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Intentional relation is usually absent from characterizations of knowledge. The claim is that it should be treated as their precondition, and that phenomenology is a prerequisite to this. Some basic ground is tackled by certain naturalistically minded theories trying to account for the intentional or referential relation. The result is that they fail to do so, and that therefore an account of knowledge is not coming along their tracks either. Intentionality supported knowledge builds upon evidential basis and has a chance to beat zombies.
Prelude about knowledge, intentionality and evidence
Knowledge is defined as justified true belief:

Kap =def p & Bap & Jap

If a person a knows a certain proposition p, then this is equivalent with p being true, the person a believing that p and person a being justified in her belief that p. I cannot know that something is the case if this is not true. Then, I have to be in some mental relation, such as beholding a belief, in respect to p. For many things in the world are true, but I do not know about them, because I simply stay psychologically unrelated to them. And finally, once I have a belief that p, this belief should be justified in order to figure as knowledge. For I may form beliefs under unreliable or wrong sources of information, and these beliefs will then not be appropriate candidates for knowledge.


It will be argued that evidential beliefs of phenomenological kind form the basis for knowledge, satisfying all the conditions needed for knowledge: they are true and justified. It is often forgotten in discussions that people’s knowledge is a restricted commodity. God certainly knows everything, but we would be wrong if we compared our abilities to Hers. The best thing that we can ethically do is to acknowledge and put the appropriate restrictions on our knowledge. The restriction of our knowledge to the evidential phenomenological beliefs may do the job.

In order to reach to phenomenology, we should start with intentionality. This is not difficult to do, because of the following fact:


(IB: intentionality of belief) Belief is an intentional state, a state of mental directedness.
Although discussion of knowledge almost always involves beliefs, due to the definition of knowledge, one does not appreciate this important fact: that belief is an intentional state of mental directedness. A reason for situation being this way is as follows: people many times wrongly assume that intentional relation is not present in determining of knowledge or relevant for it. Here is another reason for this state: the belief such as it figures in definition of knowledge is the intentional act that is most close to epistemic requirements, just that it is a state that is of lesser epistemic strength as knowledge. Citing it in this epistemic surrounding, one then forgets that we deal with an intentional act.

As intentional relation does not go without phenomenology, as it will be affirmed, then phenomenology then also tends to be absent from determinations of knowledge. But this is then opposed to the simple fact that phenomenology characterizes knowledge: my knowing that p has different phenomenology inherent to it than my believing that p or than my hating that p, as for that matter.

Let us shift our attention to justification now and discuss it in a preliminary manner. When is a belief justified? In the case where the ways of reaching it are justified: there has to be a correct perception, say, not an illusion, and there has to exist a reliable information channel on the basis of which the belief gets attained.


Here is another fact related to justification. Justification of external worldly matters always underlies a possibility of error, however slight such a possibility might be. For most cases where we believe something, we kind of know. But our knowledge is not infallible. And so according to the strict standards definition of knowledge, this is then not knowledge at all.
If the belief is not infallible, then per definition it cannot be knowledge. This seems to show that infallibility is needed for knowledge, and infallibility, we will claim, can be attained through evidence. But one result of this discussion now is that no data related to the external world can really satisfy strong definitory criteria for a belief being knowledge. If we ask ourselves what could be infallible knowledge, we can conclude from the above that an infallible knowledge cannot be related to the external world, but to inner experiences only, to the evident inner experiences, as we will see. This requirement may be satisfied by the evidential theory of knowledge. Evidential theory of infallible knowledge starts with “I can know about my experiences”. So I am able to know now that I am thinking about a dragon, although there is no dragon in the external world. But I can be certain about my experience, namely that I have a dragon related experience.
Naturalistic intentionality
Let us now shift our discussion to the often encountered accounts of intentionality that also exercise an influence upon the treatment of knowledge. It will be claimed that such accounts are misguided, not because of their naturalism (which may well be compatible with treatment of intentionality), but because of their inadequate and wrong approach to intentional relation. Or this is what we will try to reconstruct.


