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Background knowledge

Matjaž Potrč 

The main theme of the gathering celebrating Uwe Peter's work has been announced as knowledge. My contribution figures background knowledge, the epistemic attitude claiming that knowledge does not come from the void, but is essentially supported by a rich background. First I sketch the background of my native country, of my family and some relations to Germany. Then I deliver the needed background of my philosophical itinerary that lead to my encountering of Uwe Peters. After that, I turn to the view of knowledge, defined as justified true belief. High contextual requirements supported demise of an appropriate epistemic background consideration. The weight of the epistemic background is reinserted though by a look at the nature of human dynamical cognition, inhabited by morphological content. Given that my sympathies go with experiential evidentialism, there comes a worry about morphological content's epistemic irrelevance. The idea of background chromatic illumination of the occurrent total cognitive state comes to the rescue, as illustrated by examples of painting and of joke-getting. Chromatic illumination also promotes epistemic relevance of morphological content. The resulting view is coherentist and not foundationalist, morphological content shielding the project against the too intellectualized versions of epistemology. In order to wrap things up in a wider philosophical perspective, the place of background knowledge in a monistic world is tackled.

1. The knowledge theme as announced for the occasion of Uwe Peters anniversary celebration.

We gather here in Bonn on June 25th, 2010 in order to celebrate Uwe Peters' anniversary, his work and life. The theme of this gathering is knowledge, understood as a virtue that unifies various areas, from psychology and psychiatry, to the literature, music and politics, as these stretch through our jubilant's activities. They show his renaissance style engagement. More specifically, it is claimed by the organizers that the yearning towards knowledge is of greater value than one's native country. Is this the universal knowledge? In one sense yes, because of its just mentioned renaissance scope, showing that there is a common ground to various engagements. In another sense though, it seems that knowledge is in each case hooked to particularities of a specific area and situation.

2. The preliminary announcement of my theme: background knowledge.

In the following, I propose to tackle this main topics of knowledge. Specifically, I will try to elucidate the importance of the background knowledge. I believe that there is an important and under-appreciated role for the background knowledge, that should be thoroughly studied in epistemology as the philosophical area that occupies itself with determining of knowledge. In order to give a taste of the importance of the background, I first shortly sketch my native country and family backgrounds. Then I sketch my philosophical itinerary background that lead to my encounter with Uwe Peters. At this stage I come to epistemology, the study of knowledge defined as justified true belief. I identify the cause for the relative demise of the background study in this area by the high contextual requirements imposed upon knowledge. A look in another direction though may be provided by the nature of cognition that certainly underscores epistemic activities, which may be adequately portrayed by dynamical cognition approach, involving morphological content. As my epistemological choice leans in the direction of experiential evidentialism, this results in the worry about its compatibility with the background implicit morphological content. A way out of this worry is shown by chromatic illumination as an effective use of background information in the occurrent total cognitive state. It is illustrated by examples from painting and from the joke-getting practice. Similar mechanisms also underpin epistemic relevance of morphological content. This epistemic approach is rather coherentist and not so much foundationalist, and it has the advantage of avoiding the too intellectualist venues. Last but not least, the background knowledge happens in the world, and it is affected by its structure, which according to my understanding belongs to the one monistic material world.

3. My background: family, Slovenia and some relations to Germany.

I now start delivering some examples of the background, by saying some things about my native country and family, tackling some of their relations to Germany. 


My native country is Slovenia. It is a country close to Austria, a part of which it used to be. Slovenia is a Slavic country where the German language was predominant. Just as an example, I may cite the work of the greatest Slovene poet France Prešeren who quite naturally wrote some of his work in German language in the first part of the nineteenth century. He though excelled in his mastering of the Slovene poetic idiom. In my youth, German language was the predominant foreign language used in Slovene territory, and only in the last years, as in most of Europe, English has taken its role. Slovenia is a comparatively tiny land, which stretches from the east-southern Alps in the north, to the mediterranean landscape in the south-west and to the plains in the east, close to Hungary. A big part of Slovenia is forest-cowered, and typical traditional food consists of cabbage and sausages. Most people work in industry now and they live in cities, but traditionally it was a peasant country. There are a couple of universities, and Slovenes engage in several cultural activities, although polka style alpine oom-pah music is most popular with the usual folks.


