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1. Distinguish invariantism, contextualism, and sensitive moderate invariantism. It is thought that all versions of these positions face contradictory evidence with respect to the ordinary usage of the word “know.” Evaluate the chances of one or more of these positions with respect to this evidence.
2. Some argue that science shows that we never directly perceive physical objects? What does this mean? Does science show that we never directly perceive objects? What difference does it make whether it does so or not?
3. What is the traditional problem of induction? Is it a problem?
4. Is a definition—that is, the giving of necessary and sufficient conditions—of “knowledge” possible? Why or why not?
5. Many philosophers before recent times considered geometry as an exemplar of knowledge. Does geometry provide us with knowledge of necessary truths, or even truths, about the world, and if so, how?
6. Some linguists and philosophers have argued that our knowledge of the grammar of our native tongue is “tacit knowledge.” What have they meant by this? Others have claimed that the notion of tacit knowledge is an oxymoron. Why? What is your position on this matter?
7. Some philosophers argue that for all we know we could be brains in vats, or bodies in capsules, and that therefore we don’t know anything about “the external world.” Explicate this argument, and then evaluate it.
8. We depend on memory for much of our knowledge. Is this knowledge justified? If so, how? If not, why is it knowledge?
9. Kim accuses Quine’s naturalized epistemology of jettisoning the normative. What does this mean? Does naturalized epistemology jettison the normative?
10. “We know some things non-inferentially or directly or immediately because it is impossible that all our knowledge be based on inference.” Explain the distinction invoked here between “direct” and “indirect,” or between “knowing inferentially” and “knowing directly.” Given your understanding of these notions, what support do you think can be given for this claim? Is it, in the final analysis, tenable?
11. What, if anything, is the difference between our ways of knowing about abstract objects, our ways of knowing about theoretical entities posited by the advanced sciences, and our ways of knowing about the everyday physical objects surrounding us?
12. What is meant, in contemporary epistemology, by “fallible knowledge”? Is “fallible knowledge” a contradiction in terms? If so, does this pose a threat to naturalized epistemology?
