to turn justified
true belief into knowledge.

His discovery prompted the search for a further condition that
should be added to justified true belief in order to get knowledge. Ever
since Gettier published his examples, philosophers have been looking
for this fourth condition and not one has been found that has been
accepted by majority. This persistent situation reveals different views
philosophers have about knowledge. At least two possibilities are
distinguished.

| 2 Gettier, Edmund. (1963)_"Is Justifed True Belief Knowlegde?', Analysis 23 (1963) 121-123.



(1) Internalism. True belief qualifies as knowledge because of the
reasons that accessible to the subject upon reflection; knowledge is
acquired via the rational judgment of a true belief. Succinctly,

(Int) Kn(S, p) iff B(S, p) A Tr(p) A X(S, p) ,

where the last conjunct X(S, p) is a justification-conferring state.

(2) Externalism. True belief qualifies as knowledge because of a
proper causal relationship that obtains between the subject that has the
belief and the actual state of affairs A that the proposition is about.
Succinctly again,

(Ext)  Kn(S,p) iff B(S, p) A Tr(p) A Y(S, A),

where Y(S, A) is a relation between subject S and something in the
‘external” world.

To give an example of an internalist justification, John’s
proposition that the sun is shining can be based on his subjective
experience of the sunshine that he is aware of. What is required on an
internalist view of knowledge is that the justification comes from
‘within’ the conscious perspective of the subject. Such an interpretation
seems commonsensical — what else can we know more easily and
directly than our own perceptions? But despite its intuitive appeal, this
conception can be objected to as subjective. If John wants his belief that
the sun is shining to be justified, he reflects on his experience of
sunshine. John’s having this experience justifies his belief.

Externalism, which aims to establish a link between S knowing
that p and the world that p is about, does so, for instance, by means of a
causal relation. If | see a glass on the table just in front of me in broad
daylight, I acquire knowledge without any additional effort to browse
through my mind and look for justification: me having the belief there is
a glass on the table is caused by the event of a glass standing on my
table. In fact, it appears that a great deal of our knowledge comes quite
automatically, without conscious interference of the knower. But for
more complicated beliefs some causal interaction with certain objects in
the world will not do. Hence this externalist account of justification
conflicts with the requirement of having reflective access to the internal
content of one’s mind, to consult for reasons.

These two different proposals constitute the core of the
internalism-externalism debate in epistemology. The internalist aims at
specifying the conditions for knowledge that are internal and accessible
upon reflection, while the externalist postulates requirements that are
external with respect to the conscious mind. Put in that way, internalist



and externalist intuitions seem mutually exclusive. As William Alston
puts it, ‘the most common form of internalism (accessibility internalism)
holds that only what the subject can easily become aware of (by
reflection, for example) can have a bearing on justification. We may
think of externalism as the denial of this constraint.”®

In other words, if the internalism-externalism debate centers
around the accessibility requirement for knowledge, then the views
conflict. Several possible moves in the debate have been propounded.
First of all, the internalism-externalism debate emerges with the
externalists’ criticism of the traditional internalist JTB-view of
knowledge as justified true belief. Goldman (1976; 1986;)*, Armstrong
(1973)°, Dretske (1981)°, Plantinga (1993)" propose accounts that
question basic internalist assumptions. On the other hand, the views of
internalists, such as BonJour (1985)%, Chisholm (1966; 1977; 1988)° and
Ginet (1985)™°, question basic externalist assumptions. Let us listen to
some participants of this debate. Alvin Goldman (1980, p.32):

Traditional epistemology has not adopted this externalist perspective. It has
been predominantly internalist, or egocentric. On the latter perspective,
epistemology’s job is to construct a doxastic principle or procedure from the
inside, from our own individual vantage point.*!

Laurence BonJour argues that:

When viewed from the general standpoint of the western epistemological
tradition, externalism represents a very radical departure. It seems safe to say
that until very recent times, no serious philosopher of knowledge would have
dreamed of suggesting that a person’s beliefs might be epistemically justified
simply in virtue of facts or relations that were external to his subjective
conception.*?

% Alston, William (1998) ‘Internalism and Externalism in Epistemology’. Routledge Encyclopedia of
Philosophy. Ed. E.Craig.

* Goldman, Alvin. (1976; 1992) “What is Justified Belief?”” In Liaisons: Philosophy Meets the
Cognitive and Social Sciences. Bradford Books/MIT Press.

Goldman, Alvin (1986). Epistemology and Cognition. Cambridge: Harvard University Press.

® Armstrong, David (1973) Belief, Truth and Knowledge. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
® Dretske, Fred (1981) Knowledge and the Flow of Information. Cambridge: MIT Press.

" Plantinga, Alvin (1993). Warrant and Proper Function. New York: Oxford University Press

8 BonJour, Lawrence (1985) The Structure of Empirical Knowledge. Camvridge Harvard University
Press.

® Chisholm, Roderick, (1966; 1977; 1988) Theory of Knowledge Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice
Hall.

10 Ginet, Carl (1985) ‘Contra Reliabilism’. The Monist 68.

! Goldman, Alvin (1980) ‘The Internalist Conception of Justification’. Midwest Studies in
Philosophy, 5, p.32

12 BonJour, Laurence (1980) ‘Externalist Theories of Empirical Knowledge’. Midwest Studies in
Philosophy, 5.



One important remark seems in place here: in almost all cases, no
matter what epistemic position is adhered to, philosophers seem to
associate knowledge with justification. This is true of the traditional
internalist position, the JTB-account, where knowledge is viewed as
justified true belief (in that sense, speaking about the conditions of
knowledge involves the analysis of justification). As far as externalists
are concerned, they are somewhat hesitant about the condition of
justification and try to find another term for a necessary condition that
turns true belief into knowledge, be it aptness (Sosa 19913 2003
2007") or warrant (Plantinga 1993). However, some of them still use
the notion of justification, at least interchangeably with other terms (e.g.
Goldman (1986; 1992)).

