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Get the most from this book

Everyone has to decide his or her own revision strategy, but it is essential to review your work, learn it and test your understanding. These Revision Notes will help you to do that in a planned way, topic by topic. Use this book as the cornerstone of your revision and don’t hesitate to write in it – personalise your notes and check your progress by ticking off each section as you revise.

Track your progress

Use the revision planner on pages iv–viii to plan your revision, topic by topic. Make a note when you have:


•  revised and understood a topic

•  tested yourself

•  practised the Now test yourself questions and gone online to check your answers



You can also keep track of your revision by noting each topic heading in the book. You may find it helpful to add your own notes as you work through each topic.

Features to help you succeed
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Exam tips

Expert tips are given throughout the book to help you polish your exam technique in order to maximise your chances in the exam.
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Now test yourself

These short, knowledge-based questions provide the first step in testing your learning. Answers are online.
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Definitions and key words

Key words from the specification are highlighted in bold throughout the book and defined in the glossary.
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Revision activities

These activities will help you to understand each topic in an interactive way.
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Diagrams

There are several diagrams throughout the book to aid understanding. We encourage you to draw diagrams that establish the connections between ideas and arguments as part of your revision.
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Exam checklist

A checklist to tick off to keep track of the things you need to know for each part of the exam.
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Key quotes

Quotations from philosophers about a specific topic.
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Criticism

Highlights and evaluates some of the difficulties in various ideas.
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Online

Go online to check your answers to the Now test yourself questions at www.hoddereducation.co.uk/myrevisionnotesdownloads
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My revision planner

Section 1 Epistemology

What is knowledge?


Types of knowledge

Propositional knowledge and language



The tripartite view: knowledge as justified, true belief

Issues with the tripartite view


Issue: are the JTB conditions individually necessary?

Issue: are the JTB conditions jointly sufficient?



Responses to the issues with the tripartite view


Infallibilism

No false lemmas: J + T + B + N

Reliabilism: R + T + B

Virtue epistemology: V + T + B



Perception as a source of knowledge

Direct realism (naïve realism)


What is direct realism?

Support for direct realism



Issues with direct realism


Issue: argument from illusion

Issue: perceptual variation

Issue: argument from hallucination

Issue: the time-lag argument



Indirect realism


Support for indirect realism

Locke’s primary/secondary quality distinction



Issues with indirect realism


Issue: scepticism about the existence of mind-independent objects

Issue: ideas cannot be like material objects (Berkeley)



Berkeley’s idealism


Berkeley’s attack on the primary/secondary distinction

Berkeley’s ‘master’ argument



Issues with Berkeley’s idealism


Issue: arguments from illusions and hallucinations

Issue: idealism leads to solipsism

Issue: problems with the role played by God in Berkeley’s idealism



Reason as a source of knowledge

Innatism


Plato’s argument from the ‘slave boy’

Innate ideas: Leibniz



Empiricist responses


Locke’s arguments against innate ideas

The mind as tabula rasa



The intuition and deduction thesis


Intuition, deduction and ‘clear and distinct ideas’ (Descartes)

The cogito (a priori intuition)

Arguments for the existence of God (a priori deductions)

Proof of the external world (a priori deduction)



Limits of knowledge

Scepticism


The differences between philosophical scepticism and normal incredulity

Local and global scepticism

Descartes’ three waves of doubt



Responses to scepticism


Descartes

Empiricist responses: Locke, Berkeley, Russell

Reliabilism



Section 2 Moral philosophy

Normative theories


Comparison of the three normative ethical theories



Utilitarianism


Utility and maximising utility

Hedonistic utilitarianism

Bentham’s utility calculus (act utilitarianism and rule utilitarianism)

John Stuart Mill’s qualitative hedonistic utilitarianism

Mill’s ‘proof’ of the greatest happiness principle

Non-hedonistic utilitarianism



Issues with utilitarianism


Is pleasure the only good?

Fairness and individual liberty/rights

Problems with calculating utility

Issues around partiality

Moral integrity and intentions of the individual



Applied ethics: utilitarianism


Stealing

Simulated killing

Eating animals

Telling lies



Kantian deontological ethics


A ‘good will’

Acting in accordance with duty versus acting out of duty

Hypothetical versus categorical imperatives

The categorical imperative (first formulation)

The categorical imperative (humanity formulation)



Issues with Kantian deontological ethics


Clashing/competing duties

Not all non-universalisable maxims are immoral (and not all universalisable maxims are moral)

The moral value of consequences

The value of certain motives such as love, friendship, kindness

Morality is a system of hypothetical, not categorical, imperatives (Foot)



Applied Kantian ethics


Stealing

Eating animals

Simulated killing

Telling lies



Aristotelian virtue ethics

Aristotle’s account of the ‘good’


‘The good’ for human beings

The meaning of eudaimonia as the ‘final end’

The relationship between eudaimonia and pleasure

The function argument: virtues and function



Aristotle’s account of virtues and vices


Virtues as character traits or dispositions

The role of education and habituation in the development of a moral character

The skill analogy

The importance of feelings

The doctrine of the mean and its application to particular virtues



Aristotle’s account of moral responsibility


Voluntary actions

Involuntary actions

Non-voluntary actions



Aristotle’s account of the role of practical reason and action, and of pleasure


The relationship between virtues, actions and reasons

The role of practical reasoning/practical wisdom



Issues with Aristotelian virtue ethics


Does virtue ethics give clear guidance about how to act?

Can virtue ethics deal with clashing virtues?

The possibility of circularity

Must a trait contribute to eudaimonia in order to be a virtue?

The individual and the moral good



Applied ethics: Aristotle


Stealing

Simulated killing

Eating animals

Telling lies



Meta-ethics


The origins of moral principles: reason or emotion/attitudes or society?

The distinction between cognitivism and non-cognitivism about ethical language



Moral realism


Moral naturalism (cognitivist)

Moral non-naturalism (cognitivist)



Issues with moral realism


Hume’s fork

Ayer’s verification principle

Hume – moral judgements are not beliefs

Hume’s is–ought gap

Mackie’s arguments from relativity and from queerness



Moral anti-realism


Mackie’s error theory (cognitivist)

Ayer’s emotivism (non-cognitivist)

Hare’s prescriptivism (non-cognitivist)



Issues with moral anti-realism


Can moral anti-realism account for how we use moral language?

Problem of accounting for moral progress

Does anti-realism become moral nihilism?



Glossary


Countdown to my exams
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6–8 weeks to go


•  Start by looking at the specification — make sure you know exactly what material you need to revise and the style of the examination. Use the revision planner on pages iv–viii to familiarise yourself with the topics.

•  Organise your notes, making sure you have covered everything on the specification. The revision planner will help you to group your notes into topics.

•  Work out a realistic revision plan that will allow you time for relaxation. Set aside days and times for all the subjects that you need to study, and stick to your timetable.

•  Set yourself sensible targets. Break your revision down into focused sessions of around 40 minutes, divided by breaks. These Revision Notes organise the basic facts into short, memorable sections to make revising easier.
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2–6 weeks to go


•  Read through the relevant sections of this book and refer to the exam tips, exam checklists and key terms. Tick off the topics as you feel confident about them. Highlight those topics you find difficult and look at them again in detail.

•  Test your understanding of each topic by working through the ‘Now test yourself’ questions in the book. Look up the answers online.

•  Make a note of any problem areas as you revise, and ask your teacher to go over these in class.

•  Look at past papers. They are one of the best ways to revise and practise your exam skills.

•  Use the revision activities to try out different revision methods. For example, you can make notes using mind maps, spider diagrams or flash cards.

•  Track your progress using the revision planner and give yourself a reward when you have achieved your target.
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One week to go


•  Try to fit in at least one more timed practice of an entire past paper and seek feedback from your teacher, comparing your work closely with the mark scheme.

•  Check the revision planner to make sure you haven’t missed out any topics. Brush up on any areas of difficulty by talking them over with a friend or getting help from your teacher.

•  Attend any revision classes put on by your teacher. Remember, he or she is an expert at preparing people for examinations.
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The day before the examination


•  Flick through these Revision Notes for useful reminders, for example the exam tips, exam checklists and key terms.

•  Check the time and place of your examination.

•  Make sure you have everything you need — extra pens and pencils, tissues, a watch, bottled water, sweets.

•  Allow some time to relax and have an early night to ensure you are fresh and alert for the examinations.
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My exam

Paper 1: Epistemology and moral philosophy

Date: .........................................................................

Time: ........................................................................

Location: ..................................................................
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Exam support

The Assessment Objectives

The AQA A-level Philosophy specification has two Assessment Objectives (AOs). These tell the examiners what they should look for in your answers.

AO1 concerns how well you are able to show your understanding of the topic, ideas, methods and arguments and your ability to analyse and explain them by identifying the key ideas and showing how they fit together.

AO2 tests your capacity to analyse philosophical positions, theories and arguments in order that you may evaluate how strong they are by exploring the quality of the reasoning, considering their implications and exploring objections and counter arguments.

