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Chapter 7
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hat is knowledge? How does knowledge differ from belief? Does

knowledge require certainty? How do we acquire knowledge? Are

reason and sense experience both sources of knowledge? What
is the extent of our knowledge! Do we have knowledge of the external world?
These are the sorts of questions that epistemology—the branch of philosophy
that studies knowledge—tries to answer.

We ordinarily claim to know many different types of things. Most of us, for
example, would claim to know what pain feels like, how to ride a bicycle, and
that snow is white. In each case the object of our knowledge (what our
knowledge is about) is different. In the first case, it is about an experience; in
the second, a skill; and in the third, a fact. Our focus here will be on the third
type of knowledge because we're interested in how we come to know facts.

The sort of knowledge we have when we know what it’s like to be in pain
is called knowledge by acquaintance, or “knowing what.” Bertrand Russell
claimed that “we have acquaintance with anything of which we are directly
aware without the intermediary of any process of inference or any knowledge
of truth.”! For Russell, the only things we are directly aware of are our sensa-
tions. Russell thought that our sensations were caused by material objects, but
he didn't think that we were directly aware of them. When we hold an apple
in our hand and look at it, for example, we're directly aware of a certain color,
shape, smell, feel, and so on, but we’re not directly aware of the apple itself.
We infer the existence of the apple on the basis of our sensations. The dis-
tinction between direct and indirect awareness, however, raises one of the
most difficult problems in epistemology: How do we know that our sensations
are caused by physical objects? After all, we could be dreaming, hallucinating,
or hooked up to a sophisticated virtual reality machine. If we can’t be certain
that such possibilities are not actual, can we acquire knowledge by means
of our senses! Those who think not are known as philosophical skeptics.
According to them, the extent of our knowledge is much more limited than
we ordinarily assume.

The sort of knowledge we have when we know how to ride a bicycle is
known as performative knowledge, or “knowing how.” Anyone who has a
skill has this sort of knowledge. Ordinarily, anyone who knows how to do
something also knows what it is to do it. For example, those who know how
to ride a bicycle usually know what it is to ride a bicycle because they learned
how to ride a bicycle by actually riding one. But one can learn how to do
something without actually doing it. One can learn how to fly an a irplane, for
example, by training in a flight simulator, and in the future we might be able
to upload performative knowledge directly into our brains as is done in the
movie The Matrix. So, although knowing how and knowing what are often
correlated, they are not necessarily connected with each other.

The type of knowledge we have when we know that snow is white is
known as propositional knowledge, or “knowing that.” A proposition is a
statement that affirms or denies something and thus is either true or false.
One of the first and foremost attempts to characterize propositional
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knowledge can be found in the works of Plato. In his dialogue “Meno,”
Socrates remarks, “it is not, I am sure, a mere guess to say that right opinion
and knowledge are different. There are few things that I should claim to
know, but that at least is among them, whatever else is.”? The point that
Plato is trying to make here is that while having right opinions (true beliefs)
may be a necessary condition for knowledge, it is not sufficient—there must
be something more to having knowledge than just having true beliefs.

True belief is necessary for knowledge because we can't know something
that’s false, and if we know something, we can’t believe that it's false. For ex-
ample, we can’t know that 2 + 2 equals 5 because 2 + 2 doesn’t equal 5. In
other words, we can’t know what isn't so. Similarly, if we know that 2 + 2
equals 4, we can’t believe that it doesn’t. To know that something is true is to
believe that it's true.

True belief is not sufficient for knowledge, however, because we can have
true belief without having knowledge. Consider, for example, the following
situation. Suppose you believe that it's raining in Hong Kong right now, and
suppose that it is. Does this mean that you know that it’s raining in Hong
Kong right now? Not if you have no good reason for believing so, for in that
case, your belief is nothing more than a lucky guess. Having knowledge, then,
would seem to require having good reasons for what you believe. Plato agrees.
“True opinions,” Socrates tells Meno, “are a fine thing and do all sorts of good
so long as they stay in their place, but they will not stay long. They run away
from a man’s mind; so they are not worth much until you tether them by
working out the reason. . .. Once they are tied down, they become knowl-
edge.” For Plato, then, knowledge is true belief that is based on reason.
Determining when a belief is adequately based on reason or justified is one of
the major tasks of epistemology.

Traditionally, philosophers have recognized two sources of knowledge: rea-
son and sense experience. Those who believe that knowledge of the external
world can be gained through the use of reason are known as rationalists.
Those who believe that sense experience is our only source of knowledge of
the external world are known as empiricists. Empiricists recognize that rea-
son can give us knowledge of logical truths like “Either it’s raining or it’s not
raining.” But they deny that reason alone can tell us anything about the ex-
ternal world. Knowing that either it’s raining or it’s not raining, for example,
tells us nothing about the weather.

Propositions can be known in different ways. Some propositions are know-
able a priori—that is, prior to or independently of sense experience. For ex-
ample, the proposition that either it’s raining or it’s not raining is knowable a
priori because you don’t have ro look outside to determine its truth. Whether
it's raining or not raining, the proposition that either it’s raining or it’s not
raining is true. Other propositions are knowable only a posteriori—that is, on
the basis of sense experience. For example, the proposition that water boils at
212 degrees Fahrenheit is knowable only a posteriori because it can be known
only after observing boiling water.
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quaintance Knowl-
edge of what it is

to have a certain
experience.

philosophical skepti-
cism The doctrine
that we have no
knowledge of some
realms, such as the
external world.

performative knowl-
edge Knowledge of
how to perform a cer-
tain activity.

propositional knowl-
edge Knowledge of
whether a proposition
is true or false.

rationalism The

doctrine that reason is
a source of knowledge
of the external world.

empiricism The
doctrine that sense
experience is the only
source of knowledge
of the external world.

a priori knowledge

Knowledge that can
be acquired prior to
or independently of
sense experience.

a posteriori knowl-
edge Knowledge
based on sense
experience.

The Problem of Skepticism and Knowledge 537



The pﬁﬁmure and o{a@éf of

kmwf&{ge ﬁzr surpasseth
afl other in nature.

538

—FRrANCIS BACON

Chapter 7

Logical truths or propositions that can be turned into logical truths by sub-
stituting synonyms for synonyms are called analytic propositions. The truth
that either it’s raining or it’s not raining is analytic because it is a logical
truth. It has the form “either A or not A” and that is true no matter what
proposition we substitute for A. The proposition “either there’s liquid precip-
itation or it's not raining” is also an analytic truth because it can be turned
into an analytic truth by substituting synonyms for synonyms. Propositions
that are not analytic are called synthetic propositions. These would include
most of the facts discovered by science.

Both rationalists and empiricists agree that analytic propositions are
knowable a priori. They disagree, however, about whether synthetic proposi-
tions are also knowable in that way. Rationalists tend to believe that at least
some synthetic propositions—such as “From nothing, nothing comes”—are
knowable a priori. Empiricists, on the other hand, believe that no synthetic
propositions are knowable a priori. On this issue hangs the status of reason as
a source of knowledge.

In addition to understanding how we come to know things, epistemologists
are also interested in understanding what it is for a proposition to be true. Or-
dinarily, we would say that a proposition is true when it tells it like it is. In other
words, a proposition is true when things in the world are as it says they are.
Aristotle expresses that insight this way: “To say of what is that it is not, or of
what is not that it is, is false; while to say of what is that it is and of what is not
that it is not, is true.”# This view of truth assumes that there is a way the world
is and that a proposition is true when it corresponds to the way the world is.
Thus it has come to be known as the correspondence theory of truth.

Explicating the notion of correspondence has been notoriously difficult,
however. One suggestion, made by Ludwig Wittgenstein, is that true proposi-
tions are pictures of reality. Just as the arrangement of the elements in a pic-
ture represents the arrangement of objects in reality, Wittgenstein thought
that the arrangement of the elements in a proposition represented the ar-
rangement of objects in reality. The problem is that not every proposition can
be considered a picture of reality. Consider, for example, the proposition that
unicorns are not centaurs. Although this proposition is true, neither unicorns
nor centaurs exist. So it’s difficult to see how the elements of the proposition
could picture them. Other attempts to explicate the correspondence relation
have proved equally problematic. Consequently, a number of other accounts
of truth have been proposed.

Some believe that truth can be defined as coherence with our beliefs.
Brand Blanshard explicates the coherence theory of truth as follows:

. .. reality is a system, completely ordered and fully intelligible with which
thought in its advance of more and more identifying itself. . . . And if we take
this view, our notion of truth is marked out for us. Truth is the approximation
of thought to reality. It is thought on its way home. . . . Hence at any given time
the degree of truth in our experience as a whole is the degree of system it has
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achieved. The degree of truth of a particular proposition is to be judged in the
first instance by its coherence with experience as a whole, ultimately by its coher-
ence with that further whole, all-comprehensive and fully articulated, in which
thought can come to rest.’

According to the coherence theory of truth, a proposition is true if and only
if it coheres with our belief system. Our belief system is not yet complete be-
cause there are aspects of reality we do not yet fully understand. So any
proposition that coheres with our current belief system is at best only partially
true. Only a proposition that coheres with a complete belief system—one
that accounts for all aspects of reality—can be considered fully true.

Coherence with our belief system is certainly a test of truth. Fit with exist-
ing theory—conservatism—is a criterion of adequacy for hypotheses because
the better a hypothesis fits with what we’ve already learned, the more likely it
is to be true. But those who accept the coherence theory of truth maintain
that coherence is more than just a test of truth: it’s the nature of truth. For
them, there is nothing more to a proposition’s being true than its cohering
with our beliefs.

