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INTRODUCTION

This course exposes the students to various epsbgal theories. Its
aim is for the student be aware of principles, tlesp sources and
problems of knowledge from the traditional westepistemology to
contemporary epistemology.

Epistemology as a branch of philosophy can be traoeancient the
period in Greek philosophy especially to Plato wyes the first to turn
Greek philosophy from metaphysical discussions amgir@tive
substance to discourse about human beings. Platoged the face of
philosophy at that period with his peculiar sayfivpn know thyself’.
Plato’s views on epistemology could be seen in ddatMENO,
THEAETETUS and the REPUBLIC.

It is the Socratic idea of knowledge that Aristptéestudent of Plato,
analyses and establishes his notion of empiricawkedge. In his
submission, Aristotle’s idea of substance diffexaf the Socratic, but
their notion of knowledge is almost the same. Kremlge as against
belief, to both Socrates and Aristotle is an olectconcept which
requires justification. Modern philosophy as esgoby John Locke,
David Hume and Rene Descartes, Gottfried Leibrlipvies the footsteps
of Aristotle and Plato respectively.

It was Edmund Gettier in his paper “Is Justifiedd Belief Knowledge?”
that changed the course of mainstream epistemot®ettier shows how
the traditional definition of knowledge is inadetpido address the
problem of acquisition and dissemination of knowledy showing that
the three conditions of justification, truth andliéke (JTB) are only

necessary but insufficient for knowledge.

In the wake of that analysis, a new form of episilEigy was born.
Gettier's analysis and criticism of traditional geeimology gave rise to
Virtue Epistemology which seeks to explain knowlkedts product of
character traits of epistemic agents.

These developments elicit some questions such asWhat is
knowledge? (2) What is the relationship betweenkadge and belief?
(3) Is knowledge simply true belief or there iseeed for justification? (4)
What does justification consists of? (5) What il (6) Are there other
notions of knowledge asides justified true beli€fese questions and
related ones are what epistemologists are addgesshe aim of this
course therefore is to expose how philosophers lzassvered these
guestions and the different reactions they havergtad.
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COURSE OBJECTIVES
In pursuant of this aim, the following are the @bjees of the course:

o To understand the meaning, nature and principlepistemology.

. To discuss Western epistemology from historicaspective with
focus on the ancient, modern and contemporary aggtsnon
truth, knowledge and justification.

o To critically examine the relationship between kienge and
human perceptual and character traits.

WORKING THROUGH THIS COURSE

The students are expected to engage in indeperetdrch on the topic
discussed in this course. They should source fdioausual materials on
YouTube, engage in tutorials and expand their kedgé by reading
various online encyclopedia that treat topics inistepnology or
philosophy in general.

STUDY UNITS

This course has 16 study units which are structured into 4 modules.
Each moduleis broken down into 4 units as follows:

Modulel Introduction to Epistemology

Unit 1 Definition and Meaning of Epistemology
Unit 2 Nature of Epistemology

Unit 3 Trends in Epistemology

Unit4 Types or Branches of Epistemology

Module2 Theoriesof Knowledgein Epistemology

Unit 1 Rationalism

Unit 2 Empiricism

Unit 3 Scientific Method of knowing
Unit 4 Scepticism

Module3  Concept of Truth

Unit 1 Rationalism
Unit 2 Empiricism
Unit 3 Scientific Method of knowing

Unit4 Scepticism
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Module4  Problemsof Other Minds

Unit 1 Nature of mind

Unit 2 Functions of the mind
Unit 3 Solipsism

Unit 4 Testimony

References and literature for further readings
PRESENTATION SCHEDULE

This course has two presentations; one at the mifdihe semester and
the other at the end of the semester. At the beggrof the semester each
student undertaking this course will be assignedpéc by the course
facilitator, which will be made available in duemg for individual
presentations during forum discussions. Each pteséras 15 minutes
(10 minutes for presentation and 5 minutes for tjoles and answers).
On the other hand, students will be divided bydberse facilitator into
different groups. Each group is expected to comeitlpa topic to write
on and submit same to the facilitator via the rex@mded channel. Both
presentations attract 5% of total score.

ASSESSMENT

In addition to the discussion forum and presentatiawo other papers
are required in this course. The paper should roeed 6 pages and
should not be less than 5 pages (including refe®ntypewritten in 12
font, double line spacing and in Times New Romahe Preferred
reference style is MLA 6 edition (download an online copy). The paper
topics will be made available in due time. Eachrycd0% of the total
mark.

To avoid plagiarism, students should use the falgwinks to test run
their papers before submission:

https://plagiarism.org
https://www.library.arizona.edu/help/tutorial/plagsm/index.html

Finally, all students taking this course must t#ke final examination
which attracts 70% of the total mark.

HOW TO GET THE MOST OF THISCOURSE
For students to get the most out of this courssy thust:

a) Have 75% attendance through active participatiobatin forum
discussions and facilitation.

vi
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b) Read each topic in the course materials before titeiated in the
class.

C) Submit every assignment as and when due, as fadwute so will
attract penalty.

d) Discuss and share ideas among your peers; thishslpp in
understanding the course more.

e) Download videos, podcasts and summary of groupudssons for
personal consumption.

f) Attempt each self-assessment exercise in the noairse material.

0) Take the final examination.

h) Approach the course facilitator when having anyllenges with
the course.

FACILITATION

This course operates a learner-centre online ffafidn approach. To
support the students’ learning process, the cotas#itator will: 1.
Introduce each topic under discussion. 2. Operfltloe for discussion.
Each student is expected to read the course mataamwell as related
literatures and raise critical issues which hehar shall bring forth in the
forum for discussion, for further dissection, sumises forum
discussion, upload materials, videos, podcasts h® forum, and
disseminates information via email and SMS if need

vii
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MODULE 1 INTRODUCTION TO EPISTEMOLOGY
Unit 1 Definition and Meaning of Epistemology

Unit 2 Nature of Epistemology

Unit 3 Trends in Epistemology

Unit4 Types or Branches of Epistemology

UNIT 1 DEFINITION OF EPISTEMOLOGY
CONTENTS

1.0 Introduction

2.0 Intended Learning Outcomes

3.0 Main Contents
3.1 Definition and Meaning of Epistemology
3.2  Traditional Definition of Knowledge

4.0 Conclusion

5.0 Summary

6.0 Tutor-Marked Assignment

7.0 References/Further Reading

1.0 INTRODUCTION

This section is an exposition of the nature ankista$ epistemology as a
branch of philosophy. It focuses on the etymologg the development
of epistemology over the centuries. So, studentsyei acquainted with

the origin and meaning of epistemology.

20 INTENDED LEARNING OUTCOMES

By the end of this unit, you will be able to:

o become acquainted with issues in epistemology
o understand the historical evolution of epistemology
o discuss different types of epistemology

3.0 MAINCONTENT
3.1 Definition and M eaning of Epistemology

Epistemology is one of the branches of philosojtig.a combination of
two Greek wordsepistemendlogos Epistememeans knowledge while
logosmean reason or study. So, the combination ofwleevtords will

mean the study or logic of knowledge. Epistemologthis sense is the
branch of philosophy that concerns itself with kiexge acquisition and
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dissemination. An epistemologidiehds to invoke the goal of obtaining
truth and avoiding errdr(Steup, 2001:162).

Epistemology can be seen as the discourse that mharge of the
architecture of knowledge. It tends to propose smgigest norms and
principles that will enhance acquisition and dissetion of knowledge
(Bewaji, 2007:14). It is in this sense epistemolagydescribed as a
normative discipline with the purpose to providasenable grounds for
doubt and claims to knowledge. lbrahim Adekunleteraites that
epistemology “seeks to establish frameworks witiihich we can
construct genuine and accurate understanding of tharld”
(Ibrahim,2020: 4). It concerns itself with the natusources, limits, scope
and questions of knowledge. Though its beginniny loa traced to the
pre-Socratic era but Plato seems to be the fiiggggpher who explored
that area deeply and made it popular.

3.2  Traditional Definition of Knowledge

Plato in his dialogueTheaetetuswrites about the dialogue between
Socrates and Theaetetus. In this dialogue a studérteodorus who is
adjudged to be the most intelligent student of sedbol brought out a lot
of things on the epistemological journey of the iant Greek
philosophers. It is in this book that attempts werade by Socrates the
interlocutor to disprove erroneous and past assomgpbf the educated
people of Greece and made effort to put sometHs®ie place.

The problem of knowledge is the need to overconmesohallenges of
scepticism especially, the challenge of the de@inibf knowledge and
the challenge of justification of knowledge claim.the history of the
ancient Greek philosophy the sophists who were &esr companions,
were the first set of sceptics that challenged ekisting criterion of
knowledge. It is the attempt to provide an altameatand prove the
sceptics wrong that led Socrates on an adventuréhgéoschool of
Theodorus a teacher of Philosophy who chose hidestunamed
Theaetetus to assist in fashioning a definitiokradwledge.

When Socrates asked Theaetetus, what is knowldugdi?st response
is that knowledge is what Theodorus teaches; ld@netry, geography,
philosophy etc. The import of this definition isathwhat teachers teach
student(s) in class is what the teacher(s) know thadstudent(s) who
acquire them acquired knowledge. but a criticaklby Socrates points
out to Theaetetus that, he only described typdshoWwledge, whereas,
what Socrates expected is a definition that exprekaowledge in itself.
Theaetetus definition is also wrong according tcaklnbecause it is
circular. The definiendum appears in thedefiniens (Unah 2008).
According to him ‘once the word being defined appea the definition,
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it means that the word in question has not beein@kf This means that,
the person offering the definition has merely sedes in connecting or
linking the term (word) being defined to somethaige’ (Unah, 2008:03).
Whereas for Socrates epistemology does not condself with
‘knowledge how’ rather it focuses on ‘knowledgettha

At the second opportunity, Theaetetus defines kadge as perception,
since according to him whatever is perceived byoaryis known by the
person. Perception can rightly give us the knowded{ taste, colour,
odour, texture and sound, possessed by objects.pbysical senses
become the windows to knowledge of the externalldvoWwhatever

information they relayed to us were accepted byvils certainty and

assurance. This information becomes the bedroduobehaviours and
how we relate to the universe.

Perception as the basis or window to reality isghieciple canvassed by
empiricists who propounded the doctrine of emmntiwhich stipulates
that ‘knowledge has its origins in and derives ddllits content from

experience’ (Velasquez, 2005: 379). Human senstsuoh, taste, sight,
smell and hearing, underlie the knowledge put fodmMay the natural

sciences like, physics, chemistry, astronomy araygohy. Thus, they
have become the veritable tools for discoveringhtespecially by the
empiricists. David Hume and John Locke were promtieenpiricists. But

it was Hume who carries empiricism to a logicaldasion. He followed

empiricism and arrived at scepticism.

The problem of perception as the source of truevkedge is that the way
object appears is relative to each perceiver. Boogs a sophist earlier
made a submission that “when the wind appearstoatte, then it is cold
to me, however, if it appears hot to you then tas to you’ (Stumpf &
Fieser p.32). He concluded that “man is the measuadl things, of the
things that are that they are, of things that ateimat they are not.”

Another reason proffered by Socrates against kriy@es perception is
that it fails to incorporate the role of memory.rian memory will be

useless if perception is knowledge because wheremember there is
no object or event to perceive. Memory builds orception, it preserves
much important information we acquire through tlenses. It also
preserves information about our mental lives (A@@i11:62).

The human memory preserves past and present evtefiéshes them,
recalls them and places them before the sight mi@mmind with images
and representational data. The human mind whitheiseat of memory
provides the tools for justification and rationalion of these reflections
or flashes. That is why Socrates believes that kedge is the function
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of the human mind rather than the senses. For kimwledge is
reasoning about perception (Theaetetus,186d).

It is in the light of the above that Socrates candgarded as a moderate
rationalist for his belief that the senses mayheartindows through which
we acquire beliefs but such beliefs must pass girahe test of the
intellect or reason in order to become knowledgeowing therefore is
to be found not in experience but in the procesga$oning about it.

The position that reason alone without the aidesfsg experience can
furnish us with knowledge of the external world&mown as Rationalism.
Knowledge that is not about the world, like logrdanathematics are the
focus of rationalists.

So, true judgment is not knowledge until one issabl show how it is
arrived at. This will enable us to sift away theoerand make a link
between ones judgment and the fact that is opes.tm other words the
knower should be able to give proof or show thath@r evidence is
sufficient or how it is related to what we alrealjow, because
knowledge is an objective endeavour while true iopins subjective.
And by virtue of this objectivity, what the indiwidl claims to know must
fit into the public rational system; being armedhwihe above insight,
both Socrates and Theaetetus agreed that knowledgee opinion or
true judgment plus account (202d).

At the end of this dialogue, Socrates appears igfisgt with the
definition of knowledge arrived at with Theaetebecause according to
him, giving an account presupposes that the acataeatt is knowledge.
If the account is knowledge, then we need an adooiutihe account. In
other words, each account will need a justifica{@hOb). This approach
Is categorized as foundational or the inferentidraach to knowledge.
In spite of this shortcoming, traditional Westepiséemology took this
definition as the best but only attempted to prévke infinite regress.
Various theories of justification like foundatiorsash, coherentism and
foundherentism are attempts to meet the problenjustification in
accepting the Socratic definition of knowledge.

SELF-ASSESSMENT EXERCISE

What do you understand by the term "Epistemology" ?

40 CONCLUSION

In this unit, we have considered the meaning ofstepiology.
Etymologically, it originates from two Greek wordpistemeandlogos

We have examined the traditional definition of kihedge. As a branch
of philosophy, it concerns itself with knowledge gasition and
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dissemination. We examined the traditional defomtiof knowledge

according to Socrates. Socrates attempted to nmedilg definition of

knowledge through dialoguing with Theaetetus. Epigilogy is

basically in charge of everything about human kmealgk; definition,

type, justification, including sources of knowledgjéher in the Sciences
or Arts.

50 SUMMARY

o Epistemology is one of the branches of philosophy

o Etymologically, the word epistemology is from twaegk words
episteme

o (knowledge) andbgos(study).

o The problem of knowledge has been the need to owercsome
challenges of scepticism.

o Epistemology does not concern itself with "knowledwpw" but
"knowledge that".

o For Plato, knowledge is true opinion or true judgmn@lus
account.

6.0 TUTOR-MARKED ASSIGNMENT

1. Explain briefly the concept of knowledge in theldgue between
Socrates and Theaetetus.
2. What is the view your view about traditional idd&konowledge?

7.0 REFERENCES FURTHER READING

Audi, Robert (2011)Epistemology: A Contemporary Introduction to the
Theory of KnowledgéNew York: Routledge.

Bewaji J.l. (2007).An Introduction to the Theory of Knowledge: A
Pluricultural Approach Ibadan: Hope Publications.

Ibrahim Adekunle (2020)Essentials of Epistemologybadan: Hope
Publications.

Steup, M. (2001)Knowledge, Truth and Duty: Essasys on Epistemic
Justification, Responsibility and virtulew York: Oxford Univ.
Press.

Plato (1967).Plato’s Theory of Knowledge: The Theaetetus and the
Sophist of Plat¢7" impression) trans. By F.M. Comford, London:
Routledge and Kegan Paul Ltd.
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Unah, J. (2008). “Doing Epistemology with the Téedus” in Okoro
Chiedozie (edEssays irEpistemology and Philosophy of History
Lagos: Soladem Publishers.

Stumpf, S. and Fieser, J. (NDhilosophy: History and Problen{sixth
ed.) Boston: McGraw Hill.

Velasquez, M. (2005Philosophy: A Text with Readingé ed. Belmont:
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UNIT 2 NATURE OF EPISTEMOLOGY
CONTENTS

1.0 Introduction

2.0 Intended Learning Outcomes

3.0 Main Content
3.1 Themes in Epistemology
3.2  What is knowledge?
3.3  Types of knowledge
3.4  Sources of knowledge

4.0 Conclusion

5.0 Summary

6.0 Tutor-Marked Assignment

7.0 References/Further Reading

1.0 INTRODUCTION

This unit examines the nature of epistemologyldb &xamines themes
in epistemology and in asking the question "whaknewledge?", it
attempts an analysis of the types of knowledge.

20 INTENDED LEARNING OUTCOMES

By the end of his unit, you will be able to:

o understand the nature of epistemology
o understand the questions that underpins knowledge
o discuss different types of knowledge.

3.0 MAINCONTENT
3.1 Themesin Epistemology

Epistemology as an academic course focuses onigpesuch as: What
is knowledge? Is knowledge possible at all? K possible, how can it be
acquired? Is there any limit to knowledge possessidistorically, the
concern for knowledge in epistemology has focusediniy on
propositional knowledge. Though, there are oth@ceon of knowledge
like knowledge of how (practical knowledge), knodde of (specific
knowledge), that epistemologists analyse. It camedtself with the
principles, sources and limit of propositional kriedge which, in this
case, is ‘knowledge that'.

Since all disciplines deal with knowledge, epistégw is then universal
in its appeal. When philosophy is described ascars® order level of



PHL 303 THEORIES OF KNOWLEDGE

discipline, it is because it investigates and sgeksfication on the
knowledge claims and assumptions of other disaglinvhich are in the
first order discipline. One cannot be mistakert iSiconcluded that it is
epistemology that gives philosophy the outlook afeping other
disciplines on their toes. Even when we considérentbranches of
philosophy like metaphysics and ethics as impoytaet main discussion
with the first order disciplines are epistemic ature. For instance, when
the lonians were theorizing about the originativiestance of the physical
universe, their stands are epistemological, eveernvthey were engaged
metaphysical discourse. Tales claim that ‘waterths originative
substance’ is made from an epistemic standpointkradwing the
characteristic of water.

