Running Head: ARTICLE ANALYSIS                                                                                     1
ARTICLE ANALYSIS                                                                                                              6

[bookmark: _GoBack]







Article Analysis
Student’s Name
Institutional Affiliation
Date of Submission








Article Analysis
Coherentist theory of justification argues that not at all beliefs are foundational or basic. From the theory, the justification of each belief is justified by how it relates to others. The coherentist theory has two characteristics, that other belief can only be justified by beliefs, it's only beliefs that contribute to justification. The theory asserts that any justified belief is determined by the justification of other beliefs. The coherentist theory has been criticized for its formulation. There is a problem to differentiate actual beliefs that characterizes some justified and unjustified beliefs. Coherence has a direct connection with epistemology where coherence is a test of truth. Some of our beliefs are true because many of our beliefs cohere with many other beliefs. Coherentism has some characteristics in that justification of other beliefs is by other beliefs only, nothing more can contribute to justification other than belief. Another characteristic is that basic beliefs that are justified do not exist.
Meaning is what brings the truth and knowledge together. Confrontation is likely to appear between reality and what we believe in when meaning is given by an objective truth condition, a question will arise to know whether the conditions are satisfied making the confrontation very absurd. When a correct epistemology is given, we can be realists in the whole field. Objective truth conditions as the key to meaning and can be accepted and emphasized that knowledge is of an objective world and thought or language are independent. Many scholars have different views on the coherent theory. One of the scholars viewed coherence theory as beliefs or sentences that a person holds and has a greater understanding about them.
It is not true to tell that any possible coherent beliefs are a fact as what is possible very unclear. It can also be held that a series of possible highest sets of beliefs is greater than a series of a possible sets of sentences. There are different ways of conceiving what is possible to believe that will justify saying that every actual coherent belief systems are largely true as well as other possible. Distinguishing the two notions is based on what is possible to believe is determined by our conception of the nature of belief, how it is interpreted, causes, patterns, and its holders. Not all beliefs are true, the main idea of belief is a possible gap that can be introduced between what is perceived to be true and the truth itself. Coherence theory maintains that many of the beliefs in the coherent set of beliefs are true. The difference between coherent theories and others is the question of justification on whether it should come to an end or not. However, the positions cannot be defined and only a form in which an argument can be suggested. Some of the coherence theorists hold that various beliefs can form a basis for others while some maintain that coherence is not enough.
Most of the theories should at least explain two things such as the relation between sensation and beliefs. Identifying certain beliefs and sensation is what is important. Hume a scholar, failed to distinguish between recognizing a green spot and recognizing the green spot. Other scholars identified the gap in Hume's perception and worked on the gap to achieve the same results. The scholars reduced the gap amid perception and judgment to zero by trying to come up with judgments that go ahead without stating sensation and perception. It is difficult to explain the connection between sensation and beliefs in such a way that does not bring skepticism concerning other minds. In case of inadequate explanation, there will be a doubt on the implications of the connections for justification. The main idea is that beliefs do not require justification, for beliefs to exist requires sensation to exist, so for belief to exist it needs its truth. The concept of truth simply means that something can be true if made true. A statement can be said to be true if the meanings and their sayings are in line with the matter in which the statement was derived.  Truth and true in this case signifies accord in a double sense.
Emphasizing perception or sensation in epistemology is derived from the usual thought, sensation is what connects the world and the beliefs and can be justified as we are aware of them. One of the challenges is that justifications require awareness which is also another belief. The relationship between sensation and beliefs is casual as beliefs are caused by some sensation that forms the basis or ground of those beliefs.
The infinite regress argument argues that justification of beliefs is based on other beliefs and reasons. Such a statement indicates evidentialism but after a critical analysis of the statement, it becomes problematic. If one's reason is based on a certain belief then the reasons lack basis.  For example, Hasty came up with a whole story of how john stole the painting. He might have provided the story as one of the reasons as he believed. Justified beliefs have two possibilities. That there other beliefs that make justified belief justified and that there are justified beliefs that do not rely on others.
Contemporary epistemology has some assumptions that include;
Not all we believe is known, but nothing can be believed, accepted, or presumed without knowing it. There are certain requirements that beliefs must be filled to be knowledge which are, it should be true, should be justifiable, reasonable, or correct.
Another assumption is that normative or evaluative property should be involved and secondly, justification should pertain to knowledge whether epistemic or theoretical justification. For example, a person who is severely ill has two types of just one is to believe in recovering, the practical justification is derived from the impact it will have on the process of recovery.  The theoretical justification will be from the lab results, doctor's diagnosis, and prognosis.