The preceding remarks suggest that internalism and externalism
are enemies for life. But there might actually be certain compatibility
between the two positions. There are different accounts of internalism
and externalism, depending, as Michael Bergmann (1997)* points out,
on the many senses of what is meant by ‘internal’ and on different
positive epistemic statuses, such as knowledge or justification. Then, are
these positions really in conflict with each other? It might well be that
both internalism and externalism have important things to say about
human knowledge that can be synthesised somehow.

Some epistemologists are indeed trying to explore the possibililty
of a view that accomodates both internal and external elements. Sven
Bernecker (2006, pp.83-4)'" coined the term of epistemic compatibilism
to designate these efforts. He writes:

In light of the apparent tie between internalism and externalism, some
philosophers have thought that we should end the bickering over the
‘correct’ account of knowledge and justification. Both internalism and
externalism cite powerful intuitions for their support. These intuitions should
not be played off against each other but should somehow be reconciled.
What seems to be needed is an intermediate position — call it epistemic
compatibilism.

The quotation shows an attempt to recognize the benefits of both
proposals without denying one or the other wholesale. On the one hand,
compatibilism recognizes the externalist truth-conducive nature of the

¥ Sosa, Ernest (1991). Knowledge in Perspective. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

¥BonJour, Laurence, Sosa, Ernest (2003) Epistemic Justification: Internalism vs. Externalism,
Foundations vs. Virtues. Oxford: Blackwell Publishing.

15 Sosa, Ernest (2007) A Virtue Epistemology: Apt Belief and Reflective Knowledge. Vol 1. Oxford:
Oxford University Press.

16 Bergmann, Michael. (1997). ‘Internalism, Externalism and the No-defeater Condition’. Synthese
110.

7 Bernecker, Sven (2006) ‘The Prospects of Epistemic Compatibilism’. Philosophical Studies. 130.
pp.81-104.



belief-forming processes, while on the other hand it also recognizes the
importance of the internalist first-person account of knowledge. Such
efforts to combine elements of both views motivate further, deeper-lying
problems about the nature of knowledge: should we talk about different
kinds of knowledge based on different justification conditions; or should
we look for the possibility to combine various proposals into a single
conception of knowledge? This dissertation is an attempt to show that
epistemic compatibilism is a life philosophical option, which has
attractions stronger than those of internalism and externalism separately.

In a nutshell the organisation of the thesis is as follows. In
Chapters Il and I11 we analyse internalism and externalism. In Ch. IV, |
define compatibilism, identify some varieties of epistemic
compatibilism and start exploring the relationship between internalism
and externalism. The first type of relationship I focus on there is the one
which declares mutual exclusivity of the two views of knowledge. After
discussing this, I proceed with exploring Foley’s compatibilist position.
In Ch. V, | explore Ernest Sosa’s comprehensive epistemology as a
specimen of epistemic compatibilism, and in Ch. VI | deal with Edward
Craig’s genealogical view of knowledge, which I claim also is a version
of epistemic compatibilism. | end the dissertation with the comparison
of the aforementioned externalist positions by defining their strengths,
weaknesses and prospects for further development. But before | begin, |
want to say something in general about ‘intuitions’.

There is a lot of talk in epistemology and in philosophy in general
about ‘intuitions’. In epistemology, some important epistemic problems
are based on our intuitions about knowledge. The Gettier cases can
serve as an example: although necessary and sufficient conditions for
knowledge are satisfied but we have a strong intuition that in these cases
even the justified true belief falls short of knowledge. I shall talk in
more detail about the Gettier cases in the following chapters. For the
moment | want to explicate the concept of intuition itself. The logical
grammar is that of a dyadic predicate: subject S has the intuition that p,
abbreviated: Int(S, p).

Surely having the intuition that p implies having the belief that p:

(1) IntS,p) — B(S,p)

The converse of (1) equally surely fails: believing that the Pythagorean
theorem holds in Euclidean geometry is not a matter of intuition but one
of mathematical proof; believing that a meteor was the cause of the
extinction of the dinosaurs on planet Earth is not a matter of intuition
but one of scientific inquiry; believing there is a yellow banana in front



of me is not a matter of intuition but one of perception; etc. Intuitions in
philosophy usually concern

(a) conceptual connections (logical relations between concepts,
such as the ‘intuition’ that knowledge implies truth, the ‘intuition’
that the truth of a conjunct implies the truth of its conjuncts, etc.),
or

(b) conceptual applications (whether in some usually imaginary
situation a particular concept applies or not), e.g., the intuition
that the concept of knowledge does not apply in Gettier-situations.

(c) very general philosophical propositions in so far as not falling
under (a) (such as having the intuition there is, or must be, an
‘external world’, or that man and women  must  be treated

equally).

Call a proposition p falling under (a) or (b) or (c) an abc-proposition:
abc(p). Then we suggest:

(2) Int(S,p) — abc(p).

In case of (a), there is a genuine possibility that one is stating a
conceptual truth, a semantic fact about how we use words and
expressions (when we say that S knows that p, we are always permitted
to derive that p is true because false knowledge is a conceptual
impossibility in that we never ever, in no context, say that someone
knows a falsehood --- to be sharply distinguished from knowing that p is
false. When defenders of Gettier counterexamples to the traditional
internalist JTB view of knowledge refuse to attribute knowledge-that p
to S in certain (usually imaginary) situations, then they can be taken to
state the semantic fact that the way they, as competent users of the
English language, use the words ‘justify’, ‘truth’, ‘believe’ and
‘knowing-that’ is such that asserting that S believes that p truly and
justifiably in any context is not a license to assert that S knows that p in
that context. So when it comes to (a) conceptual connections,
‘intuitions’ do not originate in some mysterious faculty but in linguistic
faculties and express semantic facts about the use of language. Perhaps
this even extends to (b) general philosophical propositions, but that is
less plausible because our colloguial use of words, our linguistic
faculties generally, developed in contexts of generically practical needs,
not in philosophical contexts of pondering the nature of reality, the
objectivity of values, and the like! Thus presumably not all stated



‘intuitions’ by philosophers can be construed as stating semantic facts of
the use of language, but those discussed in epistemology seem to fall
under (a), for which such construals are a possibility.