Both of my parents were writers, the father Ivan Potrč coming from the Slovene Styrian territory, close to the town of Ptuj. He wrote novels, short stories, dramatic works and some stories for children. In his most known novel, he portrays destiny of a man entangled in relation with two women. My mother Branka Jurca, coming from an area of Slovenia close to the Mediterran first wrote and published some short stories collections, and then dedicated herself to the literature for children, from tales to the description of young teens' activities. In one her novel she describes a boy's organizing a gang stealing automobile-insignia, such as Mercedes or Volkswagen signs that are attached to the vehicles, all in emphasizing the difference of such joyful activities with really bad influences. My father worked as an editor in a publishing house, and mother was an editor of a literary journal for the youngest. Several movies were made after their works. Both read books in a couple of languages beside to the Slovene, mostly German, also some translations. During the WWII, my father was taken to the Mauthausen concentration camp, while mother was first in the Italian Gonars and then in the German Ravensbrück concentration camp. Coming back from it, she published a book describing the situation there, and the book already appeared in Ljubljana in the year of 1945. My parents did not resent Germans though, and father once took us to the camp area later on. I remember calm and green meadows. My half-brother is a forestry engineer and an alpine climber. My sister Marjetica is a quite famous artist now with engagements all over the world: she's interested in the effects of urbanist changes. My own relations to Germany are in many ways intertwined with my philosophical itinerary, which I will sketch now.

4. The background of my encountering Uwe Peters: my philosophical itinerary.

I rose in a literary family. As the time came for the study at the university, I took comparative literature and philosophy. My comparative literature diploma involved a novel by the Slovene writer Lojz Kraigher, describing national and erotic engagement of Mr. Škrobar. I wrote this diploma with professor Pirjevec whose theory of novel was under Heideggerian influence. This was a counter-balance to my early marxist studies, involving the representatives of the Frankfurt school. I also have to admit that I read some Nietzsche before all of that.


After having read several works by Heidegger, I heard about a new form of thought appearing at that time in France, i.e. about structuralism. I started reading Althusser, and then switched to Derrida, and to the rest of the circle around the Tel Quel literary magazine, involving such authors as Barthes, Foucault, Sollers and Kristeva. I then became attracted to the quite hermetic work of Jacques Lacan, a psychoanalyst. In the early seventies I applied for a grant of French government with Julia Kristeva at the Paris Jussieu University, and I was successful. As I met her she took me around the town in her Fiat  500 car and recommended to me to get myself acquainted with other possibilities in the larger Paris area. I took this to heart and so I came to the University of Vincennes, where the Lacanian Freudian school department was just established. I spent the rest of my time in this environment, listening to such people as Jean-Claude Milner, Grosrichard and Pierre Legendre. I started writing a PhD with J.-A. Miller, on the topics of theory of descriptions, or more exactly on the controversy between logical analysis and communication-intention approaches to language. I also started attending Lacan's lectures and visited Freudian school offices where Nicole Sels helped me with access to several not yet published materials.  At the time Lacan lectures centered more and more on what he called mathemes and on the topics of the Borromean knot involving dimensions of the real, symbolic and imaginary. Among many publications in the psychoanalytic literature that I read at the time there were also some edited by Armando Verdiglione. Verdiglione soon came to Ljubljana with all of his entourage from Italy, and organized a congress. I wasn't invited to this event by Slovene co-organizers and so I wrote directly to Armando who accepted my contribution. A collaboration with Verdiglione started at the time, leading me to various events that he organized in such cities as Venice, Rome and Paris. If my memory is right, at the occasion of some of these events I also listened to Uwe's presentations, although there wasn't any special attraction between us at the time. 


