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We know a lot. I know what food penguins eat. | know that phones used to ring,
but nowadays squeal, when soneone calls up. | know that Essendon won the 1993
Grand Final. | know that here is a hand, and here is another.

We have all sorts of everyday know edge, and we have it in abundance. To doubt
that would be absurd. At any rate, to doubt it in any serious and |asting way
woul d be absurd; and even phil osophi cal and tenporary doubt, under the influence
of argunent, is nore than a little peculiar. It is a Morean fact that we know a
lot. It is one of those things that we know better than we know the prem ses of
any phil osophi cal argunment to the contrary.

Besi des knowing a lot that is everyday and trite, | nyself think that we know a
lot that is interesting and esoteric and controversial. W know a | ot about
things unseen: tiny particles and pervasive fields, not to nention one another's
underwear. Sonetinmes we even know what an author neant by his witings. But

on these questions, let us agree to disagree peacefully with the chanpi ons of
"post - knowl edgei sm" The nost trite and ordinary parts of our know edge w 11 be
pr obl em enough.

For no sooner do we engage in epistenol ogy--the systematic phil osophica

exam nation of know edge--than we neet a conpelling argunent that we know next
to nothing. The sceptical argunent is nothing new or fancy. It is just this: it
seens as if know edge nmust be by definition infallible. If you claimthat S
knows that P, and yet you grant that S cannot elimnate a certain possibility in
which not-P, it certainly seens as if you have granted that S does not after all
know that P. To speak of fallible know edge, of know edge despite unelim nated
possibilities of error, just sounds contradictory.

Bl i nd Freddy can see where this w11 |l ead. Let your paranoid fantasies rip--ClA
pl ots, hallucinogens in the tap water, conspiracies to deceive, old N ck

hi nsel f--and soon you find that unelimnated possibilities of error are
everywhere. Those possibilities of error are farfetched, of course, but
possibilities all the sane. They bite into even our nost everyday know edge. W
never have infallible know edge.



Never--well, hardly ever. Sonme say we have infallible know edge of a few sinple,
axi omati c necessary truths; and of our own present experience. They say that |
sinply cannot be wong that a part of a part of sonething is itself a part of
that thing; or that it seens to ne now (as | sit here at the keyboard) exactly
as if I amhearing clicking noises on top of a steady whirring. Sonme say so.

O hers deny it. No matter; let it be granted, at |east for the sake of the
argunent. It is not nearly enough. If we have only that nuch infallible

know edge, yet knowl edge is by definition infallible, then we have very little
know edge i ndeed--not the abundant everyday know edge we thought we had. That is
still absurd.

So we know a | ot; know edge nmust be infallible; yet we have fal
or none (or next to none). W are caught between the rock of fa
whi rl pool of scepticism Both are nad!

e know edge

i bl
[libilismand the

Yet fallibilismis the less intrusive nmadness. It denmands | ess frequent
corrections of what we want to say. So, if forced to choose, | choose
fallibilism (And so say all of us.) W can get used to it, and sone of us have
done. No joy there--we know that people can get used to the nost crazy

phi | osophi cal sayings imaginable. If you are a contented fallibilist, | inplore
you to be honest, be naive, hear it afresh. "He knows, yet he has not elim nated
all possibilities of error.” Even if you' ve nunbed your ears, doesn't this
overt, explicit fallibilismstill sound wong?

Better fallibilismthan scepticism but it would be better still to dodge the
choice. I think we can. We will be alarmngly close to the rock, and al so

alarmngly close to the whirlpool, but if we steer with care, we can--just

bar el y--escape them both. Maybe epistenology is the culprit. Maybe this
extraordi nary pastinme robs us of our know edge. Maybe we do know a lot in daily
life; but maybe when we | ook hard at our know edge, it goes away. But only when
we |l ook at it harder than the sane ever do in daily life; only when we |let our
paranoid fantasies rip. That is when we are forced to admt that there al ways
are unelimnated possibilities of error, so that we have fallible know edge or
none. Miuch that we say is context-dependent, in sinple ways or subtle ways.

Sinple: "it's evening" is truly said when, and only when, it is said in the
evening. Subtle: it could well be true, and not just by luck, that Essendon
pl ayed rottenly, the Easybeats played brilliantly, yet Essendon won. Different

contexts evoke different standards of eval uation. Tal king about the Easybeats we
apply lax standards, else we could scarcely distinguish their better days from
their worse ones. In tal king about Essendon, no such laxity is required.
Essendon won because play that is rotten by demandi ng standards suffices to beat
play that is brilliant by | ax standards.

Maybe ascri ptions of know edge are subtly context-dependent, and nmaybe

epi stenol ogy is a context that nmakes them go fal se. Then epi stenol ogy woul d be
an investigation that destroys its own subject matter. If so, the sceptical
argunent mght be flaw ess, when we engage in epistenol ogy-and only then! 1

If you start fromthe ancient idea that justification is the mark that

di stingui shes know edge from nere opinion (even true opinion), then you well

m ght concl ude that ascriptions of know edge are context-dependent because
standards for adequate justification are context-dependent. As follows: opinion,
even if true, deserves the nane of know edge only if it is adequately supported
by reasons; to deserve that nanme in the especially demandi ng context of



epi stenol ogy, the argunments from supporting reasons nust be especially

wat ertight; but the special standards of justification that this special context
demands never can be net (well, hardly ever). In the strict context of

epi stenol ogy we know not hing, yet in |axer contexts we know a | ot.

But | mnyself cannot subscribe to this account of the context-dependence of

know edge, because | question its starting point. | don't agree that the mark of
know edge is justification.2 First, because justification is not sufficient:
your true opinion that you will lose the lottery isn't know edge, whatever the

odds. Suppose you know that it is a fair lottery with one wi nning ticket and
many | osing tickets, and you know how many | osing tickets there are. The greater
the nunber of losing tickets, the better is your justification for believing you
will lose. Yet there is no nunber great enough to transformyour fallible

opi nion into know edge--after all, you just mght win. No justification is good
enough--or none short of a watertight deductive argunent, and all but the
sceptics will agree that this is too nuch to demand. 3

Second, because justification is not always necessary. \Wat (non-circular)
argunment supports our reliance on perception, on nenory, and on testinony?4 And
yet we do gain know edge by these neans. And sonetines, far from having
supporting argunents, we don't even know how we know. W once had evidence, drew
concl usi ons, and thereby gai ned know edge; now we have forgotten our reasons,

yet still we retain our know edge. O we know the nane that goes with the face,
or the sex of the chicken, by relying on subtle visual cues, w thout know ng
what those cues may be.

