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KNOWLEDGE AND SCEPT]CISM

R, MOVATCK

You think you are seeing these words, bul could you not be hallwci-
nating or dreaming or having your brain stimulated to give vou the
experience of seeing these marks on paper although no such thing is
before you? More extremely, could you not be floating in a tank
while super-psychologists stimulate your brain electrochemically to
produce exactly the same expericnces as you are now having, or
even Lo produce the whole sequence of experiences you have had L
your lifelime thus far? If onc of these other things was happening,
" vour experiencs would be exactly the same azs it now iz, S0 how can
¥ou Know noene of them is happening? Yel il you do not know these
possibilitica don't hold, how can you know you are reading this
‘book now? If vou do not know you haven®t always been floating in
the tank at the mercy of the psychologists, how can you know
anything—what ¥our name is, who your parents were, where you
come from?

The scapric argues that we do not know what we think we do.
Even when he leaves us unconverted, he leaves us confused, Grant-
ing that we do know, how con we? Given [hese olher possibilities he
poses, how is knowledge possible? ln answering this question, we
do not seek to convince the sceplic, but racher to formulare hy path-
eses ahout knowledge and our connection 1o facts that show how
knowledpe can ewist even given the sceptic's possibilitics. These
hypotheses must reconcile our belief that we know things with vur
heliel that the sceptical possihilitics are logical possibilities.

The sceprical possibilities, and the threats they pose to our
knowledge, depend upon our knowing things (il we do) mediately,
through or by way of something else. Our chinking or believing thal
some fact p holds is connected somehow Lo the fact that p, but is
nol itself identical with thal fact. Intermediate links establish (he
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connection. This leaves room for (he possibility af these
intermediate stages holding and producing our beliel that g
without the facl that p being at the other end, The intermediate
stages arise in a completely differen! manner, one pot involving the
fact that jp although giving rise (0 the appearanee that p holds true.

Are the sceptic’s possibilities indeed logically possible? Tmagine
reading & science fiction slory in which someone is raised from
Wirth Moating in 4 tank with psychologists stimulating his brain.
The story could go on to tell of the person's renclions when he 13
brought out of the tank, of how the paychologists convince Iim of
what had besn happening to him, or how they fail to do s0. Thiz
story is coherent, there is pothing self-coniradiclory or -;J:]]Em'_'ise
impossible about it. sJop is there anylhing inceherent il imagining
that you are now in this situation, al & time before being takgn out
of the tank, To ease the transition out, Lo prepare the way, perhaps
the psychologists will give the person in the tank Lhoughts of
whether Moating in the tank I possible, o the experience of reading
a book that discusses this possibility, even one (hat discusses their
easing his rransition. (Free will presents no insuperable problem fu_r
this possibility. Perhaps the psvchologists caused all your cxperl-
ences of choice, including the fecling of freely choosing; or perhaps
vou do freely choose to act while they, cutfing the effeclor circuil,
continue the scenario from there.)

Some philosophers have attempled to demonsirate there is mo
such coberent possibility of this sort.! However, for any reasoning
that purporis to show this sceplical possibility cannot sceuT, we Gl
Imagine the psychelogists of our sclence ficlion story foeding i to
their rank-subject, along with the (inaccurate) fecling that the
reasoning is cogent, So how much trust can be placed in the
apparent cogency of an argument (o show the sceptical possibility
isn't coherent?

The sceptic's possibility is o logically coherent one, in LensiC
with the existence of (almost all) knowledge; so we seck a hypo-
thesis to explaln how, even given the sceptic's possibilities, know-
ledge is possible, We may worTy that such explanatory hypotheses
are od hoc, but this worry will lessen it they vield ather facls as
well, fit in with other things we believe, and so forth. lndeed, the
theary of knowledge that follows was nol developed in order to
explain how knowledge is possible. Rather, the maotvlion wis
external Lo epistemology; only after the account of knowledge was

| See Hilary Putiam, Rewson, Truh and Fistory (Cambridge, 1981, ch. 1.
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-:ji:'-'l:l_u]_:ltd for another purpose did 1 motice irs eomscquences for
seeplicism, for understanding how knowledge is possible. S0 whiat-

ever other defects the explanation might have, i can hardly be
called oa fioe.

I KNOWELEDGE

Our task iz to formulate further conditions to go alongside
(1) pis true
(2) 5 helieves that p.

We would like each condition (0 be neccssary for knowledge, 50
any case that fails to satisfy it will not be an instance of knowledge,
Furthermore, we would like the conditions to be jointly sufficient
_Eur knowledge, so any case that saristies sll of them will be an
wsstance of knowledge. We first shall formulate conditions that
seemn to handle ordinary cases correctly, classitying as knowledge
cases which are knowledge, and as non-knowledge cases which arc
not; then we shall check 1o see how these conditions handle sume
difficult cases discussed in the licerature.

One plausible sugpestion is causal, somerhing like: the lact that
fpartially) causes § 1o believe that j, that is, (2) because (1), Buc
this provides an inhospiteble environmenl [or mathematical and
cthical knowledge; also there are well-known ditficulties in speci-
I;-u-fg_ the type of ¢avsal connection. It someone {loaling in a tank
oblivious to everything around him s given (by diregt electrical and
chemical stimulation of the brain) the belief that he is floaling in &
tunk with his brain being stimulatcd, then even though that fact is
part of the cause of his belief, still he does not know that it is true.

Let us consider & different tiicd condition:

(33 If o were aol toue, 5 would not believe Lthat g

Throughout this work, let us write the subjunctive “if-then’ by an
arrow, and (e negation of a scntenee by prefucing ‘nel-" (o i, The
ahowve condition thus is rewrillen as:

(3} not-p — nof-(§ believes that p).

This subjunctive condition is not unrelated to the causal condition,
Often when the fact that p (partially) causes someone Lo believe
that p, the fact also will be causally necessary Tor his having the
belief —wilhout the cavse, the cffect would not ocour. [n thaf case,
rh_cl ﬁul‘::jun-:ti'-'r condition (3) also will be satisTied. Yet this con-
dition iz not equivalent 1o the causal condition. For (he causal
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condition will be salisfied in cases of causal overdetermi patiomn,
where gither two sufficient causes of the effect acivally operale, of
a back-up cause (ol the same elfect) would operate if the first ane
didn't; whercas Lhe subjunctive condilicn need not hold for these
cuses.t When the vwo conditions do agree, causality indicates
knowledge hecanse il acts in a manner that makes the subjunctive
(3 true,

The subjunctive condition (1) servies o cxclude cases of the sott
firse deseribed by Bdward Ciettier, such as the following. Twir oither
people are in my affice and 1 am justified on the hasis of much
evidence in helieving the first owns a Ford car; though he (now)
does nol, the second person (& gtrunger [0 me) QWS One. T belicve
truly and justifiably (hat someone (o other) in my office owns A
Ford car, bul I do not know someone does. Conecluded Getlier,
knowledge i3 nol simply justified true belief.