After some years I began to shift away from psychoanalysis and I engaged myself more pointedly in philosophical studies. First, I finished the PhD that I started in Paris, with my teacher Frane Jerman in Ljubljana, where I defended that thesis. In early eighties I was awarded Alexander von Humboldt Stiftung grant and spent a year in the Wolfgang Stegmüller institute in Munich Germany, where I studied philosophy of mind and of science. I also collaborated with Graz Austria institute of philosophy, following my interest in France Veber, a slovene pupil of Alexius Meinong. Besides to this I took part in several symposia in the philosophy of science, philosophy of mind and epistemology at the Dubrovnik Inter University Center, where I encountered various philosophers, among them Kathy Wilkes and U.T. Place. With Austrians I co-organized symposia on the work of Davidson and some other figures, linking the actual philosophical research to the Austrian tradition. Chisholm came to Ljubljana, and I started editing an international journal, Acta analytica, now published by Springer. The background to all this was still philosophy of psychology. Following Meinongian roots of Veber's philosophy I came to Würzburg Germany Franz Brentano institute, and began collaboration with Wilhelm Baumgartner. I planned an European TEMPUS project with the title Phenomenology and cognitive science (Ljubljana, Berlin, Würzburg, Graz, London), whose aim was to bring together phenomenological traditions with cognitive science, involving such features as models of mind. Then I obtained Fulbright grant with the aim to study a connectionist approach to model of mind, such as proposed by Terry Horgan and John Tienson from Memphis, Tennessee. Later, among other things we co-organized a Spindel conference on common origins of both analytical and continental traditions in philosophy. 


During all this time I did not pay much attention to psychoanalysis. But my collaboration with Terry Horgan (with whom I later wrote a book on Austere Realism, published by the MIT Press) persuaded me that I should combine analytic and continental traditions in philosophy, including psychoanalysis, in order to embrace postanalytic philosophy to which we both subscribed. Then one day Armando Verdiglione contacted me with an invitation to one of his Villa Borromeo Milan Italy ciphermatics symposia. I gladly accepted the invitation, as it coincided with my overall analytic-continental reconciliation project. At ciphermatics symposia to which I was repeatedly invited I personally encountered Uwe and started communicating with him. Later I was struck by discovery that Uwe really engaged himself to help Verdiglione during his incarceration several years ago. As in those times I lost my interest in psychoanalysis in a manner of Verdrängung, I can just say that I actually have no excuses, except that I have high regards for Uwe's actions, and regret of not having done the same myself. 


At the Villa Borromeo symposia, I listened to Uwe's several interventions, and always enjoyed them. Some of his topics include Germany's totalitarian traditions survival in some psychiatric approaches, an analysis of Nietzsche's last scribblings demonstrating its author's rationality, Klara Schumann's curious relation with her composer husband leading to his institutional psychiatric isolation. As ciphermatics symposia usually lasted for couple of days, there was occasion to talk and exchange some views. At some point in time, we were there with our families, we spoke and listened to Anna's singing performances, besides to her presentation of her speech therapeutical approach. Then some years ago I wanted to visit Köln Germany. I wrote to Uwe and he invited us to stay with his family for a couple of days. We strolled through this beautiful town, visited cathedral, museums and galleries, besides to Peters' beer place (no relation to his family though).


Recently I had again occasion to meet Uwe at a Milano ciphermatics symposium. He explained to us his many-layered project involving Schumann's fate in the anniversary year. One would perhaps wish that even more attention was accorded to Uwe by the ciphermatics listening, but this probably has to do with the dynamics of Verdiglione's itinerary. 


Well, this was in short my psychoanalysis and philosophy itinerary conditioned background that lead to my encounter with Uwe. It is through my various engagements that conditions came into being allowing me to know Uwe, of getting acquainted with him. In the following, I would like to present to Uwe my understanding of some key elements that are involved into knowledge, from the philosophical perspective that I endorse.

