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                                  MA Examination in Epistemology--January 2010
Study Questions
1. Kim accuses Quine’s naturalized epistemology of jettisoning the normative. What does this mean? Does naturalized epistemology jettison the normative?

2. What is the argument from hallucination, and how is it supposed to establish the existence of sense-data?  What is the disjunctivist response?  Does it work?  If not, are we committed to thinking that sense-data exist?
3. What sort of difficulty for traditional accounts of knowledge is supposed to be posed by the possibility of "Gettier cases"?  How serious is the difficulty?  What, if anything, does the history of failed attempts to respond to the Gettier problem (if it is a problem) show?  What would be a promising direction for future research?

4. Present and motivate the position known as "other minds skepticism."  Why has the argument from analogy drawn so much criticism as a response to skepticism with respect to other minds?  Is there a better response?

5. What is a transcendental argument?  Explain in general and give at least one example.  Assess the viability and significance of transcendental arguments in philosophy.

6. It has been suggested that "relevant alternatives" accounts of knowledge, either "contextualist" or "invariantist," allow for a satisfying response to, or even a refutation of, certain forms of skepticism.  Present and explicate what you take to be the most plausible "relevant alternatives" account of knowledge, explain how it might be thought to remove the threat of skepticism, and discuss the account critically.

7. 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? What, if anything, might be learned from considering the case of geometry about other domains of inquiry?
8. Some contemporary philosophers, most notably John McDowell, have argued that human experience is "conceptualized."  What do you take them to mean?  What motivates their position?  What are some of the most serious objections to the position?  Assess the debate.

9. It seems, for any standard skeptical hypothesis (e.g., the brain-in-a-vat, dreaming, or virtual reality hypothesis) that we can imagine evidence that would count in favor of its truth.  Could the lack of any actual evidence to this effect give us good reason to suppose that the hypothesis is false?  What, if any, response to Humean skepticism about the external world can the line of thought indicated by this question give us?

10. What is meant, in contemporary epistemology, by “fallible knowledge”? What motivates ‘fallibilist’ accounts of knowledge? Is ‘fallible knowledge’ a contradiction in terms? Why or why not?

11. Given Kuhn's and others' arguments for the incommensurability of scientific theories before and after major scientific developments, can empirical science nevertheless be said to yield knowledge?

12. What are “internalism” and “externalism” as regards epistemic justification? What are the most fundamental intuitions motivating each of the two positions?  Is there any way of resolving the dispute between the two positions? Can you think of an analogue in some other branch of philosophy to the internalist/externalist distinction in epistemology?
