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ABSTRACT

Experience is the source of empirica knowledge. Does this require that experience itsdf be
knowledge? My answer to the question is affirmative. Experience, in o far as it is the
source of empirical knowledge, has to be itsef knowledge. Following the traditiona
understanding of knowledge, this means that experience as the source of knowledge is a
kind of justified true belief. This| cdl the gnostic conception of experience, or gnosticism
for short. The am of the thess is to argue for gnosticism. The thesis congsts of nine
chapters.

Chapter 1 proposes gnogticism and examines some higtorical traditions from the
gnogticist point of view.

Chapter 2 defends a verson of traditiona understanding of knowledge on which
gnosticism is based.

Chapter 3 rgects nongnogticism by arguing against nonconceptuaism. It is argued that
nonconceptua experience cannot play a judtificatory role for thought, since there is no
systematic relation between nonconceptua experience and thought.

Chapter 4 rgects quasi-gnosticism by arguing against conceptudism. Based on the
doxadtic criterion of judtification, the chapter chalenges the judtificatory role of nondoxatic
conceptua experience.

Chapter 5 explores the relaionship between experience and concept and argues that
experience and concept are condtitutive of each other.

Chapter 6 proposes and argues for doxasticism which says that experience is belief about
the world.

Chapter 7 defends doxagticiam againgt the disbdief objection which says we do not
adways believe what we experience.

Chapter 8 argues that the voluntariness of belief does not undermine doxasticism since
experienceisan active, rationa exploration of the world.

With doxasticism established, chapter 9 returns to gnosticism by tackling the problem of
the judtification of experience. It is argued that experience can be judtified as true without
being inferentiad and isin this sense the foundation of empirical knowledge.
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1. Introduction: The Gnostic Conception of Experience

1. The English word “experience’” has“empeiria” asitsoriginin Greek. Inthisthess, | shal
use the term to denote human sensory experience which can be ether perceptud or
nonperceptua. Perceptud experience is experience of physica objects, while nonperceptua
experienceis of something else

By knowledge | mean propositional knowledge that we can communicate to each other.
That is, | am concerned here with knowing that something is the case (“knowing tha”); not
with practicd knowledge concerning how to do something (“knowing how”). We may
digtinguish two kinds of propostionad knowledge, that is, knowledge of necessity and
knowledge of contingency. In thisthesis | shdl confine mysdlf to knowledge of contingency,
which | dso cdl empirica knowledge, that is, knowledge about the world around us, which
includes us human beingswithiniit.

Empirica knowledge, in contrast to knowledge a priori, is dependent on experience.
Or, we may say, experience is the source of empirica knowledge. Does this require that
experienceitsef be knowledge? My answer to the question is affirmative. Experience, in so
far as it is the source of empirical knowledge, has to be itsdf knowledge. This | cdl the
gnostic conception of experience, or gnogticiam for short.

There are two points to note. First, gnosticism does not mean to say that we should
identify knowledge with experience, an ideathat has been correctly criticised by Plato in his
Theaetetus. Plato denies that we should define knowledge in terms of perception. The
reason is that, on the one hand, not dl perceptions are knowledge (there are cases of
misperceiving), and on the other hand, there is knowledge other than perception, say,
memory (Plato 1997a, 164b) and inferentia knowledge. Gnosticism would agree with Plato
in both regards. On the one hand, gnogticism is a conditiond. It says that in so far as
experience is the source of knowledge, it is itsdf knowledge. Hence the fdlibility of
experience does not itsef threaten gnosticism as long as we agree tha there are true
experiences and only true experiences are the source of empirica knowledge. On the other
hand, gnosticism would agree that experience is not the only species of knowledge. For
gnogticism, experience is a species of knowledge which provides the foundation for other
species of knowledge. Memory and inferential knowledge are both based on experience.

Second, to say experience is knowledge is not to say one's knowledge can transcend
one's conceptud capacities. The idea, again, can be found in Plato’s Theaetetus. Plao
consders one chdlenge to the idea that perception is knowledge. When we hear people

1 | leaveit open whether this something eseisamenta object. A detailed discussion of thisisin chapter 6, § 2.



speaking a foreign language which we have not learned, we hear the sound of their voices
when they spesk without knowing what they are saying. Smilarly, suppose we do not know
our letters, we see them when we look at them without knowing them (1997a, 163b). To
this chalenge, Plato dlows a reasonable reply. That is, “we know just that in them which
we see and hear. We both see and know the shape and the colour of the letters; and with the
spoken words we both hear and know the rise and fdl of the voice. But what schoolmasters
and interpreters tll us about, we don’t percelve by seeing and hearing, and we don’'t know
ether” (1997, 163b-c). In thisway, Plato dlows that what we do not see and hear we do not
know ether. And for this reason, the example does not show tha experience is not
knowledge. It only shows what kind of knowledge we may have by having experience
depends on what we aready know.

The point of gnosticism isthat we not only get knowledge through experience, but aso
base knowledge on experience which is itsaf knowledge. Knowledge has to have a sound
foundation. The foundation of knowledge has to be its most solid part. Given this, anyone
who wishes to ings that experience is the foundation of knowledge has to agree experience
isitself knowledge. Hence gnosticism is a combination of the empiricist commitment that
knowledge comes from experience and the rationdist insght that knowledge can only be
derived from knowledge.

2. Gnogticism is very congenid to the perceptua mode of knowledge we find in early
ancient Greeks. The ancient Greeks more or less identify knowledge with experience, and
especidly with visud experience. One of the most common verbs in ancient Greek for
saying “I know”, for example, is oida, which means “| have seen”. Hence, for ancient
Greeks, what one knows is actudly what one has seen. But this perceptud moded of
knowledge seems to fal to take root in ancient Greek philosophy owing to an gpparent
obsession with knowledge of necessity.

Greek philosophy is perfectly prepared to think that redity may be entirdy different
from what we ordinarily take it to be and it isthis hidden redity which interests the ancient
Greeks most and is taken as the redl object of knowledge. This redity, neverthdess, is not
something we human beings could possibly see. And if we stay with the perceptua model
of knowledge, then it seems that we have to accept that we human beings smply have no
knowledge at dl. Hence according to Xenophanes, only the greatest god has knowledge of
the truth of the universe which is one and changeless. For Xenophanes, we human beings
smply have no knowledge; what we can do is just to “Let these things be believed as
gpproximationsto the truth” (Waterfield 2000, p. 30, F17).

The whole history of western philosophy isin a sense astruggle to fight this version of
scepticism. And the typical solution is to give up the perceptua moded of knowledge and
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turn to something ese. If we cannot see the redlity, we may well be able to know the redity
viaadifferent route, that is, through reason.

This is the idea we find in Parmenides and Melissus. Parmenides identifies thinking
with “being” sraightaway. He clamsthat it is the same to think and to be, and the plurdity
of ordinary empirica objects is just an illuson. Mdissus, too, turned his ontologica
conclusions againgt the sense and argues that sense objects areillusory. In like manner, Plato
inggts “a man should make dl haste to escgpe from earth to heaven; and escgpe means
becoming as like God as possible; and a man becomes like God when he becomes just and
pure, with understanding” (1997a, 176b). Smilarly, for Aristotle, “knowledge is of
universas’ (1984, 1086b33). This means that there can be no demondtrative knowledge,
which drictly spesking means no knowledge a al, of particulars (1984, 75022-36).
Arigotle thus makes a didtinction between experience and at, according to which
“experience is knowledge of individuds, at of universds’ and “knowledge and
understanding belong to art rather than to experience” (1984, 981a). For Aridtotle, the
difference between artists and men of experienceisthat “the former know the cause, but the
latter do not” (1984, 9814, see dso 981b-9824).

We see the main reason that the perceptud moded of knowledge loses favour with
Greek philosophers is that the dominant rigorous criterion of knowledge excludes
knowledge of particulars. This rigorous criterion of knowledge is not anymore popular in
contemporary philosophy and is certainly not the way | understand knowledge in thisthesis.
For this reason, there is a good chance that some Greek philosophers can il be considered
gnosticists despite their explicit claim that experienceis not knowledge.

Democritus, for example, recognizes that we may have knowledge of ordinary things,
though he accords it low status. He distinguishes two forms of knowledge: one genuine, the
other bastard. According to this distinction, “To the bastard kind belong al the following:
sight, hearing, smell, taste, touch. But the other kind is genuine and is far removed from the
bastard kind” (Waterfidld 2000, p.176). Democritus seems to hold the view that experience
isknowledge of particulars.

Likewise, Plato should not be considered a nongnosticist for the smple reason that he
adopts a rigorous criterion of knowledge. Plato neverthdess has a further reason to deny
experience is knowledge, namely, the separation of experience and reason. Plato seems to
draw a sharp digtinction between experience and reason. According to him, experience is
essentialy devoid of reason which is essentid for knowledge. For Plato, human beings and
animds share akind of sensory capacities he either cals experience or perception. And the
only difference between human beings and animalsis that we do caculations while animas
do not. According to him, experiences are what “reach the soul through the body” and they
are “some things which dl creatures, men and animads dike, are naturaly able to percaive
as soon as they are born”, while reason and cadculaions are “the result of a long and
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arduous development, involving a good ded of trouble and education” (1997a, 186¢). And
knowledge, for Plato, is to be found in reason: “knowledge is to be found not in the
experiences but in the process of reasoning about them; it is here, seemingly, not in the
experiences, that it is possble to gragp being and truth” (1997, 186d). Hence, concludes
Plato, “perception and knowledge could never be the samething” (1997, 186€). Experience
isdevoid of understanding, and hence cannot be gnostic.

Plato, however, is only a pseudo-nongnogticist. In Plato, the separation of experience
and reason or concept is only a matter of andyss, not amatter of fact. For Plato, reason, in
effect, dways resdes in experience and makes experience gnogtic. Thisiswhy Plato has no
difficulty in claming what an eye-witness has is knowledge, dthough distinguishes this
from saying tha perception is knowledge (1997, 201b-c). According to Plato, it is more
correct to say that the eyes are that “through which we see” than that they are “with which
we see”’ (1997, 184c). The idea is that we see with the faculty of reason. This is exactly
what | mean by saying experience is gnogtic. Hence despite his explicit cdlam that
perception is not knowledge, we may ill have good reasonsto consider Plato agnogticist.

The gnodticist idea is more certain in Aristotle. Aristotle makes a clear digtinction
between human experience and animd perception. For him, experience is consdered a
capacity developed from perception which we share with other species of animals.
According to Arigtotle, perception is*a connate discriminatory cgpacity” which al animals
share while experience is what we gain via memory” (1984, 99b35-100a0; see A0
980b26-981al). In fact, for Arigtotle, experience is not only retention of percepts, but dso
“to have an account from the retention of such things” (1984, 99b35-100a2).2 Although
according to his rigorous criterion of knowledge, he would not consider knowledge of
particulars as knowledge, he agrees that to experience is to make judgment and have
knowledge about particulars® For this reason Aristotle says experience “seems to be very
amilar to science and art”. In fact, for Aritotle, “science and art come to men through
experience; for “experience made art” (1984, 981a5). Aridoatle is thus a wel-qudified
gnogsticist.

Allowing knowledge of particulars to be knowledge, we can now conclude that
Arigotleisawdl-qualified gnogticist. We can even dlow Plato to be agnosticist, with some
qudification. The reason is thet, for both of them, there is understanding in experience,
athough, in the case of Plato, understanding is andyticaly separated from experience.

3. The rigorous conception of knowledge in ancient Greek philosophy leads to a kind of

2 For this reason, Everson says in Aristotle, “emperia is much closer to ‘concept’ than to ‘experience’, by which it is
sandardly trandated” (Everson 1997, p. 227).

3 Burnyest thus suggests that it would be less mideading to trandated episteme as “understanding” rather than knowledge:
Thiswould dlow usto interpret Aristotle as alowing for awide range of different kinds of knowledge (1981).



extreme scepticism a the very beginning of Hellenistic philosophy.

Hellenistic philosophy starts from early Pyrrhonism. According to Diogenes Laertius,
Pyrrho introduces the form of philosophy “which congists in non-cognition and suspension
of judgement”. Pyrrho “would maintain that nothing is honourable or base, or just or unjust,
and that likewise in dl cases nothing exigts in truth; and that convention and habit are the
basis of everything that men do; for each thing is no more this than that” (Long & Sedley
1987, p. 13). Later Pyrrhonigts “affirm the appearance, without also affirming thet it is of
such akind”. They “perceive that fire burns’; but they “ suspend judgement about whether it
has an inflammable nature’. “Our resstance (so they say) is confined to the non-evident
accompaniments of gppearances’. Hence the Pyrrhonist scepticism is about the way things
redly are, not their gppearances. Thus in his writings on Sensations Timon says. “That
honey issweset | do not affirm, but | agreethat it gppears so” (ibid.).

Citing Timon, Aristocles describes Pyrrho as declaring that “ neither our sensations nor
our opinions tdl us truths or falsehood” (ibid., p. 15, F4). It is important to note that this
Pyrrhonist scepticism has abase in its metgphysics. As Long and Sedley point out correctly,
for Pyrrhonigts, the cognitive incompetence is not due to a weakness in our faculty, but to
how things are by nature, namely, the “indifferent, immeasurable and inarbitrable” nature of
things (ibid., F3).* Pyrrho thus holds a stronger version of scepticism. It is not that we
cannot know the truth of the world, but that there is no truth of the world to be known.
Hence the reason why “we should not put our trust in” our sensations or opinionsis not that
sensations or opinions may tell us falsehood, but that thereis no truth or falsehood to be told
about the world. For this reason “we should be unopinionated, uncommitted and
unwavering, saying concerning each individua thing that it no moreisthanisnot, or it both
isandisnot, or it neither isnor isnot” (ibid., F4).

An initid Epicurean response to the Pyrrhonist scepticism is that “if someone thinks
that nothing is known, one thing he doesn't know is whether that can be known, since he
admits to knowing nothing” (ibid., p. 78). Strictly speaking, this response is not relevant.
The point of Pyrrhonist scepticism is that there is nothing to be known, not that we cannot
know whét is there to be known. Epicurus may revise his response by saying that a
Pyrrhonist cannot know whether or not there is anything to be known. But interestingly, the
Pyrrhonist scepticism is based on something certain. A Pyrrhonist clams that there is
nothing to be known in redity, not that nothing can be known. The chalenge is not a
chdlengeto our cognitive cgpacity, but a chalenge based on ametaphysicd clam.

The red Epicurean response to Pyrrhonist scepticism, however, is based on the idea
that “the preconception of true has its origin in the senses, and that the senses cannot be
refuted” (ibid.). According to Epicureans, neither can the senses be contradicted by reason,

4 Thisechoes Heradlitus scdlaim that the thing itsdlf is changeless, dthough it is sensed as being in constant change.
® Theworld sindeterminahility, in Pyrrho, islinked to the desirability of equanimity. But we shall not digressto thishere,



nor can the senses*“ convict each other”, nor the senses* be able to confute themselves, since
al will dways have to be considered of equd reliability”. Hence, the striking conclusion:
“whatever impression the senses get a any timeistrue”’ (ibid., p. 78-79)°.

It seems that everything the Epicureans say about the sensesiswrong. Frs, the senses
can certainly be contradicted by reason. If you see two Gordon Browns in a conference
room, you evidently need to investigate further. Second, the senses do convict each other.
You may hear anoise as being of a car and later see that thisis redly the case. Thirdly, the
senses do refute themsdves for the very reason that they are not of equd rdiability. Viewing
an object cose-by is obvioudy more reliable than viewing it from far away. Hence the
Epicurean conclusion iswrong: not dl theimpressionsthe senses get aretrue.

However, when the Epicureans say dl the sensory impressons are true, they mean
they aretrue asfacts: “our seeing and hearing arefacts, just ashavingapanis’ (ibid., p. 79).
For Epicurus, “ The peculiar function of sensation isto apprehend only that which is present
to it and moves it, such as colour, not to make the digtinction that the object here is a
different one from the object there’ (ibid., p. 81). Hence “The eyes cannot discover the
nature of things. So do not trump up this charge againgt the eyes, for a fault which belongs
to the mind”. We should thus “distinguish opinion from sdlf-evident” (ibid., p. 82). And,
opinions, according to Epicurus, are true or fase, “since they are judgements which we
make on the basis of our impressons, and we judge some things correctly, but some
incorrectly, either by adding and appending something to our impressions or by subtracting
something from them, and in generd fasifying irrationa sensation” (ibid., p. 81).

If this is what the Epicureans mean by gating that dl impressions are true, then it
cannot be a response to the Pyrrhonist scepticism. Since dl it says is that experience as
experience is true, neither that there istruth in the world, nor that we can know the truth of
theworld, if thereistruth intheworld a al.

The Epicurean understanding of the senses may neverthdess give the impression that
Epicurusis agnogticist. But Epicurusis only a pseudo-gnosticist. Epicurus does clam that
sensations, aong with preconceptions and fedings, “are the criteria of truth” (ibid., p. 87).
But how can the senses be the criteria of truth if they are not concerned with the truth of the
world? When Epicurus says experience is dways true, what he has in mind is experience
without judgment about the world. For this reason, experience is only true as experience.
For Epicurus, sensation isimmune to the influence of memory, reason and other sensations
and is hence “irrationda”. All this differs from gnosticism in that, for gnogticiam, experience
is knowledge exactly because it is raiond. Gnostic experience is rationd in that it
presupposes dl the memory, reason, and other experiences. Gnogstic experience is
knowledge of the world, not knowledge of experience.

® Thisview isrecently advocated by Guptawho daimsthat experienceisawaysrelisble and “Thefault, if any, lieswith me
and my beliefs—bdiefsfor which | am respongible’ (2006, p. 29).
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Hence, for experience to be a candidate for knowledge, it has to be able to be true or
fdse Thisisthe ideawe find in the Stoics. For the Stoics, impressions of rationa animas
are essentidly rationd, which means that they are “thought processes” (ibid., p. 237). Many
sources suggest that the Stoics consider the senses as judgementd. According to the Stoics,
“When we were explaining the power which exists in the senses, it was smultaneoudy
made clear that many things are grasped and cognized by the senses, and this cannot take
place without assent”. For the Soics, “an animd must ether have sense-perception
removed from itsdlf or it must be granted that kind of assent which liesin our power”. “It is
no more possible for a living creature to refrain from assenting to something saf-evident
than for it to fall to pursue what appears gppropriate to its nature” (ibid., p. 248). The Stoics
thus propose a qudified identity of the mind and the senses. “For the mind, which is the
source of the senses and is even itsdlf identica to the senses, has anaturd power it directs at
the things by which it is moved” (Cicero 2006, 2.30). This is pardleled by the unnamed
dogmatigts in Sextus who claim that the same faculty is in one respect that of thought and
another that of sensory experience.

Sensory impressions can thus be true or fase. The Stoics then distinguish two kinds of
impression, one cognitive, the other noncognitive. According to the Stoics, “Some sensory
impressons aise from what is, and are accompanied by yidding and assent. But
impressions aso include gppearances which are quasi-products of what is’ (ibid. p. 237).
Hence for the Stoics, “Of dl impressons, some are cognitive, others not”. And “the
impression arising from what is’ is caled the cognitive impresson and is thus considered
“the criterion of truth” (ibid., p. 241).

According to Sextus Empiricus, “ The Stoics say there are three things which are linked
together, scientific knowledge [episteme], opinion [doxa), and cognition [katdepss)
dationed between them. Scientific knowledge is cognition which is secure and firm and
unchangeable by reason. Opinion is wesk and fase assent. Cognition in between these is
assent belonging to a cognitive impression; and a cognitive impression, so they clam, isone
whichistrue and of such akind that it could not turn out falsg” (ibid., 254).

The picture seems to be this. Scientific knowledge is knowledge of necessity.
Cognitive impressions are thus very much like what we cal today knowledge of particulars
and are the sources of inferentid knowledge. Thus, “expertise is a tenor which advances
methodicaly with impressons’ (ibid., p. 259). For this reason the Stoics are wel-qudified
gnogticists.

4. Like Greek philosophers, modern philosophers are aso fascinated by knowledge of
necessity. Rationdists share a belief that it is possble, by the use of reason, to gan a
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superior kind of knowledge to that derived from the senses.” Descartes sees it as one of the
first stepsin metgphysicsto “lead the mind away from the senses’ (1985, p. 9). He believes
that our inborn “naturd light” or “light of reason” would enable usto “penetrate the secrets
of the most recondite sciences’ (1985, p. 400). Spinoza, for his part, considers “knowledge
from random experience’ perceptions that are “mutilated, confused, and without order for
the intellect” (1985/1988, p. 477). According to Spinoza, “It is of the nature of reason to
percaive thingstruly, viz. asthey arein themselves, i.e., not as contingent but as necessary”
(1985/1988, p. 480). Leibniz, too, embraces the notion of an innate “naturd light” of reason
which, he argues, enables us to know “necessary truths’. According to him, “the senses can
indeed help us after afashion to know what is, but they cannot help us to know what must
be or what cannot be otherwise” (1969, p. 550).

The fascination with knowledge of necessity does not itsdlf disqudify rationdists from
being gnogticists. There is a chance that Descartes agrees experience is knowledge, if he
consders experience as cognitive.

On the face of it, Descartes may seem to deny that experience involves judgement.
According to Descartes, “the perception | have of [an object] isa case not of vision or touch
or imagination...but of purely menta scrutiny” (1996, p. 21). For this reason, knowledge
does not come “from what the eye sees’, but “from the scrutiny of the mind done” (1996, p.
21). For Descartes, “even bodies are not drictly perceived by the senses or the faculty of
imagination but by the intellect one, and that this perception derives not from their being
touched or seen but from their being understood” (1996, p. 22). Hence “something which |
thought | was seeing with my eyes is in fact gragped solely by the faculty of judgement
whichisinmy mind” (1996, p.21).

But again, asit isthe case in Plato, the separation of sensory experience and reasonisa
matter of analysis, not a matter of fact. Concerning imagination and sensory perception,
Descartes remarks. “1 cannot...understand these faculties without me, that is, without an
intellectud substance to inhere in...there is an intdlectud act included in their essentiad
definition” (1996, p. 54). According to Descartes, “there is in me a passve faculty of
sensory perception, that is, a faculty for receiving and recognizing the ideas of senshble
objects, but | could not make use of it unless there was dso an active faculty...which
produced or brought about these ideas’ (1996, p. 55). And it later turns out, that the active
faculty isin the “corpored things’ that produce the ideas in me (1996, p. 55). We may then
think that thereis a chance that Descartesisagnosticis.

There is, nevertheless, one thing in Descartes which disqudifies him from being a
gnogticis. Despite indgting that there is an intdlectua act included in the essentid
definition of imagination and sensory perception, Descartes denies that sensory perception

" It is nevertheesswrong to think of Descartes, Spinoza, and Leibniz aspure“apriorists’ who try to dispensewith sensory
experience entirely.
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redly involves judgement about the world. There are two reasons for this. First, for
Descartes, sensory perception as a species of understanding does not involve judgement.
Descartes brings dl “the modes of thinking that we experience within ourselves’ under two
generd headings. perception and voalition. According to Descartes, perception is “the
operation of the intellect”, which includes “sensory perception, imagination and pure
understanding”, while valition is “the operation of the will” which includes “desire,
averson, assartion, denid and doubt” (1985, p. 204). As Descartes understands it, the
operation of the intellect itself does not make a judgement. Neither sensory perception nor
pure underganding is itself a judgement. According to Descartes, bdief is assent to
perceptions, and assent to perceptions and hence making ajudgement isthe act of the will.