5. Epistemology: the main idea of knowledge as justified true belief.

Being a philosopher, one of the areas that I have to teach and think about is epistemology, which may also be called theory of knowledge. Knowledge is not just some conceptual entertaining of an idea, or a kind of opinion, but a firm grasp of the searched subject-matter. It would be contrary to our intuitions of what is appropriate or morally permissible to fall a judgment in court, say, and convict somebody for a crime on the basis of a mere opinion. Something much stronger, such as a firm basis of knowledge seems to be required for such cases. So an ancien Greek said that knowledge may not be conceived as a hand or a hand rolled into fist, but as one hand grasping another hand with a rolled fist. The following definition of knowledge was proposed as based upon discussion in one of Plato's dialogues:


Kap =def p & Bap & Jap

where p stands for a given proposition, such as that the book is on the table, a stands for someone whose right to claim of knowledge we are assessing, i.e. epistemic agent, and K, B, J respectively stand for operators of knowledge, belief and justification. The definition claims the following: In order for the epistemic agent a to possess a knowledge in respect to p, first, p has to be true (p), then a has to believe that p (Bap) and finally a has to be justified in his belief that p (Jap). In order for myself, say, to know that the book is on the table, it is first necessary that the book is on the table indeed. Without that, I could not possibly know it. But book being on the table is not sufficient for me to know it. Fortunately or unfortunately I am not aware of many things that are there in the world and thus that are true. The additional ingredient besides to truth that is needed for knowledge to be there is belief. If I believe that the book is on the table, I form a mental attitude towards the fact that the book is on the table. This relation is a necessary ingredient of knowledge. But alas, it is not a sufficient one. I may well form many beliefs that are nothing more than my opinions. My belief that the book is on the table may be misguided or mistaken. So the additional needed ingredient into direction of knowledge is justification. Only in the case where my belief is justified, so it seems, may I really pose the claim in direction of knowledge. Justification may succeed, roughly, either in an external or again in an internal manner. The external justification will use something like causal links between my belief and between the situation out there in the world. Whereas the internalist justification will build upon the evidential certainty of belief. The internalist will typically give some reasons why external relation may fail to achieve real justification.  


Given that the above formula of knowledge comes in a form of definition, people played with this fact, and they realized that counterexamples are possible. A definition is a conjunction of two implications. Let us say that the implication from the left side towards the right side holds. This still allows for a possibility where you cannot infer from truth, belief and justification towards knowledge. These are the so called Gettier counterexamples that suscited a whole industry trying to provide additional conditions for justification that would finally result in knowledge. We do not need to go into detail of this matter, except for stating that obviously the definitional account of knowledge, all in providing many interesting clues about the investigated concept, seems to have left something important out of the specter. I will try to argue that the ingredient which was left out is the background of knowledge that, by its very nature, cannot be appropriately accounted for by the definitory means requiring explicit statement of all the involved components. 

6. High contextual requirements for knowledge and demise of the background.

The literature pertaining to the philosophical problem of knowledge or epistemology is a very rich area, impossible to get summarized in an easy manner. I will try to shortly portray one general attempt of getting a grip on knowledge though, with the name of contextualism. A contextualist will typically stress the fact that variable strength of normative parameters applied to a situation will result in different outcomes. Take the pavement here. Is it flat? Certainly it seems to be flat, following the lead of usual standards that are applied to measuring the flatness of pavements. But now take the surface of my table. As it is much more flat than the pavement, then compared to it, this last one does not seem to be flat at all anymore. But then we may be facing the conundrum that the pavement, the truth of whose flatness attribution we attributed a while ago, now gets denied the ascription of the flatness property. One way out of this conundrum may be shown exactly by pointing to the contextually different normative standards that we have used for the attribution of flatness. Under the usual pavement flatness contribution conditions, the statement that “This pavement is flat” turns out to be true. Whereas the same statement, now under heightened contextual conditions, appropriate for attribution of flatness to the well fabricated table-surfaces, turns out to be false. The conundrum thus seems to be dealt with by the introduction of variable normative contextual parameters into the situation of evaluation. 


The contextual approach may also be attributed to the problem of knowledge. Do I know that the book is on the table? This certainly seems to be the case, given that I am here and I see the table and my book lying on he top of it. But wait. As I am a philosopher, I can think about my professional task of providing counterexamples. So, do I really know that the book is on the table, as I am assessing the situation now? Perhaps I do not know it, for the reason that I cannot fully rule out the usually remote possibility that I may be hallucinating right now, and that indeed there is no table and no book really there in my vicinity at the time as I imagine to see them. What has happened? The attribution of knowledge that may be seen as quite safe under the usual contextual standards may not be there after higher contextual normative standards are applied to the same situation.


