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INTRODUCTION

» Standard epistemological questions:
1. Which beliefs are justified and which not?
2. What, if anything, can be known?
3. What's the difference between knowing and havitigia belief?
4. What's the relation between seeing and knowing?

« Book for 29/ 3% Year Undergraduates

» Dancy won'’t conceal his own opinions, but they &rieliiosyncratic.

* Works in the Anglo-American tradition, but will mtduce Hegel & the continentals
into the last Chapter (“Is Epistemology Possible?”)

* Two approaches to epistemology:

1. Descartes: start with scepticism.
2. Grice: ignore the non-existent sceptic and invaséighe nature of knowledge and
justification directly.

« Dancy will adopt the Lapproach, since this has recently enjoyed a rewfviaterest.

* Quibbles about the arrangement:

1. Sceptical arguments apply as muclbétief as toknowledge

2. Perception, induction etc. asmurcesof knowledge or forms oihference not
formsof knowledge

3. But objectsof knowledge (external world, other minds, pastufe, the necessary)
are knowable in various ways, so aren't an idet@giarisation either.

» Dancy rejects foundationalism, on grounds derivednfthe theory of meaning. This
raises issues of philosophical priority.

» Chapters 6 (Empiricist Theories of Meaning) andHo(ism & Indeterminacy”) are
more difficult, and should bemitted on a first reading, along with chapters 14 (A
Priori Knowledge) & 15 (“Is Epistemology Possiblgihich depend on them.

* Chapters 10 & 11 on Perception, which Dancy comsidee most important and
difficult part of Epistemology, constitute the cenbdf the book.

» Themes are repeated throughout the book, and thex ishould be consulted to
follow them through.
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1. KNOWLEDGE

1.1 Scepticism

1.1.1 Some Distinctions

» The best sceptical arguments give the conclusiah khowledge is impossible. No-
onedoesknow because no-omanknow.

* The boring sceptic simply repeats the “how do ynavk that?” question ad infinitem.

» Aslightly less boring sceptic might argue:

1. No one knows thagb unless he can say how he knows

2. Any attempted answer by simply reasserprigegs the question.

« Dancy points out that both these propositions atsiadis. The secohdinreasonably
requires evidence for my being in pain beyond #dedirfg of pain itself.

» Another boring sceptic has ta#titudethat most people are gullible and that standards
for knowledge should be set higher. He only becoamsnteresting sceptic if the
standards are set so high that knowledge is impes&iut even then only if he offers
anargument He must show that normal standards are inap@t&pand must appeal
to our standards as well as his. He then runs the riskcoherence, for how can an
argument that’s justified by normal standards aflewce show that these standards
are inappropriate?

» Distinctions between types of sceptical argumenin@Greasing importance):

1. Local andglobal scepticism. Examples of local scepticism — ethiegion and
the future. Tendency of local to expand to global.

2. Weak scepticism attacks knowledge, but leakedated notions (like belie)
untouched. Stronger & more interesting scepticgliaients are equally effective
against all.

3. Failure of knowledge linked to failure afnderstanding. Strongest sceptical
arguments claim that we can neither know nor undeds A theory of
understanding that links what we can understanghat we could recognise to be
true reduces all sceptical arguments to the stsingpes. A sceptical argument
that claims we understand nothing fails (a) becaweselo understand some things;
in particular (b) we are expected to understandstieptical argument itself.

1.1.2Three Sceptical Arguments

1.1.2.1 Brains in Vats

» Standard thought experiment.
* Principle of Closure (of knowledge):

! The first is the cornerstone of internalism — tleknow something you need to know that you know.
2 I'm not sure what Dancy means here. Is it thatamsrgument is called for, it must use public doma
standards?
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PC [Kap & Ka(p~> q)] > Kaag.

* If we accept and interprgt as “I'm sitting here reading a book” agdas “I'm not a
brain in a vat”, then givenKag, then-Kap by modus tollens. That is, | don’t know
I'm here reading a book if | don’t know I’'m not &aln in a vat [which | can’t know if
the thought experiment is set up correctly], giteat if | did know that I'm here
reading a book would know that I'm not a brain in a vat.

» Descartes has p = “l am sitting by the fire” and ‘@'m not dreaming”.

» Application of the “3 distinctions”:

1. All arguments of this form presuppose thaa(p> ), so are not globally
sceptical.
2. There are analogous arguments for justified belweft are even more convincing,
using the closure principle:
PC: [JBap & JBa(p~> q)] > JBaq.
3. This form of argument doesn’t undermine understandi

1.1.2.2 The Argument from Error

* You've made mistakes in the past, so how know raking one now.

* This argument depends onPainciple of Universalisability, familiar from ethical
theory. In the absence of relevant and recognigdifiéerence of situation, we cannot
have difference of judgement.

» Example yesterday | claimed to know that it would raim osual grounds. | was
wrong. At the time, the fact that it was not gotegrain was evidence-transcendent,
as all claims about the future must be. So, if yoldeannot justifiably make the same
evidence-transcendent claim.

* Odd argument (rejected by Dancy) that a third pantyht see a difference and might
be justified in saying that | didn't know yesterdayt do today.

* Hence, if I've ever been wrong, neither | (nor amycelse of me) can say | know
unless there are relevantly different circumstances

* Even imagining cases in which | would have beenmngr@e. claimed Kg) but-p) will
have the same effect as real errors. BIV is sudmaginary case.

» Application of the “3 distinctions”:

1. Dancy will argue in 4.2 that there are no erroefemnes, so the Argument from
Error is global.

2. Not immediately obvious that the argument genarsilis Justified Belief, since we
can’'t argue straightforwardly that a false belieh't be justified (whereas a false
proposition can't be known). What we need for sicegh is the claim that you
cannot claim that a belief is justified unless yman tell the difference between
cases where such beliefs are true, and those wheyare false. Dancy thinks the
kind of argument that we don’t know we’re a brairaivat might do.

3. No impact on understanding, unless we adopt aiposihat to understand a
proposition is to distinguish circumstances in Wwh@ne would be justified in
believing it from those in which one would not.
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1.1.2.3 The Justification of Arguments from Experience

* This is the problem of induction — do we know amghabout what we have not, and
are not, experiencing? Do | know my diary’s in ngsk drawer? Knowledge depends
on memory and on beliefs about how the world wbrkkis depends on general belief
that things I've not observed are similar to thihgpave.

* Hume argues that | have no such reason, sincesittlser analytic nor necessarily true,
and any argument from experience begs the question.

* This sceptical argument doesn’t rest on the faat ltimight be wrong (as Argument 1)
or that | have been wrong (Argument 2). Insteaelies on the obvious weakness of
trying to use an argument from experience to pstlfarguments from experience.

» Application of the “3 distinctions”:

1. Not global, as only concerns the unobserved.

2. Attacks justified beliefs just as much as knowledge

3. Hume allows that we understand propositions abowbserved objects, though
he argues that they are mostly false.

1.1.3 A Short Way with the Sceptic

* We might suppose it impossible to provide a gladrglument of the strongest type
(that attacks understanding — none of the above&®)d Only by understanding the
sceptic’s argument could we come to such a comeiu@hat we understand nothing),
and even if we didn't understand the argument, welevunderstand the conclusion.
So, the conclusion must be false.

* We can adopt this “short” approach with sceptazguments against:-

1. Knowledge (unconvincing): the sceptic claims to \Wndis conclusion that
knowledge is impossible.

2. Justified Belief (more effective): what’s the powitarguing that justified belief is
impossible? If you were right you'd be unjustifiadbelieving your conclusion.

* Such defenses against the sceptic ignore the argsmefocus on the conclusion.
They either:

1. Dispute the sceptic’s right to assert the conchysiw
2. Suggest the conclusion can’t be true, so we're @auhe trouble of attending to
the arguments.

* An example of (2) is that against global failureusiderstanding, but if successful it
might also work against global failure of knowledgence we understand what the
sceptic is saying, we must have the sort of knogdeaequired for that understanding.

» Dancy thinks the sceptic need be worried by neitledense. The sceptic has (what he
sees as) a valid argument with true premises. df dlgument concludes that the
sceptic can’t know his premises to be true, themaue either:

1. A reductio (if I know anything — such as his supposedly sgiflent premises —
then | know nothing) or

% Eg. Diaries don't just disappear?
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2. A paradox within the concept of knowledge (if a valid argumewith true
premises leads to a false or impossible conclusion)
* Hence, we miss the point by simply focusing on tmsclusion of the sceptic’s
argument.

1.1.4 Another Reply

A response to the BIV argument is that, since itkesano difference to your

experience whether or not you're a BIV, the truthhe situation doesn’'t matter.

» This makes out the sceptic’s apparent strengthgitence-transcendence of his two
hypotheses) to be his weakness.

* There are weaker and stronger forms of this argtiagainst the sceptic:

1. Weaker: though there is a radical difference betweentwe hypotheses, neither
makes any difference to you, so you're justifiedginoring the difference. This is
analogous to whether or not we have free wille-dgibes on just the same.

2. Stronger: this denies that there is such a thing as eveléranscendent truth, and
so there’s no contrast for the sceptic’s argumenbrk on.

» Dancy thinks (1) is wrong-headed, but focuses ¢n (2

* The difference between the two arguments is thatvden realism (there are
evidence-transcendent truths) amdi-realism (there aren't).

* Anti-realism (name and recent development due tonmett —Truth and Other
Enigmas Chapter 10) isn't intended as a response to teptis, but there are
affinities between the anti-realist and the sceith think we have no more than a
tentative grasp on the world. The anti-realist eerthe existence of any “real” world
beyond our grasp, which makes the epistemologast easier since there are no
evidence-transcendent properties. For a propeibg toresent just means that we have
the best possible evidence for it.

* The anti-realist believes that understanding ofteseres derives from situations
warranting their use, where they count as true.cHeif there’s no such thing as
justified belief, there’s no such thing as underdiiag. For, to understand a sentence is
to be able to select situations that justify ubehieving the sentence true.

» It would seem that the anti-realist’s position isak, given that any sceptical argument
against justified belief is thereby for the antigt of the strongest form, denying us
understanding of our own language.

* However, all the sceptical arguments that reach ¢binclusion make a move that'’s
invalid from the anti-realist perspective; namehgy invoke the realist claim that the
world might differ radically from what it appeatdence, there is no scope for global
scepticism about either understanding or justifielief.

 The problem with anti-realism is that it's on a paith scepticism as far as

implausibility is concerned. We can see this whencansider the questions the anti-

realist asks us to give up on:

1. Other minds: there’s a real question whether there are semsatvhich are not
ours, but this is evidence-transcendent (we cay @loserve behaviour, and it is
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possible that the experience of other beings eemon-existent or different from
ours).

2. The past we presume that the past was once as deternainates present is now,
but there are many propositions about the past hwleice now evidence
transcendent. Yet, we think there is a transcenidentof the matter at stake, one
that just happens to be beyond our recognitiors iBha realist attitude to the past.

* There may be some areas where anti-realism isteasynstruct, but the price of this
route out of scepticism may be too high where seaeems compelling.

1.1.5 A Better Response

* So, we need to address the sceptic’s argument.li@nef attack is the hope that a
satisfactory account of what knowledge is will experrors in the sceptic’s reasoning
(see Chapter 3).

* Another try is to abandon knowledge, and be satisfivith justified belief.
Unfortunately, this won't work because all the mating sceptical arguments are as
effective against justified belief as against krenige.
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1.2 Knowledge
1.2.1The Traditional Account

» Tripartite definition / account: Knowledge dsistified True Belief; ie:
1. p
2. Bap
3. JBap

* (1) is stipulative, (2) seems minimal and (3) ieaed to avoid lucky guesses counting
as knowledge. Consequently, a belief is not consalgustified merely because it is
true.

* One problem with (2) is that it doesn’t seem strengugh, in that there’s no mention
of certainty. We seem to require certainty for knowledgaims so why not for
knowledgeaitself?

» Dancy seems to see a dilemma:

1. If our account of knowledge doesn’t include refererto certainty, we need to
make room for certainty somewhere.
2. Ifit requires certainty for knowledge claims, éeds to explain why.

* Why not change &p to Cap? The usual reason is the example of the hectoring
schoolmaster intimidating a schoolboy into notmlag certainty for the dates he’s
learnt — yet doesn’t he still know them? He hasridiet answer, and not by luck.

* Dancy is concerned that we’ll lose the belief ctiadiby following this example. For,
insofar as the diffident schoolboy is less thanatey so far is his belief weakened.

1.2.2 Gettier Counter-examples

* The example Dancy gives is of someone watching Mo&hrashing Connors in the
Wimbledon final on TV, and deducing that McEnroermivimbledon that year. But,
unbeknownst to him, the programme is of last yeanal. Yet, McEnroe did win
Wimbledon that year (supposed to be a repeat tihgasti Connors). So, our hero
passes the tripartite test, yet we wouldn’'t sayt the knew that McEnroe won
Wimbledon that year.

» Gettier isn't quarrelling with any of the three wd&s, just pointing out that they need
supplementing.

» The essence of a Gettier example is that someana hestified but false belief from
which he deduces something he justifiably believegh by luck happens to be true.

* There are three responses:

1. Explode the counter-examples.
2. Supplement the tripartite analysis to exclude thenter-examples.
3. Alter the tripartite analysis to exclude the comwgramples.

» Dancy focuses on (1) for the remainder of this iact

» Gettier himself gives two assumptions requirednisrexamples to work:
1. It must be possible for a false belief still tojbstified.
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2. Ajustified belief must justify any belief it (isigtifiably believed to) implies.

« (2) is just PE If PC could be shown to be false then not only would @etier
examples fail, but so would part of the BIV scepltiargument. However, we can
construct Gettier examples that don’t rely on,B6 this avenue isn't very effective.

* We can't just reject the Gettier examples as ceedriand artificial, though much of
the literature treats them as a private philos@lgame.

* However, Wittgenstein has shown that a conceptbmmerfectly healthy without
being definable. There need be nothing common Itmsthnces of a property other
than that they are instances.

» Dancy is sympathetic to the view that nothing hamgour failure to find necessary
and sufficient conditions for knowledge, but istairsed in the search by the thought
that a suitable account of what knowledge is mdjy inediscussions of justification.

» He thinks this could happen in 2 ways:

1. We could give an account of knowledge that undezmithe sceptical argument
such that possibility remains open that some oflmliefs are justified (he thinks
Nozick's Conditional Theory [see Chapter 3] haggmsions in this direction).

2. Define justification in terms of knowledge. Jen Hsby's idea is that we might
suppose a belief to be justified iff (in certaimdaions to be spelled out) it would
be knowledge.

1.2.3Responses to Gettier

» Dancy thinks these are less fruitful than the appihes just outlined. They each try to
supplement the tripartite approach.

1.2.3.1 The Presence of Relevant Falsehood

* In the examples, & was false, so we could supplement the tripaatitalysis with a
fourth principle:

4. Nothing can be known that is inferred from (aup containing) a false belief.

* There are two problems:

1. We can provide Gettier examples in which, thougtrehs falsehood, there is no
inference.

2. The suggestion (in common to many responses toe@eig too strong. We all
have numerous false beliefs that play some rotauminferences, so this proposal
will leave us knowing nothing at all.

* The example for (1) is due to Chisholm. | take rffiysesee that there is a sheep in the
field, so | believe there is a sheep in the fielthaut any inference, and indeed there is
one. But, what | see is a large furry dog, so Itdam said to know there’s a sheep in
the field.

» There’s a response to this example, to the effestt Itam inferring that | see a sheep
in the field — from my knowledge of my own sensatates. Dancy thinks this
response raises large issues, but argues in CHaphet if there is any non-inferential
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knowledge, some of it involves things other tham sansory states (so why not
sheep?).

 To fix these defects, we must remove the referdncenference and tighten the
(negative) relation between false beliefs and jugtfied ones. A possible answer is to
insist onabsence of relevant falsehood but this seems to name rather than solve the
difficult, for which beliefs are to count as releva

* An answer would be that a false bepat relevant if, had | believedlp, my belief that
g would have ceased to be justified. This allows tméhold many irrelevant false
beliefs.

* However, there is a counter-example. Dancy gives:
1. Mary will give me a lift this evening
2. Her battery is not flat
3. A friend with jump-leads lives nearby

* (1) is justified if one of (2) and (3) is true, y&) looks irrelevant if (2) is true.
Justified belief seems to depend on which otheaegly gratuitous beliefs | have.
So, we need more work put into deciding which febre relevant.

1.2.3.2 Defeasibility

« Another approach - theefeasibility suggestion — is to add & 4lause to the effect
that there must be no other truths such that, hdmelieved them, would have
destroyed my justification for believingg The addition of further truths cannot defeat
the justification.

* This doesn’'t mean that faldeeliefswill never be justified, only that in this case we
don’t haveknowledgefor which we require indefeasible justification.

* A potential problem, though in fact a strengththat it appears to make our first
stipulation @, ie. Kap = p) redundant. No false belief can count as knowldagee
indefeasibly justified), for if I'd believeap, then | wouldn't have been justified in
believingp.

» Dancy appeals to coherence to rescue the situatitim requirement fop (that
knowledge requires truth) has been explained radtfzar simply stipulated.

* This approach is an extension of “no relevant fadsel” to include beliefs not actually
entertained, but to no effect, as is shown by amgie:

1. | have good reason to believe that my childrenpéaging at home.
2. They've been invited to a neighbour’s.

3. My wife has refused the invitation.

4. | don't know either (2) or (3)

5. Do | know they are at home?

» This example shows that the defeasibility conditieeds to be altered for:

1. If one’s intuition is that |_do know they are atrh®, then one must reject the
current formulation of the defeasibility condition.

2. If we deem it that | do _not know they are at hotmegcause had | heard (2) my
justification would have been defeated, then welraeexplanation of why (3) —
unknown to me — would not redress the balance.
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The problem, as for “no relevant falsehood”, istttiee piecemeal addition of true
beliefs can overturn the justification, while thersmain further undiscovered truths
that can overturn the overturning!

There are two further problems:

1. Isn’t there likely to be (at least often enougtsgiragle truth which, if it alone were
added would defeat my justification, thus drasicakducing my range of
knowledge?

2. We need to counter the way piecemeal addition wthér toggles knowledge on
and off.

We might address (2) by stipulating tH& ebndition as that justification must remain

when we add all truths at once. This would probalityw me to claim to know my

children are in the garden, because the two nethdrcancel out. However, Dancy
has two objections:-

1. We’'re in the realms of fiction.

2. We'll never believe anything, as we’re asked taebel that our justification will
remain when all truths are in, which is more ttsagked of us in an ordinary claim
to know.

1.2.3.3 Reliability

The suggestion is that justified true belief canKoewledge if it derives from a

reliable method

This is related to theausalapproach below, since it is tempting to provideaasal

account of just what constitutes a reliable method.

However, this approach is in danger of either:

1. Making knowledge impossible, or

2. Exposing us to one of the sceptical arguments.

For (1), it's difficult to distinguish between prelns with the method per se and with

its use. Also, given human frailty, it seems urjikinat there is any perfectly reliable

method of acquiring beliefs.

If we retreat to “general” reliability, we end ugtlv(2) — namely the argument from

error — and we're worse off than when we startedlil&\this may be ultimately how

things are, we don’'t want to give up hope premadgure

A final retreat is to reliability “this time”, ashis diverts the sceptic, but does it add

anything?

1. If reliability is defined in terms of the produaticof truth, we add nothing to the
first of the tripartite principles (&p = p).

2. If reliability is defined in terms ojustification, we add nothing to the third of the
tripartite principles (l&p - JBap).

3. It may be that the causal theory constitutes jaatibn in the particular case.
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1.2.3.4 Conclusive Reasons

* The failure of all Gettier cases may be diagnosekasons being less than conclusive.
If we insist on conclusive reasons for justifiedetibelief, any case where the believer
is right by accident fails to meet the criteria.

* We need to know what is required for a reason todmelusive.

1. A suggestion is that beliefs A — M constitute cosale reasons for belief N if A —
M could not be true if N is false. This excludeg ttounter-examples but also
excludes all empirical knowledge.

2. A weaker suggestion (due to Dretske) is that Is=lef M constitute conclusive
reasons for belief N iff A — Mvould (rather tharcould) not be true if N is false.
Dancy thinks this is promising (and related to Trdiracking), though it’'s too
weak to provide a genuine sense of “conclusive”pénticular, it's good that it
contains no reference teeasons— because often beliefs are justified without
reasons (eg. “I am in pain now” isn't based onoeasat all).

1.2.3.5 The Causal Theory

* The problem with Gettier examples is that the fiestibelief is true by luck. However,
we can't just stipulate that there be no luck imedl (Good) luck’s involved when our
reliable belief-gathering method works.

* Goldman's promising suggestion is that what makebefs true in the Gettier
examples isn't what caused them, and propos&scartition that:

Kap = p causes Bp.

* Initial problems are:

1. Facts (or propositions) don't cause anything, ewignts or possible agents do.

2. We have no knowledge of the future unless thebagkward causation.

3. We can have no knowledge of universal truths (avkadge by inference). My
belief that all men are mortal isn’t caused byfdw that all men are mortal, but by
the fact that lots of individual men have died. Aihése weren't caused to die
because of the fact that all men die.

» Possible answers are:

1. This may be just wrorig

2. Future fact and the belief in it might have a commause.

3. More difficult. Even if facts are causes, we wosiippose universal facts can
cause universal beliefs.

* Dancy thinks that the promising aspects of causiry are supplied by the theory he
supports, which is a generalisation of it.

* Look up Papineau’s lectures on the relata of dérsa
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1.2.4 Concluding Remarks

» The causal theory, and maybe some versions oktiadility proposal, may be seen as
direct defenses of the tripartite theory. Thatti®y seek to explode the Gettier
examples by saying that the supposedly justified treliefs weren't justified after all.
I'm not justified in believing there’s a sheep imetfield because my belief wasn’t
caused by the sheep but by the fluffy dog. Thealahsory of knowledge would be a
consequence of the causal theory of justification.

*» We can argue against the causal theory of judidicaby denying that all justified
beliefs thatp are caused by relevant facts. For instance, itl@t believe in moral
facts, we might still hope that some moral beliefe justified. Also, aren’t there
justified mathematical beliefs despite it being bidul that there are causally effective
mathematical facts.

 The main objection to the causal account is thatn@ed a common account of
justified true and false beliefs, since we can has#fied beliefs about the future when
we don’'t know whether the belief is true or falslawever, the causal account can'’t
justify false beliefs, since there’s no fact tpdb cause a false belief that

» If we add a causal theory of knowledge to Jen Hoyresidea (see the end of 1.2.2)
that a belief is justified iff if true it would bknowledge, we get a causal theory of
justification that can cope with false justifiedibfs.
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1.3 The Conditional Theory of Knowledge

1.3.1The Theory

* This theory is due to Nozick, who starts from thettier examples, and diagnoses the
problem as beingartly that we would have believed the conclusion, eahihbeen
false, andpartly that in slightly changed circumstances in whicis irue, we wouldn’t
have believed it.

* So, to correct these defects, the formulation is:

1. p

2. abelieves thap,

3. If pwere not truea would not believe that,

4. If, in changed circumstancegswere still truea would still believe thap.

* The example is of my belief that there’s a poliee-outside (when there is) being
caused by my son'’s stereo. If the car wasn't oatdid still have believed it was, and
if the stereo wasn’t playing, | wouldn’t have beé#e the car was outside, even when it
was. Hence, both (3) and (4) are violated and niefbdnat there’s a police-car
outside isn’t justified.

* Inlogical notation:

1. p

2. Bap.

3. =pLI-> -Bap.
4. p[Ll-> Bap.

* The idea behind this is that, for belief to be kremlge, it must be sensitive to the truth
of the belief — the belief mustack the truth.

1.3.2Some Comments

1.3.2.1 Relation to the Other Theories

» Truth-tracking requires thap and Bap are related. This is similar to, and a
generalisation of, the causal theory, where thaiosl is specifically causal.

« le. ifpis a cause of &, it would seem that conditions (3) and (4) arehtssitisfied,
but not vice versa.

» The conditional theory hopes to escape the probtdrtise causal theory by being less
demanding. It adopts many of the better pointdheftheories rejected in the previous
chapter and is (says Dancy) close to Dretske’sciusive reasons” approach.

1.3.2.2 Relation to Justified Belief

®> Need to review Papineau’s lectures on the couatirél theory of causation.
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* Do we have:

JBap= (pLU-> Bap & ~p UU-> - Bap)?

» That is, does a justified belief track the trubh®, for a false belief can still be justified,
and JBip is consistent with (Bp & —p). But (Bap & —p) is inconsistent withg L1->
Bap & -p [1-> -~ Bap), for:

. (Bap & —p) = Bap, and

Bap & -p) > -p

(pU-> Bap & ~pU-> -Bap) 2> (-pLI-> -~Bap)

. (p&(—-pd-> —=Bap)) = ~Bap[from (2) and (3)]

5. Therefore (Bp & = Bap) [from (1) & (4)], contradiction.

* Hence, a false belief doesn't track the truth, énedconditional analysis of justification
fails.

 We might repair the situation by taking our accooftjustification from that of
knowledge, iea is justified in believingp iff in certain circumstancea would know
that p. “In certain circumstances” is the crucial phrased if read in the simplest was
as “if p were true”, we’d have 3= (p 0> Kap)®.

1.3.2.3 Luck

* The theory explains why we feel that what’s wronighwhe Gettier examples is that
there’s too much luck involved.

* The extent to whicla’'s belief is luckily true is the extent to whichesvif it had been
false,a would still have believed it, and if in changedcaimstances it had still been
true,a would not have believed it.

1.3.2.4 Certainty

* Someone claiming to know thptclaims that ifp were true he would believe it and if
it wasn't true, he wouldn’t. But, no-one who wasotnfident would make such a
claim.

» This explains why the diffident schoolboy does kndwt cannot claim to know. The
schoolboy thinks it equiprobable that he’s righta@ong, so can't claim that g were
false he wouldn’t believe it.

1.3.3The Principle of Closure & the First Sceptical Angent

» According to the conditional theory of knowledgeeocan deny that one knows that
one is not a BIV, and yet affirm both that one ksawat one is reading a book and
that if one is reading a book one is not a BIV.:For
1. If one were a BIV one would still think one was @8IV (hence condition (3)

fails). [(3) requiressp 1> —~Bap; p = not-BIV, so we need BI\Z1-> not believe
not BIV, ie. believe BIV, which is false].

® This seems wildly implausible, as it impli@&nows all true propositions.
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2. All four conditions are satisfied by reading a book

3. Dancy just says this is true “in similar manner’el\M = (RB > -~ BIV). p is true,
and | believe it, so conditions (1) and (2) arés$atl. p (a conditional) can only be
false if (RB & BIV), and | don't believe that, s8)(is satisfied. | can't think hoyw
can be relevantly different yet still true, but pape | would still believe it [maybe
“eating a sandwick> - BIV"?], so (4) is satisfied.

« This is a direct breach of the closure principle.P®ap & Ka(p> q)] 2> Kag.
Nozick is able to show that BQails generally, and explain why. This explanation
depends on a theory of subjunctive conditionals.

» Dancy rehearsegsossible worlds He notes that it is not possible to order wobgs
degree of closeness to the actual world. ThisrigwWo reasons:

1. The notion of closeness is too imprecise.
2. For any possible world, we can expect to find aeothat resembles the actual
world to the same degree.

* Hence, we should think of groups of equidistantsgaes worlds.

* Nozick’s account of the subjunctive conditiopdll-> g is as follows:

p L1-> qis true in the actual world iff > q is true throughout a range of groups of
possible worlds close to the actual world.
» Dancy gives an example of Mrs. Thatcher delaying etection, and we're asked
would she have won. We're to imagine possible woiid which she did delay the
election. These worlds differ from our world pederbecause the date of the election
has consequences, but we hold as much else asgbastwe can, and ask whether
she would have won. If we think it most probablattbhe would, the conditional “if
Mrs. Thatcher had delayed the election, she woane tost” would be false, else true.
* We're asking whethemp(& q) is more probable thap & —q) in the nearest possible
worlds. If it is, thenp [1-> g. There will be remoter worlds wherp & —q), but this
doesn’t matter, as we're asking what'’s probablé¢ witat’'s possible.
» This distinction is illustrated by Lewis’'s examplé tailless kangaroo’s: it'probable
that they would topple over, but itigossiblethey'd be given crutches and stay
upright!
» So, what has Nozick given us? Dancy thinks twogstin
1. Confirmed our beliefs that (in the BIV situationa Ka(p = g) and -Kagq
(when we consider the situations in terms of clogesssible worlds; it is, of
course, possible that Kap, but this world [wherg is false, ie. I'm not sitting
reading a book when | believe that | am] is vastlyre remote than the one in
which | am sitting reading a book [presumably I'adlircinating or dreaming]).

