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Scepticism

8.1 PLAN

Rational thinkers respect their evidence. Progerly underst
platitude. But how can one respect one’s evidence unle.
what it is? So must not rational thinker_s-know what their
so, then for rational subjects the condnpon that one has
evidence should be non-trivial yet luminous. But how ¢
the anti-luminosity argument of section 4.3?

The assumption that rational thickers know (or are in a position to
know) what their evidence is has implications for sceptical argumengs,
Non-sceptics postulate a special asymmetry between the good and bad

ood, that s ,
$S one knoy,
evidence jg) ¢
such-and-gygy
an it be, give,

cases in a sceptical argument (section 8.2). Sceptics try to undermine the

asymmetry by claiming that the subject has exactly the same evidence in
the two cases, but this claim is not obvious (section 8.3). We can argue
from the premise that rational thinkers know what their evidence is to
the conclusion that their evidence is the same in the two cases (section
8.4). That conclusion forces one into a phenomenal conception of evi-
dence (section 8.5). But the premise that rational thinkers know what
their evidence is leads by a parallel argument to a clearly false concl-
sion (section 8.6). This is another variation on the arguments of sections
4.3 and 5.1. Rational thinkers are not always in a position to know what
their evidence is; they are not always in a position to know what ratio-
nality requires of them (section 8.7). These conclusions generahﬁe l?
sceptical arguments in which the sceptic does not claim sameness 0 el:’alt
dence between the good and bad cases (section 8.8). One upshot lls:1 ¢
sceptical arguments may go wrong by assuming too mu_ch know! edgu;
by sacrificing-something in self-knowledge to the sceptic, we stanc @

gain far more in knowledge of the wor

8.2 SCEPTICISM AND THE NON-SYMMETRY
OF EPISTEMIC ACCESSIBILITY

9 ichout
: : ; re, wit
For simplicity, we can treat the sceptic as a generic tlgume’m. Scep-
attempting to track the protean variety of sceptical argi
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s a disease individuated by its SYmptoms (such 54 o—_—
e tions of ignorance); we should therefore N0t assume r:m crae
Proteslad 3 only one way. The%ﬁydenuf‘u} At it can
be cause to eliminate the disease entirely. Ot main gy o
wayh note sake of argument, let us assume thas the constraj

OL:C’“ema]ism discussed in sections 2.2 and 5, are - oG Of the
conte

s -2 ar 3

¢ relevant propositions in sceptica Ssceh:rﬁa?s'gggz W“Ih
gr /Wﬁmut the external world. Even f, ently
cnv?‘[ehe assumption remains problematic as applied (g o Sucha
bm":s ste d by means of perceptual demonstratives (see alsoifazz?)sr:no: 1
fappose, for example, that T us ';“}k'"g 2t cloud and think Hhar iy
doud is dark. A brain enYagF ' betore the advent of that cloud, weh
oxperience in some sense in lstm_gunshablg from mine, does not think
hat hat cloud is dark,Aa_lthough it may th'lnk the words “That cloud is
dark’ and be in no position to know that it does not thereby express
singular proposition concerning some cloud to the effect that it is dark.
Similar issues arise for 'much less extravagant sceptical scenarios,
involving mere hallucinations and the like. We assume for the sake of
argument, perhaps over-generously, that the sceptic has some way of
absorbing such implications of content externalism.

The sceptic compares a good case with a bad one. In the good case,
things appear generally as they ordinarily do, and are thac way; one
believes some proposition p (for example, that one has hands), andpis
[%ms, one knows p. In the bad case, things still
appear generally as they ordinarily do, but are some other way; one still
believes p, but p is false; by any standards, one fails to know p, for only
{IE propositions are known. As far as externalis

m permits, things
apear to one in exactly the same way in the good and bad cases. The
SCEPT

€ one believes p Talsely in the bad case, one
does not know p (even though p is true) in the good case. Let us post-
pone asking why the sceptic should think that false belief in one cas
precludes knowledge in the other, and consider the bad case.
UnCOntroversially, if one is in the bad case then one does not know
Uatone i not in che po0d case, EverriF ore pessiomisiealy balievs dhar
¢ 1S not in the good case, one’s true belief does not constitute kno?vl-
:og:};, one has no reason to suppose that the appearances are mlgleadlng
- XNt More generally, it is consistent with everything 0";
mi“‘:n‘";hg bad case that one is in the good case. qu even 1f.1n lherb::O
teap : clieves some true propositions which entail that (‘w;"s(;{all
ronsmpmarali(nces) one is not in the good case, those true beliefs :;m 4
Gnngy ke nQW]edge. Part of the badness of the bad case 1s tha
i :0“' lust how bad one’s case is.
seeptic, the ¢

X . consistent
WO cases are symmetrical: just as 1015 ¢¢
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ne knows in the bad case that one is in the ggoq

: i : cay
so it is consistent with everything on¢ knows in the good case that 0:.
s in the bad case. One simply cannot tell which case one is jp, For o
‘sceptiC‘S opponent, the two cases are not symmetrical: although 3%

- o
consistent with everything one knows in the bad case that one jg i, s
good case, it is not consistent Wit

- gverything one knows in the 80od
case that one is in the bad case. For in the good case, accor e "
sceptic’s opponent, one knows p (for example, tha,t one has hide
also (by description of the t_>a_d case) that if one is in the bad case theny
is false. These three proposition

with everything ©

s are jointly inconsistent:

(a) One s in the bad case.
(b) If one is in the bad case then p is false.

(c) p-

That argument does not assume that one knows that which is a logical
what one knows, for the anti-sceptic’s conclusion was
merely that it is inconsistent with what one knows in the good case that
one is in the bad case, not that one knows in the good case that one is
not in the bad case. Although the anti-sceptic may hold that in the good
case one also knows that one is not in the bad case, the asymmetry does
not require that further knowledge claim.

Wie can state the asymmetry in the terminology of epistemi gic (see

also section 10.4). A case p is said to be epistemically accessible froma
case o if and only if everything which one knows imroris true in p. Then,
according to the anti-sceptic, although the good case is epistemically
accessible from the bad case, the bad case is not epistemically accessible
from the good case.