For this reason, some people have proposed that the contextual environment should be involved into the knowledge inquiry, and that the normative standards for attribution of knowledge are really only attained under the widest possible environment. In my usual local environment, say, I am quite confident that the book is on the table. But given a wider perspective, supported by appropriate counterexamples, this knowledge may not be in its place anymore. So the evaluation of the knowledge attribution has to shift from the local to the global, and finally to the transglobal environment of contextual evaluation. Notice that transglobal environment is the one moved in by skeptical scenarios. And notice as well that these scenarios involve the widest consciousness supported narrow perspective. According to this picture, knowledge is attained under the highest standards of contextual evaluation, involving the transglobal narrow conscious environment that is able to match requirements of the skeptic for there to be knowledge.


We may put the contextual point in much more simple terms though, that we have already used. A conviction in court based upon an opinion does not seem to be a viable matter. A conviction based upon a firm knowledge involving all the pertinent facts however, seems to be quite another matter though. So, the appreciation of knowledge seems to follow much higher contextual normative standards as does appreciation of mere opinion. This matches the requirement of much firmer footing for the case of knowledge, and of course even for the case of truth, in respect to what mere opinion may be satisfied with. At the time of historical beginnings of philosophy, Socrates was arguing in this sense against sophists who seem to satisfy themselves with a mere opinion. In fact, higher standards of knowledge, as compared to a mere opinion or belief, also match intuitions of common sense.


Here is one possible consequence of acknowledging this fact. As knowledge is much more demanding desideratum as is a mere opinion or belief, you can attain it by explicitly spelling out several conditions that are left unexplained by application of mere opinion or belief lower contextual standards. So you can understand knowledge as requiring satisfaction of higher contextual explicitness standards.


In simple words, contextual requirement for knowledge demands making it explicit, and so application of higher standards, to the evaluated situation. This has indeed resulted in following the unusually high demands that were put on the possible knowledge claims in the epistemological inquiry. Either there have to be really secure causal or similar mechanisms underscoring belief and thereby its justification. Or again there have to be indubitable basic evident and so justified beliefs that establish the basis for knowledge.


These very high requirements of causal, coherentist or again foundationalist take on justification, combined with the demand for explicitness, have obscured though the nature of human cognition, which is far away from that it would entirely succeed in an explicit manner. People dealing with psychology, psychiatry and psychoanalysis, such as Uwe, know quite well that there is lot of background knowledge that is a legitimate part of, and indeed inhabits human cognition. The explanation in explicit terms does not appreciate this background knowledge and so it seems to be unjust and unrealistic in respect to the nature of cognition, and subsequently to the real nature of knowledge that naturally seems to be intertwined with cognition.


We can now point out very simple explanations already introduced in earlier sections. As I tried to explain who I am and where I come from, I had to narratively portray several facts involving my native country and my family. Thus I explained who I am by providing some of the background. Similarly, as I tried to explain my encounter with Uwe, I had to narratively provide quite a bit of my philosophical itinerary background, which enabled me, to some extent in a contingent manner, to get acquainted with our jubilant. 


In this section, I have introduced a contextual treatment of knowledge in philosophy. Then I have stated how the high contextual normative requirements that seem to be needed for knowledge, as opposed to the mere opinion, have as a possible effect the requirement of the explicitness status concerning the desired conditions. This then leads though to the demise of the role of background knowledge, and in general to misinterpretation of the nature of human cognition, which certainly seems to be involved into trials to determine what knowledge actually is. So, the next section should be dedicated to a brief delineation of the nature of human cognition, which may then be important for determining the real nature of knowledge.

7. Dynamical cognition and morphological content.

In philosophy, the nature of cognition is usually approached by models of mind. One quite famous model of mind is inspired by the architecture of classical von Neumann style computers, where the procedure is that of using tractable inferential procedures over the given discrete symbols. Let symbol p stand for representation of “I am brave”, and q for representation of “I get the chocolate”. Then the inference p → q, p, .: q will tell you that, if I am brave indeed (second premise, p), given the conditional that if I am brave, I will get the chocolate ( the first premise, p → q), leads me to the conclusion that I will thus get the chocolate (.: q). This seems to be all very intuitive. You can try it out with a child, by telling him about the premises and confirming them, and arguing that thus he will not get his chocolate. You will then learn the intuitive strength of inferential links. This seemingly trivial but actually forceful approach to modeling of human cognition may be appropriately evaluated if we compare it to the approaches to the cognition preceding it, either of behavioral, or of introspective nature. Only then we can understand the importance of computational model of mind as promoted by Fodor in his 1975 book The language of thought. I was lucky to spend quite some time with Fodor's pupil Georges Rey a while after this time.