2. Given a direct disproof of the principle of closufdis can be done by example (as
in the BIV case) but can also be done more gegenathich Dancy shows as
below.

1.3.3.1 Disproof of the Principle of Closure (PC)
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« The first thing to note is the distinction betweR@®, which on this account is false,
and modus ponens, with which there are no probleambetween:

1. PC: [Kap & Ka(p> q)] > Kag, and

2. MP: [Kap & (Kap~> Kag)] = Kagq.

« On any account, the items whose truth or falsitglevant to PEare three:

1. p

2. (p>0)

3. q

*  When we think of these in terms of closest possiglds, which we use to see
whethera’s beliefs track the truth), there is no reason wiey the world in whiclg is
true (or false) should not be much more remote thase in whiclp and ¢ - q) are
true (or false).

* Hence, the more distant the worlds representegl doy-~q are from the actual world,
the more likely it is that we can construct an eglenin which the left and right sides
of the P€ conditional come apart, as is shown whege= “you are a BIV”.

» Dancy closes with a refutation of Descartds2aming argument In this case, we
can have lp, Ka(p~> ) and-Kag, [ie. | knowp (I'm sitting reading), | know that if
I'm sitting reading I'm not in bed dreaming, butdbn’t know q (I'm not in bed
dreaming)] for the following reasons:

1. Kap: In the closest worlds in which | am sitting reagi| believe | am. In the
closest worlds in which I'm not sitting reading (¢&gng down or watching TV) |
don’t think I'm sitting reading. So, my belief thattracks the truth and so is
knowledge.

2. Ka(p~> q): This doesn't receive attention from a truth-kiag perspective. Is this
analytic?

3. = Kagqg: In the closest worlds in whicg is true (I'm not in bed dreaming), | do
believe thatq is true, but in the closest worlds in whighis false (I'm in bed
dreaming), | don't believe I'm dreaming, so dordlieveq is false. So, my belief
thatq doesn't tracks the truth and so isn’t knowledge.

1.3.4Has Nozick Refuted the Sceptic?

« Nozick thinks that all sceptical arguments rely R@, and that, therefore, he has
refuted the sceptic. This is implausible in anyecasut clearly the Argument from
Error can't be disposed of in this way.

* The reason is that this is the reason we don’t knewe BIVs. We've been deceived
as to our real situation before (eg. when dreamswg)ve could be being deceived
now. This generates the sceptical problem that dkazsolves by denying BC

* We might think that Nozick’s account also tellsws don’'t know we’re BIVs. This is
true, but on its own, this is a disadvantage (st another sceptical conclusion).
What Nozick needs is to disprove P that the sceptic can no longer use it and the
argument from error to show that | don’t know giheforward things like I'm sitting
here reading a book. We can live with not knowirgjrev not BIVs, but not with not
knowing we have hands.
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» Dancy thinks there is something right about theuargnt from error, in that it adds
consistency. If | don’t know I'm a BIV, or that theniverse didn’t pop into existence
fully formed 5 minutes ago, then how can | claimTie Timeswill be published
tomorrow, or even that I'm sitting here reading?sT$ounds like a general argument
against the conditional theory of knowledge.

« Even if PC¢ were valid, there’s no reason to think the argunirem error relies on it,
and so can be disposed of if Pi€ invalid. And, as we've seen, if the argumeniir
error did rely on P& then Nozick’s proof of the failure of B@&ould be invalid.

* We can't reject the argument from error on the gdsuthat it argues fallaciously from
the fact that you might be wrong to the concludioat you don’t know. Instead, it
uses the principle of universalisability.

1.3.5Internalism and Externalism

» Dancy asks whether Nozick has to accept that hefissdd the BIV argument, but not
the argument from error? Nozick can respond that ducount of knowledge is
externalist, while the argument from error isternalist. The argument from error
merely shows internalism to be a defective (if ivadal) approach to epistemology
that must lead to scepticism.

» Dancy gives an example of an externalist conceptfidimowledge, the causal theory:
1. p
2. Bap
3. JBap
4. Bapis caused bp

* The reason it is external is that a might be unawsr(4) when asked whether he
knowsp. However, the externalist claims thaaKprovided (4) is true.

* The internalist requires further:

5. Ba4

* The externalist can reply that this leads to itdimegress, and therefore scepticism, for

we then need:
6. Ba5 is justified
7. Ba5 is caused by 5.

* We are then in the same place with (7) as we wéte(4). Hence the regress.

» Dancy notes that the regress doesn’t depend oadiygtion of the causal theory, for
we can generate a regress from an internalistmgadithe tripartite conception, ie:

p

Bap

JBap

Ba3

JBa4

Ba5

. Etc.

* The internalist’s response is to point out howmsgrour internalist intuitions are. Take
the causal example. This claims that (4) apBs caused by — is essential for

NogorwhE
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knowledge, but that need not know anything about it’s truth. The intdist asks

whether this doesn’t show that for alknows, he doesn’t know thpt How could he,

when for all he knows, he doesn't

» Dancy thinks that neither the externalist nor theernalist is successful in this
exchange:

1. The internalist’s response to the infinite regrasgument is that it merely points
out the difficulties of scepticism, which need ®faced up to.

2. The externalist's response to the internalist'siifidn argument is that this is
simply a restatement of the internalist position..

» Dancy doubts there can be any conclusive argumeialvour either of internalism or
of externalism. The positions are so far apart #at argument seems to beg the
guestion.

« Nozick’s position is avowedly externalist — espliaonditions (3) and (4) and
there’s no requirement for anything internaliselik

Ba(-p 1> - Bap).

» Dancy doesn’t think Nozick, as an externalist, camply ignore the internalist
argument from error, for two reasons:

1. He relies on the argument to reject“R@d BIV scepticism.

2. In relying on the argument from error, he showstiery not to be as externalist
as it seems at first, and so can’t defend himsathfattacks merely on the ground
that they are internalist.

» There’s no answer so far to the sceptical argurfnent error, though externalism and
anti-realism look promising. Those who find thessponses unpalatable need to look
further. Dancy gives his approach in the final ¢ea|3.15.5).

| don’t understand this argument.
8 These are the truth-tracking conditions. Why aeytexternalist?
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2.  JUSTIFICATION

2.4 Foundationalism

2.4.1 Classical Foundationalism

» Classical foundationalism is the most influentiplseemological theory and the one
against which others react. Discussion of whas itor a belief to be justified starts
here. It defines the aims of epistemology.

» Two sorts of beliefs:

1. Foundations which need no support.
2. Superstructure, which rests on the foundations.

» This distinction is structural, but classical foatidnalism takes the foundations to our
sensory experience

» This is the central tenet of empiricism, that krnedge derives from experience. Beliefs
not about sensory states must derive from thogeatka

* The reason given for beliefs about sensory stadéx)ldoundational is that they are
said to benfallible .

* Hence classical foundationalism isesearch programmethat aims to show how all
our knowledge can be justified on the basis oflibka beliefs about our own sensory
states. Unless we can do this, we must collapeestepticism.

» Dancy will investigate classical foundationalismdatail and reject almost all of the
theory. So, what motivates it? And, why this applo@o empiricism rather than
another?

2.4.1.1 Probability and Certainty

* C.I. Lewis held that “unless something is certamthing is probable”. He held this on
the basis of conditional probabilties, which areays assessed on the basis of
evidence: P(hle).

* In determining P(h|e) we treat e as certain, hitdedf depends on further evidence e’,
and so on. Unless this process stops somewhere,R{) = 1, we end up with a
regress

» Dancy notes a (valid) move frocertaintyto infallibility .

» There’s a technical device to represent the pratiabiof the foundational beliefs as
being relative to a tautology (ie. P(htqy)).

2.4.1.2 The Regress Argument

» All are agreed thasomebeliefs are justified by their relation to otheesyd that
standardly the relation is taken toibé&rential.

° This is Agrippa’s Trilemma which Dancy doesn’t mention. We either end uphwitogmatism
(Foundationalism), infinite regress or arguing icirgle (Coherentism).
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» The regress argument is tredmebeliefs must be justified non-inferentially. Itke
supposition that only justified beliefs can justfghers that generates the regress.

* The only alternative to regress is that the chéimference loops back on itself, but
the justification of the loop itself will still beonditional.

* The core of any form of foundationalism is the rolahat there are two forms of
justification: inferential and non-inferential.

* We need to note that not all regress argumentgiGosis.

* Some arevirtuous; eg.

1. That there’s always another point between any taiotp in space or time.

2. We can also accept temporal regress (every poitimm has a prior point) and
causal regress (every event has a cause, andcatesy is an event).

3. We can even accept the regress generated by ampepét in believingp we
believeq = “p is probable”.

» Dancy thinks the regress of justificationvigious, however, in that it’ll show that
nothing is ever justified. This isn't a temporagress of acts of justification, but the
claim that no belief is other than conditionallgtiied. Regress can only be escaped by
the foundationalist view that some beliefs areifjadtnon-inferentially.

* We have to wait until 2.9.1 for Dancy’'s main (nawhdationalist) response to the
regress argument. He now considers an ambiguigrethre two meanings to “We
have only shown that A is justified if B and C are”

1. We've shown A’s justification to be conditional dmat of B and C.
2. If B and C are in fact justified, we have shownttAas.

* (2) says that our demonstration is conditional evhil) says that what we've
demonstrated is conditional.

* The regress argument relies on (1). On (2) we getarregress of justification but a
demonstration of justification which isn’t alwayscsessful.

* The regress argument differs from C | Lewis’'s argote about probability and
certainty. The two arguments possess structuralasiyy but Lewis’s regress can
only be stopped by infallible beliefs, whereas ribgress argument requires beliefs that
are non-inferentially justified to terminate th@ress.

2.4.1.3 Infallibility and Justification

* However, the two arguments merge because an hidalbelief would be non-
inferentially justified. So, if there are any irifale beliefs, the regress is terminated.
 We will learn in 2.4.3 that the reverse of the abav false; not all non-inferentially
justified beliefs are infallible. This opens theoddo non-classical foundationalism,
where we can find ways other than infallible bsligb provide non-inferential
justification.

* We have to explain how a belief can be non-infeaéyt justified. Classical
foundationalism’'s answer is that such foundatidmaliefs are infallible. However,
Dancy now argues that this cannot be right.
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2.4.2 Problems for Classical Foundationalism

Infallible basic beliefs guarantee their truth, hwhy do we want this given that
inductive principles of inference are fallible inyacase. If our inferential procedure is
contaminated, why insist the input is pure?

More importantly, Dancy agrees with telibilist claim that there are no infallible

beliefs.

So, are our beliefs about our own sensory stafaiiiite?

1. Foundationalists (eg. Ayer) admit that we nmaysdescribe our experiences, but
this is treated as a merely verbal problem. Whilmady be mistaken about the
meaning of words, this doesn't mean I'm mistakeoutbthe contents of my
sensory states. | know how things look, but jusk ghe wrong words and my
beliefs, however described, remain true.

2. Verbal errors can beorrected. Eg., if | get a colour-word wrong, | can be
corrected by being shown a colour-chart. To thekenthe correct claim, | must
already be aware of the nature of my experience& merely correct its
description.

3. Although somecomparison between experiences is necessary for me know which
words to use to describe by present experiencethesa fallible because memory
is fallible, this fallibility relates only to thexpressiorof the belief.

4. In comparing two things we must hanen-comparative knowledge of them, for
we compare them to see in what sense they arerikeanother, not what they are
like in isolation.

In response, the fallibilist will ask what'’s tkkentent of such infallible beliefs? | can be

wrong in my description, so any assertion must beraverbal belief that something

(say) looks that way It's like a private gesture: a private act wittpavate object.

Dancy can’t understand this as our drawing our attention to something.

What is amerely verbal error? There can be several sorts, such as Spsmser

However, an error in drawing attention to my présEmsory states isn't one of them,

but is also substantial (eg. if | describe my pnegxperience as “pink” when | mean

“orange”, I'm wrong about what pink'.

The less the content, the less the risk of errod, cntentlessbeliefs may well be

infallible. However, can such infallible beliefs riim the function the infallibilist

needs, which is to form the base of chains of arfee? Basic beliefs need sufficient
content to act apremises Otherwise, we’ll get no worthwhile knowledge abtie
future, past or even present. Our basic beliefd neehave sufficient content to
support the superstructure in which we’re intemdstbut it's unlikely that so
contentfull beliefs will be infallible.

Dancy now confirms this analysis by consideringuangnts due to Chisholm (a then

contemporary foundationalist). Chisholm distingessitiwo uses of “appears white”:

1. Comparative: “appears the way white things normally appear”.

9 There’s something wrong here? I'm not wrong alwiuat pink is if my saying “pink” when | meant to
say “orange” was a mere slip of the tongue.
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2. Non-comparative “white things normally appear white”.

» If “appears white” in (2) were to be given meanfiy, then (2) would be a tautology,
but it isn’'t, so there must be another meaningsi@im claims that non-comparative
appearance statements express what is “directigetii

* A directly evident proposition is one either identical with, or elsaiby, a true
contingent proposition that is all but certain. i€l in directly evident propositions
are not the same as infallible beliefs, but shiagecharacteristic of being true.

» Chisholm’s consideration of objections to his thyeparallels what's been already
given, but the last objection he considers is lovis:

1. The infallibilist is using “appears white” in theay it is normally used.

2. So, in using the expression, he refers to theser @tcasions of use as well as to
the present experience.

3. What's said about other occasions isn’'t directigent.

4. So, the expression itself doesn’t express whatéecty evident.

» Dancy agrees with Chisholm in diagnosing an errommoving from (1) to (2).
However, Dancy would create a stronger argumemépkacing (2) with
2'. Saying “this appears white” cannot be true s®leertain proposition about

experiences other than your present one are true. .

* What interests Dancy, however, is Chisholm’s redsomejecting the move from (1)
to (2), which follows the traditional route of digjuishingverbal from substantial
error (Chisholm distinguishes a Frenchman’s coafusif the_words “potatoes” and
“apples” from anyone’s confusion of potatoes wigiples). This shows that Chisholm
has nothing new to say.

2.4.3 Foundationalism Without Infallibility

* There are two foundationalist theses in responseeoegress argument:
F': There are two forms of justificatiomferential andnon-inferential
F: Basic beliefs are never even partly justifiedappeal to non-basis beliefs.

* While we normally accept people’s descriptions leditt sensory states at face value,
we occasionally reason with people about them,nasaying to someone that the
traffic lights can’'t look amber because it's the t@ht that's on, and this is always
red. It looks as though a non-basic belief canefioee influence the justification of a
basic belief, whether negatively or positively. §vould imply that, while a basic
belief is mostly justified by its subject mattdrcannot be fully justified without being
partially confirmed by, or at least not disconfidrgy, non-basic evidence.

« This has to be denied by anyone acceptiigAfRyone accepting the force of the
regress argument (Dancy refers to the foundat&inaking the regress argument)
can’'t accept that basic beliefs are even partadiiified by non-basic beliefs without
reintroducing the circle of conditional justificati that leads to the sceptical
conclusion that nothing is ever justified.

« So, a foundationalist who acceptsdat not B must hold Efor reasons other than the
regress argument. Dancy will consider such a nemwndationalist theory in 2.6
(Empiricist Theories of Meaning).
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* What might non-inferentially justified beliefs bked? Dancy gives 3 possibilities:

1. Beliefs justified by something other than beliefs.

2. Self-justifying beliefs.

3. Beliefs requiring no justification.

* We might reject (3) on the grounds that such abalino use in the foundationalist
programme, which takes it that only justified Wsliccan justify others. Dancy
considers this “harsh”. Instead, we can treat 8aapecial case of (2) — of a belief
“standing on its own feet”.

* (1) to (3) are “formal” properties that would sttipe regress, but we need more
substantial “epistemic” properties. Infallibilityas one such, of type (2). Are there
others?

« C | Lewis considered basic beliefs to be “certannincorrigible”, while Descartes
thought of them as “indubitable”. The obvious di&fbms are that beliefs are:
Incorrigible : iff no one could ever be in a position to corrgem
Indubitable: iff no one could ever have a reason to doubt them

» Dancy doesn't find these moves helpful as a wayfirafing a weaker, but still
attractive, form of foundationalism to the onestisig on infallibility of basic beliefs:

1. If a basic belief is not infallible, it could belda. Anincorrigibly false basic belief
just makes the situation worse.

2. How could a fallible belief be indubitable? Since’'ve now admitted that a basic
belief can be false, we might have good reasadotdt their truth if propositions
inferred from them turn out to be false, or at fedigbitable. Interesting beliefs
about public objects are certainly dubitable, soywbt the basic beliefs from
which they are inferred?

* So, neither incorrigibility nor indubitability aradequate alternatives to infallibility.
Dancy considers three more successful alternatives:

1. There could be basic beliefs of type (1) — thos#ified by something other than
beliefs — if there were beliefs that are justifiegt appeal to the facts, the
justification beingcausedby the facts. Thdact that there is a pig before me
causes my belief that there is. This is similath® claims in 1.2.4 about the causal
theory of knowledge, but without the problems ofvarsal beliefs (which are
unlikely to be basic).

2. Defeasibleor Prima Facie justification: some beliefs are given as data, are
fully justified unless something arisesdefeat their justification (as in 1.2.3). It's
weaker than infallibility, but still accepts Bnd E.

3. Beliefs given as data are never for that reasody justified. While partially
justified, this justification is insufficient withd further support from non-basic
beliefs. This accepts'But denies £

* These alternatives leave foundationalism unharmed thee abandonment of
infallibilism. Dancy now considers more damaginglgems.
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2.5 Foundationalism and Other Minds

2.5.1Basic Beliefs and One’'s Own Sensory States

* There’s a strong philosophical tradition, sharedlegcartes and Locke, that we build
up our knowledge on a foundation of knowledge of @un sensory states.

» Epistemology is seen as concerned with the indaljduith no stress on the growth of
knowledge across the generations. Instead, eashdinal is seen as building up his
knowledge from nothing, and the philosophical goastis how we build up
knowledge sufficient for participation in a modesociety from the passing show of
sensory experience.

» Dancy will reject this approach, or at least shbwat tit leads to scepticism, a general
tendency within foundationalism.

2.5.2The Problem of Other Minds

» Can we even know that there are any minds that bamsory states that aren’t our
own?

» Calling this “the problem of other minds” pointstotine foundationalist approach,
where knowledge of ourselves is secure, while tiatutsiders is problematic. The
similar problem, that of the external world, mdelvise be a fabrication of this way of
looking at things, which Dancy thinks ought to ibardoned.

* The argument from error shows that we have oftem lverong about others’ mental
states, so why is the present case any different®eMer, this sceptical argument is
too weak, since it assumes that there are othetsmand that we're merely mistaken
about their states. Wider scepticism would arisé éobuld be shown that we’'d once
thought a mind was present, but had been wrondh possibilities now arise with
machine intelligence.

* However, the usual arguments arise from possibther than actual, cases. Might it
not be possible that the bodies with which we axtehave no internal mental states,
since a world in which behaviour was the same,viathh no mental life, would be
indistinguishable from our own.

2.5.3The Argument from Analogy

* The argument from analogy claims that, while ip@ssiblethat persons other than
ourselves are only mindless automata, there is raeidence that they are not than
that they are.

» Dancy quotes Mill. He can observe a sequence eéttirings irhimself
1. Maodifications in his body.

2. Feelings
3. Outward demeanor
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However, inothers he can only observe (1) and (3). But, he notedl ithe regularity
of all three, and the indispensability of (2)himself Hence, he can deduce the same
(or at least some other) intermediate link in ather

We might complain that this is weak as an inductvgument, being from only one

instance. However, Dancy thinks this is beside ghent, since the position this is

arguing for (that other apparent persons havenfgelike ours that are like ours but
necessarily unobservable) can have no evidencensigihi So, if Mill's argument
shows a little evidence in favour, there will bermevidence in favour than against.

However, difficulties for the argument arise fromwotassumptions:

1. Separability: the sceptic suggests that the unobservable maatabnly
contingently related to the observable behavidtat. all we know, there could be
one without the other, and this could be how thiags. Mill concedes the
contingency, but denies the actual separation, twisicwhy the argument from
analogy is needed. If there was a conceptual letvéen some mental state and
behaviour, so that we couldn’t conceive of theelatwithout the former, we’'d
have no need of the argument from analogy.

2. Understanding: it assumes that | can understand what it is thers to have
mental states, by analogy with my own experience.

The problem with the argument from analogy is tt@se two assumptions are
inconsistent. As Wittgenstein has pointed out, ef accept (1), we’ll never be able to
show that (2) is true, and so be prey to the sesntpcal scepticism. Hence, if we —
by accepting (1) — need the argument from anal@gypn’t go through because of
the failure of (2). However, if we can show (2)be true, then we’ve no need of the
argument from analogy.

2.5.4 Can you Understand Propositions about Minds ottem ¥ our Own?

The argument from analogy assumes it is easy (tgaat possible) to conceive of a
pain that is not hurting you. The idea is that yomsider a pain of yours, and then
consider:

(a) That there is something like this, but which doebknrt you, and

(b) That there is something like you, but not you,tfas thing to hurt.
But can you conceive of something that is hurtibgf not hurting_you? It is
necessarily part of the concept of something thatshthat it hurts you. And, if you
can't manage (a), you won't be able to mange (theei
This sceptical argument shows that you can't jmsioance that you can conceive of
another’s pain, on the grounds that you can supp@gewhat he has is the same as
what you have, since this just begs the question.
You can't conceive of another’s knee hurting in tirgy yours does, because this is
just to conceive of it as hurting you.
This drives us from foundationalism to the moseiiasting form okolipsism (where
you are the only subject of experience).
The reason we can't, on the basis of the argumemnh fanalogy, account for
assumption (2) — Understanding — given assumptign—{ Separability — is that,
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starting from oneself alone, and with a conceptdmmental states independent of
behaviour, we can’'t move from ourselves to the ephaf other subjects. The
concept of a mental state so considered is toaatagt.

* Hence, we must reject assumption (1) and theref@iee the argument from analogy
redundant.

* One alternative way of conceiving of mental staselsehaviorism, which connects
behaviour to mental states by equating them. Biaiqinjust isthe behavioral state
of wincing and holding my knee; or, in a weakemfiothe disposition to do so even
though | repress the desire.

» Unfortunately, behaviorism ignores what is chanastieally mental — thefeeling,
which is certainly part of what (say) pain is. \Weafter a compromise that neither
identifies mental states with behaviour, nor sefggrdahem so far as to admit the
sceptic and solipsist.

* The above criticism of the argument from analogyue to Wittgenstein, who claimed
that we need a non-contingent relationship betweental states and behaviour.

» Wittgenstein's solution is eriterion:

1. A is acriterion for B iff the truth or occurrence of A is necedgagood (but
defeasible) evidence for the truth of B, and

2. In the absence of contrary indications, susficientevidence.

3. Hence, in favourable cases, the truth or occurrericA perfectly justifies the
belief or assertion of B, and

4. Itis part of being competent with the concept Bkoowing the meaning of “B”,
to know this [ie. what can act as a criterion?].

* Hence, anyone who understands the concept of pamwk that certain forms of
behaviour are criteria for pain-ascription, and iconsequently not possible for there
to be beings who behave like us but who lack mestéaes such as pain.

* In cases of pretence, other evidence defeats fitexizr(at least where pretense is
obvious as in a play), and we’re not justified ilidéving what we would in other
circumstances. Crucially, pretense and acting etieitees with criteria of their own. If
| see someone with a leg blown off, there’s no ibdig he’s acting when he exhibits
pain-behaviour.

» Wittgenstein'scriterion is idiosyncratic and exegetically disputed. Itlwlib, but is
probably not necessary. All we needs@menon-contingent link between mental
states and behaviour.

2.5.5The Private Language Argument: Rule Following

» Wittgenstein, in the family ofPrivate Language Arguments claims that solipsism is
incoherent. The solipsist claims to have a privatguage which no-one could learn,
because the experiences used to give meaning terits are private to the speaker.
According to Wittgenstein, the solipsist can't eveve the limited knowledge of his
own experiences.

» This section deals with Kripke’s account of thesate language argument.
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* We are to imagine the solipsist acquiring his laaggu— say the concept of pain — by
experiencing pain, deciding to apply the word “pdm subsequent experiences like
that one, and remembering the first occasion sohth@an re-apply the word correctly
in the future.

» The private language argument has it that the ssilijgan’t get going in this manner.
For a word to have meaning is for there to be ridests use. It must be possible for
the solipsist to misapply the rule (to use the wiain” inappropriately). But it isn’t
possible for the solipsist to create an objectivie simply by concentrating on the
original sensation.

* This is a consequence, says Kripke of more gemenasiderations about rules and
objectivity. Dancy leaves solipsism and sensatibodnsider the mathematical rule for
adding 2, leading to an infinite sequence: 0, 2,.4, What is it about what we learnt
when we learnt the rule that makes 20,002, 20,204006 ... objectively correct and
20,004, 20,008, 20,0012 ...objectively incorrect? YWiakes the favoured (correct)
result right and the other wrong?

» There is always a formula that generates a “dév@mttinuation from the same initial
sequence, so we can't appeal to how the sequeaxts. S¥lor is it convincing to say
that in conceiving the rule we conceived all tretamces. Even if we did think of these
cases, it’s not in virtue of this that they cousftcarrect.

» Saying that our initial conception was to add 2he@oe also fails, because:

1. It doesn't tell us what “adding 2" means, and
2. Nor does it define “every” ... someone might, ashiea teviant case, use “every”
to mean “every other”.

* A final option is that our original conception ¢t rule created a disposition to carry
on one way rather than another. But even if this the disposition then, what fact of
the matter is there that the disposititbenwas that we shouldow proceed one way
rather than another. Dancy claims that the coraénty original disposition is driven
by my present disposition, rather than vice versa.

» Kripke’'s conclusion — theCommunity Interpretation — is that we need to look
beyond the individual to a community of rule-follexg. The grounds of objectivity are
in the present behaviour of our linguistic or math&cal community. The community
agrees on the “correct” continuation, while thevidat” continuation would be the
only one in step, since “being correct” just isngein step with the others.

* We can generalise to other cases. Because thsisblias no community, he has no
rule to apply to a new experience to tell him wheetlis a case of “pain”. He can say
whatever comes into his head, and his words losnimg and become empty. All
languages lack meaning in the absence of a comynanitl so are necessarily public.

2.5.6 Another Interpretation

» Kripke takes §202 dPhilosophical Investigationgt the end of rule-following) to be
connected to later sections on the private langaagement. Thinking one is obeying
a rule isn't the same as obeying it, and it's tfe¥ee not possible to obey a rule
privately.
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» However, Hacker etc. take a different interpretatibhey take it that following a rule
isn't a matter of internal checking but of publiehaviour. However, we’re not to
think of this as being regulated by the commuriiyt simply as a way of behaving.
So, how does this answer the solipsist since:

1. Objection 1: This practice could be operated alone, and
2. Objection 2: What answer can Wittgenstein give on this integireh to Kripke’s
guestions about objectivity?

2.5.6.1 Objection 1 (Solo-operation?)

* While we could operate the practice on a deseamdslthe issue is with the institution
of the practice. Both Hacker & Kripke agree that Holipsist cannot get the practice
grounded (the concept created) in the originalatens While Kripke’s version relied
too heavily on the supposed link between rule falhy and the private language
argument, Wittgenstein has other arguments forpiist:

1. Ostensive definition (as when the solipsist mentally points to his paan’t
operate against a blank sheet, but needs to bmildtleer concepts. We need to
know what it is in the object pointed to that'sengdnt. Ostensive definition relies
on the prior existence of conceptual knowledgehematthan being its source.
Hence, there can’t be the pure, private ostengfiaition the solipsist relies on.

2. No independent check Suppose we do need a rule such as “pain is atsams
like this’ (referring to an initial sensation) to check wihmt subsequent sensations
are pains. But, what check can we carry out? Wigten thinks that all we can
do is look at the current sensation again to seeifire really tempted to call it
pain. This is no independent check, but is likeckimg the news by looking up
another copy of the same newspaper. We cannot endeptly check our
temptation to think of our present sensation adlasirto the original one. This
isn't because we can't re-examine the original aems, but because any re-
examination just is a repetition of what we did wivee thought that the present
sensation was similar to the original. The pointtishat the check is fallible (we
might hope to prop up our memories with othersj,tbat it's a repetition of what
it's supposed to be checkiigThe issue is also not whether use of memory is a
re-examination of the original sensation or simplyv the original now appears to
us to have been. Either way, all memory contribigdke feeling of sameness — of
following the rule — we already have, so there’smiependent check that we are
following the rule.