The exam

The A-level exam consists of two, three-hour papers. Paper 1 examines Epistemology and Moral philosophy. Paper 2, the Metaphysics of God and Metaphysics of Mind. Both exam papers will contain 10 questions, 5 on each theme:


•  1 × 3-mark question (all 3 marks awarded for AO1)

•  2 × 5-mark questions (all 5 marks awarded for AO1)

•  1 × 12-mark question (all 12 marks awarded for AO1)

•  1 × 25-mark question (5 marks awarded for AO1, 20 marks for AO2)



The only time you can gain marks for showing your ability to analyse and evaluate (AO2) is in answering the 25-mark question. In the other question because marks are awarded for AO1 only, you will not be credited for evaluating the arguments.

Timings

In the exam, try to divide your time evenly between the two themes (1.5 hours on each). Practise answering questions under timed conditions to get a feel for the amount you can write in the time. These are rough guidelines


•  3-mark question: 3–5 minutes

•  5-mark questions: 5–10 minutes (× 2)

•  12-mark question: 15–25 minutes

•  25-mark question: 40–50 minutes



The questions

Exams are not really the time for new or experimental thinking. They are about drawing selectively on what you have learnt and framing it in a way that communicates effectively in response to the precise question.

Read a question carefully and make sure you are clear about its focus. Organise your material clearly and coherently. In the longer questions, this means briefly planning the order in which you will present the ideas and including a conclusion and an introduction (see below). In the shorter answer questions, this means answering the questions concisely but precisely.

Three-mark questions

These test your grasp of essential concepts that you have covered on the course and your ability to encapsulate them with precision. They may ask you to provide a definition, or briefly outline an idea or theory.


•  As a rough rule, try to answer in just one or two sentences.

•  Think carefully about the wording, try to be economical and precise.

•  Examples are usually not needed, and if used should be kept brief.



Practice questions



	
Epistemology

(3 marks)


1  What is a tautology?

2  What is abduction?

3  What is indirect realism?

4  What is solipsism?

5  What is a contingent truth?




	
Moral philosophy

(3 marks)


1  What is meant by ‘maximising utility’?

2  What is the first formulation of the categorical imperative?

3  What is eudaimonia?

4  What is a dilemma?

5  What, is moral nihilism?








Five-mark questions

These questions will usually ask you to outline or explain an idea, theory or argument issue.


•  Again, try to be as clear and precise as possible.

•  Explain the different elements of the idea and how they are connected.

•  When focusing on arguments, try to show how the argument might be structured. Be clear about the distinction between the premises and conclusion of an argument or the connections between the elements of a theory.

•  You may include illustrative examples to support your account, which could be drawn from the texts, but only if relevant.



Practice questions



	
Epistemology

(5 marks)


1  Explain a Gettier counter example to the tripartite definition of knowledge.

2  Explain the argument that indirect realism leads to scepticism about the external world.

3  Explain one argument for drawing the primary/secondary quality distinction.

4  Explain Berkeley’s Master Argument.

5  Explain Leibniz’s argument for innatism based on necessary truths.




	
Ethics

(5 marks)


1  What is the naturalistic fallacy?

2  Explain the difference between act and rule utilitarianism.

3  Outline Aristotle’s function argument.

4  Explain the difference between cognitivism and non-cognitivism.

5  Explain Mackie’s ‘error theory’.








Twelve-mark questions (AO1)

These will ask you to explain a more substantial aspect of the syllabus. Perhaps a theory and an objection or to explain how a theory may be applied.


•  As your answer will be longer try to organise the material so that it is not just accurate, but is structured into a coherent whole.

•  Identify the key elements of the theory or argument and try to show how it fits together into a logical structure which makes sense. It may be helpful to illustrate your answers with examples either drawn from the texts or some of your own.

•  You should not evaluate the argument/theory as no marks are available for AO2 (analysis and evaluation)



Practice questions



	
Epistemology

(12 marks)


1  Explain how virtue epistemology seeks to define knowledge.

2  Explain why Locke rejects the doctrine of innate ideas.

3  Explain Russell’s response to scepticism about the existence of mind-independent objects.

4  Explain how Berkeley tries to overcome scepticism about the external world.

5  Outline Descartes’ ontological argument for the existence of God and explain one objection to it.




	
Moral philosophy

(12 marks)


1  Explain how a utilitarian might condemn simulated killings in video games.

2  Explain the tyranny of the majority objection to utilitarianism and how utilitarianism might be defended.

3  Explain Aristotle’s doctrine of the mean and how it applies to a particular virtue.

4  Explain Philippa Foot’s claim that morality is a system of hypothetical rather than categorical imperatives.

5  Explain G.E. Moore’s attack on naturalism in his Open Question Argument and the view this leads him to adopt (intuitionism).








Twenty-five-mark questions (5 AO1 + 20 AO2)

The 25-mark questions involve not just outlining a philosophical theory or view, but engaging meaningfully with the arguments for yourself and trying to defend a point of view. These are the only questions that test your capacity to develop an argument in defence of your own judgement.


•  Introduce your answer by briefly outlining what the question is asking and unpack the issues raised in the question.

•  Analyse the relevant arguments and concepts. Then work through a series of arguments.

•  When selecting points for discussion, make sure they are directly relevant to the question and also explain why they are relevant.

•  When exploring the arguments, try to avoid merely juxtaposing different philosophers’ views on the topic. Instead, examine the cogency of each view by looking at the reasons that support it and making a judgement about how strong the support is. Say something about whether you are rejecting or supporting the position.

•  If you can make each point, follow from the previous point, this will help to give the essay a sense of overall development, which is something examiners will be looking for when awarding AO2 marks.

•  Develop a coherent overall argument in support of a judgement. A conclusion is not a summary; it should be a judgement which responds to the question.

•  Some questions will use key terms such as ‘assess’, ‘critically discuss’ and ‘evaluate’. Other questions contain a less obvious request to evaluate (Is it wrong to eat animals?) but the basic task, as outlined above, will be the same.



Practice questions: 25 marks



	
Epistemology

(25 marks)


1  Is the world as it appears?

2  Are all concepts derived from experience?

3  Can knowledge be defined?

4  Is knowledge possible?

5  Assess the view that all that exists are minds and their ideas (idealism).




	
Ethics

(25 marks)


1  Is happiness the only good?

2  Are the consequences of actions relevant to moral decisions?

3  Is eating meat morally justifiable?

4  Does virtue ethics provide useful guidance on how to live?

5  Are all moral judgements false?








Revision


•  A good start is to break down the A-level syllabus into chunks. (This book is arranged into suitable chunks.)

•  For each chunk it may be useful to go through your notes and textbooks with the aim of producing a few sides of revision notes (particularly of those elements you find hard to remember).

•  Repeat this process, reducing your notes further (perhaps to cards).

•  Some students like to make revision timetables outlining which days/evenings they will spend on which chunks.

•  Start as early as you can. Now is always a good time!






Section 1 Epistemology

Introduction

Epistemology is the area of philosophy that explores the nature of knowledge. This encompasses the key areas of: what knowledge is, where it might come from (reason, perception) and whether it is even possible in the first place (the limits of knowledge).

What is knowledge?

Types of knowledge

Philosophers have traditionally divided knowledge into three main types:


•  practical knowledge (knowing ‘how’)

•  knowledge by acquaintance (knowing ‘of’)

•  propositional knowledge (knowing ‘that’).
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The three forms of knowledge all come into play.

Propositional knowledge and language

Factual/propositional knowledge can always be expressed in language (not necessarily the case for the other two types):


•  A proposition is a sentence that makes a claim about the world such as ‘I am hungry’ or ‘There are four fish in the bowl’.

•  What is asserted by such sentences is called a proposition, and for this reason factual knowledge is often called propositional knowledge.



The section on the definition of knowledge is primarily concerned with factual, propositional knowledge.

The nature of definition

Defining knowledge would help us understand what it is. But there are different types of definition. Linda Zagzebski argues that these definitions depend on the different natures of the concepts or objects involved.


•  Some objects have what Locke called a real essence (a real, underlying cause that makes a thing the way it is). For example, water has a real essence, it is the way it is because of its chemical composition H2O. If an object has a real essence, then it can have a real definition.

•  In contrast, consider ‘weeds’. There is no underlying cause that makes weeds weeds. There is no genetic difference between weeds and non-weeds. The classification is culturally specific – a question of which plants humans like in their gardens. We can still give a definition for the term ‘weed’, but it will not be a real definition, as weeds do not have a real essence.



Can knowledge have a real definition?

Zagzebski is sceptical about whether knowledge has a real essence. The term has varied so much in its use historically, which suggests the concept may be a socially constructed one. However, she recommends we treat knowledge as if it does have a real essence, so should seek a real definition. We should only give up if we are defeated in the project.

The role of cause in definition

Definitions also differ in the role that ‘causes’ play. Some emphasise the cause of the thing being defined, others do not. For example, a definition of sunburn would not just outline the symptoms, but also what caused the sunburn (UV light). In contrast, in defining a bicycle, there would be no mention of how bicycles were made/caused.