In eighties of the former century however, there was a backslash to the classical computational, largely functionally inspired model of mind, by the so called connectionist models of mind, sometimes called Parallel Distributed Processing models, which took as their starting point the structure of the brain, consisting of many neurons, connected in innumerable potential ways by the actual net of axons and other appropriate stuff known to the brain physiologists. This is actually where the title of connectionism comes from. One main attitude by connectionist models of mind was in putting attention upon the subsymbolic and thus not upon the full-blown discrete symbols, and so promoting these parts of cognition, such as skillful behavioral reactions, that were largely left out by classical representational and functionally designed model of mind.


Connectionist models of mind certainly presented an important alternation and extension in the overall trends about how to study human cognition. But their take on things was many times too simple minded. So, they were happy to reject the language of thought proposal under any lights. At this point there came an important extension in models of mind, called dynamical cognition, as proposed by Horgan and Tienson in their 1996 book Connectionism and the philosophy of psychology that I was lucky enough to study at the very time of its publication. The mentioned dynamical cognition proposal is inspired by connectionist models of mind, all in retaining the general structural language of thought proposal. The structure now however was underpinned by the vaste dynamical potentiality that is supported by neural connectivity. From this perspective, cognition operates in a huge many-dimensional potential dynamical space, presented by all possible cognitive transitions. In order to understand this, we may again point out that already the actual connectivity of neurons in a brain is big enough. All possible potential connections and obtainable patterns, on a certain underlying basis, however, define a real gargantuan potential cognitive space.


As the just mentioned potential space may come in a huge number of dimensions, and given that our representational abilities are really restricted to just four or three dimensions, we may conveniently portray the just mentioned huge potential space as two dimensional mountain-like landscape, where the appearing total cognitive states may be represented as points with the tendency to join inclines in the mountain-like terrain, by eventually settling into them. Now notice that if a certain total cognitive state comes as an input into such a system, it actually encounters the potential background knowledge, some of which may be accessible to consciousness, some of which may be not, and which substantially contributes to the cognitive agent's assessment of this given input. According to the dynamical cognition model, this is compatible with there still being language of thought, yet that it is now supported by a huge background landscape. You can understand this background as everything that cognizer knows, without though knowing it explicitly at a certain moment – the background that helps one with the very understanding and assessment of the role of incoming information. Notice that I would not really know what a cat is without somehow knowing or presupposing that usually it will come with four legs, tail and fur. This background knowledge essentially contributes to my understanding of symbols, by supporting such understanding, although not in an explicit and rather in an implicit manner. This background knowledge is a kind of content, despite that it is not explicit, and rather it is an implicit kind of content, that we may call morphological content, due to the form (morphe) of the background multi-dimensional landscape that it inhabits. Morphological content is thus a kind of background knowledge, as portrayed by the dynamical cognition model.

8. Experiential evidentialism and the worry about morphological content's epistemic irrelevance.

If dynamical cognition model and morphological content describe a realistic shape of human cognition, one would have expected that they would be important for a realistic assessment of knowledge, because  knowledge in many ways depends upon the shape of human cognition, besides to other things.


Well, their role depends upon the approach to epistemology that we take. And here my heart lies with the experiential evidentialism as a specific epistemic proposal. I will briefly state some reasons for liking that choice. One reason may be given if we start with the externalist approach to justification. If so, something such as causal link between my belief and the external state of affairs will be important. As such a link may be prone to counterexamples, we may introduce, as already suggested, a wider environment than is the starting local one, say the global environment of epistemic evaluation. Following further suit of counterexamples, we end up with transglobal environment. Starting with the idea of externalist justification, we end up with the transglobal, narrow and thus phenomenological, conscious environment of justification. Such an approach, relying on consciousness, will end up with the evidential, and also with the experiential way to go.