There must be more to truth than coherence, however, because a proposi-
tion can cohere with one’s belief system and be false. Consider the case of
David Koresh, the former leader of the Branch Davidians, who died when the
cult’s headquarters near Waco, Texas, burned down in 1993. Koresh believed
that he was Jesus Christ. He maintained that this belief was based on a coher-
ent interpretation of the Scriptures. Suppose it was. And suppose that every-
thing else that he believed cohered with that belief. Does that mean that it
was true that he was Jesus Christ? No. Just because someone consistently be-
lieves something doesn’t mean that it’s true.

To avoid the problem of coherent but false belief systems, some have tried
to specify which belief system a proposition must cohere with in order to be
true. Charles Sanders Peirce claims that a belief is true if it coheres with the
belief system fated to be agreed on by all who investigate.® But there is no
guarantee that all investigators will eventually agree on one belief system. For
any set of data, an infinite number of theories can be constructed to account
for those data. We can’t rule out the possibility that, at the end of inquiry,
there will be two or more incompatible belief systems that account for the
data equally well. But two incompatible belief systems cannot both be true.
Because it’s possible for two incomparible belief systems to be equally coher-
ent, there must be more to truth than coherence.

William James proposed that we define truth in terms of usefulness. He
writes, “The true is only the expedient in the way of our behaving, expedient
in almost any fashion, and expedient in the long run and on the whole
course.”” For James, a true proposition is one that works. According to the
pragmatic theory of truth, then, a proposition is made true by its practical
consequences. One of the reasons why truth is so valuable is that actions
based on true propositions are much more likely to succeed than those based
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on false ones. James suggests that this insight can be used to define truth. For
him, a true proposition is one that is such that if we acted on it, it would
bring about the desired result.

The problem, of course, is that false beliefs can lead to desired results. The
Nazis desired to win World War IL. If they had, would that mean that the
proposition that Jews are subhuman is true? Suppose that Muslim extremists
succeed in taking over the world. Would that mean that Allah is the one true
God? Or take David Koresh’s belief thar he was Jesus Christ. That belief
seemed to work for him. He got a lot of followers and a lot of wives out of it.
Does that mean he really was Jesus Christ? The answer to all of these ques-
tions seems to be “No.” The fact that a proposition works may provide some
reason for believing that it's true, but that doesn’t make it true.

Some believe that truth is simply a matter of belief. We've all heard state-
ments like “What's true for you is not true for me” or “You have your truth, I
have mine.” The implication here is that truth is relative to individuals. Con-
sequently, this view is known as cognitive subjectivism.

The view that you can make something true by simply believing it to be
true is not unique to the twentieth century. It flourished in ancient Greece
over twenty-five hundred years ago. The ancient champions of cognitive sub-
jectivism are known as Sophists. They were professors of rhetoric who earned
their living by teaching wealthy Athenians how to win friends and influence
people. Because they believed that truth was relative, however, they taught
their pupils to argue both sides of any case, which created quite a scandal at the
time. (The words “sophistic” and “sophistical” are used to describe arguments
that appear sound but are actually fallacious.) The greatest of the Sophists—
Protagoras—famously expressed his subjectivism thus: “Man is the measure of
all things, of existing things that they exist, and of nonexisting things that
they do not exist.”® Truth does not exist independently of human minds but
is created by our thoughts. Consequently, whatever anyone believes is true.

Plato saw clearly the implications of such a view. If whatever anyone be-
lieves is true, then everyone's belief is as true as everyone else’s. And if every-
one’s belief is as true as everyone else’s, then the belief that subjectivism is
false is as true as the belief that subjectivism is true. Plato put it this way:
“Protagoras, for his part, admitting as he does that everybody's opinion is true,
must acknowledge the truth of his opponents’ belief about his own belief,
where they think he is wrong.” Cognitive subjectivism, then, is self-refuting.
If it's true, it’s false. Any claim whose truth implies its falsehood cannot pos-
sibly be true.

It's ironic that Protagoras taught argumentation because in a Protagoran
world, there shouldn’t be any arguments. Arguments arise when there is some
reason to believe that someone is mistaken. If believing something to be true
made it true, however, no one could ever be mistaken; everyone would be in-
fallible. It would be impossible for anyone to have a false belief because the
mere fact that one believed something would make it true. So if Protagoras’s
customers took his philosophy seriously, he would be out of a job. If no one
can lose an argument, there’s no need to learn how to argue.

The Problem of Skepticism and Knowledge
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Some believe that truth is relative to societies or cultures. There’s no
doubt that different cultures have different beliefs about what is true. But ac-
cording to cognitive cultural relativism, each culture manufactures its own
truth. This view is as problematic as cognitive subjectivism, however. For if a
society believed that truth was not socially constructed (as ours may well be-
lieve), then that view would be as true as the claim that truth is socially con-
structed, which is absurd.

The problem with the relativist is that he wants to have his cake and eat
it too. On the one hand, he wants to say that he or his society is the supreme
authority on matters of truth. But on the other hand, he wants to say that
other individuals, societies, or conceptual schemes are equally authoritative.
He can’t have it both ways. As philosopher W. V. O. Quine explains,

Truth, says the cultural relativist, is culture-bound. But if it were, then he, within
his own culture, ought to see his own culture-bound truth as absolute. He cannot
proclaim cultural relativism without rising above it, and he cannot rise above it
without giving it LlpAJO

It relativism were true, there would be no standpoint outside of yourself or
your society from which to make valid judgments. But if there were no such
standpoint, you would have no grounds for thinking that relativism is true. In
proclaiming that truth is relative, then, the relativist hoists himself on his
own petard; he blows himself up, so to speak.

Much as we might like all of our beliefs to be true, we know that they
aren’t. Even the most fervent relativist must confess that he or she dials a
wrong number, bets on a losing racehorse, or forgets a friend’s birthday. These
admissions reveal that truth is not simply a matter of belief. If believing some-
thing to be so made it so, the world would contain a lot fewer unfulfilled de-
sires, unrealized ambitions, and unsuccessful projects than it does.

So what is the truth about truth? The British philosopher J. L. Austin once
said, “If a proposition is true, there is, of course, a state of affairs that makes it
true.”!! And of course there is. We can’t make a proposition true by simply
believing it to be true, and a proposition can’t make itself true. Thus truth
must consist in some sort of relationship between a proposition and reality, as
the correspondence theory suggests. No one has yet specified exactly what
that relationship is, but that shouldn’t prevent us from accepting the corre-
spondence theory any more than the fact that no one has been able to spec-
ity exactly what gravity is should prevent us from accepting the theory of
gravity. We can provisionally adopt what might be called a minimal corre-
spondence theory, which says that a proposition is true if and only if things
are as it says they are. This preserves the insight that true propositions accu-
rately represent reality without falling prey to the criticisms that were fatal to
the other theories of truth.

To say that truth consists in a correspondence between a proposition
and reality is not to say that there is only one way to represent reality accu-
rately. Reality can be represented in many different ways, just as a territory
can be mapped in many different ways. Consider, for example, road maps,
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topographical maps, and relief maps. These maps use different symbols to
represent different aspects of the terrain, and the symbols that appear on one
map may not appear on another. Nevertheless, it makes no sense to say that
one of these maps is the correct map. Each can provide an accurate represen-
tation of the territory, and thus each can be considered to be true. The view
that there is only one correct way of representing the world may be called
“absolutism.” Accepting the correspondence theory of truth does not com-
mit one to absolutism.

In this chapter, we'll touch on just a few of the problems of epistemology.
The first section deals with the problem of skepticism, the second with the
problem of perception, and the third with the problem of defining knowledge.

Objectives

After reading this chaprer, you should be able to

e state Descartes’ dream argument and his evil genius argument.
e evaluate the claim that knowledge requires certainty.

e state the different theories of perception.

e evaluate the different theories of perception.

e state the various theories of knowledge.

e evaluate the arguments for each theory of knowledge.

e define knowledge by acquaintance, philosophical skepticism, performa-
tive knowledge, propositional knowledge, rationalism, empiricism, a pri-
ori proposition, a posteriori proposition, analytic proposition, synthetic
proposition, correspondence theory of truth, coherence theory of truth,
pragmatic theory of truth, sense data, primary qualities, and secondary
qualities.

542 Chapter 7 ®  The Problem of Skepticism and Knowledge



Section 7.1

Things Aren't Always What They Seem

Skeptia’sm about Skeptfcfsm

M uch of what we claim to know about the world is based on sense expe-
rience. The way things look, feel, taste, sound, and smell is generally
believed to be an accurate indication of the way they are. But is this be-
lief justified? Is sense experience a source of knowledge? Or is it only a source
of opinion’

Greek Rationalism

The world that presents itself to our senses is constantly changing. Winds
blow, rains fall, mountains crumble to the sea, and living things come into
being, grow old, and pass away. But change is a mystery. How can something
change and yet remain the same thing? If something changes, it’s different,
and if it’s different, it's no longer the same. So it seems that nothing can re-
main the same through change.

The problem greatly perplexed the ancient Greeks. Heraclitus, unwilling
to deny the evidence of his senses, maintained that identity over time is an il-
lusion. The same thing cannot exist over time because “Change alone is un-
changing.”!? The world, he thought, was being created anew each instant.
“You cannot step into the same river twice,” he proclaimed, “for the water
into which you first stepped has flowed on.”!® Heraclitus viewed the world
not as a static collection of discrete objects, but as a dynamic web of intercon-
nected processes.

