Objectivist Epistemology in Outline — Gregory Salmieri — July,2006

Course Outline

Introduction
AR on the nature and importance of epistemology
The nature of ITOE and other sources
The nature of this course

Consciousness
As a state of awareness and as a faculty
Awareness as
an active process
with identity (the form/object distinction)
which is volitional at the conceptual level
The need for epistemology
Definitions of cognition and knowledge
The faculty of consciousness

Perception
Relevance to epistemology
As distinct from sensation
As distinct from perceptual judgment
As distinct from “visualization”
As infallible
As the basis of knowledge

Day 1: Preliminaries

The Problem of Concepts
The role of concepts in knowledge
Generic definition of “concept”
The nature of the problem
Traditional conception of and solutions to the proble
Lack of methodological guidance
The false theory of “context omission”

Measurement-omission and its presuppositions
The nature of difference
The nature of similarity
Units and the “unit perspective”
Omission of measurements to form a concept
Concepts as future-looking
Measurement omission contrasted with context omission
Multidimensional attributes

Concepts of Entities
How entities are measured and integrated
Application of this point to other existents
Why units must be essentially similar

Definition
Parts of a definition
Changes in definition

Day 2: Concepts
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First-Level Conceptualization
Formation of concepts directly from perception
Propositions validated directly from perception
The unit-perspective at the first-level
Induction as beginning with first-level generalizations

Higher-Level Conceptualization
Formation of higher-level concepts
Widenings and Narrowings
What each is
The hierarchies of knowledge and of generality
How widenings depend on prior concepts
How narrowings depend on prior concepts
Concepts of characteristics
How they presuppose earlier concepts
Concepts of Consciousness
Concepts for conceptually discovered existents
Cross-classification
Dependence of higher-level propositions on lower
Logical order distinguished from chronological order
Induction

The Nature of Conceptualization

Identification by interrelation
as performed in a certain logical order
and at different levels of generality
The role of axioms

AR’s Definition of “reason”
As opposed to rationalism and mysticism
As opposed to empiricism and skepticism

Day 3: Conceptualization
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Logic
Why it's necessary
As self-consciousness of the process of conceptualizing
As the art of non-contradictory reasoning
Compared to epistemology
Objectivity
as volitional adherence to reality by the method gido
“Objective reality”
Objective and subjective mental products
The errors of intrinsicism and subjectivism
as theories of knowledge
as cognitive methods
Integration and reduction
How each flows from the nature of conceptualization
Relation between the two
Validating Concepts and Definitions
Why validated definitions are necessary
Intrinsicism about concepts
How to validate a definition
Subjectivism about concepts
Invalid concepts and uses of concepts

Validating Judgments
Basis for Judgments
Hypothetical reasoning
The process
Evidentiary statuses (possible, probable, and certain)
The arbitrary
Contrasted with the possible
Why it must be rejected out of hand
Why an arbitrary assertion is not a judgment
Why its contents are not a proposition (and not trualse)

The Status of Validated Cognitions
Contextual absolutism

Possibility of error
Relation between objectivity and conceptual knowledge

Day 4: Objectivity
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Exhibit A: Simplified man- and animal-shapes that \ary along 35
dimensions
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Exhibit B: Graphs on which entities are plotted alag two axes
representing different characteristics
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Exhibit C: Diagrams illustrating the contrast between the Hierarchy
of Knowledge and the Hierarchy of Generality

Select Concepts Ranked according to the Hierarchyf iKnowledge Select Concepts Ranked according to the Hierarchyf &enerality
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Exhibit D: Simplified differential diagnosis

Chief Complaint: chest pain antrouble breathin

Possible causes (grouped by type):

infectious: skin rash, pneumonia (bacterial or virdBuptis, pericarditis
ischemic: myocardial infarction, pulmonary embolism

trauma: hemothorax, bruise, broken rib

gastrointestinal: acid reflux, esophageal tear

Data obtained by questions asked or tests performed baken knowledge of the possible causes of chief compii

Data

Relevance

Patient suffered no
recent injury or
accident.

Rules out trauma.

Patient has a
productive cough.

A productive cough is one in which fluid is coughed up fromhgs, which normally
wouldn’t be there. Possible causes of fluid in the luctude pneumonia (especially
bacterial).

Patient has a fever.

Fevers can be caused by the immespanse to an infection, so the patient is likely tehay
an infectious disease.

Hurts more on right
side and when patier
breaths deeply.

Heart is on left side, so this data makes cardiac céesetikely. Correlation of pain with
tdepth of breath indicates lung-related cause (or trauimahwas been ruled out).

Pain did not come on
suddenly.