Some refinements may be needed to handle the issue
broad content of indexical expressions. As uttered in any case @,
sentence ‘This case obtains’ expresses a content true in o and in no
other case. Perhaps one can know that content in o without knowing
everything about a; we might allow cases other than a to be episte™”
cally accessible from o, on the grounds that “This case obtains’ express
es (different) true contents in them. This complication does not affect
the main arguments to come.

As is well known, asymmetries of epistemic accessibility yield cout
lerexamplgs to the epistemic version of the “Brouwersche’ thes® le[:
::)[dlfllul::f';’ (ih; PD" i"lziPll(e tl}atyif p i{s false then one lfnow; tba[:s(;:fl:?”
to the epistemic ver B s o e rhat‘ ), anl tconf one does
SR siofl of the Ss thesis, the principle tha KD

# then one knows that one does not know p (=K

consequence of

s raised by the
the
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ple entails the former because knowledge is f,
Like epistemic S4 (the KK principle), episten;lmze
osity claim. But the failure of the epistemic Ss r_C<
enbodies 2 il as§}lmf(if)“s was already noted in section x.z.pi;r::lq:
i W&’E’rﬂ@@?@sny arguments. For in the bad ca;e :
ndenty 5= Cos not know p, but one does not know that one bf;e]f

nd on¢

¢ princi
holdS)j
(Kp dies a lumi”

a : :
falseknow p. If one knew in the bad case that one did not know b, then
o . the sceptic’s_opponent it would not be consistent wity

ordi"g ¢ = -
acc e knew in the bad case that one was in the good case since

thing on - 2 0
e;:gt ree propositions are jointly inconsistent:
t

s in the good case.

(d) One i

(e) Ifone is in the good case then one knows p.

(f) One does not know p.

According to the sceptic’s opponent, one can know (e) even in the bad
case by description of the good case and one’s appreciation that it meets
the conditions for one to know p. The failure to know that one fails to
know is characteristic of the bad case. Aldmugmgwl o
argrie that the postulated asymmetry between the two cases is ulrimate]
|jumstable, there i t no immediate incoherence.!

A common means of slurring over the epistemic asymmetry is to
speak /of the two cases as indiscriminable. Surely, if x is indiscriminable
from y then y is indiscrimmable from x. But even _indiscriminability
embodies a concealed asymmetry. For one may be able to discriminate
between x and y when they are presented in one way and not when they
are presented in another (Williamson r99oa: 14-20). A case can be pré-
]S:l;t:‘d xr:lmt/o relevalnt ways. When one i,s in a case, one can present it
5 a/-cigs% ;’r :])Otznese > as ‘my present case .AAIternan'ver, w}_lether one is
e a; f)tr;le can greserzt it deswly to oneself, for e)(’ample.
e :ngc(lm case (zimd the bad case as ‘the bad case’. Since
o e two n]‘fo es of presentation of each of them, we

poSSibility i ilities in able 1 to consider. o
all o e es not, arise, becau_se_ a case can be presented -mdexl-
Wegoed ba(;lt case’ only if one is in it; since one cannot be in both
sk of dioerir - cases simultaneously, one cannot be faced with the

Iminating between them, each presented indexically as ‘my

' F
Or epistemic | .
'I‘h\?Ugh Wi“iazlc‘ asymmetry in relation to scepticism se¢ Williams 1978: 310713
o eapaciate us, is confident of an asymmetry only when death, drugs, sleep, ot the
,‘:)Si o sraclc; subject from thinking rationally. Humberstone 1988 has a subtle dis-
N 10.4 an, Appené&ajymmetry For further sources of epistemic asymmetry, s¢ sec-

A
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TasLE 1. Presentation of Cases

resentation of good case Presentation of baq case

Possibilicy P
¢ Indexical: ‘my case’ lndexica.lz ‘my case’
o Indexical: ‘my case’ Des“fptlvei ‘the bad cagp0
g)l Descriptive: ‘the good case’  Indexical: ‘my case’

v DD Descriptive: ‘the good case’  Descriptive: ‘the bag case’

m

present case’. DD discrimination is tr}i‘v:al, f;)erseo:tz (ljs :;e‘r;:y required
discriminate conceptually between them p o e g(.)oq case’
and ‘the bad case’, with no need to dlscover'w Ich case one is in. The
interesting possibilities are ID and .DI.ASc'epucs and anti-sceptics agree
that in the bad case one cannot discriminate the bad case, presente
indexically as ‘my present case", ffom the good case, presented descrip-
tively as ‘the good case’. Thus it is uncontentious thgﬂ e cases are D)
indiseriminable. The issue is whether they are .ID n ,‘s,cfinﬂble'
[lnmlity is Symmetric i the sense that if x presented under
| mode M is indiscriminable from y presented under mode N, then y pre-
| sented under mode N is indiscriminable from x presented under modg
| M, but it obviously does not follow that x presented ungler _mgde Nis
\indiscriminable from y presented under mode M. DI inglscrlmlqulllty
does not imply ID indiscriminability. The anti-sceptic clair_ns thallt in the
good case one can discriminate hc_go_Q(Lcase,_pLesemQ'd_%:m"x as
‘my present case’, from the bad case, presented descriptively as the bad
case’, for that is just to know in the good case that one is not in the bad
case. The sceptic claims that one cannot make that discrimination, but

since that is in effect to claim that in the good case one cannot know

_that one is not in the bad case, ID indiscriminability is tanramogr;]! N:
. . - - o
O;‘Jiym" the sceptic’s conclusion. The scepfic cannot use it as a_premise witho
inigy

Hab W[l own

(83 um,?
[

' begging the question.