Going this way, one may further endorse the intuition of your brain in a vat experiential duplicate thought experiment, ascribing the same intentional content and the same degree and nature of justification to both of you. Whatever the case may be, we can simply state that we now endorse experiential evidentialism as an epistemological choice.


As experiential evidentialism builds on the conscious experience and evidence, requiring, as it seems, explicit forthcoming of all epistemically important features, it does not seem now that morphological content can be one of these. The reason is exactly in that experiential evidentialism seems to require explicit forthcoming of anything with epistemic relevance in the occurrent content, but that morphological content, being by its nature a part of implicit cognition, automatically accommodating itself to the circumstances, does not follow explicit paths. So there is a clear threat that morphological content will be epistemically irrelevant, under experiential evidentialism. The question is now how to come out of this threatening situation and nevertheless acknowledge some important epistemic role to morphological content, presuming the viability of experiential evidentialism as our epistemic approach.

9. Chromatic illumination: in a painting and in joke-getting.

The idea of chromatic illumination will help us to come out of the just sketched conundrum. The idea draws on the fact that many times there is a substantial presence of background knowledge that colors the occurrent content, despite that this coloration comes from an implicit source which is not present in the just mentioned content. Here are a couple of cases.


First take a painting, such as the one depicting Moulin Rouge, by Degas. In the painting, there is a scene, parts of which are illuminated by sources of light that are not explicitly there in the picture, but influence the overall feeling and quality of the picture. One female figure is illuminated by one source of light, outside of the depicted scene, and another one is illuminated by another source of light, also coming from outside the picture, and there is additional and similarly forthcoming greenish illumination somewhere in the middle. 


Another interesting case is that of getting a joke. Notice that the explicit content, whatever is said in the text of the joke with so many words, is many times not important by itself. Getting of a joke relies on the background information, of a huge and complex kind, which chromatically illuminates the explicit text and allows you to get its funnyness. This background knowledge may be portrayed as the morphological content. Notice that the background that enables you to get a joke is implicit, huge and that it acts in a momentary manner. It simply has to be morphological content issue, and not that of explicitly forthcoming language of thought model, say, which proceeds in a tractable inferential manner over given discrete set of representations.

10. Chromatic illumination promoting epistemic relevance of morphological content. 

Notice now that similar mechanism of chromatic illumination is also effective in justificatory processes. These processes do not come out of the blue, and yet they are not explicitly given in the total occurrent cognitive state. They are specific and responsible. This shows that morphological content is important for epistemic justification, and that its relevance comes through its effect of chromatic illumination of the occurrent total intentional cognitive state, that is evaluated for its justification.

11. Coherentism against foundationalism, morphological content against intellectualistic versions of epistemology.

Such an approach reconciles experiential evidentialism and morphological content, through chromatic illumination. As we buy experiential evidentialism, this may be seen as an epistemically foundationalist enterprise. But the presence of morphological content in it, through chromatic illumination, presents it rather as a coherentist way to go: the background knowledge is effective through its coherentist role.


Notice that in this manner, by the combination of implicit morphological content, one may achieve coherence all in repudiating the too requiring demands of portraying knowledge as completely evident, coherent or tractable. By its implicit and chromatic illumination nature, the morphological content's presence in justificatory process goes against these too intellectualistic epistemic standards requirements.

12. Background knowledge in one world.

I have been talking about an issue in knowledge, in epistemology, delivering a short plea to embrace background knowledge as s constitutive ingredient of epistemic justification. I have also views in the metaphysics, and these are of monistic nature. I believe that there is just one rich and dynamical material world out there, without any parts. I also believe that many statements of common sense and of science are true, despite that there may really not be many posits out there that these statements presuppose to exist. This is enabled by the construal of truth as indirect and not as a direct kind of correspondence. Now I think that background knowledge fits quite well in such a picture of the world. In fact, in order to sort them out of the one dynamic world various posits have to be recognized as epistemic matters. So background knowledge fits quite naturally into our world, and into finding out truths about that world, although not under the most demanding contextual normative conditions.
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