Sudden pain could be caused by a pulmonary embolism, whieeesygiptoms of infectious
diseases usually come on more gradually as the infegti@ads and the immune system
begins combating it.

Patient has an
elevated white blood
cell count.

White blood cells are produced to fight infections; saeute rise in the number of white
blood cells suggests that the patient has an infectioussdis@dnere are other possible caug
including steroid use, but there is no independent evideneayoof them.)

In conjunction with other evidence, this makes it neeglfain that pneumonia is the cause
the chief complaint.

X-ray reveals density|
in bottom of the right
lung.

The bottom of the right lung contains something—e.g.¢d ftwia tumor—that is denser than
lung tissue. Pneumonia, especially bacterial, causekifidhe lungs, and there is no
independent evidence for any other disease that woutligealense material in the lungs.

Given the other data, this makes a diagnosis of pnaangertain and bacterial pneumonia
probable.

There are many varieties of bacteria that can causenponia.

Lab analysis of
sputum sample
reveals an abnormal
predominant type of
bacteria: Gram
positive cocci in

clusters.

“Cocci” is a shape of bacteria, and “Gram positived sub-classification of bacteria by type
of cell wall. This new data narrows down range of posdiblgeria considerably.

Lab tests reveal that the bacteria is Staphylagoecreus, which is responsible for a minority of pneumeasas.

es,

of
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Appendix: definitions and discussions of key concepts

This course is intended as an outline; its goal wakdtzls many points and their interrelation without develgginy at length. |

have decided to include further discussion of some of {@ags as a written appendix to the recorded editiotiseofourse. The
discussion takes the form of entries on key conceptghwitiave included below. The entries appear in (roughg/prder in which
the concepts are discussed in the course. In mostldasgisn with a definition of the concept (usually one teaiven in the course
itself) and then add further comment. In some cdlsess is only a definition and in other cases thenit&hn is absent. In those cases
where the definition given below differs slightly fradime one | gave in the course itself, the written dedinits meant to supplant the
spoken one. These discussions are intended to furthepperetlarify points raised in the class, not to stasthdependent essays.

In these entries, as in the class itself, | includetpdirat are not present in Rand’s own writings. Sorrteaxfe points are my own,
others | have learned from other Obijectivists, méishdrom Leonard Peikoff. I've marked all these ogpts which do not appear in
Rand’s writings with asterisks; double asterisks indicateepts that | am introducing myself. | often include mialtéhat is not
present in Rand’s writings even in entries on conceptstieadiscussed. The entries are not exegeses of Rand’s veyrlarth
discussions of epistemological concepts based on my uaigirsg of Objectivism.

DAY 1. Preliminaries

epistemology “a science devoted to the discovery of the proper ndstbbacquiring and validating knowledgel TQE 36)
validation: the process of establishing that a cognition is kndgée (See further discussion under Day 4)
consciousnes§two senses, both axiomatic and indefinable):

(1) “consciousness as a state of awarené3©H 5): This sense of consciousness subsumes sense-percaptimonaeptual
knowledge, and any other states in which we are agfa@stence. All such states are active processes rtffiieg
existents. This sense of “consciousness” is equivideiawvareness” and to “perception” and “knowledge” inrtheoadest
senses (see below).

(2) consciousness as the faculty of awareness (thuss¢iousness being the faculty of perceiving that whichs#iatlas
933]): Not all states or exercises of the faculty of camsness are states of awareness. There are otteeofsconscious
states—e.g., desires, dreams, intentions to act, imna@gi, etc. All these states dr@sed on awareness and hawentents
which derive from awareness, but they are nawsdirenesses of objects.

faculty: an enduring attribute of an entity (especially an orgahis virtue of which it is able to engage in somedtstior set of
activities.

object (of awareness): the existent of which one is aware.

form (of a state of consciousness): the identity of a stadetion of consciousness as distinct from the itleatiits object or
content.

content (of consciousness): what a state of consciousnegsisibout. In the case of states of awareness, the contdre bject—
the existent of which one is aware. But states ofciousness which are not awarenesses may have cahterds not exist
independently of the state of consciousness. To idesdifiething as a content is to identify it as an aspecsiaita of consciousness,
whereas to identify it as an object is to identifggtsomething that exists independent of consciousnessaaid 8t a certain relation
to it.

cognition: any act or state of the faculty of consciousnesgaiat producing awareness. The concept subsumes botheenui
awarenesses and errors, and to identify somethingcagition” is not to take any position on the issuavbkther it is an
awareness or a failed attempt. Concepts like “judgment™#reory” denote different cognitiorgaia cognitions—i.e., without regard
to whether they are awarenesses or errors (whigt@giare true or false). A cognition has a content buhecessarily an object; if a
given cognition is an awareness, thgumg awareness, it does have an object.

knowledge(three senses, all valid and all used by AR):

(1): awareness. This is the broadest sense and in@uderssensations (on which see below), which AR onserithes as a
form of knowledge YOS 19-20).