In a more complex version of the argument, the sceptic may posuwlate
a subject whose case oscillates over time between the good case a'nd ?he
bad case. Such a subject may indeed be incapable of discnmn}ﬂ‘"g
between the good case, presented indexically as ‘my present case -
the bad case, presented indexically as ‘my case five minutes ag0, MII(S
therefore lack the relevant knowledge. It does not follow that on¢ -
that knowledge even if one’s case is not in fact oscillating, or in danger

of doing so. Thus the oscillation example does not achieve the Sce-p“:,s[

purpose. Alternatively, the sceptic may prefer to work with idenn[yes

appearance rather than with indiscriminability. The ultimate usEESTES
such an appeal wil] e

A 4 oOwW.
merge in the course of the argument bel
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8.3 DIFFERENCE OF EVIDENCE |n
" GOOD AND BAD CASEs

- typically insists that one has exactly the same evidence in the
T%ne believes p with that evidence in the bad
‘W%Tise'ving p with the evidence one has in the good case s insuffi-
ase; for the ¢ruth of p. If the sceptic allowed that one had different evi-
on the two cases, false behef in the bad case would be 3 far less

-, threat to knowledge in thg good case: Fhe possibility of falsely
pressing on the basis of bad evidence is quite compatible with the
bellef’l:,‘;% p of knowing p on the basis of good evidence. Scepticism about
possi :eln):al world has more intuitive force than scepticism about one’s
the C’s‘ensations because we do not usually envisage beliefs about one’s
owg sensations as based on evidence insufficient for their truth.
ow_rhe sceptic cannot simply stigplgt'er that one has the same evidence in
the good and bad cases. For the notion of evndence »}nll serve the scep-
tic’s purposes only if it has non-trivial connections with other epistemic
notions, such as the notion of knowledge. Some externalists about evi-
dence (although not all) will argue that those connectionsforce a differ-
ence in evidence between the two cases. If the sceptic tries to stipulate
that the bad case is a case-in-which one falsely believes p while having
the same evidence as one has in a case in which by externalist standards
one knows p, those externalists will reply that, so defined, the bad case
is impossible, and the sceptic’s argument does not get off the ground.
Rather, the sceptic should define the bad case in less contested terms, so
that its possibility is agreed, and then argue for the lemma that one has
the same evidence in it as in the good case. Many contemporary non-
sceptics accept that lemma in the sceptic’s overall argument. They con-
cede that when we have empirical knowledge, we could have had false
belief in the same proposition with exactly the same evidence. Many
l\j:rl:: :2&{;1, at lea}st i|_1 some contexts, the bad case is in some sense irrele-

e attribution of knowledge in the good case.? For present PUfj

¢l
cient 10
dence !

{Jno;:s’ V—v'lq\mattﬂs—iisimp@—the»elaim that one has the same evidence
€ two.cases, How can that claim be supported?

h "atural argument s by reductio ad absurdum. Suppose that one

3 differep /

evidence in the two cases, Then one can deduce in the bad

Case th . ¥ ! ?
atone is not in the good case, because one’s evidence is not what

2
Lewis :
at'}“ral rol ?96 8Ives a recent account of this kind in which sameness of evidence plays
e "‘Ppro.a }fDowe" 1982 denies that the evidence is the same. For the relevant alter-
1983,  generally see Goldman 1976, Stine 1976, Dretske 1981b, and Cohen
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¢ if one were in the good case. But even the scepric's

1 1 0
with everything one knows in the
Therefore, one has the same evide,

PPoney
bad case
nee ip the

it would by :
agrees that it is consistent
that one is in the good case.

{two cases.

The-argument-assumes that in the bad case one knows wh
evidence s, otherwise one “would lacka premise for the dﬁdﬁﬁiﬁ,z\}\]“.
surely one can be ratio | even in the bad case; misleading e\;d0w,
sometimes makes false beliefs rational. So one can know what 0n;‘ ence
dence is, granted the assumption that rational thinkers are in a po;.:v'*
to know what their evidence is. 'Tﬁéiiﬁe““mpﬁa;ﬂ\‘“
means limited to sceptics; after all, it says that rational thinkers arey.:o
position to know somethi/rlg./fhe idea, already mentioned, is that ra(ioa-
hality réquires-one t0 respect one’s evidence, which one cannot expect
[to do without knowing what it is.

8.4 AN ARGUMENT FOR SAMENESS OF EVIDENCE

ent for sameness of evidence in detail. For sim-
in which one is rational, possesses
cting on One’s evidence
h to know what-
If the sceptic can
me in the two
hat it is dif-

Let us analyse the argum
plicity, we may concentrate on cases
all the relevant concepts, and is currently refle

and its implications; one is epistemically active enoug
out one’s evidence.

ever one is in a position to know ab

show that under these conditions one’s evidence is the sa

cases, the anti-sceptic would have little to gain by insisting t

ferent when one is less epistemically active.
We start with the premise that one knows what one

‘Evidence’ here and throughout means one’s total body of e

5
vidence. To
do beteer
ect

know what one’s evidence is in the relevant sense, one must
ous and intrinsic way. One need not compress the identificatio
ified by a-E=2

than merely to think of it as ‘my evidence’- To be in a position t© oy
n into &
single item of knowledge. The content can. be spect have
under some canoni kfgecn ica of the property- e canon
= cd
behalf of the sceptic that for each appropriate property 2 uniaue - e
e of argume™ -

, - % EAR v B spicu”
one’s evidence, one must identify its specific content 1n 2 more persP

Jass ©!

appropriate properties, each of which one knows one’s eVt on
E R We assumeé

ical specification is given. Let us concede for the sak may als®
% g 3 i € 3
such a notion of the canonical can be worked out in detail- ’msl

assume that if a property is appropriate, SO is its complement:

premise is therefore:
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approprmte property 7, in any case in which ¢
g one’s evi

(1) For any
s one knows that one’s evidence has
as m.

“~ Jence has 7
o

If we wanted ro_gene_mlize (1) and the rest of the argume
1 which one 1S rational, possesses all the relevant con 1L~m i
currently reflecting on op¥Gis. sldanconalie i ‘mP“men:(p\L\e‘ J?dlh
replace ‘nows’ by ‘is in a_position to know’. One mig‘hr w; h; d
whether (1) generates an xf\flmre regress, as Richard Fumerton (‘mm
has suggcsted. It does if being known to have 7 counts as an a )
ate property whenever & does, but defenders of (1) should not [c)z:'pfjl
that assumption. The appropriate properties are ingrinsic to the ¢ o
& ne‘s/evidt’ﬂce; being known to have such a Prtmthm[ 7
be inrinsic to the content of the evidence. v i
Whereas the first premise concerns first-personal knowledge of one’
own case, the second concerns third-personal knowledge of one cm :
from within another. For the argument to work, in _the bad c;];e :::

st know what one’s evidence would be if one were in the good case.