This view was shared by the Buddha (ca. 563 —ca. 483 B.CC.), who walked
the earth at the same time as Heraclitus. The Buddha also used the analogy of
a river to illustrate the dynamic nature of our existence. “O Brahmana,” he
says, “it is just like a mountain river, flowing far and swift, taking everything

All wish to possess knowl-
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afong with it; there is no moment, no instant, no second when it stops flow-
ing, but it goes on flowing and continuing. So Brahmana, is human life, like
a mountain river.”" Both Heraclitus and the Buddha deny the existence of
any continuing substance. Nothing remains the same over time. Everything is
in a constant state of flux.

Parmenides

Heraclitus’s contemporary Parmenides (born ca. 515 B.C..) found this view of
the world incomprehensible. Reality must contain a continuing substance, he
thought, because only that which is unchanging is real. Although Parmenides
expressed his philosophy in a poem, he based it on a logical argument. Thus
he is often considered to be the father of rationalism—the view that the only
source of knowledge is reason. Parmenides realized that whatever involves a
logical contradiction cannot exist. So, he reasoned, nonexistence (nothing-
ness) cannot exist. But from nothing, nothing comes. So everything that ex-
ists must have always existed. And everything that exists must continue to
exist because it’s just as impossible for something to become nothing as it is
for nothing to become something. So according to Parmenides, nothing ever
comes into being or passes away. Whatever exists has always existed and will
continue to exist forever,

Furthermore, if nonexistence cannot exist, then there is no place where
there is nothing. But if every place is occupied, there is no place for anything
to move to. So the world must be a single, solid, eternal, and unchanging
sphere in which no motion—and thus no change—is possible. Of course, the
world doesn’t seem that way. The world revealed by our senses seems to be
full of movement and change. All that shows, says Parmenides, is that our
senses don't put us in touch with reality. So our senses can’t be a source of
knowledge.

Just as Heraclituss philosophy is echoed in the teachings of Buddhism, so
Parmenides’ philosophy is echoed in the teachings of Hinduism. In Chaprer 2,
verse 16 of the epic Hindu poem Bhagavad Gita (Sanskrit for “song of the
Lord”), we read, “That which is not shall never be; That which is, shall never
cease to be. To the wise, these truths are self-evident.” The notions that
change is an illusion and that everything is one are two of the central teach-
ings of Hinduism. Instead of viewing the world as essentially material in na-
ture, however, the Hindus view it as essentially spiritual. The only thing that
truly exists (because it is unchanging) is Brahman, which is pure being, pure
consciousness, and pure bliss.

According to Parmenides, what we take ro be real is nothing but an illu-
sion. The world seems to be composed of numerous objects that move and
change. But logic, he claims, proves otherwise. Motion and therefore change
is logically impossible, and anything that’s logically impossible can’t exist. So
we can't use our senses to discover the true nature of reality. Only through the
use of reason, he thought, can we come to know the way the world really is.
Since Parmenides argued that the way the world appears is very different from
the way it must be, he is also often considered to be the father of the distinc-
tion between appearance and reality.
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Thinking about Nothing

Parmenides believed that because nonexistence cannot exist, it cannot be thought
about. Do you agree? Can you think about nothing? That is, can nothingness
be the object of your thought? If so, can you describe what you're thinking
about when you're thinking about nothing?

Zeno

Parmenides attracted some very able followers, most notably Zeno of
Elea (4907-4257 B.C.). Zeno reportedly concocted dozens of additional
arguments in support of his mentor’s view, only a handful of which have
come down to us. To get a sense of these arguments, consider his paradox
of bisection.

ﬂwuy/rf Experiment

Zeno's Paradox of Bisection

Suppose you are in a stadium at a given distance from the exit door. Then you
can never get out of the stadium because before you reach the door you must
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reach the point halfway there. But before you can reach the halfway point, you
must reach a point halfway to that. And since it takes some finite interval of
time to move from one point to another, and there are an infinite number of
halfway points, it would take you an infinite time to pass through them all and
get out.”’

It Zeno's analysis of motion is correct, not only can we never get out of the
stadium, but we can never take the first step toward the door. Before we reach
the halfway point, we would first have to reach a point halfway to that. And
before we reach that point, we would have to reach a point halfway to that,
and so on. So just as it would take an infinite amount of time to get out of the
stadium, it would take an infinite amount of time to take the first step. And
since finite beings like ourselves do not have an infinite amount of time on
our hands, motion is impossible.

Zeno did not deny that people seem to move from place to place. What he
denied was that the way the world seems is an accurate reflection of the way
it really is. Like his teacher, Parmenides, he claimed that whatever involves a
logical contradiction can’t exist. And because motion involves a logical con-
tradiction, it can't exist.

Although Zeno's thought experiments did not convince many people of
their own immobility, they had an enormous influence on subsequent philos-
ophizing. Zeno was the first philosopher to present logical arguments in
prose, a form of exposition used by philosophers ever since. In recognition of
this accomplishment, Aristotle refers to Zeno as “the inventor of dialectic.”
Aristotle also notes that Zeno's thought experiments led to the development
of the atomic theory of matter.!® Of Zeno'’s thought experiments, Gregory
Vlastos writes, “In the whole history of philosophy no better device has ever
been found for sensitizing us to the possibility that commonplaces may con-
ceal absurdities and hence to the need of reexamining even the best
entrenched and most plausible assumptions.”'? We may disagree with Zeno's
conclusions, but we cannot but admire his method.

The notion that the world may be very different from the way it appears
has recently been explored in a number of movies, most notably The Matrix.
The movie takes place sometime in the future when computers have taken
over the world and use humans as a source of energy. The humans are kept
alive in fluid-filled pods, their brains being stimulated by electrodes con-
nected directly to their nervous systems. Those plugged into the matrix think
they're leading normal lives in the late twentieth century, whereas in reality
they're floating in a pod. What they take to be real is nothing more than a
computer-generated fantasy.

Plato

Although the image presented in The Matrix is striking, it strongly resembles
one presented by Plato about twenty-five hundred years ago. Plato, following
Parmenides, held that only that which is unchanging is real, and, following
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Solving Paymenides’ and Zenos Pavadoxes

Parmenides’ and Zeno’s paradoxes have engaged
some of the world’s greatest minds for more than
two thousand years, and many solutions have been
offered. The best way to solve a paradox, however, is
to “dissolve” it: to show that it rests on contradic-
tory assumptions and thus cannot get off the ground.
Some think that a contradiction lies at the heart of
Zeno's paradoxes. In the paradox of bisection, for
example, Zeno assumes that space can be infinitely
divided. This means that the smallest amount of
space—a point—has no dimensions. On the other
hand, Zeno also assumes that it takes a finite amount
of time to traverse any amount of space. But it takes
no time at all to traverse a point, for a point has no
dimensions. So Zeno seems to be trying to have his
cake and eart it too. Both assumptions can’t be true,
and once we reject either one of them, there is no
longer a paradox.

What about Parmenides’ claim that nonexistence
cannot exist! Hasn’t modern science proved that
the world is mostly empty space? Indeed it has. But
it has also proved that space is a thing. Einstein’s

theory of general relativity predicts that space will
be curved around massive objects, and this predic-
tion has been confirmed many times over in many
different experiments. But you can't curve some-
thing that doesn’t exist. So space is not mere noth-
ingness. Russell Ruthen, staff writer for Scientific
American, explains:

Space is not just the nothing between the earth
and the stars. Nor is it simply the void between
the electron and the atomic nucleus. It is a
ubiquitous medium more resilient than rubber,
more rigid than steel.'®

So Parmenides was right. There is no place where
there is nothing. There are places where there is
nothing but empty space, but space itself is a thing.
Where Parmenides went wrong was in assuming that
if a place is occupied, nothing else can move into it.
Empedocles realized the error in this reasoning more
than two thousand years ago and suggested that we
move through space like fish move through water.
His view appears to be pretty accurate.

Heraclitus, that what is presented to our senses is constantly changing. So he
concluded that what we sense isn't fully real. To convey this view, Plato fash-
ioned one of the most vivid and significant images in the history of philoso-
phy: the allegory of the cave. The allegory appears in Book VII of his
Republic, where Socrates is talking to Glaucon:

SocrATEs: And now, I said, let me show in a figure how far our nature is
enlightened or unenlightened: —Behold! human beings living in a un-
derground cave, which has a mouth open towards the light and reaching
all along the cave; here they have been from their childhood, and have
their legs and necks chained so that they cannot move, and can only see
before them, being prevented by the chains from turning round their
heads. Above and behind them a fire is blazing at a distance, and be-
tween the fire and the prisoners there is a raised way; and you will see, if
you look, a low wall built along the way, like the screen which marionette
players have in front of them, over which they show the puppets.

GLAucON: [ see.
SocraTEs: And do you see, I said, men passing along the wall carrying
all sorts of vessels, and statues and figures of animals made of wood and

stone and various materials, which appear over the wall? Some of them
are talking, others silent.
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GLAUCON: You have shown me a strange image, and they are strange
prisoners.

SocraTEs: Like ourselves, I replied; and they see only their own shadows,
or the shadows of one another, which the fire throws on the opposite
wall of the cave?. ..

SocrATEs: And suppose further that the prison had an echo which came
from the other side, would they not be sure to fancy when one of the
passers-by spoke that the voice which they heard came from the passing
shadow?

Graucon: No question, he replied.

SocrATES: To them, I said, the truth would be literally nothing but the
shadows of the images.

GrauconN: That is certain.