The i nk between knowl edge and justification nust be broken. But if we break
that link, then it is not--or not entirely, or not exactly--by raising the
standards of justification that epistenol ogy destroys know edge. | need sone
different story.

To that end, | propose to take the infallibility of know edge as ny starting
point.5 Must infallibilist epistenology end in scepticisn? Not quite. Wait and
see. Anyway, here is the definition. Subject S knows proposition P iff (that is,
if and only if) P holds in every possibility left unelimnated by S s evidence;
equivalently, iff S s evidence elimnates every possibility in which not-P.

The definition is short, the commentary upon it is longer. In the first place,
there is the proposition, P. What | choose to call "propositions" are

i ndi vi duat ed coarsely, by necessary equival ence. For instance, here is only one
necessary proposition. It holds in every possibility; hence in every possibility
left unelimnated by S's evidence, no matter who S may be and no matter what his
evi dence may be. So the necessary proposition is known always and everywhere.

Yet this known proposition may go unrecogni sed when presented in inpenetrable

| i ngui stic disguise, say as the proposition that every even nunber is the sum of
two prinmes. Likew se, the known proposition that | have two hands may go
unrecogni sed when presented as the proposition that the nunber of ny ands is the
| east nunber n such that every even nunber is the sumof n prines. (O if you
doubt the necessary existence of nunbers, switch to an exanpl e invol ving
equi val ence by | ogic alone.) These problens of disguise shall not concern us
here. Qur topic is nodal, not hyperintensional, epistenology.6

Next, there are the possibilities. W needn't enter here into the question
whet her these are concreta, abstract constructions, or abstract sinples.



Further, we needn't decide whether they nust always be maximally specific
possibilities, or whether they need only be specific enough for the purpose at
hand. A possibility wll be specific enough if it cannot be split into subcases
in such a way that anything we have said about possibilities, or anything we are
going to say before we are done, applies to sonme subcases and not to others. For
i nstance, it should never happen that proposition P holds in sone but not al
subcases; or that sonme but not all sub-cases are elimnated by S s evidence.

But we do need to stipulate that they are not just possibilities as to how the
whole world is; they also include possibilities as to which part of the world is
oneself, and as to when it nowis. W need these possibilities de se et nunc
because the propositions that may be known include propositions de se et nunc.7
Not only do | know that there are hands in this world somewhere and sonewhen. |
know that | have hands. or anyway | have them now. Such propositions aren't just
made true or made fal se by the whole world once and for all. They are true for
some of us and not for others, or true at sone tinmes and not others, or both.

Further, we cannot limt ourselves to "real" possibilities that conformto the
actual laws of nature, and maybe al so to actual past history. For propositions
about |aws and history are contingent, and mayor may not be known.

Neither can we |imt ourselves to "epistem c" possibilities for S--possibilities
that S does not know not to obtain. That would drain our definition of content.
Assume only that know edge is closed under strict inplication.. (W shal

consider the nmerits of this assunption later.) Renenber that we are not

di stingui shing between equi val ent propositions. Then know edge of a conjunction
i s equivalent to knowl edge of every conjunct. P is the conjunction of al
propositions not- W where Wis a possibility in which not-P. That suffices to
yi el d an equival ence: S knows that P iff, for every possibility Win which not-
P, S knows that not-w. Contraposing and cancelling a double negation: iff every
possibility which S does not know not to obtain is one in which P. For short:

iff P holds throughout S's epistemc possibilities. Yet to get this far, we need
no substantive definition of know edge at all! To turn this into a substantive
definition, in fact the very definition we gave before, we need to say one nore
thing: S's epistemic possibilities are just those possibilities that are
unelimnated by S's evidence.

So, next, we need to say what it nmeans for a possibility to be elimnated or

not. Here | say that the unelimnated possibilities are those in which the
subject's entire perceptual experience and nenory are just as they actually are.
There is one possibility that actually obtains (for the subject and at the tine
in question); call it actuality. Then a possibility Wis unelimnated iff the
subj ect's perceptual experience and nenory in Wexactly match his perceptual
experience and nmenory in actuality. (If you want to include other alleged forns
of basic evidence, such as the evidence of our extrasensory faculties, or an
innate disposition to believe in God, be ny guest. If they exist, they should be
included. If not, no harmdone if we have included themconditionally.)

Note well that we do not need the "pure sense-datum | anguage” and the
"incorrigible protocol statenments"” that for so |ong bedevilled foundationali st
epi stenology. It matters not at all whether there are words to capture the
subj ect's perceptual and nenory evidence, nothing nore and nothing | ess. If
there are such words, it matters not at all whether the subject can hit upon



them The given does not consist of basic axions to serve as prenmises in
subsequent argunents. Rather, it consists of a match between possibilities.

When perceptual experience E (or nenory) elimnates a possibility W that is not
because the propositional content of the experience conflicts with W (Not even
if it is the narrow content.) The propositional content of our experience could,
after all, be false. Rather, it is the existence of the experience that
conflicts wth W Wis a possibility in which the subject is not having
experience E. Else we would need to tell sonme fishy story of how the experience
has sonme sort of infallible, ineffable, purely phenonenal propositiona
content.... Wio needs that? Let E have propositional content P. Suppose even--
sonmething | take to be an open question--that Eis, in sonme sense, fully
characterized by P. Then | say that E elimnates Wiff Wis a possibility in

whi ch the subject's experience or nmenory has content different fromP. | do not
say that E elimnates Wiff Wis a possibility in which Pis false.

Maybe not every kind of sense perception yields experience; maybe, for instance,
t he ki naesthetic sense yields not its own distinctive sort of sense experience
but only spontaneous judgenents about the position of one's linbs. If this is
true, then the thing to say is that kinaesthetic evidence elimnates al
possibilities except those that exactly resenble actuality with respect to the
subj ect's spontaneous ki naesthetic judgenents. In saying this, we would treat

ki naest hetic evidence nore on the nodel of nenory than on the nodel of nore

typi cal senses.