must know what ONe S =
thﬂwﬂmﬂ, We can quite fairly
assume that the terms ‘the good case’ and ‘the bad case’ abbreviate
descriptions in which, for each appropriate property, if one’s evidence in
1 case has an appropriate property then that is specified in the descrip-
ion of the case; likewise if one’s evidence lacks an appropriate property.
For the sceptic will insist that however much information one has about
what would be so if one were in a given case, that still does not enable
one to work out which case one is in. We may assume that one can refer
(0 the appropriate properties, for that is already implicit in (1): if one’s
evidence has t]w appropriate property T, then one knows that it has x
and 50 can refer to m; if it lacks m, then it has the appropriate comple-
?::;?: property ~nor-n, so one knows that it has not-r, so one can refer
know]ed‘ Zoi Onhe L;n refer to m. Thus one can attain trivial cnncevpmal
e i;hen the .ad case about the appropriaté properties of one’s evi-
3 good case simply by unpacking one’s descriptive concept of
the good case’:

cases If

(2) For : :

&l Sor any appropriate property T,
dence lacks x, then in the bad case one
case one’s evidence lacks 7.

The th
i . \ ;
ad c;shl;:d premise articulates the badness of on
ase. . S .
e lrom premises each of which one knows In
educe that one is not in the good case:

S%) Itis cons; : ,
Itis consistent with what one knows 11 the

1 the good case.

if in the good case one’s ¢¥*
knows that in the good

¢'s predicament In the
the bad case, on¢
~—

bad case that on¢ s
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Now restrict ‘%’ to appropriate properties and assyme,

(4) In the bad case one’s evidence has .
Suppose further, as an assumption for reductio ad abSurdum:

(5) In the good case one’s evidence lac’kg_ .

Premises (2) and (5) entail:
(6) In the bad case one knows that in the good case e
dence lacks 7. i

Premises (1) and (4) entail:

(7) In the bad case one knows that one’s evidence has .
From ‘In the good case one’s evidence lacks * and ‘One’s evidence py,
7 one can deduce ‘One is not in the good case’. By (6) and (), in the
bad case one knows each premise of that deduction; hence:

(8) It is inconsistent with what one knows in the bad case thy

one is in the good case.

Now (8), which rests on assumptions (1), (2), (4), and (5), contradis
(3). Thus on assumptions (1)-(4) we can deny (5) by reductio ad absur-
dum:

(9) In the good case one’s evidence has n.

We can conditionalize (9) on assumption (4):

10) If in the bad case one’s evidence has m, then in the good case
one’s evidence has .

H n assumptions (1)—(3). Since the appropriate pIOPeme;

were assumed to be closed under complementation, we can run throug

the argument (1)-(10) with ‘not-r’ in place of ‘r’, yielding:

(r1) If in the bad case one’s evidence has not-x, then in the good

case one’s evidence has not-x.
5 : aliz-
Contraposmon on (11) yields the converse of (ro). Therefore, gencr
Ing on ‘x’ in (10) and (1), we have: i

; : 1ate
[xz One’s evidence in the good case has the same appropr

Properties as one’s evidence in the bad case. o
). It may
: d and bad

ties. 1L

The conclusion (12) rests on assumptions (1), (2), and (
restated as the claim thac one’s evidence is the same in the §0° g
cases, where evidence s individuated by the appropriate prope
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E ; _is not the reason for which sceptics and
some‘h'}?- hat one has the same gvndgqce in the two cases, it is not a¢

o!hers 4 i
Jl clear®

g.5 THE PHENOMENAL CONCEPTION OF EVIDENCE

s the same evidence in the good and bad Cases is a-severe
the nature of evidence. It is inconsistent with the view that
consttd ™ ists of true propositions like e_standardly offered a5
cv}dence for scientifi theories. For example, the good case in which |
mdcnccche dial reads o.407 corresponds to a bad case in which the dia|
see tha;[ read 0.407 but I hallucinate and it is consistent with everything
f;:;"w that the dial reads o.407. Since the pro position that the dial read
oqoris false in the bad case, it is not evidence in ¢ e bad case. TFmy-evi-
d;ncf < the same in the two cases, ﬂl'en‘that the dial read 0.407 is not
widence in the good case either. For similar reasons, (r2) does not per-
it my evidence to include perceptual states individuated in part by

rclations to the environment. No matter how favourable my epistemic

drcumstances, I am counted as having only as much evidence as I have

in e corresponding_sceptical arios, no matter how distant and
bizarre. Retinal stimulations and brain states-fare no-better as evidence,
forin some sceptical scenarios they are unknowably different too. Thus

(12) drives evidence towards the purely phenomenal.

Westioufd not assume ourselves to grasp the concept of the phenom=
enal quite independently of (12). Instead, th;jﬂmmmual%os-
wlated as comprising those conditions, whatever they are, which
ational subjects can know themselves to be in whenever they are in
them. Such conditions may be supposed to comprise conditions on pre-
st memory experience as well as on present perceptual experience
(Lewis 1996: 553). That such conditions exist is supposedly guaranteed
b the argument that rationality requires one to respect one’s evidence
and cannot require one to respect something unless one is in a position
Oknow what it js.2

hat oné ha
traint on

)
Sﬂpe::,:::r:;" ‘T"? suggests an alternative conception of the phenomenal as that v{hncg
Wit Somegin felations of direct acquaintance. Presumably, to be directly 35‘1“3';:,“
e, Byg o en 815 to be acquainted with it but not by being acquainted with sometl mg
Wit Somey inwe_ lack a sound argument to show that I cannot be directly acquamnl? .
Quainteq ; }g, In the good case—such as my hand—with which I am not directly

h o tfc bad case. Some of Fumerton’s remarks also presuppose the equivalence

fthe s
Notiop 5
of the Phenomenal as what one is always in a position to know about with

&
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The argument for (12) is not vu'“:;g%“\“_@wcen
and irrelevant alternatives to 80od case, for jt i, no
t relevance of the bad case to the good case 065 g
Claim that it is CONSTS tone knows j, the
case that one is in thg bad case; ltl:lses Of_lly Lhe uncontesteq
that it is consistent with what one bnows in the bad cage that
the good case. Although that may be tohassume the_ re'?vance
sense of the good case to‘the bad case, that assumption is unce,
sial, since the good case 1s thg sort of case one believes oneself
and appears to oneself to be in if one is in the bad case. Even ifj, the
good case one properly ignores the ,badvcase, the argument to (1, still
shows (given its premises) that ong’s evidence in the good case capyy
exceed one’s evidence-n-the-bad-case.