Pitfalls to avoid

Zagzebski outlines some pitfalls to avoid in giving any sort of definition. Definitions should not be:


•  Circular. This means they should not include the term being defined – for example, saying that justice is what happens when just acts occur.

•  Obscure. The terms in any definition should not be more obscure than the original term.

•  Negative. Defining a term by what it is not does not help. For example, defining a good act as ‘one that is not wrong’.

•  Ad hoc. This means coming up with a definition that is specific to meeting a particular problem – for example, defining knowledge as a justified true belief that is not a Gettier counter-example.
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Revision activity

Creating mnemonics can help to lodge some parts of the specification into your memory. For example, looking at the list of pitfalls in providing definitions, it might be more helpful to imagine that Zagzebski has labelled some definitions A CON. That is, Ad Hoc, Circular, Obscure and Negative. Try creating mnemonics for bits of the specification that you find harder to recall.
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The tripartite view

In his dialogue, the Meno, Plato tries to work out the difference between someone having a true belief and someone having knowledge.


•  Imagine travelling to a town (Plato’s example is Larissa) with a guide who knows the way. In this case the guide would be a good one.

•  But equally if you were travelling with a guide who merely guessed the way correctly, then she too would be a good guide.

•  In both cases you end up in the right town. If my beliefs are true, then they are just as useful to me as ‘knowledge’. So why should we prefer knowledge over true belief?



In the Meno, Plato’s answer has many facets, one aspect is the stability of knowledge compared with the flightiness of belief. He writes:


True beliefs are a fine thing and do all sorts of good so long as they stay in their place; but they will not stay long. They run away from a man’s mind, so they are not worth much until you tether them by working out the reason … Once they are tied down, they become knowledge, and are stable. That is why knowledge is something more valuable than right belief. What distinguishes one from the other is the tether.

Plato, Meno, Penguin (1956) 97a–b (translation modified)




•  Plato is saying that part of the reason we value knowledge is that it is more steadfast than mere belief, since it is backed up by reasons or evidence.

•  The evidence acts as a kind of glue, which retains the belief in the mind by giving us good reason to continue believing it. By contrast, a belief for which we have no evidence – even if it happens to be true – has nothing to make it stick in the mind. So, to have knowledge is to have a true belief secured by reasons.

•  In the Theaetetus, Plato offers similar considerations in support of this idea. He suggests that sometimes a jury might find a man guilty correctly, but for poor reasons (perhaps guessing). We would not want to say that the jury knew the man was guilty. So not every case of true belief is a case of knowledge.

•  Plato’s point is that we can hold true beliefs that we would be reluctant to call knowledge because of the nature of the evidence supporting them.

•  In the Theaetetus Plato suggests that ‘true belief accompanied by a rational account is knowledge’, or, as we might say, knowledge is a justified, true belief.



Necessary and sufficient conditions


•  A necessary condition is something you need in order to have the thing in question. Water is a necessary condition of rain. You cannot have rain without water. But water alone is not enough to guarantee rain. A lake does not count as rain. Water is a necessary but not sufficient condition of rain.

•  Sufficient conditions, when met, mean that you will always have the thing in question. Being an aunt is a sufficient condition for having relatives. “Aunthood” guarantees relatives, but is it not a necessary condition, as a person can have relatives without being an aunt.

•  Some conditions are both necessary and jointly (when put together) sufficient. Having never been married and being a man are the necessary and jointly sufficient conditions for being a bachelor. Being a man that has never been married makes you a bachelor (jointly sufficient) and you cannot be a bachelor without these two conditions being met (they are both necessary).

•  The justified true belief definition of knowledge is saying that belief, truth and justification are the individually necessary and jointly sufficient conditions for knowledge.
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Now test yourself

Explain why Plato claimed that knowledge was justified true belief.
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Issues with the tripartite view

Issue: are the JTB conditions individually necessary?

The belief condition (B): can you have knowledge without belief?

The belief condition says that a necessary condition for your knowing that p is that you believe that p. Indeed, it would seem to be incoherent to say, ‘I know that it is raining, but I do not believe it’.


•  Some dispute that belief is a necessary condition of knowledge (so it is possible to know that p, but not believe that p). The apparent incoherence of saying ‘I know it is raining, but I don’t believe it’ stems from the fact that belief is a necessary condition to honestly assert anything. So no-one would assert that it is raining, without believing it. But beyond asserting, belief may not be needed for knowledge.

•  Some equate knowledge more with successful action. For example, you might hesitantly get the answer correct to a quiz question (having been taught it correctly, but do not remember being taught). In this case some would argue that you knew it, even though you did not really believe it.

•  Some have claimed that knowledge and belief are very different sorts of mental states. In the Meno and Theaetetus Plato argued that knowledge entails belief, but in a later work, The Republic, he claimed they are separate. He reasoned that since knowledge is infallible and belief is fallible, they must be fundamentally different ways of apprehending the world. Knowledge involves going beyond mere belief.



The truth condition (T): can you have knowledge without truth?

Does a fact need to be true for you to know it? Often, we claim to know something that turns out to be false, but this does not mean that we actually do know it.

Imagine it is 10,000BC. Raquel, a cavewoman, believes the world is flat, based on the evidence available at the time. Is it possible that she knew the Earth was flat? The answer to this depends on how we define truth.



	Correspondence theory of truth
	Coherence theory of truth



	This theory says that truth consists in a correspondence between a claim and the relevant fact. In this theory the claim (the world is flat) does not correspond to the fact, so it is not true. Raquel cannot know the world is flat as her (somewhat) justified belief is not true.
	The coherence theory of truth has different varieties, but one kind proposes that a belief is true if it is one of the web of beliefs held by a society to be true. This web of beliefs is internally coherent, with the beliefs supporting one another. So back in Raquel’s day, the web of true beliefs would have included the claim that the world was flat. On the coherence theory, Raquel did have a justified, true belief and did know the world was flat.




Although these theories of truth differ, you can still argue that truth is one of the conditions of knowledge. It is just that using the coherence theory of truth, we are more inclined to allow people to have ‘known’ things in the past – things that we no longer would count as knowledge now. And this is because the concept of truth was bound to the belief system of that time, not of our time.

In contrast, the correspondence theory claims that the facts do not change over time. So, it was never true that the world was flat and Raquel never knew it was. However, both theories require knowledge to be true.

The evidence/justification condition (J): can you have knowledge without justification?

Imagine a friend guesses that a dice will land on six. It does. We are reluctant to say she knew this, as true belief alone is not enough – a valid justification is needed (for example, it was a loaded dice).

But some disagree about the justification element. Reliabilism (see page 9) claims that knowledge is a true belief that has been reliably generated – a conscious ‘justification’ may not be necessary. Consider this scenario:


John has a rare gift. If you give him any date in the future, say 15 March 2123, he is able to tell you what day of the week this will be (for example, a Monday). He is unable to say how he does this, though he is incredibly accurate.



Would you say that John knows what day it will be on 15 March 2123? This is a case of true belief, but with no rational justification. How John gets the answers right is a mystery, but he is very reliable. Justification may not always be necessary for knowledge.

Issue: are the JTB conditions jointly sufficient?

Each condition may be individually necessary for knowledge, but are they jointly sufficient? If you have all three, are you guaranteed to have knowledge? Does J + T + B = K?

Cases of lucky true belief: Gettier counter-examples

One way of showing that the JTB conditions are not sufficient is to give examples of JTBs that do not count as knowledge. One philosopher, Edmund Gettier did just this. Gettier published a short paper entitled ‘Is justified, true belief knowledge?’ The paper was only three pages long, but had a large impact.
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Gettier’s first example – the job

Smith and Jones are both going for a job. Smith has strong evidence that his rival Jones will get the job (the president of the company told him so). Smith also has strong evidence that Jones has ten coins in his pocket (he counted them). Smith forms the belief that the man who will get the job has ten coins in his pocket. As it turns out, Smith (not Jones) gets the job. Also, by coincidence, Smith has exactly ten coins in his pocket. So, Smith’s belief that the man who will get the job has ten coins in his pocket was a) a belief, b) true, c) justified (to some extent).

But most people would claim that Smith did not have knowledge, because luck was involved. He was unlucky that his belief about Jones getting the job was wrong, and was lucky that he also happened to have ten coins in his pocket.

It seems we have an anti-luck intuition. We do not want to award knowledge on the basis of luck.
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Gettier’s second example – Brown in Barcelona

Smith has evidence that his friend Jones owns a Ford (imagine he saw Jones driving it that day). Smith believes that Jones owns a Ford. Smith has another friend Brown. He has no evidence of Mr Brown’s whereabouts, but on the strength of his first belief forms a new disjunctive belief (joining two different beliefs) that Jones owns a Ford OR Brown is in Barcelona (Barcelona is chosen at random). This new belief is justified as Smith had no reason to doubt the first part.