Secondly, for Descartes, perception is a species of thinking only in the sense thet it is
not about the truth of the world. According to Descartes, “I certainly seem to see, to hesr,
and to be warmed. This cannot be fdse what is caled ‘having a sensory perception’ is
drictly just this, and in this restricted sense of the term it is Smply thinking” (1996, p. 19).
Descartes thus admonishes us to take experience as it is, not to bdieve that the world is
redlly as we experience it. This then creates a gap between us and the world. Descartes is
not saying that we do not usudly believe what we experience. He actudly observes that we
very frequently take what we experience as the way the world is. His point istha we should
not believe what we experience.

Hence, for Descartes, experience is not beief and we should take it that theworld isas
we experience it. Thus the conception of experience as a mode of thinking only makes
Descartes quaify asaquas-gnosticis.

Unlike Descartes, Leibniz and Spinozado not think that the light of reasonin any sense
resdes in experience. Leibniz considers us to differ from animads only insofar as we are
cgpable of a priori knowledge, rather than empirical knowledge. Empirical knowledge is
something he feds that even animals are capable of attaining, a least to some degree® For
he holds that empirical knowledgeis basicdly amatter of memory, which animas have. He
therefore gaes. “Men act like animas in so far as the successon of their perceptions is
brought about by the principle of memory....In fact, we are mere empiricists in three
quarters of dl our actions’ (1965, p. 152). From which it follows that, to the extent that we
are mere empiricists, we are essentidly no better than mere animas. Spinoza holds aview
smilar to Leibniz. Hence both Leibniz and Spinoza should be considered nongnogticists.

5. The fascination with knowledge of necessity can dso be found in empiricists. For Locke,
only intuitive and demongrative knowledge which are concerned with necessary truth are

8 Thisis moreradica than Locke. Although Locke believes animals perceive, it does not follow for him that they are capable
of knowledge.
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clear and certain (1975, p. 531; p. 537-8). Sendtive knowledge, according to Locke, goes
“beyond bare probability” and yet does not reach perfectly to the degrees of certainty of
ether intuitive knowledge or demondtrative knowledge” (1975, p. 537). Hence while Locke
holds that perception is*“the first step and degree towards knowledge, and the inlet of al the
materids of it”, he does not think perception itsdf actualy condtitute knowledge, not at least
of any very interesting sort (1975, p. 149). Smilarly, for Hume, “the only objects of the
abstract sciences or of demondtration are quantity and number, and that dl attempts to
extend this more perfect species of knowledge beyond these bounds are mere sophistry and
illuson”. Hence “the sciences of quantity and number...may safdy...be pronounced the
only proper objects of knowledge and demonstration” (1999, p. 209).

The fascination with knowledge of necessty, again, does not itsdf disqudify
empiricists from being gnodticists. The firsd step tha leads empiricists away from
gnosticism is the familiar Cartesan scepticism about the senses. The Cartesian
admonishment that we should not believe what we experience is crystdlized in empiricism
by introducing ideas or impressions as the direct objects of experience’ Locke insists
observation supplies our understanding with al the materids of thinking”. But what he
means by “observation” is something “ether about external, sensble objects; or about the
internal Operations of our Minds, perceived and reflected on by our sdves’ (1975, p. 104).
And when he does talk about observations about externd, sensible objects, he ingsts what
we percaive directly is idea instead of the externd world. Hence, according to him, “’Tis
evident, the Mind knows not Things immediately, but only by the intervention of the ideas
it has of them” (1975, p. 563; cf., eg., Descartes, Third Meditation). Thus athough he
ingsts that we do have “knowledge...of the existence of particular externd Objects’, he
actudly thinks that we can only infer the existence of the externd world, but never perceive
theworld directly (1975, p. 537-8).

Berkeley follows Locke in saying that what we perceive directly are ideas instead of
the externd world. He thus plainly denies we can have empiricad knowledge of any kind.
According to Berkeley, “asit isimpossible for me to see or fed anything without an actua
sensation of that thing, so it isimpossible for me to concelve in my thoughts any sensible
thing or object digtinct from the sensation or perception of it” (1982, p. 25). In Berkeley, the
empiricist idea leads directly to his rgection of the view that there is such a thing as
“matter” or a materia substratum underlying and giving rise to our various perceptions.
Thisisto losethe world completely.

Hume, too, follows Locke in believing what we perceive directly are impressions. He
clamsthat the common sense view which supposes that “the very images, presented by the

% The understanding that what we perceive are idess not the world is areedy found in Descartes. He writes: “from the fact
that | perceive by my senses a greet variety of colours, sounds, smells and tastes, as well as differencesin heat, hardness and
thelike, | am correct ininferring that the bodies which are the source of these various sensory perceptions possess differences
correponding to them, though perhaps not resembling them (1996, p. 56).
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senses, to be the externd objects’ is mistaken. And “ nothing can ever be present to the mind
but an image or perception, and that the senses are only the inlets, through which these
images are conveyed, without being able to produce any immediate i ntercourse between the
mind and the object” (1999, 12.1, p. 201). For Hume, “every thing, which appears to the
mind, is nothing but a perception, and is interrupted, and dependent on the mind” (2000,
14.2, p. 129). The reason for this, according to Hume, is that our perception of an object
may vary while the object itself remains the same. Hence what we perceive must be
something other than the objects, namdy, their impressons which are “internd and
perishing existences’ (1999, pp. 151-2). Thus, Hume cdams, “no man, who reflects, ever
doubted that the existences, which we consider, when we say, this house and thet tree, are
nothing but perceptions in the mind, and fleeting copies or representations of other
exigences, which remain uniform and independent”. This leads him to scepticism
concerning our knowledge of “red existence and matter of fact” (1999, p. 108). If 4l
reasonings concerning matter of fact isfounded on the reation of cause and effect, which is
only discoverable by experience, and experience can only give agppearance, whichisdistinct
from the red object, then even knowledge of particulars would be impossible. Thereason is
that the connection between appearances, which is provided by experience, does not entall a
connection between thered objects.

Thereisadso asecond, more crucid, step which makes empiricists nongnogticigts. This
istheideathat, as amatter of fact, experienceis devoid of reason. Despite hisclam that it is
in experience that “al our knowledge is founded, and from that it ultimately derives itsdf”
(1975, p. 104), Locke is actudly even further away from gnosticism than Descartes. The
reason is that the faculty of knowing for Locke is different from the faculty of knowing for
Descartes. For Descartes, the faculty of knowing is a capacity of understanding thingsin a
certain way, while for Locke, the faculty of knowing is a capacity of receiving materids
passively. Locke likens human mind to an “empty Cabinet” or “white paper” (1975, p. 55, p.
104). There are then no innate ideas as Descartes proposes. Whileit being true that there are
no innate ideas, the image that the faculty of knowledge is amply an empty container
waiting to befilled inisno less problematic.

According to Descartes, dl human beings are endowed with an equaly good faculty of
knowledge. He writes. “the power of judging well and of distinguishing the true from the
fase—which is what we properly cal ‘good sense’ or ‘reason’'—is nauraly equd in al
men, and consequently that the diversity of our opinions does not arise becauise some of us
are more reasonable than others but solely because we direct our thoughts aong different
path and do not attend to the same thing” (1985, p. 111). In talking about this naturd faculty
of knowledge, Descartes very easily gives the impression that he is advocating the idea of
innate knowledge. But this does not have to be the case.

Descartes does very frequently talks about innate ideas. According to Descartes, to
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secure the foundation of knowledge, we should “make use of the intellect aone, carefully
attending to the ideasimplanted in it by nature” (1985, p. 224). However, what he means by
innate ideas is dtill faculty of knowing instead of innate knowledge. Particularly, empiricd
knowledge, for Descartes, is not innate. He writes: “there is nothing in our ideas which is
not innate to the mind or the faculty of thinking, with the sole exception of those
circumstances which relate to experience, such asthe fact that we judge that this or that idea
which we now have immediately before our mind refers to a certain thing Stuated outside
us’ (1985, p. 304).

For Descartes, innate ideas are more like the concepts we need to obtain knowledge.
According to Descartes, “the very ideas of the motions themsdlves and of the figures are
innate in us’. Furthermore, “ The ideas of pain, colours, sounds and the like must be dl the
more innate if, on the occasion of certain corporead motions, our mind is to be capable of
representing them to itsdf, for thereis no smilarities between these ideas and the corpored
motions’ (1985, p. 304).

Descartes himsdlf is actualy very cautious not to run into the position that holds that
we have innate idess in the sense that we have innate knowledge. For Descartes, innate
ideas are not something distinct from the faculty of thinking, athough he does observe that
there are certain thoughts which neither come from externa objects nor determined by the
will, but which come “solely from the power of thinking” (1985, p. 303). He writes. “This
IS the same sense as that in which we say that generosity is ‘innate’ in certain families, or
that certain diseases such as gout or stones are innate in others: it is not so much that the
babies of such families suffer from these disease in their mother’s womb, but smply that
they are born with a certain ‘faculty’ or tendency to contract them” (1985, p. 303-304).
Hence for Descartes, innate idess are not anything other than “a natura power which
enables us to know” (1985, p. 309). Descartes makes it clear that he has never written or
even thought “that such idess are actual, or that they are some sort of ‘forms’ which are
digtinct from our faculty of thinking” (1985, p. 309).

Admittedly, the idea of innate faculty is still problematic. However, it is important to
appreciate the rationdist ingght that we need a proper faculty to take in knowledge. The
faculty of knowledge cannot be a container which passively takes in more and more
materids. Locke sometimes says something very close to this. In his description of the
acquisition of mathematical knowledge, he rightly observed that “A Child knows not that
Three and Four are equd to Seven, till he comes to be able to count to Seven, and has got
the Name and Idea of Equdlity” (1975, p. 55). A more accurate understanding of the matter
isthat a child does not have the capacity to know that three and four are equd to seven until
sheis able to count to seven and has knowledge about equdity. Hence what is lacking in
Lockeisthe rationdist ingght that the faculty of knowledge has to be equipped with reason
and concepts.
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Now if we want to ingst that a well-equipped faculty of knowledge is not innate, we
will have to admit that the faculty of knowledge, just as knowledge, is dso acquired.
Children develop their faculties of knowing while developing knowledge. We certainly
develop our capacity of knowing when we get to know more. No one would envisage
teaching a baby advanced mathematics. Rationdists are wrong in saying that we have
innate ideas before encountering the world but right in saying that we need knowledge to
take in knowledge. Empiricigts are right in saying that we do not have knowledge before
encountering the world but are wrong in consdering our capacity for knowledge as a
passive, static white board ready for later inscription. We only have faculty of knowledge
when we have knowledge;, and we develop our faculty of knowledge while developing
knowledge. The faculty of knowledge is a faculty equipped with knowledge. Both
rationdists and empiricists are wrong in thinking that the faculty of knowledge has to be
something innate.

Now, as far as the issue of gnogticism is concerned, the problem for empiricigsis that
there is no wdl-equipped faculty of knowledge, ether innate or later developed, in
experience. It is thus impossible for experience to be knowledge. Hence empiricists do not
even quaify as quasi-gnosticists, as Descartes does. With the naturd light of reason residing
in experience, Descartes can a least understand experience as a mode of thinking.
Empiricists, however, without the protection of the naturd light of reason, can only have an
experience completely devoid of reason or understanding. The andyticd separation of
experience and reason we find in Plato and Descartes now becomes a factud separation.
Experience becomes something in no sense gnogtic. For this reason, empiricists are
nongnogticists.

6. Kant clearly affirms the empiricist emphass on the role experience plays in our
knowledge. For Kant, experience is the source of knowledge: “There can be no doubt that
al our knowledge begins with experience’ (1929, Bl). Hence, “In the order of time,
therefore, we have no knowledge antecedent to experience, and with experience dl our
knowledge begins (1929, B1).

However, this affirmation is a qudified one: “though dl our knowledge begins with
experience, it does not follow thet it al arises out of experience (1929, B1). Kant consders
senghbility (receptivity) and understanding (spontaneity) as two fundamenta sources of the
mind from which our knowledge springs. For Kant, “Intuition and concept conditute,
therefore, the dements of dl our knowledge, so that neither concepts without an intuition in
someway corresponding to them, nor intuition without concepts, can yidd knowledge’
(1929, AS0/B74). Hence, for Kant, experience can only be the source of knowledge in the
sense that it is a cooperation of senshility and underganding. Kant thus rgects the
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empiricist assumption that there can be a purdy receptive apprehension of an object,
without any conceptudization. He sees clearly that anything we have in thought must be
firgt of dl contained in experience.

Furthermore, for Kant, “the only use which the understanding can make of these
concepts is to judge by means of them” (1929, A68/B93). Kant characterizes concepts as
“predicates of possible judgments’ (1929, A69/B94). Hence Kant is not just saying that
concept gives experience a structure. What he means is that concepts make it possible for
the subject to grasp an object by making judgements about the object. This can be seen from
his distinction between judgements of perception and judgements of experience:

Empirical judgments, insofar as they have objective validity, are judgments of
experience, those, however, that are only subjectively vdid | cdl mere judgments of
perception. The latter do not require a pure concept of understanding, but only the
logica connection of perceptions in athinking subject. But the former dways demand,
in addition to the representations of sensory intuition, specia concepts originally
generated in the understanding, which are precisdy what make the judgment of
experience objectively valid. (2004, §18)

As Allison points out correctly: “The digtinction between judgments of perception and
judgments of experience can be schematicdly formulated as the contrast between
judgments of the form ‘It seemsto methat p’, and those of the form ‘It isthe case that p'”.
Hence “The function of the categoriesisto convert clams of the former sort into the latter”
(1983, p. 150).%°

For this reason, experience has to be knowledge in the litera sense. Kant clams.
“Experience is an empirica knowledge, that is, a knowledge which determines an object
through perception” (1929, B218/A176). Kant is thus a perfect and explicit gnosticist.
According to Kant, understanding works up “the raw materid of the sensible impressions
into that knowledge of objects which is entitled experience’ (1929, B218/A176). He thus
cdams, “empirica knowledge...is what we entitle experience’ (1929, B147). Or,

“experienceis knowledge by means of connected perceptions’ (1929, B161).

8. The am of the thesis is to explore the Kantian ingght and argue for the idea tha
experienceisknowledge.
When | say experience is knowledge, | am following the traditiond understanding of

10 Chignell, nevertheless, thinks that, in the strict sense, judgement for Kant “plays a role similar to tha played by
‘propostion’ in contemporary English-language philosophy. It is the logicd object of an atitude...and dways has a
subject-predicate structure’. Hence, he concludes: “dthough Kant spesksloosdy of “forming” or “making” judgments, what
he redly meansis forming assents which have a subject-predicate judgment astheir object” (2007, p. 35).
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knowledge which says knowledge is akind of judtified true belief. Hence gnosticism can be
rephrased as the idea that experience, in so far as it is the source of knowledge, is itself
knowledge, namely a kind of judtified true belief. The traditiond understanding of
knowledge is nevertheless not uncontroversia. The first task of the thesisiis then to defend
thetraditional understanding of knowledge.
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2. Knowledge and Justification

1. Knowledge is essentidly true. But knowledge is not to be equated with truth. Knowledge
isour grasp of truth. A typicd way for us to grasp truth is to take truth as truth, that is, to
believe truth astruth. For this reason, we may say, knowledgeistrue belief.

Knowledge should not be true by luck.™ The truth of knowledge, we may say, is
warranted in a certain way. It isimportant to note that | am here usng theterm “warrant” in
aspecid sense. When | say thetruth of knowledgeiswarranted | mean it isnot arrived at by
luck, I am not saying that the truth of knowledge is warranted as true. For thisreason, | am
using the term “warrant” in a sense different from the term “judtification”, which is usudly
consdered exchangesable with it. When | say knowledgeisjudtified, | mean it isjustified as
true, that is, the subject has a reason for taking the truth as true. When | say knowledge is
warranted, | mean it iswarranted that the truth of knowledge is not arrived at by luck, that is,
thereisakind of rdiability behind the subject’s grasp of thetruth.

A judtification of knowledge is, of course, one way of warranting that the truth of
knowledge is not arrived at by luck. As rationd animas, we mostly, if not dways, hold a
belief for some reasons. By reason, | mean normative reason that provides one's belief with
arationad base. The reason for holding abdlief is then itsjustification. The judtification of a
true belief provides a ratiiond reliability for one's grasp of truth and is thus a way of
warranting that one's grasp of truth is not arrived a by luck. We may then say that
knowledge needs to be warranted by itsjudtification.

That justification is away of distinguishing knowledge from mere true bdlief or lucky
guessing isvery well recognized by, for example, Plato. To the question “why knowledgeis
prized far more highly than right opinion and why they are different”, Plato gives the
following answer In Meno:

For true opinions, as long as they remain, are afine thing and al they do is good, but
they are not willing to remain long, and they escape from a man’s mind, so that they
are not worth much until one ties them down by (giving) an account of the reason
why...After they are tied down, in the first place they become knowledge, and then
they remain in place. That iswhy knowledge is prized higher than correct opinion, and
knowledge differs from correct opinion in being tied down (1997b, 97e-98).

To give “an account of the reason why” iswhat we cal today “to judtify”. Hence what Plato

1 According to Peter Unger’s non-accidentality andlysis, Sknowsthat p if and only if it isnot at dl accidentdl that Sisright
about itsbeing the case that p (1968).

20



meansisthat knowledge needs judtification.

Knowledge, then, is true bdief warranted by justification, namely justified true belief.
This, roughly speaking, isthetraditional conception of knowledge.

The traditiona conception of knowledge is a way of congruing the basic
understanding that knowledge is a grasp of truth that is not arrived a by luck. The basic
understanding contains two principles. Thefirst is “the grasp of truth” principle, the second
“not by luck” principle. This basic understanding of knowledge | take as uncontroversid.

However, the traditiona conception of knowledge, as a way of congtruing the basic
understanding, is not wholly uncontroversa. Firs, it is argued that belief is not the only
way of grasping truth. Hence knowledge does not have to be a species of belief. Williamson
notably clams that knowledge is unandysable and we should “abandon the attempt to Sate
necessary and sufficient conditions for knowledge in terms of belief” (2000, p. 5). Second,
it isargued thet judtification is not the only way of warranting that the truth of knowledgeis
not arrived a by luck. It can then be argued that justification is not essentia to knowledge.
Hence Williamson insgts that knowledge occupies a centrd status in epistemology. He
clams, “Knowledge figures...primarily as what justifies, not as what gets judtified” (2000,
p. 9). Thismeansthat the essentid feature of knowledgeisthat it justifies belief, not thet it is
justified. Williamson complainsthet in traditiona epistemology, “the concept of knowledge
was assumed to be unavailable for use in an ducidation of the concept of judtification or
evidence, on pain of circularity” (2000, pp. 8-9). For Williamson, judtification is to be
elucidated in terms of knowledge, not the other way round.

Williamson thus ingsts that knowledge is not andysable, that is, “the concept know
cannot be andysed into more basic concepts’ (2000, p. 33). Particularly, knowledge is not
to be understood in terms of justification or belief. It is, in Williamson's view, the other way
round: judtification and belief are to be understood in terms of knowledge. Judtification is
the feature or function of knowledge, while belief is what is justified by knowledge. For
Williamson, belief is not “conceptudly prior to knowledge” (2000, p. 10). On the contrary,
knowledge is prior to belief in the order of explanation. In this way knowledge occupies a
conceptuad priority in epistemology. We can thus cdl this dternative conception of
knowledge the knowledge priority thesis.™

A sdient feature of the knowledge priority thesis is its emphasis on the separation of
knowledge and belief. This may be traced back to Plato. In his Republic, Plato argues that
knowledge and belief are wholly different, indeed incompatible, powers or states of mind.
Thisisrated to the digtinction between the realm of Forms and the world of everyday life.
For Pao, the redlm of Forms is organized beneath the Form of the Good and only

2 SeedsoWilliams 1973, p. 146-147.
8 The idea is couched in broader terms in Hyman by understanding knowledge as “the ability to be guided by the facts’
(2006, p. 900). See ds0 Hyman 1999.
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graspable through reasoning, while the world of everyday life depends upon the ream of
Forms and is reveded by our senses. The world of everyday life is metgphysicdly and
hence cognitively deficient. Accordingly, Plato distinguishestwo kinds of people, those who
know and those who opine (1997c, 476d). Those who know are philosophers; they “in each
case embracethething itsdf” (1997c, 480). Those who opine “opine everything but have no
knowledge of anything they oping’ (1997c, 479¢). Hence for Plato, those who know aways
know, those who opine aways opine. Thisthen naturaly separates knowledge and belief as
different kinds of states or powers. Knowledge is an infdlible power while opinion is a
fdlible one (1997c, 477€). Hence knowledge and opinion take different things as their
objects. Knowledge and opinion “set over something different”, “the knowable and the
opinable cannot be the same” (1997c¢, 478b).

Although the sharp distinction between “philosophers’ and lay people is no longer
considered plausible, the separation of belief and knowledge survives. Cook Wilsonisa 20"
century advocate of the separation. He writes: “Bédlief is not knowledge and the man who
knows does not believe at dl what he knows; he knows it” (1926, p. 100). This naturaly
leads to the idea that knowledge is unandysable. Cook Wilson thus clams. “We cannot
construct knowing—the act of apprehending—out of any dements’ (1926, p. 803). Thisis
exactly theideawefind in the knowledge priority thess.

As| sad a the beginning of the chapter, belief is atypica way of grasping truth and
justification warrants that the truth of knowledge is not arrived a by luck. Now, if we
follow the knowledge priority thesis and deny that knowledge is a kind of justified true
belief, we may then wonder how we can stay with the basic understanding of knowledge.
First, how can we grasp truth without believing truth as truth? Second, how can we warrant
that the truth of knowledgeis not arrived at by luck without our grasp of truth being justified?
| am not saying that these two questions cannot be answered. The point is that these two
guestions have to be satisfactorily answered before any aternative conception of knowledge
isestablished.

The advocates of the knowledge priority thess nevertheless find the traditiond
conception of knowledge unsatisfactory and thus claim that the knowledge priority thesisis
the only choice. Fird, Gettier's counter-examples, if they work, seem to show that the
traditional conception is not sufficient. Second, Radford’ s counter-examples seem to show
that the traditional conception is not necessary. Thirdly, the traditional conception, argues
Williamson, smply cannot be right because it involves a hybrid conception of knowledge
which takes truth as a separable externa condition for knowledge.

The am of this chapter is to defend a verson of the traditional conception of
knowledge againgt the above objections. Firdt, Gettier's chdlenge can be met if we
understand the traditional conception of knowledge in the right way. Second, Radford's
counter-examples do not count as knowledge and hence cannot show that the traditiond
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conception is not necessary. Thirdly, there is a verson of the traditional conception of
knowledge which is in direct contrast to the mistaken hybrid conception of knowledge.
Hence the traditiond conception of knowledge is sufficient, necessary, and correct. The
concluson of the chapter is that we can have a verson of the traditional conception of
knowledge without losing the insight of the knowledge priority thes's, namely knowledge
playsarolein judtification.

2. The traditiond conception of knowledge is challenged by Gettier who argues that the
triple condition stated in it, which conssts of truth, bdief, and judtification, does not
“condtitute a sufficient condition for the truth of the proposition that S knows that P’ (1963,
p. 13). Gettier presents two cases in which the triple condition is satisfied while it is not
correct to say that the subject possesses knowledge.