3. Ifalanguage is to be used for communication, @bjean’t get their meaning from
objects private to one language user. The exammpié ‘beetles” in closed boxes.
If the term “beetle” gets its meaning from whatidden, no-one will understand
the term, while if the meaning is independent of ttontents (eg. “beetle” =
“whatever’s in this box”), the private contents psoout as irrelevant. While this
argument has no immediate effect on the solipsidip’s not interested in

1 But, don’t we check a sum by repeating the catmn@
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communication, it may be adapted. The solipsist b@ynable to communicate
with himself via a diary, because what gives thientmeaning can’t be what was in
originally in the box (which is now inaccessible) but whahberthinkswas in the
box.
So, the private language argument doesn’'t needk&spassociation with rule-
following. Instead of saying that in the absence @bmmunity there can be no rules,
we say that the solipsist cannot set up his rujesiding a private experience as a
sample. The number of private language usersatevwant, and if (contrary to what'’s
been demonstrated) a private languageald be set up, it could operate without a
community to regulate it. Robinson Crusoe can talkimself and keep a diary, but
only because his language isn’'t set up by ostemati private sensations as samples,
as is the solipsist’s.

2.5.6.2 Objection 2 (Objectivity?)

Hacker denies that Wittgenstein cared about Kripkglestion of objectivity, saying
that his intention was treejectthe assumptions of scepticism, noattswerthem. We
don’'t need grounds for the objectivity of our r@ddlewing practices, andothing
supports them. Questions only make sense withiaétipe, by appeal to the rule, not
from outside. The instances are the practice, badptactice is the rule. The rule is
internally related to its instances, and any attelogpthe sceptic to separate these two
things is a failure to understand what it is tdofl a rule.

Wittgenstein thinks that rules are simply ways efdving, and that we’ll fall into an
infinite regress if we think there’s something miad that tells the rule-follower how to
interpret the rule. Objectivity ipart of the practice (eg. the part that involves
checking, reassessing etc.), not something ghatindsthe practice or makes these
activities justifiable.

2.5.7 Common Conclusions

Dancy now stresses the similarities between theirtteopretations of Wittgenstein:

1. Both agree there’s noting special about the confggh”, or that Wittgenstein's
approach is only true of sensations. Both integii@ts see it as misguided to say
that, since there’s no such thing as a sensatidiuef(say), therefore the private
linguist can name things how they seem to him lgefembarking on the harder
task of the way things actually are. Looking bdulotigh the arguments, however,
we see that no special characteristics of pain wmeked, and that Wittgenstein
wanted to show that it is impossible for there ®Heings like us that have no
sensations or that have different experiences te. Mfittgenstein also wanted to
reject the idea that though my behaviour with respe colours might be the same
as anyone else’s, yet my private experience migferr dand I'd never know. This
is incoherent, because it relies on too great alggmeen our behaviour and
mental life.
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2. They agree that the solipsist's approach of comagny on experience and
pronouncing a word cannot work as a means of ésfaig a rule for use on it on
subsequent occasions. The rule creates a natutbef@ensation, rather than vice
versa, by helping us to see ways in which it miggsemble others. Prior to this,
the sensation is just a uselésis, and cannot be described to ourselves. It has no
content until the rule is established. This is gilegly analogous to our conclusions
about classical foundationalism — that infallibleliédfs have vanishingly small
content, amounting to no more than an incomprehlengesture.

» Wittgenstein’s criticism of solipsism is also aimeslat classical foundationalism:

1. He sees (in 2.5.4) the classical foundationalist asak-kneed sceptic who ought
to go further and become a solipsist who doubtsthdiehe understands the
proposition that other minds exist. Hence, crititisf solipsism counts as criticism
of foundationalism.

2. Alternatively, classical foundationalism sufferorft the same defects as the
solipsist’s attempt to set up a language to desdrib own experiences. Neither
can make the first move from his own experienceabse they don’t know the
meaning of experiential words by direct acquaintandth the things they stand
for.

2.5.8 Prospects for Foundationalism

» The foundationalist assumption that there is botferential and non-inferential
justification is untouched by the private languaggument. Foundationalism is still
possible provided it avoids the traditional viewepistemology as starting from one’s
own perspective, assuming that all basic beliefcem the believer’s present sensory
states.

» Wittgenstein is himself a foundationalist, thinkititat some propositions (eg. “lI have
two hands”) play a special role in our belief s@t geculiar logical role in the system
of our empirical propositions”).

 However, he’s not an ordinary foundationalist, lseaof the nature of his basic
beliefs (such as “two hands”, “the earth has edigiaring the last century”, and
suchlike). We_can ask what justifies such belibty, if we do so, we no longer treat
them as basic. Their special status doesn’'t nestdigation — we just treat them as
needing no justification, but as justifying others.

» Dancy will reject all forms of foundationalism in72
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2.6 Empiricist Theories of Meaning

2.6.1The Relevance of Theories of Meaning to Epistemplog

* We've already seen the interrelationship betweeist@apology and theories of
meaning. For instance:

1. The effect different theories afnderstanding (another name for a theory of
meaning have on certain sceptical arguments (1.1).

2. The anti-realist response to the sceptic relietherclaim that we can’'t understand
propositions whose meaning purports to expresereeltranscendent facts.

3. The strongest sceptical arguments attankerstanding as well asknowledge
(see 1.1.2 and 2.5.4).

4. A theory of meaning was used to discredit an emstegical programme
(classical foundationalism — see 2.5, and discads#ow).

* How did this come about? Wittgenstein’s criticisfinsolipsism (and foundationalism)
This depends on views about:

1. What competence with a concept is, and ...

2. What it is to know the meaning of a word and tHegdor its application from one
instance to the next.

» Wittgenstein argued that the solipsist can't dgvelee rules as required, and so can'’t
construct a language, which rules out the foundatit epistemological programme.
The classical foundationalist programme thus faslsause of an error in the theory of
meaning.

* Is there a theory of meaning that would force us tlorm of foundationalism other
than the discredited classical one? If there ispitild help in two ways:

1. We might persuade ourselves that some forms of datiomalism escape
Wittgenstein’s strictures.

2. We might discern something right (or wrong) abddtttheory of meaning that
might clarify our attitude to foundationalism inrggal, hence enabling us to avoid
evaluating all the varieties individually.

» Dancy will argue that whatever attractions fouroiadlism has don’t derive from its
underlying theory of meaning, and that the bestotheof meaning supports
coherentism and is inimical to foundationalism.

2.6.2 Logical Empiricism and the Evidence of One’s Senses

* We saw in 2.4.3 that foundationalism can be defibogdts response to the regress
argument:
F': There are two forms of justification, inferentéald non-inferential.
» Foundationalism is also connected to empiricismtia@ view that verification and
justification should ultimately rely upon the evide of one’s senses.
* The evidence of our senses is not just what we apfe in justification and
verification, but also our starting point in leangia language.
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* In both cases, we can ask what else could wefspant The evidence of one’s senses
is held by empiricists to be basic in both epistima and the theory of meaning. In
the case of the latter, all meaningful language=ddp on the evidence of one’s senses.

* Led on by the above, positivists such as Ayer &ligkiproposed a theory of meaning
called theverification principle of empirical significance:

VP: a statement has empirical significance iff itghrwould make a difference to
the evidence of our senses.

VP! A statement has empirical meaning iff it is viakife.

UP: aknows the meaning @fiff a knows how to verifip.

UP": a knows the meaning qf iff a knows what difference the truth pfwould
make to the evidence as senses.

MP: The meaning of S is the difference that the troflS would make to the
evidence of one’s senses.

MP*: The meaning of S is its method of verification.

« In the aboveVP" follows from VP because a statement is verifiable iff its truthuido
make a difference to the evidence of our sensestabds for Understanding, M for
Meaning. S is any particular statemeviP™ is said to be unhelpful.

* VP is the core olbgical empiricism, otherwise known asgical positivism

* In asking what we mean by “verify” we can distirgui
1. Strong verification: conclusive verification, for which we have thesbeossible

evidence, with no possibility that the statemerfihilise.

2. Weak Verification: less conclusive, but (dis-) confirmable by apgeastrongly
verifiable statements.

« Taking “verifiable” in VP! to mean strongly verifiable would classify so marfyour
statements as insignificant as to be self-defeakmgpiricists do, however, think there
are_some strongly verifiable statements — nametsé that simply report the evidence
of one’s senses.

» The above shows the strong connection between #&iomdlism and logical
empiricism. The foundationalist claim that theree awo forms of justification
(inferential and non-inferential) parallels the itd empiricist claim that all significant
statements are either strongly or weakly verifiable

* Which statements a@bservation statementgAyer) — those that report the evidence
of one’s senses — and which go beyond this? Logitgiliricists differ here, just as do
foundationalists about basic beliefs.

1. Ayer takes the classical line that observation statésrame those that describe our
present sensory states, which Dancy takes hinasbkve refuted in 2.4-5.

2. Quine takes the evidence of one’s senses to concern’swbaternal to the
observer — the presence of certain public stimulither than what’s internal. An
observation statement is therefore one that's glyowerifiable by appeal to
certain stimuli.

* There’'s no dispute about the weak/strong distinctiQuine’s version of logical
empiricism supports a version of foundationaliskuinerable to the arguments of 2.5
because his observation statements don’t concer’s own sensory states.
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2.6.3Three Verificationist Theories

* How are observation statements related to the gtleensistent with the verification
principle? Our answer will be an account of whakesanon-observation statements
significant, and what gives them different meanirgancy considers a spectrum of
three answers.

2.6.3.1 Phenomenalism

* The phenomenalist account of the meaning of noerehtion statements originally
held that they were equivalent to long conjunctioos potential observation
statements. This was attractive both in metaphysidsepistemology.

» For phenomenalists such as Ayer, who held thatreéBen statements report the
nature of the observer’'s sensory states, we getdgightful” (phenomenalist) result
that instead of there being two radically differesatrts of thing there is only one.
Instead of material objects and sensory stategustehave sensory states, since all
putative material objects are reducible to comegé actual or possible sensory
states.

» The epistemological advantage of this positionhist tknowledge of the “external”
world of physical objects is possible. Such objetdg’'t lie beyond our grasp, as the
sceptic suggests. Every member of the set of setEmabout what would be
observed should be conclusively verified, leavingoossibility that the material object
statement should be false. This is a form of adlism (see 1.1.4).

* We now turn tanon-observation statementsWhat we need to do is precisely specify
and conclusively verify the observation statemehtt make it up, so that it would
have its own determinate meaning and be deternyrnate or false. However, there
are two problems:

1. Not all the conditional statements about what wdiddobserved can be verified,
because there will be cases where verifying ondasi¢ us the chance of verifying
others. If only some of the constitutive statemecas be verified, the non-
observation statement will be no more than weakhfiable.

2. It's false that a conditional statement is strongdyified merely by showing both
antecedent and consequent to be true. Hence, abs@nvation statement made
up of “if ..., then” observation statements is urlikéo be strongly verifiable,
though it might be strongly falsifiable.

* The consequence is that the advantages againstéjpeic are weaker than claimed,
though there remains the advantage that we’re lamhing to know experientially the
nature of a world lying beyond experience. Phenatimn narrows the gap between
the world we experience and our experience of it.

* The phenomenalism that claims that observatiomrstatts report the observer’'s own
sensory states is only one form of reductionisnstdad, we might hold that
observation statements report the nature of theeatately surrounding world. We
would then define all other statements in termghete, treating them as conditional
on the location of the observer.
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* The problem with phenomenalism is that no philogopias succeeded in showing
how to work out the details. As an example, it seemplausible to suppose that a
statement about a red rose in the dark should &ayearticular set of consequences
for possible observation. The list of conditiondlservation statements is not only
infinite in length but vague in content. Conseqglyenphenomenalism loses its
advantage, because non-observation statementsahaireleterminate meaning, and
the range of circumstances in which they are detetely true or false may reduce to
nothing. This collapses the original reductive tlyesince non-observation statements
can no longer be claimed to be exactly equivalemeaning to any set of observation
statements, however complex or conditional.

2.6.3.2 Carnap’s Relaxation

» Carnap attempted the above reductive programmehiarfdilure led him to conclude
that the best to be hoped for was to specify asasapossible which observation
statements were implied by which non-observatiatestents. This won't reduce one
to the other, but Carnap still claimed the reductd the concept of a material object
to concepts concerning one’s own sensory states.

* However, this will always leave some aspects datement’s meaning unspecified, so
increasing the sense in which the meaning of aalbmervation statement remains
indeterminate. We're left with a good sense to idea that a weakly verifiable
statement can only be (dis-) confirmed, and notkwmively verified, but claiming it to
be determinately true would leave us claiming itbeso in virtue of facts we can't
verify. A verificationist who’s a consistent angalist (and who therefore rejects the
possibility of such facts) must admit that suchtatesnent can’t be shown to be
determinately true, only determinately false (wbee of its consequences is observed
to be false).

2.6.3.3 Quine

* Quine adopts the more radical approach of claininad we can’t even specify the
observation sentences which are the consequenaemnedbservation sentences. His
position has three foundations:

1. Theory is under-determined by data No matter how much evidence we have,
more than one theory will satisfy it equally wélifferent theories have the same
observational consequences.

2. Duhem’s Thesis Non-observational sentences face the tribuna@lxperiencan
groups, not singly. Non-observation sentences occur a&sgfaa more general
theory, not individually, so cannot be conclusively viedfor falsified on the basis
of observation since there’s always a choice ashere to change the theory in
response to recalcitrant observation. Experienoecoafirm theories, and thereby
the non-observation sentences that make them upndiuthe individual non-
observation sentences directly. If the theory igm@eed, non-observation sentences
might not be confirmed at all.
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3. Theempiricist theory of meaning
MP: The meaning of S is the difference that the troflS would make to the
evidence of one’s senses.

» Dancy points out the difference between (2) — whselys that non-observation
sentences cannot be verified or falsified on tbain — and (2) — which says that the
things which_can be verified (theories) cannot dectusively verified, though they can
be conclusively falsified.

* Quine uses his three theses to justify the claiat thdividual non-observation
sentences have no separate meaning of their ®nspecifies the meaning of S, but
Duhem’s Thesis claims that no non-observation sestdas its own observational
consequences. If it had, and one of these faileeh tve’d know exactly where to
revise the theory — but we always have a choicerevte revise. Hence, by MP, no
non-observation sentence has a meaning of it's bergause there’s no one difference
its truth on its own would make to observation.

* Hence, the meaning of a non-observation sentemfesismething it carries around
with it. Meaning belongs to theories rather thanteeces. Finally, since partial
theories can be played off against one anothergsistan individual sentences, “the
unit of empirical significance is the whole of swe”.

* Unlike Carnap, Quine holds that a non-observatiemtence does not have its own
observational consequences. Consequently, thes#isg a non-observation sentence
on its ownmeans its meaning being dependent on the theory thrabsnds it; there’s
no determinate object we can call its meaning. iBhike thesis of thmdeterminacy
of sentential meaning

* Quine’s thesis ifolistic with respect to non-observation sentences. Thip®sed to
atomistic, the claim that sentences have meanings portatte theory to theory.
Meaning is born by the whole theory, not the pasits;e only the whole theory has its
own observational consequences and nothing butwihee theory is falsified by
recalcitrant experience.

* Quine draws a picture of a theory as a sphere, wlitervation sentences at the
periphery. As we move inwards, the sentences becoone theoretical with the laws
of physical science near the centre and the laviegaf at the centre. A disturbance at
the periphery naturally causes us to revise sonsergétion sentences, but we also
need to revise something in the interior since th@ory has proved false. Our first
attempt is minor changes near the periphery, bedhisleaves untouched the general
structure of the theory. The nearer the centre @tete more immune to revision are
the sentences.

* However,no sentence is immune — it could be that, given awlvedbservations, the
simplest change to the theory is at the centre.stdedard example is the rejection of
the Law of Excluded Middle in response to Heiseglsetncertainty Principle.

* This conclusion kills off the notion of sententrataning. This has consequences for
the analytic / synthetic distinction. It used tohsdd that:

1. Most true sentences asgnthetic — true by a combination of themneaning and
how the world is.
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2. Some sentences ammalytic — true in virtue of theirmeaning alone. Such
sentences are unrevisable, with no chance of teh-value changing unless their
meaning changes.

* Quine’s position means that there are no analgintences. A sentence’s meaning is
not determinate enough for us to assign an unigeiseuth-value to it.

* While MP and the other two of Quine’s theses cslaphe notion of sentential
meaning, this is no argument against MP, whicheaibiricists must accept. The
situation is saved by thieolistic claim that the unit of empirical significance Iset
whole of science.
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2.7 Holism and Indeterminacy

2.7.1The Indeterminacy of Translation

» According to Quine, the meaning of a single sergaadndeterminate. Consequently,
it would seem that the notion of two sentences rtavihe same meaning is
indeterminate. Therefore, translation is indeteatdn

* This means more than that the correctness of &t@mslis underdetermined by all
possible data. This would be consistent with omadiation being right, though we
might never know which.

* Quine doesn't draw this conclusion. The only thingvirtue of which a particular
translation could be right would be meaning of trginal sentence, but this isn't
determinate enough to adjudicate.

* However, this doesn’t make out translation to bpassible. We might hold that the
meaning of a given sentence is so rich that it mewer be adequately captured in
another language, with all translations being &t la@proximations. Quine’s point is
that there’s nothing for translations to approxientd. So, instead of giving up on
translation we have the optimistic conclusion tihalistinguishably good translations
are all as good as we can hope for, and repredesit eorrect translation is. Rather
than no correct translation, there’s always moa tbne.

* An objection to this conclusion is that there derseto be determinately right
French/English translations. Quine agrees, butneldhis is only so because there’s an
agreed general scheme for French-English translaWdthin the scheme, we have
determinacy, but the choice of the scheme is imdwtate, with more than one good
candidate.

* Quine’s paradigm case iadical translation — where a field linguist creates a
translation manual (a sentence dictionary) for aknown language without the help
of bilingual speakers. The linguist’s evidence entences uttered and agreed to by
“natives”, together with the circumstances. He sedk map sentences to
circumstances, the question being “in what obséevaibbcumstances will the natives
assent tog™. Translation is indeterminate because no amadmvidence guarantees
a uniguely correct translation, though we may get that's correct enough.

» The argument has been that since meaning is imlieege for non-observation
sentences, translation must be too. Dancy is teauby this, and in 2.7.4 will show
that we can establish the indeterminacy of traisiatlirectly. The indeterminacy of
meaning would then follow from the indeterminacytodnslation, rather than vice
versa.

« We now turn to observation sentences, which Quinesd't consider to be
indeterminate.
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2.7.2Quine as a Foundationalist

* We've already considered the parallels betweefficaionism and foundationalism.

1. Foundationalism has asymmetry in that justification is all one-way, from basic
to non-basic beliefs.

2. Verificationism is likewise asymmetrical in the dmg of meaning (with non-
observation sentences depending on observatioarsss)

* Quine’s theory is similarly asymmetrical, despite benerally holistic approach to
guestions of meaning and justification at the nbeesvational level. However, he
insists on the characteristicaflyundationalist distinction between observational and
non-observational, revolving around thigservation sentence

» The observation sentence is doubly fundamental:

1. Knowledge of what is true: “observation sentences are thesiory of evidence
for scientific hypotheses”.

2. Meaning: observation sentences are those we learn to stadelr first, whether as
children or field linguists, and afford the onlytsnto a language.

* Quine’s epistemology is a consequence of his thebmeaning and translation. The
field linguist engaged in radical translation wily to determine the circumstances in
which the natives will assent or dissent to S. Witbst sentences, this will be
indeterminate because natives will not all respiorithe same way; their response will
depend on their beliefs as well as the presenatsta On its own, this says no more
than that, for most sentences, two people may agregbeir meaning but disagree on
their truth.

» However, forobservation sentenceseveryone who understands them will agree on
their truth-value whatever the circumstances. Is $pecial circumstance, meaning is
specified completely in terms of assent/dissentditmms, meaning and translation are
determinate, and meaning is atomistic rather tl@istic with observation sentences
each having a meaning of its own.

* It's important that we have season why some sentences are of this special sort.
Otherwise, we might reasonably doubt whether thewre any. For Quine,
observation sentences don't repprivate events like the occurrence of a sensation,
but of certainpublicly available sensory stimuli which can occur to mtvan one
person. Two sentences with the same assent/dissemiitions are stimulus-
Synonymous.

* Are there any observation sentences? Quine givestalde examples such as “red”,
“rabbit” and “the tide is out” (admitting that orflyed” strictly qualifies).

* However, Quine isn't persuaded so much by his elesnfor he “knows” there must
be some, but by his conviction that observatiornteseres are the first we're in a
position to learn.

* We've all learnt a language from scratch, but hame do it if holism is true and the
meaning of each sentence depends on that of otWWéegteed a place to start — self-
contained sentences to be used as firm data byhwbidest hypotheses about the
meaning of other sentences. We must therefor beist®osomewhere in the theory of
meaning in order to accommodate the language-learne
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» |It's this contrast — between holism at the non-ola@®nal level and atomism at the
observation level — that shows Quine to be a fotioalist. Two asymmetries:

1. Semantic observation sentences, where meaning is firmtearlation possible,
afford the only entry to a language.

2. Epistemic. observation sentences can be individually veriaed our acceptance
of them justified one by one. They form the evidenen which the non-
observational (the rest of science) rests.

* For Quine, there ardata and there igheory. Theory is justified as verificationist
semantics insists — by appeal to the differencetrilité of the theory would make to
possible experience, and by strong verificationvhbéther experience does indeed go
the way theory says it should.

2.7.3 Atomism and Holism

* Quine argues that one can't be an empiricist withming a foundationalist, because
empiricism leads to verificationism, which embodmisndationalist asymmetries.

» Dancy thinks this is incorrect. He will argue agiih in two ways:

1. Quine’s verificationism isn’t the only empiricalgbry of meaning.
2. A theory that abandoned atomism at the observdtiewa in favour of a general
holism would be generally preferable for empirgias for others.

* Quine’s position rests on three principles from2.6

VP: a statement has empirical significance iff itghrwould make a difference to
the evidence of our senses.

UP: aknows the meaning @fiff a knows how to verifip.

MP: The meaning of S is the difference that the troflS would make to the
evidence of one’s senses.

*  While UP and MP follow “naturally” from VP, thisn& the whole truth. VP is about
what it is for a statement to be significant rathi@sn meaningless, whereas MP is
about what it is for a sentence to have one meanatiter than another. We might
hope that theories about significance would helfh wheories about determinacy of
meaning, but we can'’t legislate for this. It is guatible with VP for two sentences to
have the same observational consequences butidiffiezaning. Since this is ruled out
by MP, it must go “logically” beyond VP even thoutimay follow “naturally” from
it.

* The troublesome move is from VP to UP, since VRdsat open whether some
sentences have more to their meaning than theeredtsonal consequences. If there
are such sentences, UP will be false since thereldvde sentences whose
observational consequences we know, but whose atharibution (whatever that
might be) we are in ignorance of. Without UP we’tcdarive MP. Dancy proposes a
weaker version of UP

UP? a knows the meaning gf > a knows what difference the truth pfwould
make to the evidence afs senses.

« The only difference betweedP' and UF? is that “iff’ has been replaced by>”,
which means we can’'t maintain an MP-style identity.
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* Consequently, Quine is wrong to say one can't bgemantic empiricist without
accepting his MP-centred verificationism. MP desii®m his semantic holism, but he
claims that we can't account for language-lear@agan empirical activity unless we
allow some sentences to have determinate meanihgearce be strongly verifiable.

» Dancy’s attack on Quine is two-pronged:

1. The rejection of MP: this has already been achieved. Quine is wronginko

empiricism with MP since if VP is sufficient for @micism, MP isn’'t necessary.

2. A demonstration that we don't need to be atomists to accountHergossibility

of language-learning.

» Dancy supplies (2) as follows.

1. Why not accept that the initial data from which learn language stand to be

revised, reassessed and even abandoned in theflighibsequent events.

2. All that’s required for us to make a start is fome sentences to be more nearly
confined to what’s immediately available to us. &'t need some sentences
whose meaning is completely given in terms of thegent conditions.

Therefore, all that’s required is difference of sy not of type.

The fact that we can'’t start from the laws of pbgsand logic doesn’t mean that

the sentences we can start from must differ in type these. All that’s required

is that their degree of observationality must bemgreater.

5. If they contain a non-observational element, théseovation won't reveal the

whole meaning.

6. This only shows that we can't learn the whole megrat the start, not that we

can’t start at all. Our initial moves will need ssassment later.

7. Hence, we don't need to accept semantic asymmatryrder to account for

language acquisition.

» Consequently, epistemological asymmetry, which ddpeon semantic asymmetry, is
unsupported. We can adopt a more complete holishichwincludes observation
sentences, without abandoning empiricism. Dancy slaaws this is the correct line.

o

2.7.4The Merits of a More Complete Holism

» Dancy is looking for reasons to go further in tirection of indeterminacy that Quine
was willing to go. Quine’s reasons for indeterminat the non-observational level
seem to extend to the observational now that weheavn the defects in his argument
excepting the observational. Quine might be happwadree that the move form the
centre to the periphery of his sphere is continuouth no sudden switch from
indeterminacy to determinacy.

* This would be an ironic compromise, since Quinesdmsist in his philosophy of
science that there’s no distinction between theowy observation. He abandoned this
in his semantics only because of his convictiorsuaitanguage learning. If we drop
the requirement that language learning requiresragacy, we can ascribe some
indeterminacy to the observational.

* However, Dancy sees three difficulties with thisnppomise:
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1. One of the three planks that Quine’s argumentrideterminacy rests on is MP;
but, we now have no reason to accept this sinces\dafficient for empiricism.
Hence, we can't avail ourselves of Quine’s routéteterminacy.

2. By insisting that the unit of empirical significands the whole of science, Quine
supposes our entire theory not to suffer from iadainacy. This would imply
determinacy of translation at this level, but Datayks Quine would not agree
with this.

3. The argument from indeterminacy of meaning to iadeaiacy of translation is
wobbly. Why should a sentence’s not having a megaih of its own result in
more than one correct translation of it? Why camé find two sentences of
indeterminate meaning that are exact matches?

 Hence, Dancy thinks a more convincing approach @olpé to establish the
indeterminacy of translation directly, and use tloissupport other arguments about
indeterminacy of meaning, leading to a more totalism. Dancy gives three
arguments; the first two due to Quine himself, tthied Quinean in spirit.

2.7.4.1 Argument 1: the “argument from above”

* This argument attempts to establish indetermindcyranslation directly from the
under-determination of theory by data. We needsbnduish:

1. Under-determination: two rival theories encompass the data equally; et this
still allows that one of them is true and the otfase, even though we can't tell
which.

2. Indeterminacy: holds additionally that there is no fact of thattar as to which of
two equally successful theories is correct.

* Quine holds that translation is indeterminate albageundetermined, but that our total
physical theory is only under-determined (sinceMaats to give sense to our feeling
that something like our physical science is “thatht, whereas we have no similar
commitment to translation).

* The argument is that indeterminacy of translatmlots from under-determination of
physical theory:

1. The native whose language we're translating habyaigal theory that's under-
determined by his evidence.

2. Our translation of his theory, being itself a theabout his theory, is also under-
determined.

3. So, Quine concludes that “the old indeterminacyvben physical theories recurs
in second intension”.

» Dancy thinks this unconvincing, for why should aute-dose of under-determination
result in indeterminacy if a single dose doesn'tin® should have written “under-
determination” in his conclusion, so this first angent fails.
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2.7.4.2 Argument 2: the criteria used in translations

A better argument. When we consider the criteriaduis translation we see they
conflict. We use a translation manual to interaghvweople and to understand them
and their practices. We find the criteria are ddfely weighted according to the
purpose of the translator. There are two (thoughc®dater adds another couple of
possible examples):

1. Principle of charity: We want our translations to attribute to the vetitrue
beliefs. The widespread attribution of error issadvantage.

2. Principle of humanity: We want to attribute to the natives beliefs that can
make sense of them having.

3. Simplicity : the translations should be easily learnable.

4. Control: the translations should help us to control théves.

Sometimes there will be a choice between attriguéintrue belief we can’t see how

they could have acquired, and a false one we canchibice will depend on how we

weight the first two principles, which in turn restn our own purposes and on how
radically different in belief we're disposed to page the natives to be. If we're willing
to countenance radical divergence, as some antlogipts have been willing (nay,
eager) to do, then our translation manual willeetfithis stance. There will, however,
be an equally good manual that doesn't, or at leaisto the same degree.

We’ve demonstrated that with competing criterianuest expect different manuals to

meet them equally well. Each such manual meetsritexia for good translation, and

hence provides the meaning of the native senterué each has a different preferred
sentence to do this with, showing how indetermitigeslation is.

There are two sorts of principle governing anyliettual enquiry:

1. Principles of evidence lay down conditions (eg. explanatory successciance)
to be fulfilled for the theory to be true.

2. Regulative principles which concern the practical use of a theory. diersce,
simplicity makes the theory easier to manipulat fafsify, but is not true in virtue
of these handy features (though some would movelisity up to evidential
status).