It turns out that Jones no longer owns a car (perhaps he sold it last week and has been driving a hire car) but by a weird coincidence, Brown, unbeknown to Smith, was in Barcelona. His belief that Jones owns a Ford OR Brown is in Barcelona was true and was justified – but did he know it? Most of us would say not, as again there seems to be luck involved.
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Revision activity

Practise writing out one of Gettier’s examples. Can you clearly articulate how it shows that the three conditions for knowledge (JTB) are individually met, but that they are not jointly sufficient for knowledge?
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Double-luck Gettiers are inevitable on JTB account

Zagzebski argues that the JTB account of knowledge will always leave a gap between the justification and the truth (only infallibilism says that justification must guarantee the truth).

Because of this gap we can always generate Gettier-style cases that rely on double luck (the justification being unluckily wrong, the belief being luckily true).


•  She gives an example of a doctor who believes a patient has virus X. The tests show this is the only virus consistent with the evidence (strong inductive evidence).

•  However, the symptoms are actually caused by a new, unknown virus Y (she was unlucky with her prior justification).

•  But, it turns out, the patient does have virus X too, but at a stage that is too early to show up in tests (so her belief was luckily true).

•  This is a standard-type Gettier counter-example and most would say that, because of the luck involved, the doctor did not know the patient had virus X.



Zagzebski claims that only by linking the justification to the truth of the belief can we avoid Gettier-style cases like these. Only when true beliefs are held because of the justification should we claim knowledge (this is the approach virtue epistemology takes).

Fake barns

As well as the double-luck Gettiers there is another type of counter-example to the JTB account of knowledge. This type also relies on luck, but in a different way. Consider this scenario:


Barney is driving, unknowingly, through a place called fake-barn county –lots of fake barns have been built consisting of just a barn front with nothing behind (like on a movie set). Barney looks to the side and sees a big red barn. On the basis of this he believes there is a big red barn by the road. However, it just so happens that this is the only real barn in the whole area! Does Barney know there was a big red barn there?



In the fake barn case, Barney saw a real barn with his eyes, believed there was a real barn and there was a real barn. The luck involved is that it happened to be the only real barn for miles and he had no idea that the others were fakes. This relies on the wider context making the belief seem luckily true. So, we can define the two types as:


•  Gettier counter-examples. These involve a double luck. The justification unluckily not applying but the belief luckily being true anyway.

•  Fake barn cases. The justification is not false in any way, but the believer does not know that she is in an unusual context which makes her belief seem luckily true.



If these examples of JTBs do not count as knowledge, then it seems that JTB cannot be the sufficient conditions for knowledge.

Responses to the issues with the tripartite view

Infallibilism

Gettier-style counter-examples rely on cases where there is luck involved. One way to remove this element of luck from the process is to require the justification to be so strong that the truth is guaranteed – in other words, to claim that knowledge can only be allowed if the belief is infallible (meaning impossible to be wrong).


•  Infallibilism is not the claim that we must feel certain in our beliefs to have knowledge. Certainty is a subjective feeling that can fluctuate with moods.

•  Infallibilism is the theory that we should only count as knowledge those things which we cannot rationally doubt. For example, you cannot rationally doubt that you exist, that you are now seeing black marks on a white background and that 2 + 2 = 4.



Infallibilism and Gettier

Infallibilism is not open to Gettier or fake barn cases as none of these examples would count as knowledge. All the counter-examples are open to some doubt/alternative explanations so cannot be claimed as ‘knowledge’. Once knowledge is restricted to those things that cannot be doubted, there is no room for Gettier counter-examples to thrive.

Infallibilism: knowledge and belief

Some infallibilists argue we should distinguish belief from knowledge


•  To show this difference, the philosopher Price cites the example of pain. When you are in pain, you know you are; you cannot be wrong.

•  He claims that it makes no sense to say you also believe you are in pain, as you know you are. It is just not an issue of belief.

•  Someone else may observe you and infer that you are in pain. In this case, the person would hold a belief about your pain. They would not know you were in pain – as there is the possibility of an alternative explanation/error (you could be faking it!).

•  But there is no possibility of your being wrong about your pain, so you know that you are in pain.
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No false lemmas: J + T + B + N






	P1
	I believe that Jones has ten coins in his pocket (having seen them).



	P2
	I believe that Jones will get the job (having been told as much).



	C
	I believe that the person who gets the job will have ten coins in his pocket.
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•  For example, if you were checking the football results, without realising the newspaper was a year old, most of your beliefs about the scores would be false.

•  However, if one result happened to be true by coincidence, then we would not want to count this as knowledge, as we do not want knowledge to be based on false beliefs (in this case that the paper was today’s).
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Reliabilism: R + T + B



•  Consider the difference between quality newspapers and gossip columns. We trust one more than the other precisely because one is a more reliable source of information, meaning that it produces the truth more often. Reliability is defined in terms of truth giving.

•  Likewise, with your beliefs. We should only grant the status of knowledge to those beliefs that have been formed by reliable cognitive processes – processes that are highly likely to result in true belief – such as seeing things up close, simple arithmetic and reading from a trustworthy source.

•  Cognitive processes such as wishfully believing, complex mental arithmetic and guessing do not regularly produce true beliefs and so are not reliable. The beliefs they generate should not be classed as knowledge.



Replacing ‘justified’ with ‘reliably formed’



Advantages of replacing J with R

Animals


Cognitive science
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Reliabilism and Gettier: the problem


Patching up reliabilism 1: redefining the process




Patching up reliabilism 2: no relevant alternatives




Virtue epistemology: V + T + B



•  In virtue ethics, an act of kindness would be one that achieves its goal (giving a present to a friend) and that sprang from the virtue of kindness.

•  A virtuous act is successful and its success stems from virtue.

•  Likewise, with intellectual acts, an act of knowledge occurs when the belief is successful (it is true) and where its success stems from intellectual virtue (so is not just luckily true).



Intellectual virtues


Triple A rating (‘AAA’)



1  Accuracy – whether it hits the target. An accurate shot hits the target (even if luckily so). Likewise, a belief is accurate if it is true.

2  Adroitness – how skilful it was. An adroit shot is skilful – even if it misses (perhaps because of a gust of wind). Likewise, an adroit belief is one formed by an intellectual virtue (even if not true).

3  Aptness – an apt shot is one that is accurate because it was adroit (skilful). An apt belief is one that is true because it was formed with intellectual virtue.



Knowledge as apt belief
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Fake barns


Animal and human (reflective) knowledge




•  On an incredibly windy day, a skilful archer shoots and hits the bull’s-eye.

•  The shot was apt – it hit the target because of the skill of the archer.

•  However, the archer knew that hitting the target on such a windy day might take twenty shots, so a strong element of luck was involved.

•  The shot was apt, but in this case the archer can reflect and form a belief about how lucky, or not, the shot was.
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	You should be able to:
	



	Give definitions and examples of ability knowledge (know how)
	 



	Give definitions and examples of acquaintance knowledge
	 



	Give definitions and examples of propositional knowledge
	 



	Discuss different types of definition and pitfalls to be avoided
	 



	Outline why knowledge might be defined as justified true belief – with reference to Plato
	 



	Discuss whether justification is individually necessary for knowledge
	 



	Discuss whether truth is individually necessary for knowledge
	 



	Discuss whether belief is individually necessary for knowledge
	 



	Evaluate whether the three conditions are jointly sufficient, with reference to the two Gettier examples and the fake barn example.
	 



	Outline and evaluate (also discuss whether it overcomes the Gettier cases): Infallibilism
	 



	Outline and evaluate (also discuss whether it overcomes the Gettier cases): No false lemmas
	 



	Outline and evaluate (also discuss whether it overcomes the Gettier cases): Reliabilism
	 



	Outline and evaluate (also discuss whether it overcomes the Gettier cases): Epistemic virtue
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Perception as a source of knowledge

Introduction


Direct realism (naïve realism)

What is direct realism?



•  To say there are two elements in perception is to say that there is no third thing mediating between the person who perceives and the physical object they perceive.

•  So direct realism rejects the indirect realist notion of ‘sense data’.





•  If there is nothing mediating between perceiver and perceived, then we perceive physical objects ‘immediately’ (without mediation).

•  So when we perceive the world we are directly aware of the objects themselves (so, again, no sense data).





•  This is a realist view because it means that the objects exist outside of the mind.

•  So if you cease to perceive an object (for example, because you close your eyes) it doesn’t cease to exist.





•  It is not just the objects that exist independently of the perceiver’s mind, it is also the properties of the objects that are mind-independent.





•  When you leave an apple in a drawer and forget about it, it remains round, hard, crisp, red and retains its flavour and smell.

•  When a tree falls over in a forest when there’s no one there to hear it, it still makes a sound.
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Support for direct realism


•  Direct realism is in tune with common sense. In the Problems of Philosophy Russell argues that we should accept the common-sense opinions and beliefs we are inclined to by instinct, unless they lead to inconsistency.

•  It avoids scepticism: it gives us a clear account of how it is that we come to have knowledge of the world: we know about it because our senses provide immediate access to its true nature.

