Naturalized Epistemology
What is the relationship between science and philosophy?
What is the relationship between science and epistemology?
· Traditionally, it has been thought that philosophy must provide science with an epistemological foundation
· If we are going to have any knowledge whatsoever, including scientific knowledge, then we must be able to overcome scepticism
· Overcoming scepticism is a philosophical task, not a scientific one
· The Cartesian program: providing science with an indubitable foundation by means of a priori philosophical investigation
· Meditations on First Philosophy
· First Philosophy: epistemology precedes and grounds science
· Philosophy comes first!
· The goal of philosophy has been to provide science with an epistemological foundation
· But it has failed to accomplish this goal!
· In particular, it has failed to solve the problem of induction which threatens scientific knowledge
· Philosophy cannot justify cannot justify scientific knowledge, so it shouldn’t even try
· We cannot provide an ultimate justification for our beliefs, but we can investigate the causes of our beliefs
· However, this investigation should not be carried out by means of a priori reflection
· Instead, it must be done empirically
· Quine’s epistemology naturalized has two fundamental tenets
· Epistemology should concern itself with the causes of beliefs rather than the reasons for the beliefs
· Epistemology should be done empirically
· We’ve seen his reasons for believing that traditional epistemology has failed to provide our knowledge with a proper foundation
· What are his reasons for the second tenet?
· There are two as well:
· First, our mental lives are best studied by means of empirical psychology
· Second, all knowledge is empirical knowledge, and therefore, epistemic knowledge must be empirical knowledge
· Quine is a radical empiricist
· Recall Quine’s argument against the existence of a priori knowledge
· Confirmation holism and the underdetermination thesis
· If there is no a priori knowledge, then epistemology, and philosophy cannot be a priori disciplines
· Philosophy is continuous with empirical science
· First Philosophy is completely wrong-headed!
· The sciences constitute our best ways of coming to know the world
· Therefore, we should study knowledge itself scientifically
· Anti-foundationalism: Scientific knowledge does not admit of nor need an a priori extra-scientific foundation
· What are some of the problems with Quine’s naturalized epistemology?
· A purely descriptive epistemology cannot speak of justification, which is an essential component of knowledge
· Because justification is a normative concept (not a descriptive concept)
· You should not knowingly maintain unjustified beliefs
· A study of the causes of beliefs tells us nothing about what we should or should not believe
· Causal relations are not evidential relations
· When I say “I believe p because q,” I am not saying that q caused my belief p, but that q is my reason for believing p
· “I believe it’s wet outside because it’s raining”
· I might believe that everyone is out to get me as a result of my paranoia, but my paranoia is not my reason for thinking that everyone is out to get me
· The cause of the belief is paranoia, but that’s not the reason the person has for the belief
· Can a discipline that does not consider the justification, evidence, or reasons for our beliefs rightly be called epistemology?
· If not, then in what sense can we properly say that naturalized epistemology should replace traditional epistemology?
· It would seem that naturalized epistemology can no more replace traditional epistemology than psychology can replace chemistry
· They are distinct disciplines with distinct aims
· If naturalized epistemology is indeed a brand of epistemology, then its resources are woefully inadequate for answering some of the discipline’s most pressing questions
· Do we possess knowledge?
· Furthermore, Quine makes an enormous concession to scepticism
· Quine concedes that sceptical arguments – the problem of induction, the epistemic regress – cannot be answered
· If this is true, then even scientific beliefs will fail to be justified
· Why replace one set of unjustified claims (traditional epistemology) with another set of unjustified claims? (Epistemology naturalized)?
· Why do epistemology at all?
· The anchoring effect:
· Given a $700 000 “anchor” for the listing of a house, actually valued at $380 000
· All guesses were above the value
· What’s the moral of this effect?