Finally, we nust attend to the word "every." What does it nean to say that every
possibility in which not-P is elimnated? An idiomof quantification, |ike
"every," is normally restricted to sone limted domain. If | say that every
glass is enpty, so it's tinme for another round, doubtless |I and ny audience are
ignoring nost of all the glasses there are in the whole wi de world throughout

all of tinme. They are outside the domain. They are irrelevant to the truth of
what was sai d.

Li kew se, if | say that every unelimnated possibility is one in which P, or
words to that effect, | am doubtless ignoring sone of all the unelim nated
alternative possibilities that there are. They are outside the domain, they are
irrelevant to the truth of what was said.

But, of course, | amnot entitled to ignore just any possibility I please. Else
true ascriptions of know edge, whether to nyself or to others, would be cheap
indeed. | may properly ignore sonme unelimnated possibilities; | may not

properly ignore others. Qur definition of know edge requires a sotto voce
proviso. S knows that P iff S s evidence elimnates every possibility in which
not - P-- Psst! --except for those possibilities that we are properly ignoring.

Unger suggests an instructive parallel.8 Just as Pis known iff there are no
unelimnated possibilities of error, so |ikewise a surface is flat iff there are
no bunps on it. W nust add the proviso: Psst!-- except for those bunps that we
are properly ignoring. Else we wll conclude, absurdly, that nothing is flat.
(Simplify by ignoring departures fromflatness that consist of gentle
curvature.) We can restate the definition. Say that we presuppose proposition Q
iff we ignore all possibilities in which not-Q To close the circle: we ignore
just those possibilities that falsify our presuppositions. Proper presupposition
corresponds, of course, to proper ignoring. Then S knows that P iff S s evidence



elimnates every possibility in which not-P--Psst!--except for those
possibilities that conflict with our proper presuppositions.9

The rest of (nodal) epistenol ogy exam nes the sotto voce proviso. It asks: what
may we properly presuppose in our ascriptions of know edge? Wiich of all the
unelimnated alternative possibilities may not properly be ignored? Wich ones
are the ""relevant alternatives"?--relevant, that is, to what the subject does
and doesn't know?10 In reply, we can list several rules.11 W begin with three
prohibitions: rules to tell us what possibilities we may not properly ignore.

First, there is the Rule of Actuality. The possibility that actually obtains is
never properly ignored; actuality is always a relevant alternative; nothing

fal se may properly be presupposed. It follows that only what is true is known,
wherefore we did not have to include truth in our definition of know edge. The
rule is "externalist"--the subject hinself may not be able to tell what is
properly ignored. In judging which of his ignorings are proper, hence what he
knows, we judge his success in know ng-not how well he tri ed.

When the Rule of Actuality tells us that actuality nmay never be properly

i gnored, we can ask: whose actuality? Qurs, when we ascri be know edge or

i gnorance to others? O the subject's? In sinple cases, the question is silly.
(In fact, it sounds |ike the sort of pernicious nonsense we woul d expect from
sonmeone who mxes up what is true with what is believed.) There is just one
actual world, we the ascribers [ive in that world, the subject lives there too,
So the subject's actuality is the same as ours.

But there are other cases, less sinple, in which the question nmakes perfect
sense and needs an answer. Soneone nmayor may not know who he is; soneone nay or
may not know what tine it is. Therefore |I insisted that the propositions that
may be known nust include propositions de se et nunc; and |ikew se that the
possibilities that may be elim nated or ignored nmust include possibilities de se
et nunc. Now we have a good sense in which the subject's actuality may be
different fromours. | ask today what Fred knew yesterday. In particular, did he
then know who he was? Did he know what day it was? Fred's actuality is the
possibility de se et nunc of being Fred on Septenber 19th at such-and-such
possi bl e world; whereas ny actuality is the possibility de se et nunc of being
Davi d on Septenber 20th at such-and-such world. So far as the world goes, there
is no difference: Fred and | are worldmates, his actual world is the sane as

m ne. But when we build subject and tine into the possibilities de se et nunc,
then his actuality yesterday does indeed differ from m ne today.

What is nore, we sonetinmes have occasion to ascribe know edge to those who are

of f at other possible worlds. | didn't read the newspaper yesterday. \Wat woul d
I have known if | had read it? More than | do in fact know. (Mre and less: | do
in fact know that | |left the newspaper unread, but if | had read it, | would not

have known that | had left it unread.) |-who-did-not-read-the-newspaper am here
at this world, ascribing know edge and i gnorance. The subject to whom | am

ascri bing that know edge and ignorance, nanely I-as-I-woul d-have-been-if-1-had-
read-t he- newspaper, is at a different world. The worlds differ in respect at

| east of a reading of the newspaper. Thus the ascriber's actual world is not the
same as the subject's. (I nyself think that the ascriber and the subject are two
di fferent people: the subject is the ascriber's otherworldly counterpart. But
even if you think the subject and the ascriber are the sanme identical person,



you nust still grant that this person's actuality qua subject differs fromhis
actuality qua ascriber.)

O suppose we ask nodal questions about the subject: what nust he have known,
what m ght he have known? Again we are considering the subject as he is not
here, but off at other possible worlds. Likewi se if we ask questions about
know edge of know edge: what does he (or what do we) know that he knows?

So the question "whose actuality?" is not a silly question after all. And when
the question matters, as it does in the cases just considered, the right answer
is that it is the subject's actuality, not the ascriber's, that never can be
properly ignored.

Next, there is the Rule of Belief. A possibility that the subject believes to
obtain is not properly ignored, whether or not he is right to so believe.
Neither is one that he ought to believe to obtain--one that evidence and
argunments justify himin believing--whether or not he does so believe.

That is rough. Since belief admts of degree, and since sone possibilities are
nore specific than others, we ought to refornulate the rule in terns of degree
of belief, conpared to a standard set by the unspecificity of the possibility in
gquestion. A possibility may not be properly ignored if the subject gives it, or
ought to give it, a degree of belief that is sufficiently high, and high not
just because the possibility in question is unspecific.