•  It has explanatory power. For if it is true that I am directly aware of physical reality and its properties, this explains why I am able to execute a whole range of practical actions on a daily basis, such as finding food that I need to survive.

•  It explains why I perceive what I do. I see the tree as green because the tree is green. My perception of the tree is regular and predictable precisely because there exists a real tree beyond my mind which causes my perception of it. I have no control over what I see when I open my eyes, because there really are mind-independent objects causing me to perceive.

•  Direct realism also explains why we agree about what we perceive and is in tune with our sense that we occupy the same universe as everyone else. If you and I stand before an apple tree we can expect there to be a high degree of agreement about the shape, size, colours, smells and so forth.



Issues with direct realism

Issue: argument from illusion


•  It is well-known that our senses are subject to illusions from time to time. In such cases, our senses distort the true nature of physical reality in some way, so that what we seem to perceive is not the same as what is actually out there in the world.

•  For example, when looking at a straight straw half-immersed in a glass of water from a certain angle, it will appear broken or bent.

•  In such a case we are directly aware of the bent-looking straw and cannot doubt that this is the way it appears to us.

•  At the same time we can be pretty confident that the real straw is not itself broken or bent.

•  If the way the world appears to us in such cases is not the way the world actually is, then we must conclude that the immediate objects of perception cannot be material objects. We are forced, in other words, to distinguish appearances from reality.

•  Formally we can present the argument as follows.





	P1
	When subject to an illusion an object appears to a perceiver to have a particular property (for example, a straw appears to be bent).



	P2
	The perceiver is directly aware of this apparent property (for example, of a bent-looking straw).



	P3
	But the object doesn’t have this property in reality (for example, the real straw is not bent).



	C1
	So what the perceiver is directly aware of (the bent straw) and what is real (the straight straw) are distinct.



	C2
	So direct realism is false: we do not perceive physical objects directly.





Response to this issue


•  The second premise, however, may misrepresent the situation. When I am subject to an illusion, the direct realist may claim, it is not the case that I am directly aware of anything distinct from the physical object.

•  There is no thing – the appearance of the straw – of which I am immediately aware and which we should contrast with the real straw.

•  Rather, we should say that I am directly aware of the real straw, but that it appears bent because of the circumstances (the light travelling through two different mediums).

•  This appearing is not another thing mediating between me and the straw. It is just the manner of the straw’s appearance.

•  So direct realists don’t have to suppose that objects have to appear exactly as they are. And if we accept that they can appear differently because of the way they relate to the perceiver then we don’t have to posit things called ‘sense data’.

•  In sum, the indirect realists’ mistake is to ‘reify appearances’, that is to suppose we must explain illusions by positing the existence of entities called ‘appearances’ or ‘sense data’ which are directly observed.



Issue: perceptual variation


Russell’s table example


•  Russell argues that because his table appears white when the light is reflected off it, and brown otherwise, and there is no basis for privileging one colour over the other, then the table cannot be said to have a particular colour.

•  The apparent shape also varies depending on the angle from which the table is observed. Since the table itself doesn’t change its shape, we must distinguish the real table from the one appearing in our minds.

•  Russell concludes that ‘The real table … is not immediately known to us at all, but must be an inference from what is immediately known.’

•  The argument may be summarised as follows:





	P1
	Direct realism claims that the immediate objects of perception are material objects and their properties (such as colours, textures and shapes).



	P2
	But when we perceive physical objects the appearance of their properties can vary.



	P3
	The properties of the objects themselves don’t vary.



	C
	So direct realism is false: the apparent properties are not the same as the real properties of physical objects.






•  the immediate objects of perception are appearances or sense data

•  we must infer the existence and the real properties of objects on the basis of direct acquaintance with the sense data

•  so, we do not perceive the world directly.
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Berkeley’s example


•  In First Dialogue Bishop George Berkeley employs a series of examples of perceptual variation to develop a similar argument to Russell.

•  One is the bowl of water example which he borrows from John Locke: if you place one hot hand and one cold hand into a bowl of lukewarm water the water will appear cold to one and hot to the other.

•  Berkeley uses this and similar observations to reduce to absurdity the realist claim that the perceived qualities exist in matter as they are perceived.

•  Berkeley’s argument is as follows:





	P1
	Direct realism claims material objects possess mind-independent properties (such as heat/cold, tastes, smells and colours) which we directly perceive.



	P2
	But material objects are perceived to have incompatible properties (for example, cold and hot at the same time).



	P3
	They cannot possess incompatible properties in reality (this is contradictory).



	C
	Therefore direct realism is false: material objects do not possess such properties.





Response to this issue


•  The perceptual variation argument attacks the assumption of direct realism – that we perceive the properties of objects as they really are. But the direct realist can give up this rather naïve assumption, without necessarily giving up direct realism. The direct realist can accept that objects may appear differently to perceivers and yet insist that they are nonetheless directly perceived.

•  For example, water which is lukewarm can appear cold to a perceiver. This doesn’t mean it isn’t lukewarm or that it isn’t directly perceived. Nor does it mean that there must be something, the appearance of cold, which is directly perceived and distinct from the water itself.

•  For it is a property of lukewarm water that it will appear warm to a cold hand and cold to a warm hand. Similarly, a table can appear white or beige, while being brown. Or it can appear trapezoid when it is rectangular.

•  We have agreed methods for determining the correct temperature of the water and the true colour of the table. We rarely find ourselves facing genuine disagreement in such cases. If in any doubt we ensure the lighting conditions are normal and move around the table to avoid any glare. In this way we can tell the real colour.

•  Finally, we can explain why the colour appears as it does from different angles in terms of the way light reflects from its surface. We can also explain why the water feels warm or cool – because of the temperatures of our hands relative to that of the water.

•  Similar explanations for other examples of perceptual variation can be developed using direct realist assumptions. Tastes and smells can appear differently because of differences in the state of the organs of sense. So there is no need to posit the existence of some third thing, the appearance, mediating between the perceiver and perceived.



Issue: argument from hallucination


•  Hallucinations occur when a person perceives something which isn’t actually there.

•  Often the person is unable to distinguish their hallucination from a veridical (truthful, accurate) perception.

•  However, if a hallucination and a veridical perception are subjectively indistinguishable, then the person must be aware of the same thing in both cases.

•  Since what the person is aware of in a hallucination is in the mind, what they are aware of during veridical perception must also be in the mind.

•  So, during veridical perception, what we directly perceive are sense data in the mind, and we perceive the material world only indirectly.

•  This argument can be summarised as:





	P1
	Hallucinations occur when a person perceives something which doesn’t exist outside the mind.



	C1
	So what they perceive, the hallucination, exists only in their mind.



	P2
	Hallucinations can be subjectively indistinguishable from veridical perceptions.



	P3
	But if hallucinations and veridical perceptions are subjectively indistinguishable, then the person must be aware of the same thing in both cases.



	C2
	So, from C1, P2 and P3, what they are directly aware of during veridical perception must also be in the mind.



	C3
	Hence we perceive the world indirectly and direct realism is false.




Response to this issue


•  The fact that hallucinations can be subjectively indistinguishable from veridical perceptions (as in P3) doesn’t show that they are the same phenomenon in reality.

•  The direct realist may argue that hallucinations in fact have a very different causal history from veridical perceptions. Rather than being caused by a physical object impacting on the sense organs, hallucinations are produced by some sort of malfunction in the brain.

•  Since hallucinations and veridical perceptions are not identical phenomena, even if they are indistinguishable to the person subject to them, it does not follow from the fact that hallucinations occur in the mind that veridical perceptions involve a purely mental element.



Issue: the time-lag argument



•  It begins by pointing out that the light from the Sun takes a certain amount of time to travel to Earth – around eight minutes.

•  So when you look up at the Sun, what you see is not the Sun as it is now but as it was some eight minutes ago. Indeed, Russell points out, if the Sun had ceased to exist within the last eight minutes, you wouldn’t know about it yet.

•  But if what you are seeing may no longer exist, then you cannot really be seeing it. That is, what you are seeing must be sense data caused in you by the Sun’s light impacting on your visual system, and not the Sun itself.

•  What is true of distant objects is no less true of objects close to, it’s just that the time-lag is far shorter.

•  So we can generalise and say that the immediate objects of perception are sense data, and our perception of all physical objects is indirect.

•  Outline of the argument:





	P1
	The light from distant objects (such as the Sun) takes time to reach our eyes.



	C1
	So what we are seeing now may no longer exist.



	C2
	So what we are seeing and what is there are different.



	P2
	This is no less true for physical objects at any distance.



	C3
	And so, what we directly see are appearances not physical objects, and direct realism is false.




Response to this issue



•  Part of the appeal of the time-lag argument may be the way it draws attention to the physical process that must occur in order for us to become aware of objects. It is undeniably true that light is mediating between us and the Sun.

•  Moreover, there are physiological processes that must take place in our bodies and brains before we can become aware of objects around us, and all these processes take time.

•  But such processes of mediation are not sense data and none of this implies that we are directly aware of sense data or that we must use sense data to infer the existence of objects.