The tollowing subjunciive, which specifies condilion (3) for this
Gettier case, i3 not satisfied: if no one in my office owned a Ford
car, 1 wouldn't believe thul samenns did. The situalion that wonld
ohiain if no one in my office owned a Ford is one where the
stranger does nuot {or where he is not in the olfice); and in that
sityacion T stll would believe, a8 befare, (hat someone in MY office
does own a Ford, namely, the first person. 5o the subjunctive con-
ditlom (33 excludes Lhis Cettier case a5 8 (ASE of knowledge.

The subjunctive condition is powerlul and intuitive, ot 50 S05¥
to gatisfy, wel not 50 powerful as o rule out everything as an
instance of knowledge, A subjuncrive conditional Gf p were Lrae, ¢
would be true’, p— g, dogs 0ok su¥ that p entails g or that it 1s
logically impossible that p yet nut-g. [t suys that in Lhe ciluption
{hat would obiain if pwere trug, 4 alzo would be trug. This point 15
brought out cspecially clearly in recent ‘possible-worlds' accounts
of subjunctives: the subjunctive is Lriec when {roughly) in all those
worlds in which p holds true thit are closesl 10 ihe acioal world, g
also is Lrue. (Bxamine those warlds in which p holds true clasest Lt
the actusl world, and sco il q holds wue in all (hese,] Whelher or
nat g is true in g worlds that are =lill further away from the actuil
world is irrelevant ta the truth of the subjunctive, T do not mean o
endorse any parlicular possible-worlds account of subjunctives,
nor am 1 committed o this type of necount, 3 | sometimes shall use
it, though, when it illustrates points inan especially clear way.

2 ] shauld mobe bere thal | assamE biwalence thraughaul s claper, aid cunsider

snly stafements that ace irue f anid anly if their pegalions arc fakse.
Y Gas Rpbert Stalnaker, A Theory of Conditionls’, ik M. Reacher, ed., Srudies
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_ The subjunctive condition (3) also handles nicely cases Lhat cause
difTiculties for the view that you know that p when you can rule out
the relevant alternatives to g in the context. For, as Ciail Slme
wriles, "what makes an alternative relevani in one context and not
ann_u:n:r? ©if un the basis of visual appearantcs oblained wunder
uplimum conditions while driving through the pountryside Henry
Ld:m}ﬁ:r:s an chject as o harn, normally we say that Henry kiows
{hat it is a barn. Let us suppose, however, thal unknows to Henry,
the region is Tull of expertly made papier-miché facsimiles of barns.
Tn thut case, we would nol say that Henry knows that the ohject L5 A
barn, _-unln:.a.s he has cvidence against it being a papier-madche
Fan:siu:nle, ahich is now a relevant aliernative. So much is clear, bul
whatl if no such facsimiles exist in Henry's surroundings, alrh-;;uah
they oace did? Are cither ol these circumstances sufficient 1o make
the hiypothesis (that it's a papier-miché object) relevant? Probably
not, I:u_Jl the situalion is nol so clear.'? Let p be Lhe staterment that
the I}].'Ijl.?CL in the ficld is a (real) bacn, and g the one that the object
in the field is a papier-mache barm, When papier-mfiche barns are
m:aue_red through the area, if pwere [alse, g would he true or might
ke, Since in this case (we are supposing) the person still wonlkd
helieve @, the subjunctive
{3} not-p-- not-(5 believes that @)

is pot satisfied, and so he doesn’l know ihat p. However, when
]ﬂpil.-:r-mﬂr:h-': barns are or were scatlered around another Country,
even if p were false g wouldn’t be truc, and so {for all we have been
told) the person may well know that o, & hypolhesis g conlfary to g
clearly is relevant when if p weren't true, ¢ would be true; when
not-p — . Tt clearly is irrelevant when if p weren't true, § also
winld not be true; when not-p — not-7. The remaining possibility is
that neither of these opposed subjunctives holds; g might {or mi-ghi
not) be truc if p weren'L Lrue. In this case, g als0 will be relevant,
according 1o an account of knowledge incorporating condition (3)
and treating subjunctives along the lines sketched wbove. Thus

conditivn (3) handles cases thal Tefuddle the *relevant s.h-.-,nmrivc;'
aecount: though that account can adopl Lhe above subjunclive

In Logical T heary (Dxford 1968Y; David Lewis, Cownterfaciuts (Cambridgs 1973
a|!.|.1 Jrul'm:hu.u Et.-mw:'.-: critical review of Lewis, "Coumerfaciuals nd Prssible
Worlls', Canadizn fournal nf Phifosopiy, 402 (Deg, 174, 38141 Qur purpases
gequire, Tor Lhe st part, no more than an infiitive wiedgrsennding o sikjunciives,
4 ¢i. O Biioe, ‘Skepliviem, Rebevanl Alernalivis and Dwdueri
) ; : sl k viucrive Closurs',
Philurophica! Brudies, 29 (1976), 252, who ailiibares the cxample w Carl Ginet.
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criterion for when an alternative is relevant, it then becomes mercly
an aliernate wnd longer way of graling condition {3).

Despile the power and intuitive force af the condition that it p
areren't true the person would not believe it, this vondition does not
{in conjunction with the first Lwo conditions) rule ut every prob-
lem case. There remains, for example, the ¢ase of the person in the
rank who is brought to believe, by direct electrical and chernical
silmulation of his brain, that he iz in the tank and is being brought
to believe things in this way; he does not know ihis is true, How-
ever, Lhe subjunctive condition s satis [ied: if he weren't floating in
the tank, he wouldn't believe he was.

The person in the tank does not kiow he is there, bocause his
helief is not sensitive to the truth, Although it is cansed by the fact
that is it content, it is not scositive Lo (hat fact. The operators of
the tank could have produced any belicf, including the false belief
that he wasn’t in the tank; If they had, he would have helieved thal,
Perfect sensitivity would involve beliefs and facl varving fogether.
We already have ong portion of that wvarialion, subjunciively at
least: il p were false he wouldn't believe it. This sensitivity as

specified by o guhjunclive does not have the belicf vary with the
truth or Calsity of pin all possible siluations, merely in the voes that
would or might ohtain 1f p were false.

The subjunctive condition

{3) not-p— nol{3 believes thal il
tells us only hall the story about how his belief 5 sensitive to the
truthevalue of g [t tells us how his beliet slate is sensitive o @'s
Falsity, but not how it is sensitive to p's Leuth; it tells us what huis
belief state would be if p were false, but not what il would be if p
were lrie,

Ta be sure, conditions (1} and {2) Lell us that p is Lrue and he does
helieve it, but il does not follow that his helieving o is sensitive Lo
p's being true, This additional sensitivity is given to us hy a further
subjunclive: if p were true, he would helieve it

(4 p— § believes that g.