Does a distinction between relevant and irrelevant alternatives make
trouble for the sceptic’s further claim that false belief in the bag case
precludes knowledge in the good case? Per-haps falsely believing b with
given evidence in a case p precludes knowing p with the same evidence
in a case o only if B is a relevant alternative to o in some sense of ‘rele.
vant’ in which the bad case is not a relevant alternative to the good cas,

[Although that is not the present issue, it is difficult not to feel sympathy
| for the sceptic here. If one’s evidence is insufficient for the truth of one’s
belief, in the sense that one could falsely believe p with the very same
total evidence, then one seems to know p in at best a stretched and
weakened sense of ‘know’. We might contrast it with a more robust
sense in which one knows the evidence itself, if evidence can be con-
ceived propositionally. But all these questions presuppose that one’s evi-
dence is indeed the same in the good and bad cases. How compelling i
({he argument for (12)? In particular, how compelling is the justification

of its crucial premise (1)?

rele.
Way
Cuge
80og
aim
one

van'
assumes the
the sceptica

1S ip
in Some
Ntrove,.
to be j,

8.6 SAMENESS OF EVIDENCE AND THE SORITES

We can undermine the argument for (12), and in particular its crucil
premise (x), by constructing a parallel argument from (1 d
false conclusion. Whatever the nature of evidence, rational thinkers _do
not always know what their evidence is. The argument exploits ordl’

a noti ]
OUST;‘:;‘“?‘{;:\C phenomenal as what one is infallible about. These notions ar¢
ent. I could be in 5 position to know p while falsely believing - >

my guru tells me -, % 2 : . W
deceiving myselfeim% {)il‘:e“‘:;garl:avc contradictory beliefs, I might even knot

not obvrr
caust
while

Scepticism .
imits to one’s pOW owfﬁgrf;gﬁcv{lglinanron, Itis an application of the
ar}'.,liﬂ' inosity argument of section 4.3, with some modifications
anti” um relation to the argument presented in section 8.4. The 0
clarify ltsws that the condition that one’s evidence has:the i argu-
ent Shoﬂ is not luminous; it can obtain even when ope i ﬁ] apnare
?'Opc:i’ncw that it obtains. posi-
”oze(r fos Iy B2y <+ o> B be a long sequence of times ar one-millisecond
: crvalst Imagine that one’s experience very gradually changes from "
Imt' for example, one watches the sun slowly rise. One loses exact
::’acf(' of time. _Onefs evidence at th? beginning of the process tiiteh
darkness) is quite different from one’s ;vndence at the end (bright day-
jight). Some of the appropriate properties of one’s evidence are differ-
ent; for purposes of this argument, it does not mater whether the
appropriate properties exhaust the content of one’s evidence. We may
sssume that the complement of an appropriate property is itself an
appropriate property, althoughvthe purpose of the argument could be
achieved without that assumption. For o < i < n, let fq, labbreviate 2
description of the case one is in at £; the description specities the time ¢
inclock terms and lists the appropriate properties which one’s eVidence'
then has and those which it then lacks. As with the sceptic’s original
argument, we may assume that one can refer to the a Ppropriate proper-

trivial conceprual

ties, for that is implicit in (1). Thus one _can attain

! ~<—214IN tnivial conceptu:
kno in_one case about the appropriate properties of one’s evi-
dence in another case sim, one’s descriptive concept of
the latter case; in particular:

(2) For any appropriate property m, if in o, one’s evidence lacks |
7, then in o, one knows that in a,-, one’s evidence lacks .

Th;]]ustifica{ion of (2,) is just like the justification of (2) above.

ml"i;)e‘:ocnfzﬂ:ld:r(t;l?e descri?tif)n'of what is in fagt the case one was in a

e prog (;s.t.lven ;)ne S llm@W&oM1matnon, one does

e appl;l)[ol ions from which one can deduce that that description
one’s own case:

(3) It . :

G 18 consistent with what one knows in «, that one is in c,. 3 -_-(

nce the . . ;
Purposes of this chapter require only one example in which (1)

3 false
¢ consequen, -k i
Uininggion o quences, any readers lucky enough to have perfect dis-

ew states should consider the less fortunate
B3). In such cag resen_t ﬂuthpr, ,V'{ho is frequently in a predncanxgn like
08 thag ;¢ is €, (3.) is Ol?wous in roughly the way in which it is obvi-
ok consistent with what I know by sight when I am in fact

lng at .
adi o ;
Stant tree ; millimetres high that I am looking at a tree
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ces high. From premises which [ know on the
[ am not looking at a tree only j—;
of constructing a valid deduction, ot e
: g ion i

which [am somehow not in a position to carry out. Similarly, fn)n
one which I know in @ t© the conclusion that I am not iy : m
hope of constructing a valid deduction, not even one Whic'm
osition to carry out.
ds as before. Restrict 7’ to appropriate prop,

b:ms of

only i—1 millimet
Milliy,.

sight to the conclusion that
eres high, there 1s NO hope

premises
there is N0 f
am somehow not in a P
The argument procee

ties and assume:
(4) Inau one’s evidence has 7.

Suppose further, as an assumption for reductio ad absurdum:

(5) In @ one’s evidence lacks 7.

Premises (2) and (5) entail:

(6) In a, one knows that in ., one’s evidence lacks .

Premises (1) and (4.) entail:
(7,) In o, one knows that one’s evidence has 7.

From ‘In .., one’s evidence lacks v’ and ‘One’s evidence has ' one can
deduce ‘One is not in at;—,". By (6:) and (7,), in o, one knows each premise
of that deduction; hence:

(8, Itis inconsistent with what one knows in o, that one is in @..;.

Now (8,), which rests on assumptions (1), (2.), (4:), and (5.), con(radic_ts
(3). Thus on assumptions (1) and (2.)—(4) we can deny (s) by reductio
ad absurdum:

(9.) In oy one’s evidence has .