SocrATES: And now look again, and see what will naturally follow if the
prisoners are released and disabused of their error. At first, when any of
them is liberated and compelled suddenly to stand up and turn his neck
round and walk and look towards the light, he will suffer sharp pains; the
glare will distress him, and he will be unable to see the realities of which
in his former state he had seen the shadows; . . .

SocraTES: And suppose once more, that he is reluctantly dragged up a
steep and rugged ascent, and held fast until he’s forced into the presence
of the sun himself, is he not likely to be pained and irritated? When he
approaches the light his eyes will be dazzled, and he will not be able to
sce anything at all of what are now called realities.

Graucon: Not all in a moment, he said.

SocratEs: He will require to grow accustomed to the sight of the upper
world. And first he will see the shadows best, next the reflections of men
and other objects in the water, and then the objects themselves; then
he will gaze upon the light of the moon and the stars and the spangled
heaven; and he will see the sky and the stars by night better than the sun
or the light of the sun by day?

Graucon: Certainly.
SocraTES: Last of all he will be able to see the sun, and not mere reflec-

tions of him in the water, but he will see him in his own proper place,
and not in another; and he will contemplate him as he is. . . .

SocraTEs: Imagine once more, I said, such a one coming suddenly out of
the sun to be replaced in his old situation; would he not be certain to
have his eyes full of darkness?

Graucon: To be sure, he said.

SocrATEs: And if there were a contest, and he had to compete in measur-
ing the shadows with the prisoners who had never moved out of the cave,
while his sight was still weak, and hefore his eyes had become steady (and
the time which would be needed to acquire this new habit of sight might
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PLATO'S ALLEGORY
OF THE CAVE.

The model of a horse
being held up in front
of the fire represents
the truly real objects—
the forms. The shadow
it casts on the wall of
the cave represents
what the prisoners of
the cave take to be
real. For them, the
truth is literally noth-
ing but shadows.

be very considerable) would he not be ridiculous? Men would say of him
that up he went and down he came without his eyes; and that it was bet-
ter not even to think of ascending; and if any one tried to loose another

and lead him up to the light, let them only catch the offender, and they

would put him to death.

Graucon: No question, he said.

SocraTEs: This entire allegory, I said, you may now append, dear Glaucon,
to the previous argument; the prison-house is the world of sight, the light
of the fire is the sun, and you will not misapprehend me if you interpret the
journey upwards to be the ascent of the soul into the intellectual world ac-
cording to my poor belief, which, at your desire, I have expressed whether
rightly or wrongly God knows. But, whether true or false, my opinion is
that in the world of knowledge the idea of good appears last of all, and is
seen only with an effort; and, when seen, is also inferred to be the universal
author of all things beautiful and right, parent of light and of the lord of
light in this visible world, and the immediate source of reason and truth in
the intellectual; and that this is the power upon which he who would act
rationally, either in public or private life must have his eye fixed.!”
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Chapter 7

The allegory of the cave is meant to represent not only the human situation
in general but Socrates’ life in particular. Socrates, like the prisoner loosed
from the cave, had glimpsed the true nature of reality and tried to convince
the inhabitants of Athens that they didn’t know what they thought they
knew. Some didn't welcome this news, however, and conspired to put him to
death.

The objects that cast shadows on the wall represent what Plato considers
to be the truly real objects: the forms. A form is a universal; it is a property
that can be possessed by many different things. Various works of art, for ex-
ample, can be beautiful. What makes them beautiful, Plato claims, is that
they participate in the form of beauty. As he puts it, “By beauty all beautiful
things become beautiful.”?® So, for Plato, forms are causes: they make the
world what it is. To understand the world, then, we must understand the
forms that give rise to it.

We can't acquire knowledge of the forms by means of the senses, however,
because the forms aren’t physical objects. How, then, do we acquire knowledge
of them? Plato suggests that we come to know them through an act of
recollection.

We often judge things to fall short of an ideal. An action may be just but not
petfectly just; two objects may be equal but not perfectly equal; a painting may
be beautiful but not perfectly beautiful. To make such judgments, Plato
claimed, we must have knowledge of the ideal (the form) involved. But we
can’t acquire that knowledge through our senses because nothing that we sense
is perfectly just, equal, or beautiful. So we must have been born with a knowl-
edge of these forms, and sense experience helps us recall that knowledge.

Knowledge we are born with is known as “innate knowledge.” Rationalists
characteristically attribute innate knowledge to us, thus explaining how it’s
possible to have knowledge that does not depend on sense experience. Some
rationalists claim that we have an innate knowledge of concepts; others claim
that we have an innate knowledge of statements. But in either case, it's
knowledge possessed by all normal human beings.

77mujfzf Probe

Innate Knowledge

Do you think that there are any concepts or truths that all normal humans
have or know? If so, what are they?

Cartesian Skepticism

The most influential modern rationalist is Descartes. He doubted that sense
experience can give us knowledge because knowledge requires certainty and
nothing we learn through our senses is certain. Descartes holds that you are
justified in believing something to be true only if you are certain of it. “I ought
no less carefully to withhold my assent from matters which are not entirely
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certain and indubitable,” he informs us, “than from those which appear to me
manifestly to be false.”! You are no more justified in believing something
that is uncertain than you are in believing something that is obviously false.
So if something can be doubted—if there is a possibility that it’s false—you
can’'t know that it’s true.

Although this conception of knowledge may seem unduly strict, it does seem
to accord with our use of the term. We often discount others’ testimony if there
is a possibility that they're mistaken. Suppose, for example, that a witness in a
murder trial claims to have seen the defendant at the scene of the crime. If the
defense attorney can show that there is reason to doubt the witness’s testimony
(because it was dark, because he was too far away, because his glasses were bro-
ken), she undercuts his claim to know that he saw the defendant. When there’s
reason to doubt a witness, you can’t know that the person is telling the truth.

One of Descartes’ goals in his Meditations on First Philosophy was to deter-
mine the extent of our knowledge. To accomplish this goal, he did not try to
inspect every one of his beliefs. Instead, he examined the principles upon
which they are based. He realized that if the principles are dubious, then so
are the beliefs that are based on them. One principle that underlies many of
our beliefs is that sense experience is a source of knowledge. But our senses
can deceive us. What appears to be round, for example, can turn out to be
square. Because we can’t be certain that what we've learned through our
senses is true, sense experience cannot be a source of knowledge.

Cartesian Doubt

To show that we can’t trust our senses, Descartes presents two of the most fa-
mous thought experiments in the history of philosophy: the dream argument
and the evil genius argument. We examined them briefly in Chapter 2. Now
let’s examine them more closely.

Here'’s Descartes’ dream argument:

ﬂmg/u‘ Experiment

Descartes’ Dream Argument

How often has it happened to me that in the night I dreamt that I found myself
in this particular place, that I was dressed and seated near the fire, whilst in re-
ality | was lying undressed in bed! At this moment it does indeed seem to me
that it is with eyes awake that | am looking at this paper, that this head which
I move is not asleep, that it is deliberately and of set purpose that I extend my
hand and perceive it; what happens in sleep does not appear so clear and dis-
tinct as does all this. But in thinking over this I remind myself that on many
occasions 1 have in sleep been deceived by similar illusions, and in dwelling
carefully on this reflection I see so manifestly that there are no certain indica-
tions by which we may clearly distinguish wakefulness from sleep that I am lost
in astonishment. And my astonishment is such that it is almost capable of per-
b suading me that I now dream.”

Doubt is the vestibule
which all must pass be-

farc fif@f can enter the

fempff of wisdom,
—CaLEB C. CoLTON

Where doubt is, there
truth is—it is her
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—G. BAILEY
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Dreams can often seem quite real. Even when we do things that we can’t
do when we're awake (like flying), it seems as if we're really doing them. Be-
cause there is no way to tell for certain while we're dreaming that we're
dreaming, we can't be certain that we’re not dreaming right now. And if we
can’t be certain that we’re not dreaming right now, we can’t acquire knowl-
edge through the use of our senses.

mauj/n‘ Probe

Dreams and Reality

Is Descartes right that there are no certain indications by which we can distin-
guish wakefulness from sleep? Suppose that every dream you had ended by your
getting into bed and going to sleep. Would you be able to tell whar was a dream

and what was reality? How?

Descartes’ dream argument can be spelled out this way:

1. We can't be certain that we’re not dreaming.

2. If we can’t be certain that we’re not dreaming, we can’t be certain that
what we sense is real.

3. If we can’t be certain that what we sense is real, we can’t acquire knowl-
edge through sense experience.

4. Therefore, we can't acquire knowledge through sense experience.

Although Descartes was not certain that he was not dreaming, you may
feel that you are certain that you’re not dreaming. But feeling certain and
being certain are two different things. In Descartes’ view, you can be
certain of something only if it’s impossible for you to be mistaken. But it's
not impossible for you to be mistaken that you're awake. On the contrary,
you could wake up at any moment and discover that your whole life has
been a dream. Because you can’t rule out the possibility that you're dream-
ing, Descartes claims that your senses can’t give you knowledge of the
external world.

Even if you can’t be certain that you're not dreaming, it would seem that
you can still know some things. You can know, for example, that some things
are colored, for if you hadn’t experienced colored things, how could you know
what color is? None of the things that you take to be colored may actually be
colored, but there must be some colored things in the world, for otherwise
you wouldn't know what color is.