(2): stable and enduring (as opposed to fleeting) awasemneas the use of the word “grasp” in AR’s definition of
knowledge—*a mental grasp of a fact(s) of reality, reaobither by perceptual observation or by a processasbn based
on perceptual observation'TOE 35)—qgrasps are stable and enduring.
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(3): propositional knowledge—awareness in the form aotepts organized into propositions. (AR used this, nartowes
sense in some unpublished lectures in which she saiththa¢nses give us not knowledge, but the materiahfowledge.)

sensation “A sensation is produced by the automatic reactionsafrese organ to a stimulus from the outside world;ti kas the

duration of the immediate moment, as long as the stimatiis &nd no longer ¥/0S 19) Sensations are never experienced as such by
adult human beings. Rather, they are experienced as asppetseptions and are isolated only conceptually. Tthes, existence is

a conceptual discovery, and it is a scientific questibatier any organisms ever experience isolated sensations

perception: “A ‘perception’ is a group of sensations automatjcegtained and integrated by the brain of a living orga, which
gives it the ability to be aware, not of single stimbiit of entities, of things.”(OS 20) Perceptions are physiologically performed
integrations of sensory material, and they constiheebasic form in which man experiences existenceudis, shey form the
infallible foundation for all knowledge. (When used irsthense, “perception” is equivalent to “sense-perceptibis sometimes
used in a wider sense, in which it is equivalent to “amwass”.)

*perceptual judgment: the conceptual identification of the content of acpption. A perceptual judgment necessarily omits some of
the content from the corresponding perception and includes somtent which is not present in the perception. Fanpba the
judgment “That’s red” omits the particular shade of red of#en object, and it includes knowledge of the relatioristtipeen the
perceived red and other shades of red, which informatiootigart of the present perception.

**visualization : the projection, in a perceptual form, of how an obyatitact or respond in certain circumstances, whiajgztion
is based on prior perceptual knowledge of the objeciatasiobjects.

**post-perceptual processing any mental process which takes perceptual materiatgterial derived ultimately from perception)
as input. In the higher animals and man, this includezcttins of the faculty of consciousness other thasethivhich give rise to
perception itself. Some, but not all, post-perceptual gsieg is cognition—i.e., is aimed at producing further amesgs. The
epitome of such processing is the process of concepatiafizwhich distinguishes man from animals and producdsoéewew form
of mental content. However, there is some post-percepbgaition that takes place at the perceptual level. Exarmuliesie
visualization and some other complex acts of associatiovhinh higher animals are able to be aware of mone tthe contents of
their perception in a given moment. These actions acepteral-level, in that their content is held in perceptuahfdut they are not
part of perception itself. Rather, they are the resiitsrther processing of (current and remembered) perdegatafor the sake of
achieving a wider range of awareness than is possiblerbgpgtmn alone. Unlike perception, it is possible for post-perceptual
cognition to err in the sense that its content can adietreeality.

error : In its broadest sense, “error” denotes any cognitiercontent of which contradicts reality (as graspeumately, through
perception). In this sense, even animals can err inghst-perceptual cognition. But, in a more significamisse error is unique to
man. An animal can produce a cognition with contents thetamdict reality, but it cannot produce the cogniti@ongly. Because the
animal’s consciousness is deterministic, its conterdasyagiven moment are as thiggve to be, given the animal’s nature and the
perceptual data available to it. By contrast, man leeswill; the process by which he forms and appliesepts is volitional.
Because of this, man can go about cognizing wrongly, asdhis capability to do so that gives rise to what weally call error. It
is because of the possibility of this sort of errod(hecause volition enables man to acquire more knowlédgeatutomatically
occurs to him) that man needsethod—that man needs epistemology. In this narrower sengeats are incapable of error. It is
controversial, even amongst Objectivists, how whnatdalling “errors in the broader sense” ought to be tstded, and whether they
should be classified as errors at all. However thispmenon is understood, | think it is relevant to epistegyofor at least two
reasons: first, recognizing this sort of error allasso more clearly distinguish the factors that makespéian infallible (and
thereby to more fully understand perception’s role apéses for conceptual knowledge). Second, it is illunirigatto compare
animal error to the false conclusions that can, ia caicumstances, be reached by men despite the flaagesisation of a proper
method. (Such cases are discussed briefly on Day 4,uwiteference to the parallel with animal-error.)