The tasks of analyzing and developing the natwaegpe and principles of
human knowledge have become the focus of epistgyobver the
centuries. Epistemology recognizes the abilithuwian beings to grasp
reality, evaluate and interpret its contents. Boahcknowledges that
human beings make mistakes or fall into error adktempt to interpret
reality. So, as a branch of philosophy, epistemplpgdes itself in
developing criteria, methodology, theories, pritegpof knowledge that
would make humans to avoid error or limit their takes in the attempt
to know.

Almost all human beings wish to comprehend the avtrey live in and
as such they construct different principles thatrmake them achieve this
purpose. Nevertheless, many people are contentiddcertain limit of
knowledge. Only few people like philosophers attemopgo deeper in
this objective search for truth or knowledge. Egmisplogical analysis is
able to show that many claims to knowledge or teuthdubious, false or
inadequate, since they are either inconclusiveaoel justifiable. Such
anomaly is what epistemology as the study of tleeriles, sources and
methodologies of knowledge tends to correct by libpheg solid basis
for knowing.

However, epistemologists are not those who neagspaint to the way
of knowledge but they include those who negate pgbssibility of
knowledge, given certain conditions. In this vievationalists and
empiricists who gave the conditions an epistemienagnust meet and
sceptics who argued that those conditions are mdticent are
epistemologist. Given this background Plato, Dessar_ocke, Hume,
Gorgias and Protagoras are epistemologists. Thddgmlyn (1977:9)
sees epistemology “as a set of defense-works agskapticism” yet the
sceptics are also epistemologists. As a matteacif sceptics have their
own idea of what knowledge is, but when they cawdtifound sufficient
ground in their search for non-doubtable claimy tlesulted to denial of
knowledge.
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So in epistemology different themes and questiorsgarmane. They
have become critical focus for epistemologists aver centuries. For
instance, questions like “what can we know? Whatisithe sources of
knowledge? What is the relationship between knogdeand belief? Is
knowledge certain, objective, absolute or only topenion, subjective,
relative? What are the requirements of knowledge?

3.2 What isKnowledge?

This question is presented in a simple mannerHmahswer may not be
that simple. Just as it is difficult to have a wual definition of
philosophy, knowledge as a concept too is not &aslefine. One of the
reasons is that there are different types of kndgdethough the question
assumes that something must be binding these typpkaowledge to
warrant all of them tagged the same. While this fmaygorrect, it is not a
straight task for epistemologists.

3.3 Typesof Knowledge

Epistemologists are able to identify three typekmdwledge, namely
knowledge-of, Knowledge-how and knowledge-that.

Knowledge-of: It is about information on a particular thing seats. It
depicts familiarity with something or someone.

Knowing how: To have skill in doing something. This is what Dan
Pritchard (2010:4) refers to as ability knowledger example, one could
prove that one knows how to ride a bicycle justchsnbing and riding
one.

Knowledgethat: It is propositional knowledge which requires tretaal
justification or presenting facts about a thing.

34  Sourcesof Knowledge

i Per ception

This is a source of knowledge popularize by theignigts and scientists.
They argued that human physical senses of sigdtg,tamell, touch and
hearing are windows through which we can know tgalihe universe to
them is full of physical objects and as such wnéy the physical senses
that can apprehend them. Perception affords uthdinsl information
about the physical environment while other soustessecondhand or at
best supportive to perception.
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i. Reason

Contrary to the empiricists, rationalists avow thedson or the human
intellect is the only source of indubitable knowged The physical senses
can only can only provide beliefs which are subjedhe scrutiny of the
intellect. The changing nature of physical objedsa problem to
perception, it is only the mind that can discovére tenduring
characteristics of these objects, as such it isothlg reliable source of
knowledge. To rationalists’ physical objects armbmation of ideas like
texture, colour, size, shape, and it is only thedrthat can apprehend
ideas not perception.

iii.  Revelation

This is a source of knowledge that is externalim&n beings in the sense
that the individual receives ideas or informatioonf a source outside it.
Such individual does not have control on such mfmtion since he/she
does not decide when and how to apprehend the leeve@dormation.
This source of knowing is common to religious aeinés.

iv.  Testimony

Testimony is from the word testify, which is to ogpor affirm a claim or
position. To hear from another agent about an evento receive
information from a witness. Under this category solurce, we have
information from authority or experts, from majgribpinion, from
culture and other individuals who are trustworthgstimony in this vein
is predicated on moral authority and charactemahformant.

SELF-ASSESSMENT EXERCISE
List and explain the three types of knowledge
40 CONCLUSION

In this unit, we have considered the nature oftemslogy. Epistemology
concerns itself with questions about knowledge. tdiiisally,
epistemologists focus on propositional knowledgsoAknowledge is
universal in nature in that it investigates andsder justification on the
knowledge claims and assumptions of other disaglirEpistemology
recognizes the ability of human beings to graspluate and interpret
reality. So it develops criteria, methodologies aniciciples that would
make humans avoid errors or mistakes in their cjodstow. Also, there
are three branches or doctrines that enunciateritezia necessary for
knowledge acquisition and justification, which anationalism,
empiricism and skepticism.

10
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5.0

6.0

1.
2.

7.0

SUMMARY

Concern for knowledge in epistemology has focusahiy on
propositional knowledge.

Epistemology is concerned with questions about ia¢ure,
sources, scopes and limitations of knowledge

The three branches of epistemology are rationalempiricism
and skepticism.

The three types of knowledge are: knowledge ofwkedge how
and knowledge that.

There are different sources of knowledge whichlmnategorized
as primary and secondary sources.

TUTOR-MARKED ASSIGNMENT

Briefly discuss the nature of epistemology.
What are the themes in epistemology?

REFERENCESFURTHER READING

Pritchard, Duncan (2010). “Recent Work on Episterivialue” in

American Philosophical Quarterlyol. 44, no 2 April.

Hamlyn W. (1977)The Theory of Knowledgéondon: MacMillan Press

11
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UNIT 3 TRENDSIN EPISTEMOLOGY
CONTENTS

1.0 Introduction
2.0 Intended Learning Outcomes
3.0 Main Content
3.1 Traditional Epistemology
3.2  Evolutionary Epistemology
3.3  Feminist Epistemology
3.4  Virtue Epistemology
3.4.1 Whatis Virtue Epistemology?
3.4.2 Virtue Reliabilism
3.4.3 Virtue Responsibilism
4.0 Conclusion
50 Summary
6.0  Tutor-Marked Assignment
7.0 References/Further Reading

1.0 INTRODUCTION

This unit examines trends in epistemology. It afitsran exposition of
epistemology from the ancient Greek period to thetemporary times.

It presentsepochein epistemology such as traditional epistemology,
evolutionary Epistemology, feminist Epistemologyarg others.

20 INTENDED LEARNING OUTCOMES

By the end of his unit, you will be able to:

o understand the historical development of epistegylo
understand the differeepochen epistemology
o identify the roles of various philosophers in thevelopment of

epistemology.
3.0 MAINCONTENT
3.1 Traditional Epistemology

The ancient Greek period marked the beginning astemological
theorizing. The rivalry between Socrates and thghi&ts was responsible
for critical discussion on the nature of knowledie, distinction between
knowledge and belief and more importantly, the reatd truth. While the
Sophists like Protagoras and Gorgias posit thatdeudge is relative and
truth is unattainable, Socrates affirmed that dbjecknowledge is

12
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possible including absolute truth. According tot@J&ocrates argues that
a person knows if and only if:

I The person’s claim is true

. The person believes the claim

iii.  And the person is justified in believing tc&aim.

It was this template that modern philosophers IBescartes who
represents the rationalists and John Locke whesepits the empiricists
adopted. For Descartes, justification of knowledg®oted in reason and
for Locke it is based on experience. This notiokradwledge as justified
true belief was accepted for a long time befordarerican philosopher
Edmund Gettier did an analysis on knowledge affiipdtrue belief. The
result of this analysis is that justification, tiubelief are only necessary
conditions for knowledge but are insufficient. @Gatt shows the
inadequacy of this notion of knowledge with two otarexamples that
reflect what is now called the Gettier problem.

3.2 Evolutionary Epistemology

This trend borrows from Charles Darwin’s evolutipntheory of gradual
development in human capacities and mental inetinatlt sees knowing
as a process, which is dependent on the natura@lamwment of human
psyche. On this basis knowledge can be understitbé¢h the analysis
of these natural factors of evolution. The terns\iest used by Donald
Campbell (1974).

According to Michael Bradie evolutionary epistenglo involves
deploying models and metaphors drawn from evolatipiiology in the
attempt to characterize and resolve issues arisirgpistemology and
conceptual change (https://plato.stanford.edu.copilEonary
Epistemology).

There are two strands of this epistemology; thst fargues that the
development of human brains and cognitive mechamissresponsible
for rational knowledge. The second focuses on hutmaits with the
methodology of using metaphors in biology to explkiie emergence of
ideas and epistemic theories (Bradie, 2020). Tme af traditional
epistemologists, like Descartes and Locke is toldbwind clarify
conceptions of knowledge with a normative cultutreereas evolutionary
epistemology adopts the descriptive approach testhee of knowing.

3.3 Feminist epistemology
It sees as an anomaly the efforts of traditionaktemologists like

Descartes that gives untrue credence to reasoe.aMfhile the mind in
this regard has become a metaphor for rationdliy,body is made to

13
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represent emotion. So, the task of Descartes pitdorward the thesis
that rationality is only possible when emotion ééegated or exorcised
from human thinking process. Descartes’ positicat jike Locke’s, also
places a dichotomy between the subject who cogranelsthe object
which it cognizes.

These two positions are what the feminist epistegists like Susan
Bordo and Lorraine Code among others argue agaBwtlo argues that
knowledge is embodied produced from a standpoing lipody that is
located as a material entity among other matenmdities (Hekman,

1995:16). Feminist epistemology crosses as a uatiqf traditional

epistemology especially that of Descartes. The logian of Descartes in
his ‘Meditation’; “I think therefore | am” strippethe thinking mind of

bodily experiences which neglects human’s abilitysit or stand (relax
bodily posture) during or epistemic exercise.

Feminists took this stance against traditionaltepi®logists because it is
believed that females are emotional beings whila are rational beings.
It is this same ground that made St Paul in théeBilhadmonish women
to keep quiet in the church and when they havegaiegtion to ask, they
should ask their husbands at home.

However, Elizabeth Anderson holds that feminisstgmnology is better

understood as a branch of materialized, solid emistogy that studies
the various influences of norms and conceptiorgeoider and gendered
interest and experiences on the production of kadg& (Anderson,

1995:50).

Alison Jagger in her exposition believes that kremlge is a product of
emotions, since emotion is an important motivatiogce in decision
making and acquisition of knowledge. She arguas ttiere is nothing
like dispassionate investigation; the only thinthist during investigation
or search for knowledge people may not be awatleedf emotions. Lack
of awareness in this regard is not the absenceofien (1989:161).

34 Virtue Epistemology

In responding to Gettier’s claim, a set of phildseys known as fourth-
conditionalists, aver that there is a need to éghthe traditional
conditions of knowledge with additional fourth cai@h. The attempts
to do this gave rise to the claim that the Gepi@blems arose because
there is too much concentration on the effort tergjthen the belief of
epistemic agents to the detriment of the psycholdgitatus of epistemic
agents. Borrowing from Aristotle’s virtue ethickese epistemologists
argue that the conditions of knowledge can be gthmmed when one
considers the virtue or character-traits of episteagents. They claim
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that Gettier problem only arises for an externalather than an
internalist.

341 What isVirtue Epistemology?

Virtue Epistemology and its practitioners, represegroup which sought
to change the focus of epistemology. Their phildsowas informed by
their belief that intellectual agents and commesitare the primary
source of epistemic value and primary focus of tepigc evaluation.
Knowledge according to them, is not dependent enetvaluation and
justification of beliefs; instead, it is based be intellectual virtue of the
agents involved. Virtue Epistemologists seek tarretognitive relations
and performance to the cognisor’s properties a®sgbto what is done
by traditional epistemologists. The focus of episiéogy, according to
virtue epistemology ought not to be on the evatuabf beliefs, but the
evaluation of the intellectual virtue or vices afgnitive agents. Many
virtue epistemologists believe that virtues ardrumentally valuable.
Braaten for instance, suggests that “virtues ataabde because they
enable us to create community which is intrinsicatluable” (Braaten,
1990:5). Zagzebski describes virtue in two wayst frirtues are valuable
because they are happiness based. Secondly, tleeyn@nsically
valuable because their characteristic is not erptaby their relation to
something else (Zagzebski, 1996:77, 81-82).

3.4.2 Virtue Rdiabilism

It is a virtue theory that encompasses diverseepis principles which
try to explain knowledge or justification in terno$ capacities of the
epistemic agent. Reliabilism is concerned with diegree of truth over
falsity that a process or method will yield for agent. For Goldman, “a
cognitive mechanism or process is reliable if it noly produces true
beliefs in actual situations, but would produceetheliefs... in relevant
counterfactual situations” (Goldman,1976:771). &alism is an
externalist theory of justification that holds thia¢ source of justification
can be external to an agent’s subjective concetidhe situation. This
view means that cognitive awareness is neitherssacg nor sufficient to
justify beliefs because an agent can reasonablyresmbnsibly rely on
false principles, in any case the question of retiist and responsibility
does not arise in the case of ordinary perceptuaintrospective
judgments. However, Linda Zagzebski, in her forrtiataof reliabilism,
attempts to combine both internalist and exterhédistors, even though
she maintained that her theory can be properlyedatin externalist
conception:

My theory counts as externalist by Bonjour’s defom, but its hybrid
character sets it apart from the more stronglyreslest theories in the
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contemporary literature, notably the popular theorof reliabilism
(1996:299).

3.4.3 Virtue Responsibilism

The other part of virtue epistemology is the onat tamphasise the
character of epistemic agent. Virtue responsibilialgo emphasises
intellectual virtue but focused on the charactaitdrthat help to achieve
true belief. The focus of responsibilism is notprsimary mechanism like
perception and memory as reliabilism but in certaiellectual traits that
are more valued as virtuous than others.

The attempt here is to take into consideration ékperiences and
behaviours of human beings in knowledge and thelkdonensions in
which knowledge exists. Responsibilism differs froahabilism in not
just focusing on the result of attaining the tratily but also taking into
consideration the mode of acquiring true beliets.éxample, if Jane and
John arrived at the same set of true propositibas,if investigation
shows that Jane learnt all her true propositioomfdohn, even though
both are correct, we will normally ascribe supeatyoto John intuitively
as the originator. The reason is not farfetched, likecause John adopted
virtuous trait of character while Jane only knowsgy through faculty-
based traits. After all, beautiful piece of acadegessay is not accredited
to the person who plagiarized; rather credit iegito the original writer.
So, honesty as a virtuous trait is emphasized ademics or intellectual
matters.

Lorraine Code (1987) argues that knowledge is &bkaffair and as such
epistemology should recognize that the main epistemirtue is
responsibility which is the recognition that we aesponsible for our
beliefs and their functions in wider society. Iir a@rds: “It is only those
who in their knowing, strive to do justice to thigject to the world they
want to know as well as possible who can aspinatalectual virtue”
(1987:59).

SELF-ASSESSMENT EXERCISE

Briefly discuss the different trends in epistem@log

40 CONCLUSION

In this unit, we have examined the trends in epislegy beginning from
the ancient Greek period to contemporary time. ébading with the
Sophists, Socrates conceptualizes the traditiosfiton of knowledge

which was followed by modern epistemologists u@ttier faulted the
age long concept with two counter-examples. Mealamvolutionary
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epistemology sees knowledge as a process thgiéndent on the natural
development of human psyche. We also consideredptsition of

feminist epistemologists like Susan Bordo, Lorralede, Elizabeth
Anderson among others who argued against the itaditposition of

modern epistemologists like Descartes and Locke ptaced the mind
over and above the body which they considered eselat of emotion.
Bordo argues that knowledge is embodied producen & stand point
by a body that is located as a material entity ayraither material entities.
Then as a result of the issues brought forwardGttier, virtue

epistemology arose. Proponents hold that intelsdctagents and
communities are the primary sources of epistemioevand primary

focus of epistemic evaluation. For them, knowledgeot dependent on
the evaluation and justification of beliefs insteddis base on the
intellectual virtue of the agents involved. We atsmsidered two types
of virtue epistemology which are virtue reliabilisand virtue

responsibilism.

50 SUMMARY
Plato laid down the first definition of knowledgelding that if a person's

claim is true and believes in it and such a persgustified in believing
that the claim is trughen it can be counted as knowledge.

. Knowledge can be dependent on the natural developrog
human psyche in the opinion of evolutionists.
J Feminist Epistemology argues against the traditiposition of

placing reason and perception over emotion.

o Virtue epistemology holds that the focus of episikgy ought
not to be on the evaluation of beliefs, but thelwason of the
intellectual virtue or vices of cognitive agents.

6.0 TUTOR-MARKED ASSIGNMENT

1. What do you understand by virtue epistemology?
2. Explain the traditional conditions of knowledge.
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UNIT 4 TYPES OR BRANCHES OF EPISTEMOLOGY
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

In this unit 1 examine different branches of eprsiogy by undertaking
a conceptual clarification and exposition of forrepistemology, modal
epistemology among others.

