Transglobal Knowledge

The question posed by Mark is about possibility of vicinity for contextualism as applied to truth and contextualism as applied to epistemology. Contextualism as applied to truth distinguishes between truth under the lower contextual standards and between truth under higher contextual standards. Under lower contextual standards, a cat exists, of course. But under higher contextual standards it is true that there is no cat around really, and that there is just the world, say. 

   Is contextualism applicable to knowledge as well, in the same sense as it is to truth? To some extent yes. In everyday circumstances, we people are constantly credited as knowing a lot of things. If epistemic standards are set higher though, skeptical doubts start to surface. Do I know that the cat is sitting here? Of course I know, under everyday standards of knowledge attribution. But if skeptical doubts enter the scene, I may not be said to know anymore that the cat is sitting here. Under the just mentioned skeptical scenarios, I may be fooled by a daemon to think that there is a cat here when in fact there isn't, or I may simply start wondering whether perhaps I am hallucinating, or whether my eyesight is deceived by a virtual projection of a cat. 

    What can one do with this contextual adjusting shifts in respect to ascription of knowledge? There is a similarity between the ontological and epistemological move here indeed, in the following manner. Similarly as the blobjectivist claims about truth that the real truth is only achievable under highest contextual circumstances, but that truth (of a lower contextual force) cannot be denied to everyday common sense affirmations about the existence of cats, one may claim that the epistemologist will only be happy with the highest standard of knowledge -- which is the skeptical scenarios adjusted transglobal knowledge -- not trying to deny thereby that there is everyday knowledge around as well (which Sosa calls apt or animal knowledge, i.e. skilfull knowledge). The real knowledge however is transglobal.  