We must be very keen when interpreting contemporary literature on internalism or externalism since scholars have assumed traditional theory of knowledge when professing knowledge and epistemic justification. Internalism and externalism refer to views on state, events, and conditions that contribute to epistemic justification.  One of the characteristics of internalism is access which is referred to as' accessibility,' which holds that epistemic justification of belief of an individual belief is measured by the various things that a person may have a special kind of access to. Mentalist theory may argue that the occurrence of mental factors is determined by justification. The main difference between externalism and internalism is in the philosophy of mind. In this case, the main point is to differentiate the view on the content of attitude that relies fully on things that are in an individual from the idea that there external factors in a person that helps to determine attitudinal content. The similarity between philosophy and epistemology is internalism is the philosophical interest that is justified in various attitudes or possessing attitudes that have various contents.
Internalistic or internal is the theory of knowledge that uses the traditional questions approach. The theory assumes that when one reflects on his conscious state, a form of epistemic principles can be formulated to allow one to find out concerning possible belief whether one has the belief that can be justified. By assessing the belief that other people have without considering their state of mind will give a true picture. We can also evaluate our beliefs that we had once possessed without inspecting the state of mind we had before.
Epistemic regress is one of the problems that need to be worked on by satisfactory theory of empirical knowledge.  The main problem arises on the requirements of the belief to be part of the knowledge that must be empirically justified.  Such requirement is one of the traditional approaches of knowledge which is justified as true belief. Justification of empirical beliefs is by giving a justificatory argument where the belief to be justified is shown to have followed inferentially from other beliefs thus offering a reason for acceptance.
Proponents of coherentist theory have criticized foundationalism. There several reasons that have been provided by coherentists for rejecting foundationalism. That there is a need to differentiate between subjective states that have incorporated proportional attitude and those that have not. From the concept of knowledge developed, there three functions which are the epistemic status of empirical beliefs. One of them is basic apprehension which the object of the belief may be self –representing. The current concept of knowledge is referred to as foundational since it has basic apprehension and other sources of epistemic justification. It can also be referred to as coherence theory because it involves mutual support between the foundations of epistemic justification. Therefore, it will be wrong to say that foundationalism and coherence theory of epistemic justification should not be compatible.
According to philosophers, foundationalism is only one of the outcomes that do not lead more or less directly to skepticism. The central concept of foundationalism is the basic belief which is unproblematic. One question that foundationalism has is how possible are basic beliefs? It also questions the possibility of having the empirical belief that can be optimistically justified.  One of the explanations is that justification is an idea that is generic admitting the principle of various species. An example, accepting the empirical belief can be justified morally, pragmatically, or can be justified in a different sense. One of the most developed external views is by Armstrong. He is also concerned about the regress problem but more emphasis is on knowledge other than justification. Just like other externalists, Armstrong made the acceptability of a basic belief to be determined by external relations concerning the believer and his beliefs. Cartesian foundationalism main ideas that there exist justified basic beliefs. And that propositions that describe what one is likely to see, feel and think are all basics.
Justification and truth are the main components of knowledge that epistemologists have agreed. The main issue with epistemologists is the connection between truth and justification. Since Descartes to present philosophers, have agreed that the relationship between truth and justification is the conception and that an internal connection exists between a belief being true and being justified. Theories of epistemic justification may be classified according to how the true connection is construed.  Goldman's brand of reliabilism expounds on how truth and justification are connected in terms of truth- frequency of the justified belief. Justified belief is true according to Goldman though cannot be guaranteed logically. The only thing guaranteed is that a cognitive process produces a justified belief that is dependable.
The principle of ‘ Myth of the given’ in our knowledge involves two theses which are, the knowledge that an individual has at a given time is a structure that gets support from many parts and stages but the entire structure is supported by its foundation. Another thesis specifies the first one which states that the knowledge of one foundation consists of the apprehension that has have been called a sensation, phenomena, etc. Scholars from the divergent schools have agreed that the myth of the given has been dismissed. There is an important point of view provided by different scholars on the myth of the given which includes.
That person may choose not to answer questions on justifications since they believe that the questions are based on false assumptions. According to philosophers who have discussed the question, it is put in a way that is misleading that one can easily be misled into viewing it as a false assumption and should not be asked at all  Another belief that is no statement or claim warrants justification unless it justified. The statement implies that one should always justify any claim or any indefinite.
