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164 NICHOLAS RESCHER

of the causal and the rational order in the cognitive sphere, insisting that “these two orders
must be grasped together in their systematic unity.” (On the character and interrelationship
of the mental and physical orders of concepts see the author’s Conceptual Idealism (Oxford:
Basil Blackwell, 1973), especially pp. 184 ff; the quote is from p. 191) Based on lectures given
in Oxford in 1971, these deliberations antedate Davidson’s John Locke lectures (let alone
McDowell’s response to Davidson in Mind and World [Cambridge, MA: Harvard University
Press, 1994].)

19 The epistemological program this essay sketches out combines ideas set out in considerable
detail in several of the author’s publications: The Coherence Theory of Truth (Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 1973), Plausible Reasoning (Assen: Van Gorcum, 1976), Scepricism (Oxford:
Basil Blackwell, 1980), Human Knowledge in Idealistic Perspective (Princeton, NJ: Princeton
University Press, 1991), A4 Useful Inheritance (Pittsburgh: University of Pittsburgh Press,
1994). The discussion has benefited from constructive comments by Alexander Pruss.

20 I am grateful to John Greco for some constructive criticism.

14

Perceptual Knowledge and
Epistemological Satisfaction

BARRY STROUD

Ernest Sosa has written so well about so many different topics that there is no hope even
of expounding, let alone examining, the full range of his contributions in a single essay.
Even within the theory of knowledge he has directed his careful scrutiny to such issues as
the definition of knowledge, contextualism, foundationalism, coherence theories, epistemic
virtues, and different pictures of knowledge behind apparently intractable epistemological
controversies. Recently he has been attendmg to a general question about the very possibility
of a philosophical theory of knowledge. He finds a form of subjectivism or relativism or
skeptlclsm rampant both in the general culture and within the apparently stricter precincts
of philosophy that would bring the whole enterprise to ruin. It is based on recognition of
an inevitable circularity, perhaps in all intellectual endeavor, but certainly in the search
for a philosophical theory of human knowledge.

Sosa wants to defend the traditional epistemological enterprise against such charges.
A successful philosophical theory as he understands it would show that, and how, we
know the sorts of things we think we know, and so would provide a general explanation
of human knowledge. It would be established by careful study of what human beings are
like and how they use the abilities they are endowed with to come to know the things
they know. He insists that there is no difficulty in principle with human beings coming
in this way to know such things about human knowledge. “We can legitimately and with
rational justification arrive at a belief that a certain set of faculties or doxastic practices
are those that we employ and are reliable,” he says.'

I want to take up Sosa’s defense of the traditional epistemological enterprise. I think
there remains a question about its philosophical prospects that he does not consider or
put to rest. In fact, I believe the kind of theory he favors is vulnerable to the difficulty
I see. But I do not think it is a question of circularity. As a general objection to the
Bosmblhty of und,erstandmg knowledge, I think the charge of circularity is without force.

Sosa’s optimism about the epistemological project is expressed in what he appears to
regard as a rhetorical question. If we have “legitimately and with rational justification”
arrived at an explanation of human knowledge, he asks, “Why could we not conceivably
attain thereby a general understanding of how we know whatever we do know?” (PSEC,
285). I think this raises a real question which can be given a good answer. Even if we

Ry




166 BARRY STROUD

‘:Lg:_g1t1mately and w1th rational ]usnﬁcatlon arrived at a theory of knowledge of the kind
Sosa has in mmd Tthmk fhere s a way in which we would. not \thereby .attain_a
sat1sfactory general understandmg of how we know what ‘we know, I w _ﬂ_tw@ﬂm
why not. This is something I have ‘tried to bring out before apparently with little
W It is worth trying again; I think something important about the philosophical
understanding of human knowledge is at stake.

Sosa starts with a question of the kind he thinks a successful theory of knowledge should
answer: “Is the existence of external things just an article of faith?” (RK, 410). He takes
the question from G. E. Moore, who understands external things as things to be met
with in space. Tables, trees, socks, mountains, even soap bubbles, are things of a kind to
be met with in space. And they occupy their positions in space, and so exist, if they do,
whether anyone ever encounters them or perceives them or thinks about them or not.
The question is to be understood so that if any such things exist, then there are external
things. That, of course, would not settle the epistemological question. There could be
such things even if no one knows that there are. Nor would everyone’s believing that
there are external things settle the question of knowledge; belief can be a matter of faith,
But if anyone knows or has good reason to believe that tables, trees, socks, or mountains
exist, then that person knows or has good reason to believe that external things exist; he
is not just taking it as an article of faith. That would be a positive answer to the question
about human knowledge of external things.