We can conditionalize (9,) on assumption (4,):

(10) If in @, one’s evidence has r, then in -, one’s evidence has 7.
Here (10,) rests on assumptions (1), (2,), and (3,). Since the approprit
properties were assumed to be closed under complementation, _WZ F“‘.‘
run through the argument (1)~(10,) with ‘not-’ in place of > yielding

i 1 : s
(rr) If in o, one’s evidence has not-, then in -1 one’s evident

has not-r.
Cor‘lffaposmon on (11,) yields the converse of (r2)- Thus, geneml'
on 1" in (10,) and (r1,), we have:

Sasies X 3 ies as
(r2) One’s evidence in a,-, has the same appropriate properti©

one’s evidence in a,.
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o (12) TEStS on assump}i_ons (1), (2.), and (3,). But the relation
p;oposm‘he il 12,) is transitive; if one’s evidence in case B has the
een e properties as one’s evidence in case v and one’s evi-

petw! jat
approprtd ;
same 2220 has the same appropriate properties as one’s evidence in
hen one’s evidence in p has the? same appropriate properties as
vidence in 8 for what is in question is exact sameness in all prop-
2 fixed class. Although (3,) claims only that «,_, and o, afe
ble, and indiscriminability is a non-transitive relation, we

case 0
ones €
ties from

scrimind : . .
indisC com it and the other premises the transitive relati
elation of

deduce : : .
have ess of evidence in the appropriate respects. Thus (12,), . . .

exac

(124) toBet

(1) b evidence- in ao has the same appropriate properties as
one’s evidence in G

The conclusion (13) rests on assumptions (1), (21), . . ., (), (31), - . ., (3.).
But (13) is obviously false. One’s evidence at the end of the process is
mg’s evidence at the beginning; it differs in many
ofits appropriate properties. Since (21), . <4 (2a); (31)y0 54, (3.) areitrue;
for reasons already given,_(_{)’iilalse-

Even if we drop the assuﬁm’f)—tTEn/that the complements of appropriate
properties are themselves appropriate, we still have the argument to
(10), and therefore by transitivity to the conclusion that if in a, one’s
evidence has an appropriate property, then in o, one’s evidence already
had that property. That is obviously false, too. One does not always
know the appropriate properties of one’s evidenceﬁm
knowWhat one’s evidence is.

W aos(l)ericttelon that the argument i§ undefmineq by its obvious sim-
. s paradqx, the reply is just as in section 4.5, and will not

tepeated here. In brief, the argument in a sorites dox h
obviously false premise when th i
el e n the vague terms at issue are sharpened

Fumerton ( ;
that (1) caq 4

}1090) points out that the sorites argument would show
brge way, 5 isl hmlda small ways it would not show that (1) can fail in a
the bag case canea to occur in the_ba.d case. However, one’s evidence in
8, ot becay ppear exactly similar to qne’s evidence in the good

se 1t is almost exactly similar, but because it is so

adically
Y Impoverj

er . s b
:"ml. Moreopve ished that one lacks evidence of its impoverish-

'WSOM for claiming that one 1s always in
Q_‘Wone‘s eVIdenmlua”y
ﬁwne is always in_a_position [0
Snow 3h ly what one’s evidence is. We are often in a position

~APproxi =
| Wher our evidence: e that Gur puets”

.
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i se than that, as in the ;
should occasionally be much wor bad €3¢, is g

surprise.’

§.7 THE NON-TRANSPARENCY OF RATIONALITY

The argument against (1) dpes not depe:ld on any Spe}iiﬁc' theory of ;.
dence. The crucial assumption about evidence lfs just that its appropriy,
properties can vary between the endpqmts 0w7, spectrum of cases 1
they must if we are t© learn from experience. hateuer»evndence IS, one.
is WMWI Thus nothing
would be gained by a retreat to the Tallback clglm that one always
knows (or is in a position to knowz wh;t one’s evidence “FZ‘E?_WS ok
For we can replace the words ‘one’s evidence has [lacks] ™ in the pre-
ceding argument by ‘one’s evidence appears to have [lack] 7. Unde.r thi_s
modification, (1) expresses the fallback claim, (21), . . ., (2,) can be justi-
fied in the same way as before, (31), - - -»(34) are unchanged, and (13)
remains hopelessly implausible, so the argument refutes the fallback
claim, too. One does not always know what one’s ev:ﬂgnce appears to
= i s e s i
It nomenal is postulated as comprising those conditions of the

hey are, which are accessible to the subject whenever
(1) for evi-

subject, whatever t essib b
they obtain, and therefore satisfy something like desideratum
e have th

dence, then _the phenomenal is empty. ming
ever closem experience by pro; ressive?l elimi-
nating every feature which can fail to be accessible to the subject, b“.[’
like the sequence of open intervals (o,1), (0,1/z), (0,1/4) - - this
se ce of approximations converges to the empty set.

We could modify (1) by relativizing appropriateness to Cases: The
modified variant of (1) would claim that, for any case and any prop
erty m appropriate to a, if in & one’s evidence has r, then one knows it
« that one’s evidence has n. We could then no longer argue © (13h
because “appropriate’ in the modified (12,) would have different rels
tivizations for different values of i. But the argument for sameness 0
evidence in the good and bad cases would fail, for although we ot

of indistinguishability ™ “'s'
data (Russcll 1993 “,;
xact resemblanc
t resembland

reply provid?