In Gettier’ sfirst case, Smith holds a jugtified conjunctive bdlief that “Jones is the man
who will get the job, and Jones has ten coinsin his pocket”. Based on this beief, he infers
that “The man who will get the job hasten coinsin his pocket”. But unknown to Smith, he
himsdf, not Jones, will get the job. And aso unknown to Smith, he himsdlf hasten coinsin
his pocket. Hence Smith's justified true belief that “The man who will get the job has ten
coins in his pocket” is not knowledge because Smith bases his beief “on a count of the
coinsin Jones s pocket, whom he fasdy believes to be the man who will get the job” (1963,
p. 14).

In Gettier’s second case, Smith holds a judtified bdlief that “Jones owns aFord”. And
dthough heistotaly ignorant of hisfriend Brown'swhereabouts, heisjustified in believing
it is true that “Either Jones owns a Ford, or Brown isin Barcdona’. As it happens, Jones
does not own aFord, but is a present driving arented car. And by the sheerest coincidence,
and entirdly unknown to Smith, Brown isin Barcdona. Hence Smith's judtified true belief
that “Either Jones owns a Ford, or Brown is in Barcdond’ is not knowledge since Smith
holds the belief for the wrong reason.

In both cases, Smith holds a judtified true belief which does not count as knowledge
for the reason that the judtified true bdlief is arrived a by luck. Gettier concludes that this
shows that the triple condition is not sufficient for knowledge and hence judtified true belief
isnot knowledge.

Gettier ssemsto beright in saying that the unquaified triple condition is not sufficient
for knowledge. But we need to be clear about why it is not sufficient and in what sense it
chdlengesthetraditiona conception of knowledge.

What Gettier's cases redly show seems to be that judtification cannot warrant that a
true belief is not arrived a by luck. We then need to investigate what is wrong with the
judtifications involved in these two cases. It is clear then in both these two cases atrue belief
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is judtified by a judtified fase belief. Hence the problem with the judtification is that the
justifier isafdse belief. And knowledge, of course, should not be justified by afase belief.
For a true bdlief’s being judtified by a fase belief does not help to warrant that the true
belief isnot arrived a by luck.

The problem, redly, is with Gettier's understanding of the traditional conception of
knowledge. Gettier seems to construes the traditional conception as setting out a triple
condition for knowledge which has its three € ements separated from each other. But thisis
not a correct understanding of the traditional conception of knowledge. To see the point, we
shall gtart with the condition of justification.

Gettier is certainly right in saying tha “it is possble for a person to be judtified in
believing a propodtion that is in fact fase” (1963, p. 13). This means that justification
should not be understood as something specia for knowledge. Not only knowledge but so
belief may need judtification. Thisis not just to say that there is dways a reason for holding
a belief. There is obvioudy a difference between reason and justification. My reason (that
on which | base my belief) may not judtify it. Judtification requires a kind of normativity
between the judifier and the judtified. In other words, judtification involves correct
reasoning. Hence the point is that in many cases, bdief, just like knowledge, aso needs
judtification in that it has to be derived from the judtifier through a correct procedure of
reasoning. The only thing is that some beliefs are well justified, while some others are
poorly judtified. Hence the difference between knowledge and mere true belief is not
necessarily that the former requires justification while the latter does not. The difference is
that the justification of knowledge is more demanding than the judtification of mere true
belief or false bdief. In Gettier's two cases, what Smith has are in fact mere true, dbeit
judtified, beliefs. They are mere true beiefs because they are poorly justified, namely, based
onfasebdiefs. Anditisfor thisreason that they are not knowledge.

The problem is thus with Gettier’ s understanding of judtification. He seems to make
no distinction between the justification of fase belief or mere true beief and the justification
of knowledge. For Gettier, the justification of knowledge can be exactly the same as the
judtification of fase belief or mere true belief. For this reason, knowledge and mere true
belief or fase belief are understood as sharing the same kind of judtification. This obvioudy
is not the right understanding of the matter. The justification of knowledge is essentialy
different from the judtification of mere true belief or fase bdief. As| mentioned above, the
justification of knowledge is more demanding than the judtification of belief. Then exactly
how demanding is the judtification of knowledge? The first thing we should see is that
knowledge should not be based on a fdse bdief. A fase belief can judtify either a fdse
belief or a mere true belief, but it cannot justify knowledge, as we have seen in Gettier's
cases. Hence thejudtification of knowledge should not involve any falSity.

Thismay alow someflexibility, though. Suppose that for fire safety regulation, school
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classes should be smdler than 50. A fire expert counts the class number as 47 and thus
believesit isless than 50 and hence knowsit iswithin the safe limit. But the class number is
actudly 48. In this case we may till want to say that the fire expert knows that the classis
within the safe limit, dthough her belief that the class is within the safe limit seems to be
based on a fdse bdief, namey, the dass is 47.%* The “no fasty” reguirement can
accommodate cases like this. The reason is that the fire expert’ s knowledge is based on the
belief that the number of the classisless than 50, which istrue, dthough the truth belief on
which his knowledge is based is not accurate. The fire expert’s belief about the number of
the class, asfar asthe safelimit is concerned, isnot fase it isjust that it is not accurate. The
fire expert’sjudtification of her beief that the classis safe does not cruciadly depends on the
exact number of the class. Hence in this case the judtification of the fire expert’s knowledge
does not involve or depend on something that isfase; it does not rest on any fase beliefs.

It can be objected, however, that there are cases in which even judtification involving
no fadgty is not sufficient for knowledge. Consder Goldman's well-known case of
barn-facades (1976, p. 44-45). Henry drives through the countryside in which what appear
to be barns are, with the exception of just one, mere barn facades. From the road Henry is
driving on, these barn facades ook exactly like red barns. Henry happens to be looking at
the only red barn and believes that there’'s abarn over there. In this case, the true beief that
itisabarnisjudtified by an experience, in which no fasity isinvolved. Yet Henry'sbdief is
plausbly viewed as being true merdy because of luck. Had Henry noticed one of the
barn-facades instead, he would aso have believed thet there's a barn over there. Therefore,
according to the “not by luck” principle of the basic understanding of knowledge, Henry's
belief does not qualify as knowledge.

The case of barn facades is different from Gettier’s cases in that it is not so obvious
that there is any fadty involved in the judtification. Hence it seems to suggest that even
judtification that involves no fasity does not guarantee knowledge. But ill, there must be
something wrong with the justification and we need to be clear about why the justification
in this case does not warrant that the truth of knowledgeisnot arrived a by luck.

The crucid point is to see that the experience of seeing the facade of a barn is not
aufficient to judtify the belief that there a barn there. Only the experience of seeing a barn
can judtify the belief about a barn. And the experience of seeing the facade of a barn is
different from the experience of seeing abarn. To see abarnisnot just to seeitsfacade. We
see a barn not only by seeing its facade, but dso by seeing its Sides and back. Seeing its
sides and back gives usreason to believethat it isabarn instead of abarn facade. Hencethe
experience of seeing a barn has to be judtified as an experience of seeing a barn by being
distinguished from the experience of seeing a mere barn facade. For this reason the judtifier

4| owethisexampleto J J. Vaberg.
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hasto bejudtified aswell.

Hence, Henry’s belief does not qudify as knowledge because his belief that thereisa
barn there is not based on the experience which is judtified as an experience of seeing the
barn. From the road Henry is driving on, he is not able to tell the difference between a
barn-facade and a barn. And without being able to distinguish a barn from a barn-facade,
Henry cannot judtify his experience as an experience of seeing a barn, even though he is
looking at abarn. All Henry can know isthat he is either seeing abarn or a barn-facade, no
meatter which one he happens to look at. For this reason, even when he hgppens to look a
thebarn, hisbdief that it isabarn isnot justified by his experience.

It can be objected that this is to ask for too much. As Moore observed, “generdly,
when we talk of seeing an object we only mean seeing some part of it. There is dways
morein any object which we seg, than the part of it which we see” (1953, p. 33). But there
is a difference between seeing part of an object and being redtricted to seeing part of an
object to the extent that the subject cannot tell if she is seeing the object or something else
which shares the same part with the object. Although seeing an object is dmost dways
seeing part of it, this does not mean seeing any part of an object is sufficient for seeing the
object. To see an object, we need to see the part of the object which istypica of the object
so that this part of the object is sufficient for distinguishing it from a different object. In the
barn facade example, seeing the facade of a barn is not sufficient for seeing a barn because
the facade of abarn isnot the part of abarn which distinguishes abarn from abarn facade.™

It can be further objected that usudly seeing the facade of a barn is sufficient for
seeing a barn—who would know there are barn facades in the area? There is then an
dternative explanation of the case. Henry's belief that he is seeing a barn is based on the
false background understanding that there is no barn facade in the area®® Based on this
fase background understanding, he is jusdtified in seeing the facade of a barn as a barn.
Henry's belief that he is seeing a barn is thus poorly judtified, thet is, justified by a fdse
belief.

Hence Henry's belief is justified either by something that is not itself justified or by
something that is justified by a fase belief. In whichever way we understand the case,
Henry's belief that he is seeing a barn does not count as knowledge because the judtifier is
defective, that is, thejudtifier iseither unjustified or justified by afase belief. Thereisthen a
further lesson we can learn from the case of barn facades. knowledge has to be judtified by
something that itsdlf is justified. The experience of seeing the facade of a barn cannot be
justified as an experience of seeing abarn and henceis not sufficient for justifying the belief
that it isbarn that is over there. Thusthe justifier of knowledge hasto be sufficiently justified,
namdy judtified by atrue belief.

% Cf. Kalderon 2008, p. 941-2
16 | owethispoint to J. J. Vaberg.
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Now judtification should involve no fasty and the judtifier has to be sufficiently
judtified. | shal cdl a judtification that involves no fasity and has a sufficiently justified
judtifier a sufficient justification. Knowledge can then be understood as sufficiently justified
true belief. To digtinguish this version of the traditiond conception of knowledge from other
versons of thetraditiona conception that might be vulnerable to Gettier’s counterexamples,
| shdl cal it the qudified traditional conception of knowledge. According to the traditiona
conception of knowledge, thejudtifier hasto be belief. It then follows that the judtifier hasto
be a sufficiently justified true belief, namely knowledge. It turns out that knowledge can
only bejustified by knowledge. This| cal the gnostic criterion of knowledge justification.”

Knowledge judtification is in a sense a sagacious procedure. The person who knows
not only holds a true belief that is judtified, but dso holds a true bdief that is justified by
something that is judtified and true. Knowledge has to be a true bdief judtified by
knowledge. In thisway we can gtill stay with the traditional conception of knowledge while
appreciating Gettier’s point that an unqudified judified true belief does not count as
knowledge.®

An apparent problem for the gnogtic criterion of knowledge judtification is that it
seems to give a circular andysis of knowledge. If knowledge is sufficiently justified true
belief and a sufficient judtifier has to be knowledge, then it seems that we have to
understand knowledge in terms of knowledge. The gnostic criterion of judtification, | shdl
say, isnot circular in the sense that we need to explain judtification in terms of knowledge.
To say knowledge justifies knowledge is not to define justification in terms of knowledge. It
isonly to set a condition for knowledge justification. To justify isto give normétive reasons.
Hencejustification itself does not need to be defined in terms of knowledge. Neverthdess, it
is to be noted that there is a sense that the gnostic criterion is circular: it cannot explain
knowledge without gppedling to the concept of knowledge, when trying to eaborate what
kind of justification is needed for knowledge. But what | mean to give here is a picture of
knowledge, not an andysis of knowledge. According to this picture, a piece of knowledge
cannot be understood isolated from other pieces of knowledge. Being judtified by
knowledgeis sufficient for atrue belief to be knowledge.

Hence the lesson we can learn from Gettier’s counter-examples and the case of the
barn facades is that we need a rigorous criterion for knowledge justification. Knowledge
justifies knowledge. Knowledge justifies and is justified by knowledge. The qudified
traditiond conception of knowledge, which says knowledge is sufficiently justified true
belief, namdly, true bdief justified by knowledge, isthus sufficient.

¥ Sdlars says something very doseto thiswhen he says ‘in charactering an episode or astate as that of knowing, we are not
giving an empirical description of that episode or state; we are placing it in the logical space of reasons, of justifying and being
ableto justify what one says’ (1956, §36). Only one amendment: knowledge is not just something to justify what one says it
justifieswhat one knows. And belief would be something justifying what one says.

8 Fddman (1974) triesto mend the defect in Gettier's argument and suggest even atrue belief justified by knowledge cannot
be guaranteed status of knowledge. But what he finds problem with is actualy induction ingtead of judtification.
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3. The gnostic criterion of knowledge justification shares with the knowledge priority thesis
the underganding that knowledge plays a judtificatory role. Starting with this common
understanding, | shal now go on to argue that the traditiona conception of knowledge is
indispensable or necessary.

Radford describes a number of cases to show that one may have knowledge that P
without being sure that P. Radford's counter-examples, if they work in the way he suggests,
seem to show that the traditional conception is not necessary. Specificaly, knowledge needs
neither to be belief nor to be judtified.

In Radford’s first example, a man claims that he knows he locked the car but is not
absolutely sure that he did and decides to go back and check. Radford thinksthat in this case
the man knows that he locked the car athough heis not sure about it. Hethus clamsthat “a
man could know that P and yet not be surethat P’ (1966, p. 1).

But we certainly should not think that the man knows that he locked the car just
because he dams s0. There must be an independent criterion for ascribing knowledge.
According to the basic understanding of knowledge, knowledge has to be a grasp of truth
that is not arrived a by luck. The way that the man grasps the truth seems to be his clam
that he knowsthat he locked the car. But it isnot clear in what sense his grasp of thetruthis
not arrived at by luck. If hisclam is based on remembering checking when leaving the car
or any other relevant details, then we may say his grasp of the truth isnot arrived at by luck.
But this obvioudy is not the case, otherwise he would not be uncertain about it and fed the
need to go back and check. We may then suppose that his grasp of the truth is based on his
background understanding of his own habit: he dways locks the car but is never certain
about this. And in this sense, we may say, his grasp of the truth isnot arrived at by luck. But
if it is true that the man possesses this background understanding, then he should not be
uncertain about whether or not he has locked the car. His background understanding is
obvioudy not sufficient for him to be sure that he has locked the car and hence cannot be
thekind of thing that warrants that the man’s grasp of thetruth isnot arrived at by luck.

In ascribing knowledge, we need to be clear about the man’s basisfor claiming that he
possesses the relevant knowledge. The rdiability of the man's habit can certainly be a
rationd basis for the clam. The problem rests, however, in the fact that the man obvioudy
does not teke it asaraiond bassfor his“knowing” that he haslocked the car, otherwise he
would not decide to go and check. Hence dthough the man clams that he knows, he
actudly does not redly think that he knows.

We do not have to cleave to the traditiona conception of knowledge in order to seethe
point. The knowledge priority thesisis in an even better position to see that the man in the
above example does not redly know that he locked the car. According to the knowledge
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priority thesis, knowledge judtifies belief. Now if the man knows that he locked the car, he
should be judtified in believing that he locked the car and there is no need to go back and
check. But asit is described in the case, the man in fact believes that he needs to go back
and check. If we follow the knowledge priority thess and ingst it is essentid tha
knowledge justify belief, then there is no reason to bdieve that the man knows that he
locked the car. Hence, according to the criterion set by the knowledge priority thess, the
example actualy shows that when the man is not sure that he locked the car, he does not
know that he locked the car.

It can be objected that, dthough it is the function of knowledge that it justifies belief,
there might be cases that knowledge, for whatever reasons, fails to perform the function.
But this reply is not plausble. First, if knowledge is defined by its function of justifying
belief, then it is not easy to see how we can attribute knowledge to the subject when thereis
nothing there to perform the function. Second, even if we grant that there might be cases
where knowledge fails to perform the function of justifying belief, there is till no reason to
ingst that the subject possesses the relevant knowledge. All we can say is tha we do not
know, in this case, whether or not the subject possesses the rdevant knowledge.

In Radford’ s second example, alibrarian thinks but is not sure that they have sold W. J.
Locke' s nove for pulp, so she decides to go and check. Her colleague’ s comment is that
“sheisn’t sure about anything”, athough “she knows everything about thislibrary”. Thisis
a case of third person knowledge ascription. The reason that her colleague makes the
comment is that every time when the librarian says something about the library, it dways
turns out that she is right, dthough she is never sure about what she says. Radford thinks
that this is another case that a person knows that P without being sure that P. But again,
according to the priority thesis, if the librarian does know that the novel has been sold for
pulp, then she should be judtified in beieving that there is no need to go and check. Hence
the very fact that the librarian decides to go and check shows tha she does not actudly
know that the nove has been sold. Or, we should at least say, in this case, thereis no reason
toingst that the librarian possesses the relevant knowledge.

Another problem with this second example is that, judging by the context, the
librarian’s colleague ascribe knowledge that P to her without knowing that P is true. The
ascription of knowledge is basaed on the librarian’s own rdiability. This seemsto be avery
unusual case of third person knowledge ascription. It seems very implausible that one can
ascribe knowledge that P to someone without one' sknowing that Pistrue.

The above two examples are supposed to be the cases where the subject knows that P
while is not sure that P. Radford's third example is more ambitious. It means to show that
there can be knowledge when there is no belief at dl. The third exampleis asfollows. In a
bet, Jean gets the dates of some events in English higtory correct without believing that he
knows or has ever learnt anything about these. Radford claims this shows that “athough in
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this Situation Jean knew that P, he was not certain, or sure, or confident that P. Indeed hewas
farly certain that his answer to the question was wrong, i.e. that not-P, since he believed it to
be a pure guess in a Stuation where only one of many such guesses could be correct” (p. 4).
Moreover, Jean is not judified to be sure because he has forgotten that he has learnt
something about these. According to Radford, we then have a case where knowledge is
devoid of both belief and judtification.

It is important to be clear about in what sense there is no beief involved in Jean's
guess work. We can detect two reasons in Radford’'s example for saying that Jean’s
knowledge does not involve bdief. Firgt, when being invited to do aquiz in English history,
he is very unwilling to do it and clams he does not know any English history. He only
agrees to do it when he is prepared to guess and is glad that the bet is not for red money.
Second, athough he can sometimes (but not always) give correct answers when pressed, he
till refusesto double up. But it seemsthat these only suggest that Jean does not believe that
he knows that P when he guesses P, not that he does not believe that P when he guesses that
P. A guess can be consdered as aweek form of belief. Asa specid case, atotd blind guess
isnot abelief at dl, sncein this case, the subject would not believe what she guesses. But
Jean does not seem to be making a blind guess. So there must be a certain degree of belief
involved. It is neverthdess true that what Jean possessesis not afirm belief, and it isfor this
reason that it isaguess.

We may fed that there are good reasons to ascribe knowledge to Jean in this case.
Firgt, dthough Jean takes himsdlf to be guessing, it is very unlikely that one can redly get
the dates correct just by guessng. Hence, we may say tha Jean's grasp of truth is
manifested by the correct answers he gives. Second, athough Jean at first clamsthat he has
never sudied any English history, he later suspects that perhaps he picked that up in a
Shakespeare course or somewhere dse and finaly remembersthat he did once haveto learn
some dates. Jean's grasp of truth is then warranted not being arrived at by luck by the fact
that he has studied the materials and has thus been exposed to the relevant facts.

Neverthdess, we may aso have reasons to think that Jean does not redly possessthe
relevant knowledge. First, Jean only believes his answer is correct when his interlocutor
assures him this. If hisinterlocutor told him that the incorrect answer he givesis correct, he
would aso believe him and take his incorrect answer as correct. We can then say that Jean
does not redly grasp the truth. Second, the fact that one has been taught something does not
warrant that one' s grasp of truth is not arrived at by luck. It is dways possible that one has
not learnt what one was taught and forgets what one has learnt. And judging by the way
Jean behaves, he seems to have forgotten some part of what he has learnt, and asto the part
he has’t forgotten completely, he cannot remember it clearly.

Hence the right way to describe the Stuation seems to be as follows. Jean used to
possess the relevant knowledge; but srictly spesking, he does not possess the knowledge
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when heis being asked the questions, since he cannot remember it with certainty. Jean only
re-obtains the rdevant knowledge when the correct answer he gives is assured and the
incorrect answer is corrected by his interlocutor, if he can now remember the correct dates
with certainty. The only reason that Jean can re-obtain the relevant knowledge is that he
believeswhat hisinterlocutor says. This shows belief is necessary for knowledge.

We do lose substantia part of our knowledge from time to time. Some we forget
completdy. Some we remember partly. Some we remember vagudy. The possession and
loss of knowledge do not aways have a clear cut. It is sometimes a matter of degree. But
we ill need a conception of knowledge which gives us the idea about the kind of
knowledge we redlly possess, not the kind of knowledge we half possess. And the cases that
do not measure up the standard of knowledge we redlly possess do not count as knowledge,
dthough they may in a certain sense be close to it. And whenever we redly possess
knowledge, we hold the rlevant belief aswell.

Williamson describes a case smilar to Radford’ sthird example:

When the unconfident examinee, taking hersdf to be guessing, reliably gives correct
dates as a result of forgotten history lesson, it is not an obvious misuse of English to
classify her as knowing that the battle of Agincourt was in 1415 without believing that
it was. (2000, p. 42)

We then have a case where one has knowledge without holding the corresponding belief,
namely, one knows that P without believing that P.

Williamson seems to be right in saying that the nervous examinee does not believe
that P. Hisreasoning islikethis. If the examinee takes hersdlf to be guessing that P, then she
does not believe that P is true. And if she does not believe that P is true, then she does not
believe that P. This seemsto be a correct reasoning. We nevertheless need to note that the
examinee' s not believing P does not necessarily mean that she bdieves not-P. It is more
likely the casethat sheisjust too nervousto think clearly and cannot judgeif it istruethat P,
what sheisdoing isjust to write down whatever occursto her.

But isit true that the nervous examinee knows that P? We can detect two reasons for
answering the question affirmatively. First, the answers she gives are reliably correct. This
shows her grasp of the truth. The examineg s reliability in giving correct answers may aso
show that her grasp of the truth is warranted not being arrived a by luck. It's very unlikely
that she can hit on correct answers like this soldy by chance. This seemsto suggest that the
correct answers given by the examinee are supported by something more reliable and robust.
It seems that there must be something with her which makes her give the correct answers.
And this something, as Williamson sees it, is knowledge. Second, the examineg' s grasp of
the truth may be further warranted by the fact that she has sudied the materias and has thus
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been exposed to the relevant facts.

Given that the nervous examinee gives rdiably correct answers, we may agree that she
grasps the truth in a certain sense. Bt it is not clear in what sense her grasp of the truth is
warranted as not being arrived at by luck. We al know tha people are ligble to make
mistakes when they are nervous. In this senseit is a lucky thing that the nervous examinee
does not make mistakes. If the nervous examinee takes hersdlf to be guessing, she will dso
takeit to be alucky thing that she gets dl the answers correct. And it isindeed alucky thing
to be able to do 0, given her nervous psychologica condition. The very fact that she is
nervous and cannot judge if the answers she produces are correct makes her grasp of truth
unwarranted.