•  Instead we can say that once we become aware of an object we are aware of the object itself.
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Indirect realism

Introduction



•  Indirect realism remains a realist theory. So it retains the belief that material objects exist independently of the mind.

•  However, it draws a distinction between the reality of these objects and the way they appear.

•  So, there are three elements in perception. The perceiver, the real objects that they perceive, but also the appearance of these objects to the perceiver (see Figure 1.3).

•  What we are directly aware of in this model are appearances, which Locke terms ‘ideas’ and Russell ‘sense data’. These are representations of reality.

•  We must infer, on the basis of these sense data, the nature of that reality. Because perception involves this inference, it is indirect.
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Support for indirect realism


Locke’s primary/secondary quality distinction

Locke’s key definitions





•  So, when I look at a tree, for example, my sense data of its size, shape, position and motion correspond fairly accurately with its true size, shape, position and motion.

•  But my sense data of its secondary qualities, such as its colour, taste and sound, do not.

•  So whatever it is that causes me to see the leaves as green is not itself green.

•  In other words, the property or quality of the leaves that causes a green sense datum in my mind does not resemble the sense datum.




Support for Locke’s primary/secondary quality distinction

Primary qualities are essential





	P1
	If you continually divide an object the parts must retain the primary qualities even when they are too small to be perceived.



	C
	Therefore primary qualities must exist mind independently.








	P1
	When we pound an almond we merely change the shape of its parts.



	P2
	But the colour and taste of the almond also change.



	C
	So, the change in colour and taste is caused by the change in the shape of the almond’s parts.
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	P1
	Certain qualities disappear if we block our sense organs.



	C
	So these qualities depend on our sense organs and do not exist as perceived in reality.





[image: ]



[image: ]



Perceptual variation





	P1
	The same water can produce the idea (or sense datum) of cold to one hand and of warmth to the other.



	P2
	But the same thing cannot be both cold and warm at once.



	C1
	Therefore, the cold or warmth cannot belong to the material object (the water).



	C2
	So cold and warmth are purely sensations produced in the perceiver.



	(Essay, Book II, ch.8 par. 21)
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	Ideas or sense data
	Matter and its qualities



	What the perceiver is directly aware of in perception.
	What the perceiver is indirectly aware of in perception.



	They are mind-dependent.
	Matter and its qualities are mind-independent.



	Our ideas or sense data are caused by the qualities of matter.
	The qualities of matter have the power to cause our ideas.



	Ideas of primary qualities resemble the primary qualities of objects.
	Primary qualities exist mind-independently.



	Ideas of secondary qualities do not resemble the secondary qualities of objects.
	Secondary qualities are powers to cause certain ideas as a result of the arrangement and movements of the insensible parts of matter.
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Issues with indirect realism

Issue: scepticism about the existence of mind-independent objects



•  According to indirect realism, we are directly aware only of sense data and must infer the existence of objects beyond the mind.

•  However, our senses can deceive us.

•  Worse, it is conceivable that our sense data do not correspond with any material reality, if, for example I am a brain in a vat or there is a powerful Cartesian demon bent on deceiving me.

•  These possibilities show that the inference is not valid, and so not sufficient for knowledge.




Responses to this issue

The involuntary nature of our experience (Locke)


The coherence of various kinds of experience (Locke, Cockburn)



•  For example, Locke observes, we can both see a fire and feel its heat.

•  Similarly it is possible to hear and to see a bus move.

•  Catherine Trotter Cockburn also observes that we learn to associate the way objects feel to the touch and the way they appear to the eye. For example, if I recognise a dice by touch I can predict how it will look.

•  I can also predict what I will perceive next. For example, if I close my eyes while writing, I can predict what words will appear when I open my eyes again, says Locke (IV, xi, 7).






•  The fact that I cannot control my sense experiences and that they cohere with each other doesn’t entail that they must be caused by material reality. This inference goes beyond the evidence.

•  After all, when we dream, our sense experiences are often not subject to the will – I cannot always control my dreams. In a dream I may well appear to see, hear and feel the same objects. Despite this, dreams do not correspond with a material reality.

•  However, here Locke hopes he has done enough to show that the inference to the existence of mind-independent objects is reasonable and as good as we, as creatures of limited faculties, can attain (Essay IV, xi, 7–8). The reality of matter is, he thinks, by far the best explanation of our experience than any alternative, such as that it is all a dream.
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The external world is the ‘best hypothesis’ (Russell)
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Issue: ideas cannot be like material objects (Berkeley)



•  All sense data, including those of so-called primary qualities, depend on the mind.

•  The qualities we perceive in objects, therefore, require a perceiving mind to exist.

•  Since matter is said to be unperceiving, it cannot have such properties.







	P1
	My idea of, for example, a tree, has certain sensible qualities (for example, green, tree shaped, etc.).



	P2
	But these sensible qualities depend on the mind.



	P3
	To say that my idea of a tree resembles the real material tree is like saying something visible can resemble something invisible, or that a sound can resemble what is not a sound.



	P4
	Also ideas are fleeting and changing, whereas material objects are supposed to be permanent and unchanging.



	C1
	Thus anything outside of the mind (like matter) cannot have any such qualities.



	C2
	It follows that a supposed material object could not be like or resemble my idea of it.
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Berkeley’s idealism

Introduction



•  All that exists are minds and their ideas.

•  This means that what we call physical objects do not exist independently of being perceived. They are no more than collections of ideas or sense data appearing in minds.

•  But Berkeley doesn’t believe that objects exist only when perceived by finite human minds. Rather, he argues that the universe is sustained in existence through being perceived by the infinite mind of God.

•  God directly causes our ideas or sense data.
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Berkeley’s attack on the primary/secondary distinction


Secondary qualities are not separable from primary qualities



•  To show this, he asks us to try to imagine an object with only the primary qualities of size, shape and motion.

•  But if we try to do this, he argues, we must imagine it with colour.

•  He concludes that we cannot distinguish primary and secondary qualities in this way and that both are equally mind-dependent.

•  This can be summarised as follows:





	P1
	It is impossible to imagine an object with only the primary qualities of shape, size, movement, etc.



	C1
	So our ideas of the so-called secondary qualities of an object cannot be separated from those of its primary qualities.



	C2
	It follows that they must exist together.



	P2
	Indirect realists accept that our ideas of secondary qualities are mind-dependent.



	C3
	It follows that our ideas of primary qualities are also mind-dependent.




Support for indirect realism


•  However, if we are careful to distinguish the ideas or sense data and the qualities of objects that cause them, then Berkeley’s argument looks flawed.

•  For Locke is not saying that secondary qualities themselves are mind-dependent. Rather, secondary qualities are the powers in objects to cause sensations in us and they are mind-independent.

•  So the fact that both the primary and secondary qualities as perceived by me seem inseparable doesn’t mean that both sets of qualities themselves must exist in the mind.

•  Rather, the sense data of primary and of secondary qualities exist in the mind, but the qualities themselves exist mind-independently.



Perceptual variation





	P1
	What looks small to us will look big to a mite.



	P2
	A material object cannot be small and big at the same time.



	C
	Therefore size cannot be a property of material objects.



	P1
	The perceived shape of an object changes depending on the angle of observation.



	P2
	But an object cannot have different shapes at the same time.



	C
	Therefore shape cannot be a property of material objects



	P1
	The speed of an object may appear fast or slow to different minds (perhaps because you are bored and I am not, or to a bird as compared to a human).



	P2
	But the motion of an external object cannot be both fast and slow at the same time.



	C
	So the motion is not a property of external objects.
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•  The indirect realist can resist Berkeley’s use of perceptual variation to try to show that there are no mind-independent qualities of objects.

•  The first two premises of these arguments can be accepted for it is true that the way we perceive both primary and secondary qualities can vary depending on the position and so forth of the perceiver.

•  But it doesn’t follow that the qualities themselves which indirect realists claim cause our ideas cannot be mind-independent.

•  If we distinguish the apparent size, shape and speed from the real size, shape or speed, we can draw a different conclusion.

•  So indirect realists will insist that this is the legitimate inference to draw:





	P1
	The apparent size, shape or motion of an object varies.



	P2
	A material object’s objective properties cannot vary.



	C
	Therefore the apparent size, shape and motion cannot be objective properties of material objects. But a material object can still have some specific size, shape and motion independent of the mind.




[image: ]



Berkeley’s ‘master’ argument




	P1
	Try to conceive of a tree which exists independent of any mind.



	P2
	In doing so, the tree is being conceived by you.



	C
	Therefore the tree is in your mind and not independent of any mind after all.
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•  Berkeley doesn’t explain precisely why he thinks an idea can only be like another idea. But certainly part of his thought is that without being able to compare our ideas with reality we have no way of establishing any such resemblance.

