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Our knowledge vacillates between two extremes: we know a lot, but again, do we really know all that we mean to? Contextualism takes this to be a changing mark of the same knowledge. A positive story may assess the same phenomenon featuring two kinds of knowledge, animal and reflective, as does the virtue epistemology. Epistemic virtues found in a benign circular manner both the immediate and reflective knowledge. Local externalist rooted virtues are there together with transglobal internalist compatible virtues, and they both underpin a claim towards knowledge, thereby combining foundationalism and coherentism. 

1. Our knowledge vacillates between two extremes: we know a lot, but again, do we really know all that we mean to? Contextualism takes this to be a changing mark of the same knowledge.
Knowledge is a tricky term. On the one side I seem to know lot of things, such as that I am sitting in the room right now, that I am typing into my PC, that I listen to Sherlock Holmes radio drama, that there are books and tables in the room, and that there is a certain illumination that I sense in here. On the other hand, if I ask myself a reflective question whether I really do know the just mentioned things, I may cease to be so certain. Perhaps I find myself under an illusion, which is always a possibility, and I am actually not sitting in the room but standing in front of the house. Or I am sitting but not typing into my PC; rather I am reading a book or doing something else. And again, I am not listening to a radio drama but to birds chirping, and I may be wrong about the illumination. Senses may trick me for all that I know, and they might be feeding to me an incorrect kind of information. Even more, I might be dreaming, or I might be a victim of a real massive illusion featuring the demon world.

    The just mentioned span in our knowledge comes effortlessly, in a way. In a manner, we do know a lot. But again, the just mentioned easy knowledge may be put into question, once as we do get reflective in respect to it. The phenomenon may be seen as dealing with the same knowledge that we are capable of, but under variable contextual standards. At least this is a manner in which the problem is approached by contextualism. Contextualism sees the same knowledge to come with low standards in the case of easy everyday knowledge, and it sees the situation to be quite different once as those standards are heightened by skeptical and similar considerations. In this second higher score arrangement we may not be liable anymore to know many things that otherwise we held ourselves to know quite well under the first kind of everyday lower score contextual arrangement. Do I know that there is a book in front of myself upon the table? Yes certainly I do, under the usual everyday contextual standards. But again, if I consider a possible skeptical scenario, such as myself being in the position of a brain in a vat, then the question whether I really know (notice the heightening of contextual standards by this very move) about the book being in front of myself upon the table, this same question has to be answered in a negative manner.


Knowledge is a tricky term in that it vacillates between two of its just mentioned senses: the everyday involved-in-the-world common sense knowledge and the reflective more demanding knowledge. Contextualism takes knowledge to be one. Variable contextual standards though may alter truth-value of the involved knowledge claims. Do I know that there is a book in front of myself? Yes, certainly I do, in everyday common sense circumstances. But again, I do not really know it once as the high order skeptical context enters the scene. Staying with the same knowledge seems to be an appropriate way to go for contextualism. But the result that the attribution of the same knowledge changes its truth-value under variable contextual circumstances seems to leave us in an awkward position, especially if it comes with the former mentioned unity of knowledge requirement.
2. A positive story may assess the same phenomenon featuring two kinds of knowledge, animal and reflective, as does the virtue epistemology.
We just quickly glimpsed at the case where we treated knowledge to be of one kind, but coming under variable contextual standards and as being evaluated according to these. Another logical possibility is to treat knowledge as coming in two different and to some extent independent brands. The first kind may perhaps be called direct or animal knowledge, whereas the second kind might be called indirect or reflective knowledge. There is some space for assessing what goes on in this distinction, and it seems that this gives occasion for some refinement. Our examples of easy knowledge, of the lot of things that we know in everyday, may count as involving direct knowledge. These would then encompass the aforementioned situation where I am sitting in my room, typing into my PC, listening to Sherlock Holmes radio show and perceiving some illumination, besides to the books and tables as several middle sized dry goods. Notice that most of these pieces of knowledge already involve some higher order cognition. In order to know about Sherlock Holmes and being able to follow his mystery adventures, I have to possess a complex knowledge of language, and besides to it a specific culture that he is part of, along with several other matters. I have to possess memory and reasoning capabilities. In order to get it that there are books and tables around, I also have to master not just direct visual inputs such as edges and surfaces, but their integration into perceiving of middle sized dry goods. The only thing that stays out of this in the manner that I described my situation is the sensing of illumination, for this may be interpreted as a result of the direct hookup to the immediate environment. What does all of this show? It shows that the divide between the simple direct and the advanced indirect reflective knowledge cannot be keyed to the difference between lower and higher cognition, such as sensing of borders and surfaces and visually perceiving full-blooded objects. The divide must consist in the involved environments. If one takes a look at the situation in epistemology indeed, one sees that reliability as justificatory dimension of beliefs, say, may be assessed in respect to the involved environments, be these local, global, or even transglobal environments, so that local environments go along with everyday and easy coming epistemological concerns, and that transglobal environments fit the higher pitched skeptical concerns.