The principles of charity and humanity am®t principles of evidence, but are

regulative principles, deriving their force from the practigaurposes of translation

(eg. attributing wholesale false beliefs to theivest will make our interaction with

them more difficult). No one supposes (claims Dartbhgt our translation will be the

more correct the more true beliefs we attributtheonatives.

The argument for the indeterminacy of translatioges the following. Once the

principles of translation have been satisfied (ttodifferently weighted, hence equally

well satisfied in different manuals), we shouldgakthatmeaning is just what these
competing translations preserve. The regulativecples givecontent to the notion
of meaning, and there is no further principle o&nslation (ie. “preserve the
meaning”). Any such further principle differing inontent from the regulative
principles would be a principle elidence but it doesn't differ from them in content,
merely summarising their effect.
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* This argument for the indeterminacy of translatieaves no scope for a distinction
between the observational and non-observationaldesther than one afegree It
allows us to move from indeterminacy of translationndeterminacy of meaning, and
offers a more complete holism in the theory of me&an

2.7.4.3 Argument 3: the relation between belief and meaning

* There are two tasks in radical translation:
1. Establishmeaning
2. Establishbelief.

* If we knew either, we’d know the other, but we haweletermine both at once. How
to get started?

» Dancy paints an iterative method based on assumptisome limited domain, testing
out hypotheses, revision, etc. The suggestionais tthe indeterminacy of translation
stems from this interplay between meaning andfbelie

* An example a man claims to keep two rhinoceri in his refrader and squeezes one
for his breakfast drink. Does he mean by “rhinosémohat we mean by “orange” or
does he have strange beliefs about rhinoceri.

» Dancy thinks there are several things wrong wiik tjuestion. The purpose of the
example is:

1. To show that there are alternative ways of balaneitiributions of belief and
meaning, and ...
2. To question the feeling that there must be a maftéact at stake.

» Dancy asks what difference it could make to the mhich hypothesis is the truth? If
there is no difference, the question of which & tight answer is indeterminate. The
answers differ because they key differently intm@e general account of the person
concerned, rather than there being a fact of thiéemat stake.

* The interplay between belief and meaning has thesemuence that successively
translation, belief and meaning are indeterminate.

2.7.4.4 Conclusion

* The last argument leaves no distinction betweeerobtional and non-observational.
A difference about the presence of redness miglitueeto differences in meaning or
belief. Hence, we have two arguments to the eftbet holism should become
complete.

* Holistic semantics should lack foundationalist aswtries. Since Quine’s
epistemological asymmetry stems from his semargigmenetry, semantic holism
undermines both. Hence, we should prefer a nonefationalist semantics if we can
find one. Holistic semantics should lead to haigtpistemology. In 2.8, Dancy will
consider the coherence theory of justificationhestasis of such an epistemology.

theo@theotodman.com 19/09/2003 Page 46 of 110



Ep&Meth (Notes) Theo Todman

Dancy -Contemporary Epistemology

2.7.5Verificationism, Anti-Realism and Foundationalism

» Classical phenomenalism is an extreme form of edigin and is anti-realist. It hopes
to rebut the argument from error by demonstratingt tall true statements are
verifiable in principle, preferably strongly.

* Other forms of empiricism, such as Quine’s whichldko that theory is
underdetermined by data but not indeterminateresaiest.

* Foundationalism can be an expression of any oftlfi@sns of empiricism, since as
theories of meaning they display the typical fouidwlist asymmetry.

* However, if the foundationalist departs from vedfionism ad incline towards a
holistic theory of meaning, there arises a contibastveen his semantic holism and his
epistemological atomism.

» This gap means that the foundationalist must netiyedy on the two “internal” regress
arguments of 2.4.1.

» Dancy will argue in the 2.8-9 that these argumes@#n be defused or rendered
inapplicable within a more holistic epistemologye Will conclude that, in the absence
of compelling reasons to admit foundationalist asgtries we’d be better off with a
theory without them.
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2.8 Coherence Theories

2.8.1What is Coherence?

* We have rejected the view that there is an asynwaktelation between evidence and
theory, whereby the former confirms or undermines latter, but not vice versa.
Foundationalism takes this mistaken route by imgjsthat inference is all one way,
and that there are some fixed points in the stractuthe basic beliefs. Inference itself
is asymmetrical, since it may be possible to idfe® B but not B> A.

» Coherence is intended to be symmetrical and mdr&tiboKey ingredients:

1. Consistency agreed on as necessary by all coherentists.

2. Completenessadded by Bradley. “Comprehensive”.

3. Entailment: a coherent set of beliefs needs to stick togethex special way.
Blanshard required that every proposition shouletailed by the others jointly,
and even singly, though Ewing suggested the weadrirement that it would be
sufficient for each member of a coherent set teriiailed by all the rest.

» Dancy asks whether this makes sense. There arestyurements:

1. x> {Q-x}

2. {Q-x} 2> x

The second seems to suggest that we can drop dpegitions from the set one by

one until we end with one proposition that entdils rest. We will see shortly that the

concept of “entailment” used by coherentists is-atamdard.

* An objection to the use of mutual entailment as the centrahefe in a coherent set.
Mutual entailment in Blanshard’s sense, is symmalribut entaiment as normally
understood isn't a matter of degree. This is imgatrtto coherentists, because they
want it that as one’s belief-set grows, it becomese coherent. This isn’t because the
set becomes more complete, which isn't a virtuitsielif . We can't rely on the idea
that the relation of entailment only holds betweembers of a complete set, since we
want to expand our set to make it more coherenteSive aren't likely to achieve a
complete coherent set, the definition of coheranderms of entailment means that
no-one’s beliefs will be coherent.

* Hence, for a coherence theory of justification veeda an account of how justification
can grow. Lehrer and Sellars define a cohererasene that is:

1. Consistent

2. Complete

3. Mutually explanatory: as the set expands, we hope that each membettes b
explained by the rest.

* (3) accounts for both symmetry and growth in jicsttion.

» Dancy makes two points in response:

1. We candrop the requirement focompletenesssince the requirement to search
for higher degrees of mutual explanation alreadyoants for it. This is just as
well, because this notion of completeness is uncM& might suppose that a

2\Why not?
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complete set contains every proposition or its i@httory, but for this we need a
clear understanding of “every proposition”. Nor dave a clear idea of a “perfect
explanation” — a point we can only approach withionit.
2. Coherence is a property gkts of beliefs, not of beliefs themselves. A set is
coherent to the extent that its members are mytefilanatory and consistent.
Dancy thinks that this account is a disguised testant of Blanshard’'s entailment
account, rather than an improvement. This is bex&lanshard’s understanding of
entailmentisn’'t the traditional “atomistic’ one wherp - q just depends on the
meanings ofp andq, irrespective of the system as a whole. This wtdading of
entailment leads to the redundancygoénd the collapse of the set, as noted above.
However, Blanchard doesn’'t understand entailmennhéan this. Instead, entailment
only occurs within a system, which determines tleammngs op andq, and hence the
strength of the link betweemandq, which grows stronger with the system.
Explanation and entailment are related. &plainq is to say whyy should be true,
given p — thus revealingentailment Both explanation and entaiment need to be
viewed holistically rather than atomistically.
Hence, the two theories collapse into one another.

2.8.2The Coherence Theory of Truth

Definition: a proposition is true iff it is a member of a ecdnt set.

Classical coherentists, being doubtful that a felhherent set is possible, hold that
truth is a matter of degree. Truth, unlike coheegie defined for members of sets.
The coherentist offers both definitional and acriterial account of truth, which fit
together. A criterion for truth might be that wee gustified in believing that p is true
to the extent that doing so increases the cohei@noer belief-set.

Many philosophers have thought that any definiioaecount makes the theory
manifestly false This is because there’s no guarantee that th@raisique most
coherent set, and it's obvious that there can beast one complete set of truths.
Hence, truth can'’t be defined in terms of cohereaioge.

This reminds us of Quine’s thesis of tneder-determination of theory by evidence

If a number of theories are equally effective imdiiamg the evidence, we can’t claim
that they are all true. Similarly, if different carient sets give complete but different
descriptions of the world, we can’'t say that ad ffarts of these different descriptions
are true.

Consequently — thplurality objection — only one of the competing sets can contain
nothing but truths, and the coherence theory ahtisiwrong.

Blanshard claims that the plurality objection oatyacks a form of coherentism that
no-one holds, since it fails to account for the ewipt character of coherentism.
There is only_one coherent set, distinguished fitanrivals by being empirically
grounded.

The coherentist aim is to start from the data qfeeence and construct a set of
beliefs around them that will order the data ini@st coherent way. We may need to
reject someof the data to achieve our aim, but @bt as our aim is itself to make
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sense of the data. This grounding in empirical @ssures there will be only one set

that forms the most systematic ordering.

» This appeal to empirical grounding excludes famhasifiggestions for coherent sets (eg.
a perfect expansion of the Sherlock Holmes stohesyever coherent). However,
Dancy thinks there will still be more than one a@m set remaining even after
excluding the duds, since nothing in the orderihthe data of experience ensures that
there’s one most systematic ordering. This is paletrly plain when we consider that
some of the data has to be rejected. This is jhst Whe underdetermination of theory
by evidence amounts to.

* The best defense against the plurality objecticattsck. Does any other account of
truth fare any better? No. The traditional opponehthe coherence theory — the
correspondence theory of truth— can’t guarantee a unique set of truths either. F
the correspondence theories, the mark of trutittisgf the facts, but what’s to stop
two sets of propositions fitting the facts equaligil?

* We are left with a choice:

1. Admit that the plurality objection is effective aatbandon the demand that “the
truth” must be unique.

2. Admit that. While the truth must be unique, it'strgart of a theory of truth to
show this.

* However, mustn't the coherentist say that competingally coherent theories are all
true, whereas the correspondence theorist carhaaphe is true and the others false?
The correspondence theorist can appeal to an indepearbiter -the world.

* The replyis in two parts:

1. Any coherent theory is incompatible with any otheecause coherence is lost if
both theories are embraced simultaneously. Fronpénspective of one theory,
every other is false since it can’t be absorbed.

2. It's only from the perspective of the world — extalr to any theory — that the
correspondence theorist has the advantage. Buy, amerson who owns no
theory can occupy such a position. Since it's nosspble to do this, the
correspondence theorist is no better off than teentist.

2.8.3The Coherence Theory of Justification

» Definition: if a's belief set is more coherent with the belief thais a member than
without it, or with some alternative belief, thas justified in believing thap.
* Therelation betweerjustification andtruth: neither implies the other.

1. A belief-set with reasonable coherence will makeohits members justified, but
not necessarily true. The reason is that the sgtrmoabe capable of expansion,
and the addition of further beliefs will reduce tteherence of the growing whole.
Consequently, since this set is no longer coherenglements can'’t all beue.
But, they are still (fom) justified

2. Similarly, a belief may bérue (in that it forms part of a coherent set), but het
justified for a (since the coherent set isn't his set).
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* As justification grows, it need not approach truttpugh as a belief-set grows and
becomes increasingly coherent, we have increasiagon to think its members true.
However, they need not be, and it's probable thaqaesion will require revision
somewhere.

» Coherentists do claim, however, that truth andfication are of a piece. Coherence
of a belief-set justifies its members, and cohezeinca set of propositions, whether
believed or not, goes to make its members true.

* While the coherentist has it that truth and justifion are different things, their
smooth interrelation is an advantage.

» If we accept the coherence theory of justificatmn reject the coherence theory of
truth, we're left with a mystery. Our theory of {ifisation ought to explain why
justified beliefs are worth having, and a good o@asould be that they are more likely
to be true! We've a good chance of demonstraticgranection between justification
and truth if we have a common theory, with coheeegie a common criterion.

» Alternatively, we could consider justification astarnal coherence and truth as a
correspondence between propositions and factsatessof affairs, but then it would
be difficult to see how the one relation leads@the other.

» Propositions are therelata of mutual explanation in a coherent set, whethethe
coherence theory of truth or of justification. is justified in believingp if the
propositionp forms a promisingly coherent set along with thbeotpropositionsa
believes. Then, the truth @f is explained by the truth of these other beli€sir
theories of truth and justification fit in this pesct.

» Coherentists claim direct reasons to avoid the astnes of foundationalism. In their
absence, there is only one form of justificationd @o fixed points from which other
beliefs are assessed. There’s no restriction ort wéma be called on in support of
what.

* In the case of problems, there’s no antecedentgu@&as to where revision should be
made — whether observational or theoretical bedibtsuld be preferred. We can't tell
in advance what the right revision that improvelsarence will be.

» Coherentists claim this holism fits our practice.e Vo override “impossible”
observations by theory. A virtue is made of netgssin thew absence of fixed points,
our belief-set is always provisional. This is anfioof fallibilism , which coherentism
welcomes as an essential part of the epistemologicgiect in the search for
increasing coherence, and doesn't treat as a defect

* Another advantage of coherentism is its abilityustify the principles of inference, in
the face of sceptical arguments about (say) indoctlassically, these are (in addition
to induction):

1. Memory: if | remember it, | probably did it.
2. Testimony:. if others tell me of an event, it probably oceakr
3. Perception if it seems that a certain object is before mprabably is.

* Such principles can’t be justified by foundatiosialmethods (as basic beliefs or
deductions therefrom). For the coherentist, priesipf inference are justified like any
other beliefs, by their tendency to increase cateme
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Coherentism diverts attention away from the indigits struggle to construct his own
epistemology to the notion of knowledge as a squi@nomenon that’s increased by
sharing. Coherentists can easily justify PrincipléTestimony). They start from the
usual egocentric position, but don't restrict thial data to facts about one’s sensory
states. The testimony of others can be used alinmsediately to increase the
coherence of one’s beliefs. A principle of epist@g@al modesty leads one to accept
that one is more likely to learn from others than dontribute to the sum of
knowledge. It approximates to, but falls shortsafpposing that knowledge is entirely
a social phenomenon, despite taking a traditiciaatisg point.

Coherentists think that, just as they can provigleséification of induction, so they can
defuse, if not rebut, the sceptic.

Finally, a holistic theory of justification fits holistic theory of meaning (see 2.7).
Coherentism ishe holistic theory.

2.8.4The Role of Empirical Data

The standard reply to the plurality objection te tboherence theory of truth is
empirical grounding — that we start from the ddtaxperience and order them in the
most systematic way by surrounding them with a perfiteset of beliefs.
However, this gives a difficulty for coherentismatheory of justification, introducing
two sorts of justification. It ought to bmonist, but ends uppluralist, because data
are external to the set of beliefs. Data are irputhat experience is giving us — and
are characterised by source, rather than a relatiother beliefs.
So, justification of beliefs involves more thareimtal relations between beliefs because
it refers to experience, something beyond the fsalieemselves. Only foundationalism
can give experience the special status it need$iei@atism and empiricism are
inconsistent.
In response, we can ask why the coherentist sheafdy about this argument, since
his position has been misdescribed. He doesn’tpadte distinction between belief
and experience. If we accept that we can't disigsigibetween the cognitive and
sensory elements in sensory experience (as sayd, dma can have a form of
coherentism that escapes this argument. Once vee dgfgerience to be cognitive,
there’s no risk of beliefs totally divorced from perience being justified, since
coherentism requires all beliefs to be intercorect
This defense is incomplete, because we can siition a distinction between sensory
and other beliefs, so expressing the empiricisinclaat sensory beliefs asymmetrically
support others. So, justification of beliefs take® forms — the justification of the
non-sensory by the sensory and the justificatiothefsensory by experience — hence
returning us to a limited form of foundationalism.
This isn’t an easy problem to escape, because #nerat least three reasons why even
the coherentist ought to give special weight teseenbeliefs:
1. We're considering the justification of belief-seasid all the belief-sets we know of
are empirically based.
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2. For a set to count as belietset, it must be a response to an impinging
environment. “Beliefs” that are wholly divorced froexperience wouldn't be
beliefs at all.

3. It's possible that an asymmetrical reliance on erpee would lead to belief-sets
of greater coherence. This would give a coherergason for allowing asymmetry
in on the act.

To see whether the coherentist can cope with taegsary asymmetry, we can

distinguish between two sorts of security of belief

1. Antecedent Security brought with a belief antecedently to coherentist
considerations. Higher for sensory beliefs. Vaaikthe way up to infallibility.

2. Subsequent Security acquired as a result of contribution to the cehee of the
set. All justified beliefs have subsequent secuwadgording to the coherentist.

Pure coherentism denies this distinctionWeak coherentism allows them, and

thereby might meet the demands of empiricism. Haneweak coherentism looks like

foundationalism, non-classical forms of which allgwvima facie reliability, and
suchlike. Can we be both coherentist and empipidiscussion oQuine in 2.7.2-3
showed that the empiricist demand that beliefs ftoeigded in experience should be
compatible with completkolism.

2.8.5Coherentism and Empiricism

Bradley expressed himself as an ardent empirieisti subscribed to a two-fold

asymmetry:

1. Genetic out knowledge could not begin unless it origidatethe sense-world.

2. Continuing: split between continually returning to old dathperception and
making sense of new data.

Dancy compares this with Quine’serificationist account of meaning His

arguments were eithgenetic (the sort of meaning basic to the learning of lege)

or continuing (the sort of meaning basic to translation). S&e22.

Bradley denies the asymmetry. He admits to geastionmetry — experience provides

the data — but denies that this gives such bediais advantage when it comes to

acceptance, which is as for any other propositiowhether the coherence of the

system is increased or not.

Dancy asks whether Bradley's position of acceptimgg asymmetry but denying

another is consistent. There’s still the non-genesymmetry that data are, in the

main, to be accepted. Even were the coherencesgétam to increase were we to

reject most of the data, this rejection would coagminst it.

The easy way out is to say that this objection bialy a hold on pure coherentism, not

on weak coherentism, where some beliefs have greatecedent security than do

others. Dancy thinks this misses the point. Thaeisis whether the admission of

antecedent security introduces a two-tier systemjustification that collapses

coherentism into foundationalism. If so, we havee#isctive an argument against

weak as against pure coherentism.
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* The antecedent security of sensory beliefs meatsab are to accept them as true if
nothing counts against them. But what, Dancy aiskdifferent in this case from our
normal case wherall beliefs remain unless we have reason to rejeab.thience, all
beliefs enjoy antecedent security, and there issyonmetry provided this security is
always of the same sort.

* The problem is that different beliefs have différelegreesof antecedent security,
empiricists holding that sensory beliefs have ntbes do others. If this excess is prior
to and independent of all considerations of colexerthis gives coherentists a
problem of an unaccountable asymmetry.

* The immediate question is whether a coherentistbe an empiricist, not whether he
oughtto be one (Dancy reserves this question for 3 Ad)empiricist demands more
evidence than do others before he’s willing toatege sensory belief. However, if this
belief is extrinsic to the sensory beliefs themselves, so that it aradded to the
belief-set as durther belief, then it's a belief that coherentists chars. In that case,
the removal of a sensory belief will cause more afisturbance than will that of an
ordinary belief, and so will require more to jugtis removal. Thus, the coherentist’s
sensory beliefs will enjoy a greater degree of sgcd but it'll be subsequentather
than antecedensecurity because it's enjoyed in the same wayhas af any other
belief, in terms of increased internal coherencthefbelief-set.

* Hence, pure coherentism is stronger than weak eatiem, with its willingness to
admit different degrees of antecedent security.

» So, Dancy concludes that coherentism is consistghtempiricism. He thinks that the
coherentist has a promising way of arguing that thove ought to be made. It's an
empirical question whether a more coherent systdiharse from the adoption of
empiricist attitudes to sensory beliefs. This ie thiay a coherentistughtto justify
empiricism.

2.9 Coherence, Justification and Knowledge

2.9.1The Regress Argument

2.9.1.1 A First Regress Argument

* What's the coherentist’s response to the regregsant? This argument is supposed
to show that there are two forms of justificationnferential and non-inferential, at
pain of infinite regress or circularity. Howevehetform of justification envisaged is
linear rather thanholisticc. Dancy doubts whether this regress argument can be
repaired to use the holistic form of justificatidhat would be effective against
coherentism.

* We're to imagine a belief-set {B... By}, and that holistic justification can be called
inferential. The justification can be inductive,ewmed as inference to the best
explanation. So, if there’s no second form of fiegtiion, must all justification be
conditional. Dancy sees two ways this might arise:

1. The first attempt is to say that; B only justified if (say) B is. However, this
doesn't arise in the coherentist picture, becawsn af B, isn't justified, and
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there’s an alternative Bwhich would make a better contribution to the emdnce
of {B1 ... By} that B,, B; can still be justified if there’s no alternativieat will
make the set more coherent. So, the justificabibB, is not conditional on the
justification (though it is, non-viciously, on trexistencg of other members of the
belief-set.

2. The second attempt is to say that the place ;0inBhe belief-set as a whole
(enhancing its coherence) can only justifyiBthe set as a whole is justified. This
makes the justification of Bconditional, but in this case on the set of whitsha
member. There are two versions of the same reply:

a) This kind of conditionality doesn’'t matter, because set_is actually
justified, since it is hopefully coherent. Theres regress because at the
first move we find unconditional grounds. Dancyiscomfortable about
this approach because it implies two forms of flgstion — those of parts
and those of wholes.

b) A better response is that there’s no such thinghagustification of an
entire set. Justification applies to members aretEnce to sets.

* (2b) isn't purely verbal. At any point, we find @aives with a large set of beliefs
containing tensions and contradictions. To increeslkeerence, we need to adjust
individual beliefs, but each time we do so thereack-on effects. Individual beliefs
are justified if no alternative does better, buivhere do we consider the whole belief-
set as up for replacement. The best we can densage its internal coherence. Thus,
no sense can be given to the question whethertaa set is justified or not.

* Hence, coherentists escape this regress argumanh Eelief is non-conditionally
justified if it increases the coherence of the diedet. The regress argument is
therefore not so much an argument for foundatismalias an expression of
foundationalism’s approach to justification as rarlistic and linear.

2.9.1.2 Another Regress Argument

» There is, however, a different regress argumenm @abe sufficient for the
justification of a belief that it increase the cadree of the belief-set? Don't | need to
believe that it does — and be justified in thatefiél Hence regress, shown formally:

* Let g be ‘a’s belief thatp ... contributes to the coherenceax belief-set”. Then, if
we define JAp as follows, we end up with regress:

1. q
2. Baq
3. Jmgq

» This is because we need to be justified in belggnie. if r is “a’s belief thatq ...

contributes to the coherenceadd belief-set”, then we get:
4. r
5. Bar
6. Jbar
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* This new regress arises from takingiaternalist approach to justification (remember
1.3.5). To evaluate the threat to coherentism, @slrio be clearer on the distinction
between internalism and externalism and on theaggrpadvantages of externalism.

2.9.2Internalism and Externalism

« Though the ¥ regress argument creates a problem for the cofisrevho wasn't
vulnerable to the *largument, things are much worse for the foundalistn because
it undermines the non-inferential justification bésic beliefs. The foundationalist
needs to be justified in appealing to the epistgamiperty E (infallibility downwards)
that non-inferentially justifies his basic beliefs.needs to have justified belief that his
belief has E, and this belief itself requires figstion, ad infinitem.

» This motivateexternalism, for two reasons:

1. The externalist has no problem with te&ndard regress argument Take a
standard externalist approach to justificationgbglsm: 1.2.3.3):

JBap = “a’s belief that p ... was acquired by a reliable psste

Inference from justified beliefs is a reliable nadh so this definition covers both
inferentially and non-inferentially justified beie The externalist has no need to go
to the basic level. Asking one’s parents will ddt is generally reliable in certain
circumstances, so will be a reliable non-inferéntigthod of belief acquisition.
While the regress argument has lost it's teethravstill left with a distinction
between inferential and non-inferential justifioati

2. The externalist is untroubled by tla@gument from error. The requirement of
relevant difference between cases only seems e &or the internalist. Provided
there_is a relevant difference, my knowledge isii@sh even though | don’t know
what the difference is. The argument from errolyguints out another problem
for internalists.

* So, why be an internalist? Because philosopherstifey have to be! So, before
adopting externalism, we need to review the vasetif internalism.

2.9.3Degrees of Internalism

* We're to imagine that our definition ofap or JBap includes at lease one clausthat
doesn't begin k- or JBa-. An example is:
“a’s belief thatp ... was acquired by a reliable method”.
* Then, there are four varieties of internalism:.
1. There should be no such clawse
2. For every clause c there needs to be a clauseniggikac.
3. For every clause c there needs to be a clauseniegiBac.
4. For every clause c there needs to be a clausenegidBac.
» Dancy thinks we should prefer (3) to (4), and eitbethese to the extreme cases of
(1) and (2). Comments below:
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2.9.3.1 No clausec

» Taken literally, this would exclude all current daulations of knowledge, which
commence “1.p".

« Restricting ourselves to justification as a compsemmisses the poifit One reason
for this is that the individual cannot distinguisha particular case between hsliefs
and thetruth. Hence, at least one pfand Bap can be dropped. If this is the point of
(1), we could restrict it to the analysisjastification since the individual isn’'t in the
privileged position of being able to determine whaknows

» Accepting this, another reason behind (1) derivesifa controversy in the theory of
mind. There are two views about the nature of atatstate (such as a belief).

1. Internalist: the nature of a belief is determined entirely by subjective
characteristics, and the believer is uniquely |@ged in being able to tell the
nature of his own beliefs.

2. Externalist: the nature of (certain sorts of) belief is detiead by something other
than subjective characteristics — eg. by the warilds isn’'t theweak view that the
nature of the world causes the nature of the bddiatf thestrong view that the
nature of the belief is logically dependent on sdeature of the world.

« Dancy gives an example of this dichotomy — a &eti$ the “about-ne¥¥ of the
belief something entirely subjective and intermagt could carry on if there were no
kettle, or is it logically dependent on there beankettle?

* Forde rebeliefs - beliefs about particular objects — tleer® common factor between
successful and unsuccessful beliefs, because shawepurely internal part of the story
that’s present in the absence of the external tibjec

» This (disputable) kind of externalism has interestconsequences for the theory of
perception (see 3.11.4), but Dancy doesn’t thinkakes us far in the theory of
knowledge and justification. What it does is remdlie temptation that everything
relevant to justification should be transparentailable to the believer. Since his
beliefs depend on the world as well as on his stibsge states, there’s no point in
insisting that every clause in the definition ostjfication begin with - or JBa-.
Justification isn't just an activity of the indiwidl.

 This form of externalism is only contentious in ttieeory of justification, being
manifestly true in the theory of knowledge (thougancy notes that one externalist
theory of knowledge dispenses with belief condgicand treats knowledge not a
“belief+” but as an entirely separate state of mind

» Dancy concludes that any difference between intietnand externalist theories of
knowledge hasn't yet been captured

3 This is a difficult section that | don’t understan
4 Dancy doesn’t use the term “intentionality”. Ravithe relevant sections of Crane.
15 As noted at the beginning of the section — I'nt!los
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2.9.3.2 Accompany c with Kac

» This derives from Armstrong, prefigured by Plat®lseaetetuslt only relates to the
theory of knowledge, since one doesn’t neefrtowthat one’s method is reliable to
have justifiedbelief However, it's not convincing even in the theofykaowledge,
and leads to infinite regress. Dancy thinks it dthdne forgotten.

2.9.3.3 Accompany c with Bac

» This is the least demanding theory, since there’snfinite regress unless combined
with (4) and externalism in the philosophy of micalises no problem (since it only
shows there’s no point insisting thalt clauses begin with & or JBa-, which isn'’t
requested here).

* It's equally applicable to knowledge and justifioat and gives a good sense to
internalism, since it makes the believer interealibe facts which make his belief
justified or his true belief knowledge.

» A distinction arisesinternal justification occurs when all relevant clauses- Bre
true, whereasxternal justification occurs when all other clauses ase atue.

» Dancy considers the question whether this theoagimuch externalist as internalist.
He rejects this idea for two reasons:

1. External justification implies internal justificati, but not vice versa. So, on-one
can be justified in a belief if he’s failed to gpathe facts in virtue of which he is
justified.

2. This internalist theory is in opposition to Noziskexternalist theory. In the
continuum between internalism and externalism,isngmewhere in the middle.

» There’s ananalogy betweenepistemologyand ethics underlying this theory. We
demand of an agent not only that his action bet right that he believed it to be so,
otherwise the action would have no moral propertssiilarly, the internalist might
urge that in epistemology, external justificatiomsthat least start from and include
internal justification.

2.9.3.4 Accompany c with JBac

* While this theory is more demanding, and leadsgyass, we can see its attraction by
continuing the analogy with ethics. An agent’'s@ttsn’t justified if his belief that it is
is unjustified (eg. true by accident). Similarlg, epistemology the believer must have
good reasons for his belief.