Mot only is p true and 5 believes it, but if it were Loue he would

belicve it. Compare: not only was Lhe photon croilied and did it go

to the left, but (it was then true that): il it were emitted it would go
la the left. The truth of anlecedenl and consequent is nol alooe
gufficient for the truth of a subjunctive; (4) says more than (1) and

{2). Thus, we presuppose SOE {or another) switable account of
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subjunctives. According (o the suggestion lentatively n
: 5 F made aboy
E:fﬁugsafr:”:ics 1\111::::;::{2 :.Er;i Eﬂ uflui!;i'_u'uly helir.-.:rrnr &, but :bnu:.'r:é
1':::1 womie distance aur i lhi:}':I nﬁﬂﬁuﬁ Iifvfdu' e e
similarly, condition (3) speaks not of tl:a: L-:l.rh ?T thHmm i
hoed of the actnal world, bul only of the first : Ej:t?r?;p Fmghhml?_
I:k;];.r, these ex ul:_maﬂuna' da not help, please uF::i «_.-,:-,,.Ir':;;; fﬂ{.ﬁxq
unT};rsLﬂu{]mg_ur the subjunctives (3} and (4).) :
" l: ]'.J:rrl!;r;n in the tunk docs not salisfy the subjunctive conditjion
q:iulmlu::;d 1&4]1: Ifw:twl a world in which he is in the tank and is
i.n e ]t[' ;:‘f:u!‘ll-t;;lﬂ;fﬂhrifnn#ldeﬂ :‘t.'LhM'i'“hj“n’;lius are frye
he would believe it; for in the ulu.btli'nr:l.él] nj::gl?::t — b
. . H 1 > a
ﬂ:;n hml'_l:r: he i Jn_lhl:_ lank but they dﬂ:i'l{gw: hin‘amtjlﬂz fell:n;?
" ils i?_llfh[éntuﬂ::lcg insfil the belief that he isn’t) he doesn't believe
e ank. Of the person actually in the tank and believing
rJ;.:] L;:ﬂl:u:: [ L.w Lo muh: thlr further statement that i he were in
o e would believe il—so he does not know ke is in the
_T]]e subjunctive condition {(4) also handles a case presented b
Gilbert Harman.* The dictator of a country is killed; in their fir:i
edition, newspapers print the story, but later all the country's new:g.-
papers and other media deny the story, falsely, Evervone who
t:l:lcl:!]uuntm the dl’.:ﬂial Irelieves il {ur does not know what 1o belleve
f:h:nnr il;sp&ud_s fﬁmmt}- Iﬂnh.r one person in the country Fails
pi ¥ aeua he continues to belicve fhe truth, e satisfies
fclilens (1)-(3) {and the causal condition about belief ) vet we are
reluctane to sy he knuwws the truth. The reason is that if he had
heard the denials, he too would have believed them, just like every
one clse, His belief is nol sensitively tuned to the eruth, he does o
aallsfj_r Lhe condition that it it were tue he wuul-;f beliey i
C-:::;Ltu:htinn (4] iz oot sarasMed, e
were 15 a pleasiog symmetry shout how thi i
ledge relates conditions (3) and (4), and :unnﬂcst: ﬁi:—:;lﬁmu:.hfﬁ;;
two conditions, The account has the following form. .

(1)

(2

{3 not-1 — not-2
{4 1--2

i ; ;
Litllert Harmnn, Fhowehs (Princeton; 1973), cly, Y, 142-54,
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inclined, however, to make oo mueh r_:-t' this symmeery,
:uarn; ?nﬂir::ﬁl ca]:?: dl.]]&t with other condilions experinented with u:i] ::
possible fourth condition there was some way w l_'.-::l_nﬁml.w {he
resitlting third and fourth conditions s symmelrical du.j‘:mj-u
some symmerrical looking (UCstios, 50 that they u.p.|.}ta.n: {0 araiu.:;_
in parallel fashion trom similar quesiions aboul the cOMPONETILS ¢
tm!:v]:r(:::eglr}-, il secms, is @ feature of & mode of pr:m_mratiun. let
of the comtents presented. A uniform 1|ausi'u:mat;u-_n-f'ufﬁs;unli
metrical statements can leave the 'I."'EEI.!ILI':‘;- non-5Ymmenca I'I:-Iul:}:
symmetry attaches 10 muode of preseatation, how can it ]]:h::lsmﬂjri iy
a deep [eature of, for instance, laws of nature thal they i:] | 5
symmetry? (One of my fayvourite examples of 5';'[11I1'ltt1:r1,' is 1.|-:_ :
Oroucho Marx. On his radio programme he 5p-;:u::i_’n:dl i Lﬂmmflﬂﬂh i
and ended, ‘And if you are oot ccntnph:r.::i:.'l gatisfied, return t .;:L
pnused portion of our product and we will r_n:ium.[.hi: “'.""_'5':1
portion of your maoney.') Still, Lo present our Eub_]lcl:'t syn:m:wtrrn.,a] ¥
makes the connectlon af knowledge to rue belisf gsp::uml.l..'_: pnr:r_
gpicuods, 1t seems Lo me that a symmelrical tunnuluu-;:u_n is & s1gh 0
our understanding, rather than a mark of cruth. Il’r we Canoak
pndecstand an asymmelry as arizing from an unﬂ::ﬂ].'ma S]."mm-&:lrg
through the operation of a particular factor, we will nﬂt.under:‘:; :
why that asymmelry cxisls in thal direction. {Bul do we alia n E
understand why the underiying asymmetrical factor holds mstea
i Srath
Dr.:spﬂfs]::ﬂi&}ws that p when he not only does lmlw_':- h-:li_aw: it, bue
alse would truly believe it and wouldn't I:'n_l.sel:.r believe it. I-_[e not
only actually has a true belief, he suhjunctively has an. I'rr:.r. mie
that p and he believes it; il it wr!-:n"1 true he wc-ulf]n! t IJE_I:E"-"E Ibl
and if il were true he would believe it. To know thal p is [0 I:
somenne who would believe it if it were true, and who wouldn'l
i it if it were false, :
htﬁt:iljllrl::z II..ILs:f:Jr!Elﬂ have a term for this .tillna'r_inn when i persm; 5
belief is thus subjunctively connected tu the fact. Let ug R?.ydu 4:;:
persen who believes Lhat p, which is true, that when (31 an ]l[ !
hold, his helict tracks the truth that p. 1 ”.]‘-“ ow is to have a bf i
thal teacks the truch, Knowledge is 4 particular way of b_nmg u:-l:::-
nected Lo the world, having a specific real factual comnection ta the
world: tracking it. _ .
|4 section which imtroduces some refinements &s ornitted here.]
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(1 BCECTICISW