20 INTENDED LEARNING OUTCOMES

By the end of this unit, you will be able to:

o understand the various branches of epistemology
o explain the various branches of epistemology
o discuss various epistemologists and their philossph

3.0 MAINCONTENT
3.1 Modal Epistemology

This is the area of epistemology that concerndf wgigh the analysis of
possible knowledge. In other words, it asks thestjoes: (a) How can we
know that a claim is possibly true even when wendbknow that it is
true or false? (b) How can we know that a claimalhhive know to be
true is necessarily true?

3.2 Formal Epistemology
It can also be seen as a way of using logic arehsfic paradigm like

probability and computational method to evaluatstemic propositions
or ideas. (Adekunle, 2020:11) formal epistemologyaibroad area of
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knowledge that is also seen as mainstream epistgmalt incorporates
Descartes use of deductive logic to arrive at begyito ergo sum”.

3.3 Mainstream epistemology

This seeks necessary and sufficient conditionsthier possession of
knowledge. Descartes statement is expected to ‘seading point for

objective discovery of reality” (Delius et al, 2088). Descartes
mathematical tool was employed to arrive at cetyaof knowledge.

Francis Bacon employed the use of inductive metimodhis Novum

Organum He subjected knowledge to facts and proposedraion of

circumstantial evidence and biases of the mindé&ogaate knowledge of
nature or fact is to be attained (Delius et al, 2085). Bacon was
particularly interested in processes and their leegies. Vineant

Hendricks tagged such knowledge process Nomologipatemology
“because it requires the occurrence of beliefsettalvfully connected to
the facts of the world themselves (2006:36).

34 Meta-epistemology

This can be defined as the theory of the theorknmiwledge. Just as
meta-ethics, deals with the analysis of the languagl methodology of
ethical judgments, meta-epistemology focuses oredtizing like...
reason for belief, evidence and probability, agemegponsibility and
semantics of epistemic claims and theories (CleiKigriacon).
Meta-epistemology is a developing field that askssgions such as “Do
we need to know that we know in order to know? Domeed to have
cognitive access to reasons or evidence in ordéetqustified? This
epistemology also engages in non-reductive coneéphalysis approach
to knowledge as done by Williamson Timothy (2000)Knowledge and
Its Limits." He argues that knowledge cannot bduoed to evidence,
belief or truth. Linda Zagzebski (1996) also sudggedbat we should
replace concepts like justification with intelleatwirtue in order to avoid
the Gettier type of problems where justificatioredmot guarantee truth.

SELF-ASSESSMENT EXERCISE

Briefly discuss formal epistemology.

40 CONCLUSION

In this unit, we examined the various branchespitemology. Modal
epistemology concerns itself with the dichotomy wesn possible
knowledge by probing the validity of our knowledgaims. Also, formal

epistemology can be seen as a way of using logisaentific paradigm
like probability and computational method to evéduaepistemic
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proposition or ideas. Also, meta-epistemology aglestions such as “Do
we need to know that we know in order to know? Domiveed to have
cognitive access to reasons or evidence in ordee jastified?

50 SUMMARY

o Modal epistemology concerns itself with the analysfi possible
knowledge.
o Formal knowledge uses logic and scientific paradidjke

probability and computational method to evaluafgstemic
propositions or ideas.

o Meta-epistemology asks questions about knowledges, i
possibility, validity and accessibility.

6.0 TUTOR-MARKED ASSIGNMENT

1. Why is formal epistemology considered as mainstream
epistemology?
2. What is meta-epistemology?
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MODULE 2 THEORIES OF KNOWLEDGE IN
EPISTEMOLOGY

Unit 1 Rationalism

Unit 2 Empiricism

Unit 3 Scientific Method of knowing

Unit 4 Skepticism

UNIT 1 RATIONALISM
CONTENTS

1.0 Introduction
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3.0 Main Content
3.1 Rationalism
3.1.1 Rationalist Method
3.2 Plato’s Rationalism
3.3 Cartesian Rationalism
3.4 Gottfried von Leibniz
3.5 Baruch Spinoza
3.6 Critiques of Rationalism
4.0 Conclusion
5.0 Summary
6.0 Tutor-Marked Assignment
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

Since philosophy engages in systematic logical ystoidideas, some
epistemologist decided to put in place a formamaarsto the doubts
generated by the Sophists in the ancient periguhibddsophy. The first of
these philosophers is Plato who founded the sabio@tionalism. They
believe that there are basic axioms which couldesas a foundation for
attaining knowledge (Honeet al, 1999: 70). Ideas and self-evident
propositions are for them a good ground to buittulitable knowledge.
And since the mind is the house of ideas, ratisteposit that the human
intellect or reason is the source of genuine, c@alr distinct knowledge.

2.0 INTENDED LEARNING OUTCOMES
By the end of this unit, you will be able to:
o understand epistemic theories

o have a good grasp of sources of knowing in epistegyo
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o discuss the different approaches to ideas of kriyde
3.0 MAIN CONTENT
3.1 Rationalism

This is the school of thought that holds that krexge is derived through
logico-mathematical reasoning. (Ozumba, 2001:50)he T chief

representatives of the rationalist school are D#ssa Spinoza and
Leibniz. The rationalists adopted the logico-mathgoal method with

the belief that it is the only instrument by whitie mind can attain
indubitable, clear and distinct knowledge withouhya sensual

apprehension. Knowledge, to the rationalists, cona¢é$rom experience
but from a mental process that is intuitive anduiégte. In the words of
Descartes: “These two methods are the most cedates to knowledge,
and the mind should admit no others. All the résiudd be rejected as
suspects or error and dangero(l911:5).

A common feature of the rationalists’ positionhe tclaim that the mind
is equipped with certain innate principles thasegrior to the perception
of objects. The mind through these innate prinsipigravels independent
truths without necessarily experiencing them. Thedependent truths
are self-evident, they do not need experience lidata them, and they
are necessarily true. These are:

) Logical truths. e.g if the statement X is true dnel statement "if
X, then Y" is true, then it necessarily follows thiae statement Y
is true.

i) Mathematical truths e.g if X is larger than Y andsYarger than
'z, then X is larger than Z.

iii) Metaphysical truths e.g an object with contradigtproperties
cannot exist. (No matter how long we search, wémwever fine a
round square).

iv)  Ethical principles e.g it is morally wrong to madiasly torture
someone for the fun of it.

3.1.1 Rationalist Method

Rationalists employ deduction as a justifier. Tlem at validity and
soundness of arguments. A deductive argumentiid, viit is impossible
to accept the premises and reject the conclusioweder, as a matter of
fact, some deductive arguments have false prerars®a true conclusion,
and some valid deductions have all false staterm{eoth premises and
conclusion). Arguments of this nature are only dvalue to their form
rather than their content or the fact they cont@@wohen and Copi, 2002:
49). A deductive argument is sound if it is valindaall its premises or
statements are true, that is both the premisescandlusion are as a

23



PHL 303 THEORIES OF KNOWLEDGE

matter of fact correct. Soundness is the ultimaduation of deduction,
and good deductive arguments aim at that. Schemalediction
(disjunctive syllogism):

PorQorRorS

But not Q, not R, not S

Therefore, P

The inference of P is obvious in the above argurbentuse no one can
conclude otherwise. If P, Q, R and S are membetiseofame set and Q,
R and S are eliminated, P will be the only surngvopinion. According
to Descartes “we must note that while our expegsraf things are often
deceptive, the deduction or pure inference of bimggtfrom another can
never be performed wrongly by an intellect whichnighe least degree
rational” (quoted by Ezebuilo,2020:111).Althoughyet rationalists
employed the logico-mathematical model as the fatiod of their
epistemological programmes, they, however, dichsarying degrees.

3.2 Plato’s Rationalism

According to Plato, it is the human intellect tlcain apprehend forms
which do not fade or get degraded with time. Fatd’kense experience
or perception can only provide us with merely rig&atruths while reason
iIs what can give us absolute truth (Sahakian, 1983. Plato situates
knowing in the realm of ideas. He opined thatghenomenal world is
just a copy of the ideal world which harbours tlealrobjects of
knowledge. And the changes in the nature of objectse phenomenal
world is a testament that objective knowledge othtrcannot be gotten
from perception. Plato opines that all genuine Kieoge is innate.

Aristotle’s epistemology is opposed to Plato’s diralof the distinction
between universal ideas and particular phenomeneoréling to him,
ideas are not the real thing. He argues that eghgnomenon is real
because of its form. These forms which Plato callieés actually exist
in the objects themselves. It is the forms whidbvalus to identify an
object even when some characteristics change. Aml through this
experience that phenomena can be identified. 8t ar knowledge is a
product of experience. Whereas investigation fatd®tannot lead us to
knowledge, since it is difficult to recognize wisaimeone does not know
even when one comes across it (Plato, 1956:41).

3.3 Cartesian Rationalism
After the ancient period, Rene Descartes a Fremtlogopher who is
generally referred to as the father of modern nafism argues that the

contrary of every matter of sense experience issiptes Descartes
insisted that every idea must be subjected to dontbk truth or falsity
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can be demonstrated with the same perfect certamty mathematical
proof (Sahakian, p. 135). For Descartes, the semsemot give
knowledge that is immune to doubt. The only thiedoelieves cannot be
doubted is that ‘I’ exist. He therefore concludkdtt’l think, therefore |
exist”.

Thinking through reason then becomes the prerdquisiknowledge of
both the self and the external world. Descartesegghat: ... “inasmuch
as reason already persuades me that | ought nodesfally to withhold
my assent from matters which are not entirely aeediad indubitable than
from those which appear to me manifestly to beefafd am able to find
in each one some reason to doubt, this will sutiicgistify my rejecting
the whole” (Popkin and Stroll, p. 215). In esseriBescartes is saying
that if there is any reason for doubt, then whatasethe claim is
unreliable. For him, Among my ideas, some appeéaetmnate, some to
be adventitious, and others to have been inventgdme. My
understanding of what a thing is, what truth ig] eumat thought is, seems
to derive simply from my own nature. But my hearangoise, as | do now
or seeing the sun or feeling the fire, comes fromgs which are located
outside me, or so | have hitherto judged. Lastigrs, hippogriffs and the
likes are my own invention. (see Cottinghom 199%3)1

34 Gottfried Von Leibniz

Following in the same rationalist tradition, Ga#fd Leibniz avers that
we can acquire true knowledge through the mind ssing innate
propositions because knowledge reduces to propositfunctioning
where the mind has access through God. Truth epexd through the
mind methodologically with the aid of God througlomads. His works
on this topic include Monadology, and New Essay in Human
Understanding. In his words:

The sense, although they are necessary for alhcual knowledge are
not sufficient to give us the whole of it, sincestBenses never give
anything but instances, that is to say particutandividual truths. Now
all the instances which confirm a general truth @esr numerous they
may be, are not sufficient to establish the unialemgcessity of this same
truth, for it does not follow that what happenedbbe will happen in the
same way again... From which it appears that necesisdh, such as we
find in pure mathematics and particularly in ari#tm and geometry,
must have principles whose proof does not dependhstances, nor
consequently in the testimony of the senses, adfnouthout the senses
it would never have occurred to us to think of thetn (Leibniz 1989,
pp. 150 — 151).
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He distinguishes two types of truth: 1.Truth oftfawhich is a posteriori
2.Truth of reason which is a priori. Truth of fattshim is accidental and
the opposite or non-occurrence of it is possibleitiis of reason in his
opinion are necessary and permanent truths whiclbeaittered without
contradiction. He explains that truth of reasogaserned by the principle
of sufficient reason. According to the principles sufficient reason
nothing happens without a reason

3.5 Baruch Spinoza

Baruch Spinoza’s contribution to philosophy is melea in his
Theological Political Treatise andEthics. He was influenced largely by
Descartes. According to him, there are three degoé&nowledge. The
first is sensual and independently gotten from egpee or imagination.
The second is on the level of reason. It is thellef’scientific knowledge
— observation and experimentation. The third is highest and true
knowledge in-itself. It is intuitive knowledge.

Descartes was an influence on Benedict Spinozacedly in the
rationalist method of inquiry. He adopted the deshecand mathematical
method espoused by Descartes who is commonly eeff¢éoras the father
of modern philosophy. Spinoza asserts that “| thidlrefore write about
human beings as though | were concerned with lares planes and
solids” this method indeed reflects in his bdetkics where he moves
from axioms and definitions to infer philosophigdeas {Sahakian p.
141}. He argues that by definition, God is an absobeing with infinite
attributes. So, the attempt to prove that somethigts is an attempt to
affrm the existence of God, since by definition ds@onsists of
everything that exists (Sahakian, P.143). For hinatever is, is in God
and without God nothing can be or be conceivedn&a,1677 part 1
proposition 15).

3.6  Critiques of Rationalism

Reason is supposed to present self-evident truth,“the rationalists
themselves hardly agree on the basic truths fronthwthey reason”
(Hunt, p. 72). Plato, Descartes and Leibniz, abtplated diverse and
distinct philosophies of mind whereas the minduigpsed to be basic to
rationalism. Also what we call self-evident trutlese culturally
dependent, therefore, not absolute. For instamee saying “Orunmila
Baba ifa” (Orunmila the father of ifa). One can digrunderstand Ifa
without knowing Orunmila because the mention of nua elicits the
idea of Ifa. One can infer this statement to belyaigain nature from
Yoruba cultural perspective. However, this may bet upheld by a
Western mind since some may argue that Ifa divanas a bogus claim
even when historical existence of Orunmila canfaaigd. According to
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Popkin and Stroll, the world of Platonic ideas @sbartes innate ideas is
neither visible nor tangible (p. 240). The develeptnand the truths that
sense experience has generated in the sciencqmistar that we may
not need indubitable knowledge “for the ordinarygmse of life” (Popkin
& Stroll, p. 242).

SELF-ASSESSMENT EXERCISE
What is the basic assumption of rationalism tow&rdswvledge?
4.0 CONCLUSION

In this unit, it is expected that the students widudve been able to have
a fair grasp of the history of rationalism in thee$tern tradition of
philosophy. The positions of the prominent scholairsationalism, as
well as how they arrived at their verdicts is aassent of the notion of
reason as foundational to how we come to know ghiimgthe world.
Moreover, the fundamental relationship among athefm is the common
understanding that to get a clear picture of theldywia reason, such
knowledge must be clear and distinct without anynfof doubt.

5.0 SUMMARY

o Rationalism is the school of thought that holdg #reowledge is
derived through logico-mathematical reasoning.

. Knowledge, to the rationalists, comes not from ewgmee but
from a mental process that is intuitive and dedhecti

o For Plato sense experience or perception can oalydge us with
merely relative truths while reason is that caregis absolute truth

o The only thing Descartes believes cannot be doubtttit the ‘I’
exist. He therefore concluded that “I think, therefl exist”.

. For Spinoza, there are three levels of knowledgensual, reason

and intuition. The last is the highest and truest.

6.0 TUTOR-MARKED ASSIGNMENT

1. On what basis can reason and intuition serve toenkakbwledge
possible?

2. What is the basic idea of the Cartesian dictunthifik therefore |
am.”?
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

The position that it is possible to have knowled§ehe external world
via nothing but the sense organs is the main posdf empiricism. The
empiricist tradition of philosophy is of the positi that all knowledge
arises out of sense perception. Without sense p@ooeit is not possible
to have knowledge. In this unit, the task is tosider some of the theories
of perception that empiricists have put forwardtlas basis for their
position that all knowledge derive from sense petioe. In addition, this
unit also considers the meaning and nature of ecrgir with some of
the fundamental problems and criticism that hawenbdeveled against the
theory of knowledge.

2.0 INTENDED LEARNING OUTCOMES

This unit will assist students to be able to:

o Develop a firm grasp of the empiricist traditionkofowledge.

o Understand the main ideas and proponents of engoiric

. Be familiar with the objections that have been legeagainst
empiricism

3.0 MAIN CONTENT

The search for certainty of knowledge is not limite the rationalists
alone. Aristotle, who is one of the students oftd&laontrary to his
teacher, argues that human knowledge is acquiced &xperience. He
berated the idea of forms postulated by his teaat@n effort at creating
additional entities to existing ones. In moderngrJohn Locke, David
Hume and Bishop Berkeley argue that perceptionhis basis of
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knowledge. They argued against the rationalist ylagbns of innate
knowledge and assert that knowledge is acquirealighir sensory organs
like eyes, nose, tongue, skin and ears. Observetikey to the world of
empiricism and empirical facts are its bedrock. Wlealge in this sense
Is a posteriori unlike that of the rationalists whichapriori.

3.1  Whatis Empiricism?

Empiricism employs the principle of regularity, @esblance and casualty
to arrive at reliable knowledge of the external Morin summary,
experience is the best source of knowledge. Reserodl principle
explains that the similarities among objects omameenon are enough to
arrive at a generalization about them (Hastet, 1999: 69). The principle
of resemblance is also invoked by empiricists tkena definite claim
about nature. It is assumed that if two thingsmésde each other enough
then we can make the same generalization about. thesm tasting a
green orange, yesterday, one can say that anatem grange will taste
the same way with that of yesterday if they aregh&f same species.
Regularity is based on the order in nature whichravds the discovery
of general laws that allows for predictions of egeand behaviours of
things. Empiricists depend on the principle of lagty because nature is
seen as orderly in its operations, based on imneitiEws that are
constant. Based on these laws, history of objesmshe studied and on
this information prediction of future or presentooence can be made.
The principle of causality is hinged on contiguatyd nearness of events
or things to predict their causes or effects.

A version of empiricism is sensationalism or ratli@apiricism because
of its stance that “knowledge is the result of anptex neurochemical
process” (Honer et al., p. 69). They aver thatgkaowledge is traceable
to a particular sense experience.