» Dancy thinks this approach mistaken. It’s drivently thought that justification and
knowledge mustn’t depend on luck — the point of @edtier examples. Insisting that
each B- is accompanied by a 8Bis an attempt to exclude knowledge by luck.
Insisting that each # be matched by ad@Ba- is our internalist theory (3). But, the
combination of the two leads to infinite regresee(sl.3.5). Hence, we must find
another solution to the problem of knowledge bkjwnd if we do we've no need of
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(4). The vicious regress only arises if we add dbmeg quite independent of
internalism.

» Dancy’s provisional conclusion is that we do haveran of internalism that avoids the
regress of 2.9.1. While externalism is advantagemasnst the sceptic, internalism is
still viable.

2.9.4Internalism and Coherentism

* Coherentists appear to be able to choose freelydaet internalism and externalism.
One’s belief-set can cohere whether or not onevesi in the means whereby they do.
So, the coherentist can avail himself of the adgesd of externalism if he can
persuade himself that internalism is unnecessary.

» Dancy is worried by this approach. It seems thatabherence of a set would always
be increased by the belief that the relevant meatiof mutual explanatoriness exist.
Hence, on the coherentist account, if these relatao exist, one would always be
justified in believing they do. However, this orgiiows that justification isicreased
by moving from externalism to internalism, not tli& never present. Even extreme
externalists can agree that there’s a gain innalsing the relevant facts, and the
coherentist is well-placed to demonstrate this.

* So, given a free choice, which should we chooseftcpéhinks that the distinction
between internalism and externalism is muddled tby proponents (Bonjour for
internalism, Goldman for externalism). He also kkirthey rely too heavily on the
analogy with ethics, which is dubious for two re@so
1. It's easy to dispute the strength of the analogy.

2. The relation between subjective and objective nighs in ethics, which forms the
analogy with internal and external justificatiors controversial and poorly
understood.

* While there’s no decisive argument on either sldancy thinks internalism has the
greater intuitive support. Hence, he can’t be comtgth externalism as the response
to the sceptical argument from error, and needdrategy from the internalist
perspective.

2.9.5Coherentism, Realism and Scepticism

* Is coherentism itself the answer? The argument feorar (like the BIV argument)
comes from a realist perspective, where there aat lvut evidence-transcendent
differences. So, a coherentist could escape thensgt from error if it was
incompatible with the sort of realism presupposgthlat argument.

*  We need to survey the varieties on anti-realismsdée whether coherentism is anti-
realist. Dancy lists four “degrees”:

1. Solipsism all conceivable propositions concern my own eignees. Extreme
solipsists restrict themselves to present expesgniout more relaxed types allow
in the past and future.
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2. ldealism: all conceivable propositions concern my own aatperiences or those
of others, with similar temporal choices.

3. Phenomenalism all conceivable propositions concern my own dreo$’ actual
experiences or those we might have had in diffeoimcumstances, again with
similar temporal variations.

4. Pure anti-realism: allows that some conceivable propositions conceatters
other than the possible or actual experiences e$ahor others. However, these
propositions must not be truenrecognizably- ie. they must not be evidence-
transcendent. The material world may be allowedexst provided it has no
evidence-transcendent properties.

* Pure anti-realism comes in different strength whestomes to “unrecognizably”, as
does realism — ie. who is it that does the recaymizand when? The strongest form is
“me / now”, through intermediate “someone / sometito “God”.

* What's the connection between anti-realism and @tism? Classically, coherentism
as a theory of justification and knowledge was ewted with idealism (Bradley and
Blanshard). The idealist claims there’s noting cwed above belief and experience (or
the two forms of belief: sensory and non-sensoigceS on this account, there’s
nothing beyond the belief set to distinguish thee tior the false ones, truth is a purely
internal relation between elements of the same, tsgtder than an external relation
between beliefs and something else. Since thisstsiyhat coherentism holds, it seems
that an idealist should be a coherentist.

* However, this doesn’t imply that a coherentist dthdoe an idealist, since we can
conceive of truth in an internal relation in theheoentist way without claiming that
propositions so related are concerned solely wifeeence.

* What about adopting pure anti-realism, since it lmoes the coherentist theories of
truth and justification? If we adopt only the caodraze theory of justification, retaining
the correspondenceheory of truth, then truth remains evidence-tcanslent since
justification remains an internaklation and truth, which is arexternal relation
between the coherent set and the world, could serdbHowever, we've already seen
this as an unattractive combination because itsgie@ reason why justified beliefs
should be more likely to be true than unjustifiee:s.

* The more consistent combination of coherentism #seary of justification and of
truth abolishes evidence-transcendent truth, lgatinanti-realism. As justification
grows, it tends towards truth, leaving no gap, Whg just the anti-realist result
needed to refute the argument from error.

* So far so good, but if the realist can consisteatlgpt coherentism, as some forms
appear to be able do, we lose this comforting teshkre are two issues:

1. The attitude we take to the idealised notion aflly toherent set of propositions.

2. The exact sense we give to the notion of degre&siif.

» Realists claim there’s no such thing_as the sall dfue propositions. There’s always a
larger and more coherent set. But, if truth isréfiin terms of the coherence of sets,
there can be no truth that is approached. Propositren’t approximately true, and
don’t get nearer being true as they form part ofda sets. This is because such a
proposal would presuppose a state of “being tru@thvis gradually approached.
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This allows room for a coherentist to be a realistith, as a mere ideal, lies beyond
any possible belief-set. One can never get to thiat pyhere the possibility of
falsehood no longer exists. This isn't due to thershess of human life or the
fallibility of the human cognitive system. Insteat$, due to the relation between the
finiteness of any possible belief-set and the itefinize of the ideal fully-coherent set.
This is an important, if contentious, conclusiordgse Dancy will argue in 3.11.1 and
3.11.6 that anti-realism is committed to an unsotimebry of perception. Since anti-
realism is false, coherentism is ruled out unld®se is a realist version. Dancy is
confident that there is.

Whatever the truth of the above, Dancy thinks weughbe careful that we don't take
it as_obvious that anti-realism defeats the scdpticl in particular the argument from
error). While it’s true that the first two scepli@guments do refer to unverifiable
hypotheses that we are BIVs, the arguments canrésepted in a more mundane
fashion. Human beings are never in such a goodigoshat there is no possibility of
error. Even if there were no gap between the bessiple evidence and the truth,
there’s always a gap between the evidence we hadethe truth. No matter how
antipathetic we are to unverifiable differenceg Hteptical question whether or not
we can tell whether this is a situation in whichineeén error is still pertinent.

Dancy concludes that coherentism is not vulnerableny regress argument, but
doesn’t on its own provide a response to scepticism
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3. FORMS OF KNOWLEDGE
3.10 Theories of Perception

3.10.11s There Room for a Philosophy of Perception?

* What can philosophers add to psychology / neurophysiology? Very general
guestions which are sensitive to the specific tesalthese areas, and on which these
practitioners will have views. Philosophers neeahes&nowledge of their results.

* Vicious circle? How can a philosopher construct a general acaafyostified belief if
he has to assume in advance that that the beligisofessional psychologists are
justified? We await 3.15 for an answer.

3.10.2 Theories of Perception

* There are three main families of theories of peioap
1. Direct Realism
2. Indirect Realism
3. Phenomenalism

» Perceptual realismholds that the objects we perceive exist andiretileast some of
their properties when unperceived. Note that thkisdifferent from metaphysical
realism (see 1.1.4 and 2.9.5); Dancy will dischssitterrelationship in 3.11.6.

» Direct perception occurs where there is no intermediangirect perception where
there is. Examples of indirect perception: reftmesi and actors on TV, the
intermediary objects being the reflection and thage.

* Note that there are sorts of awareness that goenteptions. Eg. Awareness of pain,
or proprioceptioff.

* While both direct and indirect realists agree fthigjiects exist and retain some of their
properties unperceivethdirect realists claim that we'reonly everindirectly aware of
them, being directly aware of an intermediary ob{eg. an idea, sense-datum, percept
or appearance). Direct realists assert that wearetimes directly aware.

* Phenomenalismis a form of anti-realism. Phenomenalists deny e¢kistence of a
physical world that lies behind experience, andnfrghich it can come apart. There is
no reality apart from experience, and the only adj@f awareness are direct objects.

* Hence, phenomenalism:

1. Agrees with direct realism about the directnespateption and the absence of
intermediaries.

2. Agrees with indirect realism that the direct olgeot perception are not physical
objects.

» This introduction of terms is vague and will be @mted in due course.

» Two notions get confused with, or invalidly infedrésom, the definition oflirectness
1. Infallibility : if an object is directly presented to me, how the wrong about its

existence or nature? Well, in the defined sensdiddct”, | can be. We're referred

18 This sounds controversial! See my essay answer.
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to the argument in 2.4.2 about our knowledge of @wn sensory states being
fallible. Whether successful or not, the argumenesih’t conclude that our
awareness is only indirect. If we take direct awass to exclude the possibility of
error, then there is no direct awareness, leading victory by default for the

indirect realist.

2. Isn't it obvious that an object of which we're ditly aware must exist with the
properties we think it has? No. This is a questibout time — how can an object
now be directly present to us if it is now non-exit? There is an ambiguity about
“present” on which this argument trades:

a) “Present” as contrasted with “absent” (temporatlyeographically).

b) “Present” as what is presented — that of which evdirectly aware.
If this distinction is understood, there’s no argumnto force us from one sense to
the other. A distant star can have ceased to lexigie moment I'm directly aware
of it.

* The above suggestion may seem counter-intuitiveé,raore so when it's seen that a
consequence is that in memory we may have direareavess of the past. We can't
argue that memory must bedirect awareness simply on the grounds that its object is
past.

3.10.3 Direct Realism

» All direct realists agree that we are directly asvaf the physical world, but they
disagree about the degree of realism, ie. whicthefproperties remain unperceived.
There are two main positions:

1. Naive direct realism has it that all an object’s properties remainaropived; ie.
(as we will see) secondary as well as primary.

2. Scientific direct realism: science is said to have shown that physical tbgan’t
retain all properties unperceived, because someepties are dependent on a
perceiver for their existence. Examples: coloustda sound, smell, heat and
roughnessDirectnesss maintained, butealismis restricted.

» This distinction is a close relative of Locke'srpary / secondary quality distinction
(Essay 2:8). Primary : shape, size and molecular textuBecondary as above —
sensory properties. There is a sense in which a secondanslity does remain
unperceived, in that its primary qualities, whick egetained, remain such as to present
the secondary quality to a suitably placed perceile “primary quality ground” for
secondary qualities is retained. But, colour-assee-it (etc.) is not an independent
property of the object, even when perceived, bunie a property of our way of
being aware of the physical world than a propeftthat world itself.

* Locke’s arguments:

1. Experimental evidence.

2. Naive alternative is inconceivable.

3. Ockham'’s razor.

* The last argument claims that we shouldn’t adnet ékistence of any property if we
can avoid it. The appeal to science is that conteary physics shows we don’t need
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to suppose that secondary qualities are indepenulemerties of physical objects.

Two “explanatory reduction” arguments:

1. Macroscopic versus microscopicWe do need to appeal to themary qualities
of microscopic objects to explain thbemary qualities of macroscopic objects (eg.
the shape & size of macroscopic objects are exgddny those of their component
parts). But, we don't need to appeal to HeEondaryqualities of microscopic
objects to explain theecondaryqualities of macroscopic objects (eg. we don't
need to think of microscopic parts as being coldateall).

2. Causationn The perceptual event of an object’s looking squhas acausal
explanation that requires us to attribute a shapéh¢ cause. But, an object’s
looking blue requires no similar property in thgeah, but only relations between
primary properties of object, eye, brain and lacaiditions.

* Hence, parsimony requires us to abandon thingscliKeurs-as-we-see-them in the
object.

* While the appeal to the authority of physics isiobsly impressive, Ockham'’s razor is
only a methodological principle not a necessaryhirgo the naive direct realist can
maintain his position. Even though the argumenmnffzarsimony raises an obstacle to
naive direct realism, Dancy still finds this thegnattractive form, for two reasons:

1. Berkeley’'s arguments (Principles 8:14-15; first Dialogug. Given that our
ordinary perception of the world has primary ancbhselary qualities intermingled,
can we conceive of the separation scientific reaésjoins, of a spatial world with
primary but no secondary qualities? The argumersdbat it'd be impossible to
perceive objects separately in a colourless WorlBo, how can we conceive of
such a world if we can’'t conceive of how it looks?

2. Inconsistency even if the primary / secondary distinction isisd, is it available
to the scientific direct realist? This incompatilils difficult to pin down:

a) Both primary and secondary qualities are presentddequal directness.

b) There’s a danger that the account of colour vigioeen by a scientific
direct realist will be a form of indirect realisrsince colours are directly
perceived if anything is. We'd have to admit areintediate object to bear
the coloured properties, which is altogether tondba direct realisrf.

* The naive form of direct realism also has problelnd, these are problems also for
scientific direct realism:

1. Secondary qualities we can't conceive of these existing unperceitéowever,
this is as much a problem for scientific as forvealirect realism, for the former,
while arguing that science has ruled out this fodisgj still allows that it_might
have been the case. However, if this complainglsl ywhy doesn't it also apply
(as Berkeley argued) to primary qualities (eg. hape-as-we-see-it)? There’s no
argument from intuition, as intuition seems to betlee naive side. Arguments:

" What about B&W TV?
18 Does direct realism insist that there is neveirdermediate object. Why not go for direct realifon
primary qualities, indirect for secondary?

theo@theotodman.com 19/09/2003 Page 64 of 110



Ep&Meth (Notes) Theo Todman

Dancy -Contemporary Epistemology

a) Perceived colour altersaccording to the condition of the surroundings
(light) and observer (jaundice?). Hence, there’ssuoh thing as theeal
colour of the object — any choice of apparent colasi the real colour
would be arbitrary and merely reflect human purpos®o, haven't we
abandoned the naive realist claim that colourst exiperceived? Dancy
thinks not. We define real colour as that perceimatbrmal circumstances,
and suggest that objects merely ret@inolour unperceived. This (Dancy
says) is compatible with (i) that we perceive otgedirectly as coloured
and (i) that the colour of an object can changtvis surroundings (eg.
neon light).

b) Objectslose their colour in the dark Hence, colour only exists in
situations suitable for perception and is unlikelyexist unperceived. Two
responses: (i) objects retain a colour in the dahich we contingently
cannot see and (ii) even admitting that colour reguight still leaves open
the possibility that both colour and light exispenceived’.

2. Perceptual error and hallucination: present a more worrying problem for naive
realism. There are right and wrong ways to argeectse:

a) It is often claimed that naive realism is simplfuted by perceptual error,
since we can'’t be directly perceiving somethinghdt’s not the way it is.
Dancy sees this as the old confusion between diestand infallibility.
Even so, perceptual error requires an explana#iad, it’'s not clear how
direct realism can provide one.

b) So, the right way of putting the point is to sagtthaive direct realism is
unlikely to be able to explain perceptual errorhwiit collapsing into
indirect realism. This is the same problem as famgehtific direct realism.

» Dancy takes the difficulties facing any form ofedit realism seriously, but before
considering them further, he looks at indirect isealto see how and why it does
better.

3.10.4 Indirect Realism

* The concern of this chapter is with the simplest db indirect realism; ie. that in
perception we are indirectly aware of physical otgen virtue of being directly aware
of internal, non-physical objects.

* In 2.11, Dancy will reject other forms, includinigetidea that we are nevaware of
physical objects, buinfer their presence from the nature of the internakalj of
which we_are directly aware.

» Dancy gives four arguments for indirect realism:

1. Introspection: it seems that two people aware of an externaabbyill be in
different perceptual states which have differenperceptual content In turn,
perceptual content must be the object of awaretesynly way in which we are

9 This seems remarkably feeble. Have | got the asgumright?
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indirectly aware of the material object. So, theteat of our perceptual state is
the direct object of awareness, our indirect object

. Time Lag: because a star may have ceased to exist bynleevie see i, it can

only be an indirect object of perception, as ittd presented at the moment of
perception. There must therefore be another dabject of perception, and since
there is always a time lag, this is true in allesaResponseThis argument trades
on the confusion pointed out in 3.10.2, that ofpgging that the direct object
must be present at the moment of perception. Within mind, all the argument
claims is that awareness must have a content, mraséhe moment of perception,
the internal direct object. This is just the fissgument, so the time-lag argument
adds nothing new.

lllusion: genuine perceptual experiences are qualitativeistinguishable from
illusory experiences. The argument is strongestnwie havehallucination rather
than illusion. Since in this case the object ddeserist, the direct realist seems
forced to say that whereas most cases of perceptiera relation between a
perceiver and an external object, there are exumgiticases where there is no
relation at all, but just a non-relational statetlod perceiver. We ought not to
analyse qualitatively identical situations diffetflgnso the indirect realist argues
that the best analysis is to suppose both statesdrainternal object, though only
one has an external obje®esponse not conclusive — we can insist that two
states do differ fundamentally despite phenomenalasity, though this stance is
unattractive and best avoided. Dancy thinks, awkvthough it is, it's better (for
reasons to be given in 3.11.2) than indirect riealiernatives.

Neurophysiology stresses the complexity of the causal processasved in
perception and asks how we can claim to perceitereal objects directly given
the number of brain processes between externattodjel perceptiorResponse
Dancy thinks this argument mistaken. Brain procestand between us and the
external object in the relation of causal neces&itt we're not aware of their
occurrence. Hence, neurophysiological processeastargermediary objects of
perception, and this isn’'t an argument for indinaetlism at all.

In conclusion:
1. The point of argument (1) — more an assertion #raargument — that the content

of awareness should be taken as an indirect olydche addressed in 3.11.2.

2. The awkwardness exposed by the argument fromaittugwaits further discussion

in 3.11.3 of how direct realism copes with percapairor.

3.10.5 Naive and Scientific Forms of Indirect Realism

The distinction between theaive andscientific forms of indirect realism are entirely
parallel with those of direct realism, and agaithwieference to what thehysical
object (in this case theadirect object) has. In the case sécondaryproperties, the
naive form claims that the physical object trulysgesses them as well as the direct
object, whereas the scientific form (much the comenoview) claims that only the
direct object possesses secondary qualities.
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 Dancy sees problems with both views. However, fttiensific form is a possible
option based on what was said of the scientifimfof direct realism. There were two
objections:

1. The scientific form of direct realism collapsedoinbdirect realism. This is clearly
not a problem for indirect realism.

2. It was left undecided whether we can conceivewbdd in which physical objects
have no secondary properties.

* The naive form is grossly implausible, since itimtathat there are two forms of
colour, one of which we are aware, and anothesiloiei — or probably more fairly that
there are two ways of being aware of colour, diyeand indirectly. Dancy thinks we
should stick to our intuition that we can only beedtly aware of secondary qualities.

* So, of the four possibilities, we're left with:

1. Naive direct realism reflecting our strong intuition that we’re dirgcin touch
with the physical world, and

2. Scientific indirect realism: since science’s pronouncements on primary and
secondary qualities fit it better.

3.10.6 Phenomenalism and Idealism

» Dancy considers the contrast between phenomenrafighidealism.

* This is best seen by considering Berkelayistaphysical idealism. Physical objects
just are collections of actual ideas. An object'tcaxist unperceived. Esse est percipi.
Because objects can reappear after a gap in peneepiost objects on this account
are very gappy, with a consequent problem of ratifieation after a gap. For
Berkeley, God assures that objects enjoy continuexistence by permanently
perceiving them. This gives physical objects a iooiotus existence analogous to that
given by realism, thoughdependentexistence in contrast to amdependentone.

» Dancy sees in Berkeley a more flexible view, appnaxing to phenomenalism, that
physical objects exist so far as it is possiblpeoceive them, even though in fact they
are not being perceived. This makes objects infteatmns of actual and possible
ideas, though Dancy finds this notion to be oddver reasons:

1. Just what is a possible idea?
2. Can a possible idea be collected into a bundle agtbal ones?

* Phenomenalism is more plausible than idealismngia more natural sense to objects
existing unperceived, and consequently a bettasryhef perception because it can
explain perceptual events. The reason | can per@physical object is that it's there
all the time waiting to be seen (though Dancy metonsider the persuasiveness of this
explanation in 3.11.1). Consequently, phenomenatistmught of as the main form of
perceptual anti-realism, despite Berkeley maybengayeen correct to prefer idealism
as the more consistent theory.

* There are two sorts of phenomenalism, just as teréwo forms of idealism:

1. Eliminative idealism: there is no such thing as a material object, erperience.
2. Reductive idealism there are material objects, but they are notlotiger than
complexes of experience. Berkeley was of this tyheugh he rejected material
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objects as conceived of by scientists and accegbih only as conceived of by
ordinary people.

* Moving on to phenomenalism, we now need to disisigwcarefully between its
account of material objects and that of a perce paadist.

» The perceptual realist holds that material objegist unperceived and retain most of
their properties. The_ eliminative phenomenalist ieenthis, but the_reductive
phenomenalist asserts it.

* It's the presumed nature of the world when not egpeed distinguish these
accounts. Both agree that the possibility of exgree remains, that if someone were
appropriately placed, they would have the relevexgerience. However, the realist
claims a permanemgfround for this possibility, distinct from and supportiitgnamely
a material world. Phenomenalists deny this, whetenveakness of their position lies.
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3.11 Perception: the Choice of a Theory

3.11.1 Phenomenalism and the Explanation of Experience

* How are we to explain the occurrence of a percégtqaerience? The realist has an
appealing answer — namely, that the object of peime was there all the time, so that
when we were in the right place with the right pgtoal apparatus in the right
conditions we perceived it — and the question iettvr this can or should be resisted.

 The phenomenalist agrees that there’s somethingincomis, but claims it's the
continuous_possibility of experience — a permangeintle subjunctive conditional (if
had ... would ...).

* The problem with the phenomenalist’s responseas ithitself needs an explanation.
The realist agrees with the truth and relevanctefsubjunctive conditional, but can
also explain it — a continuous physical object astsheground for the possibility.

* The standard phenomenalist response is an apppaktaegularities However, this
induction-style explanation is of thverong sort. We don’t simply want to know the
fact of the regularity, we want to knomhy (and why in this particular case). Only the
realist can supply the answer — a contemporaneadsralevant ground for the
subjunctive conditional about experience.

» Dancy refers back to 2.6.3 and the criticism ofthenomenalist account mfeaning
The meaning of a statement about a physical olggait equivalent to the meaning of
any collection of subjunctive conditionals aboupesience. It is only if the two differ
in meaning that the one can provide the groun@spiaining the other.

* The proper phenomenalistsponseis to query the grounds of the argument. We can
distinguish two classes of property of an object:

1. Dispositional the abilities the object has to act in certainysvander certain
conditions.
2. Categorical the grounds of the object’s dispositional projstt
» This distinction is all there is to the realistumion that dispositions need a categorical
ground — an intrinsic nature of the object — tolakxpthem. Despite this intuition
seeming like a conceptual necessity to some petplan still be questioned. Dancy
does so by invoking the principle in contemporahnygics that the basic properties of
matter are dispositions — and, if basic, presumabfyrounded dispositions.
* Theexampleis of electric charge. This is a basic property, bancy asks what the
distinction is between this and a disposition tbiaa certain way. Hence, if we can
accept basic dispositional properties in physidsy mot in philosophical psychology?
* Inreply, Dancy considers three stages of explanati
1. Subjective dispositions an object’s dispositions to appear in a certaity W a
perceiver.

2. Objective dispositions dispositions to act in a certain way, withouerehce to a
perceiver.

3. Categorical states of the object, which ground dispositions to aehile not
themselves being dispositions.
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* The phenomenalistlaims that we can do without (3). The realissponseis that the
fact that physics takes some objective dispositi{@ysas basic in no way justifies the
claim that the subjective dispositions (1) could basic, which is what the
phenomenalist needs. Hence, this phenomenalist,tiovegh it raises the standard of
the argument, doesn’t succeed in explaining phenahexperience in phenomenalist
terms.

3.11.2 Indirect Realism: Double Awareness and a Doublee@bj

* Having rejected phenomenalism, Dancy spends the afeshe chapter arguing in
favour of direct realism. He thinks he has a sieffit argument against indirect
realism, namely an inability to make sense of tingpssed “internal direct object of
awareness”.

* In 3.10 we saw that the indirect realist thinksawe more directly aware of something
other than physical objects. What might these natimect objects be, and what role
might they play?

* Various answers have been given to the first questpercepts, sensa, sensibilia,
sense-data, appearances, ideas, etc. Whateverwmrmigose (Dancy takes “sensa”),
we need to determine what sensa are like, andirticplar, what “internal” means.

* The argument from illusion (see 3.10.4) claims ,tHa¢cause the object of the
perception is ex hypothesi a hallucination, it tdme logically dependent on facts
about the perceiver’'s surroundings, body or org@ecause this is so, it claims
further that, even in the normal case, how it isthe perceiver entails nothing about
the perceiver's body or the surrounding world. Hibus with the perceiver can be
characterised solely with reference to an interdméct object of awareness,
independently of any implications for the physiwalrld. Consequently, a sensum can't
be the surface of a physical object, for instamt®wever, the argument from illusion
doesn't tell us much else. Dancy thinks we’ll fiddficulties even with the minimal
characterisation it does provide — that the intedn@ct object of awareness is the
object bearing the properties that form the conteinthe perception, described
without implications for the physical world.

3.11.2.1The Sceptical Objection

» The classic objection is that indirect realism &ad general scepticism about the
physical world. For, if all we directly perceiveeainternal objects, how can we have
any justified beliefs about the external world?

* Berkeley argued that it is logically possible, ewgwen our perception of internal
direct objects, that there should be no externalldvand so, no argument from
internal to external world can be deductive. Howgegae inductive argument is no use
because it would rely on previously establishedrmdl to external links. Ex hypothesi
we cannot establish such a link, because to doesd meed to be aware of external
objects directly, contrary to the hypotheses ofrgad realism, which demands the
mediation of a sensum.
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This argument has been very influential and a prnativation for phenomenalism.
Someone convinced of the existence of sensa, laptisal of anything else, may
adopt the radical response of doing without evangtlelse and constructing a world
entirely from sensa.

Despite the sceptical argument’s pedigree, cuwpimtion is that it is mistaken. There

could be two critical points it’s trying to make:

1. The sceptical argument is mistaken if it claimsttiage cannot establish the
required correlations because we can't observerr@ltebjects. Indirect realism
doesn’'t imply that external objects are unobsesyatlit simply says what it is to
observe them.

2. If the sceptical argument trades on the argumemh ferror, it again misses the
mark since on any theory there’s the possibilimgh aren’t as they seem. The
argument form error does not uniquely target irddirealism, but any theory of
perception.

Consequently the sceptical argument is ineffeciyainst indirect realism as presented

here. It_might have been effective had the indireatist claimed that physical objects

are unobservable, but merely inferred from our Kedge of perceptible internal
objects. However, it's powerless against the vibat there are two analogous forms
of awareness — direct and indirect. Dancy now aglether we can make sense of this
view (that is, as we will see, why awareness igpegpd to belouble, and why the
forms are supposed to bealogous.

3.11.2.2The Direct and the Indirect

Locke’s theory is a classic statement of indireetlism.

According to Locke, the awareness in perceptiatoigble, each with its own object:

1. Theinternal object — the idea — [gerceived

2. Theexternal object — the material object —gsen

In favourable cases, perceiving an idea is seemgtarial object.

The naturabbjection is that the perceiver is only aware of one sowéreness and

one sort of object. What justifies the claim thatste an object is to be in two distinct

but analogous states of awareness? Ttemgonse is that we are very familiar with

the notion of being aware of one thing by beingl@yausly aware of another. There
needn’'t_seem to be two forms of awareness goingTbere are two possibilities

suggested for the relation between the two objects:

1. Constitution: the indirect object (material thing) sonstituted by the direct
object (sensa). The analogy is of a TV image beomgtituted by its dots, or of a
cow being constituted by its surfadeesponse sensa are not part of the indirect
object according to the realist, only accordingh® phenomenalist.

2. Resemblance& causation the analogy is of reflection, or of a TV image af
sceneResponse
a) Resemblancefails on two counts. (1) The indirect object isaiipposed to

possess secondary qualities. (2) Sensa don't résendierial things. Sensa
aren’'t large, and the feeling of a square object isquare. Sensa can only
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resemble the way things look (as in a picture) thet way things are. But,
sensa just are the way things look.

b) Causation fails because it can’t sustain the analogy onws. While (in the
examples) we're aware of both the image and whpoitrays, this is not in
virtue of the events portrayed being the prime eawd the images. There are
many events which cause our awareness without ing bevare analogously
of these events. Aexample we’re aware that someone’s there by seeing only
their shadow but the awareness of the person isn't relevasutihflar to the
awareness of the shadow. We see the shadow bthenperson. The removal
of the resemblance, which was supposed to growndrialogy, destroys it.