The sceplic aboul knowledge argues that we know very bittle or
nothing of what we think we know, or al any cate that this position
is no less reasonable than the belief in koowledge, The Instory of
philosophy exhibits a number of differont attemipes to refute the
scoptic: to prove him weoeoy or show that in arguing against knowl-
edge Iig presupposcs there is some and so refutes himesell, Others
atrempt to show that accepting scepticism is unreusonsble, simce it
is mure likely that e sceplic’s extreme conclusion is false thap
it all of his premisses are true, or simply hecause reasonableness
of heliet just means procecding in an anti-sceptical way. Even when
these counler-arguments satisfy their inventocs, they lul Lo satisfy
others, as is shown by the persistent atlempts against scepticisn,
The continuing felt need to refute scepticism, and the difficulty in
dotog 5o, attests 1o e power of Lhe sceplic’s position, the depth of
hiz woTTics.

Ao accounl of koowledge showld Muminate sceplical arguments
and show whercin lies their forge. If the account leads us to reject
these srguments, this had betler not bappen (oo easily or oo glibly,
T think the sceptic overlooks something obwious, to attribute to
him a simple mistake or confusion or fallacy, is to refuse to
ackoowledge the power of lus posilicn and the grip it can have
upon us. We thereby cheat ourselves of the opportunity to reap his
insights snd o puin self-knowledge o understanding =0y his argu-
ments lure us so. Moreover, in fact, we cannot lay the spectre of
scemiticiem oo teat without first hearing what 1t shall untold.

Cur goal 5 nol, however, (o relure sceplicism, (o prove if is
WIOTg of even to argus that it i= wrong, We have elsewhere
distinguished Detween philescphy that attempts o prove, and
philosophy that attempts to explain how something is possible. Our
fask hiere 15 o explain how knowledge 15 possible, given what the
scepitic savs that we do esccept (for example, thet it s logically
possible that we are dreaming or are floating in the tank). In doing
this, we need hot convince the seeptic, and we may intriduce
cxplanatory hypocheses that he would reject. What is imporwant.for
our task of explonotion aod undecstanding is el we find those
hypotheses acceptable or plausible, and thet they show us how the
existence of knowledge (s together with the logical possibilities the
seeplic poines 1o, so that these are reconciled within our awn helief
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gyslem. These hypotheses are o cxplain to r::u:a-:!wea hmn-;
Enowledge is possible, not Lo prove |0 sQmeone else that knowledge

is possible.”

spepiical Possibilities

The sceptic often refers 1o possibilities in which a person waould
helieve something €ven though it was false: ceally, the person 15
cleverly deceived by others, perbaps by an evil demon, of the
person is dreaming. of he is floating in a tank near Alpha Cenlaur
with his hrain being siimulated, Tn gach case, the p he believes 15
false, and he believes it even though it is false. _

How do these possibilities adduced by the sceplic Eh.l:I:'-‘-' that
somenne does not know that p? Supposis that someCne i you;
how do these possibilities count against your I:_mwmg that p?
One way might be the following. (1 shall consider other ways
later.) If therg is & possible situatlon where p 15 {alse yet you bel |_c1.-_e
that g, then in that sjtuation you believe that p even [!h_r.-uah it is
False. S0 it mppears you do oot satisly condition (3} Tor know-
ledze,

{3} II p were false, § wouldn't believe that .

For a sltuation has been described in which yau da h-.-lim:n: that o
even though p s false. How then can it also be wrue t_ha.t 1[j P wWerE
falsg, you wouldn't belicve it? If the sceptic's pu_s:esble situation
chows that (3} is false, and if {3} i5 i Necessary conditien for kn?w!-
cdge, then the sceptic's possible situation shows Lhat (here isn't
knowledge. " .

G construed, the soeplic’s argument plays oo condition e
aims to show thal condition (1) i3 not satisfied. The sceptic Tay
seerm T0 be putting forth

R: Even if p were [alse, 5 still would believe p.

This conditional, with the same antec;rln:nt as (3) and the conicd-
dictory conseguent, iz ingnmpatible with the truth of (3). 1 (3} iy

true, then R is nof, However, R is stronpger than the sceptic needs i .

arder to show (3) is false. For (3118 I'ul.sr:_wh:n if p were falze, 5
might believe that . This last condilional is weaker than R, and is

§ Prom the perspective of explanalion raher  than proaf, the n:!l:l.eui_i_\:t
philosophical dlscussinm, deriving Frons Chasles 5. Prairoc _r'-r whether the scaplic's
doubrs are ceol is heside the point. The probled af exploining haow kenowleidgs 15
possible woukl remain the SAME, G0 if o oo ever claimed (e douht Lhat there wab
o bedy.
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merely [3)°s denial:
T+ not-[not-p — not-{S believes that pil.

Whereas B docs not simply deny (3), it asserts an opposing sub-
junctive of s own. Perhaps the possibility the sceptic adduces is
nol encugh to show that R is trus, but it appears at least 1o estahlish
ihe weaker T; singe this T denies (3), the seeplic’s possibility
appears to show that (3) is false,

However, the truth of (3) is not incompatible with the existenoe
of a possible situalion where the person believes p though it is false.
The suhjunclive

(1) not-p—noi-(§ believes p)

does not talk of all possible situations in which p is Talse (in which
not-p is true). It does oot say that in all possible situations where
nol-p holds, § doesn't believe p. To say there i5 OO0 possible
situation in which not-p vel 5 helieves p, would he to say that not-g
entails not<S believes g, or logleally implics it. But subjumctive
conditionals differ from entailments; the subjunctive (3} is not a
statement of entailment. So the existence ol a possible situation in
which p is false yet § belicves p does nol show thal (3} is false; (3)
gan be true even lhough there is & possible siluarion wlere not-g
and § believes that p.

What Lhe subjunctive {3) speaks of is the situation that would
hold if p were [alse. Mol every possihle siluation in which pis false
is the situation that would hold if pwere false. To fall into possible
waorlds ralk, the subjunclive (3) speaks of the not-p world that is
closest to the actual world, or of those not-g worlds that are ¢losest
ta the actual world, And it is of this or these nol-p worlds that il
says (in them) & does not believe that p. What happens in yel other
mote distent nof-p woelds is 0o CONCET of the subjunctive (3].