Moreover, there is a further reason to think that the examinee does not possess the
relevant knowledge. Maybe the nervous examinee can luckily fare well in her exam. But a
dightly different Stuation would show more clearly that what she possesses is not
knowledge. Suppose the nervous examinee is now a nervous interviewee for ateaching job
in history. Being asked about the dates of some historica events, she gives the correct
answer but admits that she is guessing. Would she be considered qudified to teach history?
This answer is obvioudy “No”. To teach is to pass on knowledge to the students. The
nervous interviewee certainly cannot teach if she takes hersdlf to be guessing. Thereason is
that she does not possess the knowledge to pass on to someone dse.

The point is not that one will lose one' s knowledge once one gets nervous. It isthat if
one is so nervous that she cannot judge whether or not P is true, then she loses her
knowledge that P to a certain extent. On€' s possession of knowledge that Pis affected to the
extent that on€'s beief that P is affected. This only shows the close connection between
knowing that P and believing that P.

To conclude, Radford and Williamson's cases show that justified belief is essentid to
knowledge. First, one's grasp of truth can only be warranted not being arrived a by luck
when it is a judtified beief. This means both bdief and judtification are essentid to
knowledge. Belief is the only way of grasping truth that may get a chance to be warranted
not being arrived a by luck, and judtification is the only way on€'s grasp of truth get
warranted. Second, one's grasp of truth can only be used to justify abelief when it isitsdf a
justified belief. Knowledge has to be justified belief. This is required by its capacity of
justifying belief. In order for knowledge to be ableto justify belief, it hasto beitsdf justified
belief. When one is not justified in believing that P, one does not possess the ahility to
justify other beliefswith P.

The ideathat knowledge has to be a justified bdief can be found in Kant’s distinction
between opining, believing, and knowledge:

The holding of a thing to be true, or the subjective vdidity of the judgment, in its
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relaion to conviction (which is a the same time objectively vaid), has the following
three degrees. opining, believing, and knowing. Opining is such holding of a judgment
asisconscioudy insufficient, not only objectively, but aso subjectively. If our holding
of the judgment be only subjectively sufficient, and is at the same time taken as being
objectively insufficient, we have what is termed believing. Lastly, when the holding of
a thing to be true is sufficient both subjectively and objectively, it is knowledge. The
subjective sufficiency is termed conviction (for mysdf), the objective sufficiency is
termed certainty (for everyone). (1929, B850/A822)

For Kant, knowledgeis “the holding of athing to betrue’ that is sufficient both subjectively
and objectivey. To be sufficient objectively, of course, is to be true. And to be sufficient
subjectively isto be ajudtified belief, or as Kant termsiit, to be a conviction. Knowledge is
not only true but also a conviction. Thisiswhat | mean by saying knowledge is sufficiently
judtified true belief. Knowledge cannot justify a belief without being itself ajustified belief.
Or, to put it in Kant's terminology, something that is not subjectively sufficient cannot give
rise to a conviction which is subjectively sufficient. And knowledge would fal its
justificatory function if it cannot lead to a conviction.

4. | have argued that Radford and Williamson's cases actudly show that knowledge cannot
justify belief without itsdf being judtified belief. And hence, if we follow the knowledge
priority thess and understand the function of justifying belief as the primary feature of
knowledge, we will have to say that knowledge has to be a species of judtified belief. This,
nevertheless, does not mean that the judtificatory role of knowledge could be substituted by
the judtificatory role of justified belief, dthough it is true that the judtificatory role of
knowledge could be substituted by sufficiently justified true belief.

One reason that Williamson thinks that knowledge is not a species of belief isthat the
justificatory role cannot be substituted by the justificatory role of justified true belief, if the
latter does play arole as such. Thisis how Williamson depicts the way knowledge justifies
belief:

Knowledge can judtify a belief which is not itsdf knowledge, for the judtification
relation is not deductive. For example, | may bejudtified in bdieving that someoneisa
murderer by knowing that he emerged stedthily with a bloody knife from the room in
which the body was subsequently discovered, even if he is in fact innocent and |
therefore do not know that heis amurderer. (2000, p. 9)

Williamson is right in saying that “knowledge can judtify a belief which is not itself
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knowledge’” when “the judtification relation is not deductive’. But we should aso note that
knowledge judtifies knowledge when the judtification relation is deductive. A deductive
justification leads us from knowledge to knowledge. Knowledge justifies knowledge, while
mere bdief justifies mere belief.

On the other hand, if dl we want is to judtify a beief which is not itsdf knowledge,
then ajudtified bdief can do an equaly good job here. | may be judtified in believing that
someone is a murderer by being judtified in believing that he emerged stedthily with a
bloody knife from the room in which the body was subsequently discovered. In fact, the
reason that | can justify my belief that the person isthe murderer is exactly that | believe that
he emerged gtedthily with a bloody knife from the room. If the scene was present to me
without my believing it istrue, | would not be able to justify the relevant further belief with
this.

Williamson's point, neverthel ess, is exactly to deny that bdief plays ajudtificatory role
in the same way knowledge does. Williamson ingdts that knowledge can do a better job
than bdief in judtifying a belief that is not itsef knowledge. He cdlaims that knowledge is
what judtifies belief absolutdly:

A bdief is judtified relaive to some other beliefs from which it has been derived in
some gppropriate way (perhaps by deduction), but it is not justified absolutdly unless
those other bdiefs are judtified absolutdy. Where does the regress end? On the
assumption that it ends a evidence, the equation of evidence with knowledge implies
that one's bdief is judified absolutely if and only if it is judtified reldive to one's
knowledge. The regress of judtification ends at knowledge. (2000, p.9)

Williamson's idea is that in the end, belief needs to be judtified by knowledge, since
for Williamson, belief judification only stops a evidence. And evidence, according to
Williamson, is to be equated with knowledge, by which he means only knowledge counts
as evidence® It thus turns out that judtification stops at knowledge. Hence he claims
“knowledge, and only knowledge, judtifies bdief” (2000, p. 185). The ides, redly, is that
eventualy it is knowledge which judtifies belief. And this leads Williamson to “a very
modest kind of foundationalism, on which al one' s knowledge serves as the foundation for
al one sjudtified beliefs’ (2000, p. 186). Knowledge here cannot be subgtituted by justified
true belief. Williamson clams: “if one is disposed to respond rationdly to future evidence,
then one's future prospects are better if one now has knowledge than if one now has mere
justified true belief” (2000, p. 184).

What concerns Williamson here is the consideration that mere justified true belief may

1% Thisequation of knowledge and evidence seemsto be difficult to understand. Evidence arefactsthat make onebdievethat
somethingistrue. Knowledgeisnot just evidence; itisone's gragp of evidence.
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not be sufficient for knowledge and cannot play an equdly satisfactory judtificatory role.
But as | argued in 82, we can admit that unquaified justified true belief is not sufficient for
knowledge without losing sight of the fact that knowledge is indeed a species of judtified
true belief. All we need to do is to see that knowledge has to be sufficiently judtified true
belief, namdy true bdief judified by knowledge. Hence, the fact that knowledge is
something more than a mere justified true belief does not mean that knowledge is not a
species of judtified true belief, just as that true belief is something more than a mere belief
does not mean that atrue belief is not a species of belief. In other words, that mere justified
true belief isnot sufficient for knowledge does not mean it is not essentid for knowledge. In
any case, Williamson cannot show how knowledge can judtify beief without itself being
justified bdief. Knowledge needs to be judtified bdief in order to justify belief. Knowledge
can only justify belief in virtue of being what one believes and what one is judtified to
believe. The knowledge priority thes's cannot deny knowledge is aspecies of judtified belief
if it ingststhat knowledge judtifies belief.

The core idea of the knowledge priority thesis is that knowledge judtifies. This |
believe is absolutely correct. But we then need to see what is judtified by knowledge can
aso be knowledge. A bdlief justified by knowledge through correct reasoning is actudly
knowledge, not just atrue bdief. We can then see things in two directions. Knowledge is
not only that which judtifies, but also that which is justified by knowledge. We cannot ingst
that knowledge justifies bdief without seeing what is correctly justified by knowledge is
actualy knowledge.® Knowledge judtifies knowledge. This is exactly the qudified
traditiona conception of knowledge | ingst that we should stay with.

Hence the idea that knowledge judtifies does not contradict the traditional conception
of knowledge which ingsts that knowledge isjudtified. As far as judtification is concerned,
the knowledge priority thesis can be incorporated within the qudified traditiona conception
of knowledge. While the knowledge priority thes's starts with what knowledge can do, the
traditiona conception starts with how knowledge is acquired. To complete the story, we
only need to have both and ingst that knowledge not only justifies but aso is judtified. In
fact, the very reason that knowledge judtifiesisthat it is sufficiently justified.

There are then two points we can start with in understanding knowledge. First, we can
gart with the ideathat knowledge needs to be justified, as the traditiona understanding does,
and end up with the ideaithat the justifier has to be knowledge. Second, we can start with the
idea that knowledge justifies, as knowledge priority thes's does, and end up with the idea
that knowledge can only jusdtify in virtue of being sufficiently justified true bdlief, and that
which is judtified by knowledge is knowledge. In ether way, we end up with the idea that
knowledge, which is sufficiently justified true belief, justifies knowledge.

2 Only inthisway can weleave room for inferentia knowledge.
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Even Williamson finds it hard to deny the essentid connection between knowledge
and bdlief. In his attempt to understand belief in terms of knowledge, Williamson clams:
“Knowingis... the best kind of believing. Mere believing isakind of botched knowing. In
short, belief ams at knowledge (not just truth)” (2000, p. 47). Apart from truth, justification
is a crucid eement which connects belief with knowledge. A sufficiently justified true
belief is knowledge; a belief that is not true or not sufficiently justified is abelief which is
not knowledge.

This concludes my defence of the traditional conception of knowledge against
Radford and Williamson's cases. We can now be satified that the traditiona understanding
of knowledgeisindispensable or necessary.

5. | have defended a verson of qudified traditional conception of knowledge which is
aufficient and necessary. Knowledge, according to the qudified traditional conception |
recommended, is sufficiently judtified true belief. But it can be further objected that the
traditiona conception of knowledge is smply incorrect, whether or not it is sufficient and
necessary. We find this objection, again, in Williamson.

Williamson's main objection to the traditiond conception of knowledge is that
“Knowledgeisamentd sate’ or “factive attitude” while true belief is not (2000, p. 21). He
argues that any andysis of knowledge which involves truth as its components must be
incorrect since truth is a non-menta concept and should not be an dement of the concept
know, which is a mental concept (2000, p. 30). Thus the problem for the traditiond
conception of knowledge, according to Williamson, is that it fails to see knowledge is a
mental state. Thisis typicaly the case when the denid of knowledge as a mentd state goes
together with content internalism. Williamson points out: “Having denied that knowing isa
mental date, interndists naturdly seek to factorize it into mentd and non-mentd
components’ (2000, p. 55). This factorization of knowledge, however, does not have to
involve a commitment to content interndism. As Williamson makes it clear: “Because
believing is such an obvious candidate, even those who concede externalism about mentd
content may be inclined to interndism about the attitude of knowing, regarding it as a
mixture of mentd and non-mentd dements’ (2000, p. 56).

What Williamson means by saying that knowledge is amenta state isthat one counts
as having knowledge just by being in a certain menta state, and that no further externd
condition is required. For this reason, Williamson clams “there is a mentd state being in
which is necessary and sufficient for knowing p” (2000, p. 21). In other words, truth is
condtitutive of the concept of knowledge, not an externa condition for knowledge. By
contrast, in judging a belief as true, we have to refer to externa conditions; the truth of
belief cannot be found in the bdief itsdf. In other words, knowledge is essentidly true
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while belief is not. Williamson thus insgts that truth is not an andytic dement of
knowledge.

Cassam'’ sresponse to thisis that knowledge is not a pure mental concept and can thus
accommodate a non-menta dement in it (Cassam 2009). Thisisto deny that knowledge is
amentd state. The problem with thisresponseisthat it seemsto lose sight of the distinction
between knowledge and mere true belief, which is essentid to the traditiona conception of
knowledge.

Wemay find it hard to accept that knowledge isamentd state, given the fact that truth
is determined by the externd world. But to say knowledge is a mentd date is not to say
knowledge is a pure inner date, if we take an externaist understanding of mentd Sete.
According to content externaism, the meaning of a mentd date is determined by externd
factors. “S bdieves water is essentid for life’ entails there is water on the earth. Hence
belief is a mentd date athough its meaning is determined by externd factors. We can
understand knowledge in the same way. Just as the meaning of belief is not to be found in
the subject’s inner state, the truth of knowledge is not to be found inside either. “S knows
water is essentid for life” entailsthat it istrue that water is essentid for life. But this should
not prevent us from saying that knowledge is a mentd state. Knowledge is a mentd state
despite the fact that itstruth is determined by externa facts.

Hence, to say knowledge is a mentd dtate is not to say we can ascribe knowledge
solely by investigating one' s inner state. Just as we cannot ascribe bdief without looking at
the environment, as content externalism correctly ingsts, nor can we ascribe knowledge
without looking a the environment.*

This is true for both first person knowledge ascription and third person knowledge
ascription. For first person knowledge ascription, one knows that one knows not by looking
inward, but by looking outwards upon the world. We look at the world when we decide if
what we have is knowledge. One does not decide if one knows by looking inwards, but
rather by looking upon the world.

For third person knowledge ascription, we cannot ascribe knowledge just by looking
ingde the subject. When ascribing knowledge, we investigate both the subject and her
environment. Suppose someone says “it’sraining outside”’. To decideif her clam counts as
knowledge, we need to investigate the world and see if it is redly raining outsde. Just as
when we say “S bdieves there is water in the cup’, we investigate S's environment to
decide if S does believe there is water (instead of T-water) in the cup, when we say “S
knows it’sraining outsde’, we investigate what is hgppening outside and decideiif it istrue
that it's raining outside. We need to investigate the subject as well. First, we need to make
sure that the subject is uttering her belief instead of a guess or smply arandom sentence for

2L For theideathat one knows one's belief by looking outwards towards the world, see Evans 1982, p. 225.
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fun. Once it is established that the subject is indeed uttering her belief, we then need to
investigate what basis she has for holding the belief. If she just came in from the outside or
islooking out of the window, then we may consider her beief as sufficiently justified and
decide she redly knows that it's raining outsde. When we ascribe knowledge that P to
someone, we judge that the subject holds a true belief that P and has arationa base for its
truth. In contrast, a mere true bdlief is understood as a lucky guessing which is devoid of
sufficient judtification.

Hence the idea that knowledge is a mentd state does not commit us to the idea that
knowledge is a pure inner gate with its truth interndly determined. Theideaisthat truth is
the essentid feature of knowledge, not an externd condition of it. Only in this sense can we
understand the difference between knowing and believing truly by luck. As McDowdll
points out, true belief needs not amount to knowledge because “a belief leaves it open that
the believer has hold of the truth by accident, and knowledge excludes that” (1995, p. 884).

Now the question is. does the qudified traditiona conception of knowledge commit to
the kind of mistake pointed out by Williamson? Is it true that the traditional conception of
knowledge has to commit to the hybrid view which takes truth as an extra externd
condition? My answer to the question is negdtive. To see the point we need to see exactly
how knowledge excludes the possibility that the beiever has hold of the truth by accident.
Theideais best ducidated by McDowsll.

6. McDowdl gtarts with the Sdllarsan idea that knowledge “is a certain sort of ganding in
the space of reasons’. His target is a deformation of this Sdlarsan idea which is “an
interiorization of the space of reasons, a withdrawd of it from the externd world’. The
deformation happens “when we suppose that we ought to be able to achieve flavless
standings in the space of reasons by our own unaided resources, without needing the world
to do usany favors’ (1995, p. 877).

The best way to understand thisis to consider sense data theories which assert that we
base our bdief on gppearance that may not be the way the world is. The problem with this
ideaisthe sceptic threat that we would not be able to get knowledge if we base our belief on
gppearance. As McDowell putsit, “However careful oneisin basing belief on appearances,
if one's method fdls short of totd freedom from risk of error, the appearance plus the
goppropriate circumstances for activaing the method cannot ensure that things are as one
takesthem to be’ (1995, p. 880).

One response to thisis to surrender to scepticism and accept “it must be a mistake to
think we can achieve knowledge through perception” (1995, p. 881). This response does not
seem to be desirable. The second is to stay with “a rather touching a priori faith in the
power of human reason to devise fully effective protections against the deceptive capacities
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of appearance’ (1995, p. 881). This second response is unredistic. We may then want to
turn to a third option and embrace “the hybrid conception” according to which knowledge
is a hybrid combination of an interndly judtified bdief and an externd condition, namely
truth. As McDowell puts it, for the hybrid conception, “knowledge is a staus that one
possesses by virtue of an appropriate standing in the space of reasons when—thisisan extra
condition, not ensured by one's standing in the space of reasons—the world does one the
favour of being so arranged that onetakesto be soisso” (1995, p. 881).

However, McDowdll finds this third option problematic as well. McDowe |l compares
the hybrid conception with a full-blown externdist approach, which smply denies the
Sdlardan idea that knowledge is a certain sort of standing in the space of reasons. As
McDowdl putsit: “According to a full-blown externaist gpproach, knowledge has nothing
to do with pogitionsin the space of reasons. knowledge is astate of the knower linked to the
date of affairs known in such a way that the knower’s being in that dtate is a reliable
indicator that the dtate of affairs obtains’ (1995, p. 882). For a full-blown externdist
approach, reliability must be externd to the space of reasons. The hybrid conception rejects
the externdist idea tha rdiability must be externa in this sense. However, without the
externd fact included in the rdiability, the hybrid conception is the view that “a satisfactory
danding in the space of reasons is only part of what knowledge is; truth is an extra
requirement” (1995, p. 834).

To avoid the hybrid conception, which draws a clear distinction between the space of
reasons as an inner sphere and truth as an externd dement, McDowell ingststhat facts play
a role in judtification. Of course, facts themsdves do not judtify anything; it is ther
availability to the subject that counts as the subject’s entitlement to knowledge and hence
plays a role in judtfication. McDowdl insgs that we should not “separate truth. ..from
reliability in policies or habits of belief-formation” (1995, p. 883).% Hence not being ableto
base on€'s judgment on truth would be a falure of rationdity, not just a bad luck.
McDowdl writes: “ Suppose one is subject to a mideading gppearance that one has a proof
of something. In that case, suredly, one must have misconducted onesdf in the space of
reasons; it cannot be tha the world is the only thing one can blame for wha has gone
wrong” (1995, p. 879). Should we make mistakes about the world, we should not just
repine a our bad luck, but rather reflect on the way we gpproach the world aswell.

McDowdl’sideathat truth plays arolein judtification explains why knowledge can be
understood as justified true belief without making truth a condition of knowledge which is
externd to the space of reasons. The crucid idea is that judtification is not an isolated
element added to mere true belief, nor isit an dement shared by knowledge and amere true
belief or afdse belief. Judtification of knowledge is essentidly different from justification

Z Note that McDowel is here taking about belief-formation. This shows that McDowell has no intention to separate
knowledge and belief.
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of meretrue belief. For one thing, judtification of knowledge should involve no fasity. This
implies that truth cannot be an isolated eement of the triple condition. If knowledge has to
be justified by atrue belief, then truth dready plays arole in justification and hence cannot
work as aseparate condition for knowledge, namely a condition externd to justification.

Truth contributes to knowledge justification and is thus not any more a condition of
knowledge which is externa to judtification. For this reason knowledge can be understood
as amentd date. Judtification ensures that a mentd state is knowledge by including truth
within its procedure as a judtifier. Williamson is right in emphasizing the distinction
between mere true belief and knowledge. But the only way that knowledge is distinguished
from mere true bdief is that it is sufficiently justified. This is exactly the point of
emphasizing that knowledge has to be sufficiently justified true belief. Knowledge has truth
interndly built in the relevant belief through sufficient justification. Thisiswha McDowdll
means when he says judtification of knowledge needs the world to do us afavour. Hencein
a aufficiently justified true belief, truth is not any more a condition externa to bdief and
judtification. Thisiswhy knowledge as sufficiently justified true belief can be amentd date.

Hence to say knowledge is sufficiently judtified true belief is not to say there are three
independent elements in knowledge which are truth, belief, and sufficient judtification.
Particularly, truth is not a condition for knowledge which is separated from justification and
belief. A sufficiently justified belief isjustified by truth. A sufficiently justified true belief is
not truth combined with belief plus sufficient justification.

When we say knowledge is sufficiently justified true belief, we are not saying it is
aufficient judtification plustrue belief. A true belief which is sufficiently judtified is different
from atrue belief which is unjudtified or poorly justified. The former is firm, or, as Plato
putsit, stable, while the latter isweak and uncertain, aswefind in Radford’ s examples.

McDowel denies knowledge isahybrid combination of an internd justified belief and
an externd truth condition. But this is not to deny that knowledge is a species of belief.
McDowel seemsto be happy with the traditiona conception and ingst knowledge hasto be
belief. Commenting on an example that one had an experience of seeing without redizing
that the experience wasindeed a seeing, McDowell remarks. “One did not form the relevant
belief, let done get to know that that was how things were’ (2003, p. 681). In any case,
McDowdl’s criticism of the hybrid conception of knowledge does not necessarily commit
him to the idea that knowledge is not belief. The point of McDowell’s criticiam is not that
knowledge cannot be a belief; but rather that truth condition is not an externd eement
which makes no contribution to the internd justification of knowledge.

McDowdl’s point is not to equate the traditiond conception of knowledge with the
hybrid conception of knowledge. His intention isto guard against a mistaken account of the
traditiona conception of knowledge which interiorises the space of reasons in such a way
that truth is only conddered an isolated condition for knowledge which makes no
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contribution to the judtification of knowledge. By criticisng the mistaken account of the
traditiona conception of knowledge, McDowell actualy a the same time establishes a
correct account of it, according to which truth essentialy contributes to the justification of
knowledge and is no longer an isolated condition for knowledge. We can then understand
knowledge as a species of judtified true belief without factorizing knowledge as consisting
of threeisolated, independent € ements.

For this reason, the traditiona conception of knowledge, properly understood, does not
commit to the hybrid conception of knowledge criticised by McDowel. What McDowdl is
doing is actudly pointing in the direction of proposing a correct verson of the traditiond
conception of knowledge.

Williamson's objection is based on the undersanding that the traditiond
understanding of knowledge divides knowledge into three components, namely, belief,
truth, and judtification. But this does not have to be the case. In fact, the centrd idea of the
traditiona conception isthat knowledge is aspecies of bdief. Justification is concerned with
the process of arriving at the belief. Mog, if not al, beliefs are somehow judtified. But
knowledge is sufficiently judtified in that it is obtained through a valid, reliable process.
Truth is concerned with the vaue of bdief. Hence both judtification and truth are actudly
qudifiersof belief, instead of separate components of knowledge.

The red indgght of McDowel’s attack on the hybrid conception of knowledge is that
the truth of knowledge is arrived a by the rdevant bdief’s being justified by the truth, not
by adding a condition externd to the belief. Bdief aspires to truth. Knowledge is the
fulfilment of the aspiration through a rationd procedure. It is in this sense we say
knowledgeis sufficiently justified true beli€f.

The gnodtic criterion of judtification gives truth ajustificatory role while ingsting truth
can only play ajudtificatory rolein virtue of being what one believes and being what oneis
judtified to believe, namdy being what one knows. When the gnogtic criterion says
knowledge can only be justified by justified true belief, it is not to understand truth as an
independent element. Truth is only a condtitutive eement of the three aspects mentioned.
Knowledgeis ether judtified by truth that is taken as truth through sufficient judtification, or
justified by belief which is sufficiently justified astrue, or justified by a sufficiently justified
belief whichistrue.