What ‘intuitions’ falling under (a), (b) or (c) have in common is
that S does not, or perhaps even cannot, provide arguments in favour of
them, i.e. S has no justification for p. So:

(3) Int(S,p) — IS, p)

If S does appeal to some semantic fact about the use of language, this
fact is usually considered to be a ‘brute’ fact of our contingent use of
words in the language we happen to have mastered, rather than some
‘inferred’ fact justified by some inference.

Again, the converse of (3) fails. Examples are lying for the taking:
current astronomers can justify that there is a gigantic black hole in the
center of every galaxy, but no one will call this an ‘intuition’.

Since this dissertation is not an inquiry into the nature of
intuitions in philosophy, we call it a day here, submit that our little
elaboration on this subject-matter is sufficient for the purposes of this
dissertation, and end with this explication:

S has the intuition that p iff
p is an abc-proposition, and S believes that p, and S does not
have justification for p.
In abbreviation-style:
(5) abc(p) A B(S, p) A =J(S, p) iff Int(S, p) .
This should be enough clarification of our (and others’) use of intuitions

in epistemology. Now | shall start discussing the main features of
internalism.
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Il. Internalism and its Critics

11.1 Preamble

In this Chapter, | discuss the main features of internalist views of
knowledge, henceforth briefly: internalism; | distinguish three features
and treat them in turn.

According to internalism, the grounds of justifying and knowing
lie within the subject’s own cognitive perspective, within what the
subject is or can be aware of. That would be the most general (and,
probably, quite obscure) idea of what internalism is. To clear it up, let us
consider descriptions of internalism provided by various contemporary
epistemologists, proponents as well as opponents.

Alvin Plantinga:

The basic internalist idea, of course, is that what determines whether a belief
is warranted for a person are factors or states in some sense internal to that
person; warrant conferring properties are in some way internal to the subject
or cognizer. Warrant and the properties that confer it are internal in that they
are states or conditions of which the cognizer is or can be aware; they are
states of which he has or can easily have knowledge; they are states or
properties to which he has cognitive or epistemic access.*®

John Pollock:
Internalism in epistemology is the view that only internal states of the
cognizer can be relevant in determining which of the cognizer’s beliefs are
justified.'®

Robert Audi:
...justification is grounded entirely in what is internal to the mind, in a sense

implying that it is accessible to introspection or reflection by the subject — a
view we might call internalism about justification.’®

Laurence BonJour:

The basic rationale is that what justifies a person’s beliefs must be something
that is available or accessible to him or her, that something to which | have

'8 plantinga, Alvin (1993) Warrant: the Current Debate. Oxford: Oxford University Press. p. 5.

19 pollock, John (1999) ‘At the Interface of Philosophy and Al’, in J.Greco and E.Sosa eds., The
Blackwell Guide to Epistemology. Malden, MA: Blackwell. p. 394. (383-414).

% Audi, Robert (1998) Epistemology: a Contemporary Introduction to the Theory of Knowledge.
London: Routledge. pp. 233-4.
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no %clzcess cannot give me a reason for thinking that one of my beliefs is
true

Roderick Chisholm :

The usual approach to the traditional questions of theory of knowledge is properly
called ‘internal’ or ‘internalistic’. The internalist assumes that merely by reflecting
upon his own conscious state, he can formulate a set of epistemic principles that will
enable him to find out, with respect to any possible belief he has, whether he is
justified in having that belief. The epistemic principles that he formulates and
principles that one may come upon and apply merely by sitting in one’s armchair, so
to speak, and without calling for any outside assistance. In a word, one need
consider only one’s own state of mind.?

Finally, William Alston (1993) distinguishes between the perspective
and access internalism:

First there is the idea that in order to confer justification something must be
within the subject’s ‘perspective’ or ‘viewpoint’ on the world, in the sense of
being something that the subject knows, believes, or justifiably believes. It
must be something that falls within the subject’s ken, something of which the
subject has taken note. Second, there is the idea that in order to confer
justification, something must be accessible to the subject in some special
way, for example, directly accessible or infallibly inaccessible.

We distinguish three main features of internalist view of knowing:
(IL.2.1) the sources of justification lie in the subject’s mind, they are
private; (11.2.2) direct accessibililty of these sources to the subject upon
reflection; and (II.2.3) performing one’s duty in order to believe what is
true and only what is true, and in order to disbelieve what is false. We
take a closer look at each of these features.

11.2 Features of Internalism

11.2.1 Descartes and the Internal Nature of Justifiers

Some philosophers, such as Laurence BonJour, maintain that the origin
of the internalist project stems from the Cartesian approach to
epistemology. Thus it enables us to discuss the features of internalism
by taking a look at Descartes’ epistemology.

2! BonJour, Laurence (2002) Epistemology. Lanham: Rowman & Littlefield, p. 222.
2 Chisholm, Roderick (1977) Theory of Knowledge, 3rd Edition. Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-
Hall.
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In his influential work Meditations on First Philosophy,?
Descartes starts his enquiry with the question about the possibility of
certain knowledge:

but as even now my reason convinces me that | ought none the less carefully
to withhold belief from what is not entirely certain and indubitable, than
from what is manifestly false, it will be sufficient to justify the rejection of
the whole if | shall find in each some ground for doubt.