The scepric’s possihilities (let us yafer 1o them ws 5K, of the
persen's being deceived by a demon or dreaming ot floaling in s
1ank, count against the subjunctive

(3 if p werc false then & wionldn't helieve that p
onily if (une of ) these passiblities would or might obtain if P were
false, Condilion (3) says: if p were false, 5 still wo uld not believe p.
And this can hold even though there is some silyation SK described
hy the sceptic in which pris false and § believes p. 1f p were false &5
slill would not believe p, even though there is a sitwalion 3K in
which p is false and 5 does believe o, provided that this situation Sk
wouldn't obtain if p were false, Tf the seeptic describes a situalion

i
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SK which would not hold even if p were false chen Lhis sitnation SK
doesn't show thar [3) is false and so does not {in this way at le?s'r]
undercut knowledge, Condition C acts o rule out socptical
hiypatheses,
C: not-p = SK does not obtlain.
Any sceptical situation SK which satisfies condition C s ruled ot
For a sceptical situation SK to show that we don't k:_:u.:-w that g, it
musl Fail to satsfy © which excludes it ioslead it must beg a
situation that might obtaln if p did not, and so satis(y C's denial;
not-{not-p - SK doesn’t oblain).

Although the sceptic's imagined situations appear to show that {3}
is false, they do not; they satisfy condition C and 50 are n::n:lud.u‘_].

The sceplic might go oo te ask whether wo know that his
imegined sitwations SK are excluded by condition C, whe:th?r we
know that it p were [alse SK would not ohtain. However, l_:,-plcz)]h.'
he asks something stronger: do we know that hisfimagined :s:matl:n:m
SK does not actually obrain? Do we know that we are not being
deceived by a demon, dreaming, o floating in a lank? And il we do
not know (his, how can we know that p? Thus we are led Lo the
second way his imagined situations might show that we do not
know Liat p.

Neeptival Resulls

According to our account of knowledge, § knows that the sceptic's
situation SK doesn't hold if and only il

{11 5K doessn’t hold

{2) 5 believes that SK doesn't hold

(1) If SK were to hold, § would not believe thal 3K docsn't
hold

i4) 1f'SK were not to hold, 5 would believe it does not.

Let us focus on the third of these conditions. The sceptic has
carefully chosen his situations SK so that il they held we [:s_h]]}
would believe they did nol. We would believe we weren't dreaming,
weren't being décelved, and so on, even if we were. He has chosen
situations SK such that if SK were to hold, 5 would (still) believe
that 5K doesa’t hold—and this is insompalible with the truth of
3.

: 1J:’-a.'imcu: condition (3) is a necessary condition for knowledge, it
follows that we da not know that SK doesn't hold. 1T it were true
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that an cvil demon was deceiving vs, if we were having a particular
dream, if we were loating in a tenk with our brains stimuleted ioa
specificd way, we would still helieve we were not. S0, we do not
know we're ool being deceived by an evil demon, we do nol know
we're not in that tank, and we do not know we're nol having that
dream, B says the seeptic, and a0 says our account. And also 5o we
say—ilon't wel For how could we koow we are nol being deceived
that way, dreaming that dream? 1§ those things were happening to
us, evervihing wouwld seem the saume (0 us, There = 00 way we cen
know it iz not happening for there is no way we could tell if it were
bappening; and if il were hoppening we would believe exacily what
we da now-in particular, we still would believe thar it was notf, For
this reason, we feel, and correctly, that we don’t know—how could
weT—(hat il s ool happening (o ws, IU s o vielue of our aceount
that it viclds, and cxplaing, this result.

The sceplic asserts we do ool kinow his possibilities doa't obtain,
and he is right, Attempis 1o avoid scepticism by claiming we do
know these things are bound to fail. The sceptic’s possibilities muke
us uneasy because, as we deeply reallee, we do oot know they don't
ohtain; it is not surprising that attempts to show we do know these
things leave us suspicious, strike us even as bad lanh, Mor has the
speptic merely poinced out something ohviouws and trivial. Tt comes

as 4 surprise to realize thal we do ool koow his possibilities don't

ohtain, It is startling, shocking. For we would have thought, before
the sceplic pol us 0o focus o i, that we did know those things, that
we did know we were ol being deceived by a demon, or dreaming
thut dream, or stimulated that wav i that tank. The sceptic has
pointed our that we do not know things we would have contidently
said we knew. And if we don’t know these things, whatl can we
know? So much lor the supposed obviousness of what the sceptic
fells ws.

[.et us sav that a sicuation {or world) 15 doxically identical for 5 (o
the actual siluation when if 5 were in that situation, he would have
exactly the beliefs (doxa) he actuslly does have. More generally,
two situations are doxically identical for 5 if and only if he would
have exactly the same belicfs in them. I might be merely a curiosity
(o be told there ace non-actual situations doxically identical to the
gctual one. The scepiic, however, describes worlds doxically
identical (o the actual world i which alimost everything helieved is
fulse.?

1 1 saw almust everylhing, beesuse heie il conld be some ire beliefs such as '1
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Such worlds are possible because we know mediately, not
directlv. This leaves room for a divergence between our I:u:_.-hr:rs
and the truth. It is as though we pussc-s.a-:a'l_-.:-n]}- 1w_¢:u_-u:hm::n5mnul.
plane projections of thres dimensional ohjects, Ditlerent threc-
dimensional objects, orienled apprupriatul'_-',l have the same twy-
dimensional plune projection. Sirnilarly, different _s:.liuatu.rms ar
warlds will lead to our having the very same Lr-e!u:ts. What 13
surprising i8 how ¥ery different the doxically :du_*ntlca]_wqu-;] Can
he—diflerent enough [or almost everything helieved in il 1o be
false. Whether or not the mere [act thal b:nuwlwc.‘]g: 1% I':'IEdL‘:I._ll:li
always makes room tor such a very different d::.}-._u:-:;!Hy |.|l¢11.t1::3.|.
world, it does s in our case, as the seeptic's possibilities show. T
be shown this is non-trivial, especially when we recull that we dn.
not know the seeptic's possibilicy doesn't obtain: we do 0ot know
that we are not living in a doxically identical world wherein almost

thing we belicve 15 false.
wmm fuuna could the sceplic ask for or hn::r.rnl ta show! Ev-:ln
readers who sympathized with my desire not 1o disiniss the sceplic
too quickly may feel this has gone too far._'rh.at Wi .h.aw fot merely
acknowledyged the force af the sceptic’s positdon bul have
snecumbed to it _

The sceptic mainlains that wc know almost nong {Ir’r what we
think we know. He has shown, much to our initinl surprise, th_a:t we
do not know his {(non-trivial) possibility 5K doesn't ubﬁal_n. 1lhu.:u,
he has shown of one thing we thought we knew, that we |:Il1-;lu Land
don't. To the conclusion that we know almost nothing, it appears
but a shart step. For il we do not know we aré not dreaming or
being deceived hy a demon or floating in a tank, l_hx:ul how can 1
know, for example, thal T am sitling before a page Wriling with i
pen, and how can you know that you arc reading a page of u_l.:-un'k.