* While not conclusive, these difficulties suggest laek elsewhere, to direct realism,
which doesn’t face them. However, Dancy first cdess and rejectgs a third
alternative.

3.11.2.3Inferential Realism

* Inferential realism escapes the problems of doaiereness in the opposite manner to
direct realism, namely by accepting direct interobjects but rejecting the indirect
external one. Hence, the claim is that we’re noaranof material objects in any way
analogous to our awareness of sensa, but isifielsential. Supporters of the theory
are Russell and Ayer. Sensa are our only objegieaeptual awareness, the material
objects which are their cause being merely inferred

* An objection is that a theory that tried to explain what itMs see (material objects)
has left the material worlshvisible. Also, the sceptic will ask us what reason we have
to believe in the existence of invisible materigjects.

* The standardesponseto the objection is to point out that physics dadly infers
the invisible from the visible. Dancy rejects thealagy. The physicist infers objects
and events in an “arcane” world by observing norpigisical objects. The objection
to the inferential realist is that the objects framhich he infers don’'t have the
properties to bear the inference. This objectiome® from those raised in 2.5 against
private languages. We can't institute a primaryglaage for describing sensa, so we
can’'t support the inferential realist’s belief tr@ir knowledge of material objects is
inferred from our primary awareness of our sensa.

3.11.2.4Conclusion

» Before siding with direct realism, we need to sew fit codes with its major problem,
that of explaining perceptual error.

3.11.3 Direct Realism and the Explanation of Perceptusbier

* While direct awareness doesn't imply infallibilitywe need anexplanation of
perceptual error that doesn't collapse into indirealism.
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* Indirect realism is attractive because it presgrgsceptual error as mismatch
between two objects. However, the direct realistdray one object.

* The argument from illusion claims that in casesalfucination there isi0 external
object present at all. So, how is it with the hallucin&adfe has gperceptual
experienceand is in gerceptual state The perceptual state must be capable of being
characterised independently of the surroundingipalyaorld.

* This objectless perceptual state must also be ablailto the non-hallucinating
perceiver. We can independently describe the paceistate without reference to the
surrounding world. But, for the direct realist, therceptual state has no internal
object and isn’t an intermediary between percearet external object. So, any misfit
must be between perceptual state and the worldwBat account could we give of
this perceptual state that fails to fit the world?

» Dancy thinks the direct realist need not go aloit this argument:

1. An extremeexternalist would deny the possibility of a perceptual stateose
nature is logically independent of it supposed cibj€éhere’s no residue, common
to perceptual and hallucinatory states, describablut reference to its object.

2. But, most direct realists areternalists who admit that the perceptual state exists
as an objectless residue.

* What are “perceptual states”, and how can we a¢dourthem without turning them
into new objects of awareness? The way out is wpiathe Chisholm’sAdverbial
Theory of Sensation In this theoryobjects of experienceare replaced bways of
experiencing Even though this may attribute special sortsropprties to states of
awareness, this isn’t incompatible with direct isza) since these states aren't objects.

* Even so, how does this help us escape the argdroemperceptual error? What sort
of mismatch is there between way and world? We ktiat the world may not be the
way we take it to be, but this just restates rathen answers the question.

* To make progress we need to consider theories mmiepgon, of which there are
three:

1. ThePure SensationTheory: perception is a complex form of sensation.

2. ThePure Belief Theory. perception is essentially a form of belief

3. TheMixed Theory: perception is a mixture of sensation and belief.

* Theory (1) — thegure sensationtheory — could adopt the adverbial theory and deny
that perceptual sensations are objects. Howevelikiely to see only a difference of
degree between perceptual sensations and simpleat&ns such as pain. Even if we
admit that there are such things as visual semsatbright lights, strobes), we may
still be unhappy about a close analogy betweemdisensation” and a sensation like
pain. For, even if perception involves sensatidnat tform of sensation can’t occur
without at least a tendency to form a belief alibetnature of the object responsible.
Thus, pure sensation isn’t cognitive enough to bedel of perception.

* So, should we adopt theory (2) — tvare belief model? Armstrong held this view —
that sensory elements are inessential to perceptionthat what really matters is a
tendency to acquire beliefs about the surroundiogdy This position is supported by
blind-sight, which might count as pure non-sensory percepsbowing that visual
sensation, though normal, is inessential to vigeteption. However, Dancy just
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dismisses this. Whatever blind-sight is, it is o way of seeing. There’s more to
seeing something to be true than coming to betieakit is.

* This leaves us with (3), themixed theory. What sort of mixture? We've seen that
perception iognitive, but not to the exclusion of the characteristiysvdingslook.
We have a choice:

a) Either we see sensation and belieaparable— the tendency to believe can be
extracted from the whole leaving only the appeagdehind — or,

b) We see them as ultimatefjentical — to see the world in a characteristic way just
is for us to acquire a tendency to acquire a bélieé tendency to acquire belief
isn't something had in the absence of the charnatiteway of seeing, so isn't
something that can occur to the blind-sighted.

» Dancy supports (a). We should think of perceptisraacharacteristiorm of belief
that isn’t shared by those without the sensorytinfpam which it can’'t be separated.

* In conclusion either theory (2) or (3) can explain perceptuabrein terms of a
mismatch between perceptual state and world. Tisenatch is between belief and
world when thébelief is false While we may be left with a problem about falsdids,
this is isn’'t a new problem peculiar to the direslist.

3.11.4 A Causal Element

» Dancy rehearses the background to a hallucinaWldimat more is required beyond
being in a perceptual state for someonse®

* It won't do to say that someone sees iff he is peeceptual state and the world is as
he believes it to be. The counter-example is thatvas wired up to a computer, then
my seeing a blank expanse because it stimulatedonie do isn’'t equivalent to me
seeing the blank wall that’s in front of me. Henae need to improve our account —
and do this by adding that the way the world is traaise my belief. This is the
causal theory of perception

* While there’s something obviously right about tlwggestion, Dancy has two further
comments.

3.11.4.1Comment 1: Reliability Requirements

* We need to specify the causal relation betweendnambl perceptual state in greater
detail. Reason example of the benevolent scientist who contnojsperceptual states
by computer in such a way that they are exactiyheg would be if | were seeing. My
perceptual states are therefore indirectly causethé way the world is; yet, | still
wouldn’t be said to be seeing my surroundings. fEason is that the link from world
to perceptual state isrreliable, depending as it does on a capricious experimenter

* One way of ruling out unsuitable links (dueGaice) is to rely on the future progress
of neurophysiology. We provide a list of paradigm cases of perceptidnthe
environment and say that all perceptual statesechunsrelevantly similar ways are to
count as cases of seeing (etc.). This should nuleunsuitable links. The reason we
have to rely on the future of neurophysiology isatthordinary people (like
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philosophers) have no idea what the causes arewedmelp ourselves in advance to
the promissory note of the neurophysiologists’ sgsc

* The problem with this is that, even if the promigsaote is cashed so that | know the
causal route of my perceptual states, we still mgit know which causal paths are
relevantly similar. If we found an apparent percapstate caused in an entirely new
way, who would decide whether it was relevantlyilainto a paradigm case? Dancy
claims that we (and not neurophysiologists) wouddide according to whether we
wanted this new case to count as one of perceptioch we’'d add to our cache of
paradigm cases, and not by comparison of causaries.

 We can't say that “suitably caused” perceptualestatre seeings, because this simply
avoids answering the question. So we are left pitdblems (which Strawson tries to
resolve) and a second comment ...

3.11.4.2Comment 2: Externalism

* We need the causal element because the differexteeeén seeing and not is not an
internal difference (both seeing and hallucinasegm the same). The difference lies in
the fit and causal relations between perceptudk séaad world. This raises the
traditional questions:

1. What evidence we now have that we are seeing anlafiocinating, and
2. What needs to be added to the internal perceptatal ® make it seeing?

* We can avoid these issues if we deny that theressidual core, which the argument
from illusion tried to establish, common to the twduations. This is what an
externalist in the philosophy of mind does (2.9.3), claimitmtt the two situations
sometimes differ despite being internally indistirsipable. He claims this doesn’t mean
“internally identical”. Instead, seeing is a stafemind only available when a suitable
external object exists. This object isn't separdbten the state, so we can't ask
whether or not it's causing the state in the righy. It can’t cause that state (seeing)
in the wrong way, and it's another matter entirelgether there’s another state
(hallucinating) that might be caused in the wrongywSee McDowell for this
perspective.

* Hence, externalism is attractive because of the itvegn handle the argument from
illusion and the answer awkward questions about dhesal link from world to
perceptual state. However, Dancy claims that tkisrealist theory isn’t fully worked
out, so its internalist rival remains the receieggroach.

3.11.5 Perception, Causation and Justification

* Dancy argued in 3.11.2 that perceptual states (paternalists) are characteristic
forms of belief rather than complex sensations.rist distinguish two questions.
1. What conditions justify a perceptual belief? Dancy’s answer is broadly
coherentist
2. Whether and why our perceptual beliefs havdecedent security(see 2.8.2),
being harder to dislodge merely because they acepeial.
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» Dancy gives four responses as below:
3.11.5.1Justification 1: Truth Tracking

* Following Nozick, our perceptual beliefs are nodgnatue because they track the
truth. Dancy finds two problems:

1. The question is why such beliefs track the truth.

2. The response is externalist in the sense of 2.911r2edn’t be aware that my
perceptual belief tracks the truth and that it'virue of this that they count as
knowledge. Dancy claims we’re no reason to be aatists other than laziness (!),
So can'’t rest content with this answer.

3.11.5.2Justification 2: Conceptual Necessity

* It's a conceptual necessity that our perceptuatisedre normally true (Shoemaker).
* If true, this idea must be externalist since mastgte and most philosophers don't
accept it. Dancy doesn't think the two argumenti&awour are conclusive:

1. Cannons of correct translation we’'d be wrong to translate a foreign word as
“perceive” if most of what we were taking as petcap claims turned out false.
Hence, we can only understand as perceptual aggedeose results are normally
true.Responsea reductio. This argument is too strong, forali it would mean
that we couldn’t understand the natives as haviogahteliefs unless the moral
beliefs we attribute to them came out true (byliounts).

2. Better, perceptual reports from others form a lgrgeportion of our evidence for
how the world is. Hence, it’s impossible for thendoto be generally different
from how people say it isResponse we’re working within a direct realist
approach, while this argument is at least tingedh vanti-realism. Also, it
exaggerates the role of agreement. It may be tleatam’'t construct a theory of
the world independently, but it's not the case tthe role of others is crucially
defined by a need for agreement. Without this, nb&on that our perceptual
beliefsmust normally be true gets nowhéte

3.11.5.3Justification 3: Coherentism

» The discussion in 2.8.5 suggested accepgirg‘demanding extra before a perceptual
belief is rejected increases the coherence ofief{selt”.

* There are, however, problems with this cohereatigtiroach. What we want to show
is that, even if people _don't take perceptual Eeli® be justified, they ought to.
Hence, we can't rely on the fact that in practiceytdo. We can do this if increased
reliance on perceptual belief does indeed increaberence; ie. if propositignabove
is true. This would argue from truth to justificatiwithin the framework of internalist
coherentism.

20| don’t understand the argument — review on arsgéceading.
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* What tells us thap is true? Unless we know this, we don’'t know thstaiddition will
increase the coherence of the belief-set, whichclpaays “turns the argument on its
head” and leaves us with an unsupported hypotf@®sumablyp).

» Dancy would like to be in a position to bolster #trgument, as this is in accord with
the position taken in his book, but otherwise hallze to look elsewhere.

3.11.5.4Justification 4: Causal

* Picking up on the causal discussions in 3.11.4, difference between perceptual
beliefs and others is that we take perception t@ besponse to an open world that
confronts us. A perceptual belief thatan have as a main cause the fact ph@he
world is that way). This distinguishes perceptieidis from others. | cannot perceive
that all men are mortal, so even if such a nonggtal belief is causal in some way,
such a fact can’'t be the main cause of my belef iths true.

» If every perceptual belief had a fact as a mainseayperceptual error would be
impossible. The claim isn’t that this is so, orilat in each case it might be so.

» Since the causal point isn’t statistical, we casdy that perceptual beliefs are more
likely to be true than other beliefs. However, vaa ¢introducing a new term) say that
perception is a particularlgirect rapport with the world. Directness isn't a weak
substitute for infallibility, but says that percept belief is our securest form of contact
with a world directly presented to us.

» This is equivalent to the claim that successfuteptual belief is normally knowledge,
and that if there is any knowledge of the worldi,cpetion is it. But, how can we use
this to show what grounds the justification of ggrtwual beliefs?

» Dancy refers back to 1.3.2, which derived justifleglief from knowledge, claiming
that “a belief is justified iff in circumstances iCwould be knowledge”. A possible
circumstance C would be if the believed proposipomere true, ie:

JBap = (p 1> Kap)

» Dancy sees a special case of this approach incb@suat of perception. The reasons

why perceptual beliefs are justified are reasong thbse beliefs will be knowledge if

true’,

3.11.6 Direct Realism and Coherentism

» Dancy now argues for the following claims:
1. Pure anti-realisté such as Dummett should be committed to phenonsemi the
theory of perception, shown to be unsatisfactord.irl.1.
2. A coherentist should be a direct rather than itlirealist.
3. Scientific direct realism may prove stronger thaiva direct realism.

L Lost again!

2 pyre anti-realism (see 2.9.5): allows that some conceivable prajpositconcern matters other than the
possible or actual experiences of oneself or otheEl@vever, these propositions must not be true
unrecognizably- ie. they must not be evidence-transcendent.rii&terial world may be allowed to exist
provided it has no evidence-transcendent properties

theo@theotodman.com 19/09/2003 Page 77 of 110



Ep&Meth (Notes) Theo Todman

Dancy -Contemporary Epistemology

3.11.6.1Pure anti-realists should be phenomenalists

* The relation between perceptual and metaphysiaéneis as follows:

1. The perceptual realist holds that objects can exist and retain some ef th
properties unperceived.

2. The metaphysical realist holds that there are some propositions that have
definite truth value, but whose truth or falsitylé$t undetermined even after all
possible evidence is in (ie. that there are evidgranscendent truths).

 Can one adopt one form of realism and not the 8tl@f the various forms of
metaphysicalanti-realism, solipsism, idealism and phenomenalism clearly mp
perceptual anti-realism. However, can’t a pure-gedlist be a_direct perceptual
realist?

» The perceptual realist takes it that tlggound for perceptual experience is
independent of that experience; namely, a contislyaxisting material world. So, we
can combine perceptual realism with pure antiseafrovided we can:

1. Conceive what it is like for there to be such augah but ...

2. NOT conceive what it would be like for that groumadexist unrecognisably.

* However, this requires that our perceptual reabedirect. If it were indirect, we'd
have to say that the material world, since on ¥fgsy it's the indirect object, might
exist beyond the reach of possible experiencesarfdil condition (2) above.

» Even so, Dancy finds a tension between perceptaiiém and pure metaphysical anti-
realism, which destroys the amalgam. The pure raatist cannot accept that it's
possible for something to be unrecognisably truamnoccasion. This is because he
closely connects truth with the evidence for itt,Bhe direct realist, since he accepts
that there is amdependentand distinct ground for all possible experiena® admit
that the ground can be unrecognisably present arraptly present but in fact absent.
Since this is inconsistent with pure anti-realighee anti-realist would seem to be
committed to the next “worst” anti-realist percegdtposition, namely phenomenalism,
which has already been found to be unsatisfactory.

3.11.6.2A coherentist should be a direct rather than indiret realist

» Dancy argued in 2.9.5 that a coherentist coultb&tih realist. If he is, he’ll also adopt
realism in perception. But, what sort? Dancy sutgpdirect realism because indirect
realism re-opens the gap between justificationteuth. He makes two points:

1. The coherentist claims that justification and tratle not properties of radically
different type; justification grows into truth, evehough it may never quite get
there. The realist who supposes that the propeofigshysical objects are both
observable and can continue to exist unobserveplosgs that the very thing that
he does observe could exist unobserved. Thisestdiealism. The indirect realist,
however, denies that the objects of which we arectly aware can continue
unperceived. This drives a wedge between the agngnworld that makes our
states of awareness true and that which we appealustification of our beliefs.
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Truth is a relation between direct and indirect objedtereagustification is a
relation between direct objects of awareness (fe toherentist, beliefs are
justified if they fit well with other beliefs). Fothe coherentist, this creates the
wrong sort of distinction between truth and juséfion.

2. Indirect realism is prone to the sort of scepticdrat the real world might be
radically different from the perceptual world, ongit even not exist. Indirect
realists, while accepting this possibility, havgueed that we can nonetheless know
things about the real world via our awareness ®fpparent. Things are easier for
the direct realist. While there remains a distonctbetween the way the world
appears to be, and how it is, the distinction ss lemdical because the two worlds
are of a piece. The properties we perceive thednasl having are just those it
does have, and retains unperceived.

» Consequently, Dancy concludes that the consis@mrentist must adopt perceptual
direct realism, which we’'ve already shown on indef@t grounds to be the most
plausible.

3.11.6.3Scientific direct realism is better than the naivdorm

 Dancy had argued in 3.10.3 that naive direct maals more consistent than the
scientific form. There were two arguments for tinkich now seem less persuasive:
1. Doubts about the primary / secondary quality distam.
2. Use of this distinction will collapse scientificréct realism into indirect realism for

colour perception.

* However, our discussions in 3.11.3 seem to shovag2yroundless, which therefore
allows the coherentist to adopt the primary / sdeoy quality distinction, and along
with it scientific direct realism.
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3.12 Memory
3.12.1 Theories of Memory

* The naive view is that tperceiveis to be aware of onefzresent and toremember
is to be aware of one’past This chapter will show that the similarities betm
memory and perception outweigh the dissimilarities.

* However, in perception what we're aware of needheotemporally present, and we’ll
see that memory isn’t restricted to awareness efkqgrast.

* There ardlirect realist, indirect realist andphenomenalisttheories of memory, just
as there are for perception. This correctly temygsto consider memory as being
perception of the past, though we must note tretimay be non-perceptual forms of
memory.

» The arguments for these three theories will pdriditese for perception, and will give
us the opportunity to evaluate them in a new cdntex

* Realism about memory is that real and possible memoriesgesunded in thpast,
the previous history of the world, which is diffatefrom them and explains their
possibility. The way the past was is not dependerur ability to remember it.

3.12.2 Indirect Realism

» According to the indirect realist, in memory weindirectly aware of the past. There’'s
a direct object of awareness — the memory imageinternal direct object — that acts
as an intermediary.

» Arguments for indirect realism in memory parall@se in perception:

1. The content of awareness is a second object.
2. The time-lag argument.
3. The argument from illusion.

* These arguments were inconclusive for perceptianramain so for memory. There’s
no argument to compel us to accept the existenem afitermediate direct object of
memory.

* This dismissal is too quick, given that most corgerary philosophers are indirect
realists in this respect. So, Dancy raises theviatilg more considered objections:

3.12.2.10bjection 1: double awareness
* It was double awareness of the double object thased problems for perceptual
indirect realists. This remains so for memory — hdves the memory image function

as an intermediate direct object?

3.12.2.20bjection 2: double intermediacy
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» Because similar arguments imply that the indireetmory realist is also an indirect
perceptual realist, there’s a double intermediagtyvben the remembering mind and
the past event:

1. The original direct object between the perceivet e thing perceived.

2. The second direct object present to the remembemnimgl and related to /
resembling the perceptual direct object, whichas/rbeyond awareness as (from
the time lag argument) it has ceased to exist.

* There are two reasons why we can’t suppose theomedirect object recurs after a
gap of dormancy:

1. We ought to suppose that a new image is created afigap, resembling the
previous one. Other wise we’ll have to say the maog image is stored during
gaps in awareness. Dancy finds the idea of memerg atorehouse of unused
images “a most unattractive proposition”.

2. Memory images often differ so much from the origiparceptual direct objects,
it's hard to see them as survivors of these images.

» Because of all these intermediacies, with thesidigarities, anyone impressed by the
argument given in 3.11.2 will be even more imprddsg its application to this case.
The argument was that the existence of a distihjgtcd of awareness between us and
the world makes it impossible for us to know wied world is really like.

3.12.2.30bjection 3: memory and imagination

* The indirect realist considers both memory and in&®n to producemages So,
how do we tell them apart?

* This is often expressed as a demand for an idalldoiterion for distinguishing
memories from imaginings, else memory can giveauknowledge of the past.

» Dancy thinks this is a misplaced sceptical concéhere_are no infallible criteria, and
consequently it’s no objection to a theory thataib’'t provide one. The argument from
error is ageneralproblem that needs to be dealt with.

* There are two classic answers to the question wf taodistinguish memory-images
from others:

1. Hume: Memory-images are more vivithrceful and lively than others. This seems
unlikely at face value, given that the productghasd imagination are often more
lively that fading traces of the past. So, to ustlrd what Hume means, we
remember that he uses this criterion to distingbesliefs, as the more lively, from
imaginings. He means that beliefs ation-guiding, whereas imaginings aren't.
Memory is a form of belief, and distinguishing metas from imaginings is a
special case of distinguishing what we believe fwanat we don't.

2. Russell suggests that it’'s the feeling &miliarity that distinguishes memory
from imagination. While this can be strong, weakmisplaced (in the case of déja
vu), it is generally present and is the criteriogire after.

» Dancy responds in reverse order:

1. Response to RussellThe problem isn’t that familiarity isn’'t an infiale criterion
(since there is none) but rather to distinguish feeding of familiarity from the
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belief that the present image resembles the pasiséR claims that beliefs are
always based on feelings, from which they arerdistiHowever, the response to
this claim is that there is no feeling of familigrother than the belief the feeling is
supposed to ground. That's what the feeling of lfarmy is. The belief can’'t be
the distinguishing criterion, since it's the beleé’re seeking the criterion for and
which now appears criterionless.

2. Response to HumeThis is similar. Agreeing with him that memoryasiorm of
belief attached to the present image, we have terion by which we ascribe
belief in the case of memory, but not in the calsimnagination. The ascription of
belief is again criterionless.

Consequently, the indirect realist can’'t answer tjuestion of which images are

memory-images, though we could expect an answen fnom. The direct realist

doesn’'t need to answer this question, but a diffexne, which he can answer;
namely, which beliefs are memory-beliefs.

The main problem with accepting indirect realisnthie case of memory is that we’'d

then have to accept indirect realism for percepthich we've previously rejected.

Mixed theories are unattractive because the argisvamatepted in the one case spill

over into the other.

3.12.3 Direct Realism

The direct realist argues that our awareness opadisé is direct, with no intermediary
internal object. Memory images are not as prevasnphilosophers think, and when
they do appear, it's not as an object of awarehaspart of thevay in which we're
aware of a past event.

We may ask whether it is reasonable for the direatist to play down the role of
images, since this seems to be what’s most chaisicteof memory. To answer this
guestion, we need to consider the differfemins of memory and the role images play
in each. Dancy seems to consider tfacfual andperceptual.

3.12.3.1Factual memory

Factual memory hasn’'t received much consideratmifag yet is the most common
form. It is factual knowledge, knowledge thatwhich was acquired in the past, and
which might have been forgotten and recovered oplgi retained. Most of our
knowledge is factual memory. Knowledge of what werent perceive isn't factual
memory, though much of this knowledge will be malian factual memory.

Memory isn’t necessarily concerned with the pattalone one’swn past. Examples:

| remember that | will be in London next week, battthere are several varieties of
woodpecker.

Factual memory has no reliance on images, partdguxe they are usually unavailable
(eg. for numerical knowledge).

3.12.3.2Perceptual memory
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Factual memory is quite unlike the kind of memooneeived by the indirect realist,
since it need not be of the past and images atieengequired nor relevant. However,
this just goes to show that thereisother form of memory that the indirect realist
was talking about. Dancy calls therceptual memory. If knowledge recollection
was all there was to memory, we'd not be temptedmiake analogies between
memory and perception. Also, nothing about facto@mory says anything about the
restriction that onlysome things can be remembered, namely that our nomdhct
memory is restricted to our own past history. linishis context that there’s room for
analogy between perception and memory and for delda#tween direct and indirect
realists about, say, the function of imagery.
A none-too-good way of drawing attention to thetidetion between factual and
perceptual memory is by appealamguage We can distinguish between:
1. Remembering that: which requires no imagery, and ...
2. Remembering or remembering how something looked, which requires us to
recall the event with the same consciousness hibfirst.
Dancy doesn't think this linguistic distinction tgiworks, because perceptual memory
can without error be described in terms of rememgeahat. For all we know,
perceptual memory might just be a type of factuainory.

3.12.3.3Definitions, distinctions and contrasts

Dancy offers a couple of initial definitions:

1. A factually remembers thap iff a's present knowledge thatis grounded ira’s
previousknowledgethatp.

2. A perceptually remembers thap iff a's present knowledge thatis grounded in
a’s previouslyperceiving thatp.

Given (3.11.5) that perception is a form of knowledperceptual memory is a special

form of factual memory. While distinctionremains, there’s noontrast

3.12.3.4Problems for direct realism

What has the direct realist to say about percephaahory, the ability to see again in
the mind’s eye, to re-experience one’s feeling®ae-live one’s actions?

This ability is grounded in past perceptions, soneed to refer back to the account
given of perception. The direct realist has regadteermediate objects of perception,
so won't admit them here. What difficulties doeis tiaise?

A possible problem is that our awareness of thé pagalter through time, and may
evenimprove with attention. Why is this a problem for the direealist? Dancy thinks
the possibility of improvement is an argument i@ther than against, direct realism
since otherwise it's difficult to explain improvemewithout direct access to the
object, albeit at a temporal distance.

How does direct realism stand in relationsemsory pure belief andmixed theories
of memory? Pure belief is obviously correct fortéed memory, but should the
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analogy between perception and perceptual memaocg fos to adopt a mixed theory
for perceptual memory as we did for perception?

* Philosophers are less resistant to pure beliefrig®of memory than they are to those
of perception, because memory, unlike perceptiooesdt essentially involve
appearance This, however, says no more than the already téebiniclaim that
appearances are irrelevant to factual memory.

* However, appearances do count for perceptual mensoryt's best to preserve the
analogy and adopt a mixed theory for both percepand memory. Perceptual
memory is a distinctive form of belief about onp&st, and hence is a distinct form of
factual memory. Factual memory can be had withe@uatgptual memory, but not vice
versa.

3.12.4 Phenomenalism

* As before, we can distinguish between:

1. Reductive phenomenalismthere is such thing as the past, but it is ngtlther
than a complex of present experiences. For an ¢wdm past is for us to be able
to have present memory-experiences.

2. Eliminative phenomenalism there is no such thing as the past, only present
experiences.

* This sort of hypothesis (eg. Ayer) suffers from tb@me defects as perceptual
phenomenalism:

1. We would normally explain a memory-experience byesb to a previous
occurrence of some perceived event, now rememb@ies.is unavailable to the
phenomenalist, who has no resource other thanrdsemt experience itself.

2. The phenomenalist can't appeal to previous redigarin memory-experiences,
but not because these lie in the past, since tbeqgrhenalist can describe the past
in terms of present memory experiences. The re&stmat previous regularities
provide the wrong sort of explanation. While presaegularities assure us of the
predictability of memory experiences, they don’plain why they are of this sort
rather than another.

» Dancy claims there is something to be learnt frbm ¢ontrast between realism and
phenomenalism.

1. For the phenomenalist, factual memory can exisy ainlthere is perceptual
memory, since factual memory consists in past kadg#, which in turn consists
in the availability of experiences of having knottatp, which requires perceptual
memory.

2. This is thereverse of the realist situation where (as we saw in 131)
perceptual memory requires factual memory in sught tconnection that in
favourable cases, to perceive thas to know thap.

* This contrast is important now that we consider #soeptical question of how
memory can ever b&nowledge
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3.12.5 Russell's Hypothesis

* Russell's “hypothesis” — that the world was crediadinutes ago with false memories
in place — points out the sceptical difficultie)ce nothing can ever show, or even
provide evidence, that this situation doesn’t perta

» Can we know that Russell's hypothesis is falseagiww no evidence against it? If we
don’t, can we know anything about the past, sirga®/)(there was no WWII if the
universe was created 5 minutes ago?

» Dancy provides two comments on the argument befwoiding three possible
answers:

1. This is just the BIV argument from error given i1 2. Where two hypotheses are
indistinguishable, we can'’t claim to know, nor haustified belief, whether one
rather than the other is true.

2. The focus of this argument is factual memory, nercpptual memory. Even if
there are such things as memory experiences, ttwariel be no such thing as
present knowledge grounded in past knowledge.

» Possible answers:

3.12.5.1Nozick’s response

« Much as in 1.3: PCis false, so we can't use it to infer that we ddmow anything
given that we don’'t know Russell’'s hypothesis tddige.

« Dancy had argued in 1.3 that Nozick's argument faien if PE is false. Our
intuitions are strong that Nozick can’'t be right 2ay that we can know we had
breakfast today, yet not know that the universemvaseated 5 minutes ago.