He makes several claims about the fact that the world he is aware of
might be a fiction, a deception created by an Evil Demon. The subject
might be dreaming or might be mad or might be on drugs and thinks that
his surroundings are real while in fact they are private hallucinations. By
methodically suspending and calling all the earlier commonsense beliefs
into doubt, he embarks on the search for certain knowledge. He finds
that the only thing that cannot be doubted is the process doubting. Since
to doubt is a mode of thinking, there is something, a substance, that does
the thinking, that thinks, a thinker - in Cartesian terms, res cogitans,
often referred to simply as ‘I’. As Descartes puts it, ‘I am a thing, which
doubts, understands [conceives], affirms denies, wills, refuses, which
also imagines and feels.”® The subject can doubt the existence of his
body and of the entire ‘external’ world, but he can hardly call into
question that fact that he is thinking and that therefore there is a thinker
--- nothing cannot think, right? This fact of the self is, for Descartes,
‘necessarily true’ while facts about other aspects of the body and the
world (res extensa, the spatially extended) are contingently true.
Summarised in celebrated Latin: Cogito ergo sum. Hence, for Descartes,
the source of this epistemic certainty is not connected to and does not
rely on the existence of an ‘external’ world; it is located inside the
subject and relies on the subject having a conscious mind which is
directly accessible only to him.

To sum it up, Descartes opened the path for many philosophers:
in order to justify one’s beliefs, in order to find out why and what one
knows, one has to introspect, to descend into the depths of one’s mind,
to reflect. By virtue of this idea, this view of knowledge is called
internalism. However, in order to ensure that this is possible, the
internalist must assume that he is able to access his own mind, to
become acquainted with the states of mind. This brings us to the next
feature of internalism.

% Descartes, Reng, (1955) ‘Meditations on First Philosophy’, in E. Haldane and G.R.T. Ross (eds.)
The Philosophical Works of Descartes, Mineola, NY: Dover Publications.
2 |bid. p. 54.
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11.2.2 The Internal Accessibility of Justifiers

Internalist views of knowledge seem predicated on Descarte’s mind-
body substance dualism, according to which there are two fundamental
kinds of substances, a physical or material substance, res extensa, and a
mental substance, res cogitans. Physical objects are only indirectly
accessible; their existence is inferred via mental faculties and this
process of inference begins with initial sensory impulses. By contrast,
the mind is directly accessible and the subject can become directly and
immediately aware of its content. In the Second Meditation, Descartes
writes:

[11t is now manifest to me that even bodies are not properly speaking known
by the senses or by the faculty of imagination, but by the understanding only,
and since they are not known from the fact that they are seen and touched,
but only because they are understood, | see clearly that there is nothing that
is easier for me to know than my mind.%.

Richard Foley®® calls this the ‘egocentric’, more commonly called first-
person, perspective in epistemology. Possessing knowledge or not
depends solely on the subject, his reasons and his internal mental states
that are available for introspection and reflection. What is interesting
about this view of knowledge is the idea that internally justified beliefs
show the correct path to knowledge of the external world.

Two innate ideas, of God and the Soul, provide a guarantee for
the reliability of our mental faculties. Since God is benevolent and does
not deceive us, we can trust the cognitive faculties He has endowed us
with. Thus Descartes kills two birds with one stone: we can access the
content of our own minds, our internal world, and via it we can acquire
knowledge of the external world.

For Descartes, knowledge requires certainty, to know is to know
certainly; as soon as something can be doubted with good reason, it is
not certain and hence not knowledge. Knowledge is indubitable. Our
beliefs about the external world can be mistaken, false, and ‘it is prudent
never to trust completely those who have deceived us even once’,
Descartes acknowledges. How about things we perceive via the senses?
Beliefs about them are formulated by the power of reason. These things
being external to the subject’s mind, beliefs about these can only
possess lower credibility when compared to beliefs about internally
accessible things. A belief is certain, if it is ‘clear and distinct’, says
Descartes’, and there are no overriding beliefs contrary to it. The ideas

25 [

Ibid. p.58.
% Foley, Richard (2002) ‘What Am I to Believe?’ in Epistemology: Internalism and Externalism, ed.
by H. Kornblith. Oxford: Blackwell. p. 170. pp. 163-179.
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of God and the self, which are perceived with certainty because ‘clear
and distinct’, are pillars to carry the edifice of all our knowledge,
according to Descartes. From these certainties, Descartes wants to create
inferential chains of justification that stretch up to beliefs about the
external world.

Although Descartes was optimistic about the human cognitive
powers, his position was criticised for being a form of solipsism.
Descartes held that our trustworthy faculties of reason and sense also
guarantee that we acquire knowledge of the external world. But he did
not take into account that it is not only our senses, will or imagination,
but also our reason that is not infallible and is susceptible to error, no
matter whether we are guided by the correct method or not. Anything
can be justified by our own subjective lights, even if the belief in
question is blatantly false. There is no criterion that would allow the
subject to judge his own ways of reasoning and justifying because to do
so he must rely on those same ways of reasoning and justifying. That is
why Descartes’ view of knowledge resides within the confines of
subjectivity.?’

Afore-mentioned  criticisms  notwithstanding, internalists
uncontroversially hold that human reason is powerful enough to form
justified true beliefs. Due to this presupposition, the subject endowed
with cognitive capacities has a duty to form its beliefs in a responsible
manner. He should be praised for forming true beliefs and blamed for
believing false ones. This constitutes the third, deontological feature of
internalism.

11.2.3 Deontologism and Locke-Clifford Imperative

When the subject has direct privileged access to the belief-justifying
grounds, he is obliged to believe what is true and to disbelieve what is
false. Many proponents and opponents of internalism mention the
concept of epistemic duty as one of the features of this position.