If many people knew that there are external things, but no one knew that anyone had.

that knowledge “then no one would know the answer to the eplstemolog1cal question.

There would be a positive answer — the existence of external things would be something
known and not just an article of faith — but no one would know it. If many people after
epistemological investigation came to believe that human beings know that there are
external things, that would not be enough for a satisfactory outcome of their epistemological
investigations, just as everyone’s believing that there are external things was not enough
to settle the question of their knowledge. Even if the investigators’ belief were in fact

true, that stili would not be enough. M e answer they ac uld not give
them the understanding they seek unless they. could recognize that they know or have

‘good reason to believe that answer. Rightly finding themselves with knowledge or good

reason to believe that the answer they accept is true would give them a satlsfactory.

understandlng of human knowledge.

One way in which the existence of external things would be something that we know,
and not ]ust an article of faith for us, is if we could often see that there is a table i in the
room, a tree in the garden, socks on our feet, and so on. That would be knowledge by
perception of the existence of external things. I think we can and do see such things to be
true, and so thereby know that there are external things. That is one answer to a question
about our knowledge of external things; what might be called the most straightforward
answer.

If perception is indeed a way of coming to know something about external things, then

I can also know by perception that that answer to that eplstemologrcal question is correct.

I can often see that someone right in front of me sees that there is a table in the room and
thereby comes to know that there is a table in the room. I see what he does and I see that
he knows. So I can see, and thereby know, that that is how people come to know that
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there are external things. The truth of that straightforward epistemological explanation is
somethmg I can know to be true by percewmg that it is true, just as I can know that" there/
are external thlngs by perceiving that there are.

I think there is no suspicious circularity in this way of coming to know that there are
external things. Crrcularlty can enter the picture only where there is a chain of inferencé
or a course of reasoning by which a conclusion is reached. But the straightforward answer
says nothing of a chain of inference or reasoning. It says that one sees that there is a table
in the room, not that one infers that there is a table in the room from something else.
And to see that p is to know that p. It is not that one infers that one knows that p from the
fact that one sees that p. Whoever sees that p thereby knows that p. Whoever sees that
there is a table in the room knows that there are external things.

Just as there is no cxrcularlty in coming to know in that way that there are external
thmgs so there is no suspicious circularity in coming to know in that same way that this
answer to the epistemological question is true. This straightforward answer does not
say that one reaches the “conclusion” that people know by perception that there are
external things, and so perception is reliable, by inferring it from something else one
sees or knows. It says simply that I can see and thereby know that people see and know
in that way that there are external things. There is no inference or chain of reasoning,
and so no room for circularity. It is true that I use my eyes in finding out how people find
out about the things around them, and I find that they use their eyes, but there is nothing
circular or illegitimate about that. There is no illegitimacy or paradox in using our eyes
to find out how the human eye works, or using the larynx to lecture on the workings of
the larynx. It is no different in this case, given that we can see that there are external
things.

So the straightforward explanation involves no circularity, and it is something I can
know to be true by seeing that it is true. If that is the answer Sosa would give to the
question about our knowledge of external things from which he begins, there is no
disagreement between us, either about circularity or about our knowledge of external
things. We can “legitimately and with rational justification” arrive at a belief that knowledge
of external things is acquired by perception, and we can “attain thereby a general
understanding” of how we know many of the things we know.

Many ph1losoPhers will grant that perhaps there is nothing wrong with that answer as
far as it goes, but will feel that there is a deeper and more challenging question about
percei)tual knowledge to which it is not a satisfactory answer. One source of this feeling
is the demand that it should somehow be established that human beings ever do see that
‘there is a table in the room, a tree in the garden, or any other fact involving the existence
of an external th1ng ‘The straightforward answer, it is thought, simply assumes or takes
1t for granted that that is so. On that assumption, the answer is perhaps unobjectionable. ‘
But for a serious and satlsfymg theory of human knowledge, it is felt to be something
that must be shown to be true, not simply assumed.