* Following Poincaré, Russell used the non-transitivity
sation to argue for imperceptible differences amongst our sense
originally published in 1914). A. J. Ayer replied that the only notion of e
applicable to sense data is equivalent to the relation of apparent exac
between material things, which can be non-transitive (1940: r32—4). That
no basis for resistance to the arguments of this chapter.
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oriéld evidence in the good case ‘had the same properties
o the bad case as one’s evidence in the bad case, we could
2ppe©) that one’s evidence in the ‘good case had the same properties
ot shoY e to the good case as one’s ev:d{ence in th bad case. Indeed,
d not show that one was always in a position to know which
we cou! of evidence were appropriate to one’s own case. The pro-
Pwpemi:tivizaﬁo" plays into the hands of the present strategy.
fl?:ererob‘e'l‘ rqmainS: how canvra'tig)frlal,th_inkervs respect their evi-
Jo not know what it is? If rationality requires one to
s evidence, then 1t is lrr’a 10r'lal not to respect one’s evidence.
an failing to respect one’s evidence be irrational when one is
tion to know that one is failing to respect one’s evidence?
Vs gener ally, how can Q—ing be irrational when one is not in a posi-
tion to know that one is ¢-ing: : ;

The standard conception of rationality depends" on a distinction
beciveen the aizss and methods of cognitive activity. On that conception,
(it 15 an aim. We cannot attain it du'ectly;‘we cannot follow the rule
‘Beﬂe_,fﬂ-']y!’ when we do not knqw wlhatAls true. Therefore we must
use methods to reach the truth. Ra}'mnahty is a method. We can follow
les of rationality because we are always'in a position to know what
they require. If the argument of section 8.6 is correct, this picture of
rationality is mistaken. Just as one cannot always know what one’s evi-
dence is, so one cannot always know what rationality requires of one.
Just like evidence, the requirements of rationality can differ between
indiscriminable situations. Rationality may be a matter of doing the
best one can with what one has, but one cannot always know what one
has, or whether one has done the best one can with it. If something is a
mefhod only if one is always in a position to know whether one is com-
plying with it, then there are no methods for learning from experience.
But that standard is too exacting to be useful. We can use something as
:Vhether 4 r:: l»csontgx‘ts i is_usuall ‘in_a position-toknow
) _c:_)mplvm_g with it, even if in other contexts one is not
s wt&ﬁ’_ﬁm&&q knpw_ whether one is comp.lylng with it. In that
o e ven bc?lleVIn trul Mggtbod in contexts in which
forming belie)}sl‘l a position to _kpow what is true: for example, when
e S ll)l’] normal c(:n»dmons‘ about the spatial arrangement of
s, b Jects in one’s immediate environment. In more difficult
method g believ?g truly becomes an aim and we fall back on the
Yy to true . ng rationally. Rgnor_lahty becomes a §ub-goal_ on l@f
know:’\;r;( at does not require one always to be'in a position to
K10WS whar m‘ggallt_y requires of one; it requires merely that one ofte

ationality requires when one does not know what mj

W that
sho® iate ¢

1€
put how €40
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res. Nothing has been said here to undermine that requiremen, |

blematic contexts, paradoxes throw our very stangy, i

doubt, and we fall back still further on what Workshoz
find. Cognition is irremediably opportunistic, »

~ There is a pragmatist 3‘fd subjective Bayesian project to operationy,

lize epistemology DY working only with conceptsAwhosc application j;
always accessible to the agent. The argument of this chapter implie that

| the project is doomed to failure. -

" Uncertainty about evidence does not generate an infinite regress of
evidence about evidence about . . .. In order to reflect adequately op
one’s evidence, one might need evidence about one’s evidence, and i
order to reflect adequately about the latter evidence, one might need
evidence about it, and so on. But this regress is merely and harmlessly
potential. We cannot in fact realize infinitely many levels of adequm‘e
reflection; at best, further reflection enables us to realize finitely many
further stages. At some stage one must rely on unreflective causal sens-
tivity to evidence (see section 9.3). 5wy

~Onecan be causally sensitive to a factor without being in a position
<0 have exact knowledge of it, as when one is causally sensitive through
unaided perception to the distances between objects in one’s environ-
ment. One can be causally sensitive to appropriate properties of one’s
evidence without being in a position to know them exactly. Causal sen-
sitivity need not be pe enuine. Sufficiently bad cognitive cir
cumstances may involve obstacles even to causal sensitivity to ones
evidence. The bad case in a sceptical argument may be a case in point
One’s cognitive circumstances may be so bad that one is in no position
t0 know how impoverished one’s evidence is in comparison to the good
case. Our causal insensitivity to any difference in evidence berween the
two cases does not show that there is no difference in evidence berveet
them. p e e .
‘It has not been shown that the good and bad cases do differ in ev"
~dence. Thal requires a positive account of evidence, which Chapters?
and 10 will develop. They defend the view that one’s total evidence (1"
one’s evidence for p alone) is simply one’s total knowledge, o which

e i e e

he bad o the sceptic’s conclusion. For since, ancontrover b
el o, el et of 1 5
P ;ase, and would thcrcfore not be part of on:f o

know p. A choo. case either; so in the good case, 00, On¢ “(hc e

begs th : eptic W_ho assumes that one’s total evidence 15 e
gs the question against a non-sceptic who takes that view of €

Of course, the argument of thi P he equatio’ of

this chapter does not assume the eq

requi
till more pro
rationality into
methods we can
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| evidence with one’s total knowledge; rather, it lays the

k for the equation.®

g Foﬁﬁse/m’p.ﬁposcs, whatAmaners is that sameness of evidence has

Jtbeen cstab|i§hed’ and a salient argument for it has turned out to rest

ona false premise. Fﬂm sceptic has shown, one has more evi-
d case than in_the bad case, and knowledge in the for-

in the goo ase than il
dc%{alse,heﬁ;ﬁ_ _the latter.

er is unthreater : :

The problem is not co{lﬁned to the sceptic. It also affects those non-
eptics who argue that in thc? goocli case we know p even though we
falsely believe p in some cases in which we have the same evidence as in
the good cases, because those bad cases are irrelevant (at least in this
context). Such theorists have not eliminated the hypothesis that one
tnows p only if one does not falsely believe p on the same evidence in
any case at all, relevant or irrelevant. That hypothesis does not entail
scepticism.