How high is "sufficiently high"? That may depend on how nuch is at stake. Wen
error woul d be especially disastrous, few possibilities may be properly ignored.
Then even quite a | ow degree of belief may be "sufficiently high" to bring the
Rule of Belief into play. The jurors know that the accused is guilty only if his
guilt has been proved beyond reasonabl e doubt. 12

Yet even when the stakes are high, some possibilities still may be properly

i gnored. Disastrous though it would be to convict an innocent man, still the
jurors may properly ignore the possibility that it was the dog, marvellously
wel | -trained, that fired the fatal shot. And, unless they are ignoring other
alternatives nore relevant than that, they may rightly be said to know that the
accused is guilty as charged. Yet if there had been reason to give the dog
hypot hesis a slightly | ess negligible degree of belief--if the world' s greatest
dog-trai ner had been the victims nortal eneny--then the alternative would be
rel evant after all

This is the only place where belief and justification enter nmy story. As already

noted, | allow justified true belief w thout know edge, as in the case of your
belief that you will lose the lottery. | allow know edge wi thout justification,
in the cases of face recognition and chicken sexing. | even allow know edge

wi thout belief, as in the case of the timd student who knows the answer but has
no confidence that he has it right, and so does not believe what he knows. 13
Therefore any proposed converse to the Rule of Belief should be rejected. A
possibility that the subject does not believe to a sufficient degree, and ought
not to believe to a sufficient degree, may neverthel ess be a rel evant
alternative and not properly ignored.

Next, there is the Rul e of Resenbl ance. Suppose one possibility saliently
resenbl es another. Then if one of them may not be properly ignored, neither may



the other. (O rather, we should say that if one of them may not properly be
ignored in virtue of rules other than this rule, then neither may the other.

El se nothing could be properly ignored; because enough little steps of

resenbl ance can take us from anywhere to anywhere.) O suppose one possibility
saliently resenbles two or nore others, one in one respect and another in

anot her, and suppose that each of these nmay not properly be ignored (in virtue
of rules other than this rule). Then these resenbl ances may have an additive
effect, doing nore together than any one of them would separately.

We nust apply the Rule of Resenblance with care. Actuality is a possibility
unelimnated by the subject's evidence. Any other possibility Wthat is |ikew se
unelim nated by the subject's evidence thereby resenbles actuality in one
salient respect: nanely, in respect of the subject's evidence. That will be so
even if Wis in other respects very dissimlar to actuality--even if, for
instance, it is a possibility in which the subject is radically deceived by a
denmon. Plainly, we dare not apply the Rules of Actuality and Resenbl ance to
concl ude that any such Wis a relevant alternative--that would be capitul ation
to scepticism The Rule of Resenbl ance was never neant to apply to this

resenbl ance! W seemto have an ad hoc exception to the Rule, though one that
makes good sense in view of the function of attributions of know edge. What
woul d be better, though, would be to find a way to refornulate the Rule so as to
get the needed exception without ad hocery. | do not know how to do this.

It is the Rule of Resenbl ance that explains why you do not know that you wil|

| ose the lottery, no matter what the odds are agai nst you and no matter how sure
you should therefore be that you will lose. For every ticket, there is the
possibility that it will win. These possibilities are saliently simlar to one
another: so either everyone of them may be properly ignored, or else none may.
But one of them may not properly be ignored: the one that actually obtains.

The Rul e of Resenblance also is the rule that solves the Gettier problens: other
cases of justified true belief that are not know edge.]4

(1) think that Nogot owns a Ford, because |I have seen himdriving one; but
unbeknownst to nme he does not own the Ford he drives, or any other Ford.
Unbeknownst to me, Havit does own a Ford, though |I have no reason to think so
because he never drives it, and in fact | have often seen himtaking the tram
My justified true belief is that one of the two owns a Ford. But | do not know
it; I amright by accident. D agnosis: | do not know, because | have not
elimnated the possibility that Nogot drives a Ford he does not own whereas
Havit neither drives nor owns a car. This possibility may not properly be

i gnored. Because, first. actuality may not properly be ignored; and, second.
this possibility saliently resenbles actuality. It resenbles actuality perfectly
so far as Nogot is concerned; and it resenbles actuality well so far as Havit is
concerned, since it matches actuality both with respect to Havit's carl ess
habits and with respect to the general correlation between carless habits and
carl essness. In addition, this possibility saliently resenbles a third
possibility: one in which Nogot drives a Ford he owmns while Havit neither drives
nor owns a car. This third possibility may not properly be ignored, because of
the degree to which it is believed. This tine, the resenblance is perfect so far
as Havit is concerned, rather good so far as Nogot is concer ned.



(2) The stopped clock is right twice a day. It says 4:39. as it has done for
weeks. | look at it at 4:39; by luck I pick up a true belief. | have ignored the
unelimnated possibility that | looked at it at 4:22 while it was stopped saying
4:39. That possibility was not properly ignored. It resenbles actuality
perfectly so far as the stopped cl ock goes.

(3) Unbeknownst to me, | amtravelling in the |and of the bogus barns; but ny
eye falls on one of the fewreal ones. I don't know that | am seeing a barn,
because | may not properly ignore the possibility that | am seeing yet another
of the abundant bogus barns. This possibility saliently resenbles actuality in
respect of the abundance of bogus barns, and the scarcity of real ones,

her eabout s.

(4) Donald is in San Francisco, just as | have every reason to think he is. But,
bent on deception, he is witing ne letters and having them posted to ne by his
acconplice in Italy. If | had seen the phoney letters, with their Italian stanps
and postmarks, | would have concluded that Donald was in Italy. Luckily, | have
not yet seen any of them 1| ignore the unelimnated possibility that Donal d has
gone to Italy and is sending ne letters fromthere. But this possibility is not
properly ignored, because it resenbles actuality both with respect to the fact
that the letters are coming to ne fromltaly and with respect to the fact that
those letters conme, ultimately, fromDonald. So I don't know that Donald is in
San Franci sco.

Next, there is the Rule of Reliability. This tinme, we have a presunptive rule
about what may be properly ignored; and it is by neans of this rule that we
capture what is right about causal or reliabilist theories of know ng. Consider
processes whereby information is transmtted to us: perception, nmenory, and
testi nony. These processes are fairly reliable. 14 Wthin limts, we are
entitled to take themfor granted. We may properly presuppose that they work
without a glitch in the case under consideration. Defeasibly--very defeasibly!--
a possibility in which they fail may properly be ignored.