I think th1s famlhar reactlon as stated, is based on a misunderstanding of the straight-
forward answer That answer does not s1mply assume or take it for granted that people
._can see that there is a table in the room or that other external things exist. It says that is
somethlng that almost anyone can see to be true right before his eyes; it is not somethmg
that is or must be assumed. So it can be established that people can see that there are

_»external things. The expressed dissatisfaction with the answer appears to rely on a
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lingering suspicion of circularity. But we saw that there is no room for circularity when
that answer is rightly understood.

' The straightforward answer would be found dissatisfying by some_philosophers
because they believé that no one ever does see that p, where what takes the place of
implies the existence of an external thing like a table or a tree or a sock. h _A
certain general reflections about sense-perception should be enough to convince anyone
of that fact. So they think the straightforward answer is not, strictly speaking, true. For
such philosophers, this presents a deep and challenging epistemological question: how do
we get knowledge by perception of the existence of such external things, given that we
never, strictly speaking, see or otherwise perceive that they exist?

This is perhaps what has come to be called the philosophical problem of our knowledge
of the external world. But with this understanding of the restricted deliverances of
unaided perception, the word ‘external’ takes on new significance. It no longer just
denotes things to be met with in space, like tables and trees. It now applies to everything
that is not, strictly speaking, perceived to be so; and what is perceived turns out to be
much less than might originally have been thought. The problem then is how we can
come to know or have reason to believe anything about what is “external’”’.to, or beyond,
the limited domain of what we strictly speaking perceive.

It is to this kind of question that Sosa appears to think the theory of knowledge he has
in mind can give a satisfactory answer. The question he.addresses is one to. whEhhe
thinks it is at least possible to give an answer that fails through circularity or r¢grt;§sﬂ:'
That is what he says is true of all £internalist” theories of knowledge. In attempting to
show how we have perceptual knowledge of something beyond what is perceived, either
they rely at some point on knowledge of something beyond what is perceived, and so are
“epistemically circular,” or they appeal only to what is perceived and so to a regress of
perceptions which establish nothing beyond themselves (EC, 2678, 286). Sosa accordingly
favors a form of “externalism” that he thinks is invulnerable to that charge. But he appears
to regard his “externalism” as providing a satisfactory non-circular answer to the same
question that “internalism” fails to answer.

Sosa thinks the reason “internalist” theories fail is that they try to explain knowledge
of facts which we do not, strictly speaking, perceive as knowledge arrived at by inferehﬁicdgw
or reasoning from something we do perceive or are aware of in experience. Accepting the
restrictions on unaided perception which create the epistemological challenge, the most
we can strictly perceive or be aware of is what Sosa calls “the character of our experience”
(RK, 412), or perhaps its “qualitative character” (RK, 413), not facts which hold inde-
pendently of our experiencing them. “Experience as if there is a fire before us does not
entail that there is a fire there, experience as if here is a hand does not entail that here is
a hand, and so on” (RK, 413), he says. And that is the most that experience alone provides
us with. But he regards it as “doubtful” that “any allowable form of inference . . . will
take us from the character of our experience to the sort of knowledge of our surroundings

we ordinarily claim” (RK, 412).

On this too I agree completely with Sosa, demurring only at his understated ‘doubtful.’
I think it is not just doubtful that such inferences could support our beliefs about the
independent world, but impossible. I think Sosa would not disagree. That is precisely his
case against “internalism.” Some philosophers would draw from this dead end the
skeptical conclusion that therefore perceptual knowledge of an independent world is

T L S
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f'mpossi'ble. Sosa concludes only that perceptual knowledge of facts which go beyond what
is perceived cannot be understood as inferential knowledge. The appeal of his “externalism”
is that it offers “a way to explain how we can know that p without reasoning from prior

A}{nowledge” (RK, 418).

We do not have to enter into the precise details of what Sosa thinks is the most
promising formulation of this “externalist” theory in order to assess it as an answer to
his epistemological question. “The key idea exploited is this: you can know something
non—i'nferentially so long as it is no accident or coincidence that you are right” (RK, 418).
égﬂﬁgg"‘_tg i?g;gcptjon, this means that one will have perceptual knowledge of certain
fgq\s if there is a non-accidental or reliable connection between one’s perceptual experiences
and the facts that one believes in as a result of them. The reliability of perception for
Sosa is a matter of there being “experience/belief connections” of that kind. “Good
per.ception i§ in part constituted by certain transitions from cxperiences to corresponding
beliefs — as is the transition from the visual experience characteristic of a tomato seen in
good light to belief in the tomato” (RK, 421). In order for those who enjoy that charac-
teristic visual experience to know that there is a tofiafo there, and so for perception to be

a reliable source of knowledge of the independent world, perceivers do not need to know

‘that the “transition” is reliable; it is enough for it to fe reliable (RK, 426).