Contextualists may argue that the extension of ‘evidence’ waxes and
wanes with the context of utterance just as they suppose the extension
of ‘knowledge’ to do. But then they cannot use ‘the same evidence’ as a
fixed standard against which to measure contextual variation in stan-
dards of relevance. ‘One knows p’ is supposed to count as true in the
good case when the bad case is irrelevant; but if (speaking in such a con-
text) the bad case also counts as differing from the good case in non-
pragmatic respects such as evidence, why invoke pragmatic respects
such as relevance?

one’s tota
oundwor

8.8 SCEPTICISM WITHOUT SAMENESS OF EVIDENCE

Someti .
ometimes the good and bad cases in a sceptical argument have a differ-

€Nt strug 1 1
SMiEuciuce from that considered so far. Scepticism about p does not

w ; ¢

falsjl);s;:ﬁmre the (metaphysical) possibility of a bad case-in which one

s teves p. Let p be a mathematical truth, and therefore a neces-
h‘, Fhas o case in which one falsely beli i ible;

One can A y believes p is possible; yet

d one ‘ZUII)L;#D"[“ p, by doubting the reliability of the methods which

teve p. After all, someone with great faith in a certain coin

Might deci 5 =
ecide to believe p if it comes up heads and to believe ~p if it

The
L. Cquation
::Mm e quzlflrv)v[:s sameness of evidence between two cases in which, without
99 desgr iably believes p, in one case truly, in the other falsely. Fumerton
TQuay S such a cag, d A 2

on, ase, under the impression that it constitutes a difficulty for the

> -
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comes up tails; if he believes p bcczxus}c1 lh(:,‘ ;:)olm came up heads, pe .
not know p, although he could not have be lCV?d p falsely, His el
fails to be knowlc,dgg’,bc,causeﬂ&fmf.hgd k?Y Yv,hlch he reached i could
just as casily have led to 2 false belief in a different proposition (sce ),
wection 4.4). His evidence in the badcase includes the proposition g
the coin came up tails, and (h.ercfore ‘dlffcrslfmm his cvx_dence in the
good case. Evcn#\m’cgia»l#sqﬁbqlzlglf_m,p, is possible, one’s evidence in gh,
bad case which motivates scepticism about p need not be ic Same as
the gij&j_’c_j/gc;ljlcohﬂcnt,dreams feel cohgrent; one might therefore
doubt the coherence of one’s present experience, even though it fecls
and in fact is, coherent. Since one’s experience is coherent in the good
case and incoherent in the bad case, one’s evidence presumably differs
between the two cases. The sceptic need not claim that in some possible
case, one’s experience is incoherent and one has the same evidence
which one actually has, for that would be too close to asserting dog-
matically that one’s actual experience is incoherent. Rather, the locus of

the doubt is the method by which one reaches the belief that one’s expe-
rience is coherent.
W@sskﬂ%@tﬂ;jwﬂﬁw7 gener
alize to these examples? One might think not. Method’ has replaced
‘evidenee’ as the crucial term, and they seem to be CruCia[l‘y disanalg-
gous: we are far more strongly tempted to assume that one is always in
a position to know what one’s evidence is than to assume that one is
always in a position to know what method one is using. The sceptic will
happily allow that our beliefs may have inaccessible, unconsciou.svcaus-
es, and argue that for all we know such causes are quite insensitive ©
whether the beliefs they cause are true. What if we are in fact using a
method which cannot yield false beliefs? The sceptic will point to cases
in which we merely appear to be using that method and our resulting
beliefs are false. Such cases are supposed to falsify our knowledge
claims. For the sceptic, the methods on_whose reliability the epistemic
status of mﬂgmted by appearances; the falsi-

¢ the s: s the actual casen

ty of beliefs reached in cases which appear the sar
respect of one’s method constitutes unreliability in one’s actual apparent
method.
* In effect, the sceptic distinguishes the process-by which on ;
was caused from the which one used in reaching the b,°['c:
Processes are at the sul)pw crson: vl O{"‘[
Can take responsibility for one’s rules in a way in which one cannot ‘1
the processes. One’s rationality depends on the rules which on¢ USL1
rather than the processes which go on in one. One is typically not m,‘
position to know what process caused one’s belief, but we ar¢ rempte

ne’s beliet

g
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that one is always in a position to know what rules one used
| e

¢. For if one was not in a position to know what ryes n
s, H e > '

d one’s mnon(u.luy depended on the rationality of one’s
Id one be required to be rational?

10 5uppose
i reaching !
was using, an pa
qles, how €0t B K h The requirement thae
HCW V\IV_‘A‘ET{IF? one is using forces s
i W“Lfﬂg“ﬂ;“@”“”ﬂ JUST s the corresponding eps-
e requirement on evidence forced us into m(hv:dlmnng it pheno

femic o d me-
Ay, 1f 2 cule were individuated non-phenomenally, one could ro all
nally 4 :

appearances bc using _it. while not in fact be doing so; in which case one
would not be in a position to know that one was not using that rule. An
argument similar to (1)-(12) conclydcs that one is using the same rule in
(he good and bad cases. According to the sceptic, what matters {47
(nowledge is the reliability of the rule, not of the process, so one’s false
belief in the bad case makes one’s rule in the good case unreliable, and
therefore undermines knowledge in the good case.

The sceptic’s conception of a rule collapses. By an argument parallel
o (0(13) Tvia (2 =(12,)), only trivial rules meet the epistemic require-
ment. For a series of indiscriminable differences links a case in which
one uses a given rule to a case in which one uses a quite different rule.
For example, one initially believes p for reason R while giving no weight
toreason R7; gradually one gives less weight to R and more to R*, until
finally one believes p for reason R* while giving no weight to R. R and
R differ so much in kind that believing for reason R and believing for
reason R* amount to using different rules. An argument just like that of
section 8.6 refutes the assumption that in every case one is in a position
10 know what rule one is using. Even when the sceptic does not assume
identity of evidenrce—between the good and bad cases, the underlying
dialectic is the same. :

We can fall ir :pticism if we attribute too much s

elf-knowledge
to the subject in bad cognitive circumstances, for the

_bad asymmetry in
know czg,mummhc,gno 1 and bad cases requires an asymmetry in
SCILkn‘i‘“ﬁiﬁ&_Oncc we relax our claims l:;c]f—knowlcdgc, we
steengthen our claim to knowledge of the external world. Sceptical
irguments fail when they depend on exempting an internal world of
:\ﬁ]:ia:;;‘:kiv f(jr they dc’pcnd on misconce iving appearances as Just
: excp([c-ppxar to be. The ruthless sceptic grants no exemptions. If

must argue that we never even know how things appear 1o |

us, | : :
; hould we still harbour the sneaking suspicion that scepticism 15 |
8t after 4> i J