But even this can be doubted. You could have learned what color is by
having that knowledge directly implanted in your mind. Descartes explores
this possibility in his evil genius argument.
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7710»:_7/1:5 Expen#em‘

Descartes’ Evil Genius Argument

Nevertheless [ have long had fixed in my mind the belief that an all-powerful
God existed by whom [ have been created such as I am. But how do I know’
that He has not brought it to pass that there is no earth, no heaven, no ex-
tended body, no magnitude, no place, and that nevertheless they seem to me to
exist just exactly as I see them???

An all-powerful being could put thoughts in your mind, and he could
arrange it so that everything you believe about the external world ‘s false.
Because we can't be certain that we're not in the grip of such a demon, we
can’t acquire knowledge through the senses.

To prove that we could be systematically deluded, we don’t have to appeal to
the supernatural. The evil genius could just as well be a mad scientist. Peter
Unger presents a modern-day version of Descartes’ evil genius argument.

ﬂzauy/té Experiment

Unger’s Mad Scientist

This scientist uses electrodes to induce experiences and thus carries out his
deceptions, concerning the existence of rocks or anything else. He first drills
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holes painlessly in the variously colored skulls, or shells, of his subjects and
then implants his electrodes into the appropriate parts of their brains, or
protoplasm, ot systems. He sends patterns of electrical impulses into them
through the electrodes, which are themselves connected by wires to a labo-
ratory console on which he plays, punching various keys and buttons in ac-
cordance with his ideas of how the whole thing works and with his
deceptive designs. The scientist’s delight is intense, and it is caused not so
much by his exercising his scientific and intellectual gifts as by the thought
that he is deceiving various subjects about all sorts of things. Part of that de-
light is caused, on this supposition, by his thought that he is deceiving a cer-
tain person, perhaps yourself, into falsely believing that there are rocks. He
is, then, an evil scientist, and he lives in a world which is entirely bereft of
¢ rocks.*

Because Unger’s mad scientist directly controls the firing patterns of the
neurons in your brain, he can give you any experience he wants. As a result,
he can implant in you any number of false beliefs. Because you can’t be sure
that you're not at the mercy of such a scientist right now, sense experience
can’t be a source of knowledge.

The argument suggested by Descartes’ and Unger’s evil geniuses is this:

1. We can’t be certain that our sense experience is not caused by an evil
genius.

2. If we can't be certain that our sense experience is not caused by an evil
genius, we can't be certain that what we sense is real.

3. If we can’t be certain that what we sense is real, we can’t acquire knowl-
edge through sense experience.

4. Therefore, we can't acquire knowledge through sense experience.

An evil genius of the sort described by Descartes or Unger could exist.
There is no contradiction involved in assuming that there is such a being. As
a result, premise 1 seems to be true. And given Descartes’ assumption that
knowledge requires certainty, premise 2 also seems to be true. If we can’t be
certain that we are not deluded, we can’t acquire knowledge through the use
of our senses.

Cartesian Certainty

Even if there is an evil genius, Descartes believes that there is at least one
thing that he knows—namely, that he exists. He writes,

... 1 was persuaded that there was nothing in all the world, that there was no
heaven, no earth, that there were no minds, nor any bodies: was | not then like-
wise persuaded that I did not exist? Not at all; of a surety myself did exist since |
persuaded myself of something. But there is some deceiver or other, very powerful
and very cunning, who ever employs his ingenuity in deceiving me. Then without
doubt I exist also if he deceives me, and let him deceive me as much as he will,
he can never cause me to be nothing so long as I think that I am something.?’
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Descartes can’t doubt that he thinks because doubting is a species of thinking.
Any attempt to doubt that he’s thinking proves that he’s thinking because to
doubt is to think. But he can’t think unless he exists. So he’s also certain that
he exists. With this truth—1 think, therefore I am—as a first principle,
Descartes hoped to set our knowledge of the external world on as firm a foun-
dation as our knowledge of mathematics.

The facts that he thinks and that he exists are not the only facts he knows,
however. He also knows the contents of his own mind. For example, if
Descartes is hungry, he knows that he is hungry. If Descartes is in pain, he
knows that he is in pain. And if Descartes seems to see a tree, then he knows
that he seems to see a tree.

This last bit of knowledge is important because it can serve as a basis for
our knowledge of the external world. From the fact that you seem to see a
tree, it doesn’t follow that there is a tree. You might be dreaming, or you
might be under the influence of an evil genius. But if there were a way to rule
out these counterpossibilities, then you would know that there is a tree.
What's needed, then, is a principle that will bridge the gap between appear-
ance and reality.

Descartes claims to have such a principle—the principle of clarity and dis-
tinctness—which says that whatever is clearly and distinctly perceived is
true. As he puts it, “. . . as often as I so restrain my will within the limits of my
knowledge that it forms no judgment except on matters which are clearly and
distinctly represented to it by the understanding, I can never be deceived.”?¢
This principle allows Descartes to deduce truths about the external world
from truths about his mental states. The deductions go like this:

1. I clearly and distinctly seem to see a tree in front of me.
2. Whatever | clearly and distinctly perceive is true.
3. Therefore, there is a tree in front of me.

The principle of clarity and distinctness closes the gap between the way the
world appears and the way it really is. If Descartes can prove that the princi-
ple is true, he can defeat the skeptics.

Descartes attempts to establish this principle by establishing the existence
of God. He is fully aware that God did not give him an infallible mind. But
he is sure that God, being all-good, would not give him a mind that could not
know the truth. So if he falls into error, it must be his fault, not God’s.

Whence then come my errors? They come from the sole fact that since the will is
much wider in its range and compass than the understanding, I do not restrain it
within the same bounds, but extend it also to things which I do not understand:
and as the will is of itself indifferent to these, it easily falls into error and sin, and
chooses the evil for the good, or the false for the true.?7

Descartes believes that God gave humans free will. Unfortunately our
will sometimes usurps our understanding and jumps to unwarranted conclu-
sions. When it does, we deceive ourselves. But if our will followed our
understanding—if we believed only what was sanctioned by the principle of
clarity and distinctness—we would never believe anything that was false.

What we know here is
very little, but what
we are ignorant of s
LHMENSE,

— PIERRE-SIMON
LAPLACE

Things Aren’t Always What They Seem 555




Doubt (s not a very agree-
able state, but cevtainty

(s a vidiculons one.

556

— VOLTAIRE

Chaprer 7

Descartes’ argument for the principle of clarity and distinctness, then, goes
as follows:

1. God exists and is no deceiver.

2. If God exists and is no deceiver, then whatever I clearly and distinctly
perceive is true.

3. Therefore, whatever [ clearly and distinctly perceive is true.

The first premise of this argument is problematic, for as we have seen,
Descartes’ ontological argument for the existence of God is not convincing.
(He offers other arguments, but they are even less convincing than his onto-
logical argument.) But whether or not these arguments succeed, many com-
mentators believe that Descartes’ defense of the principle of clarity and
distinctness suffers from a more serious defect: circularity.

A circular argument assumes what it is trying to prove. Descartes is try-
ing to prove the principle of clarity and distinctness. He claims that the
truth of this principle follows from the existence of God. But he uses this
principle to prove the existence of God. So Descartes seems to be caught in
a circle: he can’t know that God exists and is no deceiver unless he knows
that what he clearly and distinctly perceives is true. But he can’t know that
what he clearly and distinctly perceives is true unless he knows that God
exists and is no deceiver. This problem is known as the “problem of the
Cartesian circle.”

This problem is not unique to Descartes. It faces anyone who takes a
foundationalist approach to knowledge. Foundationalism maintains (1)
that there are basic beliefs—that is, beliefs whose justification does not
depend on other beliefs, and (2) that the justification of all other beliefs
depends, at least in part, on the basic beliefs. Foundationalists use what
are known as “epistemic principles,” like the principle of clarity and dis-
tinctness, to bridge the gap between basic beliefs and all other beliefs.
Critics of foundationalism claim that these principles cannot be justified
in a foundationalist framework. So foundationalism is a flawed approach
to knowledge.

The problem with this criticism is that epistemic principles don’t have to
be known in order to be used. (If they did, only epistemologists or those who
had studied epistemology could know anything.) The principle of clarity and
distinctness says that whatever is clearly and distinctly perceived is true.
Descartes need not know this principle in order to use it. If the principle is
true, then whatever Descartes clearly and distinctly perceives is true, whether
or not he consciously accepts the principle. The beliefs generated by the prin-
ciple can then be used to justify the principle.?®

The problem with Descartes” attempt to justify the principle of clarity and
distinctness is not that it is circular but that it is inadequate. The conclusion
of a deductive argument can be only as certain as its premises. If the premises
are doubtful, then so is the conclusion. But it is doubtful that God exists. So
we can’t be certain that the principle of clarity and distinctness is true. And
because we can’t be certain that it’s true, then, according to Descartes, we
can’t know that it’s true.

The Problem of Skepticism and Knowledge



Reasonable Doubt

The assumption that lies behind the first premise of both the dream argu-
ment and the evil genius argument is that knowledge requires certainty. But
is that true? Does Descartes know that knowledge requires certainty? He
does only if he’s certain that knowledge requires certainty. But can he be
certain of that? Consider these propositions: that the earth is inhabited,
that cows produce milk, that water freezes at 32 degrees Fahrenheit, and so
on. These are all propositions we would ordinarily claim to know, yet none
of them is absolutely certain. In light of these counterexamples, can
Descartes legitimately claim to know that knowledge requires certainty? It
wouldn’t seem so. For unless he is certain that knowledge requires certainty,
he can’t know that it does. And he can’t be certain that knowledge requires
certainty because the counterexamples cited above provide good reason for
doubting that it does.