My visual experience, for instance, depends causally on the scene before ny
eyes, and what | believe about the scene before ny eyes depends in turn on ny

vi sual experience. Each dependence covers a wi de and varied range of
alternatives.16 O course, it is possible to hallucinate--even to hallucinate in
such a way that all ny perceptual experience and nmenory woul d be just as they
actually are. That possibility never can be elimnated. But it can be ignored.
And if it is properly ignored--as it nostly is--then vision gives ne know edge.
Soneti nmes, though, the possibility of hallucination is n properly ignored; for
sonmetines we really do hallucinate. The Rule of Reliability may be defeated by
the Rule of Actuality. O it may be defeated by the Rules of Actuality and of
Resenbl ance working together, in a CGettier problem if | amnot hallucinating,
but unbeknownst to me | live in a world where people nostly do hallucinate and I
nysel f have only narrowly escaped, then the unelimnated possibility of

hal l ucination is too close to actuality to be properly ignored.

We do not, of course, presuppose that nowhere ever is there a failure of, say,

vi sion. The general presupposition that vision is reliable consists, rather, of
a standing disposition to presuppose, concerning whatever particular case may be
under consideration, that we have no failure in that case.



In simlar fashion, we have two perm ssive Rules of Method. W are entitled to
presuppose--agai n, very defeasibly--that a sanple is representative; and that

t he best expl anation of our evidence is the true explanation. That is, we are

entitled properly to ignore possible failures in these two standard net hods of
nondeductive inference. Again, the general rule consists of a standing

di sposition to presuppose reliability in whatever particular case nmay cone

bef ore us.

Yet another permissive rule is the Rule of Conservati sm Suppose that those
around us normally do ignore certain possibilities, and it is common know edge
that they do. (They do, they expect each other to, they expect each other to
expect each other to, . . . ) Then--again, very defeasibly!--these generally

i gnored possibilities may properly be ignored. W are permtted, defeasibly, to
adopt the usual and nmutually expected presuppositions of those around us.

(It is unclear whether we need all four of these perm ssive rules. Sone mght be
subsunmed under others. Perhaps our habits of treating sanples as representative,
and of inferring to the best explanation, mght count as normally reliable
processes of transm ssion of information. O perhaps we m ght subsune the Rule
of Reliability under the Rule of Conservatism on the ground that the reliable
processes whereby we gain knowl edge are famliar, are generally relied upon, and
so are generally presupposed to be normally reliable. Then the only extra work
done by the Rule of Reliability would be to cover less famliar--and nerely
hypot heti cal ?--reli abl e processes, such as processes that relied on extrasensory
faculties. Likew se, nmutatis nutandis. we m ght subsune the Rules of Method
under the Rule of Conservatism O we mght instead think to subsune the Rul e of
Conservati smunder the Rule of Reliability, on the ground that what is generally
presupposed tends for the nost part to be true, and the reliable processes
whereby this is so are covered already by the Rule of Reliability. Better
redundancy than inconpl eteness, though. So. |eaving the question of redundancy
open, | list all four rules.)

Qur final rule is the Rule of Attention. But it is nore a triviality than a
rule. Wien we say that a possibility is properly ignored, we nmean exactly that;
we do not nmean that it could have been properly ignored. Accordingly, a
possibility not ignored at all is ipso facto not properly ignored. What is and
what is not being ignored is a feature of the particul ar conversational context.
No matter how far-fetched a certain possibility may be, no matter how properly
we m ght have ignored it in sone other context, if in this context we are not in
fact ignoring it but attending to it, then for us nowit is a relevant
alternative. It is in the contextually determ ned domain. If it is an
unelimnated possibility in which not-P, then it will do as a counter-exanple to
the claimthat P holds in every possibility left unelimnated by S s evidence.
That is, it will do as a counter-exanple to the claimthat S knows that P.

Do sone epistenol ogy. Let your fantasies rip. Find unelimnated possibilities of
error everywhere. Now that you are attending to them just as | told you to, you
are no longer ignoring them properly or otherwi se. So you have |landed in a
context with an enornously rich domain of potential counter-exanples to
ascriptions of know edge. In such an extraordinary context, with such a rich
domain, it never can happen (well, hardly ever) that an ascription of know edge
is true. Not an ascription of know edge to yourself (either to your present self
or to your earlier self, untainted by epistenology); and not an ascription of



knowl edge to others. That is how epistenol ogy destroys know edge. But it does so
only temporarily.

The pastinme of epistenol ogy does not plunge us forevernore into its special
context. We can still do a |lot of proper ignoring, a lot of know ng, and a | ot
of true ascribing of know edge to ourselves and others, the rest of the tine.

What is epistenology all about? The epi stenol ogy we've just been doing, at any
rate, soon becane an investigation of the ignoring of possibilities. But to
investigate the ignoring of themwas ipso facto not to ignore them Unless this
i nvestigation of ours was an al together atypical sanple of epistenology, it wll
be inevitable that epistenol ogy nust destroy know edge. That is how know edge is
el usive. Examne it, and straightway it vani shes.

I's resistance useless? If you bring sone hitherto ignored possibility to our
attention, then straightway we are not ignoring it at all, so a fortiori we are
not properly ignoring it. How can this alteration of our conversational state be
undone? If you are persistent, perhaps it cannot be undone--at |east not so |ong
as you are around. Even if we go off and play backgamon, and afterward start
our conversation afresh, you mght turn up and call our attention to it all over
agai n.

But maybe you called attention to the hitherto ignored possibility by m stake.
You only suggested that we ought to suspect the butler because you m stakenly

t hought himto have a crimnal record. Now that you know he does not--that was
the previous butler--you wish you had not nentioned himat all. You know as wel |
as we do that continued attention to the possibility you brought up inpedes our
shared conversational purposes. Indeed, it may be comon know edge between you
and us that we would all prefer it if this possibility could be dism ssed from
our attention. In that case we mght quickly strike a tacit agreenent to speak
just as if we were ignoring it; and after just a little of that, doubtless it
real ly woul d be ignored.