Initiated by Descartes and Locke, the duty-based or deontological
conception of justification was further developed by more recent
authors, such as Feldman, Ginet, BonJour and, especially, by Alfred
Ayer’s analysis of the necessary and sufficient conditions of knowledge
as ‘being sure’ and ‘having the right to be sure’®, and Roderick
Chisholm’s ‘ethics of belief’. For Chisholm, the questions about the

7 Kornblith, Hilary (2001) ‘Internalism and Externalism: a Brief Historical Introduction’. In
Epistemology: Internalism and Externalism. p.5-6.
% Ayer, Alfred Jules, (1956) The Problem of Knowledge, Middlesex, UK: Penguin Books. p.35.
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reasons and evidence bringing about the justification of beliefs are the
questions of ethics, for to ask them ‘is simply to ask whether it is worthy
of our belief’®. We should not forget, however, that the subject of the
ethics of belief was asserted with unprecedented force by the 19th-
century polymath William Kingdon Clifford, in an essay of 1877 in
Contemporary Review® bearing exactly this title, which opens as
follows:

A shipowner was about to send to sea an emigrant-ship. He knew that she
was old, and not overwell built at the first; that she had seen many seas and
climes, and often had needed repairs. Doubts had been suggested to him that
possibly she was not seaworthy. These doubts preyed upon his mind, and
made him unhappy; he thought that perhaps he ought to have her thoroughly
overhauled and refitted, even though this should put him at great expense.
Before the ship sailed, however, he succeeded in overcoming these
melancholy reflections. He said to himself that she had gone safely through
so many voyages and weathered so many storms that it was idle to suppose
she would not come safely home from this trip also. He would put his trust in
Providence, which could hardly fail to protect all these unhappy families that
were leaving their fatherland to seek for better times elsewhere. He would
dismiss from his mind all ungenerous suspicions about the honesty of
builders and contractors. In such ways he acquired a sincere and comfortable
conviction that his vessel was thoroughly safe and seaworthy; he watched
her departure with a light heart, and benevolent wishes for the success of the
exiles in their strange new home that was to be; and he got his insurance-
money when she went down in mid-ocean and told no tales.

What shall we say of him? Surely this, that he was verily guilty of the death
of those men. It is admitted that he did sincerely believe in the soundness of
his ship; but the sincerity of his conviction can in no wise help him, because
he had no right to believe on such evidence as was before him. He had
acquired his belief not by honestly earning it in patient investigation, but by
stifling his doubts. And although in the end he may have felt so sure about it
that he could not think otherwise, yet inasmuch as he had knowingly and
willingly worked himself into that frame of mind, he must be held
responsible for it.

One should do one’s best in order to believe in the truth! Those who
have not done their very best to justify their beliefs commit an epistemic
sin. Clifford once more (ibid.):

® Firth, Roderick, (1959) “Chisholm and the Ethics of Belief”, Philosophical Review 68 (4): 493-
506. p.494.

% Clifford, William. K. (1947) The Ethics of Belief and Other Essays, London, Watts and Co. ('The
Ethics of Belief' was first published in 1877, in Contemporary Review, 29, pp. 283-309.)

16



To sum up: it is wrong always, everywhere, and for anyone, to believe
anything upon insufficient evidence.

We should add: it is right always, everywhere, and for anyone, to
believe anything upon sufficient evidence. Let us call these injunctions
jointly Locke-Clifford Imperative.

The normative characteristic of knowledge can be more vividly
emphasized by focusing on actions that are based on beliefs, which is
exactly what Clifford does: in order to judge whether a particular action
is right or wrong, one has to decide whether this action conforms to
certain norms, which have to be known. A similarity between ethics and
epistemology is that both disciplines are essentially normative. In other
words, considered judgment on the basis of some norm is the goal of
both of Ethics and Epistemology. Ethics is concerned with the question
what it is for an action to be a right or wrong; epistemology is concerned
with the question what it is for a belief to be justified or not. Chisholm: ‘To
know that h is true will be not only to have a true opinion with respect to
h, but also to have a certain right or duty with respect to h.”** He
maintains that the terms ‘right” and ‘duty’ are not merely technical terms
but are related, since the right to believe a proposition p is established if
and only if there is no duty to abstain from believing this proposition p,
and vice versa.

If a proposition is true and the subject has good reasons to believe
it, then he has a duty to believe it. As in the case with actions, there
should be certain norms that would allow the subject to judge the status
of her beliefs and to distinguish between knowledge and mere belief.
These norms imply the duty to conform to them. For example, some
internalist epistemologists, such as Chisholm*? or Feldman®, think that a
belief is permitted only if it is supported by adequate evidence and
possesses no overriding reasons or contrary evidence that might lead
one to believing a falsity, which is essentially Clifford’s Imperative. The
subject is held responsible for having beliefs. To form one’s beliefs
responsibly, one has to take precautions in order to prevent acquiring
false beliefs, otherwise one will be blamed for not observing his duty. In
this way the ethical categories of responsibility, praiseworthiness and
blameworthiness enter epistemology and thus epistemology
encompasses an ethics of belief.

To put it in a slightly different fashion, if the subject has a duty,
or is permitted, to believe that p, he does not have a right or duty not to
believe that p. According to William Alston,

% Chisholm, Roderick (1966), Theory of Knowledge. Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice Hall. p.11.
%2 Chisholm, op. cit., Ch. 2.

* Feldman, Richard (2001) “Voluntary Belief and Epistemic Justification”. Knowledge, Truth and
Duty, M. Steup (ed.), Oxford: Oxford University Press, pp.77--92.
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on the deontological conception of the epistemic justification of belief that is
as close as possible to the standard conception of the justification of action,
to be justified in believing that p at t is for one’s belief that p at t not to be in
violation of any epistemic principles, principles that permit only those beliefs
that are sufficiently likely to be true.*

As Ryle taught us, ought implies can: if subject S ought to
believe that p, then S can believe that p, that is, S must posses the
cognitive capacities to form p and use these cognitive capacities to judge
whether p is true or false. If S happens to have a false belief, then S is to
blame for having this belief and for dereliction of his epistemic duty.

This position is based on an assumption that in order to be praised
or blamed for having, or not having, justified beliefs, subject S must
have, in Alston’s terminology, ‘voluntary control’ over his own beliefs.
Subject S must have all his beliefs at his disposal and must be able to
manage these beliefs on the spot in such a manner that S responsibly
comes to believe (or disbelieve) that p. We often use such phrases that
express the permission or prohibition imposed on our beliefs, such as
‘“You ought not to think that John is incapable of making brave
decisions’, or ‘I have a good reason to maintain that Simon will keep his
promise’. These phrases suggest that in order to decide whether to
believe a proposition, S must possess the ability to access a feasible set
of relevant alternatives.