So if knowledge doesn’t require certainty, what does it require? It does not
require enough evidence to put the claim beyond any possibility of doubt
but, rather, enough to put it beyond any reasonable doubt. There comes a
point beyond which doubt, although possible, is no longer reasonable. It's
possible, for example, that our minds are being controlled by aliens from
outer space, but to reject the evidence of our senses on that basis would not
be reasonable. To know a proposition, then, we don't have to establish it be-
yond a shadow of a doubt. We only have to establish it beyond a reasonable
doubt. This is the standard of evidence used in courts of law to adjudicate
matters of life and death. If we can stake our lives on it, we should be able to
stake our knowledge on it.

The Empiricist Alternative

As we saw in Chapter 2, empiricists such as David Hume believe that only
terms that stand for ideas derived from sense experience can refer to real ob-
jects. The mind at birth, they claim, is a tabula rasa—a blank slate— that
contains only what has been inscribed on it by the senses. Concepts that rep-
resent sensations, such as hot/cold, light/dark, sweet/sour, smooth/rough, and
the like, are the intellectual atoms or “simple ideas” out of which all “com-
plex ideas” are composed. The complex idea of a tomato, for example, is com-
posed of the simple ideas of a particular shape, size, color, texture, and so on.
If a term does not stand for a simple or complex idea, it is meaningless. As
Hume puts it, “When we entertain any suspicion that a philosophical term is
employed without any meaning or idea (as is but too frequent) we need but
enquire, from what impression is that supposed idea derived? And if it be im-
possible to assign any, this will serve to confirm our suspicion.”?® So empiti-
cists reject the two characteristic theses of rationalism: (1) that reason is a
source of knowledge of the external world, and (2) that we have some sort of
innate knowledge.

Using his theory of concept acquisition, Hume tries to show that many
philosophical terms— terms that purportedly refer to something that cannot

Doubt is an incentive to
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Things Aren’t Always What They Seem 557



General ohservations
drawn from parf:}m/am
are the /Iew.erfs o kenow!-
edye, comprehending
great store in a [ittle
room,

— JoHN LOCKE

558 Chapter 7

be sensed, like causation, liberty, and the self — are meaningless. He sums up
his program this way:

When we run over libraries, persuaded of these principles, what havoc must we
make? If we take in our hand any volume; of divinity or school metaphysics, for
instance; let us ask, Does it contain any abstract reasoning concerning quantity or
number? No. Does it contain any experimental reasoning concerning matter of fact
and existence? No. Commit it then to the flames: for it can contain nothing but
sophistry and illusion.>

Empiricism, then, leads to skepticism about the existence of anything that
cannot be sensed.

Although empiricists deny that reason is a source of knowledge of the ex-
ternal world, they admit that it can be used to discover logical truths. For
example, if we have the concept of identity, reason can tell us that A is iden-
tical to A. Such truths are knowable a priori because they can be known prior
to or independently of sense experience. We don’t need to gather any data or
conduct any experiments to confirm them. Reason alone is sufficient to estab-
lish their truth.

Statements that are logical truths, or can be turned into logical truths by
substituting synonyms for synonyms, are known as “analytic” statements.
Thus the statement that all males are males is analytic because it’s a logical
truth. The statement that all bachelors are males is analytic because it can be
turned into a logical truth by substituting “unmarried male” for “bachelor.”

Nonanalytic statements are known as “synthetic” statements. The state-
ment that all crows are black, for example, is synthetic because it is not a log-
ical truth nor can it be turned into a logical truth by substituting synonyms
for synonyms. The truth of such statements can be known only a posteriori,
by means of sense experience.

For the empiricists, then, there are two types of statements—analytic and
synthetic—and all analytic statements are knowable a priori whereas all syn-
thetic statements are knowable a posteriori. As Hume puts it,

All objects of human reason or enquity may naturally be divided into two kinds,
to wit, Relations of Ideas, and Matters of Fact. Of the first kind are the sciences
of Geometry, Algebra, and Arithmetic; and in short, every affirmation which is
either intuitively or demonstratively certain. . . . Matters of fact, which are the
second objects of human reason, are not ascertained in the same manner; nor is
our evidence of their truth, however great, of a like nature with the foregoing.
The contrary of every matter of fact is still possible; because it can never imply a
contradiction, and is conceived by the mind with the same facility and distinct-
ness, as if ever so conformable to reality.’!

Synthetic truths differ from analytic ones in that they give us knowledge of
the external world. Analytic truths, because they are equivalent to logical
truths, don’t tell us anything about the world. To be told that all bachelors
are males is not to be told whether the world contains any males or any
bachelors. So even if reason is the source of our knowledge of analytic truths,
it isn’t a source of knowledge of the external world.
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The Problem of Induction

Our senses can give us knowledge about objects we can observe, and our
memory can give us knowledge about objects we have observed, but we often
claim to know things about objects we can’t observe. For example, we often
claim to know what’s going on in distant parts of the world as well as what
will go on in the future. How can we know these things? Hume claims that
our knowledge of them is based on the relation of cause and effect:

All reasonings concerning matter of fact seem to be founded on the relation of
Cause and Effect. By means of that relation alone we can go beyond the evidence
of our memory and senses. If you were to ask a man, why he believes any matter of
fact, which is absent; for instance, that his friend is in the country, or in France;
he would give you a reason; and this reason would he some other fact; as a letter
received from him, or the knowledge of his former resolutions and promises. A
man finding a watch or any other machine in a desert island, would conclude that
there had once been men in that island. All our reasonings concerning fact are of
the same nature. And here it is constantly supposed that there is a connection be-
tween the present fact and that which is inferred from it. Were there nothing to
bind them together, the inference would be entirely precarious.?

We can have knowledge about things that are not present to our senses
because objects and events in the world are bound together by the relation of
cause and effect. As a result, if we know a cause, we can often predict its
effect, and if we know an effect, we can often retrodict its cause.

The question, then, arises, How do we know that the same cause will
always produce the same effect? We can’t know it by means of reason or logic
because the notion that the same effect will not produce the same cause is not
self-contradictory. Hume explains:

That the sun will not vise tomorrow is no less intelligible a proposition, and implies no
more contradiction than the affirmation, that it will rise. We should in vain, there-
fore, attempt to demonstrate its falsehood. Were it demonstratively false, it would
imply a contradiction, and could never be distinctly conceived by the mind.??

The claim that the same cause always produces the same effect, then, cannot
be known a priori by the light of pure reason because it’s not a logical truth. Its
denial doesn’t entail a contradiction, and so it must be a synthetic statement.

But it can’t be known a posteriori by means of sense experience either,
because any attempt to prove it in that way would assume its truth. Here’s
Hume again:

To say [the same cause will always produce the same effect] is experimental [based
on sense experiencel, is begging the question. For all inferences from experience
suppose, as their foundation, that the future will resemble the past, and that simi-
lar powers will be conjoined with similar sensible qualities. If there be any suspi-
cion that the course of nature may change, and that the past may be no rule for
the future, all experience becomes useless, and can give rise to no inference or
conclusion. It is impossible, therefore, that any arguments from experience can
prove this resemblance of the past to the future; since all these arguments are
founded on the supposition of that resemblance.’

The empivicist thinks he
believes only what he sees,
but he is much better at
z’?&ftkvzh_g than at seeing.
— GEORGE SANTAYANA
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All inductive arguments assume that like causes produce like effects (that the
future will resemble the past). As a result, we can’t use induction to prove
that claim because in that case, we would be arguing in a circle—we would be
assuming what we are trying to prove—and such an argument proves
nothing.

The problem, then, is this: Much of what we claim to know about the ex-
ternal world is based on inductive arguments from experience—inferences
like: Every day in the past, the sun has risen. Therefore, the sun will rise
tomorrow. But those arguments are based on the claim that the future will
resemble the past, and that claim can be justified neither a priori by the light
of pure reason nor a posteriori by sense experience. So it looks as if we can’t
know as much as we thought we did.

Science is often considered to be our best source of knowledge about the
external world. Knowledge, however, requires justification. We can legiti-
mately claim to know something only if we’re justified in believing it to be
true. But it looks as if we're not justified in believing what science tells us
about the world because scientific inquiry is based on induction, and induc-
tion, as we've seen, is not rationally justified. There’s no way to prove the as-
sumption that underlies all inductive inferences—namely, that the future will
resemble the past. So contrary to popular opinion, it seems that science can’t
be a source of knowledge. If you're looking for knowledge, then, you'll just
have to look somewhere else.

Ironically, the view that our knowledge of the external world is based on
sense experience seems to imply that we can know very little about the ex-
ternal world. Instead of suggesting that we give up the principle that the fu-
ture will resemble the past, however, Hume suggests that we recognize it for
what it is: a custom or habit that is so ingrained into us that we can’t think
without it.

[W]hen we assert that, after the constant conjunction of two objects—heat and
flame, for instance, weight and solidity—we are determined by custom alone to
expect the one from the appearance of the other. This hypothesis seems even the
only one which explains the difficulty, why we draw, from a thousand instances,
an inference which we are not able to draw from one instance that is, in no re-
spect, different from them.’

Recognizing that we habitually make certain inferences doesn’t justify them,
but it does help to explain why we make them.

