Tia Carson-Davies

What is meant by the ‘internalist’ approach to knowledge and justification? What do you 
consider to be its main philosophical drawbacks and/or advantages?
	
Internalism is one of the two approaches as to date that are regularly brought about in the philosophical debate as to knowledge and justification. The internalist approach is the stance which states that what justifies a person’s belief depends solely on internal states. I believe that the book Epistemology by Robert Audi provides a clear definition of this complicated term. He states “Internalists strongly associate having justification for belief and a readiness to justify it”.[footnoteRef:1] From this we can acknowledge that internalism therefore holds the perspective that a belief is justified if it has reasons that are bound up with internal states, also if the believer is aware that it is justified. This then presents a downfall within the argument. To say they can only accept the justification when the believer agrees with it internally means to say we must have acknowledgment of what we are believing. Moreover, it must mean we are to be fully aware of the internalist approach. This is a flaw within the internalist stance as it can be argued we are not always aware of our beliefs thus, presenting the question; what of the beliefs we hold but do not acknowledge? [1:  Robert Audi Epistemology London: Routledge (1998) Page 235] 


The opposing school of thought often discussed is known as externalism. This approach to knowledge and justification states that knowledge is grounded from what is external to the mind. To some extent this is a sound definition as it is the opposite to what internalism holds as their belief. However, with this argument we are also faced with why we must look at those factors external to us. If the internalist approach is that of a sound one, must we debate the opposing to it? It is fair to say that externalism is one most commonly used in modern day society but that does not mean to say it’s conclusion is the correct one. I would argue that externalism is better for the physical situation in which internalism cannot always be applied. As externalism relies on justification through experience and reason. These however do not strengthen the argument but rather weaken it. As expressed, it weakens the argument because our experience and reason are not always correct and therefore we cannot argue that we are able to use them to justify our beliefs. 

The debate between these two approaches arose when Edmund Gettier Published his paper, “Is Justified True Belief Knowledge?” where he presented several “Gettier cases” to illustrate his problem, “the Gettier Problem”. These cases show that “one can have internally adequate justification without knowledge”.[footnoteRef:2] [2:  Ted Poston Internet Encyclopedia of Philosophy Internalism and Externalism in Epistemology <https://www.iep.utm.edu/int-ext/> 17/12/12 
] 


Externalism is the thesis associated with reliabilism which states that factors other than internal states are relevant as these internal factors are not a necessary conclusion of justification. 
Reliablism can be presented as one theory of knowledge and of justified belief as where one knows that a belief is true if it is true, one believes it is true if one has gone through a reliable process and this belief is justified is it is the result of a reliable process.
Reliablists would give examples of situations where we acquire beliefs from the things we see, where these beliefs are justified even without us having access to the process that lead to us having that specific belief.
Reliablism is a good example of showing how belief is justified without showing beliefs,
whereas, internalism is only justified if we have access to the internal evidence and thought processes. 
Internalism is associated with evidentialism. This is the belief which states that it is the possession of evidence which justifies a belief. It is the internal evidence which, according to evidentialism having experience in the belief is what represents that belief as being true. 
One may argue against the stance that a belief is justified if a person’s evidence supports that given belief as they may believe it without adequate evidence. 
However, I do not think that evidentialism is the strongest approach to this as one may have evidence, which is later found to be unreliable. For example, when Pluto was said to be a planet, this has now changed even though there was scientific evidence proving that it was a planet. 
I do not think that this opposing argument is strong enough as one can argue against it using faith, where for example I believe in God without any external evidence, only using my internal evidence.
“They mean to hold that the believer within his intellectual rights in believing as he does even if he doesn’t know of any other beliefs or propositions at all. In a word, they hold that belief in God is properly basic.”[footnoteRef:3] [3:  John Cottingham Western Philosophy in Anthology 2nd Edition UK: Blackwell Publishing Ltd (2008)] 


One argument against internalism is the fact that the approach does not account for perceptual beliefs, these beliefs are justified if it has appeared through a reliable process.
[bookmark: _GoBack]One approach that reliabilists have adopted is to ground their “account of reliability in terms of the causal connections that thinkers have to the world”. Where for one to have a justified perceptual belief “that p, the fact that p should cause my belief that p”.[footnoteRef:4] [4:  Daniel O’Brien Internet Encyclopedia of Philosophy The Epistomology of Perception  <https://www.iep.utm.edu/epis-per/#H5> 17/12/12] 

“Externalists claim that it is this perspective with which epistemology should be concerned”. One main belief from externalists is one where belief is justified if it is “acquired using a method that is reliable, with reliability being cashed out in terms of the probability that one's thinking latches onto the truth.”4
Some may also put forward that it is our perceptual beliefs which justify our beliefs.

Thus, as an expression of my former arguments I can therefore conclude that the epistemic approach of internalism is overall a strong approach to knowledge and justification in comparison to externalism.
I believe that the main philosophical drawbacks against internalism that I reached was the final argument I raised, which was the view that the internalist approach does not ujj34consider our perceptual beliefs. Some may argue that it is our perceptual beliefs which justify our beliefs as these are what help us correctly perceive the world around us and are likely to be true.

Whereas the strongest philosophical advantage was the argument of faith. This argument was used to go against externalism which is the opposing approach to internalism. Externalism is the approach to knowledge and justification which states that knowledge is grounded from what is external to the mind. I think that although it is said that we use this approach to knowledge and justification daily, if we really look down to it, it is our internal mental processes and our intuition which makes us believe certain beliefs.  
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