However, allhough our account of knowledge agrees with Lhe
sceptic”in saying that we do not know that nat-SK, it plices no
formidahle barriers betore my knowing that Tam writing R ]'J;EI,L."I‘.‘
with a pen, It is true that 1 am, 1 believe 1 am, lfll m:renllll
wouldn't believe I was, and if I were, 1 would believe it. Alsa, 1118
trut that vou are reading a page (please, don't stop u::u'l-v!}, Fou
believe you are, if you weren't reading a puge you wouldn't belicve
you were, and if you were reading 8 page you would believe you

exisl,” More liwited sceplical possibilitles preseitl wirkls dl:lr:_iﬂull'.' ienrical 1o 1he
acrual world in which almost cvery belict of a certpln sorl is Frlse, Tor exampks,
alaut the past, ar aboul oiher peopl's mienial EIntEs.

-
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were, 5o according to the account, T do know that T am weiling o0 a
page with a pen, and vou do koow that you ure reading 4 page. The
account does not lead to any gencral scepticism,

Yet we st grant Lhial L appears that if the sceptic is right that
we don’t know we are not dreaming or being deccived or floating in
the tank, then it cannot be chat T know [ am writing with a pen or
that vou koow ¥0ou are reading a pape. S0 we must scrutinize with
snecial care the seepric’s “short step’ to the conclusion that we don't
know these things, for cither this step canmot be taken or our
account of knowledge is incoherent.

MNon-closure

In taking the 'short step’, the sceptic assumes that if 8 koows that p
and he knows that 'p entails g" Lthen he also knows that 4. In the
terminology of the logicians, the sceptic assumes that knowledge is
closed under known logical implication; that the operation of
moving from something koown 1o somelhing else known to be
entuiled by il does not take us outside of the {closed) area of
knowledge. He intends, of course, to work things backwards,
arguing that since the person does not know that g, assuming (al
least for the purposts of argument) that he does kinow that gentails
i, it Follows that he does not know that p. For if he did know that
p, he would also know thar g, which he doesn'L.

The details of different sceptical argumietts vary in their
strugture, hut sach one will assume some variant of the principle
that knowledge is closed under known logical implication. 1l we
abbrevinte ‘knowledgs that p° by ‘Kp* and abbreviate “entails” hy
the fishhook sign * =7, we can wrile this pringiple of closure as the
subjunctive principle

P: K{p—g) & Kp— Ky,
Il & person were to know that p entails g and he were 1o know that p

“then he would know that g. The slulement that g follows by modus

porens [rom the other two stated as known io the anlecedent of
the subjunctive principle P; this principle counis on the person Lo
draw the iwnlerence 1o g. '

You know that your being in a lank on Alpha Centaurd entails
your nol being in place X where you are. (1 assume here & limited
readership.) And ¥ou know also the contrapositive, that your being
at place X enlails that you are not then in a lank on Alpha
Centauri, If vou knew you were al X vou would know you're nol in

e Y
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a tank (of a specified sorr) at Alpha Centauri, But you do not know
this last fagt {the sceplic has argued and we _h.*w-_: _ag;rn:d} and s0 _[h:
argues) you don't know the first. Another intuilive way of putling
the sceplic’s argument is as follows. I you know Lhat two stale-
ments are incompatible and you know the first is true then you
know the denial of the second, You know that your hlmng at _:a:'nnd
vour being in 2 tank on Alpha Centauri are incompatible; so if you
knew you were at X you would know ¥ou were not in the (specified)
tank on Alpha Centawri. Since you do not know the second, you
don’t know the first. _ s

Mo doubt, it is pussible to argue over the details of Ermupl.& P, to
peint out it is incorrect as it stands. Perhaps, though Kp, the person
does fiot know that he knows that p(that is, not-KKp) and 30 does nol
draw the inference to g. Or perhaps he doesn'l draw the inference
becanse not-KE(p —q). Other similur principles [ace their own
difficulties: for example, the principle that Kip — g) — (Kp— Kg}
fails if Kp stops p— g from being true, that is, il K;:'r—lnut_-{p_— qn
the principle that Kip—31g)— K(Kp—Kyg) faces I:llf_'l'utul.[]l:!l if Kp
makes the person forgel that (p—3¢) and m.h"" fails to draw the
inference to g. We seem forced to pile K upon K until we reach spme-
thing like KK(p—3q) & KKp—Kg; Lhis i1_11.ru11.-ts sirenpthening
considerably the amtecedent of P and so 15 not L_Lsrl_'ul for the
sceptic’s argument that p is oot known, {From a ]:nrmn:]pl: aliered
thus, it would follow atl best that il is not known that g is hiqwn.}

We would be ill-advised, however, to guibble over 1!:1¢_|:In:t_a.1ls of
P. Although these details are difficult to get straight, 1 will
conlinue to appear that something like P is correct. I § knows ih_.'lt
¢p entails ', and he knows that 7 and knows thal (2 and p eniails

g) entails ¢° and he does draw he inference to g from all this and .

believes g via the process of drawing this inleren ee, th-:n_wl]l he ool
know that g7 And what is wrong with simplifying this mass of
detail by writing merely principle P, provided we apply it n-In]:.- Lo
cases where the mass of detail holds, as it surely does in the
sceptical ¢ases under consideration? For example, T do realire th_nr.
my being in the Van Leer Foundation Building in Jeruzalem :ui;:_u.ls
that 1 afm not in a tank on Alpha Centauri; 1 am capable of drawing
inferences now: I do believe T am not in a tank en Alpha C'E.‘-IHE.UZ:']
ithough not solely via this inference, 5_1|n:l:.-']: and =0 [E".'m-' Won't
this satisfy the correctly delailed principle, and .Lhmll::lu_ t it l'u:ﬂlcn_w
that [ know I am nat {in that tank) on Alpha Centaun? The m.:tL'ltl:':
agrees it should follow; so he concludes from the fact tiat T don't
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|
know T am aol Joating in the tenk on Alpha Centauri thart 1 don't

know | am in Jerusiadem. Uncovering difficulties in ihe delails of

particular formulations of P will nol weaken the principle's
intuitive appeal; such guibbling will seem at best like 3 wasp
attacking i sleamroller, at worst like an effort in bad faith 1o avoid
being pulled along by the seepric’s arguimient.

Principle I is weoog, however, snd not merely in defail,
Knowledge is not closed under known logical implcalion. § knows
that pwhen 5 has a true belief that p, and 5 wouldn't have a false
belief that p {condition (1)) and 5 would have a true belief that p
(comditicn {4) ). Meither of these latter two eonditions iz closed

. under known logical implication.