· We don’t have an adequate grasp of why we believe what we do
· Thus, we are better off learning about empirical sciences
· Furthermore, we are often overconfident about the reliability of our belief-forming processes – this is called the illusion of validity in the psychological literature
· One belief-forming processes that has figured prominently in this course is intuition
· The fireman has an intuition of the best course of action to put out a fire and save those at risk
· The stock broker has an intuition about the prospects of a stock
· They are both confident about their intuitions
· How do we distinguish reliable intuitions from unreliable intuitions?
· Kahnemann reports that reliable intuitions are developed when the fallowing two conditions are met
· They are developed within an environment that is sufficiently regular to be predictable
· The subject of intuition has opportunities to learn these regularities through prolonged practice
· The fireman’s intuitions are reliable, but the stock brokers’ are not
· Why?
· Because the fireman is able to learn how fires behave on the basis of past experience, but the stock market is too complex to be regular and predictable
· To better understand the nature and reliability of the processes that are causally responsible for our beliefs, we must turn to cognitive science, neurobiology, genetics, evolutionary psychology, etc.
· Quine was right to insist that epistemology be done within the empirical sciences, but wrong in claiming that empirical psychology alone could do the job
· The first objection is that by focussing exclusively on the causes of beliefs, Quine is ignoring justification, which is an essential ingredient of knowledge
· Thus, Quine’s epistemology naturalized isn’t epistemology at all!
· One the other hand, modern naturalized epistemology is explicitly motivated by the reliabilist conception of justification
· Thus, naturalized epistemology can hardly be accused of skirting the central notion of justification
· The second objection is that by maintaining that sceptical arguments are necessarily without an answer, Quine makes an enormous concession to sceptics
· One of the motivations for reliabilism is its reply to scepticism
· As we’ve seen, the reliabilits claims that one need not have good reasons for a belief in order to be justified in holding the belief
· In order to be justified, the belief need only have been caused by a reliable belief-forming process – we need have no knowledge of what that process is
· The epistemic regress problem is solved!
· The sceptical problem of induction admits of the same solution
· While it is true that we have no reason to think that inductive arguments are cogent, we may nonetheless be justified in arriving at conclusions inductively if induction is in fact a reliable belief-forming process
· If induction fails to track the truth, then inductive conclusions are not justified
· If induction succeeds in tracking the truth, then inductive conclusions are justified
· We don’t need a conclusive reason to belief that induction is justified in order to be justified in believing inductive generalizations (laws of nature and the like)
· The problem of induction fades away
· Quine’s doctrine of anti-foundationalism survives in modern naturalized epistemology: scientific knowledge does not admit of nor need an a priori extra-scientific foundation
· All epistemological questions should be answered within the empirical sciences
· Now we may ask: why should we appeal to science when answering philosophical questions?
· What reason is there to investigate knowledge scientifically?
· Why not study knowledge by investigation religious texts or mystic visions?
· Why not replace traditional epistemology with theology rather than empirical science?
· The empirical sciences offer more reliable methods of arriving at beliefs about the world
· Says who?
· How do we establish the reliability of scientific methods?
· If we endorse the doctrine of anti-foundationalism, then we must do so scientifically
· In other words, the anti-foundationalist must presuppose the reliability of scientific methods when attempting to establish the reliability of those very methods!
· But the naturalist would surely balk at a theologian’s attempt to establish the reliability of religious texts by appealing to the very text in question
· The bible says it’s the word of god, so it must be true
· Is the naturalist forced to concede the doctrine of epistemic relativism, i.e., that everyone is at liberty to arrive at beliefs in any way they wish?
· The naturalist will reject the theologian’s methods, and the theologian will reject the naturalist’s methods, but neither one can provide a non-question begging reason for doing so
· If so, then there is no good reason to be a naturalized epistemologist!
· If, on the other hand, we reject the doctrine of anti-foundationalism and admit that scientific and theological knowledge must rest on a priori philosophical foundation, then there remains a chance that we can reject epistemic relativism
· In this case, it is up to philosophers to determine the legitimacy of our epistemic methods
· [bookmark: _GoBack]This is one of the things that philosophers do, isn’t it?
