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Session 1: The Given – and justification of knowledge
· the point of the epistemological category of the given is . . . to explicate the idea that empirical knowledge rests on a ‘foundation’ of non-inferential knowledge of matter of fact (EPM, §3)

· One of the forms taken by the Myth of the Given is that there is, indeed must be, a structure of particular matter of fact such that (a) each fact can not only be noninferentially known to be the case, but presupposes no other knowledge either of particular matter of fact, or of general truths; and (b) such that the non-inferential knowledge of facts belonging to this structure constitutes the ultimate court of appeals for all factual claims – particular and general – about the world. (EPM, §32)

· . . . we cannot really understand the relations in virtue of which a judgment is warranted except as relations in the space of concepts: relations such as implication or probabilification, which hold between potential exercises of conceptual capacities. (Mind and World, p. 7)

· only what is propositionally contentful, and so conceptually articulated, can serve as (or, for that matter, stand in need of) a justification (Brandom’s Study Guide to EPM, p. 122)

· [T]he idea that epistemic facts can be analyzed without remainder – even ‘in principle’ – into non-epistemic facts, whether phenomenal or behavioral, public or private, with no matter how lavish a sprinkling of subjunctives and hypotheticals is, I believe, a radical mistake – a mistake of a piece with the so-called ‘naturalistic fallacy’ in ethics. (EPM, §5)

· Sellars (above, EPM §5) is proposing that there is a similar fallacy in thinking about “epistemic facts,” such as the fact that Sarah knows that the door is shut. The fallacy here would be the idea that such facts could be defined in non-epistemic terms or “analyzed” as non-epistemic facts. Sellars insinuates that this idea is fallacious because epistemic facts are normative, … If that’s right, both “fallacies” stand or fall together (Maher, C., 2012, p. 19)

· non-conceptual states of an individual are not “epistemic facts” about that individual: they can be had independently of any knowledge whatsoever, and they cannot support any knowledge. So, the attempt to ground knowledge on them is an attempt to “analyze” epistemic facts into non-epistemic facts. In effect, a non-conceptual Given attempts to explain your authority to judge how things are by appeal to something that gives you no authority to judge at all. The rightness of something – your judgment – would rest upon or “reduce to” something that was neither right nor wrong – a non-conceptual state of yours. That would be “a mistake of a piece with the so-called ‘naturalistic fallacy’ in ethics.” (Maher, C., 2012, p. 19)


Re: The Myth of the Given from Sellars' Carus Lectures. It's a different myth to the one in EPM.

42. But why should the child's conceptualization of his sense experience be thought to have the form

[subject] [verb] [verb modifier]

rather than the form of adjectival or, say, sortal predication? The construal of 'red' as an adverb is so obviously a sophisticated theoretical maneuver -- a rational reconstruction -- that it is worth expostulating that if ordinary language contains anything like an expression which does the job of 'redly', it would be the phrase 'of red', a fact which strongly suggests that the root concept expressed by 'red' does not have the form of an adverb.

43. Thus the idea thy our ur[pseudo]-concept of red is that of a manner of experiencing strikes me as most implausible. I can only account for the fact that philosophers have talked themselves into it by attributing to them the following line of thought

When a child has an experience of the kind which it is useful to baptize by saying that "O looks red to Junior," what is really going on is that O is causing Junior to sense redly. Junior is directly aware of this sensing redly. Therefore he is aware of it as a sensing redly.

44. This line of thought involves the principle

If a person is directly aware of an item which has categorial status C, then the person is aware of it as having categorial status C.

This principle is, perhaps, the most basic form of what I have castigated as "The Myth of the Given."

45. If we reject it, we open up the possibility that even if these philosophers are right in thinking that what the child is directly aware of is, from the standpoint of an ideal theory of perceptual consciousness, a state of sensing redly, nevertheless the child forms a concept which has quite a different grammar. To reject the Myth of the Given is to reject the idea that the categorial structure of the world -- if it has a categorial structure -- imposes itself on the mind as a seal imposes an image on melted wax.