This conception of knowledge is what Sosa sees as the ke'y.’,.tbkﬁis answer to the
) guestipn how we get perceptu'al»knowledge of the existence of things like tomatoes, given
‘that we never, strictly speaking, perceive them; their existence is never entailed by our
having the perceptual experiences we have.

That presents no obstacle to knowledge if there are reliable connections between the
perceptual experiences we enjoy and the independent world we believe in. This view says
thflt human beings then know by perception that there are tomatoes and other external
things. ’{‘_hat humaq beings get such knowledge in that way is also something that we can

,come to know by observing human beings. If there are reliable connections between the
vperci:ptual experiences we enjoy while engaging in such epistemological investigations
and the world of people and other external things that we are studying, and we come to
ybelieve under those circumstances that human beings have perceptual knowledge of
external things, then we know (on this conception of knowledge) that Sosa’s answer to
his epistemological question is true. We have “legitimately and with rational justification”
arrived at “a belief that a certain set of faculties or doxastic practices are those that we
enjoy and are reliable.”

Having fulfilled in this way what the “externalist” view says are sufficient conditions
for knowing how human beings get perceptual knowledge of external things, have we
thereby attained a satisfactory general understanding of how we know what we know
about the independent world? I think there is still a way in which we have not. Sosa’s
account leaves us in what I think is still an unsatisfactory position for understanding
‘whatever knowledge we have. But it is not unsatisfactory because it suffersfrqmsome
lf‘ind of ;f;ircularity.'There is no circularity involved in fulﬁlhng thecondltlon;§osa
says are sufficient for perceptual knowledge. Nor do T protest that those conditions are
not sufficient for knowledge. That is a complex question which turns on the precise
formulation of the “externalist” definition of knowledge. But the difficulty I think we are
l\eft in would remain even if we grant that people know just the things Sosa’s theory
implies that they know, -
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Someone who accepts Sosa’s theory knows (on that conception of knowledge) that the
human beings he observes know by perception that there are external things. He knows
that because he knows that there are reliable connections between the perceptual experi-
ences those people receive and the external things they believe in. It is not simply that he
believes that there are such connections. The theorist would concede that his believing
alone would not be enough for him to know how people come to know the things they do
by perception. He thinks he has a satisfactory explanation of their knowledge because he
thinks that explanation is something he knows to be true. And if it is true — if there are
reliable connections between people’s perceptual experiences and the facts they come to
believe in as a result of them — the theory implies that the theorist who accepts that
explanation does know that those people know in that way that there are external things.

But that theorist, in light of his own theory, must acknowledge that he does not,
strictly speaking, ever see or otherwise percerve that those human beings and other

external thmgs that he is 1nterested in are there. Nor does he ever pertetve the rellabll,u;y o

aware of or presented with in experience are the qualltles or character of his pergg:ptual
experiences. Of course, he believes in those human beings and other external things, and
in the reliable connections between them, even if he never sees that they are there. He
comes to believe in them as a result of undergoing certain perceptual experiences. And
his theory says that he thereby comes to know of them by perception if there are reliable
connections between those perceptual experiences he has and the facts he comes to
believe in as a result of them. Of course, he believes that theory of knowledge, and he
believes that there are such reliable connections, so he will confidently assert that he
knows what he thinks he knows about the world, and in particular that he knows that
human beings get knowledge of the world by perception in the way he thinks they do.
Any theorist of this kind who reflects on his position will concede, as before, that his
merely believing is not alone enough for him to know how people know what they do. He
would not thereby achieve a satisfactory explanation of human perceptual knowledge.
And I think he must also concede that even knowing that people know things in that way
would not be enough, if knowing is simply a matter of fulfilling the conditions Sosa’s
theory says are sufficient for knowledge. All the theorist can appeal to in accounting for

his own knowledge as more than confident belief are the perceptual experiences he knows