Hence McDowdl’s idea that truth plays a role in knowledge judtification actudly
defuses Williamson's accusation that the traditional conception of knowledge commits to
the mistaken hybrid conception of knowledge. The traditional conception of knowledge is
thus established as a correct understanding of knowledge, as wel as sufficient and

necessary.
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7. Neverthdess, the idea that truth plays a role in knowledge justification does not lead
McDowdl to the gnostic criterion of judtification. McDowell does not require that
knowledge be judtified by what the subject knows; he only requires that knowledge be
judtified by afact that is avallable to the subject. And the availability of afact to a subject
means neither that the subject takes the fact as a fact, nor that sheis judtified in taking the
fact as afact. This, in effect, is exactly the view of judtification we find in the knowledge
priority thess.

For McDowsdll, afact play ajudtificatory role without being what one believes or what
isjudtified. Thisishis*third person gpproach to epistemology”, in contrast to “afirst person
(and present tense) gpproach to episemic entittement” (2003, p. 681). For McDowell,
“epistemology’ s topic should be, not what subjects know, but what they arein apogtion to
know, which is separated from the first topic precisely by cases in which opportunities to
know are not taken—cases in which subjects have entitlements that are not beliefs’ (2003, p.
681). According to McDowell, it is possible that “one had, a the relevant past time, an
entitlement that one did not then redize one had” (2003, p. 681). What McDowell cdls
“entittement” is “the availability of a fact to a subject in an episode or date of sensory
consciousness’” which may be “possessed without one's then redlizing it” (2003, p. 681).
McDowedl believes that one may have entittement to a piece of knowledge without
redizing this. “One was in a postion to acquire a bit of knowledge about the world, but
because of a misgpprehenson about the circumstances, one did not avail onesdf of the
opportunity. One did not form the relevant belief, let done get to know that that was how
things were’ (2003, p. 681). Moreover, for McDowell, a fact can be used for knowledge
judtification without being justified as a fact. In fact, the reason that the subject may not
believethat afact isafact isexactly that sheisnot judtified to do so.

McDowdl’ s third person gpproach to epistemology spoils hisinsghtful ideathat truth
should not be externa to the space of reasons. Truth can only be internd to the space of
reasons by being interna to the subject, namely, being what the subject bdieves and what
the subject is judtified in believing. The subject has to take a fact as afact in order for the
fact to play arole in judtification. In effect, afact cannot be available to the subject without
the subject taking it as a fact. The protest is well-recognized by McDowell: “One could
hardly countenance the idea of having a fact made manifest within the reach of one's
experience, without supposing that that would make knowledge of the fact availableto one”
(1988, pp. 214-5). Hence McDowell’ s criterion of knowledge justification, namely that the
availability of a fact judtifies knowledge or belief, is not sufficient. McDowel’s own
understanding of judtification is insufficient in that, as it is in the case of the knowledge
priority thess, the subjective conditions for judtification are left out. Only knowledge,
namely sufficiently judtified true bdlief, justifies knowledge. We thus have to insgst on the
gnodtic criterion of judtification.
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8. | have defended a verson of the traditiond conception of knowledge as sufficient,
necessary, and correct. Firgt, | defend the traditiona conception of knowledge as sufficient
by introducing the gnostic criterion of knowledge, which shares with the knowledge priority
thesis the view that knowledge essentidly plays a judtificatory role. Second then, | defend
the traditionad conception of knowledge as indispensable by arguing that knowledge can
only justify a belief in virtue of being a judtified belief. | findly defend the traditiond
conception of knowledge as correct by joining McDowell in ingsting that truth plays arole
in knowledge judtification. This dlows us to understand knowledge as a kind of judtified
true belief without faling into the mistaken hybrid position which trests truth as an isolated
condition for knowledge that is externa to justification and belief.

The verson of the traditional conception of knowledge | defended construes
knowledge as sufficiently judtified true belief. Then to say experience is the source of
knowledge is to say it is a sufficient justification of knowledge. According to the gnostic
criterion of knowledge judtification, only knowledge justifies knowledge. This means that,
experience, insofar asit isthe justifier of knowledge, has to be itsdf knowledge. Thisisthe
idea of gnosticism | proposed in the last chapter. And following the qudified traditiona
conception of knowledge | defended in this chapter, it follows that experience, insofar as it
Is the judtifier of knowledge, has to be itsdf sufficiently justified true belief. This is the
revised verson of gnosticism.

Therest of thethessisto argue for and defend gnosticism. Thisis mainly achieved by
reflecting on McDowel’s unsatisfactory understanding of experience which is closdy
related to the abovementioned defect of McDowdl’s epistemology. But before setting out
to criticise McDowel’s own conception of experience, | shdl first join him and argue that
experience has to be conceptud. This takes us to the next chapter where | criticise
nonconceptuaism as epistemologically insufficient.
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3. Nonconceptudism and the Myth of the Given

1. Gnodgticiam says experience, in so far as it is the judtification of knowledge, has to be
itsedf knowledge, namdy sufficiently judtified true beief. This implies experience is
essentialy conceptud or an exercise of conceptua capacities. The idea that experience is
conceptud is caled conceptuadism, as opposed to nonconceptudism, which asserts that
experience is nonconceptud inthat it isindependent of the conceptua capacities the subject
may possess. In this chapter, | shall rgect nonconceptuaism by arguing that experience
cannot justify bdief without being conceptud. The ideathat anonconceptua Given plays a
judtificatory rolein empirical knowledgeisonly amyth.

Nonconceptudism has a close affinity with traditiond empiricism. Concerning the
nature of experience, there are two closdly related dements in traditional empiricism. The
first is the idea that no conceptud capacities are involved in experience. The second isthe
idea that what is directly experienced is impression, not the world. Sense data theories
inherit both of these two dements. Sense data are independent of conceptud capacities and
are the direct objects of experience. The idea that there is a mediating object between the
subject and the world faces insurmountable difficulties and is not any more in favour.?
Nevertheless the idea that knowledge is derived from experience which is independent of
any conceptua capacitiesis ill appeding.

We may think the two elements of traditional empiricism | mentioned above, the idea
that experience is nonconceptua and the idea tha wha we directly experience are
impressions, are independent clams, and it just so happens that traditiond empiricists put
them together as their distinct understanding of experience. Thus we may fed it is possble
to separate these two eements and ins st experience is independent of conceptud capacities
without committing to the idea that there is a mediating object between the subject and the
world. Thisisthe position typica of contemporary nonconceptuaism.

Nonconceptualism says that experienceis nonconceptua.* Evans might be thefirst to
use the term in this way. While emphasizing the connection between experience and a
conceptua subject, Evans contrasts experience with concept, that is, to understand
experience itsdlf as independent of concept. Despite his clam that “conscious perceptud
experience...sarves as the input to a thinking, concept-applying and reasoning systen’
(1982, p. 158), Evans does not require that “the content of conscious experience itsdf be

% John Foster isone of thefew who is il arguing for this position (2000). See dso Jackson 1976, 1977.

% Some nonconceptudists, say, Byrne (2009), Crane (1992, 2009), Evans (1982), Peacocke (2001), Tye (2006) adopt an
intentiona gpproach and insst experience has some form of representationa content, while some others, say, Martin (1997,
2002) and Travis (2004), hold experience is non-representationd. | shdl neverthdess bracket this difference among
nonconceptudigtsin this chapter.
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conceptua content”. He actudly claims “The informationd states which a subject acquires
through perception are non-conceptua, or non-conceptudized” (1982, p. 227).

Thisis later joined by many others who take a mixed position and clam that at least
some content of experience is nonconceptua.® As McDowedl puts it, on this “mixed
position”, “the content of experience is partly conceptua and partly nonconceptua” (1994,
p. 59). The idea of the mixed pogtion is this. We may sometimes exercise conceptud
capacities in experience, but conceptud capacities are not essentid to experience. In some
circumstances we may not exercise conceptua capacities in experience, either because we
simply do not have the rdevant concepts, or because we just do not exercise the conceptua
capacities we may possess. We then have two kinds of nonconceptua experience. The first
is the kind of nonconceptud experience that in no way leads to empirical knowledge, snce
there would be no rdevant thought if we smply do not have the relevant conceptua
cgpacities. This is the kind of nonconceptud experience the richness argument ams to
argue for. The second is the kind of nonconceptua experience that does lead to empirica
knowledge, snce we do possess the conceptua capacities for the relevant thought, which
needs to be based on the nonconceptua experience. These two kinds of nonconceptua
experience require separate treatments.

A quick response to the firgt kind of nonconceptua experienceisthat it does not seem
to be of much import. This kind of nonconceptual experience cannot be a source of
empirical knowledge, snce we smply do not have the relevant knowledge, due to the lack
of relevant conceptua capacities. For this reason, the first kind of nonconceptua experience
should belessinteresting to us.

Neverthdess, it is important to note the difference between the subject having the
relevant conceptud capacities and her having a name for an object or property. For those
objects or properties we do not have names for, the experiences of them can 4ill be
conceptud, in that our conceptua capacities are not redtricted to naming an object or
property. Hence experiences of objects and properties for which we do not have names are
il the source of empiricd knowledge and deserve careful treestment. For this reason it is
important that we have a reply relating to this kind of nonconceptua experience. | shal
return to thisin chapter 5.

The second kind of nonconceptud experience seems to be more pervasve and
damaging. To say experience is nonconceptud in this senseisto say we experience without
exercisng the conceptud capacities we may possess. And yet this nonconceptua
experienceis accessible to us and is the source of empirica knowledge, which is articul ated
by using the conceptud capacities we may possess. It is this second kind of nonconceptua

% Apart from some salf-claimed nonconceptualists, most of which take the mixed position and only insist some contents of
experience are nonconceptud, there are dso many other philosophers who never daim themsdlves as nonconceptudists but in
fact take a nonconceptudist understanding of experience. Quine and Davidson are well-qudified nonconceptudists in this
sense
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experience | shdl focus on in this chapter. My attack on the second kind of nonconceptua
experience would nevertheless gpply to the first kind of nonconceptua experience as well.
It is to attack the idea that we may base empiricd knowledge on experience which is not
itself conceptud.

The main task of the chepter is to argue that nonconceptua experience cannot
rationdly justify empirica knowledge. Nonconceptudist epistemology is based on the idea
that there is a systematic reation between nonconceptua experience and thought. | argue
that this systematic relation can only be established when one exercises one€'s conceptua
capacities to conceptudize one's nonconceptud experience. The crucid point is to
conceptuaize a nonconceptua experience is Smply to have a conceptud experience.
Nonconceptua experience, whatever it is, turns out to be something irrelevant.

| shdl aso consder two other attempts to base empirica knowledge on nonconceptua
experience. One is to justify empiricd knowledge in an externdist way, the other to base
empirica knowledge on nonconceptua experience without judtification. | argue that both
are problematic.

The conclusion of the chapter is that nonconceptua experience cannot in any sense be
the source of empirica knowledge.

2. Before stting out to argue against nonconceptuadism, | shal make it clear that when |
talk about conceptud capacities, | actudly equate them with language ability. Concepts are
congtituents of thought. When we think in language, there are no additiond concepts
expressed by language. Language is the concepts we think in, not an expression of the
concepts that may have their independent existence.

The equation of conceptuad capacities and language ability is essentidly a
Wittgensteinian understanding of concept. Wittgengtein is explicitly againgt the idea that
when we think in language, there is an additionad occurrence accompanying the verba
expression of thought: “When | think in language, there aren’t *‘meanings going through
my mind in addition to the verba expressons: the languageisitsdlf the vehicle of thought”
(1953, 8329). Thisis against the following picture: “what he redly ‘wanted to say’, what he
‘meant’ was dready present somewhere in his mind even before we gave it expresson”
(1953, 8334). To the idea that one has the thought before finding the expression,
Wittgenstein asks the following question: “What did the thought consst in, as it existed
before its expresson?’ For Wittgenstein, “Thinking is not an incorporea process which
lends life and sense to spesking, and which it would be possible to detach from spesking,
rather as the Devil took the shadow of Schlemiehl from the ground” (1953, §339). Thus,
following Wittgenstein, Dummett clams there are no “naked thoughts’ which are “devoid
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of linguistic or other representationa clothing” (1989, p. 192).%

But what if someone says “It is this big’, showing the Size of an object with the
distance between her pdms?’ In thiscase, it seems that the concept of the size of the object
Is expressed by a gesture, not language. But we need to see language does not have to use
acoudticaly conveyed sound pattern; it can instead use visudly transmitted sign pattern. In
fact, this is where sign language comes from. Language does not have to take the form of
words, it can adso take the form of gestures, pictures, etc.

It can be objected that we do not dways think in language. We may sometimes, say,
think in images. But to think in images is not to think in concepts. To say we can think in
images is just to say there are condtituents of thought other than concepts; it is not to say
Images are concepts. A concept, even aconcept like“chair” or “table’, hasto be generd ina
certain sense. The concept “chair” does not refer to any particular chair, or any particular
kind of chair, but rather gppliesto any, or any kind of, chair. An image, in contrast, cannot
be generd in the same sense.

It can be further objected that creatures with no language ability may aso be able to
think and arguably possess concepts in a certain sense. But even if we dlow for the
possibility that non-linguistic crestures think, we have to specify in virtue of what they think.
If they think in language (it doesn’t have to be human language), then we can ill say
conceptua capacities are language ability. If they think in images, then they are not thinking
in concepts. Concepts have to be generd in acertain sense, and only language possessesthis
function. To learn a concept is to learn the language. Some may think we can use image to
represent certain kind of thing and thus make image work in a general way. But if image
can redly beused in thisway, it is used asalanguage. And only in thisway, it can function
as something generd and work as a concept.

The separation of conceptua capacities and language ability has recently been
advocated by Ginsborg, as a way of reconciling the conceptudist insght with “the
empiricist principle that experience precedes thought” (2006a, p.356). On the one hand,
Ginsborg admits that “it is hard to suppose that experience can present us with objects
unless those objects are aso presented to us as having features or properties’ (2006a, p.
354), and this implies experience can only present us with objects when it has conceptua
content (ibid., p. 355). On the other hand, she inssts that we should respect “the empiricist
principle that our ways of thinking about the world are indebted to our ways of percevingit,
rather than the reversg’ (2006a, p. 365). For Ginsborg, “our concepts are determined by the
way in which we experience things rather than the other way round” (2006a, p.365). She
thus agrees with nonconceptudist that “experience precedes thought, rather than the other
way round” (20064, p. 350).

% See dso Brandom 1994, Davidson 1975, Dummett 1993,
27 My thanksto Paul Snowdon for raising the question during the viva
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Ginsborg thus bdieves we can have a verson of conceptuaism which “does not
commit us to a view on which experience is shaped by a set of concepts which we possess
antecedently to any experience. Rather it makes room for the idea that empirica concepts
are possible only in, and through, experience’ (20063, p. 357). Ginsborg then states that the
problem with nonconceptudigts is that they have a more demanding understanding of
concepts, that is, they identify conceptud capacities with capacities for inference or
reasoning (as in the case of Crane and Martin), or even with the possession of alinguistic
cgpacity (as in the case of Ayers, ibid., p. 355-6). According to Gingborg, it is this
demanding understanding of concepts which renders conceptuadism implausible.

As | argued above, it is not clear what conceptua capacities can be if they are not
language ability. Ginsborg redizes that the less demanding understanding of concepts (asin
Peococke 1983), which characterizes a concept as a “way of thinking” or a “mode of
presentation” and “alows that thinking includes the having of experiences and the modes of
presentation may be perceptud”, only makes conceptudism a “vacuous’ view (2006a, p.
356). For Ginsborg, conceptud capacities do not “demand that one has mastered a
language’ (ibid., p. 359). But this does not mean she agrees with (early) Peacocke that we
should understand a concept as a mode of presentation. She suggests “Rather than
congtruing the possession of a concept as amatter merely of being able to percaeive thingsin
acertain way...we can take it to involve, in addition, the consciousness that they ought to
be perceived in that way” (ibid.). But the problem is, how can experience involve the
consciousness that things ought to be percaeived in “that way” if “that way” is not designated
by language? There is no way of understanding conceptua capacities without
understanding it as language ability.

More importantly, the proposed rapprochement is a the expense of the basic idea of
conceptuaism. Firgt, for conceptudists, conceptua capacities have to be linguidtic affairs.
Second, it is essentid to conceptudism that there cannot be experience before the
acquigition of conceptuad capacities, namely, language ability. Nether would this
reconciliation satisfy nonconceptudists. For those nonconceptudists who insst tha
conceptua capacities are language ability, what Ginsborg calls conceptudiam is just a
version of nonconceptuaism.

Hence there are dso Strategic reasons for equating conceptua capacities with language
ability inthisthesis. Firgt, thisis the understanding both Sellars and McDowell are happy to
follow. And to argue for conceptuaism in this sense is to argue for red conceptudism.
Second, if we can show that experience presupposes language ability, thiswould dso satisfy
those who hold aless demanding understanding of conceptua capacities. Hence, in arguing
against nonconceptudism, the equation of conceptuad capacities and language ability will
satisfy both conceptudists and nonconceptudists.
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3. Nonconceptuaism understands experience as independent of the reevant conceptua
capacities we may possess. A nonconceptual experience is dso caled a Given. The term
“Given” is to be understood in contrast with “concept”. C. |. Lewis might be the firgt to
introduce the term “Given” in contemporary philosophy. According to Lewis, the Given is
“the immediate data, such as those of sense, which are presented or given to the mind”, and
the concept is “a form, congtruction, or interpretation, which represents the activity of
thought” (1929, p. 39). While the concept isthe product of the activity of thought, the Given
IS independent of such activity. The Given is something in my experience which is
“qualitatively no different than it would beif | were an infant or an ignorant savage”. Hence
according to Lewis, the Given has three features. It is the sensuous fed qudity of
experience, it is what remains unatered in experience, and it is ineffable. While “ The pure
concept and the content of the given are mutudly independent; neither limitsthe other”.

Lewis does not take experience as a pure Given, but rather claims that experience has
the Given and a conceptud interpretation of the Given as its two dements. According to
Lewis, it is something generdly recognized that “there are in experience these two e ements,
something given and the interpretation or construction put upon it” (1929, p. 48). But the
idea that there is anonconceptud, certain, and indubitable Given that isimmediately aware
of by the subject is taken to be established. The interpretation in experience, athough
clamed to be in experience, is actudly a separate dement and does not change the way the
subject is awvare of the Given. It is thus very naturd that contemporary nonconceptudists
take the idea of the Given while discarding Lewis's point thet there is dso an interpretation
of the Given in experience. Experience, then, becomesapure Given.

Philosophers may conceive the Given in different ways. For traditiona empiricigs, the
Given are ideas or impressions. For sense-data theorists, the Given are sense data. For
adverbid theorigs like Chisholm, the Given is appearance. For theorists of gppearing like
Algton, the Given is again gppearance which is supposed to entail the exisence of an
externa object. For Evens, the Given isthe information we get from the world which has a
kind of objective meaning. For Peacocke, the Given is the nonconceptua content in
experience which can be correct or incorrect. For Naive redigs like Martin and Travis, the
Given is amply the world that presents in experience. In whatever way the Given is
conceived, the essentid feeture isthat it isindependent of the conceptua capacities we may
POSSESS.

While nonconceptuaists take the empiricist idea that experience is independent of
conceptua capacities, they take care to avoid another component of traditional empiricism,
namely, the idea of direct object. Hence one digtinct festure of nonconceptuadism is its
divergence from the sense data theories. Evans, for example, is anxious to distinguish
himsdf from sense data theorigts. He criticises traditiona epistemologists for considering
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sensation as data “intringcaly without objective content”, into which the subject is
supposed “to read the gppropriate objective significance by means of an (extremdy shaky)
inference’ (1982, p. 122-3). For Evans, “The only events that can conceivably be regarded
as data for a conscious, reasoning subject are seemings—events, that is, dready imbued
with (gpparent) objective gnificance’ (1982, p. 123).

Similarly, Alston makesit clear that theories of gppearing are to be distinguished from
sense data theories in that they hold “In norma perception the direct, nonconceptua
awarenessinvolved is awvareness of the externd object perceived” (2002, p. 72). According
to theories of appearing, “X appears ¢ to S entails x exists” (2002, p. 72). Thus the
appearance entalls the relation between a percelving subject and a perceived object. Alston
writes: “the heart of sense perception of externd objects conssts of facts of ‘gppearing’,
facts that some object or other looks, sounds, smdls, or tastes in a certain way to a
percaiver” (2002, p. 71).

Peacocke inggts that the nonconceptud representationa content is “with a correctness
condition”. According to Peococke, an observationd concept F can be “plausbly
individuated partly by its relations to a particular sort of nonconceptua content” and “the
holding of the correctness condition for the nonconceptua content in question ensures the
holding of the correctness condition for the conceptua content That'sF” (2001, p. 254).

Martin adheres to a verson of digunctive understanding of the object of experience,
according to which the object of perceptua experience is the physicd world, while a
non-perceptud experience may not have an object at al. Hence, for Martin, “the actud
objects of perception, the externd things such as trees, tables and rainbows, which one can
perceive, and the properties which they can manifest to one when perceived, partly
congtitute one's conscious experience, and hence determine the phenomena character of
one's experience’ (1997, p. 83).

Denying that experience is something which mediates between the subject and the
world, nonconceptudists are confident that they can base empiricd knowledge on
nonconceptua experience. | shdl follow Sdlars and cdl these postions the doctrine of the
Given. The doctrine of the Given is the idea that we can base empiricd knowledge on
nonconceptud experience, namey the Given.

It isnot so easy to see how thisideaof the Given could work. The questionis: how can
we base knowledge on something which is not knowledge? One version of the doctrine of
the Given isto indg that the Given is knowledge. This is the idea that experience, though
nonconceptua, can ill be knowledge and thus provide foundation for inferentid
knowledge. This verson of the doctrine of the Given has been adequately attacked by
SHlars.

An initid drategy in Sdlas's atack on the Given is to atack the idea that
nonconceptua experience can be knowledge. According to Sdllars, any kind of knowledge,
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inferentiad or non-inferentia, has to be acquired, has to involve concept formation, and has
to presuppose knowledge of many other things. Sdlars thus clams that we cannot have
knowledge without having the relevant concepts. The point is that, if we agree tha
nonconceptua experience is knowledge, we will have a species of knowledge “not only
noninferential”, but aso “presupposing no knowledge of other matter of fact, whether
particular or generd” (1956, 832). This is to suppose knowledge is unacquired, which,
according to Sdlars, ruins the most important point of empiricism. To stay with the
empiricis idea “that al classficatory consciousness, dl knowledge that something is
thus-and-s0....involves learning, concept formation, even the use of symbols’, we have to
ing st that nonconceptua experienceis not knowledge (1956, 86).

Sdlars s point isthat the justificatory role of experience requires that it be knowledge,
and the latter in turn requires that experience presuppose conceptud capacities. This initid
attack only works for those who agree that experience has to be knowledge in order to
justify knowledge. But most nonconceptudistsingst that nonconceptua experience justifies
empirical knowledge, while happily agree that nonconceptua experience is not knowledge.
It isthe falacy of this second version of the doctrine of the Given | shal now aim to expose.

4. There can be different ways of understanding nonconceptua experience as the foundation
of empirica knowledge. Some nonconceptudists take a very poditive attitude to this. They
take certain judgements and beliefs to be rationaly grounded in the non-conceptua content
possessed by experience. Others ingst we can justify empiricd knowledge in an externd
way. Still others think we can base empirica knowledge on experience without justification.
| shal now concentrate on the first verson and will comment on the other two briefly
afterwards.