The recognition of two different brands of knowledge seems to amount to the following. On the one hand, we know a lot, in the everyday common sense mood, in our immediate local environment. We know about things that are external to us. I know about the book and the PC being here in front of me. How comes that I do know about these? Because I possess reliable means to come into epistemic relation to them. I have abilities and skills, such as good vision and memory that allow me to reliably assess my epistemic situation. As this knowledge is keyed to my immediate external situation, we may call it direct or animal knowledge. The term animal seems to require further explanation, but the main idea is that there is a kind of knowledge of easy everyday kind that allows to hook up to our immediate local environment. This skilful kind of knowledge does one kind of the job that an overall assessment of knowledge is supposed to do. But there is still the issue that knowledge may also require what was recognized as high contextual requirement by contextualism: the reflective dimension. The reflective knowledge is then a kind of knowledge as well that seems to be different from the earlier mentioned everyday common sense animal knowledge. The overall knowledge then requires a combination of these two kinds of knowledge, of the animal apt and skilful, and of reflective higher order knowledge. We are skilful not just in assessment of reliability in our immediate environment, but as needed we also combine it with the reflective insight. Consider that in this manner, we bring together both externalist and internalist issues into one potential overall powerful account of knowledge. As animal skilful knowledge builds upon immediate involvement into local environment, it is externalist. Reflective knowledge on the other hand tries to provide a basis for the overall knowledge assessment. This one may be attained in an internalist manner, or again as reflecting upon the to be involved environment, in an extended externalist manner. A question coming forward here is whether such reflection can avoid circular foundations. The answer of virtue epistemology is that knowledge may well come in a benign circular manner, as a way to happily embrace the reflective epistemic basis. One should recognize the need of starting somewhere, in both externalist and internalist sense. The first way to go may be embraced by acknowledging the direct or animal local environment external knowledge. The second way to go can recognize benignly circular founding of transglobal and internalist compatible environment, in a reflective mood.  Recognizing both animal and reflective knowledge as two comparatively independent features that combine in a unique epistemic endeavor allows one to avoid the truth-value ascription tension characteristic for contextualism. Observing the book in front of myself I have apt and skilful reliable epistemic information. This one can then serve to base my reflective epistemic assessments of the matter, that again allows for some circular but benign foundation. In this manner both externalist and internalist endeavors found a unique view of knowledge.