he has had, the beliefs he holds, which he believes to be the result of those experiences,
and the theory of knowledge that he also believes. That theory says that if one further
condition holds then he does know what he thinks he knows. And he believes that that
himself as knowing what h?t?unks he knows than someone who reﬂe(;ts on hxs knowledge
lmth equal confidence and in an equally satisfactory way and yet knows nothing at all.
Sosa in his concern for circularity imagines beings who do not resort to ordlnary sense
perception but consult a crystal ball to find out about the world. He wonders whether
they could show without circularity that that practice is reliable, and if not, whether
ordinary sense perception is any better off in that respect. If the idea is to establish the
reliability of sense perception as a source of knowledge of the world by appeal only to
what is here taken to be, strictly speaking, perceived, then the answer seems to me “no,”
just as the reliability of crystal-ball gazing as a way of knowing cannot be established by

appeal only to what is seen in crystal balls. But again, I do not think circularity is the issue
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in the phght of Sosa’s “externalist” epistemological theorist. What matters is the poverty
of the resources available to him for understanding his own knowledge. Crystal-ball
gazers help make the point.

A committed crystal-ball gazer could reflect on what he takes to be his crystal-ball
gazing knowledge of the world and claim to understand it in a way parallel to Sosa’s
imagined “externalist” theorist. He believes many things about the independent world,
but he has never seen or otherwise perceived anything except what he finds on gazing
into his crystal ball. But he believes a theory of knowledge to the effect that if there are
reliable connections between his seeing what he does in the ball and facts in the wider
world that he believes in, then he knows what is so in the wider world. Often, when he
gazes into the ball, he sees certain things and then finds himself believing that many
other crystal-ball gazers know things about the world around them by gazing into their
own crystal balls. He believes that because he believes that there are reliable connections
between those people’s seeing what they do and the world they come to believe in as a
result of it. So, given the theory he also believes in, he takes himself to know that crystal-
ball gazers know things about the world in that way.

In reflecting on his knowledge and explaining to himself and others how he knows
what he knows, he will concede that his merely belicving what he does about his
knowledge is not alone enough for him to have a satisfactory explanation of it. He thinks
he has a satisfactory explanation because he thinks he knows what he claims to know
about crystal-ball gazing knowledge. He recognizes that he has certain experiences, and
certain beliefs which he believes to be the result of them, and he believes a theory which
says that if those experiences and beliefs are connected in a certain way with facts in the
wider world, then he has crystal-ball gazing knowledge of that world.

The difference between the positions of the two theorists lies only in the believed-in
connections between the relevant experiences and the wider world. The theory says in
cach case that if such connections hold, that theorist knows. Each theorist, confidently
sticking to his own story, believes that they hold in his case and not the other. Each
might even try to settle the matter by consulting his own experience and his own theory,
and find himself content with the discovered result. In that respect, the two positions are
equally satisfactory, or unsatisfactory.

It is perhaps tempting to say that what distinguishes them is only something that lies
beyond the knowledge of either theorist; it is a matter only of what is actually so. But on
Sosa’s “externalist” conception of knowledge, that is not right. If reliable connections
hold in one case, then according to the theory that theorist knows; the difference is not
beyond his knowledge. But the question is. not whether one of those theorists knows.
The question is whether Tholding such a theory leaves anyone in a position to gain a
satlsfactory understanding of knowledge of the world, even if he fulfills the conditions

ISosa $ theqry says are ¢ sufficient for knowledge. Could someone in such a position come

to recognize himself as knowing, and not merely conﬁdently believing, perhaps even

ftruly, that sense perception is a way of getting knowledge of the world and crystal ball

gazmg is not?

I think that, on the understanding of perception that appears to be involved in Sosa’ s_
ques flon about perceptual knowledge, the answer is “no.” On that view, what we are
aware of in perception is restricted to features of our perceptual experiences. The
external facts we know as a result of those experiences are nothing we ever perceive to be

Ny
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so. What we get in sense perception therefore bears the same relation to the world we
think we know by that means as what is seen in crystal-ball gazing bears to the world the
gazers think it gives them knowledge of.