T/tau.g/tf Probe

Science and Faith

There seems to be no way to prove the claim that like causes produce like ef-
fects (that the future will resemble the past). Yet all scientific inferences are
based on that belief. Does that mean that science is based on faith? Faith, you
will recall, is belief that does not rest on logical proof or material evidence. If

b science is based on faith, is it a type of religion? Why or why not?
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The Kantian Synthesis

Immanuel Kant was scandalized by the view that we can’t justify the claim
that like causes produce like effects and thus that we can’t have any knowl-
edge of causes. His reading of Hume woke him from his “dogmatic slumbers”
and inspired him to write some of the most influential works in the history of
philosophy, including Prolegomena to Any Future Metaphysics and The Critique
of Pure Reason. He agrees with Hume that the claim that like causes produce
like effects is synthetic, for it's not a logical truth and its denial doesn’t lead to
a contradiction. But he disagrees with Hume that synthetic truths are only
knowable a posteriori. On the contrary, Kant claims that we can know a
priori that like causes produce like effects. He writes,

. .. the very concept of a cause so manifestly contains the concept of a necessity
of connection with an effect and of the strict universality of the rule, that the
concept would be altogether lost if we attempted to derive it, as Hume has done,
from a repeated association of that which happens with that which precedes, and
from a custom of connecting representations, a custom originating in this re-
peated association, and constituting therefore a merely subjective necessity. >

Kant believes that we know a priori that there is a necessary connection be-
tween cause and effect—something we couldn’t know if the causal relation
were simply the product of custom or habit as Hume thought. So Kant rejects
the empiricist claim that all synthetic statements are only knowable a poste-
riori. Some, he claims, are knowable a priori. So the question Kant needs to
answer, then, is How are synthetic a priori truths possible?

To answer this question, Kant examines the method of inquiry used by
mathematicians because, he thinks, they, too, traffic in synthetic a priori truths.
He found that what makes it possible for them to discover such truths is that
they study the principles the mind uses to construct mathematical objects.

The true method . . . was not to inspect what he discerned either in the figure,
or in the bare concept of it, and from this, as it were, to read off its properties;
but to bring out what was necessarily implied in the concepts that he had him-
self formed a priori, and had put into the figure in the construction by which
he presented it to himself.?’

Mathematicians don’t study physical circles or triangles because no physical
objects have the properties they're interested in. No physical circle, for exam-
ple, has all of its points exactly equidistant from the center, and no physical
triangle has the sum of all of its interior angles exactly equal to two right an-
gles. Instead, Kant claims, mathematicians study the principles governing
concepts that they themselves have constructed.

Just as mathematical concepts are not read off from experience but read
into it, so Kant thinks that certain metaphysical concepts like space, time,
and causality are read into experience to make sense of it. What the senses
present to the mind, in the words of William James, is a “blooming, buzzing,
confusion.” To make sense of this material, the mind gives it a structure by
bringing it under certain concepts and placing it in certain categories.

But a/ﬁﬁmg;f all our
J('naw/ea’ﬂ.e b@z’m with
experience, it does ot fol-
low that i arises ﬁ’am
experience.

— IMMANUEL KANT
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Without these concepts, intelligible experience would not be possible. Kant
explains:

The objective validity of the categories as a priori concepts rests, therefore, on
the fact that, so far as the form of thought is concerned, through them alone does
experience become possible. They relate of necessity and a priori to objects of
experience, for the reason that only by means of them can any object whatsoever
of experience be thought.?%

The faculty of the mind that gives us knowledge of these concepts Kant calls
the “understanding.” Truths discovered by the understanding are synthetic
because they are not logical truths and a priori because they apply to all pos-
sible experience. Synthetic a priori truths, then, describe those features of the
world that are necessitated by our construction of it.

Kant describes his view that the mind constructs the objects of experience as
a “Copernican Revolution” in philosophy. It was previously assumed that con-
cepts are derived from experience. But instead, Kant insists that experience is
derived from concepts. So just as Copernicus was able to explain the move-
ments of the planets by rejecting the hypothesis that the sun moved around the
earth and replacing it with the hypothesis that the earth moved around the
sun, so Kant thinks he is able to explain the possibility of synthetic a priori
truths by rejecting the hypothesis that concepts are derived from experience
and replacing it with the hypothesis that experience is derived from concepts.

Kant's theory of knowledge saves empiricism from skepticism by wedding it
to rationalism. Empiricism holds that only concepts derived from experience
have objective reality. But if this were the case, then concepts like space, time,
and causality would not have objective reality because they are not derived
from experience. Kant maintains, on the contrary, that these concepts, which
are innate, do have objective reality because they make the experience of ob-
jects possible. We know that all objects we will experience will have a location
in space and time as well as a cause, because if they didn’t, we wouldn’t recog-
nize them as objects. Falling under the concepts of space, time, and causality,
then, is a necessary condition of objective experience.

Kant is a precursor of present-day cognitive psychologists because he un-
derstands the mind on the model of an information-processing mechanism.
Empiricists conceive of the mind as a passive receiver of information. Kant
conceives of the mind as an active processor of it. According to Kant, all per-
ception involves conceptualization. We can’t perceive something until we've
brought it under the concepts of space, time, causality, and so on. But this
view, too, seems to lead to a sort of skepticism. According to Kant, we are not
directly aware of anything in the world. Everything we experience has been
filtered through our conceptual scheme, which functions like a prism, taking
the undifferentiated white light of experience and organizing it into identifi-
able objects (colors). So we know the world not as it is in itself, but only as
our conceptual scheme presents it to us.

Kant dubs the world as it is in itself the “noumena,” and our experience of
it, the “phenomena.” We can never tell whether the phenomena accurately
reflects the noumena because we can’t get outside of our conceptual scheme
and compare it with reality. We can never take off the conceptual spectacles
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through which we view the world. Consequently, we can never know the
world as it is in itself.

Some object to Kant's view on the grounds that it leads to a sort of rela-
tivism. Kant thought that every human being had to employ the categories
he identified in order to have objective experience. But research by lin-
guists, anthropologists, and social psychologists suggests that people in non-
Western cultures categorize their experience differently than we do. It is
still a matter of debate whether the differences are significant enough to
justify the claim that they have different conceptual schemes, but in any
event, it seems that Kant's goal of trying to prove that all human beings
must use one particular conceptual scheme is doomed to failure. We can't
establish the unique applicability of a conceptual scheme by comparing it
to other conceptual schemes because any comparison requires standards,
and any such standards would themselves be a part of a conceptual scheme.
So there seems to be no non-question-begging way of establishing one con-
ceptual scheme as the “correct” one.

Some conclude from this that truth is relative—that there is no one way
the world is because people with different conceptual schemes live in differ-
ent worlds. But such a conclusion is unwarranted because, from the fact that
people represent the world to themselves in different ways, it doesn’t follow
that they live in different worlds.

Conceptual schemes can be viewed as maps. A territory can be mapped in
many different ways, and each map, provided that it is an accurate one, can
be considered true. Each science, for example, can be considered as a differ-
ent map of reality. The map provided by biology may contain few of the con-
cepts contained in the map provided by physics, just as a topographical map
may contain very few of the symbols contained in a road map. But biology
and physics can be maps of the same reality, just as a topographical map and
a road map can be maps of the same territory, and both can be considered
true. Whether you consult a biologist or a physicist will depend on what you
want to do, just as whether you consult a topographical map or a road map
will depend on where you want to go. Different conceptual schemes, like dif-
ferent maps, are good for different things. So saying there is no one correct
conceptual scheme no more relativizes truth than saying there is no one cor-
rect map. What we must not forget is that, as mathematician Alfred Korzyb-
ski famously noted, “the map is not the territory.”>? People using different
maps are not necessarily traversing different territories. Similarly, people
using different conceptual schemes are not necessarily living in different
worlds. The world is what it is and is not affected by our representations of it.

CONCEPTUALIZATION.
According to Kant, all
perception involves
conceptualization.

Facts are stubborn ﬂuhﬁs;
and whatever may be our
wishes, ouy inclinations,
or the dictates afmr'pa.s-
sions, they cannot alter
the state af ﬁm‘.s and evi-
dence,

—JOHN QUINCY ADAMS
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Yﬁauj/tf Probe

Constructing Reality

Are scientific laws invented or discovered? The traditional view is that scien-
tific laws exist “out there” in the world and that the job of the scientist is to dis-
cover them. Kant, however, claims that “the order and regularity of the
appearance we entitle nature, we ourselves introduce.” For him, reality is a

¢ human construct. Which view do you think is correct? Why?

Mystical Experience

Recognizing that we ordinarily experience reality not directly but only as it is
filtered through our conceptual scheme, some have sought a direct experience
of reality by transcending our conceptual scheme. They believe that our con-
ceptual scheme functions like a veil, hiding from us the true nature of reality.
By lifting the veil we can experience reality as it is in itself and thus come to
know its true nature. Such direct experiences of reality are known as mystical
experiences, and many who've had them claim that they are truer than any
other experiences they've had.

Are the mystics correct? [s mystical experience the royal road to the truth?
The only way to tell is by putting their claims to the test. One way to test the
truth of someone’s claim is to see how well it agrees with the claims of others.
Unfortunately mystics don’t agree about the true nature of reality. Christian
mystics, for example, describe their experience as an intimate relationship
with a personal god, whereas Buddhist mystics describe their experience as an
awareness of emptiness. According to theologian Steven Katz, “There is no in-
telligible way that anyone can legitimately argue that a ‘no self” experience of
empty calm is the same experience as the experience of [an] intense, loving,
intimate relationship between two substantial selves, one of whom is con-
ceived of as the personal God of Western religion and all that this entails.”!
Given the diversity of their descriptions of their experiences, it’s doubtful that
mystics are having the same experience or experiencing the same thing.