infallibility : the inability of a faculty to err. Perception is m&nohly infallible cognitive faculty. Its infallibilit derives from the fact
that it is bothdeterministic andbasic. Perception’s status as deasic form of cognition is essential to its infallibilityt is why the
idea of an erroneous perception is incoherent: there standard against which a perception can be judged errqeéhbes by the
perceiver himself, or by some third party). Theredathing that the contents of a perception might contraditighwot itself built on
perception; so, in the case of conflict, it is neverglerception which is to be rejected. One might thinkttha perceptions can
contradict one another, but this is not so. Percejgian awareness only of the present, so two differincepéions of the same
object on different occasions are not a contradictiaiimer, this is how one is aware of change. We cédmana two conflicting
perceptions at the same time because perception provigdéghssingle, integrated field of awareness, rathan with multiple
discrete perceptions. The belief that perception caroefdéceive” us) stems from the confusion of perceptigh perceptual
judgment, from the form-object confusion, or from failleggrasp the essential difference between perceptioswatdstates as
dreams or hallucinations. Once we have differentiatesktistates from perception and grasped the relatioedetperception and
other forms of cognition, we can see that there iking left to be meant by the phrase “erroneous peraegptio
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tabularasa: a Latin phrase meaning “blank slate”. It denoteghlesis that all of man’s mental content derives fpmrception. This
thesis is a crucial tenet of Objectivism, Aristataism, Thomism, and of the empiricist school.

*nativism (or innatism): the theory that man is born with conceptual knowledgsith the capacity to develop such knowledge
without basing it on perceptual evidence.

DAY 2: Concepts
concept(generic definition): a unitary cognition (expressedlwyord) of (or applying to) indefinitely many, differing ebjs.

unit (of a concept): one of the many objects of a given qaree.g., George Washington is a unit of the concept “mEms’ use of
“unit” is just an application of AR’s more general defioit (see below).

the problem of conceptgor the problem of universalg: How do we have unitary cognition of what are (tccpption at least)
many, differing objects?

universal: The term derives from the Latimum verus alia, meaning “one over many”, and originated in as a traosldtir the
Greek ternkatholou, which Aristotle coined from a phrase meaning “onvthele”. As an adjective describing a state of
consciousness, “universal” means “having a unitamnfbut a multiplicity of differing objects”. As a noun, “wersal” is usually a
result of the error of conflating form and objettidfers to the object of a universal cognition, untbed as a mind-independent,
unitary existent.

realism (about concepts): the theory that concepts are aesses of “universals” and that conceptual knowledge appliee tunits
of concepts derivatively because of some relation bet#ieennits and the “universal”. The two historically doarihvarieties of this
view are “extreme realism” and “moderate realism”. Exgeealism understands universals as supernatural grebetyd units as
defective copies of them. Moderate realism understangsngais as “metaphysical essences” that exist iddgtinaeach of a
concept’s units.

conceptualism the theory that concepts are mental products didtiorct percepts and without any basis in reality.

nominalism: the theory that concepts are perceptual contents (inoagexds) used, without any objective basis, to stand for
indefinitely many existents.

**context-omission: theorized process by which concepts are formed, aogptaimany moderate realists. Moderate realists suppose
that all the units of a concept share some identiabditeristic—the essence—and differ only in their otharacteristics. These

other characteristics thus form a context of diffeeewhich surrounds the identical essence, and which raushitted if the

essential sameness of the units is to be grasped. Gompethe process by first identifying a character(s)iof an existent that is
shared identically by many other existents and thertiognill the existent’s other characteristics todjipurified awareness of the
identical characteristic(s). The purified awareness figmkas a concept that applies equally to all of thstexis possessing the
identical characteristic, because its object is lichttethe characteristic(s) which is present in alheh. (I take the term “context
omission” from John Linnell [“Locke’s Abstract Idea®hilosophy and Phenomenological Research, Vol. 16, No. 3, 1956: pp. 400-
405.])

difference: the relationship between two commensurable, butidemntical, things. For two things to differ, there mussbme
respect in which they differ—some axis along which theybmoompared.

conceptual common denominatoCCD): “The characteristic(s) reducible to a unit of meamgnt, by means of which man
differentiates two or more existents from other exist@ossessing it.1TOE 14)

similarity : the relationship between things whose difference momanother along a CCD is insignificant in comparisgh their
difference from other things along that same CCD.