Peacocke argues that there is a rationd linkage between nonconceptud content of
experience and bdiefs or judgments. For him, “the nonconceptua protopropositiona
content of experiences’ can afford “not merely reasons but good reasons’ for judgements
and beliefs (1992, p. 80). Peacocke admits that an experience of square “will indeed aso
have a representationad content involving that concept if the thinker possesses the
observationa concept square’. But the point is that, for him, the rationd linkage of
experience and judgements does not rely on the fact that the subject possesses the concept.
According to Peacocke, the nonconceptud content in experience “has a correctness
condition that concerns the world’, and “when the correctness condition of the relevant
nonconceptua contentsisfulfilled”, the object will redly be as experienced (1992, p. 80). If
the correctness condition of the experience of a square is fulfilled, the object will redly be
sguare. The nonconceptua experience can be true or fase, this gives arationd reason for a
belief or judgement which isbased onit.
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Peacocke emphasizes that the “ways which feature in nonconceptua content are then
a the conscious, persond levd, and are not merely subpersond”. Hence “ As features of the
subjective experience, their presence can entitle a thinker to make a particular judgment, or
to form acertain belief” (2001, p. 253). Peacockethusclams:

A thinker can be raiond in making a trangtion from an experience with a certan
nonconceptua representational content to ajudgment with acertain conceptua content,
in particular in making a trandtion to judging a content in which an observationa
concept is predicated of presented objects or events. Such atrangtion is rationd when
the thinker is entitled to take her experience a face vaue, and when the observationd
concept isindividuated in part a least as one that the thinker must be willing to judge
when experience has a certain kind of nonconceptud representationd content (and is
being taken a face vaue). (2001, p. 254)

Similarly, Ayers argues that experience does not need to have conceptua content in
order to stand in arationd relation to belief. He thinks that something propositiona can be
based on something that is not only non-propostiond, but dso could not possbly be
propositiond (2004, p. 247).

Both Peacocke and Ayers believe that nonconceptua experience provides reason for
empirical knowledge. Then exactly what is the reason? Nonconceptua experience certainly
cannot work as the reason, since what we get in experience isonly that “it looks that way” .
And exactly what that way isis gtill to be decided. Hence the first problem is: how can we
get from that way to, say, square? How can we know to look that way is to look square?
The only reason that you can point a a shape and by doing SO mean a certain shapeis that
you dready see that shape as acertain shape, that is, you aready employ the concept of that
shape in your visud experience. Now without the concept of that certain shape being
employed in experience, we would not be able to know what that shapeis.

For experience to justify empiricd knowledge in a rationd way, we have to know
what the experience is. To present experience as a reason for empirica judgement, one has
to be able to articulate it in language. This leads us to the problem of sdlf-knowledge of
experience. For experience to justify empiricad knowledge in a rational way, one has to
know what one's experience is. This | consder as the minimum requirement for rationd
judtification. What judtifies empirica knowledge has to be something that can be used for
judtification. The subject has to have sdlf-knowledge of her experience in order to justify
other beliefs with her experience.

This is why McDowell urges us to respect the “time-honoured connection between
reason and discourse’ (1994, p. 165). McDowdll criticises Peacocke for severing “the tie
between reasons for which a subject thinks as she does and reasons she can give for
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thinking that way”. For McDowdll, reasons have to be articulable, and this requires that
reasons be conceptud. He thus claims: “Reasons that the subject can give, in o far asthey
are articulable, must be within the space of concepts’ (1994, p. 165).

There should be no problem for sdf-knowledge of experience if we understand
experience itsdlf as conceptud: sdf-knowledge of experience is Smply experience itsdf.
Understood in thisway, to self-ascribe an experienceisjust to look at the world and have an
experience. Thisis very much like sdf-knowledge of one's belief: to have self-knowledge
of one's bdief is just to have the bdief. As Evans happily agrees, “in making a
sdf-ascription of belief, one's eyes are, s0 to oeak, or occasondly literdly, directed
outward—upon the world” (1982, p. 225).

But without experience presupposing conceptua capacities, the subject will not be
able to have sdf-knowledge of her experience in thisway. Nonconceptuaism hasto explain
how we can have knowledge of our own experience if experience is not itself conceptud.
Nonconceptua experience itsdf certainly does not count as self-knowledge of experience.
Nonconceptudists thus have to treat sdf-ascription of belief and sdf-ascription of
perceptua experiencein different ways. Thisis exactly the casewe find in Evans.

For Evans, the sdf-ascription of experience follows a different modd from the
sdf-ascription of belief. According to Evans, one's self-knowledge of experienceis exactly
the judgment to be based on the experience. Thus “a subject can gain knowledge of his
internd informationa states...by re-using precisaly those skills of conceptudization that he
uses to make judgements about the world”. He writes:

He goes through exactly the same procedure as he would go through if he were trying
to make ajudgement about how it isat this place now, but excluding any knowledge he
has of an extraneous kind. (That is, he seeks to determine what he would judgeif hedid
not have such extraneous information.) (1982, p. 227-8)

Evans is suggesting that one conceptudizes one's experience when trying to give a
description of it. In fact, this may be the only solution available to him. And he clams what
the subject gets from the procedure “will necessarily be closdy correlated with the content
of the informationa state which he isin a that time’. The distinct feature of this kind of
sdf-knowledge is that “he may prefix this result with the operator ‘It seems to me as
though...””. In this way, according to Evans, the subject can produce in himsdlf, and give
expression to, “a cognitive state whose content is systematically dependent upon the content
of the informationd ga€’, and “the systematic dependence is a basis for him to clam
knowledge of theinformationd” (1982, p. 227-8).

Now, according to Evans's picture, to have sdf-knowledge of one's experience is to
conceptudize the experience, and the conceptudization of experience relies on the
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systematic relation between experience and the judgment based on experience. Thisfirst of
al draws our atention to the aleged systematic relation between nonconceptud experience
and empirica knowledge.

5. No matter how the epistemologica relation between experience and thought is concelved,
nonconceptudists dways indg there is a sysematic relation between nonconceptua
experience and thought. Evans writes, “the subject’s thoughts, plans, and deliberations are
aso systematicaly dependent on the informationd properties of theinput” (1982, p. 158).

However, given the claim that experience isindependent of conceptua capacities, how
can nonconceptudigts secure the systematic relation between experience and the judgement
based on it? Nonconceptuaists seem to assume that there is a structure in the Given, which
IS correspondent to the structure we have in thought. But from where does the Given get its
sructure? If there is a structure in the content of the experience, this structure will only
come from the conceptual capacitieswe exercised in it. If there are no conceptua capacities
exercised in experience, therewill be no structureto befound init.

It is exactly this supposed systematic relation between nonconceptua experience and
thought that fals prey of Sdlars's attack on the Given. Sdlars denies that “there is any
awareness of logica space prior to, or independent of , the acquisition of alanguage’ (1956,
830). He points out that the idea “is committed to a stratum of authoritative nonverbd
episodes (‘awareness') the authority of which accrues to a superstructure of verbal actions,
provided that the expressions occurring in these actions are properly used” (1956, 834). He
writes:

The idea that observation “dtrictly and properly so-cdled” is condtituted by certain
sdf-authenticating nonverba episodes, the authority of which is transmitted to verba
and quasi-verba performances when these performances are made “in conformity with
the semanticd rules of the language,” is of course, the heart of the Myth of the Given.
(1956, 838)

The dleged systematic rdation between nonconceptud experience and thought is a radica
mistake which Sdllarsfirg of dl findsin sense data theories, according to which, “epistemic
facts can be andyzed without remainde—even ‘in principleé —into non-epistemic facts’
(1956, 85).

This dso gpplies to other versons of the idea of the Given, say, theories of gppearing.
Sdlars remarks. “The essence of the view is the same whether these intringcadly
authoritetive episodes are such items as the awareness that a certain sense content is green
or such items as the awareness that a certain physica object |ooks to someone to be green”
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(1956, 834). It is this salf-gtructured Given which is taken as the foundation of knowledge.
As Sdlars points out: “For the given, in epistemologicd tradition, iswhat is taken by these
sdf-authenticating episodes. These ‘takings are, so to speek, the unmoved movers of
empirica knowledge’ (1956, §38).

For Sdlars, there is no systematic relation between the Given and thought. This makes
it impossible for the Given to justify thought. Thus according to Sdllars's atack on the
Given, for experience to be within the space of concepts, it has to presuppose conceptua
capacities.

If experienceis consdered as independent of our conceptud capacities, then it will be
difficult to understand how we can relate experience to conceptua knowledge, and hence
derive knowledge from experience. According to nonconceptuaism, when | see aplant in
front of me, the way | experience the plant, say, the greenness | sense, has nothing to do
with the concept “green” which | may possess. Then the problem is, how can | have the
thought “the plant is green” if the greenness | sense is not related to the concept “green” in
thefirst place?

The reason there is no systematic relation between nonconceptud experience and
thought is that language does not gain its existence from nonconceptud experience. The
sructure determined by our conceptua capacities is not derived from the aleged structure
pre-existent in nonconceptua experience. What is problematic is exactly the empiricist idea
that experience precedes thought.

Nonconceptudists may have a response to this. Although experience itsdf is not an
exercise of conceptud capacities, it presupposes conceptua capacities in a generd sense.
We are dready in alanguage system, and againgt thislanguage system, there is a systematic
relation between a nonconceptua experience and a description of it. The idea is. the
systemdtic relation between a nonconceptua experience and a description of it can be
established once we exercise our conceptua capacities and conceptuali ze the nonconceptud
experience.

Now we need to examine what it isto conceptudize a nonconceptua experience.

6. According to nonconceptudism, our language ability makes it possible for us to relate
nonconceptua experience to thought. Thisis caled the conceptualization of nonconceptua
experience. Evans, for example, ingsts judgments based upon experience “necessarily
involve conceptudization”. Hence, “in moving from a perceptuad experience to a
judgement about the world (usudly expressible in some verbd form), onewill be exercising
basic conceptud skills’ (1982, p. 227). In the same vein, Crane says “bdief formation
conceptudizes the content of perceptua states’ (1988a, p. 153). Theideaisthat, as concept
users, we have no problem in conceptuaizing anonconceptua experienceand assigningit a
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conceptua content. And it is the conceptudization of nonconceptua experience which
provides reason for empirica knowledge.

The question isthen: what isit to conceptualize anonconceptua experience?

Thefirgt thing we should noteis that to conceptudize a nonconceptud experienceisto
conceptudize the object of experience. Hence the question is refined as. how to
conceptudize the object of experience?

Suppose | an looking a achair. Without my experience being conceptud,, | do not see
the chair as a chair or anything else. Now | begin to conceptudize my experience, or more
precisaly, the object of my experience, namey the chair. If | am 4ill looking at the chair,
then to conceptuaize my experience of the chair is smply to have a conceptua experience
of the chair. Hence what | end up with is a different experience, not a conceptudization of
the same experience. If we agree with nonconceptudists that it is in fact the
conceptudization of nonconceptua experience which gives reason for empirical knowledge
and admit that to conceptudize an experience is actualy to have a conceptua experience,
then we have to accept it is conceptua experience which provides reasons for empirica
knowledge. Nonconceptua experience, if thereissuch athing at dl, dropsasirrdevant.

Suppose, conversdly, that | am determined to conceptudize the originad experience
and not to shift to adifferent experience. What | need to do is to turn away from the object
of experience and try to conceptudize it in my memory. This would require thet | have a
vivid, sngpshot-like memory which captures every detall of the object without putting it
under a description. It is not clear that we can have a memory like this, however let’s grant
this possibility for the sake of argument. | can now conceptualize the object in my memory
and decide it is a chair that | was experiencing. This, however, is ill not to conceptudize
experience,; it is to conceptudize the memory of the experience, or, more accurately, the
memory of the object of the experience. Moreover, once my memory is conceptudized in
thisway, | now have a different memory of the same object. There are then two points to
note. First, we still cannot conceptualize the nonconceptua experience. All we can do isto
conceptudize the memory of the experience. Second, to conceptudize amemory isto have
a conceptua memory. Hence even the conceptudization of a nonconceptual memory is not
possible.

Thus, to conceptudize anonconceptud experience, if thereis an experience as such a
al, is either to have a conceptud experience, or to have a conceptua memory. Then what
plays the judtificatory role is ether a conceptua experience or a conceptud memory, the
nonconceptua experience or memory does not in any sense contribute to the justification.

Martin has a specid case againg this. He invites us to imagine that Archie, having
faled to find the cuff link in the drawer, later searches his memory of the contents of the
drawer and pays attention to or conceptudizesthe cuff link in hismemory of the drawer and
eventualy finds the cuff link in the red drawer (1992, p. 749-750).
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The idea that the subject searches his memory for the cuff link does not seem to be
plausble. It is understandable that we may search the drawer without being able to find the
cuff link which isnot only in the drawer but dso well in our view fied. This explains why,
when two people are searching the same drawer from equaly good points of view, one
finds the cuff link while the other does not. (As | understand it, to bein one' s view fidd is
not the same asto be in one' s experience). But if the subject is uncertain about the result of
his search of the drawer, it is more likdy that she searches the drawer again instead of
searching her memory. In any case, as Martin himself admits, eventually the key hasto be
found in the drawer, not in hismemory.

More importantly, Martin seems to commit to a sngpshot view of experience and
memory, which is very problematic. For Martin, experienceis like a snapshot which can be
retained in memory without losing any details or undergoing any changes. The snapshot
conception of experience assumes that when we see, we have dl the details of the object in
experience. But as Noé points out correctly: “We don't have the detailed world in
consciousness dl at once’ (2004, p. 51). Hence “The world is present to me now, not as
represented, but as accessible” (2004, p. 192).2

The sngpshot view of experienceisfdgfied by the phenomenaof difference blindness,
in which the subject fails to spot a visible difference that has been made to the scene when
the change that gives rise to the difference is not viewed by the subject. Suppose you are
looking at your friend and talking to her. Something € se draws your attention and you turn
to it briefly. When you turn away, your friend changes the position of her aam. You turn
back to your friend but don’t notice the difference between the two scenes. The lesson we
may learn from thisis that we do not see the difference because we do not see every detall
of the scene As Noé remaks, “vison is, to some substantid degree,
attention-dependent. .. you only seethat to which you attend.” (2004, p. 25).

Dretske's response to the case of difference blindness is that we see both scenes,
athough we don’t see the difference between the two scenes. Seeing the difference between
the two scenes, according to Dretske, demands extra atention (2004). However, it is
important to note the difference between different senses of seeing. Suppose | briefly see
two sheets of white paper, both of which are fully printed with English words, without
seeing any particular words on the sheets. In thiscase | certainly cannot tdll if the two sheets
of paper are printed with the same words in the same order. And this, of course, is not
because | have seen al the words on the sheets but cannot tdll the difference between the
words on the two sheets. The reason is that | Smply haven't seen any particular words on
the two sheets. Hence, seeing two sheets of paper printed with English words is different
from seeing al the English words printed on the two sheets of paper. In the same vein,

2 For Mattin, theworld isnot represented by, but rather contituent of , experience.
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seeing aroom full of furniture and toys is different from seeing dl the furniture and toysin
the room. My experience of seeing a sheet of paper printed with English words is then not
something like a snapshot of the sheet which | can later refer to and conceptudize.

Conseguently, to have amemory of experienceis not to retain a snapshot. In fact, what
is retained in memory is dready something conceptud. As Quine remarks correctly:
“Actua memories mostly are traces not of past sensation but of past conceptudization or
verbdization” (1960, p. 3). One's experientid memory changes when one's understanding
of the matter changes. | might think someone smiled to show her friendship. But later |
redlize she is not redly a friendly person and was not friendly to me at that particular
occason. | may then change my way of understanding and say “she smiled to fake
friendship”. Now the point is. asincere smile is essentidly different from a fake smile. So,
intrying to recal how she smiled, | may now have adifferent image.

Hence both experience and memory of experience are dready conceptud. Neither isa
sngpshot to be conceptudized. In fact, the problem for Martin's example is exactly the
problem for the idea of conceptudizing a nonconceptua experience. To conceptudize
nonconceptua experienceis smply to have a conceptuad experience. And if we agreethet it
IS the conceptualization of nonconceptua experience which plays a justificatory role, then
we have to admit that it is conceptud experience which justifies belief. The rationd link
between nonconceptud experience and thought is then a myth. Thisis exactly what Sdlars
cdlsthe Myth of the Given.

| shal now move on to consider the suggestion that nonconceptua experience judtifies
belief in an externdist way.

7. It can be suggested that it is good enough if nonconceptua experience justifies empirica
knowledge in an externdist way, and that for this reason, we don’t need to worry about the
rationd relation between experience and knowledge. Thisisthe strategy, for example, taken
by Alston.

Alston admits that “adult human perception” is “heavily concept laden”. He agrees
that “Perception is, typicdly, a certain kind of use of concepts, even if...the cognition
involved is not only that”. His contention is that “there is a cognitive component of
perception that is non-conceptua” and “it isthis element that gives perception its digtinctive
character vis-avis other modes of cognition”. For Alston, “this nonconceptua direct
awareness of objects is fundamenta to conscious perception” (2002, p. 73), or, “These
gppearings are nonconceptud in character”. Hewrites:

Thereisacrucid digtinction between ‘ The tree looks green to S, on the one hand, and
‘Stakesthe tree to be green’ or ‘S gpplies the concept of green (of tree) to what S sees
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on the other...In order for the treeto look green to Sit isonly necessary that S visudly
discriminate the tree from its surroundings by its color (not necessarily only by its
color). (2002, p. 71-72)

Alston’s understanding of looking green is obvioudy not plausble. As Rosenberg
points out correctly, “S will presumably dso ‘visudly discriminae the tree from its
surroundings by its color’ whatever color it looks to her” (2006, p. 160). What we need to
specify here is exactly that the colour is green rather than any others. And this cannot be
done by smply discriminating the tree from its surrounding which, presumably, is either not
green or adifferent shade of green.

Algton neverthdess indsts that “our direct avareness of X’s...provides a basis
(judtification, warrant...) for beliefs about those X’s’ (2002, p. 71). According to Alston,
“nonconceptua appearings can provide judtification for beliefs about the objects that
appear” (2002, p. 82). The reason is that “how things appear is a reiable, though fdlible,
guideto how they are’ (2002, p. 73). Hecdams, “if , as | have been arguing, looking Pisin
itsedf a nonconceptual mode of experience, however much it may be blended with
subsequent  conceptudization, belief about wha is perceived can be judified by a
nonconceptua experience from which they spring” (2002, p, 83).

Algton’s drategy is to indst that there is a causd reation between nonconceptud
experience and perceptua beliefs, and this causd relation, is not only compatible with the
rationd relation but aso presupposed by the latter. According to him, “if the belief were not
engendered by the looking, it would not be nearly so plausible to suppose that the looking
justifiesthe belief” (2002, p. 84). He thusinsigtsthat belief can be justified by gppearancein
an externdist way. For Alston, “one can be primafacie judtified in believing that X is P by
virtue of that bdief’s semming from X’s gppearing to S as P’. Thus for Alston, dthough
the subject does not hersdf have any cognitive grasp at dl of the reason for her belief, her
belief is il justified by the gppearance in that it is caused by the gppearance. What Alston
has is then a third person conception of judtification: “One can be judtified in believing
many things that one has not justified and, indeed, is not ableto justify” (2002, p. 85).

Similarly, what Evans has can only be an externaist story, since, for him, thereisonly
acausd relation between information states and experientid judgments:

In generd, we may regard a perceptua experience as an informationd state of the
subject: it has a certain content—the world is represented a certain way—and hence it
permits of a non-derivative classfication as true or fase. Judgements are then based
upon (reliably caused by) these internd states, when thisis the case we can spegk of the
information being ‘ accessble’ to the subject, and, indeed, of the existence of conscious
experience. (1982, p. 227-8)
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The externdist undergtanding of judtification is problematic. Fird, this is not the
norma way we undergtand justification. When we say S is judtified in beieving P on the
basis of X, we mean Stakes X as her reason for believing P. Judtification is thus essentialy
areason-giving activity, which cannot be replaced by a causd reation. Second, it is not true
that a subject cannot cite her experience as her reason for holding a belief. If one's belief
gems from a certain experience, then one usudly knows that one's beief is derived from
the experience and can thus cite the experience as on€' s reason for holding the belief. Hence
what we need is to explain this reason giving activity, not to deny it. Thirdly, it issmply a
mistake to say that a belief is caused by something, either experience or something ese. As
a matter of fact, our beliefs are mostly based on reasons, not physicdly caused by
something. Tha is the nature of our rationdity. Fourthly, a causd relation between
nonconceptua experience and belief cannot be sustained because there is no one to one
relation between a nonconceptud experience and a bdief which is supposed to be caused
by it. A nonconceptua experience does not have the capacity to cause abdief. The rdigble
causal relation between nonconceptua experience and the judgement based on it isitsdf a
Myth of the Given.

8. It can even be suggested that experience can work as the tribund of thought without
judtification. Thisistheideawefind in Quine.

Quine clams that “our statements about the externd world face the tribuna of
experience not individudly but as a corporate body” (1953, p. 41). But he conceives
experience as “the stimulation of ...sensory receptors’ (1969, p. 75). Hence what he means
by the tribuna of experience is something very different from what we may expect.
According to Quine, “surfaceirritations generate, through language, one' s knowledge of the
world” (1960, p. 26). And “it is to such simulation that we must look for whatever
empirical content there may be’ (1960, p. 26). For Quine, the base blocks of the arch of
knowledge “are sentences conditioned...to non-verba stimuli” (1960, p. 11). He writes.
“So the proposition that externd things are ultimately to be known only through their action
on our bodies should be taken as one among various coordinate truth, in physics and
elsewhere, about initidly unquestioned physical things’ (1960, p. 4).

Hence Quine does not think that we can base theory on sensations in the way
traditiond epistemologists concelveit. For Quine, sensation or experience is nonconceptud.
Thisiswhat he cdls the “unsullied stream of experience’ (1960, p. 10). He is thus against
theideaof trying “to abstract out a pure stream of sense experience and then depict physica
doctrine as a means of systematizing the regularities discernible in the stream” (1960, p. 2).
According to Quine, “two men could be just dike in dl their dispostions to verbd
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behaviour under dl possible sensory simulations, and yet the meanings or ideas expressed
in their identicaly triggered and identically sounded utterances could diverge radicdly, for
the two men, in a wide range of cases’ (1960, p. 26). For Quine, there is a definite
digtinction between the invariant content and the variant conceptud trappings, between
“report and invention, substance and style, cues and conceptudization”. And the
“conceptud sovereignty” is the domain within which one can “revise theory while saving
the data’ (1960, p. 5). Quine thus points out the mistake of “seeking an implicit
sub-basement of conceptudization, or language’ in sense data (1960, p. 3). Hewrites:

...we have no reason to suppose that man's surface irritations even unto eternity admit
of any one systematization that is scientificaly better or smpler than dl possible
others...Scientific method is the way to truth, but it affords even in principle no unique
definition of truth. Any so-cdled pragmatic definition of truth is doomed to failure
equaly. (1960, p. 23)

Quine correctly maintains that there is no systematic relaionship between a sense
datum and a later conceptudization. Then how can we account for knowledge which is
supposed to start from experience? Quine's suggestion is that we should give up the god of
justifying science on the basis of observation and instead study the ways in which we form
beliefs. According to Quine, “The simulation of his sensory receptors is dl the evidence
anybody has had to go on, ultimatdy, in arriving at his picture of the world. Why not just
see how this congtruction redly proceeds? Why not settle for psychology? (1969, p. 75)

Quine thus recommends that we study the psychologica processes that take us from
sensory stimulations to beliefs about the world. For Quine, “Epistemology, or something
like it fals into place as a chapter of psychology and hence of natura science’ (1969, pp.
82-3). He thus thinks that the question of “reason” is not essentid for epistemology and we
can ingtead do epistemology by answering the question of “cause’. It is not essentid to
know what the reason is for holding a bdief. We can insead satidfy oursdves by
investigating what is causally responsible for one's holding a belief. He thus thinks the talk
of “causg’ can replace the tak of “reason” in epistemology. This is the idea of Quine's
“naturdized epistemology”.