Now let us connect the deontological condition with other
features of internalism. The aforementioned considerations indicate that
the deontological feature relies on the accessibility of justifiers and of
internal mental contents in general. In other words, the subject must
know how to discriminate between truth and falsity, so that he can
decide what the fulfillment of the epistemic duty involves in this
particular case and which decision has to be made.

For Descartes, the concept of performing one’s epistemic duty is
an issue of crucial importance: the subject is supposed to believe only
what is clear and distinct. This issue of obligation can be discussed in
relation to committing an error. According to Descartes, errors happen
because of the exercise of our free will (and possibly abusing it). When
the will is employed to form a judgment lacking proper justification, the
subject falls into ‘error and sin’. Hence, in order to produce a proper
judgment, two components must be in place: first, the proposition must

% Alston William (1989), ‘The Deontological Conception of Epistemic Justification’ in Epistemic
Justification: Essays in the Theory of Knowledge, Ithaca, New York: Cornell University Press. pp.
115—152, p. 117.
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be clear and distinct; secondly, the decision what to do with this
proposition is voluntary, whether to accept, reject or withhold a
judgment. Even though Descartes refers to the powers of reason as very
‘feeble and limited’ and to the will as ‘perfect and unlimited’, reason is
more important than will in knowledge-acquisition. It is so because the
proper voluntary performance is possible only within the limits of the
rational. In The Fourth Meditation, Descartes writes:

...if T affirm what is not true, it is evident that | deceive myself; even though
I judge according to truth, this comes about only by chance, and | do not
escape the blame of misusing my freedom; for the light of nature teaches us
that the knowledge for understanding should always precede the
determination of the will. It is in the misuse of the free will that the privation
which constitutes that characteristic nature of error is met with.*®

As is clear from this quotation, mistaken beliefs are due to shortcomings
of the free will. The possessor of this will is held responsible for the
consequences of his volitions. If he forms a belief on any but clear and
distinct grounds, it would be treated as a defect of his will. The duty to
believe only what is true is ensured by the ‘light of nature’ (lumen
naturalis), the idea that the natural powers of the human reason are apt
and sufficient to attain truth. If human reason is capable of
understanding the truth, then the subject will know, and is therefore
responsible for following the epistemic norms and the outcomes of his
choices. Descartes’ usage of the word ‘blame’ in this passage seems to
suggest that this epistemic requirement is imposed by the higher
creature, God, who has created human beings. He designed them in such
a way that no matter how limited or imperfect, they are able to and even
obliged to follow his principles. That is what humans as rational and
voluntary beings should do to reciprocate their Creator. Descartes
continues:

He [God] has at least left within my power the other means, which is firmly
to adhere to the resolution never to give judgment on matters whose truth is
not clearly known to me; for although I notice certain weakness in my nature
(...), I can yet, by attentive and frequently repeated meditation (...), acquire
the habit of never going astray.

To conclude, in Descartes’ view, no matter how limited and weak
the human mind is, it still can be make the right judgments. Moreover,
not only the mind can accomplish this task; it also ought to be aiming at
it. Thus Descartes can be said to endorse the deontological attitude.

% Descartes, Reng, (1955) Meditations on First Philosophy, in E. Haldane and G.R.T. Ross (eds) The
Philosophical Works of Descartes, Mineola, NY: Dover Publications, p.176.
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John Locke is even more attentive to the deontological aspect.
According to him, any justified belief should be based on a good reason.
Locke formulates his position by pointing out:

He that believes without having any reason® for believing, may be in love
with his own fancies; but neither seeks truth as he ought, nor pays the
obedience due to his Maker, who would have him to use those discerning
faculties he has given him, to keep him out of mistake and error.*’

Locke argues that humans, as rational creatures, are obliged to believe
only what they take to be true and supported by good plausible reasons.
This is Locke-Clifford’s Imperative again. The acquisition of beliefs
should be well thought through and based on good grounds, it should
not be arrived at by chance, guess or lucky coincidence. Recognition of
rationality as an essential feature of a human being at the same time
places the burden of responsibility on the subject. He is the one to blame
in case of failure to perform one’s epistemic duty. To quote another
passage from Locke,

This at least is certain, that he must be accountable for the mistakes he runs
into: whereas he that makes use of the light and faculties that God has given
him [and seeks sincerely to discover truth by those aids and abilities he has],
may have this satisfaction in doing his duty as a rational creature, that,
though he should miss truth, he will not miss the reward of it.*®

Therefore, the fact of being a rational creature provides humans with the
capability of being in a position to know what truth is. This creates a
responsibility of believing what is correct and be blamed for not
performing one’s duties and forming unjustified beliefs, respectively. In
the last-mentioned case, his mental capacities are not used the way they
were meant to.

Although we have taken internalist views to be standard, and
marked Descartes as the founding father of these epistemic views,
competing externalist views have arisen over the past decades,
criticizing internalist views. These criticisms we discuss next.

% reason‘ meaning without seeing the reasonableness of having faith in the particular authority that
we trust in.

%" Locke, John (1689;1959) An Essay Concerning Human Understanding, ed. A.C. Fraser, Mineola,
New York: Dover Publications, p.413.

% |bid. p.413.
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11.3 Criticism of Internalism

11.3.1 Preamble

Having discussed the essential features of internalism, let us briefly
discuss some criticisms of this position. Traditional epistemology did
not question the characterisation of knowledge as justified true belief
and there has been wide consensus that internalist conception of
justification is the most plausible candidate to fill the gap between true
belief and knowledge: truly believing becomes knowing as soon as one
has good reasons for believing so. In its wake comes a normative aspect,
which goes back to Locke, Descartes and Clifford: we ought to believe
those and only those propositions that are justified and disbelieve those
and only those propositions whose negations are justified (deontology).

These considerations have been challenged in two important
ways: Edmund Gettier presented his well-known counterexamples to
sufficiency of justifiably and truly believing for knowing (11.3.2); W.V.
Quine attacked ‘armchair epistemology’ for employing rational logical
reduction while dealing with cognition and not paying attention to
empirical research on that topic (11.3.3). These two lines of criticism
have been starting points for further developments in epistemology; we
turn to these starting points next.