We have cited belief as an example of intentional relation. Let us take a look now at how such relation may be depicted. Here is a possible depiction figuring one example of my supposed intentional thought, of my intentional directedness at the cat:


I ---------------------( cat (object/content)


  intentional relation

If I entertain a though concerning the cat, then on the one side of relation there is certainly me (I), and on the other end it is the cat, which is an object or an content towards which the intentional relation is directed. The intentional relation as depicted here is thus directed from myself (I) towards the intentional content or object. Notice by the way that the content or object does not need to exist as an entity in the external world for such a relation to take place. I may well think about the cat now without it being present in my vicinity.

This is thus how intentional relation may be depicted. And this is as well how many people understand intentional relation to succeed. We will claim in a moment that such relation is not an intentional relation at all, because it does not satisfy the requirements that are really needed for intentionality. But the insight here is that many people, a whole tradition in naturalist philosophy of mind, thought that the above sketch is sufficient for an account of intentional relation, and that it is desirable (from their point of view), because in its framework the intentional relation may well be reduced to a natural relation. Many times intentional and referential relations are then treated as being very close, along the way.


Two examples that we will mention here figure the reduction of intentional relation to the causal relation (Dretske) or to the co-variational relation (Millikan). Why should this be the cases figuring intentional relation? Well, because they try to explain presentations, representations, thoughts and similar matters, and those certainly seem to be intentional or at least they seem to have something to do with intentionality. Causal and co-variational accounts reduce intentional (referential) relation (whatever it may be) to the naturalist basis.


One kind of naturalist basis is the informational theory account of causal relation, such as proposed by Dretske. Dretske’s goal is to explain representations and intentionality on a naturalist basis. Typically, this succeeds with the transfer of information about a certain matter, such as the cat. If the transmission of information is certain (and thus infallible), then this will be a case of knowledge. See that infallibility, and thereby justification, and thereby knowledge is attained through informational relation, according to this proposal. (But as we will claim in a moment, the whole project, an account of representations, of intentional relation and of knowledge ultimately fails because reflexive consciousness or awareness is not taken into account.)  Dretske’s aim is clearly to give an account of knowledge, as it clear from the title of his book Knowledge and the Flow of Information (1981). His explanatory exercise follows this track:


representations ( intentionality ( knowledge. 
Just like an engineer, Dretske first provides a naturalist account of presentations, then of intentionality and finally of knowledge. He follows Shannon-Weaver theory of information when addressing origins of presentations, and states that an information is only forthcoming if it happens to be an entire or complete one, following the Xerox principle: the Xeroxed copies either hold the entire information through a range of repeated copying, or they simply fail to do so, from a certain point on. A direct link between representational beliefs and knowledge is thereby established, similarly as there is the direct relation between belief and evident knowledge that we will expose.

Millikan, in her book Language, Thought and Other Biological Categories (1984) follows a comparable explanatory itinerary from presentations, over intentionality and towards knowledge by starting with a co-variational or teleological account of presentations. The presentation of cat is about the cat because this presents a biological or survival advantage for the organism having the presentation. The relation to knowledge is through representations and the adjoined organism’s beliefs as reliable indicators. Reliabilism, of course, is a justification strategy.

A main problem for informational or co-variational theories was pointed out as a possibility of error or as the disjunction problem. (Fodor). This also links representations and knowledge. I see something in a distance and I build representation of a cow. Then I believe that there is a cow. But it really is a horse. Do I believe something infinitely disjunctive now, such as that there is a ‘cow v…v horse’?  
Intentional relation and phenomenology
We have presented, or better told sketched, a couple of naturalistic accounts of presentations and of knowledge. They are built upon an account of intentional relation as the one joining a person on the one side with an object or content on the other side. The question that needs to be asked now is whether causal and co-variational theories are theories of intentionality at all. 