Soneti mes our conversational purposes are not altogether shared, and it is a
matter of conflict whether attention to sone far-fetched possibility would
advance themor inpede them Wat if sone farfetched possibility is called to
our attention not by a sceptical philosopher, but by counsel for the defence? W
of the jury may wish to ignore it, and wish it had not been nentioned. If we
ignored it now, we would bend the rules of cooperative conversation; but we my
have good reason to do exactly that. (After all, what matters nost to us as
jurors is not whether we can truly be said to know, what really matters is what
we shoul d believe to what degree, and whether or not we should vote to convict.)
We woul d ignore the far-fetched possibility if we coul d--but can we? Perhaps at
first our attenpted ignoring would be nake-believe ignoring, or self-deceptive
ignoring; later, perhaps, it mght ripen into genuine ignoring. But in the
meantime, do we know? There may be no definite answer. W are bending the rules,
and our practices of context-dependent attributions of know edge were nade for
contexts with the rul es unbent.

If you are still a contented fallibilist, despite ny plea to hear the sceptical
argunment afresh, you will probably be discontented with the Rule of Attention.
You wi || begrudge the sceptic even his very tenporary victory. You will claim
the right to resist his argunent not only in everyday contexts, but even in

t hose peculiar contexts in which he (or sone other epistenologist) busily calls



your attention to farfetched possibilities of error. Further, you will claimthe
right to resist without having to bend any rules of cooperative conversation. |
said that the Rule of Attention was a triviality: that which is not ignored at
all is not properly ignored. But the Rule was trivial only because of how | had
al ready chosen to state the sotto voce proviso. So you, the contented
fallibilist, will think it ought to have been stated differently. Thus, perhaps:
"Psst!--except for those possibilities we could properly have ignored”. And then
you will insist that those far-fetched possibilities of error that we attend to
at the behest of the sceptic are neverthel ess possibilities we could properly
have ignored. You will say that no anmount of attention can, by itself, turn them
into relevant alternatives.

If you say this, we have reached a standoff. | started wth a puzzle: how can it
be, when his conclusion is so silly, that the sceptic's argunent is so
irresistible? My Rule of Attention, and the version of the proviso that nade
that Rule trivial, were built to explain how the sceptic nanages to sway us--why
his argunment seens irresistible, however tenporarily. If you continue to find it
emnently resistible in all contexts, you have no need of any such expl anati on.
We just disagree about the explanandum phenonenon.

| say S knows that P iff P holds in every possibility left unelimnated by S's
evi dence--Psst! --except for those possibilities that we are properly ignoring.
"We" neans: the speaker and hearers of a given context; that is, those of us who
are discussing S's know edge together. It is our ignorings, not S's own
ignorings, that matter to what we can truly say about S s know edge. \Wen we are
tal ki ng about our own know edge or ignorance, as epistenologists so often do,
this is a distinction without a difference. But what if we are tal ki ng about
sonmeone el se?

Suppose we are detectives; the crucial question for our solution of the crine is
whet her S al ready knew, when he bought the gun, that he was vul nerable to

bl ackmail. W conclude that he did. We ignore various far-fetched possibilities,
as hard-headed detectives should. But S does not ignore them S is by profession
a sceptical epistenologist. He never ignores nmuch of anything. If it is our own
ignorings that matter to the truth of our conclusion, we may well be right that
S already knew. But if it is S s ignorings that matter, then we are wong,
because S never knew nuch of anything. | say we may well be right; so it is our
own ignorings that matter, not S s.

But suppose instead that we are epistenol ogists considering what S knows. If we
are well-inforned about S (or if we are considering a well-enough specified
hypot heti cal case), then if S attends to a certain possibility, we attend to S's
attending to it. But to attend to 5 s attending to it is ipso facto to attend to
it ourselves. In that case, unlike the case of the detectives. the possibilities
we are properly ignoring nmust be anong the possibilities that S hinself ignores.
W may ignore fewer possibilities than S does, but not nore.

Even if S hinself is neither sceptical nor an epistenol ogi st, he may yet be
clever at thinking up farfetched possibilities that are unelimnated by his

evi dence. Then again, we well-informed epistenol ogi sts who ask what S knows wil |
have to attend to the possibilities that S thinks up. Even if S's idle clever
ness does not lead S hinself to draw sceptical conclusions, it neverthel ess
limts the knowl edge that we can truly ascribe to himwhen attentive to his
state of mnd. Mre sinply: his cleverness |imts his know edge. He woul d have



known nore, had he been | ess imaginative. 17

Do | claimyou can know P just by presupposing it?! Do | claimyou can know t hat
a possibility Wdoes not obtain just by ignoring it? Is that not what ny
anal ysis inplies, provided that the presupposing and the ignoring are proper?

Well, yes. And yet | do not claimit. O rather, | do not claimit for any
specified P or W | have to grant, in general, that know edge just by
presupposi ng and ignoring is know edge; but it is an especially elusive sort of
know edge, and consequently it is an unclainmable sort of know edge. You do not
even have to practise epistenology to make it vanish. Sinply nmentioning any
particul ar case of this know edge, aloud or even in silent thought, is a way to
attend to the hitherto ignored possibility. and thereby render it no | onger

i gnored, and thereby create a context in which it is no longer true to ascribe
the know edge in question to yourself or others. So. just as we shoul d think,
presuppositions alone are not a basis on which to clai mknow edge.

In general, when S knows that P sonme of the possibilities in which not-P are
elimnated by S s evidence and others of themare properly ignored. There are
some that can be elim nated, but cannot properly be ignored. For instance, when
I ook around the study w thout seeing Possumthe cat, | thereby elimnate
various possibilities in which Possumis in the study; but had those
possibilities not been elimnated, they could not properly have been ignored.
And there are other possibilities that never can be elim nated, but can properly
be ignored. For instance, the possibility that Possumis on the desk but has
been made invisible by a deceiving denon falls normally into this class (though
not when | attend to it in the special context of epistenology).