•  However, defenders of indirect realism might appeal to the arguments for the existence of an external world that we have already examined, such as that it is the best explanation of our experience. If we accept that a material world is the cause of our ideas, then it seems reasonable to suppose that there will be a systematic correlation between reality and our perception of it.
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Issues with Berkeley’s idealism

Issue: arguments from illusions and hallucinations


•  Idealism says that all physical things depend on the mind to exist. Common sense says that imagined things depend on the mind, but real things are importantly different. Normally this difference is understood as being to do with their mind-independent existence. So how does the idealist distinguish imagined from real objects?

•  Berkeley’s response is that we can distinguish objects of the imagination because firstly they are subject to the will: I am in control of conjuring them into existence. Moreover, when I imagine a tree it is far less vivid and clear than when I actually perceive one.

•  However, this still leaves a similar worry about how to characterise illusions and hallucinations. For realists, this distinction is relatively straightforward: illusions occur when our mind-dependent sense data mislead us about mind-independent reality. Hallucinations occur when there is nothing in reality corresponding with the sense data.

•  But if there is no mind-independent reality, then illusions and hallucinations would appear to be no different from veridical perceptions and this certainly doesn’t fit well with our common sense.

•  Berkeley’s response is to argue that, when subject to an illusion, I am not mistaken about the actual sense data or ideas. An illusion and a hallucination are subjectively indistinguishable from other sense experiences and it would be nonsense to say we can be wrong about these. However, the reason we regard them as illusory is because they incline us to make false inferences about what we may perceive next.

•  So, if I judge on the basis of seeing an oar appear half bent in water that it will also feel bent to the touch, then I will be making an error. Similarly, if I try to grab a dagger which I see before me but clutch only thin air, then I have been fooled by a hallucination. The error in both cases lies in the inference made about further sense data because I judged I would have certain tactile sensations which were not forthcoming.



Issue: idealism leads to solipsism


•  If ideas of sensible qualities of objects must exist in the mind, then it seems I cannot know of the existence of any reality beyond it. The ‘master argument’ goes further. It concludes that the very idea of a mind-independent object is self-contradictory and so impossible. But if Berkeley’s reasoning is correct it seems to imply that the world first appeared only when I was born, will disappear when I die, and comes in and out of existence every time I blink my eyes.

•  However, this objection ignores the role of God in Berkeley’s complete theory. Berkeley doesn’t claim that things can only exist in my mind, but that they must exist in some mind. And he claims that God is a permanent perceiver of the universe when no finite human or animal mind is perceiving it. In this way, objects retain the kind of permanence that common sense would demand.

•  However, the worry may be pressed further to question whether we can make sense of the idea of God for, Berkeley argues, minds can only be aware of their ideas. Since a mind is the possessor of ideas, it is not itself an idea and so, strictly speaking, we cannot have an idea of a mind. But in this case we cannot have the idea of God’s mind, or indeed of any other minds, so we are plunged back into solipsism.



Berkeley’s response


•  Berkeley’s response is to admit that I cannot have an idea of God’s mind. God’s mind is not the sort of thing which has sensible qualities and so is not something I can frame in my mind.

•  However, he says, I can form a ‘notion’ of it by ‘intuition’ or ‘reflection’ on myself. As Descartes argued in the Meditations, Berkeley claims I am aware that there is a self which possesses my ideas. This self is something unextended and indivisible.

•  Berkeley thinks he has satisfactorily proved that God must exist as the cause of my ideas and as what sustains the universe in existence. And so I can extend this ‘notion’ of myself by enlarging my own powers and subtracting my imperfections to produce a notion of the mind of God.



Issue: problems with the role played by God in Berkeley’s idealism




Can God have sensations?





	P1
	Berkeley claims that what we perceive is in the mind of God.



	C1
	It follows that the idea of pain is in the mind of God; in other words God suffers pain.



	P2
	But if God suffers pain, then he is imperfect.



	P3
	God is defined as a perfect being.



	C2
	Therefore Berkeley’s views lead to a contradiction.
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	Differences between idealism and indirect realism



	Idealism
	Indirect realism



	Idealism is an anti-realist theory and indirect realism is a form of realism. That is, the former claims that objects are mind-dependent and denies the existence of mind-independent material objects.
	Indirect realism claims that material objects exist beyond perception.



	Berkeley’s idealism is a direct theory of perception. Physical objects are clusters of sensible qualities directly perceived by the mind.
	Indirect realists argue that we perceive the qualities of matter but that these qualities inhere in a material substratum which is not directly perceived. Thus the existence and nature of material objects must be inferred from their representations in the mind.



	Berkeley explains the regularity and predictability of our sense experience and the persistence of objects unperceived by finite minds by appeal to the mind of God as a permanent perceiver and the source of our perceptions.
	Indirect realists argue that matter is the best explanation of experience.



	For idealism ideas cannot be like anything but other ideas.
	For indirect realists our sense data/ideas are representations of material reality.



	Berkeley tries to collapse the distinction between primary and secondary qualities.
	Traditionally, indirect realism distinguishes primary from secondary qualities





[image: ]




	You should be able to:
	✓



	Explain the main tenets of direct realism and its advantages
	 



	Outline the four key arguments against direct realism and assess how effective they are:
	 



	

•  the argument from illusion




	 



	

•  the argument from perceptual variation




	 



	

•  the argument from hallucination




	 



	

•  the time-lag argument




	 



	Explain the main tenets of indirect realism and its advantages
	 



	Explain Locke’s primary/secondary quality distinction and his arguments for it. Assess how effective they are
	 



	Explain the difficulties for indirect realism:
	 



	

•  that it leads to scepticism about the external world




	 



	

•  how Berkeley’s likeness principle undermines indirect realism.




	 



	Explain defences against this scepticism:
	 



	

•  the involuntary nature of our experience (Locke)




	 



	

•  the coherence of the senses (Locke, Cockburn)




	 



	

•  the best hypothesis (Russell)




	 



	Explain the main tenets of Berkeley’s idealism and its advantages
	 



	Explain the arguments for idealism and assess how effective they are:
	 



	

•  the attack on the primary/secondary quality distinction




	 



	

•  the master argument




	 



	Explain the problems for Berkeley’s idealism:
	 



	

•  how to explain illusions and hallucination




	 



	

•  his use of God to explain regularity and predictability




	 



	

•  the difficulty that God cannot experience sensations




	 




[image: ]



Reason as a source of knowledge

Introduction


Empiricism


Rationalism





	A priori knowledge
	A posteriori knowledge



	Justification is independent of experience
	Justification is based on experience



	Known with certainty in advance of experience
	Cannot be known with certainty in advance of experience



	For example: 2 + 3 = 5
	For example: France won the World Cup in 2018




Innatism







	A
	Innate ideas are ‘in’ us, although we might not be aware of them (like a forgotten memory is ‘in’ us).



	B
	We can realise these innate ideas through reason.



	C
	Innate ideas provide timeless truths.
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Plato’s argument from the ‘slave boy’





	P1
	The slave boy has no prior knowledge of geometry/squares.



	P2
	Socrates only asks questions; he does not teach the boy about squares.



	P3
	After the questioning, the slave boy can grasp an eternal truth about geometry/squares.



	P4
	This eternal truth was not derived from the boy’s prior experience, nor from Socrates.



	C
	This eternal truth must have existed innately in the boy to begin with.
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Innate ideas: Leibniz


Argument from the necessity of truth






	P1
	The senses only reveal instances of general truths.



	P2
	The senses cannot reveal the necessity of a general truth.



	P3
	Our minds can see the necessity of some general truths.



	C
	Our ability to see the necessity of general truth is not derived from the senses, but is based on innate principles.






Empiricist responses

Locke’s arguments against innate ideas


1. No universal assent





	P1
	Any innate idea, x, if it exists, would be universally held.



	P2
	Children and idiots do not have the idea of x.



	P3
	If an idea is held in the mind then you must be aware of it. (This is the transparency argument – see below.)



	C1
	So x is not universally held.



	C2
	Therefore x is not innate.
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2. Transparency of ideas
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•  Maybe you ‘absorbed’ a song on the radio, without being consciously aware of it. That song is not ‘transparent’ in your mind, but it may be recognisable if you heard it again. So, it must be ‘in’ you somewhere.

•  Likewise, an innate idea could be ‘in’ your mind, without you being aware of it yet. Leibniz puts forward this idea in his New Essays.
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3. How can we distinguish innate ideas from other ideas?
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The mind as tabula rasa


Sense impressions and concepts





	Input from the senses
	Causes
	Our minds



	Simple impressions, e.g. smell
	→
	Simple idea/concept





	 
	 
	Can create    ↑





	Complex impressions, e.g. a painting
	→
	Complex ideas, e.g. a unicorn
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	P1
	The theory of innate ideas claims we are born with innate ideas.



	P2
	All of our ideas can be shown to be derived from experience (tabula rasa).



	C
	The theory of innate ideas is redundant.




Support for the tabula rasa theory


•  People born lacking a sense (for example, lacking impressions of, say, red) also lack the corresponding ideas (red).

•  Can you imagine a new idea (for example, a gold mountain) that is not ultimately derived from impressions you have experienced (gold + mountain)?
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Hume’s fork



Relations of ideas


•  Revealed by reason, these concern logic, mathematics and the relations between concepts (though sense experience is needed to form concepts).