Empiricism, in opposition to rationalism holds th@air knowledge is
derived from the senses: taste, hearing, smellchtosight. These
according to the empiricists are the channels tjinonhich we receive
information from the external world. The chief repentatives of the
empiricist school are John Locke, David Hume andrGe Berkeley.
Central to the various empiricist theories is tleéds that all knowledge
comes from perception. John Locke An Essay Concerning Human
Understanding argues that at birth the human mind is tabula masa
clean slate, upon which experience is written. Aditwg to John Locke,
what we perceive are ideas and they are receivedgh sensation and
reflection. He holds that there is nothing in tihéellect that was not
originally in the senses. BerkeleyAnTreatise Concerning the Principles
of Human knowledge argues that perception is a prerequisite for the
ontological status of reality such that whatevepesgys to us through
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sensation is real. To be, therefore, is to be perdelesse est percipi).
That is, what cannot be perceived does not exist.

3.2 Realism as a Theory of Perception

This is the philosophical or epistemological thetirgt what we perceive
or know are the objects as they are presenteditoexperience (Ozumba,
2001: 91). It holds that the mind knows independéirigs not ideas
alone. According to this theory, there is a dent@nabetween the
knower and things known just as the knower existigpendently of the
known object, so also is the existence of the knolject independent of
the perceiver. That is, objects exist on their @aven when there is no
one to know, they exist. By implication, it is ratly what is known that
exists; there is a huge possibility of unknown &g objects. There are
different strands of realism, namely, naive rea)isanscendental or ultra
realism and scientific realism.

Naive realism is the most common belief about g&roa, probably
universal in childhood. It holds that we perceikegis exactly the way
they are. That is, nothing exists beneath whatevegwe. So, appearance
for the naive realists is equal to reality. G. EQdve (1925) conceives
perception as simply a common sense analysis oflledige acquisition.
He claims that what we mean when we see physiaajghs simply a
collection of sense data. His use of the phrasei&dlg see’ and the notion
of “direct apprehension’ suggests that ‘sense datthings over which
there is no possibility of doubt. So, his commonsseview of perception
and knowledge came under the conception of nasiéesre.

Transcendental or ultra realism is otherwise reféto as, Plato’s beard
or forms. It is Plato's approach to understandeddity. Ozumba sees it
as a theory which holds that physical things are neal (2001:91).

Physical things in Plato's view are copies of thgiwal or real things in

the world of forms. These forms are perfect, pemnantranscendental,
immutable and pure. The mind only get to know thierough a rigorous

intellectual process, for their knowledge will giveeaning to the physical
objects in the physical world.

Scientific realism is a theory that upholds theceity of scientific gadgets
such as microscopes - and telescopes in understatitd real nature of
things which goes beyond the grasp of the nakesd. dyis the view that

reality is beyond what we see or that there ar@aireperceptual realities
that are only knowable to the scientific enterpridence, there is a basic
difference between a casual observer and a sdigfaisinstance, a casual
observer looking at a plant will see it merely aslection of leafs and

stems, the scientist may see a combination of atersubstances for
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curative purposes. So what is real to the eyelayman may not be real
to the scientist or vice versa (Ozumba, 2001: 92).

These theories of perception of the empiricistpaedicated on inductive
method of knowledge acquisition. As it has beed sarlier empiricism
depends on the principles of regularity and resand# to make
judgments about the external world. The percepéibaut how things
behave is valid because empiricists are able &r inbm the past to the
future or present. This is the hallmark of induetgeneralization.

3.3 Inductive Method

Inductive argument can be called the method ofetimgiricists having

placed premium on the principles of regularity aedemblance. This
method of reasoning cannot be said to be valid ¢kiengh they are
reasonable because the relationship between thega® and conclusion
are not so tight; by which we mean, there is alwaygap. Inductive

arguments have premises that talk about the pdsharconclusion about
the present or the future. So, the informatiorhadonclusion is over and
above the ones in the premises. It is for thisaeabke evaluation of
induction is about degree of strength; it is eithheak or strong. Induction
can also be sound if the information is supportea lbaw of nature or if

there has been no instance of failures in the méion provided by the
premises, for example the rising of the sun and aberation of

gravitational force. Information in the premisesinfluctive argument
should not be false, except in hypothetical casesn ethough the

conclusion can be false because induction deals faitts. Inductive

inference, in this wise has predictive power. Sca@fmnduction:

All observed A's are B’s. Therefore, the next AMaé a B.

Support is what conclusions enjoy from the premigdsile the supports
of deductive argument guarantee certainty of theckusion that of
induction is only probable. The conclusion is cladnto follow its
premises only with probability (Cohen and Copi, 29®).

3.4  Critiques

Empiricism is definitely oblivious of the deceitft#ndencies of sense
perception. The facts of illusion, hallucinatiordahe dichotomy between
appearance and reality teach us to be cautiouscts from experience.
One can infer that empiricism seems not to be aglipped to separate
fact from fancy (Honer et al, p. 70).

John Locke in spite of his empiricist stance adrthts experience can
only provide knowledge of qualities or charactérssiof substance, but
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could not apprehend the substance itself. Thishes teason for
surrendering that a “substance is what | know boud'.

David Hume too confesses that neithgoriori nor a posteriori means
could apprehend knowledge of cause and effect andextension
inductive generalization. He argues that it is @fteude of the mind to
think a cause is responsible for its effect.

If you have followed this journey of the problem pérception to the
proposal that there are multiple ways of structyerperience, then, you
are welcome to the theory ofrelativism in epistemology.
Epistemological relativism is the claim that thean be no universal,
objective knowledge of reality because all knowkeds relative to the
conceptual system of either the individual or onalture. In other words,
epistemological relativism is the belief that therld has not one story,
but many stories. (Lawhead, 2003:927). By implmatf this topic being
considered, no two persons can perceive an ohjeittei same way for
they are limited either by their personal differesor cultural differences.
That is, perceptual experience is subject to inldial mental or cultural
dispositions.

This idea of relativity in the perception of rewlis the central message
of Nietzsche's idea of "perspectivism". Accordiaditm, we do not have
any objective knowledge at all. The only reality eam know is the reality
that is subjectively constructed by each individiabm this standpoint
Nietzsche rejected the notion of public independeljects or fact.
According to him; “No fact is precisely what is theonly interpretation
is. We cannot establish any fach ftself*: perhaps it is folly to want to
do such a thing” (1975:57).

There cannot be any non-interpreted “fact” or ‘hrfufor everything we
encounter through perception is seen from one petisg or another.
This position has led to the development of vaegebf relativist's idea of
perception in contemporary epistemology e.g. festiipistemology.
These are pointers to the inadequacies of the @apimethod of
apprehending reality.

SELF-ASSESSMENT EXERCISE

Discuss the basic argument of the empiricism ohJobtcke and David
Hume

4.0 CONCLUSION
For this unit, the fundamental and basic idea opiemsm has been

established. What needs to be said is that thdigoghat it is only
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through our sense organs that we may claim to kage/ledge of things
may be true at a certain level. However, theresdtations where it is
difficult, if not impossible to establish reliabte certain knowledge on
the senses. It is on this conviction that the “pecsivism” of Nietzsche
is relevant to the discourse of the multiple waystugh which knowledge
may be acquired.

5.0 SUMMARY

o For empiricism, knowledge relies on perception

o Empiricism employs the principle of regularity, eesblance and
casualty to arrive at reliable knowledge of thesexal world.

o Empiricism is the basis of scientific realism orteralism

o Inductive arguments have premises that talk allmupast and the

conclusion about the present or the future.

6.0 TUTOR-MARKED ASSIGNMENT

1. Attempt a contrast between the idea of empiriciaohthe method
of inductive arguments.

2. What are the obvious limitations or shortcominggmwipiricism?
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

For the present unit, the task concerns a philasapbxamination of the
epistemic foundation of the methodology of scietc@ther words, what
this unit intends to do is to consider the variaays through which the
scientific method thrives and how reliable the aggh to understanding
reality is. This unit will consider the various veyhrough which

knowledge is derived via the scientific method aswime of the

methodological posers raised by some foremost gdyilbers such as Karl
Raimund Popper.

2.0 INTENDED LEARNING OUTCOME

By the end of this unit, you will be able to:

. have a firm grasp of the connection between episi@yy and the
methodology of science

o have a deep understanding of the scientific metloggo

. realise that the methodology of science is notdimf.

3.0 MAIN CONTENT

It should not be strange to discuss scientifictepi®logy as a separate
theory of knowledge. While empiricists rely on obsdgion and
perception, just like the scientists, science dgagber to approving the
use of extra-perceptual tools in the acquisitiokradwledge. The notion
that the earth was at the centre of the universepioduct of relying on
crude observation of the sun rising in the eastsatiing in the west. But
with the aid of scientific tools and apparatusyés discovered that it is
the sun that is actually at the centre of the uswevhile the earth rotates
round it.
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3.1 The Nature of Scientific Methodology

It is important to understand that scientific knedge is more than pure
observation. The search for knowledge in the seens a combination
of empirical and rational procedures (Homeral. p.73). Honergt al.
listed scientific procedures as follows:

Awareness and definition of a problem

Observation and collection of relevant data

Organization or classification of data

Formulation of hypothesis

Deductions from hypothesis

Testing and verification of the hypothesis

~P o0 T

In the opinion of many scholars, science and itx@dure is the most
reliable source of knowledge and truth, given gsalopmental studies
(Velasquez, 2005: 403). The rejection of a piecelain as knowledge
always receives the appellation: unscientific.

To say a knowledge claim is unscientific is anotvay of saying, it is
unverifiable or unrealistic. According to Velasquez be scientific is to
be based on sensory observation. This has led toy rtteeories of
determining if a knowledge claim is scientific @tn

3.2 The Doctrine of Verificationism and its Critics

In order to demarcate the non-science from thenseié.J. Ayer and the
members of the Vienna cycle propose a theory offigationism.
According to this theory, a claim is knowledge muth if it is verifiable
in experience. In other words, if observation cdelad us to determine
its truth then it is knowledge. Rudolf Carnap whalso a member of this
group proposed a theory of confirmation. In thissge a claim is true if
observation or other pieces of evidence could lesatb confirm a claim.
So, the more the evidence, the truer the claim.

The strong version of verificationism states that a proposition is
meaningful if conclusive grounds are provided tsrabservation. It does
not consist merely in specifying possible, confibiea grounds for
observation or empirically testing the observatisnsspecified, but the
actual certainty of such grounds. This means tlastatements not
referring to immediate datum of experience are iclmned nonsensical.
The absurdity of this strong version is clear. Ewample, it means that
statements expressing past events, and which chengrified now are
also meaningless.

Theweak versionstates that we need not insist on conclusiveigation
before meaningfulness is permitted in a propositidnproposition is
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therefore meaningful if we can specify possible spré or future

observations which can verify the statement. Tipessible observations
need not be practically possible. They need onlycbaceptually,

hypothetically and conceivably possible. For exanphe statement
“there exists a mountain of cheese in the moomhesningful if we can

specify what observational process is needed tbyier

Karl Popper thinks that addition of evidence doesmake a claim true.
For him, when a fact is used to support anothetr, fae ultimate result
will be infinite regress or circular regress. Heguwas that every
observation is theory laden and as such no faetded to support another
fact. He therefore proposes falsification as a efayetermining truth. For
Popper, “a real scientific theory is not just ohattis confirmed by some
observations, but one that survives repeated attéonprove it false”
(Velasquez, p. 409). Karl Popper (1959) The Logic of Scientific
Discovery emerged as a major critic of inductivism, whichdasv as an
essentially old-fashioned strategy. Popper repladkd classical
observationalist-inductivist account of the scigatimethod with
falsification as the criterion for distinguishingentific theory from non-
science. All inductive evidence is limited since de not observe the
universe at all times and in all places. We arejustified therefore in
making a general rule from this observation ofipatars.

According to Popper (1963), scientific theory slibuotake predictions
which can be tested, and a theory should be rejecits predictions are
shown not to be correct. He argued that scienaédnmest progress using
deductive reasoning as its primary emphasis. @fitationalism is a way
turning inductive observation to deductive geneedion. Popper gives
the following example. Europeans for thousandgeairs had observed
millions of white swans. Using inductive evidenees could come up
with the theory that all swans are white. Howevexploration of
Australasia introduced Europeans to black swarmgpp@’s point is that
no matter how many observations are made whichroorftheory, there
is always the possibility that a future observaticould refute
it. Induction cannot yield certainty.

The formidability of a claim against the attemptfatsify it makes it more
reliable. Thomas Kuhn, an American philosopheraxésce, thinks that
Popper’s falsifiabilism does not address the aoiaf research is done
in the sciences. For him, there is tradition ofngoresearch in science,
just like other disciplines. He avers that “the coumity of scientists
accepts the basic theory, uses it as a guide éanmgs and tends to hold
onto it, even if some observations shows up thatatdit into the theory
(Velasquez, p. 411). But as soon as many contrasgrmations to the
theory create anomalies, old theories are reveafet new theory is
generated. Under these circumstances, the commwitiigdopt the new
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theory, because it works better. This explainst ghiparadigm from one
period to another. Scientific knowledge therefor@her than be
accumulations of theory, takes a leap in a revohary way. Kuhn with
this argument develops a pragmatic method of thopka the sciences.

SELF-ASSESSMENT EXERCISE
What are the general steps for the methodologgiehsfic explanation?
40 CONCLUSION

The agenda of this unit has been to uncover sorntteedbasic or general
ideas concerning the methodology of scientific ovg&ey. The aim is to
be able highlight the ways through which the scstsitgo about their
business of making sense of the world via the ofaseins of regularities
for the sake of prediction. However, much as thendific method is

usually prized for its universal appeal and appilocg it needs to be said
that some philosophers such as Karl Popper, Thdfoas, to name a
few, have succeeded to show that the scientifichatkis fallible and

always in need of revision by scientists themselves

5.0 SUMMARY

. The search for knowledge in the sciences is a coation of
empirical and rational procedures

o Verification is the view that a claim or propositipasses as
knowledge or truth if it is verifiable in experienc

. For critics of science like Popper, a real scienttieory is not just

one that is confirmed by some observations, buttbaesurvives
repeated attempt to prove it false.

6.0 TUTOR-MARKED ASSIGNMENT

1. In what ways do rationalism and empiricism infotme scientific
method and discovery?
2. How relevant is Popper’s criticisms of the sciaatihethod?

7.0 REFERENCES/FURTHER READING
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

In this present unit we will consider the third ding of knowledge in
epistemology — skepticism. As the previous uniteehshown, the idea
that reason, for rationalism and the sense pemgdr empiricism, are
the basic sources of knowledge. Skepticism on dinérary, argues that it
is not possible to have reliable knowledge thabisolutely true. One will
think that skepticism is more or less a fallibiishpproach to knowing
about reality but it can be seen as a theory ofwkege; though a
negative one. In this unit, the strands of skegicwill be considered. Its
disagreement with the rationalist and empiricistcamts will also be
considered as attention then turns to some of tbélgms that also
bedevil skepticism.

2.0 INTENDED LEARNING OUTCOMES

This unit will help students:

o To understand the basic disagreements among the papular
epistemic theories

o To realize that there is a fallibilistic and cauisacall by skepticism
against the excesses of certainties.

o To have an understanding of the core doctrine eps&sm and
its limitations.

3.0 MAIN CONTENT
Skepticism as an epistemological theory is origynalssociated with

ancient Greek Sophists like Gorgias, ProtagorasTémdcymachus. The
term originates from the Greek woskeptiko which means to doubt.
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Some scholars have asked whether skepticism isaytlof knowledge
(like empiricism and rationalism) or not. This isdause it has a negative
position on possibility of knowledge.

3.1 The Idea of Skepticism

However, one can answer the above question infthhenative though

skepticism is the view that objective or absolutewledge is impossible.
Sceptics however, arrived at this view because thaye their own

conception of what knowledge should be. Their neggtonly arose

when they could not find knowledge claim that meaduup to their

standard. The foundation of skepticism can be teagnanate from early
Greek philosophers like Heraclitus who argues thaerything is in a

state of flux” (including knowledge). He sees chaiag a defining factor
of reality. So, when Gorgias and Protagoras pdsit hothing can be
known for certain, by leveraging on the changinturexof reality. The
phenomenon of change creates the dichotomy betapp®arance and
reality.

Epistemology in the view of W. Hamlyn is seen agtof defence — work
against skepticism. It is in this vein that epistéogies of the rationalists
and empiricists are described as sets of answesisefaicism.

3.2  Types of Skepticism

Skepticism started with the belief that there is kmowledge that is
immune to doubt. But with time, it graduated toeaiag the impossibility
of knowledge and a denial of truth. This is why lamlyn “skepticism
is the philosophical position that we cannot knawthing or that, we can
never be sure we have attained knowledge” (quoyeBdwaji, 2007, p.
254).

There are three types of skepticism: universaltdéidhand methodological
skepticism. Universal skepticism denies any kindmdwledge. Nafelx
Brandit (1965:374) captured this form of skepticiamsaying “there is
no proposition in which any person can reasonalalygomore confidence
than its contrary.”

Limited skepticism is slightly different in the ssnthat it does not believe
in objective knowledge but does not frown at sutoyecknowledge. It
admits that individuals can know something butgheblem of justifying
or communicating it to others is questionable. AsstGorgias asserts
“...even if it is known, it cannot be communicatedtbers”. Both forms
of skepticism question the sources of human knogdear our ideas of
rationality in general.
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However, there is another form of skepticism thanhks that human
sources of knowledge are reliable but we must cpresteir products in
order to arrive at something enduring. This is radthogical skepticism
that uses doubt as a method of arriving at objedtivowledge. This is
demonstrated by Rene DescarteMgtitations on First Philosophy and
David Hume in his critique of causality and induetknowledge.