unit: “an existent regarded as a separate member of a growp of imore similar members.I'TOE 6)

measurement omissionthe process by which concepts are formed; it conisists-specifying all measurements that differentiate the
members of a group of similars from one another, erptemise that these measurements “must exsshia quantity but may exist

in any quantity” (TOE 10). The result of the process is a unitary and hobsti@reness of a range of existents, where previously on
had discrete awarenesses of a number of existents withiratigge.
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distinguishing characteristic (DC): a characteristic, consisting in a category or ralgeg a CCD, that is shared by all the units of a
concept and distinguishes them from other existents.

concept(Objectivist definition): “a mental integration of wof more units possessing the same distinguishing chasticts), with
their particular measurements omitted TQE 13)

context: metaphysically, all of the existents that interachvaitgiven existent; epistemologically, “the sum of the dognelements
conditioning an item of knowledge” (OPAR 123). In both semmée®ntext, an item’s context must be held in mind wiegling with
it. Ultimately something’s context is, metaphysicathge whole of existence and, epistemologically, the wbhblmne’'s knowledge,
and these wholes are held in mind by means of axioroaticepts. Each item has a more proximate context §comsbisting of the
things that are more directly related to it. For exanthkecontext for a given law would include ethical and palitizinciples, other
laws, and the specific circumstances and problemsdtidblthe proposal of the law.

fundamental: “that on which everything in a given context depen@PAR 209). “Dependence” here denotes a class of relations of
which “causality” is the paradigm case (but not the @alse). (For further discussion of this issue seeaugseThe Hierarchy of
Knowledge, available from the Ayn Rand Bookstore™.)

essential a fundamental insofar as focusing on it enables oaeltieve a unitary grasp the whole context that depamds o

fundamental characteristic(s)(of a concept): “that distinctive characteristic($)ietr, metaphysically, makes the greatest number of
other distinctive characteristics possible and wheghistemologically, explains the greatest number adrsth ( TOE 85)

essential characteristic(s)of a concept): “the fundamental characteristic(skchvimakes the units the kind of existents they are and
differentiates them from all other known existenSPAR 97).

definition: “a statement that identifies the nature of thesusiitbsumed under a conceptTQE 40)
nature: identity, especially when conceived as the cause tdphgsically given actions.
genus the wider class to which the units of a given conbejitng.

differentia: the characteristic(s) that distinguishes the units @fncept from the other existents in the same genus.

DAY 3: Conceptualization

conceptualizing “The process of concept-formation does not consesen of grasping a few simple abstractions, such a#;tha
‘table,” ‘hot,” ‘cold,” and of learning to speak. lbrsists of a method of using one's consciousnessiésgnated by the term
‘conceptualizing.’ It is not a passive state of regisg random impressions. It is an actively sustaimedgss of identifying one’s
impressions in conceptual terms, of integrating eveeptand every observation into a conceptual contexfr,asping relationships,
differences, similarities in one’s perceptual matema af abstracting them into new concepts, of drawingrerfces, of making
deductions, of reaching conclusions, of asking new questind discovering new answers and expanding one’s knowisggni
ever-growing sum. The faculty that directs this procéssfaculty that works by means of concepts;aason. The processis
thinking.” (VOS 21-2)

first-level: “A first-level concept... is one formed directly frgperceptual data."GPAR 91). First-level concepts presuppose no other
concepts. A first level-judgment, likewise is a judgmentrnied directly from perception, which presupposes no puggments and

no concepts other than those involved in the judgment. iséifst-level generalization is a first-level judgmeint which the subject

is universal, rather than particular—e.g. “balls roll'opposed to “this ball rolls.”

judgment: the identification (or misidentification) of an etéat by subsuming it or one of its characteristics asitof a concept (or
of a complex description composed of concepts). E.qg.: IfjBdges that John is a man, Sam identifies John by subsumingnlcier
the concept “man”; and if Sam judges that “John runs”, @asps part of John’s identity by subsuming his actiareuthe concept
“run”; if Sam judges that John is a fine scholar, he sulksumm under the description “fine scholar”, which is posed of the
concepts “fine” and “scholar”.

proposition: the content of a judgment or any other content in threedarm. A judgment is a cognition—an act of consciousnes
content is a proposition. This same content can dedhtent of other mental acts. For example, instepaiging that John is a fine
scholar, one can hope that he is, or wonder whethist fibe proposition “John is a fine scholar” is the cont# all these actions.
The basic form of proposition is the predication, whiohsists of a subject and a predicate. The subjéut ihing that would be
identified in a judgment of which the proposition would bedbmetent, and the predicate is the concept (or descrjfijowhich the
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subject would be identified. (There are also complex pitpos formed by using concepts like ‘if” and “and” to comdi
predications.)