11.3.2 Gettier Counterexamples (about cars, places, coins, jobs,
sheep and barns)

To rehearse, internalist views of knowledge take justifiably believing in
the truth to be sufficient and necessary for knowing:

(ITB)  J(S, p) A Tr(p) A B(S, p) iff Kn(S,p) ,
or
JTB(S, p) iff Kn(S, p)

when JTB(S, p) is the threefold left-hand-conjunction of (JTB).
Criterion schema (JTB) is logically speaking a conjunction of the
following two conditional schemata:

(JTB1) JTB(S,p) —» Kn(S,p) and
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(JTB2) Kn(S,p) — JTB(S, p).
In his one and only published philosophical paper, Edmund Gettier *°
expressed no criticism of (JTB2), but challenged (JTB1) by providing
two Cases (below I and Il) where subject S justifiably and truly believes
in some proposition q but falls short of knowing that q:

(G) JG,9) ATr(@) A B(S, ) A =Kn(S, q) ,

which is the negation of, and therefore inconsistent with (JTB1), but is
consistent with (JTB2). Let us first consider Gettier’s Case II, which is
supposed to be an instance of (G).

Case I1: Cars and Places. Gettier uses the following assumption:

for a proposition P, if S is justified in believing P, and P entails Q,
and S deduces Q from P, and accepts Q as a result of this
deduction, then S is justified in believing Q. *°

Using an obvious abbreviation for justified belief, Gettier essentially
says that justified belief is closed under justified belief in deduction:

*) [IBS,p) AIBESpFal— IBESq) .

Let us suppose that Smith is justified in believing that
(1) Jones ownsa Ford ,

because Jones owned a Ford in the past and he has just offered Smith a
ride while he was driving a Ford. Suppose further that Smith has a
friend, Brown, but is unaware about his friend’s current whereabouts.
Smith thinks, for some reason or other, of three possible cities where his
friend Brown may actually be, and considers the following propositions:

(2) Either Jones owns a Ford, or Brown is in Boston;
(3) Either Jones owns a Ford, or Brown is in Barcelona;
(4) Either Jones owns a Ford, or Brown is in Brest-Litovsk.

Suppose that, first, (1) is false because Jones has rented the Ford; and
secondly, that by sheer coincidence and entirely unknown to Smith,
Brown happens to be in Barcelona, so that (3) is true whereas both (2)

% Gettier, Edmund (1963). ,Is Justified True Belief Knowledge?*, Analysis 23: 121-123; p.121.
40
Ibid.p.121.
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and (4) are false. Since trivially (2), (3) and (4) follow from (1), and
Smith justifiably believes this, he justifiably believes that (2), that (3)
and that (4), and therefore knows that (3), by (*) and (JTB), but does
neither know that (2) nor that (4), because (3) is true and (2) and (4) are
false. So far so good, one would say. However, Gettier (1963: 124),
asserts that ‘Smith does not know that (3) is true’, in contradiction to
what we concluded above on the basis of (*) and (JTB), i.e. Smith
knows that (3).

Gettier asserts that Smith does not know that (3). Why? Smith’s
justification for (3) is that it deductively follows from (1) and justified
belief is closed under deduction (*). But (1) is false. The fact that we
end up with a true disjunction by disjuncting falsehood (1) with disjunct
‘Brown is in Barcelona’ is because by sheer coincidence and unknown
to Smith this last disjunct is true, and for this disjunct Smith has no
justification whatsoever. Smith is lucky that Brown happens to be in
Barcelona because this makes him know according to (JTB). Such a
‘Gettier situation’ (i.e. instantiating (G)) is said to be a case of epistemic
luck or lucky knowledge. When we don’t want to know by being lucky
but by being properly justified, we should strengthen the sufficient
condition (JTB1) for knowing, and the necessary one (JTB2) so that we
keep having a criterion, like (JTB) is.

We could try the following: what we know should not be deduced
from a false belief, as (3) is deduced from the false belief (1) that Jones
owns a car. Getter’s first case against (JTB), another instance of (G),
also is a case of epistemic luck deduction from a false belief.

Case I: Coins and Jobs. Suppose Smith and Jones have applied for a
job. A friend of Smith’s told him that Jones is the director’s nephew
and it is well-known that for this director family always comes first.
Smith has also observed Jones counting 10 coins and put them in his
pocket. Thus Smith knows that:

(5) Jones will get the job and Jones has 10 coins in his pocket.

Smith deduces the following from (5):

(6) The applicant with 10 coins in his pocket will get the job.

Smith then also knows that (6) by an appeal to (*) or to (HC). Suppose
now further that Jones has insulted the director’s daughter, and the
director got so angry, so that he will give Smith the job out of spite.

Smith also has coins in his pocket but doesn’t know how many; there
happen to be 10 of them. Hence (6) remains a true justified belief of
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Smith, but justified not because Smith knows that he himself will get the
job and that he knows how many coins he has in his pocket, but because
(6) follows from (5), which happens to be false. But this we proposed to
forbid: no knowledge when derived from a falsehood. Abbreviation:

J+(S, p): S canjustify p without deducing p from some falsehood .
Then our new analysis of knowing-that becomes:

(J+TB)  J(S, p) ATr(p) A B(S,p) iff Kn(S,p) ,
or
J+TB(S, p) iff Kn(S, p) ,

with an obvious abbreviation. But as R.M. Chisholm has pointed out,
we can have instances of (G) that also clash with (J+TB) because what
is known is not deduced from a falsehood.

Case III: Chisholm’s sheep. Farmer Rod is standing in a meadow,
spots a sheep in the distance and consequently believes there is a sheep
in the distance, and he knows a sheep when he sees one. Thus by
(J+TB), Rod knows that:

(7) There is a sheep in the distance.