But even if all mystics did have the same experience, that wouldn’t prove
that their experiences are a source of knowledge. For we've all shared with
others what seems to be the same perceptual experience, then discovered that
the experience “wasn’t real.” Lots of people, for example, have reported iden-
tical perceptual illusions, like mirages in the desert. But this agreement
among the experiences doesn’t prove that the oasis in the distance is real.
Experiences can be common, but false.

To preserve the view that all mystical experience yields knowledge, it has
been claimed that although there are many different descriptions of mystical
experience, the experience itself is nevertheless the same for everyone. The
different descriptions arise from the fact that mystical experience transcends
our ordinary linguistic categories. It is so unlike any other experience we've
had that we lack the words to describe it. Thus mystical experience is said to
be ineffable.
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According to philosopher Walter Stace, to say that something is ineffable
is to say that nothing can truthfully be predicated on it. Thus, for example, to
say that God is ineffable is to say that “any statement of the form ‘God is x’
[where X’ is a predicate] is false.”** If mystical experience is ineffable in this
sense, however, nothing can truthfully be said about it. In particular, it can’t
truthfully be said that mystical experience is a source of knowledge because to
say that is to predicate something of it and any such predication is false.
Someone convinced of the ineffability of mystical experience, then, would do
well to follow the advice of philosopher Ludwig Wittgenstein: “Whereof one
cannot speak, thereof one must be silent.” Second, if no description of mys-
tical experience is true, there can be no grounds for believing that it’s the
same for everyone. Our only access to others’ experience is through their de-
scriptions of it. If these descriptions can’t be trusted, we have no way of
knowing whether their experiences are similar, for totally indescribable expe-
riences can’t be compared.

Many Eastern mystical traditions teach that the way to achieve a mystical
experience is to silence our minds. Only by emptying our minds of all
thoughts can we open the door to true perception. In the words of mystic Sri
Aurobindo, “The cup [has to be] left clean and empty for the divine liquor to
be poured into it.”** In a mystical state of consciousness, then, the mind is
not directed upon anything. With no objects to limit awareness, it may seem
as if consciousness has expanded to infinity; as if all there is is consciousness;
as if everything is one. But if that is what is going on in mystical experience—
if mystical experience is simply consciousness without an object—then it
can’t give us knowledge of reality because in that case, it would not put us in
contact with it. As philosopher Robert Nozick notes, “It would be a mistake
to think there is an unusual reality being encountered, when that merely is
what it feels like when the experience-mechanism is turned on yet nothing is
present to be experienced.”** An empty mind may not be the best tool for ac-
quiring knowledge.

A mystical experience can transform your life. It can infuse it with mean-
ing, significance, and value. Where once you only saw pointless posturing you
may now see profound purpose. Some take the profound effect that mystical
experiences have on people as evidence for the reality of what’s experienced.
But as Bertrand Russell replied to Father Copleston when he made such a
claim, “The fact that a belief has a good moral effect upon a man is no evi-
dence whatsoever in favor of its truth.”# Russell explains: “Obviously the
character of a young man may be—and often is—immensely affected for good
by reading about some great man in history, and it may happen that the great
man is a myth and doesn’t exist, but the boy is just as much affected for good
as if he did.”* Similarly, dreams may profoundly affect one’s life for the bet-
ter. (Scrooge comes to mind here.) Because changes in character can be
brought about by false beliefs as well as true, such changes provide no evi-
dence for the truth of their incipient beliefs.

Even though an experience’s being mystical doesn’t guarantee its truth, it
doesn't guarantee its falsity either. It’s entirely possible that mystical experi-
ences do reveal aspects of reality that are normally hidden to us. But the only
way we can tell is by putting them to the test. If they are revelatory of reality,

Mystical explanations are
fﬁa@!fﬁ to be n{egq- the
truth is that they are not
even shallow,
—FRIEDRICH NIETZSCHE
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we should be able to corroborate them. The Dalai Lama, spiritual leader of
Tibetan Buddhism, agrees. At a conference on neuroscience held at Newport
Beach, California, he remarked, “If there’s good, strong evidence from science
that such and such is the case and this is contrary to Buddhism, then we will
change.” Truth, as the Dalai Lama realizes, should be able to withstand the
closest scrutiny, for only that which can withstand such scrutiny deserves to
be called true.

Summary

Parmenides and Zeno argue that we cannot acquire knowledge by means
of our senses because we know the world is different from the way it ap-
pears. Everything seems to be constantly changing, but change is impos-
sible. So our senses must not put us in touch with reality. Plato, too,
thinks that what we sense is not fully real. The only real objects are
ideas or forms, because they are unchanging and the ultimate cause of
everything.

Descartes held that knowledge requires certainty. But if this is so, we know
very little that is derived from our senses. Descartes presents two powerful ar-
guments that purport to show that our senses cannot give us knowledge of the
external world. His dream argument asserts that we cannot have knowledge
because, for all we know, we may be dreaming right now. His evil genius argu-
ment says that we cannot have knowledge because, for all we know, our expe-
riences may be caused by an evil genius.

Descartes believes, however, that he can know at least two things: that he
thinks and that he exists. He can’t doubt that he thinks because the very act
of doubting is thinking. He can’t doubt that he exists because existence is a
necessary condition of thinking. Beyond these two propositions, Descartes
believes that we can also know (be certain of) propositions about the way
things seem. We can know that we seem to have certain sensations, though
we could be mistaken about their cause. What's more, Descartes thinks that
we have a principle that guarantees that many of our sensations accurately re-
flect reality. It’s the principle of clarity and distinctness: whatever is clearly
and distinctly perceived is true. If this principle is true, Descartes can defeat
the skeptic.

Descartes tries to establish the principle’s truth by bringing in God. God
exists and is no deceiver, Descartes says, and if this is so, then whatever we
clearly and distinctly perceive is true. But Descartes’ attempt to establish the
principle is inadequate. It is not certain that God exists. So it is not certain
that the principle of clarity and distinctness is true. Consequently, Descartes’
bid to defeat the skeptic fails.

Skeptical doubts arise from the notion that knowledge requires certainty,
as Descartes insists. But does it! We seem to know many things that aren’t
certain. This casts considerable doubt on Descartes’ claim. We do seem to
know things—but without certainty. But if knowledge doesn’t require cer-
tainty, what does it require? It requires not that a proposition be beyond any
possible doubt but that it be beyond any reasonable doubt.
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Because empiricists believe that sense experience is our only source of

knowledge of the external world, they believe that no synthetic propositions
are knowable a priori. But the principle that underlies inductive reasoning—
that like causes produce like effects—is synthetic and seemingly can'’t be
known either a priori or a posteriori. If so, many of our beliefs about the ex-
ternal world are unjustified.

Kant claims that the principle that like causes produce like effects can be

known a priori because it is a principle we read into experience to make sense
of it. Our experience of objects must conform to that principle because it
makes objective experience possible.

According to Kant, we don’t experience objects directly, but only indi-

rectly by means of our conceptual scheme. Some mystics argue that we can
get a clearer view of reality if we transcend our conceptual scheme and expe-
rience the world directly. Such experience can yield knowledge, however,
only if it can be corroborated.

Study Questions

. What are the requirements for knowledge?
. What are Parmenides’ arguments for the impossibility of change?
. What is Zeno's paradox of bisection?

. What is Plato’s allegory of the cave supposed to demonstrate?

1
2
3
4
5.
6
7
8
9

What is Descartes’ dream argument?

. What is Descartes’ evil genius argument?

. How does Descartes close the gap between appearance and reality?

. Why do empiricists believe that there are no synthetic a priori truths?
. How does Kant explain the possibility of synthetic a priori truths?

Discussion Questions

I

The ultimate virtual reality machine would present a world so real that
we couldn’t tell that it was fake. Can you know that you're not plugged
into an ultimate virtual reality machine right now? If not, what difference
does it make?

. Descartes assumes that we can be certain about our mental states. Is that

true? Could you be mistaken about your mental states? Could you be mis-
taken about the fact that you're in pain, for example? If so, what does
that imply for Descartes’ program?

. Can the epistemic principles that Descartes uses to prove the existence of

the external also be used to prove the existence of other minds? Why or
why not?

. Can you think of something that people take for granted that they should

be more skeptical of?
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. Can Descartes know that knowledge requires certainty? If not, does his

program go through?

. Can we know beyond a reasonable doubt that the external world exists?

Why or why not!?

. Mystics have long maintained that ordinary perception is distorted by our

conceptual scheme. To get a pure, undistorted view of reality, they try to
perceive the world directly, without the use of any concepts. Is such pure
perception possible? Can it serve as a source of knowledge? Kant claimed
that thought without concepts is blind. Do you agree?

Internet Inquiries

1.

Are you now living in the Matrix (a computer-generated virtual reality)?
If you are, is there any way you could know that? To explore the implica-
tions of such questions, play the philosophy game called Strange New
World at http://www.philosophersnet.com/games/matrix_start.htm.

. If you feel certain of a proposition, is that an indication that it's true?

What is the distinction that philosophers draw between psychological
certainty and epistemic certainty? To find out more about this issue, go to
http://plato.stanford.edu/entries/certainty/#KinCer.

. Do people who speak different languages have different conceptual

schemes and experience the world differently? This was the view of an-
thropologist Edward Sapir and linguist Benjamin Lee Whorf. To explore
this issue, enter “linguistic relativity” into an Internet search engine.

. Nick Bostrom, director of the Future of Humanity Institute at Oxford

University, thinks that there’s a good chance that we are currently living
in a computer simulation. Do you agree! To examine his arguments, type
“simulation argument” into an Internet search engine.
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