Philosophy

1.Explain the traditional analysis of knowledge, the role of justification, and give examples of various types of justification in your entry. ( testimony, first person observation)
Difference between knowledge and true belief, 

2. why It is difficult to prove external world?

3. give a general description of skepticism first. Then thoroughly explain the differences between global and local skepticism. Lastly using the explanation of global skepticism you need to explain how it can lead to solipsism. Be sure to state explicitly the definition of solipsism in your entry.

What is academic skepticism? What is Pyrrhonian skepticism?

4. Cartesian skepticism- skeptical arguments
 Dreamer argument 
Evil genius argument
Give an overview of each argument and what each argument allows us to doubt.
( simple and clear)

5. Descartes Cogito argument
 Explain how DESCARTES is able to know that he exists and is a thinking thing.  It should also explain why this is a significant discovery for Descartes as it relates to foundationalism.

6. what is foundationalism.

7. The common sense rebuttal to skepticism by Crumley.
 Explain the skeptics concern and why the skeptic demands certainty/ infallibility as a justification for knowledge. You should then move on to how this concern is not a good enough  reason for demanding  certainty/ infallibility as a justification for knowing.

8. Do you personally think that it absolutely necessary that you have certainty in order to claim that you have knowledge? Why? Is it always possible to avoid instances where one might show that I have doubt about it is that I claim to know?-From global skepticism, yes one can always find a way to make me doubt what it is that I claim to know.    If I say that I know that it is raining outside, the skeptic might say to me “well you could be dreaming” or “you are brain in the vat” or “there is an evil genius tricking you.” 


9. Infallibility’ means that mistakes are impossible.  You are fallible if you can make mistakes.  You are infallible if you cannot make mistakes.  So, if knowledge requires certainty/infallibility, that means that you can’t know that something is true unless it’s impossible for you to be mistaken about it.

‘Skepticism about the external world’ is the claim that we can’t know anything about the real world outside of our own minds.  Like Descartes, we may be able to know that we think and that we exist, but we can’t know that there really are coffee cups and chairs and that we have hands, for example.  When Crumely talks about ‘skepticism’ and ‘skeptics’, he’s talking about skepticism about the external world.

1. What is realism? (38)How does this connect to the skeptics challenge to the idea that we can know the external world?
2. How does this excerpt intend to rebut the skeptic? (39)
3. When demanding certainty as a criterion for knowledge, what does the skeptic hope to avoid? (40)
4. Regarding your answer to question 3, why is this a controversial demand by the skeptic?  (40)
5. Outside of a philosophy course, how does one usually address the issue of making mistake when it comes to making claims? (40)
6. With the answers to 3-5 in mind and based on the text, has the skeptic given us compelling evidence for why we ought to accept their condition for infallibility as a standard for knowledge? (41)
7. What are the two responses that “the defender of our commonsense view” might give to the skeptic regarding their demand for infallibility? (41-42) 

 