higher-level concept(or abstraction from abstraction): “Starting from the base of conceptual developmentitise concepts that
identify perceptual concretes—the process of cognition maviego interacting directions: toward more extensiwd more intensive
knowledge, toward wider integrations and more preciserdifteations. Following the process amdccordance with cognitive
evidence, earlier-formed concepts are integrated into wider anesibdivided into narrower onesITOE 19)

*widening: a concept formed by integrating earlier conceptands. It, therefore, presupposes less general con@egiome of) its
units. E.g.: the concept “organism”, which presupposes ‘aiiamd “plant”.

narrowing (or subdivision or specificatior): a concept formed by differentiating the units of alieraconcept from one another. It
presupposes the wider concept, which forms the genus to whialn units belong. E.g.: the concept “parrot”, wipcbsupposes
“bird”.

hierarchy: “A body of persons or things ranked in grades, orderdasses, one above anotheOxford English Dictionary) A
hierarchy is a set of things, ranked according to somearelatwhich they stand to one another. The relation roeiterable and
asymmetrical. The parent-child relationship for example is iterabléhat a child can have children of his own, andaisignmetrical
in that his parents cannot also be his children. Therg tis a hierarchy of parentage—a genealogy or “famel/'t Many hierarchies,
including the family tree and all the philosophically sigmafit hierarchies, exhibit a branching structure wherably enember of a
later level stands in the relevant relation to sobu ifot all) members of the previous level. Thusyergichild is the child of some
(but not all) members of the previous generation.didvies of interest to philosophy include: the hieraafynowledge, the
hierarchy of generality, the hierarchy of values, antgsabhierarchies (in which the earlier items are caoftee later), and other
hierarchies in the special sciences. (For more irdtiom on these types of hierarchies and how they redaire another, | refer you
to my coursélhe Hierarchy of Knowledge, especially, lectures 1 and 5.) The two hierarcdmest relevant to epistemology are the
hierarchies of knowledge and of generality. When Objesttivspeak simply of “hierarchy”, they are usually mefgy to the hierarchy
of knowledge.

hierarchy of knowledge(or epistemic hierarchyor logical hierarchy): a ranking of concepts or judgments in terms of thejickd
dependence, such that later items in each chain presuppl=seasss. One must hold one’s knowledge in a hiereatimanner to
grasp the relation of derivative items of knowledge &irthasis in perception, and thus to keep them tied tityrea

logical order: the order of dependency between items of knowledge, agréfahe the necessary order of learning. “Logical order”
differs from “logical hierarchy” in that the formerfees to theorder in which the items fall, while the latter refers e tsystem of
items so ordered.

*hierarchy of generality (or taxonomy): a ranking of concepts or judgments by their generalitsh shat later items in each chain
are more precise specifications of earlier ones.hi&r@rchy of generality is the means by which ond#$itile integration of each
concept and judgments into the whole of one’s knowledge.

characteristic (or aspec): This is a general concept to subsume attributes nactielations, and any other existents which similarly
depend on entities. Characteristics can have charaicter{gn action, for example, can be quick.) A concept@diaacteristic
presupposes concepts for some existents that can posselsartateristic.

cross-classification a narrowing in which the distinguishing characteristicasa sub-range within the distinguishing characteristic
of the wider concept from which it is formed, but instéasl along some orthogonal CCD. E.g.: “bachelod s oss-classification of
men. A cross-classification presupposes a concept(&} fistinguishing characteristic, and, like all narra@s, it presupposes the
wider concept from which it is subdivided.

axiom: “a statement that identifies the base of knowledge aadyfurther statement pertaining to that knowledgeatarsient
necessarily contained in all othersitlas 956) Metaphysical axioms are basic facts about realtiich stand at the base of all
knowledge and are implicit in all knowledge, including periceptThese axioms are made explicit in the form of axtantancepts,
of which the basic three are “existence”, “identity”, doohsciousness”. Because these concepts identify lalatentained in all
knowledge, including all perception, they stand at theriéigg) of the hierarchy of knowledge, and because thetfayddentify
apply to all knowledge, they also stand at the beginrfitigechierarchy of generality. They are the form in whighhold the need
and basis for integrating our knowledge into a whole.t{@nissue, see ITOE, chapter 6.)

reason “the faculty that identifies and integrates the matgyovided by man’s sensesV@S 22)

mysticism: “the theory that man has a means of knowledge othersirase perception or reason, such as revelation, fiihian.”
(OPAR 182)
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rationalism: the theory that reason has access to knowledge indeperidiee senses. Rationalism and mysticism are adike
positing a non-existent source of knowledge, but they diffénat rationalism attributes this source to reasod typically sees it as
responsible for such things as the principles of mattiesre@nd logic. Mystics see the posited faculty as indédgerof (and superior
to) reason, and they usually think it reveals facts admoother world. Consistently applied, mysticism andnatiism merge into one
another, but the motivation is often different, anchiore moderate forms, the two are importantly different

empiricism: Sometimes “empiricism” refers to the thesis thbkabwledge derives from perception, but more often sefeia school
of philosophy whose members both held this thesis andskepgical (to various degrees) of the possibility ofigitig any
conceptual (as opposed to perceptual) knowledge, becausedhmt dee how such knowledge could be derived from perception
Thus “empiricism” might be defined as the thesis tHatradwledge is perceptual in form.

