What is meant by the ‘internalist’ approach to issues about knowledge and justification? 

Throughout the ages the theory of  knowledge has been held as one of the most important branches in philosophy and involved with metaphysics, as it deals with the concerns of how we acquire knowledge, whether that be rationalistic or empiricist approaches, which in turn is central to or everyday life and relating to one another and the world we live in. From the period of enlightenment knowledge has been held to be understood as justified true belief. Justified true belief can be broken down to be understood as the following, ‘justified’ equivalating to ‘revealed’. ‘True belief’ meaning one must belief the proposition to be true. Therefore, justified true belief is represented as knowledge by the following explanation , agent Y knowing that a proposition X is true if, X is true, agent Y believes that X is true and agent Y is justified in believing that X is true. In modern times Edmund Gettier is still today known for his work on justified true belief as he coins a particular problem with knowledge called Gettier cases.  Gettier cases are situations where one can have justified true belief but not knowledge the following example here explains. Tim and john have both applied to the same gym ..the owner of the gym told Tim that john will get the membership first. This counts as evidence; the owner of the gym would seem to be a reliable source of this information. Meanwhile, Tim counts the coins in johns’ pocket and sees that there are ten coins in there. Tim then forms a belief, based on his first-person observational evidence. He come to believe: the person who gets the first membership has ten coins in his pocket. But, it turns, the testimony of the owner was false, and its Tim, not john who gets the membership first. AND, its just so happen unbeknownst to Tim, that he also has 10 coins in his own pocket. So, Tim has a belief that the person who gets the gym membership first has 10 coins in his pocket. And that is justified – because he counted johns, and the owner told him john was getting the membership first. And his belief also turns out to be true – the person who got the membership first did have 10 coins in his pocket. However, neither pieces of justification pointed Tim to the right answer, the president’s testimony was wrong, and the 10 coins that he saw were in john’s pocket, not his own. So, it seemed Tim just simply lucked into be right. Gettier argued that we now have a case of justified true belief that is not knowledge. He states, you do not know something if you just happened to stumble into the right answer.

Due to the Gettier cases bringing in doubt for knowledge in the 60’s, it brought in a wave of philosophical literature, analyzing the nature of justification itself =, and specifically what type of things counted. the fundamental idea of internalist is with how justification is primarily determined by the factors which are within a person. Which is in opposition to externalists which deny this account, stating that justification depends on other factors which are outside of the person.  effectively, Internalist as a branch of epistemology that states that how we acquire knowledge is through internal processes and that knowledge is not gained through environmental factors. Example of these internal states would be something along the lines of bodily states, one’s brain states and other processes like mental states or accessible states. These reflectively accessible states are what grounds internalism and its foundations for its theory of knowledge. This leads us on to the view created by Rodrick Chisholm and Lawrence Bonjour of accessiblism. And also, the view known as mentalism which was created by Richard Feldman and Earl Conee.
Externalism is branch of epistemology that states that knowledge doesn’t only come from internal states, that in fact knowledge comes from the external world. For example. how we induced ideas from a young age that babies don’t come from stalks but from pregnant woman. We attain this knowledge from the external environment outside of the inner workings of the mind… so what that means is that we get the belief that, Babys don’t come from stalks but from pregnant women, through our experience and senses of the environment. And that the’ true belief’ part of the JTB Formula Is in the agent who finds truth in the belief i.e that babies come from pregnant women. Finally, the justifier would be that there is empirical evidence that the agent’s true belief is accurate. 

Examples of internalism that support it 
Descartes as support of internalist position
[bookmark: _GoBack]One philosopher who gives strength to the internalist position is Rene Descartes. Rene discards was born in France in 1596 he was fascinated with the contradictions of the practical world and of the inner world and wanted to know if you could get to know anything for certain. And if so how? In his Discourse on Method 1637 and the meditations 1642 explore these areas. At this point in time, there were many philosophers who were sceptics which believed that you can never get any knowledge. Descartes here presses forward with the skeptical enquiry to come out the other side with some sort of absolutely foundational position from which one can begin to look for are knowledge. This was known as the Cartesian doubt. It gives us an example of a Barrel full of apples, suppose there is a good half in the barrel, and you want to take out all the apples get rid of the bad ones to keep the good ones. The ones that are left, you can be absolutely certain with. So he started by emptying his mind of all beliefs, laying aside anything in which she could see the slightest doubt. And the way he did that was in three ways. The first way was commonsense. An example he used was how a stick in the water can look bent, or perhaps colours, if you have an eyesight problem can look different. He acknowledged looking for truth and this looking for certainty were different things, however believing that the only way to get a truth is by gaining certainty first. Pre-emptive skepticism was another way. Descartes acknowledge that he had dreamt certain things from which he took to have knowledge of, only later to find out that it was an illusion. Descartes went further proposing that there could be an evil spirit a daemon that has a goal to attempt to deceive me whenever and wherever as much as possible when he can. This was just a thought experiment. From all these tabs the established that he could not do one thing up was the fact that she was thinking himself. Which led him to the cogito Ergo sum. Known as I think therefore I am. The Cogito was known not just as thought but as perception and pains and so on. Which in other philosophical perspectives can be understood as what Descartes was really trying to say is that I am consciously aware that I am. Consciousness was the ground rock starting point for Descartes. He discovers, among the contents of his consciousness, the conception of God. He believed that the latter cannot be the cause of the greater. Sleaze then put in April the position of finding our knowledge of the external world on a belief in the self-evidentness of the existence of God. It is absolutely central to his position that he believes that these arguments that involve God will be ascented to buy any person of good faith concentrates on them enough. She cannot accept, it would ruin his whole position, if you accepted the idea that whether you believe in God is a matter of cultural or psychological upbringing, and perfectly sensible people can disagree about whether the God not however hard think they think about that. It is essential to the card that will deny the existence of God, confronted with thesearguments, is as perverse and as totally in bad faith as it would beto deny that 2+2 is four. And therefore, the idea is that if you lead the sceptic properly through it, and the scepticis an honest man and is not just mouthing words or trying to impress, and you put theseproofs before him, he must at the essent. moreNow, people have not done this because they have not thought hard enough.They haven’t split it into, they haven’t done it in and orderly manner. A lot of the sceptics are, in fact, fix who simply go around making a rhetorically positionand don’t really think about it. But if you’re in good faith and think hard enough about it, then you will come to seethis truth. And then you cannot consistently deny the existence of the external world. This approach presented the world which consists fundamentally of two different sorts of entity. There’s an external world, which is as it were, given to me by God, But there’s me, who is observing this external world . Descartes can imagine himself existing without the body, (during his process of reduction) But he can’t imagine himself not having the thinking awareness. On one hand you have the world of thinking entities, which are location less and substance last. And on the other hand, a world, a material world, which this thinking entity is thinking about observing. A little world of observer and observed, mind and matter, spirit and material. Through this process Descartes finalizes the world is so constructed that man. Is capable of knowing about it. Even though man in his essence is not actually part of nature, because man is this image, intellectual substance, which isn’t part of the natural thing. Although his intellection is quite well and adjusted to it. Which meant for the that we can conduct a mathematical physics about it. Descartes thought that some of the fundamental principles of physics could themselves be known by what we call internal reflection. 
 