Suppose that it is not a sheep, but a large white furry dog, with its head
turned away from Rod, resembling very much a sheep when seen from a
distance. Suppose further that Rod sees a white dot in the deeper
distance, which he cannot recognise for what it is because it simply too
far away. It happens to be a sheep. So (7) remains a true belief of Rod
being justified by means of an observation rather than derived from a
falsehood,

but it is a case of epistemic luck, because Rod justifies his true belief in
(7) by means of his first observation, which is not correct (it is a dog),
whereas the observation that ought to justify (7) is the second one,
which was however too vague for Rod to justify anything but that there
is something in the deeper distance. The reason Rod takes to think that
(7) is true is not correct; he does not have the right justification and
therefore he does not know.

What now? Well, in spite of the fact that Rod did not justify (7)
by deducting it from a falsehood, he does have a false belief that he
takes to justify (7): that the nearer object is a sheep. Let us therefore
adjust (J+) accordingly and call it false-free justification:

J*(S, p): S can justify p without involving some falsehood .
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Then our new analysis of knowing-that becomes:

(I*TB) J*(S,p) ATr(p) AB(S, p) iff Kn(S, p) ,
or
J*TB(S, p) iff Kn(S, p) ,

with an obvious abbreviation. See Lehrer, Theory of Knowledge®.

The conclusion of Cases I-I11 is that strengthening our concept of
justification ‘internally’ is of no avail when it comes to Getter-
situations. Perhaps a fourth, anti-luck conjunct is needed in addition to
truth, belief and justification, or perhaps the justification conjunct stands
in need of replacement. Gettier situations paved the way for externalism.
However, that was not the only influence that stimulated the emergence
of externalist theories. Quine’s project of naturalized epistemology was
the second major influence in that.

11.3.3. Quine and Naturalised Epistemology

Another source of motivation for externalist analyses of knowledge was
provided by W.v.O. Quine®, who criticized traditional accounts of
knowledge from a naturalistic perspective. He declared that the project
of epistemology as logical reconstruction advocated by logical
positivists was a failure, because they failed to reduce all scientifically
established sentences about the external world to the observational
language by formal-logical means. In Der Logische Aufbau der Welt*,
Carnap attempted, inspired by Russell, to reduce sentences to sense-
impressions and a primitive resemblance relation between them. Such
philosophical projects were not and could not be influenced by scientific
findings in (cognitive) psychology and learning theory. Not the sort of
‘scientific philosophy’ that logical positivism aspired to be.

Mutatis mutandis for epistemology. Quine, in the strictest empiricist
spirit:

“1 _ehrer, Keith (1990). Theory of Knowledge. Boulder, CO: Westview Press, pp.17-18.

“8 Carnap, Rudolf (1928; 1967). Der Logische Aufbau der Welt Trans. The Logical Structure of the
World. Berkeley, CA: University of California.
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the stimulation of his sensory receptors is all the evidence anybody has had
to go on, ultimately, in arriving at his picture of the world. Why not just see
how this construction really proceeds? Why not settle for psychology?*

Quine’s proposal is to see epistemology as a study of our cognitive
activities and capacities. As he writes,

Epistemology, or something like it, simply falls into place as a chapter of
psychology and hence of natural science. It studies a natural phenomenon,
viz., a physical human subject. This human subject is accorded a certain
experimentary controlled input — certain patterns or irradiation in assorted
frequencies, for instance — and in the fullness of time the subject delivers as
output a description of the three-dimensional external world and its history.
The relation between the meager input and the torrential output is a relation
that we are prompted to study for somewhat the same reasons that always
prompted epistemology; namely, to see how the evidence relates to theory,
and in what way one’s theory of nature transcends any available evidence.*

Epistemology is a branch of natural science. Needless to say that this
naturalised epistemology project stands in sharp contrast to traditional
epistemology. Quinean Naturalists study the relation between sensory
input states (two-dimensional irradiation of retina in the case of our
visual receptors, our eyes), and behavioural output states, which can be
done entirely from the 3rd person perspective, whereas traditional
epistemology crucially involves the 1st person perspective. Notably
consciousness plays hardly a part in Quine’s naturalised epistemology,
whereas it is essential for believing and justifying in the sense of being
able to provide reasons for one’s beliefs, weigh them, assesses them,
and having access to one’s mental states. In fact, Quine urges us to
abandon the traditional justification-focused epistemology and replace it
with the natural science of cognition. But then what about knowledge,
for which, according to the standard definition, justification is
necessary? Should the concept of knowledge also be abandoned?
Attempts to answer these questions contributed to the rise of current
externalist epistemology, to which I shall turn in the next Chapter.

* Quine, Willard van Orman (1969) Ontological Relativity and Other Essays. New York: Columbia
University Press. p. 75.
* |bid. p.82-83.
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I11. Externalism and its Critics

111.1 Preamble

After Quine’s naturalistic project and Gettier’s criticisms, the situation
in epistemology has changed with respect to the key concepts of
justification and knowledge. Many philosophers tried to respond to the
Gettier situations and provided Gettier-proof amendments of traditional
JTB analysis, and we have met a few of them in the previous Chapter
(JTB+, J*TB, DJTB). Externalist views form one kind of such Gettier-
proof views. In the current section, | investigate the main features of
externalist views and discuss the main criticisms of externalism.

In internalist views of knowledge, the main justification-
conferring properties come from the subject and are —or should be —
immediately accessible upon reflection. Furthermore, the rational ability
to acquire true beliefs makes it a person’s epistemic duty to acquire true
and only true beliefs (the Locke-Clifford Imperative), and makes a
person responsible for the beliefs that he holds. In comparison, the basic
tenet of externalist views of knowledge and justification is that
knowledge and justification are a matter of what is external to the
subject, a matter of relations between mind and reality, between word
and world. Instead of reasons, externalists demand justified belief to be
the result of reliable cognitive processes, which are processes involving
the knowing subject and the ‘external” world. For example, there should
be an appropriate causal connection between the (contents of the)
mental state of belief and actual states of affairs. In what follows, |
discuss externalist features such as the external connection, reliability
and counterfactuality.

111.2 Features of Externalism

111.2.1 External Connection

Certain internalis