Unlike dl the nonconceptudists mentioned above, Quine seesit clearly that thereisno
systematic relaion between nonconceptud experience and thought. Hence it is not possible
to cite nonconceptua experience as the reason for thought, whether it isin an interndist or
an externdist sense. Quine thus consders experience as the tribuna of thought without
endowing it with ajustificatory role.

However, it is not clear that this “surrender of the epistemologicd burden to
psychology” is satisfactory. Firs, asit iswidely recognized, rationa relation is distinct from
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and irreducible to causdl relation. Belief is a rationa state and needs a rationd bass, a
causa explanation cannot serve the purpose. Second, as | sad at the end of last section, as
rationa animas, we base our beliefs on reasons. Belief is not something blindly caused by a
physica happening; we smply do not formulate belief in this mechanica way. Thirdly,
there is no reliable causdl rdation between “surface irritation” and a generated belief. As
Quine himsdf well recognizes, there is no systematic relation between the surface irritation
and thought. Thereisthen no reason to think that science could eventually provide uswith a
satisfactory story about the causd relaion between sensation and thought. Hence
nonconceptua experience cannot even work as a causd tribund of thought, if there is a
kind of tribunal as such.?®

9. The problem with nonconceptuaism is tha once experience is conceived as
nonconceptud, it would immediately lose the kind of structure on which we need to base
thought. There is then no way to establish a connection between thought and experience.
Nonconceptua experience thus cannot in anyway work as a foundation of thought, either
rationd or causdl. It cannot be the source of knowledge exactly because it is not accessible
to thought. And the reason that nonconceptua experienceis not accessible to thought is that
the world is not accessible to nonconceptud experience. Nonconceptua experience does
not say anything about the world. That iswhy it cannot tell us anything about the world.

2 For criticismsof naturdized epigemology, see, for example, Kim 1988, Lennon 2000 & 2003.
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4. Conceptuadism and the New Myth of the Given

1. McDowdl's conceptudism says the content of experience is conceptud, that is,
experienceisitsaf an exercise of conceptud capacities. Thisisto oppose nonconceptuadism
which dates that the content of experience is nonconceptua. The most important
motivation for conceptudism is an epistemologicad consderation. What much engages
McDowdl’s atention is the debate between the empiricist form of foundationalism which
embraces the Myth of the Given and Davidson’s “uncongtrained coherentism” (McDowell’'s
terminology) which, according to McDowdll, is“the thesisthat there are no externd rationa
congraints on exercises of spontaneity” (1994, p. 143). McDowell believes conceptudism
can reconcile the truth in both without faling into the errors of either.

The idea of nonconceputalism is that experience is independent of any conceptua
cgpacities the subject may possess Tha is, experience is itsedf nonconceptua or
nonconceptudized; it is something waiting to be conceptuaized. We can digtinguish two
different ways of envisaging the relation between nonconceptua experience and empirica
knowledge and thus distinguish two different versons of nonconceptudism. First, there is
an effort among nonconceptuaists to take nonconceptua experience as the foundation of
our empiricd knowledge. What they have is therefore the empiricist form of
foundationdism. Since what is consdered as the foundation of knowledge is a
nonconceptua Given, it isaso cdled the doctrine of the Given.

The main problem with this version of nonconceptuaism, according to McDowell, is
that it cannot explain how we can justify empirica knowledge with experience. The reason
is that nonconceptua experience cannot provide reasons for empirica knowledge. This is
based on Sdlars's atack on the doctrine of the Given. Sdllars's reasoning is like this. If
experienceisto be able to justify empirica knowledge, it hasto beitself knowledge. And if
experienceisto be knowledge, it hasto presuppose knowledge of many other things, that is,
to possess the relevant conceptud capacities. Hence it is a myth that experience which
presupposes no conceptud capacities can justify empiricd knowledge. McDowdl joins
Sdlarsin his attack on the Myth of the Given. He ingsts nonconceptuad experience cannot
justify empirical knowledge: “‘Intuitions without concepts are mute; they can pass no
verdicts’ (1999, p. 92). The reason is that the relation between nonconceptua experience
and bdief is causd ingtead of rationd and “a merely causd relation cannot do duty for a
justificatory relaion” (1994, p. 71, n. 2).

In thelight of this, a nonconceptudist may aso envisage experience as having nothing
rationd to do with empiricd knowledge, as Davidson does. This is the second version of
nonconceptuaism. This verson of nonconceptualism denies it is necessary to base our
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empirica knowledge on experience. Davidson admits “meaning and knowledge depend on
experience, and experience ultimately on sensation”.® But according to Davidson, “this is
the*depend’ of causdlity, not of evidence or judtification”. This leads him to epistemologica
coherentism which denies “knowledge is grounded on something that counts as an ultimate
source of evidence” (1983, p. 146). For Davidson, “the search for epistemologica
foundations in preconceptua experience’ is “pointless’ (1988, p. 47). Hence the second
version of nonconceptuaism embraces coherentism to avoid the Myth of the Given.

McDowdl is equaly unsatisfied with this second verson of nonconceptuaism. He
urges us to guard agangt Davidson's “unconstrained coherentism” which excludes
experience from our belief system. McDowell ingsts that experience has to work as a
rationa congtraint on thought, that is, to provide justification for empirica knowledge. On
the one hand, “our activity in empirica thought and judgment” must be “recognizable as
bearing on redity”. Hence “there must be externa constraint” on thought (1994, p. 9). On
the other hand, it is the “cognitive predicament” (1996, p. xii) of human beings to confront
the world by means of experience. Hence the only way for thought to be constrained by the
world isfor it to be congtrained by experience. This requires that we consider experience as
afoundation or tribuna of empirical knowledge. Thought must be subject to a verdict from
experience. Thisistheideaof hisminima empiricism.

But how can we make experience araiond congraint on thought without faling into
the Myth of the Given? Both Sdlars and McDowell believe the only obstacle for the idea
that experience judtifies empirica knowledge is the idea that experience is non-linguistic or
nonconceptud. Thus for Sdlars and McDowell, the only problem for nonconceptuaism
and the Myth of the Given is that nonconceptua experience does not speak and hence
conveys no verdict. The solution would then be to see that experience actualy speeks and
conveys a verdict. In this sense, Sdlars's attack on the Given actudly a the same time
pointsto asolution. And hereishis psychologica nomindism:

...dl awareness of sorts, resemblances, facts, etc., in short, dl awareness of abstract
entities—indeed, dl awareness even of particulars—isalinguidtic affair. (1956, §29)

For Sdlars, “perceptud experience dso involves a conceptud or propostiona
component—a ‘thinking’ in a suitably broad sense of this accordion term”. “In perception,
the thought is caused to occur to one...” And the best term to call such athought, according
to Sdlars, is “taking something to be the case’ (1975, pp. 129-130). This gives a postive
understanding of experience: experience has a thinking component in it. And the positive
understanding of experiencein turn leads to a positive understanding of the rel ation between

¥ |tisnot extremdy dear what the distinction between sensation and experienceis supposed to be for Davidson.



experience and knowledge. Being a linguistic affair, and hence being “in the logica space
of reasons’, experience can now play a judificatory role for empiricd knowledge. As
Sdlars puts it, “in characterizing experience as a date of knowing, ... we are placing it in
the logica space of reasons, of justifying and being able to justify what one says’ (1956,
§36).

The basc idea of McDowel’s conceptudism is actudly Sdlars's psychologica
nominalism.* According to McDowell, “The relevant conceptual capacities are drawn on
in receptivity” (1994, p. 9). Hence “the world's impressions on our senses are dready
possessed of conceptua content” (1994, p. 18). This means experience is dready
conceptua and does not need further congtruction. “When experience makes conceptua
content available to one, that is itsdf one's sengbility in operation, not understanding
putting a construction on some pre-conceptua deliverances of sengbility” (1994, p. 67).

Thus conceptuadism seems to be able to solve the epistemologicad problem
successfully. As Sdlars and McDowel understand it, once we redize experience is
linguistic or conceptud, the rationd relation between experience and belief is established
and there should be no problem in bestowing a judtificatory role upon experience. And for
McDowsdll, this means “ gppearances can condtitute reasons for judgements about objective
redity” (1994, p. 62). Hence according to McDowel, once we redize experience is
conceptud, there is then no problem for confronting our beiefs with the tribund of
experience. And the foundation of our empirica knowledge is secured. We can “avoid the
Myth of the Given without renouncing the claim that experience is arationa constraint on
thinking” (1994, p. 18). This is the aleged epistemologicad advantage of conceptuaism
over nonconceptuaism.

| agree with Sdllars and McDowell thet it is necessary that experience is linguigtic or
conceptud for it to play arole in belief judtification. But is this sufficient? This crucidly
depends on what Sdllars means by saying that experience is “alinguigtic affar” or “a sate
of knowing” and what McDowell means by saying that experienceis“conceptuad”. In what
follows, | shdl argue that being linguistic or conceptua in the sense Sdlars and McDowell
proposeis not sufficient for experienceto play arolein belief judtification.

% |t isimportant to note Sdlars himsdlf never uses the term “conceptuaism” to dub his position. And where he does use the
term “conceptudism,” he rdlaes it to the idea of “treating sensations as though they were absolutdy specific, and infinitdy
complicated, thoughts’ (1956, 826). And “this assmilation of sensationsto thoughts® is exactly the centrd idea of the Myth of
the Given that Sdlars meansto attack (1956, §25). But Sdlars s attack on the ideaof the assmilation of sensationsto thoughts
actudly pavesthe way for hispsychologicad nomindism. For Sdllars, the distinction between sensation and experienceis cear
and crudd. In Sdlars, the pogtive understanding of experience, namely, experience presupposes conceptud capacities, is a
the same time a negative understanding of sensation, that is, without presupposing conceptud capacities, sensation cannot be
assimilated to thought. As Sdlars himsalf makesit desr, “the primary connotation of ‘ psychologicd nomindism’ isthe denid
that there is any awareness of logicd space prior to, or independent of, the acquisition of a language” (1956, §31). Hence
given the divergence of the use of the terminology, the basic idea of Sdlars's psychologicd nomindism and McDowdl’'s
conceptudism is essentidly the same. And for the sake of smplicity, | assume it does not do much haom to cdl Sdlarsa
conceptudist. But it is dso important to note a difference between Sdlars and McDowell. For McDowel, experience is
conceptua through and through, while for Sdlars, “perceptud experience involves a sensory eement which isin no way a
form of thinking, however intimatdy it may be connected with thinking” (1975, p. 129).

65



2. Saying experience is conceptua, conceptualism may give the impression that it ingsts
experienceisbelief. But thisis not the case. Both Sdlars and McDowell agree experienceis
not belief. For Sdlars and McDowdll, that experience presupposes conceptud capacities
does not mean it isitsdf abelief. In this sense, they are with Evans. Evans inggts that we
“reserve ‘belief’ for the notion of a far more sophisticated cognitive state”’ (1982, p. 124).
Thisisto “take the notion of being in an informational state with such-and-such contents as
aprimitive notion for philosophy, rather than to attempt to characterizeit in terms of belief”
(1982, p. 123).

For McDowell, as it is for Evans, there is a disconnection between experience and
belief. “Its appearing to me that things are thus and so is not obvioudy to be equated with
my believing something. Certainly not with my believing that things are thus and s0” (1994,
p. 140; see ds0 20024, p. 278). McDowel’s conceptudism requires only this:

In experience one takes in, for instance sees, that things are thus and so. That isthe sort
of thing one can d <o, for instance, judge. (1994, p. 9)

What McDowell requires for experience to be conceptud is only that experience possesses
the kind of conceptud content we can dso judge it is not that experience is itsdf a
judgement.

It might be worth mentioning that for McDowdll, there is a distinction between
judgement and belief, according to which, “judging, making up our minds what to think, is
something for which we are responsible—something we fredy do, as opposed to something
that merely happensin our lives’, while*abdlief isnot dways, or even typicaly, aresult of
our exercisng this freedom to decide what to think” (1998, p. 434). McDowdl does not
require that we aways acquire a beief by making active judgement. And he agrees
perceptud beief acquisition is not typicaly a matter of active judging. Hence when he says
experienceis not belief, heis not just saying that we do not make active, critica judgement
in experience. What he means is that there is no acceptance in experience. To acquire
perceptud bdief, “having it look to one as if things are a certan way” has to become
“accepting that things are the way by a sort of default” (1998, p. 439).

Hence McDowdl says experience is conceptud not in the sense that experience is
belief; it is only in the sense that experience is propositiond. The content of experience is
consdered as something merely presented, not actudly accepted, in experience. We may
define a bdief as a doxastic propostiona attitude and understand belief as a doxatic
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atitude which is propositiona.* For McDowell, experience is propositional but not a
doxadtic attitude; it isnot aproper propositiond attitude.

Things seem to be more complicated in Sdlars. Sdlars happily agrees that
“Obsarvings’ are “knowings’ (1956, 836). On one occason he writes: “Thus, on the
occasion of sensing a certain color configuration, one takes there to be an object or Situation
of acertain description in one's physical environment” (1975, pp. 129-130). This may give
theimpression that Sdllars thinks that experience involves attitude or judgement. But amore
careful study of Sdllars suggests the opposite. Sellarswrites,

...to say that a certain experience is a seeing that something is the case, isto do more
than describe the experience. It isto characterize it as, S0 to speak, making an assertion
or clam, and—which isthe point | wish to stress—to endorsethat claim. (1956, 816)

Sdlars here makes a digtinction between saying that “a certain experience is a seeing
that something is the casg’ and describing the experience. The former is to characterize
experience as making an assertion or clam and to endorse that claim, while the latter only
describes experience asit is. For Sdlars, to experience is to be presented with a conceptua
content but not to endorse that content. Hence what Sdllars is trying to say is actudly this.
To describe an experience as seeing something is the case is to take an atitude towards the
content of the experience. The attitude, namedy the endorsement, is not in experience; itisin
thought. Thus Sdlars's tak of endorsing the clam in experience suggests that there is no
atitude in experience and the atitude isin the endorsement of theclam.

It can be objected that Sdllars's saying of endorsing experience does not smply mean
thereis no atitude in experience. Sdllars dso taks of experience as making an assartion or
clam, and this, the objection goes, implies that he thinks experience involves attitude, snce
an assertion or clam should be something like a judgement or belief. For this reason
Williams suggests that, for Sdllars, when we endorse an experience, “what we endorse are
clamings, not clamables’. He thus thinks that “ Sdllars takes the assertiona character of
experience very serioudy” (2006, p. 312).

According to Williams's reading, Sdllars's understanding would alow judgement in
both the endorsement of the clam and the clam itsalf. To endorse the clam is to endorse
the judgement contained in experience, that is, to judge ajudgement. This seemsto suggest
that Sdllars has two judging subjects in mind. One is the experiencing subject, the other the
thinking subject; and the thinking subject seems to be a higher subject and judges what the
experiencing subject judges. Whileit istrue that Sdlars does sometimes give theimpression
that he hasin mind two subjects, especidly when he talks about “a higher court”, the idea of

* |t isimportant to note that, for me, apropositiond attitudeis not an attitude towards a proposition, but rather a propositional
atitude towardstheworld.
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two judging subjects within one person does not seem to be promising (1956, §16).
Furthermore, even if Sdlars does say that there is alower leve judgement in experience, it
il will not be right to say that this lower level judgement is belief. The lower leve
judgement is not belief since it is not something endorsed by the subject. Most importantly,
Sdlars's own remarks about the clam contained in experience do not seem to support the
reading that the claim is indeed a judgement. To see the point, we need to be clear about
what Sdlarsredly meansby “assertion” or “clam”.

According to Sdlars, we can judge an experience in three different ways. say, as “a
seaing that something is green”, as*a case of something’'s looking green”, and as a case of
something’s merdly looking green (1956, §16). | shdl follow McDowell and cdll these three
cases “atrio of possble experiences’ (1998, p. 443). As Sdlars describes it, in the case of
judging on€e's experience as seeing that something is green, one ascribes the clam that
something is green to one's experience and endorses it. In the case of judging one's
experience as something’s looking green, one ascribes the same claim but does not endorse
it. In the case of judging one’'s experience as something's merely looking green, one
ascribes the same claim but rgjectsiit.

Sdlars says that “the experience of seeing that something is green is...the occurrence
of the propositional claim ‘this is green’” (1956, §16). But for Sdlars the same clam is
contained in the other two cases of thetrio as well. The three experiences “may be identical
as experiences’, tha is, “indistinguishable’ from each other, and yet one be properly
referred to as a seeing that something is green, the second merdly as a case of something's
looking green, and the third as a case of something’'s merdly looking green (1956, 816). If
the three experiences can share the same claim, then it is very unlikely that the clam can be
ajudgement. We can see this more clearly when Sdllars shifts his angle from athird person
judgement to afirst person report. He writes:

Thus, when | say “X looks green to me now” | am reporting the fact that my
experience is, 0 to spek, intringcdly, as an experience, indistinguishable from a
veridica one of seeing tha x is green. Involved in the report is the ascription to my
experience of the clam ‘x is green’; and the fact that | make this report rather than the
ample report “X is Green” indicates that certain consderations have operated to raise,
S0 to spesk in ahigher court, the question ‘to endorse or not to endorse’” | may have
reason to think that x may not after dl be green. (1956, §16)

We can see from the above passage that for Sdlars, the experiences reported as “X
looks green to me now” and “X is green” contain the same clam “x is green”. And this
should be the same for the experience reported as “X merely looks green to me now”.
Hence al the three cases of the trio contain the same claim “x is green”. That experience
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containsthis clam, of course, does not mean it istrue that x is green. Nor does it mean that
the subject believes or judgesthat x isgreen. And the crucid thing is. nor does it even mean
that thereisalower leve judgement in experience which saysthat x isgreen.

For Sdlars, the three experiences in a trio of possible experiences present the same
propositiona content and hence contain the same clam. In fact, the three cases of the trio
share the same experience which can only be reported in different ways according to the
different judgements made about the experience. What we find in experience is a neutrd
assertion or clam which isnot in any sense ajudgement. Hence what Sdllars means here by
propositiona assertion or clam isjust proposition. This suggests that for Sdlars, experience
is only propositiona, not judgement-involving. The beief or judgement is only in the
endorsement or rejection of experience.

Hence for Sdllars, to endorse the clam contained in experience is not to endorse the
judgement made by experience, or, to judge a judgement. It is to endorse a neutrd
proposition. Williams might be right in saying that for Sdlars, when we endorse an
experience, “wha we endorse are claming, not clamables’. But the point isthat for Sdlars,
aclaming isaclaming only in the sense that it is propositiona. Thereis no judgement in
the claming. Assartion or clam understood in this way is not concerned with truth. As
Sdlars makes it clear, only when “characterize S's experience as a seeing’, we “gpply the
semantical concept of truth to that experience” (1956, §16).

This understanding of experience as an assertion without judgement is compatible with
the am of Sdlars's atack on the Given. All Sdlars meansto do at this stage isto show that
‘looks -talk presupposes‘ being -tak. He writes:

The point | wish to stress a thistime, however, is that the concept of looking green, the
ability to recognize that something looks green, presupposes the concept of being green,
and that the latter concept involves the ability to tdl what colors objects have by
looking at them—which, in turn, involves knowing in what circumstances to place an
object if onewishesto ascertainits color by looking at it. (1956, §18)

The idea is that things cannot ook to one in a certain way without one being able to see
things in a certain way. And to be able to see things in a certain way is to possess the
relevant conceptua capacities. Hence things cannot look to one in a certain way without
one having the relevant conceptud capacities. And thiswould eventualy defeat theideathat
one can enjoy a certain kind of phenomend “looks’ before one has the relevant conceptua
cgpacities. The idea that phenomena “looks’ may come before thinking and transmit its
content to thinking is exactly the “heart of the Myth of the Given” Sdllars means to attack
(ibid., 838). Hence the atack on the Given is not about whether or not experience is
judgement. For Sdllars, it is not essentid that experience be a judgement about the world.
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What is crucid for Sdlarsis the idea that experience presupposes conceptua capacities to
such an extent that things can look to onein acertain way. And it isthisideathat is taken by
McDowdl in advocating his conceptuaism. Hence at this point, McDowell agrees with
Sdlarscompletdy:

The conceptud episodes Sdlars is concerned with, when he spesks of visud
experiences as “containing” clams, are not as such cases of judging. Even if one does
judge that things are as they ook, having them look that way to oneis not the same as
judging that they are that way. (1998, p. 439)

Sdlars's clam that experiences are episodes or states of knowing goes together with a
specid understanding of “sates of knowing’. For him, as McDowell puts it nicdy and
agrees readily, “‘epigemic’ can amount to no more than ‘concept involving'” (1998, p.
436).

Now it should be clear what Sdllars and McDowell mean when they say experienceis
“a linguidtic affair” or is “conceptud”. For Sdlars and McDowell, to experience is to
exercise one's conceptud capacities in a certain way. But for both of them, experience is
only an exercise of conceptua capacities in such a way that it may provide propositiona
content for belief which is an endorsement or rgection of the content. According to this
undergtlanding, experience can only be something to be beieved or disbdieved. No matter
how closdy experienceisrelaed to perceptud bdief, it can never be the belief itself. There
isaways agap between experience and belief.

Moreover, a further gap between experience and the world lurks. Conceptuaism
actudly gives a very strange picture of experience. According to this picture, experience
speaks (it is propogtiond). But it does not mean to speak about the truth of the world, since
the three experiencesin atrio of possible experiences speak the same thing. No matter what
the world is like, experience would speak in the same way. This means experience is not
sengtive to the truth of the world. There is then a gap between experience and the world:
experience may remain the same no matter what theworld isredly like.

McDowel may give the impression that he wants no gap between experience and the
world. For McDowell, conceptualisn would equip us “to undersand experience as
openness to the world”, since it takes “receptivity itself to impinge rationdly on belief”
(1994, p. 143). This works together with his digunctive understanding of experience.
McDowdl is againg “the idea of emissaries that either tell the truth or li€’ (1994, p. 143).
Unlike sense-datum theorists, McDowell denies thereis a*highest common factor”, which
intervenes between us and the world, shared by “deceptive’” and *nondeceptive’ experience
(1988, p. 210). According to his digunctive understanding of experience, wheress in the
case of deceptive experience, “what is given to experience is amere gppearance’, which in
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asense “intervenes between us and the world”, in the case of nondeceptive experience, “itis
thefact itself made manifest” (1988, p.214; 1994, p. 143). Hence McDowdl dlams. “When
we are not mided by experience, we are directly confronted by a worldly sate of affairs
itsdf, not waited on by an intermediary that happens to tel the truth”.*® We thus have
“falible openness’ to theworld (1994, p. 143).