•  The opposite of a true relation of ideas is not just false but is a contradiction (this enables them to be ‘proven’ by deduction).

•  They do not depend on how the world actually is. Two and three will always make five – no need to check this by observing facts (it would still be true even if there were no objects).

•  Because these truths are not derived from observing the world, Hume claims they do not tell us anything new about the world.



Matters of fact


•  ‘Matters of fact’ can only be derived from experiencing how the world is.

•  It may seem obvious that (most) objects fall downwards or that fire burns, but this is only known through experience.

•  Hume claims that our knowledge in this area consists of a) observing how the world is, and b) generalising from experience (induction).

•  Matters of fact can never be certain; we can only achieve degrees of probability. We may feel absolutely certain that the Sun will rise tomorrow – but maybe it will not.





	 
	Relations of ideas (prong one of fork)
	Matters of fact (prong two of fork)



	Covers
	Mathematics, geometry, logic
	Facts and generalisations about the world



	Examples
	2 + 4 = 6
	Donald Trump was a US president



	Certainty level
	Absolute
	Not 100 per cent certain. Level of probability



	How we know
	By thinking about the concepts alone (a priori)
	By experience (a posteriori)



	Reliance on how the world is
	None: truth does not rely on how the world is
	Complete reliance on how the world is



	Is the opposite conceivable?
	No – it is true by definition
	Yes – the opposite is conceivable. Not true by definition



	Type of truth
	Analytic (a term coined later by Kant). Truth can be determined by thinking about the concepts alone
	Synthetic truth. Truth cannot be determined by concepts alone. Evidence is needed






•  Reason can only tell us things that are true by definition. All other ‘substantial’ knowledge has to be gained by experiencing the world.

•  Once we have observed the world, reason may be able to help us deduce some further elements and truths, but by itself reason cannot tell us about the world.
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The intuition and deduction thesis

Introduction


Intuition, deduction and ‘clear and distinct ideas’ (Descartes)



1  Accept only beliefs that can be recognised clearly and distinctly to be true.

2  Break problems down into the smallest parts.

3  Build up the arguments systematically in the right order (deduction).

4  Carefully check to ensure no steps are left out.






•  He gives the example of a leg pain, which might be very clear to one afflicted, but is not distinct, as it may be hard to distinguish the pain from the true cause. The sufferer may be wrong about what is causing it.

•  Examples of ideas that are both clear and distinct are I am thinking and two and three make five.
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The cogito (a priori intuition)








A deduction?




	P1
	I am thinking.



	P2
	(hidden premise) All thinking things exist.



	C
	Therefore I exist.





A transcendental argument?


A self-verifying thought?


Does the cogito produce knowledge?

What is the ‘I’ that is thinking?


Is the cogito a priori knowledge produced via intuition?
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Arguments for the existence of God (a priori deductions)


Trademark argument






	P1
	The cause of anything must be at least as perfect as its effect.



	P2
	My ideas must be caused by something.



	P3
	I am an imperfect being.



	P4
	I have the idea of God, which is that of a perfect being.



	IC1
	(intermediate conclusion) I cannot be the cause of my idea of God (from P1, P2, P3 and P4).



	IC2
	Only a perfect being (that is, God) can be the cause of my idea of God (from P1 and P4).



	C
	God must exist (from P4 and IC2).




Empiricist responses
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Contingency argument





	P1
	The cause of my existence as a thinking thing must be a) myself, b) I have always existed, c) my parents, or d) God.



	P2
	I cannot have caused myself to exist for then I would have created myself perfect.



	P3
	Neither have I always existed, for then I would be aware of this.



	P4
	My parents may be the cause of my physical existence, but not of me as a thinking mind.



	C
	(by elimination) Therefore, only God could have created me.
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Empiricist response
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•  Both the trademark and the contingency arguments start from a state of affairs in the world and attempt to deduce the cause. In this way they both resemble abductive arguments, but by (allegedly) eliminating all other possibilities – they attempt to ‘deduce’ the only possible cause. Because they start from observations about how the world is (e.g. having an idea of God), they should be classed as a posteriori deductions.

•  Again, Hume would argue that the reliance on the causal principle would undermine their status as deductions, as cause and effects are inductive generalisations.
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Ontological argument





	P1
	I have an idea of God, as a perfect being.



	P2
	A perfect being must have all perfections.



	P3
	Existence is a perfection.



	C
	God exists.
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Empiricist response
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Is this a priori knowledge?
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Proof of the external world (a priori deduction)






	1a:
	 



	P1
	The will is a part of my essence.



	P2
	Sensation is not subject to my will.



	C
	Sensations come from outside of me.






	1b:
	 



	P1
	My nature or essence is unextended.



	P2
	Sensations are ideas of extended things.



	C
	Sensations come from outside of me.






	Step 2: Sensations originate from matter.



	P1
	There are two possible sources for the origin of sensation: God or matter.



	P2
	I have a strong natural inclination to believe they come from matter, and I have no faculty by which to correct this belief.



	IC
	So if their origin were in God, God would be a deceiver.



	P3
	God is not a deceiver.



	C
	Sensation originates in matter.




Empiricist responses
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Is this an a priori deduction?


•  The argument resembles an abduction, but (supposedly) gives exhaustive options, so if all but one option is eliminated then the answer can be deduced. Descartes could have bypassed God and argued that the existence of the external world was the best explanation (an abduction), but this would not give him the certainty he wanted.

•  The degree to which the argument is a priori is debatable as the whole argument is designed to explain an element of experience, namely sensation. It also draws on some a posteriori experience in its justification e.g. ‘sensation is not subject to my will.’
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	You should be able to:
	✓



	Outline and evaluate Plato’s slave boy argument for innate ideas
	 



	Outline and evaluate Leibniz’s necessity of truth argument for innate ideas
	 



	Outline and evaluate Locke’s no universal consent argument against innate ideas
	 



	Outline and evaluate Locke’s transparency of ideas argument against innate ideas
	 



	Outline and evaluate Locke’s argument against innate ideas (distinguishing innate from non-innate)
	 



	Outline and evaluate the tabula rasa theory
	 



	Outline and apply Hume’s fork
	 



	Describe the meaning of intuition (Descartes)
	 



	Describe the meaning of deduction (Descartes)
	 



	Describe the meaning of clear and distinct ideas (Descartes)
	 



	Outline and evaluate the cogito argument (apply Hume’s fork where possible)
	 



	Outline and evaluate the arguments for the existence of God (trademark, contingency, ontological) (apply Hume’s fork where possible)
	 



	Outline and evaluate the argument for the existence of the material world (apply Hume’s fork where possible)
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Limits of knowledge

Scepticism

The differences between philosophical scepticism and normal incredulity

Philosophical scepticism is extreme


Normal incredulity is sensitive to evidence



Philosophical scepticism remains theoretical



Purpose



Local and global scepticism






	 
	Normal incredulity
	Philosophical scepticism



	When
	Happens when ordinary evidence makes us challenge a particular belief
	Occurs even when ordinary evidence makes a belief very likely to be true. Often involves highly unlikely (but still possible) scenarios



	Impact on behaviour
	Grounded in ordinary evidence, often alters behaviour
	Has a theoretical, not practical, purpose. Tends not to impact behaviour



	How it spreads
	Limited. Occurs against a background of other beliefs which are taken for granted
	Is infectious, so tends to extend to a whole set of beliefs



	Sensitivity to evidence
	Sensitive to ordinary evidence. Is overcome if grounds for doubt are removed
	Requires such a high burden of proof that the grounds for doubt are hard to remove



	Scope
	Usually directed at a particular belief – but can include a whole area, e.g. being sceptical about astrology
	Can be local – restricted to sets of beliefs, e.g. religious claims. Can also be global – about knowledge in general



	Purpose
	Ensures a particular belief is true. Helps us guide our actions
	Tests knowledge claims. Reveals hidden/basic assumptions




Descartes’ three waves of doubt
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Doubting the senses
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Response


The dreaming argument
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The evil demon argument
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Responses to scepticism

Descartes
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External world


Empiricist responses: Locke, Berkeley, Russell



Locke: existence of external world




Russell




Berkeley
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Reliabilism
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	You should be able to:
	✓



	Describe the nature and purpose of philosophical scepticism
	 



	Compare and distinguish between normal incredulity and philosophical scepticism
	 



	Describe the differences between local and global scepticism and the global application of philosophical scepticism
	 



	Critically discuss Descartes’ three waves of doubt
	 



	Evaluate Descartes’ response to doubt
	 



	Evaluate the empiricists’ response to doubt (Locke, Russell, Berkeley)
	 



	Evaluate reliabilism as a response to doubt
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Figure 2.5 Cognitivism and non-cognitivism, realism and anti-realism
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Figure 1.2 We immediately perceive mind-independent objects - our
senses detect properties such as colours which exist in the world, and
objects keep these properties when they are not perceived.
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Figure 1.3 Indirect realism: we
directly perceive sense data
which are representations of
reality.