What we believe about the world goes well beyond the restricted domain of experience,

ap_d, if the connections are right, it is something we know. But to knowof ‘the vrélviablligy
of the connections which must hold in order for us to know, we can do no more than
attend to what then comes within the restricted domain of our experience and, if we

/ believe it, and if the connections are right, thereby come to know that those connections

are reliable. So we can understand the position we are in only as follows: if ‘there are
reliable connections between our perceptual experiences and what we think we know,
then we know by perception that there are external things. And we believe that there are
such connections. But anyone who thinks that all it takes to have a satisfactory under-
standing of perceptual knowledge is to conclude by modus ponens that we know by
perception that there are external things would have to concede that the crystal-ball
gazers have a satisfactory understanding of crystal-ball gazing knowledge. They could
draw the corresponding conclusion equally confidently from what they believe about

themselves.

No comparable doubts affect the straightforward answer to the epistem%@
‘question we considered arlier. Tt §ays that we know that people kniow that there are
external things by perceiving that there are external things. That is something we can
see, and thereby know, to be true of human beings and other external things. So we have
no trouble seeing and so knowing that there are no reliable connections between what
people see in crystal balls and what goes on in the world beyond them. If the gazers could
raise their eyes from their crystal balls and see what is so in the world around them, they
could see that too. It might seem that Sosa’s “externalist” theorist is in a_superior
position in this respect, because if he could see what is so beyond his limited pergep;qil
experience he would see that what he believes to be so is reliably connected with his
getting the experiences he gets. But no such vindication is available to him. It would be
possible only if he could see or otherwise perceive what is so in the world around him,
not only the character of his perceptual experiences. And anyone who can do that
thereby knows what is so in the world; he has no need for an “externalist” theory of
knowledge to explain how his experiences enable him to know what he knows.

The conclusion I would draw from all this is that in order to achieve a satisfactory
understanding of our knowledge of the world we must set aside or overcome the tidg:g(;l_lgmt
the deliverances of perception even at its best are limited to the character of one’s
perceptual experiences alone. Sosa appears to regard that idea as unthreatening as long as
‘knowledge of the wider world is not thought of as a result of reasoning from that prior
knowledge. But even without invoking reasoning his “externalist” account still leaves us
with something that is epistemically prior to any knowledge of an indepepdé_n”t‘“ world. If
there are no reliable connections between the perceptual experiences we receive and the
world we believe in as a result of them, we know nothing of the wider world even though
we know what experiences we are having. Perceptual knowledge of external thing‘s;“ii
seen as a combination of some prior knowledge which is not knowledge of external things
plus "S(')mething else. That is what I think leaves us in the plight I have described. o

~~ Perhaps 1 am wrong to attribute to Sosa without qualification the view that we

. perceive at best only the character of our perceptual experiences. That seemed necessary
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to make sense of him as trying to answer the kind of question his “externalist” theory is
meant to answer. He insists that knowledge requires “that one be adequately related,
causally or counterfactually, to the objects of one’s knowledge” (RK, 430). He thinks that
would be so if there were reliable connections between one’s perceptual experiences and
the wider world, so he appears content with a severely restricted view of the objects of
perception. But one is also “adequately related . . . to the objects of one’s knowledge” if
one sees, and in that way knows, that there is a table in the room, or a tree in the garden.
One could not see that such a thing is so unless it were s0; there being a table, or a tree,
there is a condition of anyone’s seeing that there is a table, or a tree, there. This is 2 form
of “externalism” too, but not in the sense of Sosa’s epistemological theory. Of course
the table, or tree, alone is not sufficient. As Sosa points out, “we must be both in good
internal order and in appropriate relation to the external world” (RK, 430) in order to
have' kn(.)wledge of it. But seeing that there is a table, or a tree, is a highly “appropriate”
relation in which to stand to the world in order to know that there is a table, or a tree. It
is sufficient for knowing such facts.

It would be no simple matter to say what “good internal order” a person must be in in
order to see that there is a table in the room, even when a table is right before him in
good light. It is a question of what it takes for him to be capable of having the thought,
and so being able to recognize, that there is a table in the room. Exploration of those
conditions would contribute to an explanation of how perceptual knowledge of external
things is possible. But it would not explain it as a combination of some knowledge that is
prior to any knowledge of external things plus something else. It would leave us in a
position to say: “The existence of external things is not just an article of faith; it is
something we can see and thereby know to be true.” If Sosa would give that answer to
his question, then again there is no disagreement between us. But that is just the
straightforward answer; something everybody knows. It does not look like an answer to
a deep and challenging question that we need an “externalist” or any other kind of
philosophical theory of knowledge to answer.

Notes
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