There is a third class: not-P possibilities that mght either be elimnated or

i gnored. Take the farfetched possibility that Possum has sonehow managed to get
into a closed drawer of the desk-nmaybe he junped in when it was open, then I
closed it wthout noticing him That possibility could be elimnated by opening
the drawer and nmaki ng a thorough exam nation. But if unelimnated, it may
neverthel ess be ignored, and in many contexts that ignoring would be proper. If
I look all around the study, but w thout checking the closed drawers of the
desk, | may truly be said to know that Possumis not in the study--Dr at any
rate, there are many contexts in which that may truly be said. But if |I did
check all the closed drawers, then | would know better that Possumis not in the
study. My know edge woul d be better in the second case because it would rest
nore on the elimnation of not-P possibilities, |less on the ignoring of

t hem 18, 19

Better know edge is nore stable know edge: it stands nore chance of surviving a
shift of attention in which we begin to attend to sone of the possibilities
formerly ignored. If, in our new shifted context, we ask what know edge we may
truly ascribe to our earlier selves, we may find that only the better know edge
of our earlier selves still deserves the name. And yet, if our former ignorings
were proper at the tinme, even the worse knowl edge of our earlier selves could
truly have been call ed know edge in the forner context.

Never--well, hardly ever--does our know edge rest entirely on elimnation and
not at all on ignoring. So hardly ever is it quite as good as we m ght w sh. To
that extent. the | esson of scepticismis right--and right permanently, not just
in the tenporary and special context of epistenology. 20



What is it all for? Wiy have a notion of know edge that works in the way I
descri bed? (Not a conpul sory question. Enough to observe that short-cuts--1ike
satisficing, like having indeterm nate degrees of belief--that we resort to
because we are not smart enough to live up to really high, perfectly Bayesian,
standards of rationality. You cannot mamintain a record of exactly which
possibilities you have elimnated so far, nuch as you mght like to. It is
easier to keep track of which possibilities you have elimnated if you--Psst!--
ignore many of all the possibilities there are. And besides, it is easier to
list sone of the propositions that are true in all the unelim nated, unignored
possibilities than it is to find propositions that are true in all and only the
unel i m nat ed, uni gnored possibilities.

If you doubt that the word "know' bears any real load in science or in

nmet aphysics, | partly agree. The serious business of science has to do not with
know edge per se; but rather, with the elimnation of possibilities through the
evi dence of perception, nenory, etc., and with the changes that one's belief
system woul d (or m ght or shoul d) undergo under the inpact of such elimnations.
Ascriptions of know edge to yourself or others are a very sloppy way of
conveying very inconplete informati on about the elimnation of possibilities. It
is as if you had said:

The possibilities elimnated, whatever else they may al so include, at |east
include all the not-P possibilities; or anyway, all of those except
for sone we are presumably prepared to ignore just at the nonent.

The only excuse for giving information about what really matters in such a
sloppy way is that at least it is easy and quick! But it is easy and quick;
whereas giving full and precise information about which possibilities have been
elimnated seens to be extrenely difficult, as witness the futile search for a
"pure observation [ anguage.” If | amright about how ascriptions of know edge
wor k, they are a handy but hunbl e approxi mati on. They may yet be indi spensabl e
in practice, in the sane way that other handy and hunbl e approxi mati ons are.

If we anal yse knowl edge as a nodality, as we have done, we cannot escape the
concl usi on that know edge is closed under (strict) inplication.21 Dretske has
deni ed that know edge is closed under inplication; further, he has diagnosed
closure as the fallacy that drives argunents for scepticism As follows: the
proposition that | have hands inplies that | amnot a handl ess being, and a
fortiori that I am not a handl ess being deceived by a denon into thinking that I
have hands. So, by the closure principle, the proposition that I know | have
hands inplies that I know that I am not handl ess and deceived. But | don't know
that I am not handl ess and decei ved--for how can | elimnate that possibility?
So, by nodus tollens, | don't know that | have hands. Dretske's advice is to
resi st scepticismby denying closure. He says that although having hands does

i nply not being handl ess and decei ved, yet know ng that | have hands does not
imply knowi ng that I amnot handl ess and deceived. | do know the forner, | do
not know the latter. 22

What Dretske says is close to right, but not quite. Know edge is closed under

i nplication. Know ng that I have hands does inply know ng that I am not handl ess
and deceived. Inplication preserves truth-- that is, it preserves truth in any
given, fixed context. But if we switch contexts mdway, all bets are off. | say
(1) pigs fly; (2) what | just said had fewer than three syllables (true); (3)



what | just said had fewer than four syllables (false). So "less than three"
does not inply "less than four"? No! The context switched m dway, the semantic
val ue of the context-dependent phrase "what | just said" switched with it.

Li kewi se in the sceptical argunment the context switched m dway, and the semantic
val ue of the context-dependent word "know' switched with it. The prem se "I know
that | have hands" was true in its everyday context, where the possibility of
decei ving denons was properly ignored. The nention of that very possibility
switched the context m dway. The conclusion "I know that I am not handl ess and
deceived" was false in its context, because that was a context in which the
possibility of deceiving denons was bei ng nentioned, hence was not being

i gnored, hence was not being properly ignored. Dretske gets the phenonenon
right, and | think he gets the diagnosis of scepticismright; it is just that he
m scl assifies what he sees. He thinks it is a phenonenon of |ogic, when really
it is a phenonenon of pragmatics. Cosure, rightly understood, survives the
test. If we evaluate the conclusion for truth not with respect to the context in
which it was uttered, but instead with respect to the different context in which
the prem se was uttered, then truth is preserved. And if, per inpossibile, the
concl usi on coul d have been said in the same unchanged context as the prem se,
truth woul d have been preserved.

A problem due to Saul Kripke turns upon the closure of know edge under
inplication. P inplies that any evidence against P is msleading. So, by

cl osure, whenever you know that P. you know that any evidence against P is

m sl eading. And if you know that evidence is msleading, you should pay it no
heed. Wienever we know -and we know a |ot, renenber--we should not heed any

evi dence tending to suggest that we are wong, But that is absurd. Shall we
dodge the concl usion by denying closure? | think not. Again, | diagnhose a change
of context. At first, it was stipulated that S knew, whence it followed that S
was properly ignoring all possibilities of error. But as the story continues, it
turns out that there is evidence on offer that points to sone particul ar
possibility of error. Then, by the Rule of Attention, that possibility is no

| onger properly ignored, either by S hinself or by we who are telling the story
of S. The advent of that evidence destroys S's know edge, and thereby destroys
S' s licence to ignore the evidence | est he be m sl ed.