Sceptics claim that human perception which is masié starting point
of knowledge is unreliable, since our senses miotectime deceives us
by giving us conflicting information about the extal world.

3.2.1 Arguments against Perception

The epistemological problem over the reliability pérception as a
medium to unravel the true nature of things is usc@ed by the various
lapses involved in the process of perception. THapses have been
presented in different argument forms as questicarken on the
acceptability of perception as a reliable sourcenfdfrmation about the
external world. These arguments are:

) The Time-Lag Argument:

According to this argument, there is always a tiatg even if only very
short, between an object being so and our peragitirt points out the
possibility of a sudden absence of the physicaktia mental object (that
causally stimulates the senses) even before treetoban be said to be
perceived. In other words, the external objecindirect awareness may
cease to be present at the moment of perceptiaa. possibility is put
forward as a reason to support the position thatdhject of direct
awareness is the one which is the mental reprasamtaf the indirect
object that mediates between the subject and tlysigati object. This
suggests a change in the object between the tifioeebié is perceived
and the time it is perceived. Therefore, ther@éspossibility of a change
in the object we actually perceived and the objeetclaim to have
perceived. That is, there may be a difference b&tvilee object perceived
and what we claim to have perceived.

i) The Argument from lllusion

lllusion is any perceptual situation in which a pital object is actually
perceived, but in which that object perceptuallyegrs other than it
really is. The central form of the argument frofaslon is based on the
fact that genuine perceptual experiences are qtiadty
indistinguishable to the perceiver at the relevame from illusory
experiences (Dancy,1981:153). Examples of illusemesthe instances of
perceiving a stick as appearing bent when immers&ter or a white
wall that appears blue under a blue light and s{Hyslop, 1983:533).
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The force of illusion is underscored when the pesreis not at the
moment of illusion aware that he or she is havingillusion. The
argument from illusion is in most cases presemnedte following order.

Firstly, when one is subject to an illusion, on@vgare of a thing having
a particular quality, say A, which the real puldlgect supposedly being
perceived does not actually have. Secondly, whetiherquality A is

perceived erroneously or relatively, there is sdmmgt which actually

possesses this quality. Thirdly, since the reaeabjn question is, by
hypothesis, not the quality that has been illugqrérceived, and then it
is either that one is not aware of the public @gkct after all or is

indirectly aware of it. Fourthly, there is theredpno non-arbitrary way
of distinguishing from the point of view of the satt of an experience,
between the phenomenology of perception and iliusio

iii)  The Argument from Hallucination:

The argument from hallucination does not differ mérom the argument
from illusion. The essence of this argument isdmpout the possibility
of having an experience (hallucination) whereby, aiehe moment of
this experience, cannot distinguish it from a vead perceptual
experience. Perhaps hallucinations may differ emgbnse that objects of
immediacy may not be playing the role of mediatirgween a public
object and the subject. In other words, the contdnéxperience in
hallucinations may not admit of the presence ofilblip direct object at
the moment of hallucinatory immediacy. So, at the@mmant of
hallucination, there may be no public physical ohjehich causes the
stimulation of the senses as a necessary conddrqerception.

In summary, skepticism is a challenge on the réitglof human senses
of perception and reason, it questions or placedtdon the nature of
truth and the mode of justification to knowledgaiil.

3.3  Critique of Skepticism

Methodological skepticism has been commended asilooting to the
development of knowledge. But whole scale or ursgkskepticism has
suffered backlashes.

First, there is the argument that the denial ofkdedge has not obeyed
the logical polar concepts in language. This argurmpeints out that there
are some concepts that can be understood in pofairs. For instance,
the word ‘up’ is meaningful when one understandsdpposite ‘down’.
In the same vein, go and come, good and bad, kadgeland ignorance
are polar. If the sceptics argued that no one knang everyone is
ignorant, it becomes baffling how the word ignomamall be meaningful
when knowledge does not exist.
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Secondly, it has been argued that for every worteths always a

paradigm case that it describes. If there is ne cA&nowledge then the
word should not have existed. So, if the word kreglgke exists then there
is at least a paradigm case which the word describe

Thirdly, the claim that no one can know is incotesis and seems
contradictory. Since to claim that no one knowstlaimg is an affirmation
that the sceptics know that no one knows, it fofloiivat the sceptics
absolutely know that no one knows anything is true.

SELF-ASSESSMENT EXERCISE

Of the three types of skepticism, which is the mimsmneficial for the
progress of knowledge and why?

4.0 CONCLUSION

The main idea of skepticism is that it is not pbksio have knowledge
in a way that doubt or error may be ruled out. $kegmn does not just
arrive at this verdict via mere wishful thinkingattempts to simply show
that the human intellect is defective primordialtyemploys the time-lag
argument, the argument from illusion and the hailaton argument to
establish its stake that it is not possible to haweuestionable
knowledge.

5.0 SUMMARY

o Skepticism as an epistemological position is oatijnassociated
with ancient Greek Sophists like Gorgias, Protagoend
Thracymachus

. There are three types of skepticism: universal,itéich and
methodological skepticism.

. Methodological skepticism has been commended asilsoting

to the development of knowledge.
6.0 TUTOR-MARKED ASSIGNMENT

1. What is the basic difference between limited andvensal
skepticism?

2. Mention and discuss the versions of skepticismheffollowing
scholars: Thracymachus, Protagoras, Georgias, Researtes,
David Hume.
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

The discourse in this unit is an exposition on tiagure of truth, its

multifaceted dimensions, different perspectivesith, and the arduous
challenge of distinguishing truth from falsehoddbégins by tracing the
traditional understanding of truth, how the undamding of truth has
evolved among scholars over time, and the challesigarriving at

epistemological truth.

2.0 INTENDED LEARNING OUTCOMES

By the end of this unit, you will be able to:

o understand the nature of truth

o explain the different perspectives to truth

o describe a brief historical overview of the devetgmt of the
concept of truth

o identify the challenge of attaining the truth.
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3.0 MAIN CONTENT
3.1 An Exposition of the Traditional Conceptions of Truth

It is often taken for granted that we understandtttuth is based on our
daily use of the term, but a critical analysis dfawtruth is, reveals it to
be a very complex concept whose nature has remaghesive to
philosophers. The notion of truth is a central éssuepistemology. This
is because epistemology deals with knowledge, amviedge is only
knowledge if it is true as it qualifies as one loé tbasic conditions for
knowledge. The quest for certitude of knowledganisittempt to establish
beyond doubt (scepticism), the truth of our episteciaim (Jimoh,
2017:121). The principal issue here is: what ighfuNVhat does it mean
for a claim to be described as true? What are ¢hditions of truth?

Truth is a characteristic of propositions or belidtvery civilization and
philosophicakepochenhas devoted a considerable concern for the concept
of truth. In the biblical period, Pilate the kingkad Jesus, “what is truth?”
Jesus responded that “I am the truth...” thereby esiggg a metaphorical
definition of truth. During the ancient period dfilpsophy, the search for
truth preoccupied the philosophies of Plato, DassalAristotle and the
Sophists. Truth was seen as an ingredient of krayeethat confers
certainty on epistemic claims. In today’s civiliat, it has become a tool
to discern between information that can pass a®dy of genuine
knowledge (Orangun, 2001:71). The importance of tancept cannot
be overemphasized in epistemic theorizing.

Plato sees truth as something that exists outiseleuman mind, in a form
that is immutable and eternal. For Aristotle, trethsts in the world of

experience, which is also external to human beifRgne Descartes finds
truth in clear and distinct ideas in the mind ofrfain beings (Ruch,

1997:175). Truth for him, comes from within ratitean from outside

human beings.

E. Kehinde opines that truth generally conveysrss®f objectivity and

attainment of a standard (2000:80). This implied truth in all situations

connotes what ought to be as it captures realgywhy it is. It is not

subjected to human whims and caprices and is ffoee &ny form of error.

According to Omeregbe (2018: 39) it cannot be iteenit can only be

discovered by the human mind. Paul Horwich dessritbeth as “the

quality of those propositions that accord with itgakpecifying what is

in fact the case” (1999:929). He views truth ag@perty possessed by
propositions. In similar vein, E.J. Lowe views truas a property

expressed by a truth predicate ‘is true’. Howeteeye are theories of
truth which support the above views and they dtmlliscussed later.

47



PHL 303 THEORIES OF KNOWLEDGE

The question of truth permeates every discoursig $a@ence, religion,
mathematics, philosophy, politics, economics, aistblty. The question
of truth lies at the heart of most epistemologmalblems. It is doubtful
if the concept of belief, knowledge and justificatican be analyzed or
explained without making a recourse to answer tirestijon “what is
truth?” To determine the soundness or acceptgbdftour belief, we
must consider truth (Velasquez, p.44).

In most everyday discourse the nature of trutaken for granted. Many
accept different claims to truth depending on hbeytfeel about the
claim. For instance, the claim “l love you till a@t’” is mostly not given

a serious or deep consideration during solemnizadgfomarriage. Such
pronouncements are taken as given and it requogsrobing. During

oath-taking in political and court settings ‘I drsdy the truth and nothing
but the truth’ is always uttered by actors in paldervice yet one will

wonder at the end of their service whether theyal lived up to this

claim. The statement ‘of course | am telling yoe truth’ in everyday

discussion can only be sustained if nobody askedjtlestion, ‘what is
truth?’

The question of truth historically, has been answean different ways.
This is so because truth is not seen as a homogeamcept. There is
moral truth just as there is scientific truth. Relus truth seems not to be
the same with philosophical truth. However, insptthese diverse ways
of looking at truth, what is obvious is that trtands contrary to falsity.
A religious truth may not be the same with phildsicpl truth, but a
religious truth is opposed to a religious falsehood

A metaphorical story is told of the relationshigveeen truth and lie:

The Truth and the Lie meet on the road one dayLi#eays to the Truth
“It's a marvelous day today”The Truth looks up to the skies and sighs,
for the day was truly beautiful. They walk togethara while, until they
reach a beautiful well. The Lie tells the Truthh#& water in the well is
very nice, let’'s take a swim together!” The Truthce again suspicious,
tests the water and discovers that it indeed,ng miee. They undress and
start the bathe. Suddenly, the Lie jumps out ofatbl, puts on the clothes
of the Truth and runs off towards a nearby villagee furious Truth leaps
out of the well and runs to find the Lie and get bi®thes back. The
Villagers, seeing the Naked Truth, are horrifiedd daok away with
contempt and rage. The poor Truth returned to bk and disappeared,
forever hiding her shame. And since that day, tharavels the world,
clothed as the Truth (https://storytelling.co.zarstakedtruthandlie).

The philosophical import of the above story istleéion of truth as naked

or uncovered for those who apprehend it. ThatithésInow walking in
the clothes of the truth portends a problem ofedéhtiating between the
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real truth and the disguised lie in truth cloth®s, one can say that there
is a thin demarcation between lie and truth. letagersonal experience
to be able to identify what is what. The idea tin&t truth is now hiding
in the well suggests the belief that to find orsgrahe truth one must
search deeper. The lie is on the street, easyaspdout the truth to be
found requires commitment and extra effort.

SELF-ASSESSMENT EXERCISE
What do you understand by the term, “truth”?
4.0 CONCLUSION

It is obvious that there is a sense in which thigjesui of truth seems
elusive. As such, many give up hope of ever attgithe truth. Thus, their
recommendation is one of perpetual skepticism argivie up all hope of
ever arriving at the truth. While this attitude higsbenefit within certain
contexts, truth is not altogether impossible. Itynpaove difficult, but
there is always the possibility of arriving at tineth. Hence the need to
continually keep digging deep till it is arrived at

5.0 SUMMARY

o Truth is a common place word but its meaning g@epdr than its
everyday usage

J Truth has different understanding and applicationdifferent
contexts

. There is no unanimous definition of truth becaude ite
multifaceted nature

. Its existence and usefulness has been a debate&muries to the
present day

. Arriving at the truth is a herculean task but itnist altogether
impossible

6.0 TUTOR-MARKED ASSIGNMENT

1. discuss the nature of truth as understood in teldgiof study
2. outline a brief historical overview of the conceptruth.

7.0 REFERENCES/FURTHER READING
Horwich, P. (1999.) “The Minimalist Conception ofufh” in Simon

Blackburn and Keith Simons (EdsTyuth. Oxford University
Press.

49



PHL 303 THEORIES OF KNOWLEDGE

Jimoh, A.K. (2017). Certitude and Doubt: A Study Guide in
Epistemology. Second EditiorBenin City: Floreat System
Publications

Kehinde, E. (2000). “Epistemology and Its ImportantPhilosophy” In:
E.K. Ogundowole (ed).Philosopy And Logic: A Student
CompanionLagos: Dmodus Publishers.

Lowe, E.J. (2005). “Truth” In: Ted Honderich (EdJ.he Oxford
Companion to Philosoph@xfrord: Oxford University Press.

Omoregbe. J. (2018Knowing Philosophy Lagos: Joja Educational
Research and Publishers Ltd.

Orangun, A. (2001)Epistemology Relativism: An Enquiry into the
Possibility of Universal KnowledgéNigeria: Ibadan University
Press).

Plato (1956). The Republic in Great Dialogues of Plai@anslated by
W.H.D. Rouse, New York: A Mentor Book.

Ruch, E.A (1977). The ways of Knowing and Thinking: A Theory of
Knowledge Lesotho: National University of Lesotho

Velasquez, Manuel (2005)Philosophy: A Text with Reading@" ed).
Belmont: Thomas Wadsworth.

50



PHL 303 MODULE 3

UNIT 2 CLASSICAL THEORIES OF TRUTH
CONTENTS

1.0 Introduction

2.0 Intended Learning Outcomes

3.0 Main Content
3.1 Correspondence Theory of Truth
3.2 Coherence Theory of Truth
3.3 Pragmatic Theory of Truth
3.4 Semantic Theory of Truth

4.0 Conclusion

5.0 Summary

6.0 Tutor-Marked Assignment

7.0 References/Further Reading

1.0 INTRODUCTION

This unit discusses the classical theories of fruth correspondence,
coherence, pragmatic and semantic theories of.tAghwe shall see,
despite the shortcomings of these theories, théymalke unique
contributions to the goal of understanding the reatf truth in different
perspectives.

2.0 INTENDED LEARNING OUTCOMES

By the end of this unit, you will be able to:

o identify and explain the classical theories oftirut

o evaluate the strengths and weaknesses of theaahtseories of
truth

o understand that there are different ways of det@ngiif a claim
is true.

3.0 MAIN CONTENT
3.1  Correspondence Theory of Truth

Correspondence theory is one of the classical = of truth. It asserts
that truth is an agreement between what is saitetieved and fact.
According to Bertrand Russell, there are facts redleto us, when our
beliefs correspond with these facts, then trutlsesved (Velasquez,
2005:445). Fadahumsi (1997:42) defines it as aespondence of
thoughts with something outside thoughts. It mehasthere is a thought
of a claimant which attempts to describe a realityside the claimant,
successful description of this reality is truth leha failed or incorrect
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description is falsity. A statement like, “thereaigat on the roof” is only
true if there is indeed a cat on the roof.

This is the most natural and widely held notiortroth. It defines truth as
correspondence between human judgment and fackalds that any
declarative statement or preposition is true, ifatvih asserts is exactly
what is the case. Thus, the proposition “The tabhay study is black” is
true only if there is in fact a black table in miudy. According to
Kolawole Owolabi (2000:60), the correspondence heonceives truth
as basically an affair between judgments and eategalities. That the
truth of any proposition is established when theragreement between
the position made and the reality. Alternativehjisttheory according to
Robert Audi (2011:287) is the notion that the trothour belief is not
mind dependent. Lemos avers that the correspondiiecey of truth
basically makes two claims:
() A proposition is true if and only if it correspontisthe facts or A
proposition is false if an only if it fails to c@spond with facts.
(Lemos, 2002:9).

In spite of the common sense approach of the quurekence theory, it is
not without some limitations. For instance, it does$ help us to resolve
questions of truth in those fields where thereraréfacts” (Honer,1999:
60).

According to Woozley (1978:126), “It gives considgon only to
empirical statements or beliefs about empiricaktdaweglecting other
forms of beliefs”. The implication is that it doeet accommodate non-
empirical belief. The proposition such as God isrratent cannot be
adequately applied to such a theory. Likewise, lsaw we demonstrate
the principle of love or justice as true when thag not objects or
observable events?