3.12.5.2The phenomenalist response

* Phenomenalism would provide a better responsewktte tenable. It holds that the
existence of the past is nothing more than theladrity of present memory-
experiences. If this is what the past is, it's isgible for present memory-experiences
to be available and yet for the past not to exist.

» Consequently, Russell's hypothesis provides no ritsdor the phenomenalist to be
worried by sceptical doubts. This is a case offdledity of the anti-realist in disposing
of sceptical arguments.

* So, for the phenomenalist, we're directly in towath the past, and there are no past
events beyond the reach of memory. Any senten@otirport to be about the past,
but which are beyond the reach of memory, are eettine nor false.

» This view of the past contrasts strongly with tkalist view, since the realist thinks
there _are ways the world was which are beyond daehr of memory. The past is
richer than possible memory-experience. The rehtidtls to thelaw of excluded
middle when it comes to statements about the past —statdément is either true or
false. The phenomenalist is committing to denyimg. t
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However, the line that past events and memoriescae apart exposes the realist to
the usual sceptical arguments. The argument frawr estarts from the point that
however consistent our memory-experiences mightthere’s always the possibility
that they are false, to which we’'ve seen no satisfg response. It should be deflected
by some general move within epistemology, suchhasigmenalism.

3.12.5.3The transcendental argument

This was considered in 1.1.4. We try to maximise ¢ffect of Russell's hypothesis,
noting that if it were true, factual memory would impossible. Also, the acquisition
of new knowledge would be impossible, for how woullkecognise a fire if | don't
remember what one is? Dancy (says) he had noteduihieus validity of this move,
but the point is that we try to maximise the effetthe hypothesis so that we can then
not see ourselves as rational at all. Given suabrneous effects, the sceptical
argument must be rejected in true reductio style.

The above counter-argument isn’'t expressed aslid,lbut theresponseto it is the
same. Sceptical arguments aren't weakened by thmesof their consequences. This
isn’'t an independent reason for rejecting the scajghremises.

3.12.5.4Conclusion

All three of the above arguments have failed teaethe classic sceptical argument
about factual memory. Dancy will provide his respomo the argument from error in
3.15.5.

3.12.6 Perceptual Memory and Justification

Perceptual memory has been analysed as a spedabkielief. There are therefore

two questions to ask:

1. Under what conditions is such a belief justifid®ésponse coherentism — a belief
is justified by its effect on the system as a whole

2. Why is the fact that a belief is of a special soreason for retaining it?

Our response in the case of perception was thatantact with the world is so direct

that successful cases must count as knowledge. ¥owhis won't do here, since the

causal route isn’t so direct. The original, distawént can’'t be the main cause of the

present perceptual memory. So, another approawesed.

We've already taken it that factual memory — whitkuitable cases is knowledge — is

possible. Perceptual memory, on the other hanghrasent belief caused by past

perception. So, in favourable cases, perceptualoneis present belief caused by past

perceptual knowledge; perceptual memory is a bgtiefinded in previous knowledge.

This provides the extra resilience required.
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3.13 Induction

3.13.1 Induction, Perception and Memory

* So far we've considered the gathering and retermdioknowledge. Now we want to
consider the construction of new knowledge on theisbof old. We do this by
reasoning, of which there are two sodeductive andinductive.

» Deductive reasoning claimsonclusivereasons. In a deductivehalid argument, it is
impossible for the beliefs on which the conclusiests to be true and the conclusion
false.

* Inductive reasoning doesn’t claim to be conclusive, butnato provide sufficient
reason to accept the conclusion (or at least reastich, with yet further reasons,
will be sufficient). This is best explained Iprobability. A successful inductive
argument makes its conclusion more probable thgnegunally detailed alternative,
though this may still not be sufficient to belietree conclusion as the sum of the
alternatives may be still more probable. It maywéeer, justify us in looking for
further reasons that will collectively justify tikenclusion.

* Inductive reasoning may be applied from presentwi@adge to beliefs about the past,
or from beliefs about the past to beliefs aboutftitere. So, it's not specifically about
the future, but we should ask whether knowledgé¢heffuture can be gained other
than inductively. Dancy gives two possibilities:

1. We have non-inferential knowledge of our owmtentions, and therefore
sometimes know what will happen in the future. Hegrethis may not be entirely
devoid of inductive support, because we need towknbat in general our
intentions are implemented.

2. In certain cases we caeewhat will happen. This varies from extreme cases o
fortune telling, to knowing that the car will crashthe ball will go out of bounds.
However, there are powerful arguments that we @amemobserve the future in
such cases. Such powerful arguments are needelde asory so far in this book
implies that some limited observation of the futisrpossible. Perceptual belief is a
matter of degree, so maybe we can say that onsemthat a climb is difficult —
that we can see what will happen.

* The argument that completely rules out perceptiothe future is an argument about
the direction of causation Perceptual beliefs differ from others in thatfamourable
cases, theicontent is themain causeof the belief. But, for perception of the future,
the contentsof belief must lie in the future, so how can ttesise a present event?

* We might allow simultaneous causation, but theeeaaguments that the present can't
be the effect of something that hasn’t yet happened

» Dancy gives arxample of someone always waking up 5 minutes before ddamm.
The cause of their waking up isn't the future nmgiof the alarm, because of cases
where they woke up even though (due to mecharadate¢) the clock didn't go off.
Hence the correct explanation isn't backward camsabut double forward causation
(waking and ringing are both caused by winding).
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 We can't wriggle out of this example by saying thia¢re might be someone who
wouldn’t wake up if their alarm wasn't going to ginThe structure of the argument
requires that the effect be over before the cats#ssleaving a gap for someone to
interfere to prevent the cause from starting. We'tdactually need to interfere — the
mere possibility of intervention is incompatibletiithe thought that the effect is
caused by a future event. This is becausghatt it is for one event to be the effect of
another. B is only the effect of A if A iecessaryfor B. On a morning on which our
man wakes up, we can stop the afdrso the alarm can’t be necessary for his waking
up.

* This "bilking” argument shows that the causal order can't beréverse of the
temporal (see Flew). Since perception requiresusatdink between belief and fact,
this argument shows that we can never perceivéutbes. Hence, we don't really see
that it’ll rain or that the car will crash — we gnleason inductively from present
conditions to future events.

3.13.2 Two Conceptions of the Future

* As usual, we have theealist and anti-realist accounts. The anti-realist denies that
there can be evidence transcendent truth. So, tersenabout the future is to be
evaluated as true or false in the light of preserd past evidence. In the absence of
evidence, as in most cases about the future, titersme lacks a truth-value.

* This argument is appealing. Because the future’'thgsh happened, we feel that
there’s nothing for sentences about the futureescidoe. The openness of the future
isn't an epistemological defect, but a metaphysieatessity that distinguishes the
future form the past. The past is complete, gitmgh-values to statements about it.
Not so the future.

» Accepting this line of argument is to adopt realiabout the past and anti-realism
about the future. A more complete anti-realism wiady the same about the past as
about the future. Dancy gives an argument for iaiism about the future — the claim
that a realist about the future cannot hiage will.

» Dancy rehearses the argument dausal determinism which is independent of the
anti-realism controversy. For A to be the causeBofif A and the attendant
circumstances happen, B must happen. So, if theatdeterminist is right, and every
event and action is caused by other events, thezvent can be other than it is, and
free will is impossible.

» Compatibilists deny this, saying that an action barboth caused and free. However,
we’re concerned with théatalist rather than theleterminist. The fatalist takes a
realist line, supposing that every statement abbetfuture has a truth-value. This
fixes what will happen in the future. If it is ad@dy true that | will go to the restaurant
next Friday, how can | be said to have the optibgoing?

% Maybe this supposition is incorrect? In cases eftieere’s a future cause of a past event theréeao
successful intervention?
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Despite the appearance of verbal trickery, thisument persuaded Aristotle to
abandon realism about the future. The adoption mif-raalism has the usual
advantages against the sceptic. What it is foatestent about the future to be true is
inseparable from what it is for us to have the Ipestisible evidence that it is true, so
there’s no possibility for us to have this evideaod yet our statement to be false.
The difficulty is to hold anti-realism about thetdve without adopting general anti-
realism, which we’ve already argued against inthle®ry of perception.

All this aside, there’s a more severe scepticaliment that attacks the very notion of
the evidence the anti-realist relies on. This ignidis question about induction in
general, and about thmobservedin general, not just the future.

3.13.3 Hume and his Critics

The questions about induction were raised in lahd® have not been discussed since.
Dancy doesn'’t repeat them, but moves immediatelparonsider answers to Hume.

3.13.3.1Is the Circularity Vicious?

Hume claims our attempts to justify appeals to egpee are circular, because we use
experience to justify experience. However, somdéopbphers have argued that the
circle isn't vicious.

The argument that “inductive reasoning has proweléhle in the past, so it is

generally reliable” has as its conclusion a staténtkat the principle of inference

which takes us from premise to conclusion is rédiabhis isn't circular, there being a

crucial difference betweenminciple of inference and astatement It's mistaken to

think that the argument requires as a premise tdteraent of the conclusion. There
are two mistaken reasons to suppose that it does:

1. The argument is inconclusive without the additiohtle conclusion to the
premises. But doing so brings blatant circulariBesponse the argument is
perfectly sound inductively as it stands, and dibewed making deductively valid
by the addition of extra premises. It's no parttled justification of induction to
show that all inductive arguments are covertly ata!

2. We should insert explicit statements of all prifegpof inference involved as
premises.Response this leads to infinite regress. Each argumentuim will
depend on some principle of inference that neeeisipmg.

Hence, the argument is agreed not to be coverttylar, because in no sense is the

conclusion amongst the premises. An argument dablss the reliability of its own

principle of inference when its conclusion asséhst reliability; induction can be
justified inductively.

We can see why this ingenious argumeninisuccessfuby looking at it Hume’s way.

| can only accept that this argument gives me medsoaccept its conclusion if |

accept on independent grounds the principle ofemiee on which it relies. Hence, the

argument only gives me sufficient reason to actie@tconclusion if | have sufficient
reason to accept the conclusion already.
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3.13.3.2Appeals to Analyticity

* Hume’'s question is how we can have reason to sepplst past and present
observation provides evidence from which we caruargductively. Without this
there can be no such thing as evidence, and nctimdueasons for belief.

» Strawson’s response — tlanalytic justification of induction — is that it's not
possible to question whether past and present \wdigar provide evidence for further
belief. It does so in virtue of what we mean byidewnce”. We can’t be wrong about
what “evidence” means, so there’s no possibilitgt tlobservation should fail to
provide evidence of the unobserved.

» This argument isn’'t available to those who accepin@s rejection of the analytic /
synthetic distinction, but there’s a further argategainst Strawson due to Urmson.

* The argument goes as follows:

1. To see something &videnceis in part to evaluate it, seeing it as a reliahl@e
we’'re justified in following.

2. But, terms like this have a peculiar characteridiiest seen in a general term of
approval, such as “good”.

3. We learn to use this term by examples given by mentors. But, we're not
restricted to approving what they approve, andusar of the term can cast off all
reliance on the original examples. We can apprdve adically different set of
objects — or approve of none — without demonsiyativat we’ve forgotten what
we were taught.

4. The same is true of “evidence”. We learnt it in @e¢ of circumstances, but can
apply it to others — taking different sorts of thias evidence, or (as Hume did)
denying that anything is evidence for anything .else

5. Hence, the analytic justification of evidence fddsrule out Hume’s question as
incoherent.

* Maybe we've missed the force of the analytic jicsttion, which may be intended as
ananti-realist answer to a realist questionand, we’ve missed the point by rebutting
it in realist terms:

1. Hume may think there are matters of fact aboutumebserved past and future,
about which our accumulated experience is incoiveusut relevant evidence.

2. Hume then points out that experience gives us agoreto suppose we can cross

from observed to unobserved.

The anti-realist responds by saying that there’gaqm between evidence and fact.

What it is for propositions about the unobservedéatrue is indissolubly tied to

what counts as relevant evidence.

5. Our concepts of truth and evidence go togethethabit is an analytic truth that
the observed past is evidence for the future.

6. A proposition about the future is true iff thereesidence available for it; to
understand what it is for a statement to be trgé igito know what counts as
evidence for it.

Hw
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7. Therefore, we can’t be wrong about taking obseowasis evidence. This is so not
on account of the meaning of the word “evidenceit, tecause of the meaning of
the propositions for which observations count adexce.

» This anti-realist version of the analytic argumtantinduction is the more formidable.

Before he can address it, Dancy needs to apprdahmiatter from a different

direction.

3.13.4 Goodman’s New Riddle of Induction

* Hume argued that the practice of inferring fromestisd regularities the probable
continuance of those regularities could not beifigdtif by justification we mean a
reason for thinking inductive reasoning to be bédia

* But, Hume didn't conclude that inductive reasonwwgs irrational . Instead, he
claimed that, while we have no reason to reasoucinely, we can’t help it because
human nature is such that we acquire theabit of expectation after observing
enough regularity in nature. We understand wha ib be rational not in virtue of
what we_ought to (but don’t) do, but what we do Hence, inductive inference is
rational, though ungrounded in reason.

* Goodman argued that Hume’s answer gives rise to kasder questions of the same
type it seeks to solve. Correct inductive infereiscdefined in terms of inference to
events similar to those observed; the most relisiderence being that the world will
continue as it has been wont. Goodman argues comgin that this appeal to
similarities conceals a hard-to-justify assumption.

» Dancy rehearses the grue / bleen argument. Antojegue at iff it green and t <
01/01/2000 or it is green and t > 01/01/2000. Walleour evidence points to future
emeralds being green, it also points to them béing, since (writing in the last
century) all have been found to be grue just ashnascgreen.

» This means that we cannot characterise correctciiv@uinference in terms of the
continuation of previously observed regularitiebefle are infinitely many regularities,
but we're inclined to treat some inferences asemrand others not. However, we've
not provided any reason for doing so, nor have weoekable account of what an
inductive inference is to which we might appeadupport.

* The natural response is to claim that there’s sbimgtsuspicious about artificial
predicates like grue. But, the new riddle of induejust is the question what is wrong
with them. Complaints about artificiality just shome don’t use such predicates, not
that we oughtn't to.

* A common answer is to complain that no “sound” & could contain reference to
a particular point in time or space. Hence, grueinsound. There are two things
wrong with this response:

1. Grue / bleen and green / blue are inter-definalateobject is green &tif it grue
and t < 01/01/2000 or it is bleen and t > 01/0120Aence, even “green” is
unsound from the perspective of someone using “grue

2. Even if such predicates were called “unsound”, weot said what it is about
them that makes inferences from them unreliable.
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» Dancy doesn't try to _solve Goodman’s new riddlet Imstead tries to relate it to
previous concerns.

* The anti-realist response to Hume is no use inomespto Goodman:

1. We do use past observations as evidence for futases, and our understanding
of what it is for something unobserved to be tsidinked to what we take as
evidence that it is so.

2. So, in the case of “green”, our understanding o&twihis for something to be
green in the future is linked to what we take ademce that is will be green.

3. Given the meanings we attribute, there is no chahess being wrong in what we
take as evidence for something to be green inuthed.

4. But, this applies as much to “grue” as to “gre€ffie only hope that this not be
the case is the thought that we have been usingrindicate “green” but not
“grue”.

5. But, this isn’t useful, for two reasons:

(a) We can’'t show a predicate to be invalid merely beeave haven't used it.
(b) How do we know from our previous practice that veebheen using “green”
rather than “grue”?

* The above point (5b) is important. It is true that've used the word “green”, but
what shows that we haven'’t all along been thinkinterms of grueness? How do we
know we won't suddenly start calling bfdebjects “green” on 01/01/2000? Until we
know which concept we've been using, we can’'t htpé&vour one on the grounds
that it is the one we’ve been using.

* Again, the importance of this point is shown by éigument that we should discount
concepts like grueness because they can't be l#amtexamples. We think we know
we've acquired the concept of greenness, but mi'gbthe concept of grueness that
we've acquired. If so, we’ve acquired it from owuperience of grue objects.

* We should now be reminded of Wittgenstein's ruliefeing considerations (see
2.5.5-7). Goodman'’s asking, just as Wittgenstedh dihat justifies one way of going
on rather than another.

3.13.5 Coherentism and Induction

 We've two forms of inductive scepticism to contewdh. Anti-realism had some
success with Hume'’s, but failed against Goodmddes coherentism do better?

» Coherentists (Ewing and Blanchard) claim that cehiésm is the only perspective
from which inductive scepticism collapses. Thisuiegs two constraints:
1. Externalist answers are no good since we preferriatism.
2. The answer must be as effective against Goodmagaasst Hume.

« We're to imagine we've a succinct statement of Bh (an Inductive Principle of
Inference):

4 Prior to 01/01/2000, grue and green have the saemsion, so we might have been adopting grue /
bleen concepts all along (ie. the meaning we giveur word “blue” is bleen). If so, after 01/01/208
green object will be bleen, which in our vocabulariblue”).
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1. An externalist claims that our use of an IPI idifiesl by its resulting in increased
coherence in our belief-set.

2. An internalist adds that we additionally need_tdielbe that our use of the IPI
increases coherence, and we’re justified in uginfgthis belief is_true. Internalism
doesn’'t need to show that this belief is true, bseaas we showed in 2.9.3, this
leads to regress and return us to Humean scepticism

We still need to know whether it’s true that adogtthe IP1 will improve coherence.

Appeal to the past would lead to circularity, sean’t be an entirely empirical matter

that use of the IPl would increase coherence. &gl ran a priori, conceptual link

inductive inference and increased explanatory eoiue.

Coherentists can supply just this, by Harman’srcldiat the guiding principle behind

inductive inference just ismference to best explanationHence, it's no accident that

induction increases explanatory coherence. Alsoalree both truth and justification
are seen in terms of coherence, induction mustuakesarer the truth.

Further, by reviewing Hume’s argument is detail, ¥a® see why coherentism is the

only successful explanation of induction. We use éxample of a brick smashing a

window:

1. We see a brick heading for the window. Our nathedief about what will happen
next is arrived at by inductive inference, but wiatifies that inference?

2. There’s no contradiction in supposing the brickd wdt break the window, which
there would be if the connection between the bsidkght and the window’s
breaking were one ddgical necessity

3. Hence, the two events arenjoined but notconnected

4. Our inference from one to the other must, therefdiexive from experience of
similar conjunctions in the past, but this sort ioference can't be justified
empirically without the circularity we saw in 1.1.2

Coherentists stop this argument by rejecting tlmaight in (2). They claim another

form of necessity -natural necessity This links the two events together, and anyone

who denies it is doomed to inductive scepticism.

Without natural necessitgxplanation is impossible. To explain something is to see

why it had to happen (in the circumstances), net fhat it was going to or will

happen. To seehy, we need more than the knowledge that in preweases this sort
of thing happened, which only provides “bleak pcadns”; we needinderstanding.

The reply to Hume is that for there to be the palggiof explanation, there has to be

necessary connection between events. The window bnegk, not just will break.

Knowledge that the window will break is knowledgge ibference; the brick’s flight

entails the window’s breaking. We know that, givkee brick, the window must break

because it'd be far harder to explain its not bireakhan its breaking.

Ewing and Blanchard’'s explanation for their escépen Hume’s argument is that

they deny hisatomism, the view that individual events are conjoined Imetver

connected. However, this still leaves Goodman.

Goodman points out that there are many other induptactices than our own, each

with its own language, and nothing to choose betvtbem. If one is justified, all are.

On the assumption that we've defeated Hume, whyldhamultiple justification
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disturb us? We normally think that justificationnche shared, and that another
person’s belief-set can be as justified as our oM plurality objection (see 2.8.2)
only bites when we talk about truth.

* The situation is that for each belief we are jieddifin holding, there’s another equally
well-grounded practice that recommends the oppbsiief — the example is the green
to blue case given above. This means that the tactipes are not justifferent but
competing

* This is where we must turn td/ittgenstein. We've found that there’s no internal
feature of our practice that makes it more justifiean any other. Nor is there any
external factor. The only relevant feature was thatuse one practice and not the
other.

* This doesn't help much, but the conclusion of Wtigtein's discussion of rule-
following (2.5.6) was that a practice doesn't needindependent external ground to
justify it.

 The reason we were looking for an external grourab what we think of such
guestions as external questions since they ask auwpractices from a purportedly
external perspective.

* But, this is wrong. Just as questions about théigation of elements of our language
use (eg. of ethical language) are asked within lioguistic practice, so questions
about induction are within our scheme of thingssHouldn’t disconcert us that they
cannot be justified from the outside.

« If this Wittgensteinian response to Goodman is abgthis means that Goodman’s
advance beyond Hume was a move from an answerablgign that the coherentist
can answer, to an unanswerable one that no onaremer. It guarantees its own
unanswerability and so rules itself out of coud, Bwe can ignore Goodman, Ewing
was right to say that only coherentism can showahenality of induction.
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3.14 A Priori Knowledge

3.14.1 Foundationalism and A Priori Knowledge

* What justifies the principles of inference on whiébundationalism’'s inferential
justification relies? They can't be justified bypegal to basic beliefs, nor as conclusions
of inferences from them. Hence, for the foundatish@rogramme to succeed, there
must be a third form of justification, the a priori

* Foundationalism is a form of empiricism, with baseliefs being those presented to us
in experience. Foundationalism, therefore, offessan empiricist reason for claiming
that some knowledge is not empirical, though tlaeesother reasons as well.

3.14.2 Empiricism. The A Priori and the Analytic

* An extreme form of empiricism distinguishes ideasnf propositions, which are

complexes of ideas combined so as to be true se.fil held that:
1. All our ideas were derived from experience.
2. No proposition could be known to be true apart fexperience.

 Dancy wil later show dissatisfaction about thetid@ion between ideas and
propositions.

* Locke tried to prove (1) by running through our kdgas them one by one and
showing how they could be so derived. He had migedcess, with problems in
particular with identity, equality, perfection, Gpdwer and cause.

» Tenet (2) was no sooner stated than abandonedudmeat conflicts with the
intuitively correct claim that some propositionsnce known to be true with no
further appeal to experience than is required tpige the relevant concepts. We need
no experience to verify that “2 + 3 = 5” or thaedris a colour”. Anyone who
understands them already knows their truth witleapirical investigation.

* This needn't worry empiricists, who argued thatstheropositions had a special
status. They express relations between our ideasrmepts -eonceptual knowledge
rather than substantial knowledge about the nowcegmtoal world. Locke agreed that
they were knowable by the exercise of reason aloueheld that his was compatible
with, and explained by, his concept-empiricism. thit ideas whose interrelations we
can know in this way are empirical.

* An empiricist who admits a priori knowledge musplain it in his own terms. Locke
held a priori propositions are trivial relationstween our ideas. Ayer held that a
proposition can only be known a priori if itagalytic, ie. true in virtue of the meaning
of words rather than how the world is. Accordinghi a priori knowledge is of
analytic truths and synthetic truths can only beviim empirically.

* This is awkward for the foundationalist who claimsr principles of inference are
known a priori, since they are hardly analytic. ws saw in 3.13.3 about induction,
they are not true in virtue of the meaning of woattsne. They appear to be synthetic,
so how can they be known a priori?
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3.14.3 Can Synthetic Truths be Known A Priori?

* Are there examples of the synthetic a priori? Ouypriari knowledge of synthetic
principles of inference is one. Anotherdslour exclusion (nothing can be red and
green all over at the same time), which we knovhauit having to check by appealing
to experience.

* An objection is that it's a fact of experience thaing red excludes being green. While
we know this without further experience once wewmnhat it is for something to be
coloured, knowing that one colour excludes anoit@t a substantial fact about the
world, so colour exclusion isn't the sort of a priknowledge of synthetic truths
we're after. Instead, it's an empirical fact ab@mpearance that nothing can have
two competing qualities simultaneously.

» Dancy finds two problems with this argument:

1. It begs the question. Experience only tells us timbbject_is red and green all
over simultaneously, not that it can’t be. Colouclesion is created by the way
we distinguish between colours. So, colour exclusis an artefact of our
conceptual scheme, not a reflection of the waywbdd must be. But, don't we
mirror our language on what we find in the worldh't colour a matter of
appearance, and hence a relation between us andwohie? So, colour
exclusiveness is as much a fact about us and tii¢hiveys appear to us as about
the world.

2. There are other examples of this sort of exclugssnwhich don’t concern
appearance in this way. Eg. nothing can be botbva and a horse at the same
time. Additionally, it's not convincing to say thahis is a fact about our
conceptual scheme, rather than about cows andshdssé part of theneaning
of “is a cow” that it excludes being a horse? If Hus example is analytic and
again not what we’re after. However, couldn't someavho knew the meaning of
“‘cow” never have heard of horses and still undexstaow” perfectly well. We
must remember that there are indefinitely manygshicows are not. If the meaning
of “is a cow” included all these exclusions, no @aaild learn it, especially given
that the other words would contain their own exolns. So, the proposition that
nothing is both a cow and a horse is not analgtit,nor is it about appearance, so
can’'t be held to be empirical on that account. Wevk a priori that a cow isn't a
horse once we know what it is to be each. No furthgerience is necessary.
Hence, we do have an example of a priori knowlezfgesynthetic truth.

* We will grant that mathematical knowledge is a pribut are mathematical truths
analytic or synthetic? Kant defined “analytic” notterms of meaning but @bncepts
holding that a judgement is analytically true ieétboncept occurring as predicate is
contained in the concept occurring as subject.hls $ense, he initially thought of
arithmetical truths as analytic. Later he changedrind. While one might be tempted
to say that the knowledge that 12 = 7 + 5 is reglior possession of the concept 12,
12 is made up of infinitely many pairs of numbeas,well as of products. Since we
can't predicateall these of someone who possesses the concept l2ustereject
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them all. [Though, if we define integers by thecassor relation, we might allow 12 =
11 + 1 to be known a priori]. Hence, mathematiaatht is synthetic in Kant’s sense.

* If we follow the non-Kantian line of defining anaity in terms of meaning, we get
the same result. There are two many interrelatipashetween one number and
another for these to be contained in the meaningnef of them. So, mathematical
knowledge is synthetic in this sense as well, ttokrpwable a priori.

» Kant's approach to this question makes the appeakxamples more or less
redundant. The classical empiricists claimed that @nncepts (or ideas) are derived
from experience, attempting to prove this by enatien. Kant doesn’t argue directly
against the enumeration, but argues that some ptsm@annot be derived from
experience because they are requirecfoyrexperience at all.

» Kant's complexargument is briefly as follows. The basic idea is that therld is
experienced spatially, temporally and causally.sEheoncepts cannot be derived from
experience. Rather, one can only have an experiérmee possesses them, as the
matrix within which experience is presented. Herthese concepts are not empirical.
Though presented in experience, they cannot becet from experience because
any such extraction would only be possible for smmeewho already possessed the
concepts that provide the experience that makeactikin possible.

* In reply, we might argue that Kant has failed tstidguish the claim that atbncepts
are empirical from that that dhowledgeis empirical. Concepts are constituents of
propositions, and our knowledge that certain praéjpos are true may be empirical
even when the contents of the propositions aremgpirical.

» The distinction between concepts and propositismiibious, however. In the present
context, we're implausibly alleging that it's pdssito possess the concepts of space,
time and causation without knowing any propositiamswhich they feature. To
possess the concept of causation we have to bet@luletinguish events that are
causally connected from those that aren'’t, in otdeunderstand what it is for two
events to be causally connected. So, the persorpasgesses this concept already has
a lot of propositional knowledge.

» Kant himself makes such claims. For instance, somgmssessing the concept space
has (according to Kant) to know that it is infiniteomogeneous and Euclidean. So,
conceptual knowledge involves propositional knowkedor Kant. The propositions
involved are known a priori, if at all, and are @mialytic since they involve substantial
knowledge of the world we experience.

* While we might dispute Kant’s version of the profiosal knowledge required to
possess the concepts of space, etc., it's harcedist rthe claim that conceptual
knowledge requires some relevant propositional kedge. So, any response to Kant
must concentrate on his argument that some of@ucepts are not empirical.

* If we admit the distinction between a priori andpaimal knowledge, the empiricist
will have a hard time maintaining that only analtiuths can be known a priori. So, a
more effective empiricism — Quine’s position — wdény the distinction between
empirical and a priori, claiming that no knowledgeinilaterally one or the other.

 To go further, we must ask various questions, am@mee various claims, which
Dancy will address in turn:

theo@theotodman.com 19/09/2003 Page 97 of 110



Ep&Meth (Notes) Theo Todman

Dancy -Contemporary Epistemology

1. What is the subject matter of a priori knowledge?

2. What is the nature of those truths, if any, that ba known without appeal to
experience?

3. Kant held that any truth knowable a priori is bathversal andnecessary

3.14.4 A Priori Knowledge and Universal Truth

* The reason Kant supposed that a priori knowledgst rbe of universal truth is
because knowledge of particular objects must depaniheir examination, and so be
empirical. Kant saw no real distinction betweenassty and universality. Granting,
for the sake of argument, that a priori knowledgefinecessary truth, we can argue
that it is not for this reason universal.