Let us begin with condition
(3} if pwere false, § wouldn't believe thal p.

When § knows Lhat £ his belief that p is contingent on the trueh of
p. contingent in the way the subjunctive condition (1) describes.

Mow it might be that g enladls g {und & knows this), that 5's helief .

that p is subjunctively contingent on the truth of g, that § believes
g, ¥at his beliefl that g is ool subjunctively dependent on the teuel of
q, in that it (or he) does noc satisfy:

(371 iF ¢ were [alse, 8 wouldn™t belicve that q.

For (37) talks of what § would believe if g were false, and this may
be a very different situation from the one that would hold if p were
falag, even though preatails g. That you were born in & certain city
entails that you were bomn on earth.? Yer conlemplating what
(actually) would be the situation if you were not bormn in that city is
very different from contemplating what situation would hold iF vou
weren"t born on eatih. Jusl as those possibilities are very different,
w0 what is believed in them may he very different, When p entails g
(and not the other way around) p will be a stronger statement than
3, and 50 nol-g (which 15 the antecedent of (3 ') will be o stronger
stutemment than not-p (which i the anteeedent of (310, There is no
reason (o assume you will have the same beliels in these two cases,
under these suppositions of differing strengrhs,

There is no reason to assume the (closest) not-p world and the
{closest) not-g world are doxically identical for you, and o reason
to assumie, even Lhough poentails g, that vour beliefs in one of these
worlds would be a {proper) subser of your beliels in the other.

! Here again T assume p imlted eadersluip, and igoere passibilities such as those
described i James Blish, Ciries in Flighs (Mew Vark, 1982),

— -
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Consider now the two statements:
pr=1am awake and silting on a chair in Jerusalem;
g=1 am not [loating in & tank o011 Alpha (_'_!enta.un being
stimulated by electrochemical means o helieve that g,

The first one entails the second: p entails g. Also, 1 know that p
entails g; and I know that p. IT g were [aulse, 1 Iwuuld he standing -!'I'I:
l¥ing down in the same city, or perhaps sleeping there, or 'Fli.'rh.i:lpc-
in a neighbouring ¢ity or lown, Tf g were [alse, I would be _ﬂﬂanng
in a tank on Alpha Centauri. Clearly these arc wvery different
situations, leading to great dilferences in wh.ull r_hm would hl:]._l.t_‘!'-«"&.
If p were false, if 1 wercnt awake a.rui_ sitting on @ clhalr in
Jeruzalem, | would not helieve that p. Yet if g were false, il I was
floating in & tank on Alpha Centauri, T would believe thul_ 8 l,hlat
was not in the lank, and indesd, in that case, T would still believe
that p. According to our account of knowledge, I know thar poyet 1
do not know that g, even though (T know) p entaily g. _

This failure of knowledge to be closed uncer kpuwn logical
implication stems from the fact that n::_:r_nditi-::m (3) 1= moL n:l_nru:rl
under known logical implication; condition (3) can h-nllu:l of oog
statement believed while not of another known Lo be entailed by the
first. It iz clear that any sccount that includes as 4 necessary
condition [or knowledge the subjunctive condition (3}, nol-p—
not-{§ believes that p), will have the consequence thal knowledpe is

‘not closed under known logical implication, L

When p entails g and you believe each of them, if you do not
have a false beliel that p (since p is true) then you d::n_ not have &
falze helicf that . However, if you are [0 know samething Inm only
don’t you have a false belief aboul it, hut also you woulln't have a
false helict about it. Yet, we have scen how it may be thatlp enliils
g and you believe each and you wouldn't hE_"-":.‘ﬂ.fﬂl-“': belief that g
yet vou might have a false belief that g {Lhat is, it 15 not the caze that
E.rnu wouldn’t have ong), Knowledge is not closed un@m ihe Ilr!-mwu
logical implication because ‘wouldn't have a falze belick thal® 13 not
closed under known logical implication. ; .

If knowledge were the same as (simply) true belief then it wollld
be closed wnder known logical implication (provided the implied
statements were helioved), Knowledge is not simply true belief,
however: additional conditions are needed. Thess iurthtr_ con-
ditinns will make knowledge open under known logical impli-
calion, ¢ven when Lhe entailed slatement is helicved, when at least
one of the further vonditions iself s open. Enowledge stays
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closed {only] it all of (he additional conditions are closed. 1 lack a
general non-trivial characterization of lhose conditions thal are
closed under known logical implication; possessing such an
illuminating characterizalion, one might artempl to prove that no
additional conditions of that sort could provide an adeguate
analyzis of knowledge.

Still, we can say the following. A belief that p is knowledge that g
only it it somchow varies wilh the truth of p. The causal condition
for knowledge specified that the heliel was ‘produced hy” the fact,
but that condition did nol provide the right sort of varying with the
fact. The subjunctive conditions (3) and (4) are our attempt (o
specify that varying. Bul however an account spells this out, it will
hold that whether a belief thal p is knowledge partlv depends on
what goes on with the belief in some situations when pis fulse. An
uccount that says norhing aboul whal 15 believed in any situation
when p is [alse cunnot give us any mode of varying with the Tact.

Because what s preserved under logical implication is truch, any
condilion thal is preserved under known logical implicalion is most
likely L speak only of what happens when p, and g, are true,
without speaking at all of what happens when either one is [alse,
Such a vondition is incapable of providing “varies with®; so adding
only such conditions o frue beliel cannot yield an sdeguate
account of knowledge.

A belief's somehow varying with the truth of what is believed is
not closed under known logical implication. Since knowledge Lhat p
involves such varlauon, konowledge also is not closed under known
logical implication, The sceptic cannol easily deny thal knowledpe
involves such variation, for his argumene that we don™t know that
we're nof floating in chal aok, (or example, uses the fact thet
koowledge does involve variation, (*Tf you were floating in the tank
vou would still think you weren't, 50 vou don’t know thet vou're
not.”] Yet, though one part of his argument uses that fact thar
knowledge involves such variation, another part of his argument
presupposes that knowledge docs not involve any such variation.