    One way to come to the real transglobal knowledge is embarking on the project by starting evaluating the matter from the side of apt or skillful animal knowledge. Reliabilism and safety are then what knowledge is about. Reliabilism and safety can be measured by the range of environments where the belief is justified and so can be held to be knowledge. These environments expand under the pressure of counterexamples: fake barns pose a skeptical threat to the reliability and thus for knowledge-aptness of beliefs. Skeptic thereby gradually expands the environments, call them perhaps possible worlds or situations where belief may not be justified  because of not being reliable. Starting thus with reliaibilism and proceeding through the ever persisting skeptical doubts, resulting in expansion of possible circumstances needed to be considered for something to count as knowledge, one ends up with the view that the real knowledge needs transglobal environment. This, in Sosa's term perhaps, may be called reflexive knowledge. Thus transglobal knowledge and reflexive knowledge may be held close in this respect. In contextual mood, one may claim that under epistemologically lower standards, even reliabilist externally supported animal knowledge may count as knowledge, and that it is even a precondition, in some genetic sense, of transglobal reflexive knowledge. But the real knowledge is transglobal knowledge, of a narrow phenomenological nature, roughly that of your brain-in-a-vat duplicate equivalent. Could you say a little more about the narrow phenomenological nature of knowledge? I'm just worried about falling into the myth of the given here. Also, you call transglobal knowledge real knowledge. (Perhaps by saying real you mean to be shifting the standards up. If this is the case, I think using real is misleading.) Does it have a higher significance than low-standard knowledge? I don't think it should, especially if we are to ascribe it in the same manner we want to ascribe truth. By narrow phenomenological nature of knowledge I mean the following to start with: the standards that are there for knowledge are contextually high standards, and they are satisfied by taking care of skeptical scenarios/environments, not less than that. By ruling out "relevant alternatives," as it is sometimes put? In fact, one starts with simple environment of externalist kind, and one worries about reliability. In order to take care of counterexamples (such as fake barn country stuff) one needs to move in larger environments than the externalist ones that one started with. Going on in this direction over several stages of securing reliability suitable environments, one ends up with the widest, i.e. skeptical environment. This is the largest one in terms of securing reliability. But wait a minute. This skeptical environment is actually the whole world, not the material world that we started with but the BIV equivalent of your experiential world. This is fine so because epistemology cares about knowledge and knowledge does not consist of external relations primarily, but exactly of widest environment range being involved into what started as externalist reliability consideration. This BIV equivalent of your experiential world, now we can realize, is narrow. But as it is narrow, phenomenology has to be constitutive of it. The important point is that we started with externalist reliabilist considerations, and caring for epistemic safety, we ended up with narrow skeptical environment. This environment is narrow in the sense that it has, as experiential world, phenomenology constitutively integrated into it. It is also the largest environment in the sense of the possible involved counterexamples supporting situations. In this sense this environment securing conditions for knowledge is wide, but not in the externalist sense, just in the sense of the widest range of possible situations, of possible worlds say, being involved into it. If we are attentive to what is going on in the just sketched dialectics where we start with externalist reliability concerns, and where we extend the range of the involved possible environments, we do deal with what you mention as "relevant alternatives" indeed. So reliabilist safety is playing the epistemically justificatory role? That sounds right, like something Michael Williams hinted at in his first book Groundless Belief againt foundationalism. Michael Williams is an acquaintance and I would perhaps claim a friend of mine whom I repeatedly encountered at the occasions of Pecs Hungary symposia. I never really carefully studied his work though and what you say may give occasion to this, or I can profit from getting information about his views from you. Did Williams stress the epistemic safety as well by extending considered environments (a safe car as we know may be relied upon in more environments than more clumsy and unsafe ones)? Yes, he considers this in the Afterword of the second edition of Groundless Belief. Also, he develops his contextualism much more clearly in his most recent book "Problems of Knowledge: A Critical Introduction to Epistemology." I think he actually uses a safe car example too. Foundationalists will not be friends of contextual variability, they will just jump to the highest norm environment area. But this does not seem plausible, at least it does not provide the important dialectics through which the quest for truth has to advance./ Just that reliabilist safety concerns gradually put us into position to embrace the narrow phenomenologically constituted your BIV duplicate experiential equivalent environment. So the dialectics of relevant alternatives drives us from externalist start to the narrow phenomenology constituted world securing knowledge conditions. I guess that in Sosa terminology this may be called reflexive knowledge, which is as we now realize equivalent to the phenomenologically underpinned result of reliability safety concerned search. I'm concerned about the phrase "phenomenologically underpinned result." Phenomenology/experience is not playing an epistemically justificatory role, correct? If it were, we would have fallen prey to the myth of the given. Perhaps you please explain to me shortly what the myth of the given is and how it applies to our topics. The Myth is that non-propositional content can play an epistemically justificatory role. Is non-propositional content external causally supported content? This is the only way I can see non-propositional content. It can't stand in logical relations to propositional contents though, as Davidson puts it. If this is the case, Williams is our pal. But we have dialectical story about how to undermine this. And this may not be the case for him? In his Afterword, he says that he doesn't think justification should be understood as purely externalist or purely dialectical (p. 185-6). As Williams puts it, "So, we have a dilemma: either our confrontation with the given is just one more variety of perceptual judgment, in which case we no longer have a point of pure contact between the mind and the world, or else the content of the given is ineffable, in which case it cannot provide a rational check on anything, cannot favor one hypothesis over another" (Groundless Belief, p. 102). This is only relevant to our topic if we claim that phenomenology/experience can play an epistemically justificatory role or provide a "rational check" on the world. This is why I asked what "phenomenologically underpinned" meant. Thank you, I will try to tackle this interesting point, please improve my guesses. You are welcome. I will add more comments soon but I am sorry I must go to bed now, for it is almost 4:30am here. It was very helpful editing simultaneously. Goodnight. Obviously, Williams believes that some people believe in the existence of the given world. This may apply to us blobjectivists in as far as we say that there exists just one mind and language independent world. But notice that just by this thesis we did not say anything yet about how we access this world, say what truth is in our opinion, or what knowledge is. In both of these we would choose indirect rather than direct approach (truth as IC, knowledge as transglobal reliability). If this is the case, then perhaps we are closer to Williams again than it has seemed earlier. In Pecs I presented IC truth construal, and Williams and deflationist Horwich had several critical remarks; I should dig into my notes from that occasion to see what exactly they were up to. Anyway, in matters of truth and knowledge that are both normative matters (therefore contextualism compatible, by the way) we do not have direct acces to the world, but a rather mediated one. We do not wish to have direct contact between mind-language and the world because this would commit us to atomistic externalism, but in opposition to this we buy narrow phenomenology constitutively supported holism of all-pervasive kind. We do not need to have point of pure contact between the mind and the world, just externalist atomistic zombies embark themselves on this route. Now, how do you understand the expression "ineffable" in Williams second horn, where he points out that "the content of given is ineffable"? If Williams thereby describes content of the given as something causal, then he justly worries that this just cannot lead to either truth or knowledge, because just indirect approaches are able to do that, as we know. But I am afraid that he might not share with us this indirect truth and knowledge (IC and transglobal setting) approach. So what is Williams take on this? "Rational check" on the world, I think, Williams justly realizes, is just not possible if  one starts with atomisitc and tractable zombie externalist theories. After all, just pure causal relation all by itself never ended up in supporting rationality. Some normativity and therefore indirectness should be moved in for rationality to function. This is why externalist atomistic zombies are on the wrong track. Justification, according to us, should not be understood as purely externalist for sure. But what does Williams mean by saying that it should also not succeed in a purely dialectical manner? It certainly does seem to me that phenomenology does underpin our rational check of the world. Perhaps there is nothing bad in this and we should at this point embrace Sosa's benign epistemic circularity? / Well, by phenomenology underpinned result I just mean that the reliabilist safety driven quest fo knowledge has brought us to the transglobal environment as satisfying conditions for knowledge. But this transglobal environment, your BIV equivalent narrow experiential world, which has driven us away from externalist causal and similar beginnings certainly seems to be phenomenologically constituted -- as an experiential world. Phenomenology, by the way, is something that reliabilist at his very externalist start, does not even consider to be knowledge relevant in his wildest dreams. Now, it also seems that irrespectively of all this, experiential world and thus phenomenology should be closer to underpin knowledge as external causal links, say. /Buying this result for reflexive knowledge (Sosa), we do not dismiss what Sosa calls skillful or apt animal knowledge that seems to be clearly externalist. This one may be then said to be operative under lower contextual standards, where less environments are involved, in the limit just the actual external environment as held by reliabilists. Another issue that needs to be confronted and elaborated in relation to this is what I also already hinted at as similarity between the shift from DC to IC construal of truth, according to blobjectivist semantics, and between this narrow phenomenological result of reliabilist quest for knowledge where the considered environments get gradually expanded, so that they even dump the starting externalist platform in favor of new relevant phenomenologically underpinned narrow platform for knowledge. Blobjectivism believes in the existence of mind and language independent world, rich and dynamical. The question about truth though seems to be normative, contextually propelled and as I guess perfectly compatible with externalism. All this would need to be further elaborated.   