The correspondence theory also depends on pemsdptjastify claims.
But we know the sceptics position on the problempeasteption. It follows
that this theory has not met the challenge of s&spt which is very
germane in epistemic theorizing. Correspondenaaytadso assumes too
much. It seems to assume that we know not onlycotrespondence of
things, but also facts about the world — i.e. hberworld is (Velasquez,
p. 451). Is our experience of the world not alse fdcts? Is there a fact
that is not experienced? This is where Berkelej@srcof “to be is to be
perceived” becomes a critique of truth as corredpone between
thought and fact. Since the notion of what is 4 lfexs not been settled, it
is difficult to understand the theory.
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3.2  Coherence Theory of Truth

Coherence theory of truth is the view that truth [groperty exhibited by
a related group of consistent propositions (Homper6l). The theory
recognizes that there are different areas of kndydeand as such truth
must be understood within each area of knowledgeirfstance, critique
of truth in mathematics should not be measured titth in history or
politics. In other words, there is coherence inlraatatics just as there is
in politics and the sciences. So, a particular pstton is true if it coheres
with other propositions within the same system. €bherence theory
assumed a world of forms like the Platonic worldeveh ideas are
connected to each other by necessary relationshwka&son can detect.
His theory, viewed as an alternative to the cowadpnce theory, holds
that a proposition is true if it is a member ofcherent set. It views truth
as a relation between judgement and the systerhitdhw belongs. Thus,
it considers a proposition to be true if it is agtent with, or coheres with
other groups of propositions. It is in this sersa& Bonjour (1999:153)
“claims propositions to be true if they stand iitaie strong relation of
coherence to other beliefs in such a way thatliavss’ total system of
beliefs forms a perfect coherent system. This théotds that the truth
or falsehood of a proposition is dependent on wdretin not it coheres
with the system it belongs to. This theory of trus presented and
defended by idealists such as Francis H., Braddegnd Blanshard and
Bernard Bosanquet. These idealists assume thatdalie organized in a
systematic arrangement which must be complete amgpezhensive.

In science, pre-eminence is giving to theories to@ coherent with
accepted judgments. Brand Blanchard describes enbeias “agreement
between judgments” (Velasquez, p. 450).

Just like correspondence theory, coherence hingedhe idea of
consistency. While correspondence talks about stersy of thought
with fact, coherence espouses consistency of thowggh thoughts.
However, the problem with consistency of thoughthwhoughts is the
status of the starting or first thought. Since gwrstem will start with a
thought, how can we determine the status of tis¢ titought? Definitely
not through coherence.

Coherence will therefore need to rely on correspond to determine the
status of the first judgment in any system. One alo argue that
coherence has not been able to meet the challdrsjemicism, because
it relies on relative system. If every system lwaddtermine its own truth,
it follows that conflicting truths from differentystems are irresolvable
because there is no universal system that can meetsm.
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3.3  Pragmatic Theory of Truth

Due to the obvious weaknesses of both coherencec@mespondence
theories, pragmatic theorists veered from consigtém usefulness. It is
believed that the truth of a belief depends omutcome or implication.
William James in his book New Name for Some Old Ways of Thinking
clearly distinguishes the pragmatic theory fromeottheories of truth.
According to William James (1948:170) “The trueoidy the expedient

in the long run and on the whole course”. Chishdéfines the pragmatic
theory of truth as the theory which accepts tHaelgef is true if and only

if the belief has practical implications. (1987:97)

Pragmatism attempts to avoid the mistakes of pesiries by focusing
on the result of claims or beliefs rather than rtHegical structures.
Pragmatists stance is that whatever works is whatue (Honer, 62).
According to William James, “truth is made in there way wealth,
health and money is made”. Human beings are irstmse the producers
of truth. Truth is not something external to hurb@mgs, but something
shaded by human thought. A claim is true becausdingdeit good to
believe.

One of the limitations of the pragmatic theory rofth is the tendency to
approve accidental claims that work. It has begued that there is no
necessary connection between what is ultimately, tom the one hand
and what just happens to work on the other hana¢k@. 83).

According to Velasquez, pragmatism project displagys relative
conception of truth because what works today nmgittwork tomorrow.
And if workability is the criterion of truth, it #ows that a claim might
be true today but false tomorrow (Velasquez, p)460

3.4  Semantic Theory of Truth

This theory of truth, developed Alfred Tarski adoatmeta-language that
claims and views truth as a property of sentencaski’'s theory of truth
demands that any satisfactory account of truth rmestt the following
conditions:

I The material adequacy condition

. The formally correct condition.

The material adequacy condition is also known aa®@ntion T” and it
holds that any viable theory of truth must enfait,every sentence “P” a
sentence of the following form, known as form “TP” is true if and only
if, P. For example, “Snow is white” is true if andly if snow is white.
The second condition calls for a logically flawlg@secess (which implies
consistency) that sets out the theory of trutim@s 2017:133)
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Tarski considers sentences as truth bearers arsgrignce; he means
classes of inscriptions with similar forms. Thus llustration, snow is
white is true if and only if snow is white. “Snow white” appears twice
in the sentence above. The first is in quotatiomkhand the second
without quotation marks. According to the semarhieory, the first
“Snow is white” is the name of the sentence, whike second snow is
white, is the sentence itself. This implies thasemtence is used to
describe a state of affairs in the world, whilesialso used as a nhame to
say that it is true (Tarski, 1944:341-376).

SELF-ASSESSMENT EXERCISE

Write short notes on the classical theories ohtrut

4.0 CONCLUSION

Judging from the strengths and weaknesses of tiassical theories of
truth, a balanced approach at analyzing them frdmligtic perspective

will not treat them as contraries but complemengss. As such, each
theory represents a perspective of truth that walkeen together, gives us

a fuller perspective and understanding of truth.

5.0 SUMMARY

o There are four classical theories of truth- coroesience,
coherence, pragmatic, and semantic.

o Coherence theory of truth thrives on the agreernetween what
Is said or believed and the fact.

o Coherence theory of truth is the view that truthpi®perty
exhibited by a related group of consistent propmsst

o Pragmatic theory of truth avers truth is that whighuseful and
works.

o The Semantic theory of truth demands that any faatmy

account of truth must meet the material accuraogition and the
formally correct condition.

. Theories of truth are not necessarily contrariest bu
complementaries.

6.0 TUTOR-MARKED ASSIGNMENT

1. What theory of truth do you think best represehts nature of

truth?

2. Can you say that Coherence theory is able to rheedlbjections
against Correspondence?

3. Semantic theory seems to portray an idea of coberddiscuss.
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

This unit discusses the ideologies that constifuéepostmodern attitude
towards truth, which is predominantly one of sk&pth, subjectivism
and relativism. In doing this, attention will beighéo the thoughts of Jean-
Francois Lyotard and Richard Rorty on truth.

2.0 INTENDED LEARNING OUTCOMES

By the end of this unit, you will be able to:

. understand the post-modern approach to truth

o distinguish between the post-modern and traditiaparoaches to
truth

o identify and discuss post-modern philosophy andbpbphers on
truth

3.0 MAIN CONTENT
3.1 Post-Modernism and Truth

Post modernism is one of the most significant caltyphilosophical, and
artistic movements of our contemporary age. Itlisagad movement that
traces its origin to the mid late 2@entury across almost all fields of
inquiry — philosophy, arts, architecture etc. magkia departure from
modernism. Modernism is both a philosophical cutmnamvement that
was birthed during the enlightenment of the lat& B9d early 20
century, and could be said to be the maturity & thodern era of
philosophy culminating in the enlightenment. Asaement, it reflected
the desire for the creation of new forms of artilggophy and social
organization which was reflected in the emergentehe industrial
revolution.
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According to Jimoh (2017:191), philosophically, pasodernism is
eclectic and makes elusive criticism and analySWestern Philosophy,
heavily influenced by phenomenology, structuraliamg existentialism,
as espoused by Friedrich Nietzsche, Martin Heideggel to some
degree, Ludwig Wittgenstein. As a "20century movement, it is
characterized by an attitude of skepticism, subjesch, relativism, a
general suspicion of reason, and an acute semgtivihe role of ideology
in asserting and maintaining political and economawver (Duignan,
2020). Postmodernism as well is opposed to episteertainty and the
stability of meaning (Aylesworth, 2015).

Post modernism criticized and denies the modenpisition on the
possibility of an objective knowledge or truthviéws knowledge or truth
as a conceptual construct, made from the linguastid other memory-
making resources of specific culture. Such postenodt philosophers
who include Richard Rorty, Thomas Kuhn, Paul Felyenal, Jacques
Derrida, Michael Foucault, Jean Francois LyotashnBaudrillard are
opposed to transcendental arguments and definitdéospphical

standpoints.

The postmodernism period witnessed the deniale@tthstence of truth.
In spite of the development in science, scientifith was not spared.
Thomas Kuhn in his scientific theory avers thatétie no more objective
theory (truth) in science because over time sdierttieories undergo
changes and amendments. So, there is no genusenréa arguing that
a new theory that works is truer or better thanavds (Akande, 2020).
Postmodernist berated the idea of truth from lisciperspective. The
idea of truth is relative to every conceptual sceeRor Foucault, truth is
relative and can be understood through a socialggsocalled discourse.
In the same vein, James Lyotard argues that urghvgtgh is unattainable
since there are different micro-narratives which basis for difference
and plurality.

1.1  Jean-Francois Lyotard on Truth:

Due to his uncompromising standpoint about moderhisughts and
often straw-man conception of “postmodernism”,astbeen too easy to
dismiss the philosophy of Jean-Francois Lyotard imtellectually
lightweight. This is should not have been the chseause his work on
the concept of “differend” can make a serious dbation to the
understanding of certain troubling contemporaryiaoand political
phenomena. In particular, a look back at Lyotavesk on the differend
may help us to get our bearings in a socio-politdaate that has been
dubbed “post-truth” (McLennan, 2018: 1).
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The idea of Lyotard’'s theory of truth can be sitghin the idea of
“differend.” “Differend”, from the French “différed, in general names
a dispute or a lack of agreement (McLennan, 2008&.word also carries
a special sense, or rather three special sensekydtard’s usage.
According to Gérald Sfez’s unpacking, a differerdwrs when two or
more parties “do not speak the same language ataltio not share even
a minimum of common ground which a third party wbille able to
exploit in order to ensure that each party make®ffort to put herself in
the place of the other” (Sfez, 2007: 12). Whengkere is a differend in
Lyotard’s sense, the parties do not share raison communé‘a
common reason or rationale”); it is as though tlezee no universal logic
and no “language in general” that they could appeal order to resolve
their conflict (Sfez 2007: 12). Rather, in a sitaatof differend the parties
speak radically heterogeneous languages (Sfez 2@0.7But this means
that there are cases when “there will be no meémg®iog to meet the
other without bringing her to oneself” (Sfez 20Q2). In such cases, any
instance of translation from one idiom to the otiveuld automatically
beg the question; descriptively speaking it wouhdoant to at least a
partial failure, and normatively speaking it wouwdnstitute a betrayal.
This is a derivation from Lyotard’s conviction that

As distinguished from a litigation, a differend idibe a case of conflict,
between (at least) two parties, that cannot betaojyiresolved for lack
of a rule of judgment applicable to both argume@ise side’s legitimacy
does not imply the other’s lack of legitimacy (Lsiod, 1988: xi).

The differend is a pragmatic misfire, not a logicahtradiction. Since the
parties do not share the same idiom, both of theghtntonceivably be
right, despite their being in conflict (Sfez 20AB). Lyotard claims that
“applying a single rule of judgment to both in orde settle their
differend as though it were merely a litigation Wwbwrong (at least) one
of them (and both of them if neither side admits tble)” (Lyotard, 1988:
xi). So the implication is that the idea of truthriot limited to either of
the parties but to something that is beyond themother words, his
account of truth has an underpinning in the pragmaintexts of the
parties that make some claim concerning the world.

1.2 Richard Rorty’s Postmodern Account of Truth

American philosopher Richard Rorty (probably) th@sminfluential
advocate of post modernism and contextualism ischfair his critique of
the modern notion of philosophy as a quasi- sdiergnterprise aimed at
certainty and objective truth.

In his famous publicatioRhilosophy and the Mirror of Naturég attacks
the traditional notion of epistemology and its @i in setting forth the
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criterion for knowing how things really are. Comyrdo the traditional
view which sees the mind as a mirror that refleetdity or the external
world. According to Lawhead, (2002:578) Rorty opgmdraditional
philosophy with four theses:

I. The mind does not mirror nature

ii. That statements are simply tools for accomplisic@gain tasks
ii. An ideal is true if it works

iv.  There are no final laws either in philosophy oe.lif

Against Foundationalism that holds that all knowledan be grounded
or justified on basic beliefs that are self-jugtity and self-evident, Rorty
held that no statement is more basic than the athdrthat no other
statement is ever justified “finally” but only réle to some

circumscribed and contextually determined set afitaxhal statement
(Duignan, 2021).

SELF-ASSESSMENT EXERCISE
What is the post-modern understanding of truth?
4.0 CONCLUSION

Attention has been given to the idea of truth frima traditional and
postmodern angles. It is clear that the main dmamey between the
traditional and postmodern approaches is that gonttters when
assigning truth-values to propositions. What it one context may
not be the case in another. For many postmodetnigksis manufactured
either from a cultural or individual perspective.

5.0 SUMMARY

o The Post-modern understanding of truth takes atsledstance
towards the possibility of objective and certauntlc
. Post-modernism advocates for truth as subjectideralative.

o The idea of Lyotard’s theory of truth can be siéuhin the idea of
“differend” which in general names a dispute or axkl of
agreement among parties that do not share a cormationale

. Richard Rorty’s Postmodern account of truth considi&uth
primarily in relative terms and only to be undeostowithin the
context that it occurs.

6.0 TUTOR-MARKED ASSIGNMENT

1. Do you think Postmodernism position is consistenely their
claim that no standpoint is true?
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2. Distinguish between the traditional and post-modsroount of
truth.

3. Discuss two post-modernist philosophers on theirception of
truth.
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

This unit brings to focus the problem of truth whizan be analyzed vis-
a-vis the idea of justification and its necessitgpistemic discourse. The
guestion what is truth is problematic because efried to justify it as a
condition of knowledge. The concept of justificat@nd truth are integral
part of understanding knowledge.

2.0 INTENDED LEARNING OUTCOMES

By the end of this unit, you will be able to:

o understands the problematic nature of justifyimghtr

o understands the relationship between truth andigaton.

. discuss the two fundamental ways of justifying hruand
knowledge

. understands the difference between skeptical clainruth as

against fallibilist claim to truth.
3.0 MAIN CONTENT
3.1 Understanding the Concept of Justification

Any discussion on the nature of knowledge must addpeory of truth
and a theory of justification. Truth is sometimesbstituted for
knowledge. Where a claim to truth is made by astepic agent, it is
normally counted that the agent knows. In an exatian where multiple
choice questions are asked, a student that getritgagd the questions
correct is commonly tagged knowledgeable. Howepeoplem may
come when the student is asked to justify how feegshived at the true
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claims. It is for this reason the problem of jugtify truth is seen as the
bane of epistemology.

The term justification in epistemology as a comaitfor knowledge was
first used by Edmund Gettier when he appropriatesl thoughts of
Socrates, Ayer and Chisholm. Socrates assertSahaiccount of truth is
necessary for knowledge, A.J. Ayer underscoregtiepretation of “the
right to be sure” while Chisholm placed premium tevidence”.

However, there is no consensus on what should ibatesjustification.

There is a new debate that bothers on whetheethejtstification should
be substituted with reasonableness or virtue ortlv@nepropositions
should be assessed on truth or nearness to the (Putto, 2001:25).
However, justification is about the bases or undeg reason(s) for
knowledge claim. In the modern period of philosopliye existing

schools of epistemology developed foundationalissnaatheory of
justification. Foundationalism is supported by bampiricists and
rationalist's schools of thought. The essence omateding for

justification in epistemology is to provide expléioa or evidence why a
true claim should be accepted. It is assumed ttsdification will hold

firm a true claim and prevent it from unnecessaagés and from being
a flimsy claim.

3.2 Two Senses of Justification

There are two ways of offering support for trutlicis, the first is to offer

external support and the second is to offer infeswgoport. This is

referred to as externalism and internalism of fustiion. There are

various theories of justification which can eithibe externalist or

internalist depending on the schools of thoughtitopopher belongs to.

This mode of justification came to light in the eafhath of Gettier's

analysis of justified true belief (JTB). Gettiegsalysis put the naturalism
of JTB account into doubt. However, some philosophergued that

Gettier’'s critique of JTB only affects the extermabde of justification

and that a construction of internal mode of justifion can escape this
blow.

It is pertinent to mention that externalism anckinalism mode applies
to different areas of philosophy but when mentiomedpistemology, it

is called epistemic externalism and internalismenmalists aver that
justification is achieved by factors that are intdrto an epistemic agent.
But for externalists it is determined by factorsti@its external to an
epistemic agent. Internalism takes the challengeskd#pticism as

important, it is for this reason, it sees the essef justification as being
internally aware of reasons that support a clairtefbalism on the other
hand is at home with external factors of justificatas long as this factors
produce truth.
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There are two senses in which we can speak offigaton (1) the
justification of the person who is the epistemiceatgand (2) the
justification of a belief. In the first sense tlssue is what does it take for
a person to be justified in believing a propositard the second sense
concerns the property of a belief either in-iteelin the relation of a belief
with other beliefs. So, justification involves aliever’s internal or direct
awareness of his/her evidence and the propertyistfidr belief. The
conclusion we want to draw here is that the beliawabepistemic agents
in gathering or releasing information which serittex as premises has
impact on the justification of an epistemic agemspite of the truth of
his/her belief. A belief may be justified by logi@ntailment but not the
believer. In justifying the agent that the basistlé conclusion is
appropriately or correctly arrived at we want te see efforts he/she put.
We want to be sure that the premises are not ptafueearsay, rumor,
plagiarism or unreflective assumptions.

For a person to be justified in believing a proposiit is not enough for
the belief to be true the person must also hawuakanlith the belief; this
link is not just introspective but also behavioticisThis is so because it
is the “external behavioural actions which aredb#put of the processed
inputs of epistemic belief” (Ojong, 2010:33-34). Waust act in
accordance with what we belief. In considering védreof the agent one
cannot but considered the responsibility towardesobelief and the
evidence, which of course is a moral consideration.