This is an important question for our main inquiry. If it turns out that causal and co-variational theories, namely, are not theories of intentionality at all, then you cannot derive anything related to knowledge from them – if knowledge is related to intentionality and if it depends on it, as we have preliminarily claimed.


Now we wish to state a fact: The above theories, namely theories that figure ‘I-object/content’ relation exclusively, are not intentionality theories.


Why should such a statement be forthcoming? The answer to this is simple, if we take a look again at the question what intentionality is. And the answer to this is that 
intentionality is mental directedness.
And the just considered causal and co-variational theories are not theories of mental directedness! They are just theories that account for a natural relation between representations and external objects:


I ------------------( object/content
This is a relation that is very similar to the relation between two cups upon a table, a relation that may well be expressible and perhaps exhausted in measurable spatial terms, say how many centimeters or inches of distance there is between cups.


But if the above rendering and sketches did not depict intentional relation at all, were they completely wrong then? And if they were only partially wrong, what exactly is the intentional relation then? 


The answer is as follows: Causal and co-variational theories are completely wrong in that they do not depict intentional relation at all. But at least they do not err in the sense that they take a possible relation between myself and object as their starting point in explaining intentional relation: at least some vicinity to the intentional has to be in it. Yet causal and co-variational theories are wrong in thinking that this is a sufficient basis for rendering of intentional relation.


Now then: How does intentionality start at all, how does intentionality get off the ground? 

The answer lies in a short expression causal and co-variational theories never really considered as important: reflexivity of consciousness.


At the same time as you are directed at an object/content, you have to be essentially/inherently directed at your act of directedness as well. Inner awareness or reflexive conscious relation will be presented by @, and so the following will then do the trick of presenting a genuine intentional relation:


@ 


I ------------------( object/content

Here is a rendering of @ in Brentanian terms (Brentano introduced intentional relation into contemporary discussion) as a “secondary object of perception”: 

Each act, whilst directed towards an object is at the same time and besides this directed towards itself. Being presented with a ‘primary object’, e.g., a sound, we are aware of being presented with something. A psychological phenomenon as such always includes the consciousness of itself as the ‘secondary object of perception’. As certain as it is that no consciousness ever is without an intentional relation, so it is certain for Brentano that the consciousness also, besides its object of primary relation, has itself as a secondary object. This secondary inner perception is a true, self-referential, evident perception in the strict sense. (Baumgartner, 1996: 32)

“Secondary object of perception” is inner awareness of myself being directed at a content/object. Inner awareness is also a phenomenological or qualitative act. It is not something that would just make the intentional relation better or wiser or more fun: it enables it. Without the reflexive internal conscious qualitative awareness the relation between myself and object/content would not be an intentional relation at all, but simply an objective wordly relation.

A consequence of this is that causal and co-variational accounts, as depicted, feature zombies. Anything they say cannot really have any relation with intentionality, or with knowledge as for this matter. Why is being a zombie a bad thing in this setting? Because zombies do not have phenomenology or reflexive consciousness, and phenomenology is a precondition of intentional directedness, and further intentional directedness is a precondition for knowledge. The basic step towards the full zombie program consists in embracing naturalism, and wrongly believing that naturalism requires reduction of the mental or of the intentional to the physical or to the natural basis. One can very well be a naturalist and adopt full blooded intentional relation, staying non-reductionist. Fuller discussion of this would of course require more space.


The insight that phenomenology or reflexive consciousness, or again inner awareness is precondition of intentionality is expressed by the intentionality of phenomenology thesis: 

Phenomenology of Intentionality: Mental states of the sort commonly cited as paradigmatically intentional (e.g., cognitive states such as beliefs, and conative states such as desires), when conscious, have phenomenological character that is inseparable from their intentional content. (Horgan and Tienson, 2002: 521) 

The phenomenology of intentionality thesis says that there cannot be intentional relation at all if there is no phenomenology, internal awareness or reflexive consciousness inherently involved into the relation between myself and an object or content. If this ingredient fails to appear, then we have to do with an objective relation that is not intentional. 
Evidential basis of the intentional knowledge
How is knowledge possible on the basis of intentional relation? 