3. Epistemic virtues found in a benign circular manner both the immediate and reflective knowledge.
The difference between animal knowledge and reflective knowledge is the basis of virtue epistemology approach (Sosa 2007, 2008). The main point of this approach is in stressing the importance of virtue, i.e. of epistemic virtue. And this one is a subjective capability, leaning by its nature to the internalist interpretation. It is therefore interesting that an account of epistemic virtue starts with immediate and externalist animal knowledge, whose main accent is upon skills. In this sense, I know that there is this book in front of myself because I possess epistemically virtuous capabilities, such as these of visual perception and memory. These virtuous capabilities or skills secure my justified, i.e. reliable epistemic access to the fact that there is this book in front of myself. Notice that reliabilism by its nature is an externalist approach. But skills, although gathered through organism’s interaction with environment, are internally accountable capabilities. Their inclusion into apt behavior pushes again towards externalist interpretation. The immediate knowledge has to start somewhere, and decision is here that it should be founded upon skills. This seems to be a foundational decision – you just take some feature to build justification and knowledge claims upon it – and therefore it seems to pose threat of circularity. But foundationalism takes the basic choice to be virtuously there, because some beginning is needed. Epistemic virtues of skills in the immediate environment provide the basis for the animal knowledge. On these grounds I know that there is a book here in front of myself, in an immediate manner.


One can ask the reflective question now: But do I really know that there is the book in front of myself. Contextualist would answer to this in a negative manner. But virtue epistemologist holds it that there is an additional source of knowledge in the reflective approach. By reflecting upon my immediate knowledge, I can gain a more full-blooded overall knowledge about the simple earlier mentioned book matter. Again, I can build upon benign circularity of such approach, in that reflection should not be extended to infinity: it is just there supporting my immediate knowledge, as a kind of additional skill. On the other hand, because we have two kinds of knowledge according to this approach, the immediate and the mediate ones, we can say that the animal knowledge actually also gives its non-circular support to the reflective knowledge. From this point of view, we can say that the very capability of reflection is an epistemic virtue that usually comes to be supported by immediate skilful and apt virtuous epistemic capabilities.

 

4. Local externalist rooted virtues are there together with transglobal internalist compatible virtues, and they both underpin a claim towards knowledge, combining thereby foundationalism and coherentism.
There is a way of deepening the reliabilist account of knowledge, roughly along the following lines. We start with local reliabilist situations, and we consider possible counterexamples to these, such as the fake barn cases. In order to solve these, we need to extend our consideration from local environments to larger, global environments, in which the claim towards reliability gets evaluated. Counterexamples to these new situations now bring us to consider the even larger, transglobal environments. An account of reliability should ultimately satisfy these. (Potrc 2008; Henderson, Horgan and Potrc 2007).


Comparing the distinction between animal knowledge and reflective knowledge to the just mentioned considerations brings us to the following point. Animal knowledge with its included virtuous skills and with its claim towards aptness is externalist. It also happens in the local external environment in which the epistemic skills come to the fore. But we have learned that just animal knowledge will not do. We also need support of the mediate, reflective knowledge.


Now, what is the reflective knowledge, and what kind of environment does it bring into consideration? It is natural that reflective knowledge brings transglobal environment along with it. The point of reflection is not to stay just with the immediate or local environment. Its considerations should involve global environment as well. But even this will not do, for transglobal environment is needed in order for reflection to prosper in the surrounding as fitting to its desires. But transglobal environment is also skeptical environment. In the search for reliable epistemic procedure one is shifted from local towards global and then to transglobal environment. Environments get extended, and so we enjoy a kind of radical externalist environment. But notice that this is now also and at the same time a radical internalist environment, as it is proper to the skeptical scenarios. Extreme externalism and internalism have their meeting point at this juncture. This tells us something about knowledge and about the difficulty to account for the skeptical position which takes together both externalist and internalist files.
    
Now consider that animal knowledge is externalist and that in this sense it is foundational, basing itself upon the aptness of skills in the local external environment. On the other hand, reflective knowledge is also internalist and because of its wide range of the involved environment it naturally involves consideration of coherence with the rest of epistemic landscape. As virtue epistemology combines these two endeavors, the animal and the reflective knowledge, it naturally seems to embrace a combination of foundationalism and coherentism.
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