3.3 Fallibilism

It is the view that no knowledge or truth can bstijfied or defined
conclusively. Fallibilism recognizes human inadedes in the area of
cognition and perception of reality.Fallibilism lethe same starting
point like the sceptists but they are neverthedgésrent. While sceptism
denies the possibility of knowledge based on hudnaiities, it still
affirms that we sometimes possess the ability @swoa infallibily.
(Hetherington, IEP) In this wise, fallibilismis nitte belief that all human
beings are fallible all the time, its main thessthat there is always a
possibility of error in every claim which is contyao the claim that all
claims are actually false. Fallibilism does notoguize the absolute
blanket doubt the sophists placed on all claimkrnowledge but it
advocate rational doubt on particular or speciféne to knowledge.

3.3.1 Factors of Fallibility

Fallibilists identify different sources of humanllitale knowledge.
Stephen Hetherington listed some as follows:
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The first is misusing of evidence: An example obusing evidence can
be seen in Gettiers counterexamples, where theofadbnes driving a
Ford car is used as a foundation to establishtivas)owns a Ford car.
Smith had thought that being in possession of anoat of the time is an
evidence for ownership; which is not always correct

The second source of fallibility is unreliable humsenses. Many of us
are aware of the problem of perception. We sometitnmk that seeing
is knowing and that our senses are windows to asseslity the way it

is. A critically analysis has shown that human ssnare at times
deceptive through long sightedness, short sighssjnkallucination,

illusion etc.

Thirdly unreliable memory can be a bane to acculatewledge.

Information are not preserved exactly the way teeyered human
memory. Human being only most of the time remembeparts rather
than holistically. There are also claims of falsenmory, where the event
recalled never actually happened.

Fourthly fallacious reasoning - people at timesuaryin a way that
betrayed their emotions or by ignoring the factslmn ground. Various
fallacies both formal and informal are attemptaddress this.

The fifth impediment to infallible knowledge or thu is what
Hetherington called intelligence limitations. Ingitase, the dexterity of
the human brain to explore the world or to infeknmwn from the known,
notwithstanding, it still has its own limitationbitelligent people also
make errors that are unexpected. People do argui ieasier for others
to see your mistakes than you do.

The sixth problem is representational limitatiofisis was first expressed
by Gorgias in his argument that“nothing existsaifything exists, it

cannot be known, if it is known it cannot be commeated to others”.

The impossibility of communicating what is knownni®stly a problem

of language. Language is the use of words and skgntborepresent
reality. However, what is communicated at timasaswhat one intended
or captured. So, the inadequacy of descriptiveuess like language
may hinder knowledge transmission especially pritjoos knowledge

which is in the purview of epistemology.

The last which he called situational limitationsicerns the psychological
status of epistemic agents, at the time invesbgaand dissemination of
information is done. For him, “it is not uncommaor fpeople to make
mistakes of fact because they have biases or pcepithat impede their
ability to perceive or represent or reflect acceisatupon those facts”
Francis Bacon earlier pointed out in ihN®vum Organumthat these
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biases are idols of the mind that can impede dewedmt of scientific
knowledge.

Sources of fallibilism:-
1. Rene Descartes’s demon argument
2. David Hume on causality

SELF-ASSESSMENT EXERCISE
What is Justification?
40 CONCLUSION

In this unit we discussed basically the problemswih and justification.
In doing this firstly we come to apprehend that fireblem of true
knowledge have been a lingering and reoccurring iopepistemological
discuss and quest which gave birth to the disctigsstfication of truth.
This understanding led us into the historical psscef justification as
from Socrates to Gettiers. We also discussed thenipence of external
and internal supports of truth claims in the prsaafsjustification which
are also called “epistemic Internalism and Extasnal’ This launched us
in good standing towards discussing the two sen$gastification —
justification through the epistemic agent and tisification of a belief.
In further elaboration we arrived at understanditigg value of
introspective and behavioural connections towardsipg the validity of
a claim or truth as this is paramount in the jicdiion process, we
affrmed that none is greater than the other ad ke of equal
importance. Finally, we discussed in this unitpheblem of justification
as a process which is inconclusive, resting onitlaglequacy of the
human intellect and reasoning. The genesis of tinory is called
Fallibilism. In conclusion, we outlined explanatgithe factors or sources
of human fallibility as detailed by Stephen Hethgton.

5.0 SUMMARY

o The concept justification is a requisite conditi@mn knowledge
validity. However, since truth is the goal of knedbe to justify
truth is an integral goal of epistemology.

o Justification as a valid claim is supported in tways —external
and internal, preferably called epistemic extesmli and
internalism of justification. Epistemologically, texnalism centers
on traits and factors external to an epistemic taiglich produces
truth, while internalism contends with mental ascés reasons
that supports a claim.
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o Resting on the foregoing, justification is alsotfi@red in two
senses —1. Justification of the believer and 2ifihagion of the
belief.

The first sense questions a person’s justifiability believing a

proposition, that is, the believer’'s internal dirawvareness of evidence.

The second sense hits on the property of beligsalif or in relation to

other belief.

. Justification is both introspective and behavidigjsione greater
than the other and both necessary for the jusiiifiabf a claim or
truth.

o Relating to justification of truth or knowledge, lliflailism

recognizes human inadequacy, thereby defining toeess of
justification as inconclusive.

o Fallibilism is distinct from skepticism and soplmst since it
advocates for rational doubt on particular or dpealaims to
knowledge.

. Fallibilism thrives on the inadequacy of human lietets. Stephen

Hetherington identified seven of these sources.

I. The mis-use of evidence.

. The unreliability of human senses.

ii. The unreliability of memory to accurate knowledge
V. Human fallacious reasoning

V. Intelligence limitations
vi. Representational limitations
vii.  Situational limitations

6.0 TUTOR-MARKED ASSIGNMENT
1. An epistemic agent cannot be separated from hidibkef or
claims. Discuss?

2. What is the relationship between truth and jusdifimn?
3. In what way do you think fallibilism is better thakepticism?
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

The problem of other minds is an offshore of Dessameditation.
Descartes arrived at his indubitable knowledge ‘th#tink, therefore |
am”. One can therefore unmistakably attribute modkay solipsism to a
Cartesian origin. Philosophers pointed out thatkimg can only establish
the existence of oneself rather than the existehother human beings.
However, Descartes opines that an observation ledrdtuman beings
who behave the same way as one can lead us intbudamg that they
also possess Minds. Since one knows that thosevioeing are the result
of a motivating mind. In other words, one has tpes) to analogical
argument in inferring that others are minded. THouwittgenstein
argues that privacy of experience is unthinkabfeeiexperience and
language are public in nature. A solipsist requaréanguage to think and
affirm his solipsistic thoughts. Language is aerducibly public form of
life that is encountered in specifically social tmtis.

20 INTENDED LEARNING OUTCOMES

By the end of this unit, you will be able to:

o understand the nature of the mind
o grapple with the challenges of defining the mitslfunctions, and
processes
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o Be Acquainted with theories of mind and their egmisic
implications.

3.0 MAINCONTENT

The problem of other minds is an offshoot of Detsameditation.
Descartes arrived at his indubitable claim thaththk, therefore 1 am”
which put the knowledge of the self as the fourmfatf all knowledge.
One can therefore unmistakably attribute modern dalpsism to
Cartesian origin. This rationalist philosopher gethout that thinking can
only establish the existence of oneself rather thanexistence of other
human beings. However, Descartes opines that aenaifon of other
human beings who behave the same way as oneselieadnus into
concluding that they also possess Minds. Since kmwavs that those
behaviours are the result of a motivating mindotimer words, one has to
appeal to analogical argument in informing thateathare minded.
Though, Wittgenstein argues that privacy of expereis unthinkable
since experience and language are public in natuselipsist requires a
language to think and affirm his solipsistic thotggliFror him, language is
an irreducibly public form of life that is encourgd in specifically social
contexts.

In the Christo-Jewish tradition the mind is desedlas the breath of god
that makes the human body come alive. Since thd mia part of god its
existence is guaranteed independent of the dedttedsody” (Graham,

1993:15). The mind in Descartes idea is a thinking-extended thing
that though, is in a body but can survive the deroisthe body.

It was Rene Descartes a French philosopher andather of modern
rationalism, that brought to fore, the role of thiad and the inadequacies
of the senses in the attempt to arrive at induldt&mowledge in his
famous “Meditations”. Descartes believes that “welat is as clear and
distinct as the mind’s consciousness of itself nmestrue”.

The suggestion on the role of the mind, from Sesatoke Theaetetus
up to the realization that, the attempt to reasoneflect on object of
perception can produce either true judgment orefglsigment. So, he
defined knowledge again as “True judgment” (18Hwnx. him, if a man
judges correctly a state of affairs either of tleestp the present or the
future then he knows. For John Locke, the mindahsila rasa meaning
a blank slate in which sense perception ingrasexperiences

For Descartes the essential property of a minaimking and in thinking,

the mind wills, remembers, doubts, memorise. & igflective aspect of
the human person. The mind is a non-extended sutestehose activities
consist in thinking (Popkin, p. 151). It is the retdvouse and factory of
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ideas. Notwithstanding, this idealist notion of thand, materialists have
argued that the mind is nothing but brain proceddebbes says that the
mind is like various combinations of matter in nooti (Popkin, 126).
Minds in this sense are responsible for behavibng above definition
becomes more evidence when we see that intelligetd that are
attributed to the human mind are being replicatesi@achines and human
mental activities are being artificially duplicateth computer
programmes.

What cannot be denied is that the mind is privatetiver in humans or in
machines. It is the individual who is in the bessifion to reveal its
content.

3.1 Theoriesof Mind

The mind though is said to be in the body by Ddssaand other
rationalists, but it is expected to control the Yool is argued that the
mind is like a pilot in a ship on this basis itdura consists in reasoning.
In other words, it gives directions to human adtiand virtue. While the
rationalists subscribed to the idealist concepbbrhe mind, there are
other philosophers, like Hobbes that subscribetth¢omaterialist nature
of the mind.

For instance, Descartes is of the opinion thatrtined is a substance
whose preoccupation is thinking; a spiritual noteerded entity. The
human mind is supervened on emotion, which is wigditional
epistemology sees justification of knowledge innterof providing
reason. The human intellect is fingered to be thece of reliable and
indubitable knowledge of both the inner and outerlds, whereas for
Thomas Hobbes, the mind is nothing more than pbysihemical
processes in the human body. This reductionisttiposof Hobbes and
other materialists place premium on the physicakes and perceptual
experience as the source of knowledge. The imphicatf this position is
that human consciousness is not a product of thd but a brain process.
The human brain which is physical becomes the cesft&knowledge
acquisition and dissemination.

The claim that consciousness is nothing but presess the brain is
known as identity theory of mind. According to @.Bmart, just as H20
is identical with water, consciousness is identiwéh neuro-physical
processes in the brain. Mental activities in thiseacan be explained by
physical laws (Smart, 1963)

Behaviorism is another theory of mind that redutesmind or mental

activities to behaviour. In other words, all feglnand intellectual states
are behaviours that others can see (Velasquez; ZI®)For instance, the
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claim that “Ojo knows what school is” is equivatéa saying “when Ojo
sees a school, we will behave in a specific mahrénowledge or to

know in this regard is a pattern of behaviour rathan a mental activity.
Knowledge by this explanation is a performative #cts not a state of
mind but a pattern of behaviour.

Functionalism is also a theory of mind that ismeatuctive but asserts that
to have a mind is to perform some functions or viessa. D.M Armstrong
avers that functionalism is a way of seeing “meéatdivities and mental
states in terms of inputs and outputs” (Armstrori§®68)

Functionalists see the computer as a model of dinetibn the mind
performs. The mind is like a software in a computeat enable the
computer take-in simple information and producemglex or intelligent
actions or functions.

SELF-ASSESSMENT EXERCISE
What is the nature of the mind?
40 CONCLUSION

The nature of the mind and how it interacts witk thody is yet an

unresolved issue that was brought to the fore hyeR2escartes. Since
then, other problems such as the problem of othedsnthe functions of

the mind, and how the mind is able to make cofjtetlgments has sprung
up. What the mind is and its functions though msegaphysical issue but
it has epistemic importance since some epistengt®gold it as the seat
of knowledge and ideas. Howbeit, despite the diftglopinions on the

matter, one thing that we have now come to largelieve is the fact that
the minds exists and it has a bearing on what wekoaw or actually

know.

50 SUMMARY

o The act of thinking establishes the existence efntind.

o The mind relates with the body through a meansghébsophers
are yet to agree on.

o The mind is the seat of willing, thinking, memongi and making
judgments.

o The contents and processes of the mind are pritlyetowner.

o There is a possibility of mirroring the processéshe mind in
machines.
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6.0 TUTOR-MARKED ASSIGNMENT

1. How does the mind relate with the body?

2. What are the functions of the mind?

3. How do we come to know that other minds exist afrarh our
own?

4. Can minds be reproduced in machines?
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

Nothing exists without a reason. So, the mind hasagon and purpose
for its existence in being. Understanding its fiomts gives much insight
into the nature of the mind and why it operateswhg that it does. The
human mind has been given much epistemologicaltiume from the
Pre-Socratic period till date. In this wise thesaineed to understand its
functions. This unit thus considers the functiohshe mind in terms of
reflection, abstraction, and memory knowledge.

20 INTENDED LEARNING OUTCOMES

By the end of this unit, you will be able to:

o understand the functions of the mind
o differentiate between reflection, abstraction, amgemory
knowledge.

3.0 MAINCONTENT
3.1 Réflection

In his seminal bookiHow we think published in 1910, Dewey defines
reflection as: “Active, persistent and careful adesation of any belief
or supposed form of knowledge in the light of theunds that support it
and the further conclusion to which it tends.”

For Dewey, reflection is a specific mode of thoydbtbe distinguished
from others such as belief, invention, and stredntamsciousness.
Reflection is at its essence a thought process-gaitbee process. Itis a
specific thought process influenced by the widentert of affective
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dimensions, attitudes, and environment. Reflectsrat its essence, a
mental process that manipulates meaning appliedrwplex ideas. It is
a habit of the mind.

3.2 Abstraction

As the name suggests abstracting consists in takuay something from
an object. Thus, the root verb suggesting addilipmasense of grasping
or of choosing or taking for oneself something bfatvlies ready to hand.
The lexical meanings open a variety of conceptisrisch can be
summarized. The term “abstraction” is of Latinidative “abstractus”
which means “to draw from” This means that abstoacis a process of
drawing out or extracting something from anothdea®y in line with
Aristotle sees abstraction as a process of sulirawthere the individual
substance remains and we merely subtract everytih@tgloes not pertain
to the respect stated. According to Omoregbe (20K1j: abstraction is
“the process by which universal ideas are formethfparticular images
formed in the mind from sensation” In the same yéiarnby (1974:5)
describes abstraction as “a visionary idea, the afex quality apart from
its material accompaniment”. In view of these déifins, abstraction
involves the extraction of qualities or propertiesn particular concrete
objects and treated as independently existing tieslwith universal
applicability. This means that in the process dftedztion, a quality is
extracted and taken as a generic term housinga ofaobjects as if it has
an independent existence different from the objeetgesented. For
instance, when we use the generic term “man” we masrely extracted
the essence of all men and made it stand as aasthadainst which any
particular man is to be considered man. It is tloeeetreated as an
independent existing general idea that represaetsatality of men. In
respect to knowledge, abstraction is like a dowolged sword with
positive and negative tendencies. In its positeese, it helps us to cope
with the myriad things that we experience in défly. For instance, if we
have to create a name for every particular objecéver encountered and
a separate word for every single event we expegietieen we would
clearly be in trouble. In no time we would run afitwords with which
we fix each single item in our minds for recollecti To avoid this
problem, the mind resorts to abstraction. Withlitpbjects or events with
similar qualities are grouped into a singular paekawith a label.
According to Jaegwon, (1998, p.1) abstraction hekps$o organize the
multiple sensory information into manageable strtes. In his words,
“we do this by sorting them into groups ... descrgpthem in terms of
their properties and features, as “large” or “sindhll” or “short”, “red”
or “yellow” or “swift”. Once this is done, individal objects would no
longer be necessary rather the whole package bectiraecentre of our
concern. In its negative sense, abstraction, byrigg the particular
objects of knowledge, creates an epistemic gapdstwthe knower and
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the real objects of knowledge, the genuinely peatde 60 objects of our
knowledge. Hence, abstraction takes us far awaw the real things and
goes after their essence. If we are not sure o$ipalyobjects, then can
we be certain of abstract entities? Abstractiom isonceptual process
where general rules and concepts are derived fioen usage and
classification of specific examples. It literalligsifies first principles.
For Locke, it is a distinctive mental process inichhnew ideas or
conceptions are formed by considering several tbjec ideas and
omitting the features that differentiate them. Ledpines that we form
general ideas by leaving out details and qualitissinctive features
through abstraction.