There is another reason, different fromDretske's. why we m ght doubt closure.
Suppose two or nore premses jointly inply a conclusion. Mght not soneone who
is conpartnentalized in his thinking--as we all are--know each of the prem ses
but fail to bring themtogether in a single conpartnent? Then m ght he not fai
to know t he conclusion? Yes; and | would not |ike to plead idealization-of-
rationality as an excuse for ignoring such cases. But | suggest that we m ght
take not the whole conpartnentalized thinker, but rather each of his several
over |l appi ng conpartnents, as our "subjects."” That would be the obvious renedy if
his conpartnentalization anmounted to a case of nultiple personality disorder;
but maybe it is right for mlder cases as well. 23

A conpartnentalized thinker who indul ges in epistenology can destroy his

know edge, yet retain it as well. Inmagine two epistenol ogi sts on a bushwal k. As
they wal k, they talk. They nention all nmanner of far-fetched possibilities of
error. By attending to these normally ignored possibilities they destroy the
know edge they normally possess. Yet all the while they know where they are and
where they are goi ng! How so? The conpartnent in charge of philosophical talk
attends to far-fetched possibilities of error. The conpartnent in charge of

navi gati on does not. One conpartnent | oses its know edge, the other retains its



knowl edge. And what does the entire conpartnentalized thinker know? Not an
altogether felicitous question. But if we need an answer, | suppose the best
thing to say is that S knows that P iff anyone of S s conpartnents knows that P.
Then we can say what we woul d of fhand want to say: yes, our phil osophica

bushwal kers still know their whereabouts.

Cont ext - dependence is not limted to the ignoring and non-ignoring of far-
fetched possibilities. Here is another case. Pity poor Bill! He squanders al
his spare cash on the pokies, the races, and the lottery. He will be a wage
slave all his days. W know he will never be rich. But if he wins the lottery
(if he wins big), then he will be rich. Contrapositively: his never being rich,

pl us other things we know, inply that he will |ose. So, by closure, if we know
that he will never be rich, we know that he wll |ose. But when we di scussed the
case before, we concluded that we cannot know that he will |ose. Al the
possibilities in which Bill |oses and soneone el se wins saliently resenble the
possibility in which Bill wins and the others | ose; one of those possibilities
Is actual; so by the Rules of Actuality and of Resenbl ance, we may not properly
ignore the possibility that Bill wins. But there is a | oophole: the resenbl ance

was required to be salient. Salience, as well as ignoring, may vary between
contexts. Before, when | was expl aining howthe Rule of Resenbl ance applied to

lotteries, | sawto it that the resenbl ance between the many possibilities
associated with the many tickets was sufficiently salient. But this tinme, when
we were busy pitying poor Bill for his habits and not for his luck, the

resenbl ance of the many possibilities was not so salient. At that point, the
possibility of Bill's wnning was properly ignored; so then it was true to say
that we knew he woul d never be rich. Afterward | swi tched the context. |

menti oned the possibility that Bill mght win, wherefore that possibility was no

| onger properly ignored. (Maybe there were two separate reasons why it was no

| onger properly ignored, because maybe | al so made the resenbl ance between the
many possibilities nore salient.) It was true at first that we knew that Bill
woul d never be rich. And at that point it was also true that we knew he woul d

| ose--but that was only true so long as it remained unsaid!/ (And maybe unt hought
as well.) Later, after the change in context, it was no |longer true that we knew
he would | ose. At that point, it was also no |onger true that we knew he woul d
never be rich.

But wait. Don't you snell a rat? Haven't |, by ny own |ights, been saying what
cannot be said? (O whistled either.) If the story | told was true, how have |
managed to tell it? In trendyspeak, 1s there not a problemof reflexivity? Does

not my story deconstruct itself?

| said: S knows that P iff S s evidence elimnates every possibility in which
not - P--Psst!--except for those possibilities that we are properly ignoring. That
"psst” marks an attenpt to do the inpossible--to nention that which remains
unmentioned. | am sure you managed to nmake believe that | had succeeded. But |
could not have done.

And | said that when we do epistenol ogy, and we attend to the proper ignoring of
possibilities, we nmake know edge vanish. First we do know, then we do not. But I
had been doi ng epi stenol ogy when | said that. The unelim nated possibilities
were Hot being ignored--not just then. So by what right did | say even that we
used to know?24



In trying to thread a course between the rock of fallibilismand the whirl pool
of scepticism it may well seemas if | have fallen victimto both at once. For
do | not say that there are all those unelimnated possibilities of error? Yet
do | not claimthat we know a lot? Yet do |I not claimthat know edge is, by
definition, infallible know edge?

| did claimall three things. But not all at oncel O if | did claimthemall at
once, that was an expository shortcut, to be taken with a pinch of salt. To get
ny message across, | bent the rules. If | tried to whistle what cannot be said,
what of it? | relied on the cardinal principle of pragmatics, which overrides
every one of the rules | nentioned: interpret the nessage to nmake it make sense-
--to make it consistent, and sensible to say.

When you have cont ext-dependence, ineffability can be trite and unnysterious.
Hush! [rnonent of silence] | mght have liked to say, just then, "Al of us are
silent.” It was true. But | could not have said it truly, or whistled it either.
For by saying it aloud, or by whistling, I would have rendered it fal se.

| could have said ny say fair and square, bending no rules. It would have been
tiresome, but it could have been done. The secret would have been to resort to
"semantic ascent." | could have taken great care to distinguish between (1) the
| anguage | use when | tal k about know edge, or whatever, and (2) the second

| anguage that | use to talk about the semantic and pragmatic workings of the
first language. If you want to hear ny story told that way, you probably know
enough to do the job for yourself. If you can, then ny informal presentation has
been good enough.
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Sout h Wal es, August 1992). Neither of themtells the story just as | do, however
it my be that their versions do not conflict with m ne.

2. Unless, like sone, we sinply define "justification" as "whatever it takes to
turn true opinion into know edge" regardl ess of whether what it takes turns out
to i nvolve argunent from supporting reasons.
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interpret what is said so as to nmake the nessage nake sense.