Intentionality has inner awareness or reflexive consciousness essentially built into it. And reflexive awareness makes evidence possible. And evidence is related to knowledge. Here is a Brentanian rendering of knowledge. 
When an intentional phenomenon occurs to us, we (in inner awareness) know that it occurs; and in knowing this we grasp its essential nature. Whenever we judge we know what it is to judge. (Baumgartner, 1996: 33)

It is all the matter of a reflexive @ added to the objective relation (of the causal nature, say). The reflexive consciousness or phenomenology is not just the very stuff that enables intentional relation as a piece of mental directedness. It also provides a basis for evidential knowledge for someone to be engaged into the intentional act. Because of phenomenology, one possesses evidential knowledge of being engaged into the intentional act.

If we call @ inner awareness, we can state that the following was claimed about it:
(i) Inner awareness is inbuilt in that it is the component of the experience itself (if this is the case, then higher-order theories of consciousness miss the point).

(ii) Inner awareness is peripheral, and only occasionally focal, as compared to the awareness of the intentional content.

(iii) Inner awareness is constitutive of phenomenology, so what-it’s-like of smelling flowers or the respective phenomenology is constituted by the inner awareness of the same. (Horgan and Kriegel, In press)

By these counts, inner awareness presents a basis for evident knowledge. If one has inner awareness of something, then the bet is that this is evident to her. Brentano’s account of knowledge is derived from the essential qualitative nature of intentional acts. Because of the reflexive consciousness inherent into them, intentional acts are evident to their beholder.


Is one evidently aware of presentations (contents, objects) of intentional relations? This seems to be a natural way to go. Brentano certainly does not deny the existence of an objective world. But he also seems to concentrate upon whatever is presented before one’s mind. And these seem to be presentations. But the very existence of presentations would be opposed to the requirement of evidence, tied to the inner awareness and reflexive consciousness, which enables these presentations to get off the ground, and to start the intentional relation. It is thus evidence as a part of inner awareness deal that goes against appropriating of presentations and against all other sorts of epistemic intermediaries. This is the basis of the so called Brentano’s reistic phase, whose main claim is that one stays away from dependent things, such as presentations, contents and other epistemic intermediaries. What stays on the stage then?

What we can say is that the person who thinks is real and the very act of thinking is a reality that the person is directly aware of. (Baumgartner, 1996: 33)

Just the thinker and the reality may be admitted. This enables epistemic evidence or inner awareness. And this one, as we have seen, is also the very precondition for intentional relation.


Evidence thus goes against appropriating of epistemic intermediaries. This is also the basic claim that something is evidently given: no intermediary is then needed. J.J. Gibson in his ecologist psychology and Donald Davidson in his philosophy of mind may be cited as rejecting the existence of epistemic intermediaries.


Here is an illustration of what an epistemic intermediary is. Take the Mueller-Lyer illusion. 




>----------<




  (-----(
There are three things involved into it:


(a) My belief that lines are of the same length.


(b) My (perceptual) experience that the lines are not of the same length.


(c) The (objectively measurable) situation in reality showing that the lines are of the same length.


The illusion is there because of the mismatch between (a) and (b). In fact (b) may be held to be an epistemic intermediary.


This is different for the case of intuition that provides an evident knowledge. If I have an intuitive knowledge, then I have just the belief and reality, in an evidential relation, just (a) and (c). This gives me an evident knowledge of whatever I am aiming at. The evident knowledge in question is infallible. It is close to the a priori, where belief directly touches reality, without the intervention of the possibly misguiding epistemic intermediaries. 


Evidence, intuition, has (a) and (c), without (b). Evidence is therefore knowledge – because knowledge, by definition, does not support error.