3.3 Memory Knowledge

The term “memory” according to Audi (1998) is “thetention of or the
capacity to retain, past experience or previoustyuaed information.”
Schnick and Vaughn (1999, p.204) quoting Cicerangainemory as “the
receptacle and sheath of all knowledge” Memorypetiag to Ozumba
(2001, p.84) is “the mind’s store of rememberednéveimpressions,
knowledge and ideas ... that part of mind where id@apressions,
knowledge are stored”. One important point to notdese definitions is
that memory is the mechanism of the mind to brimghe present past
events or ideas. It is the mental record of whaheed to know about the
past. It is in view of this that memory is seerttasact of remembering,
that is, recollecting that which is in the past whbe need arises. It
therefore means that, memory is an important el¢metie process of
knowing. If we cannot remember what we have leatim¢, scope of
knowledge and its durability will be seriously lted. In respect to
knowledge, there are two major questions about nmgnib) what is the
content of memory? (2) What does it mean to knowthen basis of
memory? In response to the first question therensee be agreement
that memory contains an image (mental represenjadica past object or
event. However, the problem here is on the rolmemory image in the
knowledge of the past. The question is if thereaisone-to-one
correspondence between the object and event weierped in the past
and the image of same stored in memory. Does th&gbof our mind
(memory image) have the same veracity as the objesting outside the
mind? The problem this question generates is k@etis no way we can
jump out of our memory to cross check if the contdrour mind is the
same as the object of perception. An extensiorhisf problem is the
challenge of forgetfulness, misrepresentation,teme-lag occasioned by
the gap between when we experienced the objecivuedh we are re-
calling it. It is argued that this gap reduces liheliness and veracity of
the memory image. In view of this, the authentiotynemory as a source
of information is seriously dented. The second tjoedocuses on the
justification of memory knowledge. From the defimit of memory
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presented earlier, you will notice that memoryn$yaequired whenever
the real objects are no longer directly availalde, when asked what
makes you think you know, you surely will refer k&o your memory by
sayings “lI remember it!” In this case your intermakmory image
becomes both the reference point and the poinusliification. Here
memory becomes the judge in its own case. Alsgnfembering that P,
is knowing that p if and only if one believes tpdiecause it seems to one
that one remembers p, then the status of memagasgrce of knowledge
becomes problematic. This is because the justibicatf such knowledge
becomes an endless chain of self-reference jueiibic.

SELF-ASSESSMENT EXERCISE

Outline the functions of the mind.

40 CONCLUSION

What we glean from the discourse on the functidrie@mind is that the
mind is a vast faculty that is capable of varioasvities and processes
vital to the life of the human person. Hence, desps enigmatic nature,

at least there is less doubt about its usefulness.

50 SUMMARY

o The mind is capable of various functions such dkeaton,
abstraction, and memory knowledge.
o Reflection refers to the ability of the mind to sater its beliefs or

bank of knowledge in the light of its justificatioand other
inferences from it.

o Abstraction refers to the ability of the mind taadr essences or
generic qualities from their particular instantais.
o Memory knowledge refers to the ability of the miodretain past

experience or knowledge as images or impressions.
6.0 TUTOR-MARKED ASSIGNMENT

1. Write short notes on the functions of the mind.
2. What is the importance of Memory to Knowledge astjiain?
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

This unit discusses one of the offspring of thébpem of the other minds-
solipsism. Since thinking establishes the existariane’s mind and the
activities of one’s mind represent a subjective egldtive experience,
there is always the problem of knowing if other dsrexist apart from
one’s own. An extreme position that believes thdy one’s mind exists
is known as solipsism, and this forms the cruhefdiscourse in this unit.

20 INTENDED LEARNING OUTCOMES
By the end of this unit, you will be able to:

o understand the origin and challenge of solipsism.
o identify expressions of this school of thought xperience.

3.0 MAINCONTENT
3.1 Solipsism

Etymologically, “solipsism” is made up of two Latiwo words solus”
alone andpse“self’. Thus, it is a philosophical position thaily one’s
mind exists. Our focus here is its influence onstgmology. In
epistemology therefore it is the position that impiple that only the
directly accessible mental content can be knowre mMiaterial world is
unknowable or at least the extent to which thegtardependent of one’s
mind.

This is why Solipsism is sometimes expressed agidve that “only my
mind exists,” or “My mental states are the only ha¢states.”
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Solipsism is therefore best regarded as the decthat, in principle,
“existence” means for me my existence and that yfmental states.
Existence here is everything that | experience—ghybjects, other
people, events and processes—anything that wouldmmmly be
regarded as a constituent of the space and timhich | coexist with
others and is necessarily construed by me as pahnteocontent of my
consciousness (https://iep.utm.edu.com/solipsism)

For the solipsist, it is not merely the case tleabélieves that his thoughts,
experiences, and emotions are the only thoughtperences, and
emotions. The solipsist cannot attach any meamirige supposition that
there could be thoughts, experiences, and emotibres than his own. In
fact, a true solipsist can only understands thedwpain,” for example,
to mean “my pain.” He can only conceive this waslit exclusively
applies to his egocentric self.

The foundation of solipsism lie at the heart of ¢iev that the individual
gets his own psychological concepts (thinking, mg| perceiving, and
so forth.) from *his own case,” that is by abstmactfrom “inner
experience.”

3.2 Judtification of Other Minds

It seems natural and in tunes with common senbe ®ure that one has
a mind. This assurance of one’s own mind is a taed immediate in

one’s consciousness. But the same cannot be saiti@f peoples mind.

Philosophers over the century have been dealiny it problems of

others minds. Other peoples mind is treated likerewther objects

external to the individual and as such there iseadnto provide

justification that such other minds exist apartirone’s own.

One argument that is put forward to justify theséance of other minds
is that “minds are just what people say or do’b&havior is subtracted
from minds, there is nothing left to indicate itegence (Graham,p.40) in
this wise behaviorist like Gilbert Ryle we can kndafwsomething or
someone is minded, if we observe the behaviorgsh&m pain, pleasure
and mental entities but you would not know when sone has them
unless you observed their outward behaviour. St @#ppearance and
direct observation of things that justify their ®nce.

The problem with the above argument is that ndbedtlaviours reveal the
mind. Human beings can fall off a cliff just astarse and wood can. Such
a behavior does not reveal a mental attribute Isecawcan be explained
purely through the law of physics. Also, when walkithat our outward

behaviour is always connected to the mind insitern twve have not taken
into consideration the sceptist dichotomy betwemearance and reality,
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behaviour is what appears but reality in the miraymot be connected.
Since human being can pretend or act out a behthabris opposite to
what is in the mind.

Another argument to justify the belief in other whiis put forward by
Bertrand Russell in his work "Human knowledgets lscope and limits
according to him, I know that | think and experienthat | am minded. |
observed that | am similar to others in bodily sfsapnd exhibit similar
sort of behavior under similar situation to mine, 5am entitled to infer
that other are minded like me. (See Graham, 1993H&s analogical
argument is similar to the one put forward by J.i8 dh utility.

For Mill, his feelings are as a result of his bahd if other people have
bodies like his, then it is safe to conclude thattalso have feelings. He
is also aware that his feelings are responsibldifoutward behaviors,

so he can conclude by seeing other peoples’ befsathat they have

feelings (Graham,1993:47).

The argument from analogy is though commonseniidat is simplistic.
Philosophers have leveled two major criticisms masfait. The first
criticism is that it commitpar ochialism. Aside that there are people who
are like us in the universe, we cannot close owr teythose who are
dissimilar to us, yet engage in behaviours likesoMet we do no ascribed
mind to them? For instance people who are schizmptyr animals and
insects who are in many ways not like us in teriizetaviour and bodily
form, will be said not to have minds by these ohbsidissimilarities.

The second critique says that the argument frontogpds resting on
feeble base. Its premise move from individual personal attrésitto
generalized about others. In other words, the aemins resting on only
one case vis-a-vis, me (Graham,1993: 48) it isdligervation of a single
swan beings white in England, to the conclusion ttaers swans are
white too. Paul church land questioned the robsstioé such argument
that denies uniqueness of individual beings (p.48).

The third argument to justify the belief in otheinds is not a product of
an inference. It is calledarrant by telepathy. | can know that another
person is minded just by exercising telepathic powkis special power
bridged the gap between myself and others. Howgngexplanation is
not free from problem. Even if it is granted thadtave such power how
can | know that what | have experienced is the noihdnother? Though
| can be sure that | am minded but | don’t knowgshape, color, texture,
or nature of my mind. So, if | encounter other nsindow can | be sure
they are minds?
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SELF-ASSESSMENT EXERCISE
What is solipsism?
40 CONCLUSION

While it apparently seems that solipsism is anaative position in

response to problem of other minds, the conclusants effects of this
school of thought if considered in a thorough gaegse are ridiculous.
A better perspective will be one that embracessddat denote the
possibility of inferring the existence of other @

50 SUMMARY
Solipsism has is origin in the problem of other dsimnd denotes the idea
that only one’s mind exists and only the conterfiteree’s mind can be

known.

6.0 TUTOR-MARKED ASSIGNMENT

1. Outline examples of solipsistic tendencies andtuatis in
experience

2. How can one show that other minds exist?

3. Telepathy is a foundationalist attempt to justifie texistence of

other minds. Discuss
7.0 REFERENCE/FURTHER READING

Graham, G. (1993)Philosophy of Mind: An IntroductiorNew York:
Blackwell Publishers
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

This unit focuses on the transmission of infornmataiten claimed as
knowledge through testimony- by word of mouth, tigb writing, or
through arts. It also considers the inevitabilityportance, challenges, as
well as the conditions necessary for a testimongount as knowledge;
through the optics of different scholars and celsur

20 INTENDED LEARNING OUTCOMES

By the end of this unit, you will be able to:

o understand the nature of knowledge transfer thraegtimony

o understand the inevitability, importance, challeges well as the
conditions necessary for a testimony to count &éd va

o consider the philosophical and cultural framingestimony from

different philosophers and cultures.
3.0 MAINCONTENT

3.1 Testimonial knowledge

o Oral testimony is the transmission of informatibnough spoken
words or verbal means

o Written testimony — are gotten from books, inteyrat walls
(graffiti), stones and animal skin.

o Dramatized testimony — are gotten from symbols symibolic

representations like acting etc.

The conception of testimony presupposes a testifierings up the idea
of a fact or claim that confirms something thdnswn. It is an important
source of knowledge. One can even argue that tindevdi propositional
knowledge rests on the concept of testimony. Ireotvords, since
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propositional knowledge is a report of a claim eitlverbally or by a

testifier. It is on the basis of this that testimadmarbors some moral
considerations including the problem of knowing ascertaining, the

intention, mind or goal of a testifier. It is fdni$ reason Sean Moran
identifies trust worthiness, competence and sihceas factors that one
must consider in evaluation testimony knowledge 1@ 2013:323)

Much of societal structures are predicated onrtesty from parents,
teachers, neighbours, strangers, newspapers, entdriends, etc. No
wonder Moran (2013:323) asserts that “we cannotenmalich epistemic
progress without the testimony of others”.

Even David Hume confirms the importance of thissaspf epistemology
when he said “there is no species of reasoning g@wrenon, more useful
even necessary to human life than that which isvedrfrom the

testimony of men and the reports of eye withesses spectators”
(1902:672).

The controversy on testimony knowledge can be diviahto three (1)
competency of the testifier (2) virtue or charaakthe testifier (3) the
mode of transmission.

If a competent or an expert in a field makes antldiere is tendency to
accept or believe such a person than if such isentgdincompetent
person. This consideration is what the fallacy ppeal to authority
attempt address. The view that knowledge is posdebyg experts or
authorities in different field is referred to astAaritarianism. To acquire
knowledge and increase our understanding of issoasy of us rely and
trust in the competence of scholars, teachers, $oekitten by

organizations etc. This mode of acquiring knowledhges become an
integral part of the school system and social etiluca

People do not normally doubt the opinion of expentike that of
common people. However, the synergy and agreemetweln the
opinions of the masses (known as majority opineme) at times seen as
credible source of information. The system of dermog common to
contemporary societies is predicated on the btesfa majority opinion
must be truer or better than individuals. (Hoeeat 80). In this wise, the
argument is that what is true for the majority isoatrue for any
individual.

At the basis of justification of testimony knowlexlgs the character or
virtue of the epistemic agent. In Yoruba episterggldor instance,
testimony is placed in the realm of second handrimétion; below
perceptual and individual observational experiembih is seen as first-
hand information. Though testimony is an acceptabteirce of
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knowledge in this culture, the acceptability is edkeless dependent on
the character of the agent. Competence withoutacker is frown at in
Yoruba philosophical world view. A competent perserth bad or
doubtful character can only possesgbon-Arekereke (dubious
knowledge) (Akande, 2017:262)

Testimony is an extremely pervasive source of kedgé that has
traditionally been neglected by epistemologistste-ieuse “testimony”

broadly, to include all cases in which a persoredsssomething, and
another person hears, reads, or otherwise witnéissesssertion. In this
sense, my beliefs that China is in Asia, that thelEorbits the sun, and
that Nigeria’s birthday is on Octoberl, are all dshon testimony.

Testimony also plays a crucial role in science, wlseientists’ testimony
as to their observations is relied upon by otheerdists who are

constructing theories. Yet, little has been writtdrout the epistemology
of testimony. One reason for this neglect mayrighe traditional views,

developed by such thinkers as Locke and Hume, dabeytrobative value

of testimony. Locke has particularly disparagingd#to say about the
practice of relying on testimony. He thinks bothttlother people are a
highly unreliable source of information and thatee when they speak
truthfully, one cannot gain true knowledge merejythking someone

else’s word.

David Hume (is a bit more conciliatory: he regarestimony as simply
one form of inductive evidence among others. Iressay “On Miracles”
(mainly a criticism of the belief in miracles), teys down the basic
principles of inductive evidence, including testmed evidence: the
probability one should assign to a given kind cé@vhappening in given
circumstances is proportional to the frequency withch events of that
kind have, in one’s past experience, happeneddn suicumstances. The
reason that we are often justified in believing thgtimony of others is
simply that in the past, when we have been abtbéck, we have usually
found the statements made by others to be trueydde on to use these
principles to argue that a belief in miracles cdro®justified on the basis
of testimony, because it is always more likely tinat testator is lying or
mistaken than it is that a miracle has happenadgsbne has more past
experience of people lying or being mistaken thae bas of laws of
nature being violated.

Here as elsewhere, Thomas Reid (1983) rejectedctimventional
wisdom of his time. Reid noticed that, if one hadrely solely upon
induction as Hume proposed, one would have littteigd for believing
the majority of the things that we in fact beliewe the testimony of
others. The situation would be particularly difficéor children who,
before accepting anything told them by an adultuldirst have to
acquire extensive experience and construct an tiv@uargument for the
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reliability of adults. Many children would probalidg run over by cars or
poison themselves before they succeeded in caoitpetil the necessary
evidence. Fortunately, Reid observed, human beray® two innate

tendencies which enable us much more easily tolgawledge through

testimony: the first is our instinctive tendencytéd the truth (as we see
it); the second is the tendency simply to belieatwothers say. We have
the latter tendency even before we have had a ehartest the reliability

of others, and Reid thinks it is a good thing thathave it. This is not to

deny that we may, after acquiring experience, haason either to

increase or to decrease our degree of trust inestenony of others in

certain circumstances (if you know someone hastbegbu many times

in the past, your innate tendency to trust his weitbbe defeated).

C.A.J. Coady (1973) similarly criticizes what hdlg&dthe reductionist
thesis,” which holds that we rely on testimony hessawe have observed
a correlation between what people say and whatues. tOne way of
interpreting this idea is that people in general fty community in
general) have observed such a correlation. But wusld lead to a
circular argument, because in order to know thapfeehave generally
observed such a correlation, | would have to actepttestimony of
others that they have observed such a correladinother interpretation
is that each person individually has observed sadorrelation. But
Coady finds this suggestion “obviously false,” imat most of us have
never in fact checked on the veracity of the vaajonity of reports that
we have received from others. It seems that weIgitapk a sufficient
inductive basis for generalizing as to the religpibf other people.

Coady goes on to argue, furthermore, that it is ex@n coherent to
suppose, as a proponent of the reductionist thesis, that there could be
a society in which people were generally not rédiab their testimony.
In order for people to have a meaningful languag® @count as making
statements, there must be some sort of correlabetween their
utterances and features of reality. If some sociegylarly used the word
“gnos” when in the absence of trees, it would mdtbrrect to interpret
“gnos” as meaning “tree.” Finally, Coady criticizese argument that
Hume seems to make for the reductionist thesis:ehgrthe argument
that since inductive evidence can undermine theiloitgy of testimony,
therefore the credibility of testimony depends umpmsitive inductive
evidence in favor of its reliability. Coady findsid argument invalid,
comparing it to the argument that since testimany endermine a belief
based on observation, therefore the credibilitplaservation in general
depends upon testimony.

SELF-ASSESSMENT EXERCISE

What is testimony?
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40 CONCLUSION

It is self-evident that we cannot do without thd af testimony in our
quest for knowledge. This is confirmed via expeceeas much of what
we hold as knowledge was handed down to us byrtestal knowledge.
However, considering the discrepancies that canraocthe generation
and transmission of testimony, and since we caliveiong enough to
test and verify every testimony, there is alwaysder standards against
which testimony should be measured, validatedjustdied before being
accepted as knowledge. This will shift the burdeproof to the testifiers
to give evidence for the validity of their claimadawill also confer
responsibility on those who receive these testie®to verify the claims
of the testifiers against the generally acceptatdadards.

50 SUMMARY

o Testimony refers to the transmission of informaidten claimed
as knowledge by word of mouth, through writingflmough arts.

. Testimony forms the basis of propositional knowkedgnd
constitutes a testifier, a claim, and those to whbm claim is
made.

o Controversies among philosophers regarding the itadality,

importance, challenges, as well as the conditi@wessary for a
testimony to count as knowledge can be divided (i)
competence of the testifier (2) virtue or charaofehe testifier (3)
the mode of transmission.

6.0 TUTOR-MARKED ASSIGNMENT

1. Discuss the necessary conditions against whictvaldity of a
testimony can be measured.
2. Discuss the opinions of two philosophers on thejesbof

testimonial knowledge.
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