    This view has the advantage of putting stress upon phenomenology and experiential world, which seems to be most relevant for knowledge, and away from causal external connections of material world that has more metaphysical than epistemological weight. In this respect the transglobal reliabilism epistemology project (Henderson-Horgan-Potrc) may have some vicinities with blobjectivism: both find truth or knowledge linked just to the highest contextual standards. World is the truth-maker for usual sentences, and not any atomistic entities in the world, and truth is indirect correspondence, not direct correspondence. So truth as IC loosens link to the causal material atomistic world and puts stress upon holism: the whole world is truth-maker for a certain sentence, and the whole world, semantically, functions as semantical model, then. The stress is then upon experiential semantic dimension and not upon the material physical dimension, as DC construal of truth believes. The vicinity with transglobal knowledge project is in that transglobal environment features experiential and not material physical causal world by which externalist reliabilism started, moving then in search for safety over expansion of to be considered environments, up to the transglobal BIV equivalent of yours compatible environment as that of the ultimate reflexive knowledge. All this confirms the view of my friend Michael Williams allowing for variability of knowledge. 

    Truth as IC endorsed by blobjectivism has as a consequence semantic holism: the whole world is the truth-maker for a single sentence such as "The cat is on the mat" for the reason that there is no such entity as the cat actually around. Truth as DC allows for entities such as cats, and encounters many troubles because of being just wrong in its presupposition that such entities exist and that they exercise causal influence. In opposition to such atomistic presumed entities the whole material world has such an influence -- but in semantic enterprise, such a world has the role of a semantic model, and thus is narrowly construed -- in semantic, as just said. Similarly, reliabilism is actually wrong (full stop) in matters of knowledge, but it has a contextual limited value. Narrow and phenomenology allowing transglobal knowledge (reflexive knowledge that goes over animal apt knowledge) is the only real knowledge. Because the whole transglobal situation -- expansion of possible environments -- can only account for knowledge.

    In short, there are some vicinities between blobjectivist semantic and between transglobal knowledge project. But there is impression that these may be after all two quite different projects, touching different areas.

  

