Study Guide Sets 2&3: Internalism, Externalism, & ICT

-by Enzo Carrano

Internalism:  A theory of knowledge emphasizing the subject’s point of view, his actual possession of the reasons or grounds for one’s beliefs, i.e. those who give good reasons or show their evidence is justified, even if they are not right. (Pojman 135/136)

Internalist Philosophers:

-Plato*

-Thomas Aquinas

-Rene Descartes*

-John Locke*

-Roderick Chisholm*

(* denotes discussed in class)

Descartes and Internalism:  Held our basic beliefs to be infallible, and by holding the reasons for our own beliefs we have access to them.  By introspection we can see not only what we believe but why we believe it.  Belief can be justified on the basis of perception, memory report, emotion, testimony, or inference from a set of other beliefs. (Pojman 137)

Contemporary Internalism:  Require only that the subject has the best reasons available to them, whether from a foundationalist or coherentist perspective.  


-Foundationalist: A theory of justification that divides beliefs into basic and nonbasic beliefs.  Holds that basic beliefs are foundational and need no additional support, and that nonbasic beliefs are justified by their relationship to basic beliefs.  Basic beliefs are immediately justified, whereas a nonbasic belief is mediately justified.  A nonbasic belief is one that is inferentially based on one or more properly basic beliefs (Pojman 103&344). 


-Coherentist: A theory of justification of a belief that involves the mutual support of a whole system of beliefs.  Two types of coherentism linear and holistic, using a circular scheme in an attempt to escape the regress problem. (Pojman 105,343&117)

Responsibility and Internalism:  Two conditions are associated with internalism, accessibility (a necessary condition for justification), and responsibility (a necessary obligation to seek justification, or truth).  Analogous to moral responsibility, as one uses the strength of ones beliefs to proportion it with the strength of ones available evidence, as to justify a belief. (Pojman 138)

Externalism:  A theory of knowledge that asserts that knowledge is not to be understood in terms of reasons justifying a true belief but as beliefs produced by reliable processes, such as perception and deductive reasoning.  Can be broken down into two types: reliabilists and substantive naturalists. 


-Reliabilist:  A theory of justification that maintains whether one is able to cite or access justification is not as important as coming to a belief through a reliable mechanism.  Such as having a functional memory and senses. (Pojman 143&348)


-Substantive Naturalists:  A theory of justification that asserts that beliefs can only be attained through the natural, physical order of reality. (Pojman 345)

Externalist Philosophers:


Reliabilist

-Alvin Goldman

-Marshall Swain

-Ernest Sosa


Substantive Naturalist

-Fred Dretske*

-W.V. Quine

-Robert Nozick

(* denotes discussed in class)

Advantages of Externalism:  Externalism offers a solution to skepticism, dissolves the problems of induction and other minds, and makes sense of perceptual memory and knowledge via reliable processes. (Pojman 145)

Incorrigibility Thesis (ICT):  

-According to Class Lecture:  Thesis that one cannot be corrected about ones beliefs, because one cannot be mistaken about ones beliefs

-According to Pojman Text:  If someone incorrigibly believes a proposition p, it is impossible to show that person he or she is mistaken.  The person may be mistaken, but no one can demonstrate it.  Incorrigible does not mean Infallible [Infallible: The idea that someone cannot be mistaken about the belief in question, either because the belief is self-evidently true or logically necessary]. (Pojman 345)

Ex. {I believe I am experiencing a red experience, no one can prove I am not experiencing it-even though the object that I am perceiving is some other color.}


-According to Privacy and the Mental by George Bailey:  The thesis that some of a person’s beliefs (or reports) are incorrigible.  To say that a belief or report is incorrigible is to say that, regardless of whether or not the belief (or report) is true, it (logically) cannot be corrected. (Bailey 125)


-According to Chalmers’ The Content and Epistemology of Phenomenal Belief:  A thesis that first-person beliefs about phenomenal states are incorrigible, or infallible (I use these terms equivalently), in that 

they cannot be false. (Chalmers 4.1)

Objections to ICT:  


-Chalmers: “The thesis nevertheless has a number of significant limitations. The first is that most phenomenal beliefs are not direct phenomenal beliefs, so most phenomenal beliefs are still corrigible. The most common sort of phenomenal belief arguably involves the application of a pre-existing phenomenal concept (either a relational phenomenal concept or a standing pure phenomenal concept) to a new situation, as with the beliefs typically expressed by claims such as 'I am having a red experience' or 'I am in pain'. These are not direct phenomenal beliefs, and are almost certainly corrigible…It is plausible that all the standard counterexamples to incorrigibility theses fall into classes such as these, particularly the first. All the standard counterexamples appear to involve the application of pre-existing phenomenal concepts (pain, hot, red experience). So none of the standard counterexamples apply to the incorrigibility thesis articulated here.” (Chalmers 4.1)


-Crumley:  “First, for any belief we might have as a result of introspection, we might also have arrived at via inference, then the inference may be based on mistaken or false premises, or indeed, be merely a faulty inference…(Hamlet written by Francis Bacon who I believe to be Shakespeare example, by Keith Lehrer)…Notice there are a number of things true with the former content that are not true of the latter, even if we allow that I do have mistaken belief about the identity of Shakespeare…We can be mistaken about whether introspection is a direct process.  Such unconscious inferences do occur, and which is a troublesome point for infallibilist because it may go undistinguished…Having a belief involves a descriptive component, because having beliefs involves applying concepts.  If using concepts involves a risk of misusing or misapplying concepts, then introspection is not an infallible source of belief about the contents of our own minds.” (Crumley 107&109)

-1. Misdescription can be misrecognition

-2. This concept applies to “whatever” I am experiencing here and now is not much of a belief


-Churchland:  The hot poker swapped with an ice cube example, and the orange swapped with lime sherbet example as tools to show that “One corrects one’s qualitative identification, in flat contradiction to the idea that mistakes are impossible.  Mistakes of this kind are called expectation effects, and are a standard phenomena with general perception.  Evidently, they apply to introspection as well (as there are possibly intermediary levels of introspection that we are not aware of)”.  The youth who losses visceral, tactile sensation and does not feel pain for fifty years and then suddenly regains it example; and the dream of a splitting headache example are both used to show that “The incorrigibility thesis might have been initially possible in the case of sensations, but it is not remotely plausible for most other mental states like beliefs, desires, and emotions.” (Churchland 76-78)

Miscellaneous Info:
-Brain as a predictive mechanism not a computer

-Beliefs are possible without sensations, sensations are possible without beliefs

-Causation is not logically connected

-David Hume’s distinction between 2 events being in a particular state is not the same event as believing you are in the sensory state

-To recognize requires beliefs about the ocurrent mental state.  Beliefs always require concepts and their applications (possibility of misapplication)

-Infinite Regress Problem: You know you had Sensation 1 by knowing you had Sensation 2 by knowing you had Sensation 3…

-Determinate Identity Conditions:  Things that identify the characteristics of an object.  The determinate identity conditions of an apple are red, round, and fruit.  A Grebnisor state does not have determinate identity conditions.