DAY 4: Objectivity
logic: “the art of non-contradictory identificationAlas 934)

objectivity : “volitional adherence to reality by the method of t3qiOPAR 116). “Objectivity is both a metaphysical and an
epistemological concept. It pertains to the relatignsificonsciousness to existence. Metaphysicallg,thié recognition of the fact
that reality exists independent of any perceiver's consness. Epistemologically, it is the recognition effdct that a perceiver's
(man's) consciousness must acquire knowledge of realitgribgin means (reason) in accordance with certain flolgis). This
means that although reality is immutable and, in anyngoomtext, only one answer is true, the truth is ntaraatically available to a
human consciousness and can be obtained only by a cedmial process which is required of every man who seeks &dgel..”
(VOR 18)

objective reality: reality considered as the object of consciousnesisthars as setting the standard for cognition.
objective (as a characteristic of mental productspultingfrom the self-conscious logical processing of perceptual data.
subjective (as a characteristic of mental products): resulting filtogical (non-reality) based processing of perceptatd.d
intrinsicism

(as a theory of knowledge): the theory that knowledgecamcepts are passive states, involving no exercigalitbn and

possessing no identity as distinct from the identityhefrtobjects.

(as a cognitive method): the practice of regarding or@isapts and/or judgments as unchallengeable absolutesuthe
need for validation or possible qualification in light ofwsnlnowledge.

subjectivism

(as a theory of knowledge): the theory that consciassiseactive and that its activity renders all judgmantsconcepts
subjective, so that it is impossible to grasp the ithenfimind-independent objects.

(as a cognitive method): the practice of ascribing egpigkemic standing to all concepts and/or judgments,eprémise
that it is impossible to objectively validate any aérin

validation: Some cognitions qualify as knowledge without beingdeaéid. The cognitions in this category are: perceptiatuging
the axioms, which are perceptually self-evident) andcangeptual knowledge that is primitive enough that itsioglab perception
can be held in perceptual form. We validate these cogsiby grasping that perception is metaphysically givenraiadible.
Because higher-level cognitions consist in a complexvatitional process of interrelating perceptual datayttio not qualify as
knowledge unless they have been validated. The processwirignat these higher-levels, can only be enact, isustal directed
conceptually—i.e., with explicit knowledge of what one is doing amfaly. Validation is the process of making establishig
knowledge. Specifically, a higher-level cognition isidated by conceptualizing the relation in which it standssteeptual data and
to one’s other knowledge. Thus validation consisteduction andintegration.

reduction: “the process of identifying in logical sequence therintgliate steps that relate a given cognitive item toepémal data.”
(OPAR 133)

integration: “the process of uniting elements into an inseparabtdaf{OPAR 77) In particular, the process of interrelating various
items of knowledge into a whole, into concepts, pritjooss, and ultimately a systematic body of knowledge.



Objectivist Epistemology in Outline — Gregory Salmieri — July,2006

invalid concept Attempts to integrate existents which are not esdngianilar. The existents might not exist at all (aghe case of
“god”), or may exist, but not actually be similar (ashwficholeric”, a term from ancient medicine) or thegynbe similar only
superficially (in which case the result is a package-deal)

package-deal An invalid concept which attempts to integrate exitg#dased on a non-essential similarity.

anti-concept “an unnecessary and rationally unusable term designeglace and obliterate some legitimate concept” (“Crétibi
and Polarization”ARL Oct. 11, 1971, 1.) The concept “anti-concept” is a crasssidication of invalid concepts by the introduction
of a distinguishing characteristic along a new CCD—nantlejr purpose. It denotes any invalid concept deviseth®opurpose of
obliterating a valid concept(s), by institutionaliziagperspective that is incompatible with it.

floating abstraction: A concept (or phrase) used without knowledge of the speuifts it denotes. It is not a genuine cognition but
“a memorized linguistic custom representing in the persoimisl a hash made of random concretes, habits, almgfe¢hat blend
imperceptibly into other hashes which are the cordakather, similarly floating abstractions.” (OPAR 96)

frozen abstractiort The substitution of “one particular concrete forwider abstract class to which it belongs™—e.g., afugdin for
morality. (VOS 94)

stolen concept The use of a concept while ignoring or denying itsdnigrical presuppositions.