This latter is the part that depends upen knowledge being closed
uitder konown logical implicetion, as when the scoptic argucs that
since you don’t know that not-SK, vou don’t know you are not
foating in the lank, then you also doo't know, for example, that
you are now reading a book, That closure can hold only if the
variabion does not, The sceptic cannot be ripht both times.
According to our view he is right when he halds (hat knowledge
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involves such varinilon end so concludes that we dn_n"1 know, for
example, thal we are nol foating in that tank; hut hf_- is wrong w]:mn
he assumes knowledge is closed under known logical implication
and concludes that we know hardly anyvihing.* _ _
Knowledge s a real faclual relation, HUbj'llﬂ'-‘_rTl‘*"-‘lfr' SFF'ﬁ“blf-
whose struclure admils our standing in Lhis relatior, Lr:ackn.u_g,, Lo o
without standing o it to some g which we I-.n_n:uw Blo cntau]_. Aoy
relation crmbodying some variation of belief with the fact, u:tthlr.h:
(euth (value), will exhibit this structural feature, The m:E:l:n: is n_g.]ql
thai we don't Lrack some particular truths—1the ones stating that h:l.r.
seeptical possibilities 5K don't hold—huat WIOHNg that we don't
stand in the real knowledge-relation of tracking fo many other
truths, including ones thal entail these first mentioned truths we

believe bul don't know, ; ;
The litcrature on sceplicism contains writers who endorse Lhese

sceptical arguments (or similar narrower ones), but !:un{ess their
inability to maintain their sceptical beliefs at times when they _i!‘ﬂ?
not focusing explicitly on the reasoning that h:l:l them to sceptical
conclusions. The most notable example of this 1 Hume:

I am Teady o ceject all belief and reasoning, and can look upon no n:rpi:nin!n
pven as more probable or likely thon anather . . . Most fortunately it

¥ Readinge fn exrlier draf of this chapher, friends painted oul 10 me lhat Fred
Direlake ul.lramdr had defended rhe view [hat knuwh:glge (as Qus _umnm:;_; u|a||1;1_.-
epistemiie conceplsy s nod clossd under kiown bogical implication, {=ee has
'Epistemic Operators’, Jowrmal of Philesophy 67, (1970, 1007-23.) FI.:.T!.'nErlll.:u}Ere.
Diretsky presenced & gubjunciive condition for knowdedge (in his 'i._l.'-m:1 -qu
Hensons', Awsirulasion Joarag! of Phitosophy, 49, (15715, =22}, halding tsAf
kiwows that pon e basis of ressons & aoly ift ®wauald ot bee the case wnless pl:;jrf_
ihe case. Here Dretske ties the evidence subjuistively 1o il fact, and the -rlri_-
based on the evidence subjunctively 1o the fact thraugh the ev:dinru.-l. _
imdependent stntemunt and delinearlon of the poslibon here 1 hope will miRke clear W

nny maiis. ]
7 Arltr Geoldman’s paper oo B ocausal beary u_f k.!'mwlm?ie. in Jouwrnal af
Philnsophy, 64, (19467), an dea theo already Sin the air®, i mqul_ru:l no greal [enp b
comsider .!:-I.Ihjunq.'l.i'-l_' conditions. Some 2 months aller the fiesd verslon -alf_ |_h|s.
chapter was wrliten, Galdman himsell puhliskel & poper vl Iknnwlzqunf-[u_: :IF-'I;:.I;
counterfactuals {‘Diserimination and Peecepdual Knowledge', Esiay < i Its :i
calieeclon), alao ialking of rebevans passibilities {without nsing L crunterfacien
jdentify whicl pogsibilities are relevant]; and ®. Shope has ualll-:ﬂ ry allenliod T }
papet of [ 8. Carricr (*An Analysls of Empisienl KEnowledgs', Sl fern Jouwrnm! 0,
Phifosophy, 9, (19703, 3-11) chat abie used subjunctive conditbons including our
condlflan (31, Armsieang™s rellnbility view af koowledge | Heitef, _Tmr.ﬁ @
Knowledge, Cambridge, 1973, pp. 66, 169} livolved a Iawhlfe congnesmian h-!!.wt‘:l'!
the_belief chat pand e state of alfabrs that makes 1 trae, Cleacly, il ldea is one

whase tinye has Some.
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happens that sinee reason is incapable of dispelling theae clouds, nature
hersell’ sulfices o thar purpoge, and cwres me of this philosophical
miclancholy and deliciym, either by relaxing this beat of mind, or by some
avpciion, and lively impression of my senses, which ohliterate all thess
chimeras, I dioe, I play a game of backgammaon, | converss, and am mersy
with my friends; and when after three o four ours' amusement, T would
return £ these speculations, ihey appesr so cold, and atreined, and
ridiculows, that | canne find in my heart 0o enter ioes them any farther, (4
Treatise of Hweran Motwre, Book 1, Part 1V, section VIL)

The preat subverter of Pyrrhonism or the cxcessive principles of
skepticisog i5 gelion, and employment, and the geCupaElions of common Life.
These prisciples may Nowrish and triumph io the schools; where it is,
inclesst, dilTicule, if not impoasible, to refule Usern. Wt as soon as they
leawve the shade, and by the presence of the real objscts, which actuate nur
passions ansd sentiments, are put in oppositon o the more powerfal
princigles of our palwre, Lhey vanish ke smoeks, snd beave the neost
delermined skeplic in the sanie condition as edher morials ., ., And though
a Pyrrhonian may thiow himsell or others into & momentary amazenicit
aied eomlusion by bis profound reasonings; the firac and mvos irivial event
in Life will put to flight all kis dowbis and scruples, and leave him che same,
in every point of action and specolation, with the philosophers of every
ather sect, or with thoss who never conceroed themselves i any
philosophicel researchea. When he awakes from his dream, he will be the
first to Jeln dn the laugh pgainst himself, and to confess that all his

objections are mers amuseineisl. [ Ar Enguiry Concerning Human Under-
stending, Section XI1, Part 11.)

The theory of knowledge we have presented explains why sceptics
of various sors have bad such difficulties in sticking to their far-
reaching sceplival conclusions *outside the study’, or even inside 0
when they are not thinking specilically about sceptical arguments
and possibilities SK.

The sceptic’s argumicnts do show (but show ooly) that we don't
know the sceptic’s possibilities SK do not hold; and he is right that
we don’t track the fact that SK does not hold. (15 il were to hold, we

- would still thiok i didn't.) However, the sceptic's arguments don™

show we do not know other facts (including facls that entail not-
5K} for we do track these other facts (and knowledge is not closed
under known logical entailment). Since we do track these other
facts—you, for example, the facl that you are reading a book: T,
the [act that [ am writing on a page—and the seeptic (racks such
facts too, it is not surprising that when he focueses on them, on his
refalivnslhip 10 such facts, the scepic finds ic hard (o remember o
maintain his view that he does nol know those facts. Omly by
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shifling his altention back to his relationship to the (different) fact ]
that not-SK, which relationship is not tracking, can he revive his
sceptical belief and make It salient, However, this sceptical triwmph
is mvanescent, it vanishes when his atiention (Urns to olher tacts,
Only by fixating on the sceptical possibilities SK can he maintain
his sceplical virtug; otherwise, unsurprisingly, he is forced 1o confess
1o sing of credulity.