» Kant can accept necessary truths about particudgcts, provided these truths are
inferred from parent universal truths. The directiof discovery must be from
universal to particular if the knowledge is to bepw@ori rather than empirical. If
universal knowledge was obtained from particulssesa it would be empirical since
that from particular cases is.

* Kant's view is weak because he insists that allWkadge of particular objects is
empirical because it involves their examination. Wght be able to obtain a priori
knowledge of particular objects by reflecting oeitinature rather than by examining
them.

* There are two stages to our demonstration. We neefind two examples of
necessary truths about particular objects that are:

1. Not known empirically, though it might have beeonthing that can be known
either empirically or a priori.

2. Is known, but cannot be known empirically. Someghtinat can only be known a
priori.

* In either case we have an example of a priori kadgé, which is something thedn
be acquired without appeal to experience, it beragevant whether it can be known
in other ways.

» Kripke supplies an appropriate example. Could the tablevioich he was lecturing
have been made of ice, given that he knew emgyrithaht it was in fact made of
wood? Our strong intuition is that any ice-tablewdonot have been the wooden one
before which Kripke was lecturing. By reflecting the wooden table, we can see that
it could not have been made of ice instead. Td)issa’t empirical knowledge, though
knowledge ) that the table is wooden is empirical. Hence:

1. We know empirically thap,
2. We know that—> L1 g),
3. We know that ] g.

» Our knowledge thatl q is empirical since derived by inference from ompeical
knowledge thap. But, our knowledge thap© [ q) is not empirical, because we
can’'t conceive of any experience that would vesifyfalsify it. So, the conditional is a
necessary truth known a priori.
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* So, isUd (p~> O g), which is a necessary truth about a particulgectbknown by
reflection on the nature of that particular objemtas a simple instance of a universal
truth? Do we infer the universal from the particuda vice versa?

» Dancy thinks that Kripke’s audience, at least,ktiothat the inference is from the
particular to the universal. The necessary univérath was discovered by reflection
on the necessity of a particular cage (o> L1 q)). So, their a priori knowledge was
not universal (it concerned a particular table) asdd not have become so had they
failed to reflect further.

* What this example suggests is that just as conitngeiversal truths (“all ravens are
black”) can be inferred from particular contingéniths (“these ravens ...”), so with
necessary truths (“no wooden table could have Ipegthe of ice”, “this table ...”).
Even so, the universal knowledge is not empirigadesit’s inferred from particular
instances known a priori. Hence, Kant was wronguppose that no necessary truths
about empirical objects can be know a priori. Scame

* Indeed, perhaps some necessary universal trutherdgarbe discovered by reflecting
on particular cases. Kripke's table example is suneh case. Dancy supports Broad in
suggesting amethical case, that some universal moral truths may bessacg but can
only be known by reflection on particular caseg-what ethicists refer to astuitive
induction. The example is of actions being the better famgpgenerous.

3.14.5 A Priori Knowledge and Necessary Truth

* Our argument that Kant was wrong to suppose thaticai knowledge can't be of
particular truths depended on his claim that a priori knogtedhust be ofiecessary
truth. Contingent truths cannot be known a ph@cause they might have been false,
so we need to investigate empirically to determiiether the proposition is false.
Thus, contingent truths can only be known emplsical

* A contingent proposition is one that’s true in sgmossible worlds, false in others. To
know whether it is true in the actual world, we dhé¢e investigate whether this world
is one of those in which it is true.

* To summarise: while contingent truths can only bevin empirically, some necessary
truths can be known a priori. The claim isn't thdierep is necessarily true we can
know empirically that it is true, but that whepeis necessarily true we can know
empirically that it is necessarily true.

» The example was of a necessary truth known emjfiyricacause it was inferred from
two propositions, one of which was known empiriéall Can we find a necessary
truth known empirically other than by inferenceh@a experience necessary truths?
This relates to thoughts raised earlier about émge of perceptual knowledge — can
we seethat something must be true? An example mightha¢ we can see that one
person walking behind another must walk fastentertake.

% Dancy (and 1) need to spell this out a bit more.
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3.14.6 Quine and the Distinction between A Priori and Hioal

* Quine argues further that nothing can be knownrathen empirically. This seems to
suggest that Quineloes accept the distinction between empirical and arpri
knowledge, but just assigns no role or contenth & priori side. In fact, however,
Quine is taking the most promising empiricist Iseen in 3.14.3; namely, that there’s
no dividing line at all between the empirical artk ta priori. While there are
differences of degree, all knowledge is more og &spirical.

* Quine reaches this conclusion by a route similathtt whereby he abandoned the
analytic / synthetic distinction — see 2.6.3. Irdiede link between this distinction and
the a priori / empirical distinction is so closatlaccepting the former would resurrect
the latter. In both cases, the argument starts fiQmine’s holism and the
indeterminacy of sentential meaning. The resuth& no sentence is immune from
revision — changes at the surface of our sphetelfs force inner changes. Since a
priori knowledge must be immune to empirical resulhere can be no such thing if no
statement is completely immune to revision in itjletlof experience.

» This lack of immunity to revision means that thare no necessary truths either.

* A qualification: Quine is rejectinglogical or conceptual necessity. These are
denounced because they would be unrevisable. Hoyw@wene can and does admit
natural necessity This is what science tells us couldn’t be otheewExamples are:

1. Paper has to burn when lit.
2. Water has to freeze below a certain temperature.

* Natural possibilities are those allowed by science. Quine allows napoatibilities
and necessities because the propositions concemeedevisable, just as science is
revisable. However, there’s no notionlofjical possibility, whereby we can say that
some things are naturally impossible (being incaibfgawith the laws of science) but
still logically possible.

*  What makes Quine’s position difficult is his amldéra position with regard to the
Law of Non-Contradiction. In his “Two Dogmas”, Quirthis law is subject to
revision, albeit in the most extreme circumstanbas later he is more willing to allow
vestiges of unrevisability. IVord and Objegthe argues that the logical connectives
do have a determinate meaning, making it possibléniin to allow that logical laws
are true in virtue of theneaning of the logical connectives. People who disagree
about the laws of logic are not talking the samgueage. But, this is to admit that the
laws of logic are unrevisable analytic truths.

3.14.7 A Coherentist Approach

» Dancy gives three contrasting approaches to aigmmwledge and necessary truth.
The first two (Hume and Quine) we have seen befbhe. third, due to Blanchard, is
new.
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3.14.7.1Hume’s view

* The extreme empiriciglenies natural necessity There’s no necessity in the world,
according to Hume, but only regularities and osponses to them.

* Hume’s explanation of the “necessity” we see indhifalling was the suggestion that
our experience of regularities creates in ugriesistible habit of expectation

* Hence, natural necessity is more a fact about bserger than about the world we
observe. There’s no distinction between what jagtpens to be and what can'’t help
being.

* However, logical necessity is admitted and explained by the Law of Non-
Contradiction.

3.14.7.2Quine’s view

* Quine takes the opposite view. Logical necessityejected in favour of natural
necessity, what is required by the laws of science.

» The distinction between necessity and contingesiayithin the natural world, rather
thatbetweenthe natural and the logical.

3.14.7.3Blanchard’s view

» Blanchard’s view is different again. He rejects ote: empiricist claim that all necessity
is logical necessity, arguing as in 3.14.3 thateat@e many synthetic necessary truths
whose necessity is a fact about the world rathean # consequence of the laws of
logic.

* However, he extends Quine’s natural necessityordoherentist reasons:

1. We seek not only t&now the truth, but taunderstand. To understand is to see
why things should be the way they are, and mowas frecognising something as
contingently true to being necessarily true. Darefers us to remarks in 3.13.5
bout the coherentist attitude to induction). See tlomain of natural necessity
extends as far as understanding can reach.

2. For coherentistgruth andsystemcoincide, and coherence is defined in terms of
mutual explanation (see 2.8.2). As our system grawsoherence, its parts
become more tightly bound together until the exgary power of the system
becomes so great that we can’t consider that thirs$appen to be true. Instead,
what was originally seen antingent is seen asiecessaryto the whole (see
2.8.2 about the difference betwesmtailment andmutual explanation).

* Hence, if Blanchard is correct, ultimately contingdruth vanishes leaving only
necessity. However, since this is a cummulativec@ss, necessity, like truth, is a
matter of degree. This leads us to reject thendistin between a priori and empirical
knowledge.
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3.15 Is Epistemology Possible?

3.15.1 Hegel

* There are two classes of sceptical argument:

1. Most sceptical arguments claim that, though we start the construction of a
theory of knowledge, we canttompleteit, at least if we mean by completion the
demonstration that we have knowledge. This is tile of the argument from
error, to which we have as yet found no answer.l&\We can construct a theory
of what knowledge would be like if we had some, ea't actually claim any
(including the knowledge that our theory is true).

2. Other sceptical arguments claim that the enterprisspistemology can’t even get
started. We can't even begin to construct a thbecause to do so either involves
unjustifiable assumptions or vicious circularity.

» Hegel startsPhenomenology of Minbdy considering the charge that epistemology is
impossible, since in it the task of knowledge iset@mineitself. Knowledge isn't an
object for us, but theinstrument with which we approach our objects, or the
medium through which they appear to us. We cannot exartfisemedium itself,
because it's the means whereby we are related tlgacts, and treating it as an
object destroys that relation.

* While suggestive, Hegel rejects this point becawss not yet made clear what he
means by “instrument” or “medium”.

» His first reconstruction is to suggest that thedgtaf knowledge can't start without
the criterion for distinguishing real from counterfeit knowleddgut, no criterion can
be justified at thestart of enquiry, because the justification of the crite is one of
thegoalsof enquiry. So, with no criterion at the start, @a't begin.

* Knowledge is theelation between ourselves and the object of our knowledpat
object, when we know it, exisfer us, but also exists independentiy, itself. The
object, as it is in itself, iguth .

* How can we know the truth, given that whatever wewk is for us rather tharn
itself? Nothing we can do can ensure our criterion fiesdbject in itself, for:

1. The criterion of what exist®r usliesin usand come$&om us

2. What we judge by the criterion exisis itself. It need not acknowledge our
criterion as relevant or suitable, since it is @wposition on an independent
object.

* Hence, Hegel's problem of the criterion is an aspédhe more general problem of
how we can ever succeed in knowing our objedtself. This is effectively the old
argument from error; that the world may still not be how it appears,matter how
firm and justified our beliefs. However, it attadke commencemeniwf the enterprise
rather than itgonclusion

* Toresolvethe problem, Hegel starts by pointing out thagpistemology, thebject
of our enquiry is ouawarenessr consciousness

» But, consciousness is such that:
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1. The distinction between what exi$ts usand what exists itself, isn't ...
2. The distinction between what'’s available to usdnsciousness and what isn't.

* Both sides of the distinction fall within the grasp consciousness. Our question is
how, in consciousness, we are related to our abtten our object is our own
consciousness, it's obvious that there’s no datfgggrour consciousness should have
an existence that’s itself— hidden from us by being separate from the consoiess
that existdor us

» Consequently, in epistemology we're comparing th@ed we're conscious of with
our consciousness of that object. Epistemologyt ismpossible, because these
distinctions ¢onsciousnesandobject for usandin itself) are within what’s available
to us rather than between what'’s within our graspahat lies beyond.

» Despite there being no general impossibility in panng consciousness and object, a
problem may still arise. It is possible that thejecbin itself is one thing to
consciousness, while the obje¢or us is another, leading to a failure of
correspondence.

* One attemptedesolution is to fit our knowledge to the object This won’t work
because our knowledge is that state of consciosidias best fits the criterion, yet
even so it failed to fit its object. The criterienfound by consciousness in thature
of the object, not arbitrarily imposed frooutside So, without altering the criterion,
altering our knowledge is no gain; and, withoueiatg the object, we can’t alter the
criterion. Altering our knowledge involves changiagr object. Then knowledge and
object fail to correspond, we lose both of them also the criterion we were using to
determine their correspondence.

* Hegel diagnoses the problem as the emergenceaiteadiction at a certain level of
consciousness. However, he doesn't despair butosegpthat the nature of the
contradiction can teach us the next step to takBenMwve tried to change our
knowledge, we changed our object, leaving us witheas pair to compare. The
negation is not the destructiabdstract negationbut determinate negation which
drives us from contradiction to a new level, wham have a new object and a new
enquiry.

» Dancy gives an example (not one of Hegel's own)réVexamining sense-perception
as a form of consciousness and find that sensejpigoa as we conceive it fails to fit
its object. The object as it exists for us doesairespond to the object which exists in
itself. There are two responses:

1. Scepticism about empirical knowledge.
2. A new form of consciousness, with its own objectd arequiring a new
examination, emerges from the failure to fit (tlatradiction).

* This progression from one form of consciousnesanmther continues until there’s no
difference between the objetdr us and the objecin itself. Then, we will have
reached a consciousness whose object axistself only insofar as it exist®r us
Consciousness then is its own object.

* This progression from one form of consciousnessartother is Hegel's version of
phenomenology. It differs from versions we've cdesed before in two ways:
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1. It treats sceptical arguments as sources of disgaa¢her than threats, since they
reveal hidden contradictions within a particulareleof consciousness, driving us
on until consciousness and object coincide. It é&edninate negation that
scepticism is concerned with, and which drivesgienomenology.

2. Epistemology is possible, but only if it takes hesute. Other forms, such as
Kant's, are destroyed by vicious circularity. Theogression from one form of
consciousness to the next is the only route Hegaldcsee of resolving the
problem of the criterion and of overcoming the sapan ofin itself fromfor us

3.15.2 Chisholm and the Problem of the Criterion

* Chisholm is one of the few writers within the amialyradition who not only exposed
the methodological problem of Hegel's criterion fated up to it and tried to find an
answer.

* In epistemology, we tend to start with certakamples(paradigm cases) that count
for knowledge (eg. empirical or mathematical), depea theory that justifies them,
and then use the theory to adjudicate other ldgkfeoms (eg. ethical or religious). If
these fail the test of the best theory, we rejeett, whereas if our paradigm cases falil
the test, we reject the theory.

* This is thecommon-sense approachwhich Chisholm’'s own theory exemplifies.
Chisholm accepts the possibility of empirical kneslde, but is impressed by the
regress argument, so is led to foundationalismwies a set of epistemic principles
that have the desired effect of providing the fatmhalist structure, and then uses
this structure to adjudicate on doubtful cases.

* An alternative approach is to adopt certain epistemic principtethe outset, leaving
it an open question which knowledge claims, if aimgy will validate.Example: we
take sense-experience as our criterion and arertunped if this means we have to
reject mathematical knowledge, or knowledge of ans&bjects or of the past. In this
case we have more confidence in the theory thanrrparadigm cases, and allow the
possibility that none of them will live up to itiristures.

* Both approaches make assumptions they can't validdte common-sense approach
is plainly philosophical prejudice, whereas the alternative criterial approach has no
way of justifying its choice of criteria at the sat. While the common-sense approach
avoids scepticism, this is no advantage since ti@enapproach rests on prejudice.

» Chisholm claims a third approach between the harinshis dilemma, known as
critical cognitivism. Instead of insisting on the reliability of certagxamples of
knowledge (eg. perceptual or memory knowledge)tale certairsources (such as
perception, memory, reason or self awareness). Wleecome to a disputed case,
such as ethical knowledge, we have three choicgs ife the case of ethical
knowledge):

1. Reject if because it doesn’t come from one of dlomed sources.

2. Add a new source (ethical intuition).

3. Achieve a compromise. Critical cognitivism agreésttnone of the original
sources on its own gives ethical knowledge, baeistto show that together they
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allow for knowledge of ethical facts. Our sourcesegis knowledge that serves as
a sign for ethical truth, whiclexpressesethical truth and through which we can
know it. Examples our detestation of an action makes evil knownufy a
person’s behaviour expresses their pain to usywendan know their pain through
their behaviour.
While this theory has some merit, in enabling ugytapple with ethical knowledge
without introducing new sources of knowledge, itlitde more than a promissory
note. To get further we need to know what it isfomething to express another, and
whether there are different sorts of expressiatiffarent areas.
The problem is, however, why Chisholm thinks caticognitivism_is a third theory
which escapes his original dilemma. It's mainly cemed with our approach to
disputed cases, but the problem of the criterian’tliconcern disputed cases but
undisputed ones. Nothing in critical cognitivism answers tbemplaint that our
original choice of four sources of knowledge wasegphilosophical prejudice.
Hegel would reject Chisholm’'s approach as unctiticagnitivism, having no
foundation for its sources, and collapsing in cadigtions:
1. None of the sources individually can provide knalgie.
2. Consciousness in each case fails to correspond tdject.
3. Each level of consciousness creates its own @&jtbut cannot satisfy it.
Hence, if Hegel has identified a real problem, Bbiis1 hasn't solved it.

3.15.3 Quine and the Non-Existence of First Philosophy

Quine also confronts the dilemma posed by Hegel@nidholm: that epistemology
must either assume unjustified criteria or takeasadigms examples chosen merely
on prejudice.

As we saw in 2.6.3, Quine’s adoption of Duhem’'sstheesults in his abandonment of
the analytic/synthetic distinction. Also, there acecompletely unrevisable sentences,
though there are differences on degree — all seeseare effectively synthetic, though
some are more synthetic than others.

This brand of holism forces us to abandwst philosophy, a philosophical system
that adjudicates the claims of the special scieaoglssense perception. There is thus
no divide between philosophy and natural scienbdo$bphy doesn’t on this account
investigate concepts or enquire into the meaningrodial words such as “know” or
“Yjustify”. Instead, philosophy is only distinguishédy its generality, tacking broader
guestions than those addressed by physics or degsho

This makes philosophy the study of science withiarge. This appears to be circular,
since in studying science from within science, piglosopher cannot question the
whole of science at once. He must assumegémeral validity of scientific procedures
and results in order to questiparticular aspects from within.

Hence, Quine’s fondness for Neurath’s parable @fiariner rebuilding his boat while
staying afloat in it. We can't take it into dry doand get off, nor can any discovery of
contradictions within science allow us to rise abdvn a Hegelian helicopter.

theo@theotodman.com 19/09/2003 Page 105 of 110



Ep&Meth (Notes) Theo Todman

Dancy -Contemporary Epistemology

* It looks as though, with the abandonment of finsigsophy, that Hegel's charge of
circularity recurs in a more vicious form. Quinegggestion is that the problem of
circularity only arises within the philosophicahdlition of the search for certainty and
the attempt to deduce science from sense data. Wowthis isn't good enough.
Though we would be involved in vicious circularityve assumed science in order to
deduce science from sense data, we’re not in gar simply by dropping the hope of
deduction.

* Quine’s suggestion only makes sense within his msdbeme. Once we’ve abandoned
first philosophy, we must examine science fromitiségde, so won't impose a criterion
from the outside. We use the criteria of scienchkis Tinvolves no circularity or
prejudice, but simply recognises what epistemoisgydditionally, the only sceptical
doubts that arise are those deriving from scietsadf rather than imposed in criticism
of science from some arbitrary external “rationadispective.

* We shouldn’t ask what enables our scientific belief count as knowledge, because
this makes us suppose that we can’t without cirtylappeal to any scientific results.
What we should do is ask “if science were true, hoould we know it?”. The
epistemological question is posed within the hyptitil. Since the question assumes
the truth of current science, the answer can ak Bgistemology is here taking place
within science. For Quine, the dangers Hegel pdimtenly arise when philosophy is
separated from science. When we abandon the separdahere can be no
methodological objection to epistemology.

3.15.4 Epistemology Naturalised

» Can we still ask and answer the same questions phitesophy is absorbed into
science? What's the role of the sceptic?

» Traditional epistemology studied the relation betwevidence and theory. It tried to
show how our beliefs are justified by supportingadand how scientific theories are
justified by evidence. Can this study be continugtiin the new perspective?

» Dancy accuses Quine of vacillation. Sometimes loaisss the old questions of being
tainted with first philosophy, or at least of hayiteen proved unable to supply
answers.

* Instead, Quine proposes that we pursue a factudy ftom within psychology, asking
how we in fact go about forming our beliefs fronetdata. This iaturalised
epistemology It ignores questions of justification and insteemhsiders genetic,
causal questions. Instead of worrying about thelgdgween evidence and theory, we
study the causal relation between the two.

* For Quine, there’s a parallel between languageiiegrand theory-building that
suggests a way forward. Observation sentencesareassic information for each. As
we saw in 2.7.2, they are evidence theories arkt bniand the point at which
language confronts reality sufficiently closely fadividual sentences to be learnable.
Hence, an empirical substitute for studying thatieh between evidence and theory is
the study of how language learners move from olsenv sentences to the complex
sentences in which theories are expressed.

theo@theotodman.com 19/09/2003 Page 106 of 110



Ep&Meth (Notes) Theo Todman

Dancy -Contemporary Epistemology

» Naturalised epistemology doesn't involve a chanfiesubject, but a new way of
studying the old. The old problem was the gap betweneagre input” and “torrential
output”. We can study this gap in two ways:

1. The relation between observation sentences andetties sentences.

2. The relation between the physical input receivedti®y human subject and the
beliefs he is thereby caused to form. The beliefe atudied via the
neurophysiology of the brain activity that congetsithem. This latter approach is
the most characteristic of naturalised epistemology

* Quine is wiling to accept the general epistemalabguestion “if our science were
true, how could we know it?”. The sceptic can aslesgions from within science
whether scientific truth can be known. While it’etnmpossible that science could
show itself to be unknowable, Quine thinks thisyvenlikely, since two of the
standard sceptical moves are ruled out:

1. Any version of theargument from error starting from the premise that it is
logically possible that at any time or place, oneé&iefs could be false. Quine
won't allow the very notion of logical possibilign which the argument rests. The
only possibility is physical possibility, which vghat science allows. Anything else
would recreate the analytic/synthetic distinctitifs not physically possible that at
any place/time/circumstance one’s beliefs shouldalse. So, this argument can't
get going if the only room for falsehood is logicabm.

2. The sceptic might argue that, for all we know, irgahight be completely different
to how we take it to be. Our object as it exfsisus may not be as it s itself
Quine thinks this supposes that there is an objeet,world, separate from our
theory and providing a criterion whereby our themgy be shown to be false by
some fact. But, this makes no sense on Quine’suatonf the relation between
epistemology and science. The only criterion ofityes provided by science itself,
so there’s no danger our criterion should failitootir subject. Science provides
both criterion and object.

* While these two sceptical arguments are ruled ailiers that use science to confute
science would be methodologically acceptable. Qpmowides one. The meagre input
—> torrential output contrast is a result of scierarg] is all the sceptic needs to mount
an argument from within science against the pdigiloif theoretical knowledge. If
there’s such a gap, how can there be sufficiethéninput to justify the output in
response?

* Quine would claim that the sceptic is overreactigtead of leaping to sceptical
conclusions, we should wait to see what’s turnedyphe naturalistic study of the
relation between input and output. Empirical psyahp may yet show that there’s
more of a balance between input and output. Theadiy between input and output is
not yet one of the deliverances of science.

» Dancy thinks we have a misconception. Quine supptise the question of the gap is
empirical, to be resolved by the naturalistic stafiyhe causal relations between input
and output (sensory stimulb neurophysical brain-states, the physical correlate
belief). But, in these terms there is no gap. Hpalti is causally sufficient for the brain
states which are its effects. Following this caustaky we’re not studying a gap
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analogous to the gap between evidence and theecgube this is not@usalbut an
inferential matter. We don't conceive of the evidencecasisally insufficient to
ground the theory. We think of it as not providangufficient reasonfor the theory.
Hence, Quine faces a dilemma:
1. Either, he’s ruling out this inferential questioa aot amenable to naturalistic
epistemology.
2. Or, he accepts it but fails to provide any methmdrnswer it.
We assume that he rejects (2), but what allowstbimccept (1)? He might claim (or
admit) that, viewed naturalistically, the crucisdpgbetween input and output has
ceased to exist. We've abandoned the traditionatespic interest in evidential
guestions by studying the causal relation. But, twhatifies this renunciation? We
can't rule out questions of justification simplycdagise epistemology has become
naturalised and is a part of science rather theuparior court of reason. Science itself
isn’t wholly naturalistic, but contains its own &ative criteria that can be used within
science on questions such as justification. Hene#yralised epistemology doesn't
even contain anethod for answering the sceptic.
But why shouldn’t causal enquiries themselves bguieies into justification? We
considered the causal theory of justification eardin, whereby beliefs are justified iff
they are caused in a certain way. However, attenapévail oneself of this approach
would be another form of externalism, when we'veerseno reason to accept
externalist answers and have given internalismbheking of intuition in 2.9.2-3.
Whatever is the case, such a Quinean externalismidwadopt neither of the key
theses relevant here, since neither the abandonofefitst philosophy nor the
naturalisation of epistemology argue for extermaliSo, if we want an internalist
answer to epistemological questions, Quine provmgthier answer nor substitute.

3.15.5 Conclusion

This chapter commenced by distinguishing two argumagainst epistemology: that it
can't start and that it can't complete the job. eledefuses this argument by his
conception of progression through higher levelsaisciousness. Chisholm’s critical
cognitivism was a dud, but Quine’s rejection ostfiphilosophy provided a non-
circular and non-Hegelian perspective.

Hegel at least promises to defeat the sceptic whoes that epistemology can't be
completed. Quine, however, seems to have no answehe sceptic who raises
guestions from within science. Hence, we have sadarecourse but Hegel to escape
the sceptic.

Dancy comes to the rescue with his own idea (thaylganed from Stroud). This is,
that we must prevent the sceptic frgemeralisingfrom his examples. While we don't
know we’re not BIVs, this doesn’'t mean we don't tnanything else either. Nozick’s
response in 1.3 was rejected because it leavessastiag counter-intuitively that we
can know what we wil_do tomorrow, without knowinghether there will_be a
tomorrow! However, we can focus on another sensghich the sceptic generalises
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from admitted instances — as seen in the argumment fllusion and as the central

move in the argument from error.

* The argument from error charges that if your currewgnitive state is relevantly
indistinguishable from another that wasn't a sta#t&nowledge, then you can'’t claim
to know. Indeed, you don't know because your prestte is indistinguishable from
one in which you didn’t know.

» Dancy’s response to this argument is to make allplavath ethical theory, of the
principle of universalisability (see 1.1.2). Thisingiple is _mistaken in ethics. The
argument Dancy gives is as follows:

1. The principle of universalisability in ethics igmsr the possibility that further
properties in a new case may defeat what werecwuifi reasons for a moral
judgement in a previous case without causing uset®e our judgement in that
former case.

2. Consequent on this possibility, we're never driterthe same judgement in two
cases.

3. The fact that both cases are apparently similall morally relevant characteristics
doesn't ensure that there are no differences.

4. Hence, no choice in the second case_can force nevis®e our opinion of the first,
unless we decide the two cases are similar irsiects relevant to either.

5. But, no one who thinks the cases are morally distmll make the above decision,
so he cannot be caught by universalisability. Hessistent provided he maintains
there_is a difference, even if he can't point t@.on

* The analogy with epistemology is as follows:

1. It's not possible to show that we don’'t know noweraly on the basis that we
can't point to any difference between this case@ralin which we didn’t know.

2. While we assert that there is a relevant differece inability to point to it is no
proof that we don’t know.

3. Nor does it show that we are inconsistent to ctairknow.

* This conclusion isn’t a form of externalism. Someavho knows now may still be in
possession of factors in virtue of which his cagaistate counts as one of knowledge,
despite not being able to point to a relevant difiee between his situation and one in
which he_didn’t know.

* The reason for this is:

1. The fact that there is this particular relevantedénce isn’'t one of the features in
virtue of which he knows now.

2. While it allows him to know now, though he didnften, this allower isn’t one of
the properties that enables him to know now.

3. Admittedly, if there were no allower, he wouldn’hdw now, but this doesn’t
show that the facts in virtue of which he knows ringlude the allower.

4. The facts in virtue of which he knows now are oadynproperties he can probably
point to, not arcane relations between this cadeo#imers.

» Dancy gives amxample | know that today is Wednesday, even though ltcay |
might not make a mistake in similar circumstandée fact that | can say how | know
today is Wednesday is all that internalism (inphéosophy of justification) requires.
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» This argument is similar to the externalist resgons the “philosophy of mind” sense)
to the argument from illusion (see 3.11.4), whidkoarelies on a principle of
universalisability.

» Dancy admits that he can’t claim his argument i®llyrsecure. Coherentism claims
we can have empirical knowledge without a solid ebas stand on, without
foundations. But, scepticism may remain more deratgductive and secure than any
reply so far discovered.
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