This is knowledge for a limited area – for whatever you know about your phenomenological experiences, but it is knowledge (contrary to the external world related “knowledge” that is statistically undermined). From here, conditions for infallibility of phenomenological knowledge may be established. 
Infallibility

Now the issue is infallible knowledge. This is the knowledge where you cannot miss, where you have to be certain. But about what exactly can knowledge be infallible?


Infallible knowledge cannot be gathered about everything in the world. The primary candidates for such knowledge are evident experiential acts. And these acts are narrow, i.e. they do not include the check-up in the external world. So the conscious experiences that one has provide an infallible knowledge.


One possible objection here is that experiences cannot lead to knowledge at all, for knowledge is justified true belief. Now, if one builds upon the knowledge involved into evidence of reflexive consciousness and inner awareness, there is the possibility that nothing will be true. But as truth is a basic requirement of knowledge, then in such a narrow account one cannot know anything at all.


The answer to this is that one knows nevertheless. One knows (cannot fail not to know) that one has this experience. This is the evident knowledge of the experiential narrow world.


The objection to this is that this may perhaps be the case, but such a knowledge is very limited. What about the knowledge of what happens in the world? Finally, most of knowledge that interests us belongs into this category.


The answer is that the experiential world is also a world. One can be certain and have knowledge about it. This is already important. On the other hand, if you wish to embark on knowledge of the external world, things become tricky: then you find yourself before the task of being in charge of everything in the world. But this just does not seem to be feasible.
Brentano’s proposal of infallible knowledge is limited to the inner awareness, to the phenomenological beliefs that directly touch the reality of the whole experiential world, it is limited on the evidential basis. This is a bold, important and sensible thesis building on the kind of knowledge that we really are able to achieve.

Zombies galore

A short question will be answered first, and then a perspective will be laid on plenty of zombies that lurk in the surrounding.


Does inner awareness mean that I know that I am thinking about the cat? No and yes. No, because inner awareness or reflexive consciousness is a precondition of intentional relation. It does not equal this relation though. Without inner awareness, again, the relation between myself and content/object stays a pure objective relation. Reflexive consciousness enables intentionality. But inner awareness or reflexive consciousness is also essential for the knowledge that I may have. At the time as I think about the dog, I know that I have a dog related experience (although I cannot really be ultimately certain about the external dog).


Is intentional relation reduced by naturalist to the causal relation? Naturalist reductive project has co-variation and other means besides to causality. But here is another important reductionist project. You ask how mental is related to the physical. And then you have several mental events, and several underlying physical events, and relations between these.


Mental    M1   M2





…


Physical   P1    P2 

Now, several causal relations may be depicted between tokens of M and P, in several directions (there is an arrow from P1 to M1, say, and another arrow from P2 to M1, and so on). This are then the essential causal relations. Once trapped into these presuppositions – that there is the mental, and the physical, and that there has to be some causal link between these, one is set on the wrong track. The basic misguided thing is that there is no phenomenology, consciousness, involved into such a project. We have to do with zombies. (Kim). As against this the real cement is that of reflexive consciousness or phenomenology in the experiential world (Potrc, In Press). Against naturalist reduction, one has to appropriate coming together of several dimensions, original intertwinedness, from the very start.


Kim’s project is naturalistic and reductionist. But of it is reductionist, then there is no place for qualia in it, and no place for intentionality, and then no place really for knowledge. Consciousness or quality is the cement of the experiential world, not causality as Kim and others wrongly believe. Kim’s reduction is to causality. But it is quality, consciousness that holds together what Kim is dealing with: the mental (in the physical world).

Naturalists are wrong to be reductionists, because they do not need to be: one may well stay a naturalist while embracing a genuine intentional relation. Without realizing this, the way towards zombie attitude in treating mind is opened. The fallacy is in not seeing that one can well be a naturalist and embrace the phenomenology supported intentionality thesis. Only this can open a window towards knowledge.
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