evidence the knowledge upon which a conclusion is based. For exathpleyvidence for a child’s judgment that a certain perde
entity is a dog is his perception that the entity hastaracteristics (the shape and type of motion) thahardistinguishing
characteristics of dogs and are, therefore, esdgrdialilar to the other units of the concept. Thase involves a first-level judgment.
In the case of higher-level judgments, the patternagaring and the evidence required may be more complex.déptfse case of
concluding that there was a dog in your yard this afternabite you were absent. This judgment would be based omvalase
changes in the state of your yard and on general knowld&ags dogs, which would enable you to identify a dog as theeazfubese
effects. The evidence might include your observatiotiogf droppings, paw prints, and characteristic holes in thedawvell as your
general knowledge of what sorts of entities are capztlpeoducing these effects. The evidence for a conclusithe whole body of
knowledge on which it rests, however not every compookthis body of knowledge in isolation qualifies ggece of evidence for
the conclusion. A given item of knowledge qualifies aseagbf evidence only insofar as it is known to playe specific role in the
process of establishing the conclusion.

hypothesis a proposition being entertained as a prospective judginemt which one draws provisional inferences thmatlde one
to identify the evidence necessary to support or refukehiypotheses can be thought of as a judgment helceyaabe because,
though there is not sufficient evidence to make the judgrttesre is reason to think that more evidence migfioined. Hypothetical
reasoning is quite common (and invaluable) when attegptiidentify the causes of known effects. This inclutiediagnosis of
diseases and the solution of crimes as well as miesit$ic discoveries.

possible(as an epistemological concept): the epistemic statadigpothesis that can be rationally considered betheseis some
evidence for it and no evidence that contradicts its Status must be understood in relation to the cognitaeeps of which it is a
part—the process of hypothetical reasoning. A hypathsgossible when the evidence is such that the thiskestified in thinking
that he can advance his knowledge by entertaining andipgithe hypothesis. By nature, we can only pursue a snrabeuof
possibilities at any given time, and this places limitsvhat qualifies as possible. Since one cannot weggbwidence for and
against 1,000 alternative possibilities, 1,000 competing hggethon a single issue cannot all qualify as simultalygpossible. For
example, if a patient exhibits symptoms which could be cabgeach of 1,000 known factors, it is not thereby pasgitat each
factor is present; nor, in the absence of any furthiefence, is it possible that any particular ondeffactors is present. If however,
there are four known broad types of factor that casethe symptoms, then four hypotheses, corresponding fauthiypes, would
qualify as possible; it is by exploring these possibditieat one would begin the process of diagnosis. Foratiygihypothesis to
qualify as a hypothesis rather than a mere arbitrargsgutemust have at least the status of possibility.

possible(as a metaphysical concept): the ability of an aarorondition to be performed or effected by some enfitmetaphysical
possibility is a capability, and an entity’s capabitiyperform a given action does not alone constitnjeeaidence that the entity did
perform the action. Thus it does not follow from the that it is (metaphysically) possible for men (anastfor any given man) to
commit murder that it is (epistemologically) possible gy given man did commit murder. However, since much of our
hypothetical reasoning concerns the identification efddwses of known effects, in many contexts the catyadifilan entity of
causing a certain effect does qualify as evidence. Formgaiha murder is known to have been committed,@rlig a small number
of people were capable of causing it (i.e., only a fespfeehad the opportunity and means), then, in many canthit would be
sufficient evidence to render the hypotheses that daberm committed the crime (epistemologically) possibl

arbitrary : the epistemological status of a claim for which themo evidence. An arbitrary claim is not a judgmergauise it is not a
product of the cognitive process in which judgment considis-ptocess of identifying existents under concepts on the tia
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evidence. The contents of an arbitrary claim do neheonstitute a proposition, though they are expressbe isame language as a
proposition. To engage in the arbitrary is to violateldhsic rules of cognition, which set the conditions umdgch all of one’s
concepts (and thus any propositions composed from thenrmeainingful. An arbitrary claim, therefore, is cogmity meaningless.

probable: the epistemic status of a hypothesis that is supportéthéypurden of a substantial body of evidenc@PAR 178)

certain: the epistemic status of a judgment whereby “the evelenits favor is conclusive” so that it should notifsated as a
hypothesis but considered knowleddg@PAR 179) While it is possible in rare cases for a man toebiin of a falsehood, it is
arbitrary to entertain doubts about a certain conclu$idhere are any rational grounds for doubting a giverchusion, the
conclusion is thereby not certain.