But we have seen that for McDowdll, asit is for Sdlars, experience is ill a neutrd
gppearance despite being conceptud. And a neutrd gppearance can be neither fdlible nor
openness to the world. It cannot be fallible because it does not mean to speak about the truth
of the world and cannot be said to be false even when the content of experience is different
from the way the world is. It cannot be openness to the world because it is open to three
different ways the world might be and is thus not sengtive to the truth of the world. As
Stroud points out correctly, “if dl impressons are * gppearances’ whose contents dways fal
short of implying anything about the independent world, the ‘openness to redity’ that
McDowdl rightly demands of a satisfactory account of experienceislost” (2002, p. 88).

McDowedl clams. “the red trouble with concalving experiences as intermediaries is
that we cannot make sense of experiences, so conceived, as purporting to tell us anything,
whether truthfully or not” (1994, p. 143). And he thinks we can get rid of the trouble by
seeing that experience indeed tells us something, that is, experience has a conceptua
content. But the problem is that, though nondoxastic conceptua experience does seem to
tell us something, it does not purport to tell us anything about the world, whether truthfully
or not. And for this reason experience, so conceived, is dill an intermediary between the
subject and theworld.

We can then find two gapsin conceptuaism, a gep between experience and belief and
a gap between experience and the world. Hence for conceptualism, experienceis not belief
and is not sengtive to the truth of the world. In brief, experience is not belief about the
world. This is the view | cdl nondoxasticism. A nondoxadticist can be ether a
nonconceptudist or a conceptudist. Conceptudism is thus the conceptuaist verson of
nondoxasticism which says experienceis propositiona but not doxadtic.

3. Despite ther commitment to nondoxasticism, Sdlars and McDowdl ill ingst
experience plays a judtificatory role in empirica knowledge. Particularly, for McDowell,
“experience must condtitute atribunal, mediating the way our thinking is answerable to how
thingsare’ (1996, p. xii). According to McDowell, facts can work as externd congtraints on
thought if they can manifest themsalves in experience, and for facts to manifest themselves
in experience is for experience to be conceptud. Hence the conceptudity of experience

% | guessMcDowel| actualy means“when experienceisnot mideading’, given that he allows experience to be misleading
without usbeing mided. See chap. 6 for more of this.
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provides an externad condraint on thought which is “from outsde the activity of
thinking...though not from outside what is thinkable, so not from outsde the space of
concepts’ (1994, p. 144).

Sdlarsis in a sense well recognized as a coherentist. Sdlars's attack on the Given
destroys the empiricist form of foundationdism by showing that experience cannot be a
foundation in the “gatic” sense (1956, §838). For Sdlars, non-inferentia knowledge, like
inferentid  knowledge, presupposes knowledge of other facts. The foundations of our
empirica knowledge are not “sdf-authenticating...unmoved movers’ (1956, §838). Thisis
to abandon “the traditiond empiricist idea that observational knowledge ‘ stands on its own
feet’” (1956, 836). Sdlars clams, “Empiricd knowledge...is a sdf-correcting enterprise
which can put any clam in jeopardy, though not dl a once’. Thus, “if there is alogicd
dimension in which other empirica propostions rest on observation reports, there is another
logicd dimension inwhich the latter rest on the former” (1956, 838).

But Sdlars's epistemology, if there is a sense of coherentism in it at dl, is essentidly
different from Davidson’s “ unconstrained coherentism”. Like McDowell, Sdllars aso wants
experience to be the source of knowledge. For Sdlars, this first of al means experience
should play ajudtificatory role in our belief system. Moreover, Sdlars has no intention of
saying that “empirica knowledge has no foundation”. He inssts that empirica knowledge
is not “empirica knowledge so-caled”. Empirical knowledge has to have afoundation in a
cetan sense. Sdlars writes “There is clearly some point to the picture of human
knowledge as resting on aleved of propositions—observation reports—which do not rest on
other propositions in the same way as other propositions rest on them” (1956, 838). All
these suggest thet, for Sdllars, experience has aspecid statusin belief judtification.

In any case, both Sdlars and McDowdl insst experience plays a judtificatory role in
virtue of being propositiond. McDowell writes:

No doubt when it gppears to me that things are thus and so, | usudly (at least) believe
that it gppears to me that things are thus and o, but it is not obvious that the appearing
is the bdief; and whether it is or not, we can innocuoudy credit the gppearing itsdf
with rationd implicationsfor what | ought to think. (1994, p.140)

We may then wonder how experience, which is not a belief about the world, can
justify our beliefs about the world. Given the two gaps we find in conceptualism, that is, the
gap between experience and belief, on the one hand, and the gap between experience and
the world, on the other hand, it is not clear how a rationd connection between experience
and thought is supposed to be secured. The two gaps seem hard to bridge. Firgt, to justify a
belief, experience has to provide not only a content to believe but aso a psychologica
attitude of believing. It is hard to see how a nondoxastic experience can provide thought
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with an atitude of bdieving. Secondly, to justify abelief about the world, experience hasto
be itsdf about the truth of the world. It is hard to see how experience, which is not an
assertion about the truth of the world, can provide thought with the truth of the world. As
Stroud putsit nicely, how could gppearance, which does not imply any thing about the truth
of an independent world, “ever give one reason to beieve anything about what is not an
‘gppearance’” (2002, p. 89)?

McDowell does not seem to see any difficulties here. Hewrites:

...SUppose one asks an ordinary subject why she holds some observationd belief, say
that an object within her fidd of view is square. An unsurprisng reply might be
“Because it looks that way”. That is easily recognized as giving a reason for holding
the belief. Just because she gives expressonto it in discourse... (1994, p. 165)

According to McDowdll, for experience to jugtify a belief, dl we need is that the subject
gives expression to experience in discourse. And this is made possible by the conceptudity
of experience. Hence what McDowell requires for araiond judtification is amply that the
supposed reason must be expressible in language. What is behind thisis actudly a specid
criterion of judtification, according to which, al we need for judtification is that what does
the judtifying is in the space of reasons, that is, is something propositional or something
expressiblein language. We may cdl thisthe propositiond criterion of judtification.

The propositiond criterion of judtification drikes us as very unusud. It seems to
suggest a line of reasoning such as the following. If (1) X is entertaining a proposition p
(which does not imply X endorses p); (2) X believesif p then g; then (3) X isjudtified in
believing g. This obvioudy is not what we expect for an ordinary inferentid justification.
We can see cdearly what is missing here, that is, X’s commitment to or acceptance of p in
(). In beief judtification, what needs to be justified is a belief, namely, a state with an
attitude of believing, not just a proposition. What needs to be justified is not only why one
believes this, but aso why one bdieves this. It is the psychologicad state of beieving that
judtifies the logicdly related psychologica state of beieving. One cannot be judtified in
believing the logical consequence of p if one does not believe p. Only what one bdieves
justifies what one believes. Nothing one does not believe can justify what one bdlieves,
whether it is conceptua or not. Or, more generdly, only an attitude justifies an dtitude; a
content cannot justify an attitude.®

Therefore, to judtify a belief, the judtifier has to be a bdief. Thet is, it has to be a
propositiond attitude, not just a proposition. We can then put the reasoning of inferentid
judtification as follows. If (1a) X bedieves p; (2a) X beieves if p then g; then (3a) X is

% For avery similar view see Stroud 2002, p. 89.
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judtified in believing g (dthough X may not actualy believe q for some reason, say she has
not related (18) and (2a) properly). Thus only a bdief can judtify a bdief. This | cdl the
doxadtic criterion of judtification. | take it that the doxadtic criterion is essentid for an
ordinary inferentid justification. Hence the propositiond criterion is not sufficient.

It isimportant to note that when | say the propositiona criterion is not sufficient, | am
not saying it is not essentid. | agree with Sdlars and McDowdll that it is essentid that a
justifier be propositiona. And | believe this is why nonconceptuad experience as a pure
Given cannot judtify empirica knowledge. On the other hand, when | say the doxastic
criterion isessentid, | am not saying that it is sufficient for justification. It isobviousthat the
doxadtic criterion is not sufficient for knowledge justification; what justifies knowledge has
to be something true. But it is aso important to note that the doxastic criterion is not
aufficient for bdlief judtification ether. For belief justification, what does the judtification
hasto be at least an equd of what isto be judtified, that is, abdief. But being abelief is not
aufficient for being a judtifier. For a belief to be able to justify another bdief, it has to be
something more than abelief, that is, abelief with abetter epistemic status. And it is exactly
for this reason that coherentism does not work. | shal return to thisin 85 where | discussthe
problem with Davidson’s coherentism. The main target of the paper is neverthdess Sdlars
and McDowdl’s conceptuaism and for this purpose we shal concentrate on the positive
agpect of the doxadtic criterion of judtification, that is, it is essentid for judtification. The
doxadtic criterion is essentid for both belief justification and knowledge justification,
dthough it is sufficient for neither.

If we apply the doxagtic criterion to the case of experience, then it requires that
experience be bdief in order to judtify other beiefs. It is obvious tha, given ther
endorsement of nondoxasticism, Sdllars and McDowel’s understanding of experience fails
the doxastic criterion of judtification. It then seemsthat neither Sdlars nor McDowell would
be able to bestow experience ajustificatory role.

McDowdl would disagree that the doxadtic criterion is essentid for knowledge
justification. His “third person gpproach to epistemology” does not require that knowledge
be justified by what the subject believes or knows (2003, p. 681). McDowdl isagaingt “an
interiorization of the space of reasons, awithdrawa of it from the external world” (1995, p.
877). He points out rightly that justification cannot be an interna process independent of
externd fact. He thus introduces truth into the process of knowledge justification. However,
for him, this only requires that the relevant fact be available to the subject, which means
neither that the fact is what the subject knows nor that it is what the subject believes. For
McDowdl, a fact can play arole in knowledge justification without the subject taking the
fact as afact. To apply this to the case of experience, McDowell does not require that the
subject take the fact manifested in experience as afact. For him, experience would be able
to justify empirical knowledge if only it can be a manifestation of the world. And this,
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according to McDowell, is ensured by the understanding that experience is openness to the
world.

McDowdl’s understanding of knowledge judtification is, however, problematic. First,
while it is true that fact plays a role in knowledge justification, it is not clear that fact can
justify knowledge smply by being available to the subject. Fact can only play arole in the
space of reasons as a fact by being taken as afact. McDowdl’s “third person gpproach to
epistemology” contradicts with the nature of the space of reasons. The space of reasons
should not be an interna sphere, to be sure, but it hasto be amatter of thefirst person in that
fact can function as a fact in the space of reasons only if it is what the subject believes.
Second, the problem with McDowell’s understanding of knowledge judtification is more
obvious when we remember that knowledge is not only something true but aso something
taken as true. That is, it is essentid that knowledge be bdief.* And if knowledge is a
species of belief, then it hasto be judtified as bdief aswell astrue. And to justify abelief, as
we saw above, the judtifier has to be belief. We can then conclude from the above two
points that the doxastic criterion is essentid for knowledge judtification, just asit is essentid
for belief judtification. And for experienceto justify empirical knowledge, it hasto be belief.

We neverthel ess need to note that when Sdllars and McDowell say experience judtifies
empirica belief or knowledge, they are not talking about an ordinary inferentia justification.
For Sdlars and McDowdll, experienceis not itself belief, hence what needsto be judtified is
actudly abasic bdief or an observationd belief which has the same content as the relevant
experience. Cdl this basic judtification. Basic judtification is different from an ordinary
inferentid justification. In ordinary inferentid judtification, weinfer abelief from a different
belief, that is, a belief with a different content. But in basic judtification, experience is
expected to judtify a belief with the same content, that is, to justify basic bdief with its
content endorsed in the basic belief.

Hence there might be a chance for basic judtification to avoid the doxastic criterion of
judtification. There would then be a chance for experience to possess a judtificatory role
without being doxastic. We now need to see if the doxastic criterion of justification, which
is essentid for an ordinary inferentid judtification, is avoidable for basic judtification. For
thiswe need to see how Sdllars and McDowell respond to the doxagtic criterion.

4. As| quoted in the above section, according to McDowell, to give areason for holding an
observationd belief, an ordinary subject might say “Because it looks that way”. But it is not
clear how something’slooking “that way” can justify the belief that it isredly the case that

* As | mentioned in chapter 2, 86, it is Williamson's contention thet knowledge is not a spedies of belief (2000). But
McDowell seemsto stay with thetraditiona understanding and insist knowledge hasto be belief. Commenting on an example
in which one had an experience of seeing without redlizing thet the experience wasindeed aseeing, McDowell remarks: “One
did not form therdevant belief, let done get to know that that was how thingswere” (2003, p. 681).
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it is that way. Something's looking that way could equaly justify the belief that “it looks
that way” or “it merely looks that way”. Hence there is a gap between “it looks that way”
and“| bdieveit isthat way”.

McDowdl’s reply to the difficulty is that “An impresson is something like an
invitation—a petition...to accept a proposition about the objectiveworld” (20023, p. 278):

| think we need an idea of perception as something in which there is no atitude of
acceptance or endorsement at dl, but only, as | put it, an invitation to adopt such an
atitude, which, in the best cases, consgs in a fact’s making itsdf manifest to one.
(20023, p. 279)

It is understandable that McDowell introduces the idea of invitation at this point. For
McDowsdll, dthough experienceis a neutrd gppearance, there is a good chance, though not
a specific reason, that experience is the way the world is. Hence the subject might fed

digposed to take it as a manifestation of the world. But this does not seem to help very much
with the question we need to ded with. Aninvitation is something to be accepted or rejected.
And what we need is an acceptance or belief. The acceptance of an invitation should not be
taken for granted and gtill requires justification.

Hence the crucid point here is whether or not the acceptance of the invitation can be
justified. If McDowell can show us away of justifying our acceptance of the content of an
experience without making experience itself a belief, he would then be able to bestow
experience a judtificatory role without making it a belief. But for McDowell, the invitation
becomes acceptance quite automaticaly. He writes:

Unless there are grounds for suspicion, such as odd lighting conditions, having it ook
to oneasif things are acertain way — ostensibly seeing things to be that way—becomes
accepting that things are that way by a sort of default... (1998, p. 439)

According to McDowdl, experience becomes bdief “by a sort of default”. This is
obvioudy avery thin sense of judtification, if it isajudtification at al. We shall seethat even
this very thin sense of judtification demands experience to be belief. McDowel actudly
suggests that experience becomes belief without any positive reasons. There can only be
two ways for this to happen. First, experience causes a belief with the same content. In this
case, the relation between experience and belief is causa instead of rationd. This obvioudy
is not the option McDowell would be willing to take. Then the only dterndtive is that
experience is itsdf belief. If experience produces beief with neither a causa procedure nor
ardiona connection, then it has to be itsdlf the belief. Hence McDowell cannot show how
experience can become belief “by a sort of default” without identifying experience with

76



belief.

But maybe McDowell dso has in mind a stronger sense of judtification. According to
McDowel, we accept the invitation of experience when there is no reason not to accept it.
Thismay suggest we do need ajustification when we rgect the invitation. And the rgjection
of the invitation is supposed to be justified by knowledge of “odd lighting conditions’.
However, our knowledge about the lighting conditions, like other empirical knowledge,
aso needs to be justified by the rdevant experience, namely the experience of the lighting
conditions. And to follow McDowell’s suggestion, in order to use the experience of the
lighting conditions to justify one's knowledge of the lighting conditions, one has to accept
the invitation of the experience of the lighting conditions “by a sort of default”. And this, as
we saw above, requires that the experience of the lighting conditions be belif, if we don’t
want to assume a causa relation between experience and belief.

Hence McDowdl cannot jugtify the acceptance or rgection of the invitation of
experience without understanding experience as belief.

Like McDowdl, Sdlars's understanding of experience as nondoxastic makes it
impossible to saisfy the doxagtic criterion of judtification. But unlike McDowdl, Sdlars
does make a notable effort to show that experience can be justified. For Sdlars, to judtify
experienceisto judify it as veridicd. And to justify experience as veridicd isto judtify that
the viewing conditions are normal.® Sdlars inddts that basic belief as an endorsement of
experience is judtified inferentidly. According to Sdlars, when the subject forms a belief
that “there is ared gople in front of him” on the basis of experience, “he is inferring from
the character and context of hisexperiencethat it isveridica and that there is good reason to
believe that thereisindeed ared gpple in front of him” (1975, p. 130). Hence, according to
Sdlars, the judtification of an observationa belief isin fact an inferentia justification. For
Sdlars, the endorsement of the content of experience is judtified by inferring from the
character and context of one’s experiencethat it isveridica.

If experience can be justified as veridicd in this way, then we may have good reasons
to derive abelief from experience without experience itself being abelief. That is, to form a
belief with the content of experience endorsed in it. The basic bdief isthen judtified and is
partly justified by experience. In this way, experience plays ajudtificatory role in alimited
sense.

% McDowel disagrees with Sdllars that “the reporter must be able to give evidence of her rdiability in reporting the sort of
dateof affarsin question” (2002, p. 100). But it ssemsthat McDowell istaking about a different kind of reiability. The kind
of rdliability McDowd| has in mind is the rdiability of my being able to “tdl a green thing when | see one (in the right
conditions of illumination)”, that is, | am ardiable concept user. And for this kind of rdiability, | think McDowdl isright in
saying that “1t isheld firm for me by my whole conception of the world with mysaf in touch with it, and not asthe concluson
of an inference from some of that conception” (2002, p. 101). But wha Sdlars means here is the rdiability of ongs
experience, not the rdiability of ong's conceptud capacities. And for Sdlars, the rdiability of one's visud experience, in a
cartain dircumstance, depends on the right illumination condition. Hence for Sdlars, what needs to be judtified is thet the
illumination condition is right, not that when the illumination condition isright | can tell a green thing when | see one. Wha
Sdlars meansto judtify isthe viewing condition, not one's conceptua capacities.
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This may seem to suggest away for a proposition to contribute to the judtification of a
belief, if not to justify a belief solely by itsdf. A proposition can be used for further belief
judtification if it is judtified as being from a rdiable source. In this way while experience
cannot justify a belief solely in virtue of being propostiond, it may contribute to the
judtification of a basic belief by being justified as a reliable source of content and hence
provide content for the basic belief.* Thus there might be a chance for Sdllarsto escape the
doxadtic criterion of judtification. If the subject is judtified to endorse the content of an
experience, then she can form a basic bdief with the content of the experience endorsed in
the belief without the experience itself being belief and justify other beliefs with the basic
belief thus formed. In this way, nondoxastic experience can play a judtificatory role in that
its content contributes to the basic belief which in turn justifies other biefs.

However, one's belief about “the character and context” of one's experience needs to
be judtified by the experience of the character and context of one's experience. Thisin turn
requires that the experience of “the character and context” of one's experience be justified
as veridicd. To avoid an infinite regress, we have to stop a a point where experience is
belief. Eventualy the judtifier has to be an experience which is belief. The mord is.
justification can only be completed by an experience which is bdief. Hence Sdlars cannot
justify experience as veridicd without making experience itsdf a belief. Denying
experienceisbdief, Sdlars cannot justify basic belief successfully.

We see that experience cannot play an ultimate justificatory role soldy in virtue of
being propositiona. Basic judtification, like ordinary inferentid judtification, has to satisfy
the doxadtic criterion of justification as well. To justify a belief, experience has to be itsdlf
belief. Conceptudism, as a verson of nondoxasticism, cannot bestow experience a
justificatory role.

5. 1 have argued tha it is essentid that basic judification, that is, judification of an
observationd beief, meet the doxagtic criterion of judtification. The doxagtic criterion of
judtification, | shdl argue, is what Davidson has in mind when he denies experience a
justificatory role.

McDowdl clams that the propostiond criterion of judtification is what Davidson
requires when he says “nothing can count as a reason for holding a belief except another
belief” (Davidson 1983, p. 141). He thinks “there is more than an excess of smplicity in
Davidson's formulation” and suggests the following emendation: “nothing can count as a
reason for holding abdief except something elsethat isaso in the space of concepts’ (1994,

37 | should makeit dlear that | do not believe that to justify experienceisto justify it asreiable But | shdll not pursuetheissue
here. And for the sake of argument, | shdl grant Sdlarsthat to judtify experience asrdiableisaway of judtifying experience.
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p. 143).® We have said enough about what McDowell means by saying experience is “in
the space of concepts’. Now we shall turn to Davidson’s dogan.

In his further explanation of the dogan, Davidson says that he agrees with Rorty when
Rorty says: “nothing counts as justification unless by reference to what we aready accept,
and thereis no way to get outside our beliefs and our languages so asto find some test other
than coherence’ (1980, p. 178). This seems to suggest that what Davidson requires for
judtification is a proper bdief, that is, something “we dready accept”, and not just
something “in the space of concepts’ or something propositiond. It is for this reason that
Davidson chdlenges any verson of foundationaism with the following two questions:

All such theories must explain a least these two things: what, exactly, is the relation
between sensation and belief that dlows the firgt to judtify the second? And, why
should we believe our sensations are reliable, that is, why should we trust our senses?
(1983, p. 141)

While the firgt question chalenges the idea that sensation can judtify belief, the second
chdlenges the idea that sensations can be judtified as trustworthy. Let’s sart with the first
chdlenge.

Davidson thinks that there is no reason to think that sensation can judtify beief. Firdt,
“sensations themsdves, verbdized or not”, cannot “justify certain beliefs that go beyond
what is given in sensation” (1983, p. 142). The reason is tha sensations are not to be
identified with certain bdiefs. Davidson ingsts that we distinguish “between perceiving a
green spot and percelving that a spot is green” (1983, p. 141). What Davidson means here
seems to be this: perceiving a green spot is only to have a sensation prompted by a green
spot while perceiving that a spot is green is to believe or judge that a spot is green. For
Davidson, to have a sensation prompted by a green spot is different from believing or
judging that a spot is green. It will not help if we “formulate judgements that do not go
beyond stating that the perception or sensation or presentation exists’ (1983, pp.141-2). For
one thing, “if the basic beliefs do not exceed in content the corresponding sensation, they
cannot support any inference to an objective world” (1983, p.142). On the other hand,
“there are no such bdliefs’ at al. We see Davidson believes that what sensation lacks is a
belief about the world.

Second, Davidson thinks that one may have a sensation without being aware that one
has the sensation. Hence the problem, as Davidson sees it, is that a sensation may not be a

% McDowd| later understands Davidson's dogan in a different way and daims that we do not need to follow Davidson's
criterion of judtification: “ Davidson’s so-cdled coherentismis encapsulated in the dlaim that ‘ nothing can count as areason for
holding a beief except another bdief’. The case | have described vidlates this dictum; it is a case in which there was an
entitlement that was not abdlief. Of courseit is precisaly because the entitlement was not abelief that the subject did not form
the belief that the entitlement in fact warranted. But it was an entitlement even o, asthe subject later redizes’ (2003, p. 681).
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conscious state and henceis not abelief (1983, p.142). For Davidson, sensation seemsto be
something rather physicd. It is something we can be aware of, but isnot itself awareness.

In brief, Davidson's worry is that sensation is not conscious belief about the externa
world and hence cannot be used as a justification of beliefs which go beyond what is given
in sensation. Based on this, Davidson writes:

The relation between a sensation and abelief cannot be logicd, since sensations are not
beliefs or other propositiond attitudes. ...the rdation is causad. Sensations cause some
beliefs and in this sense are the bases or ground of those beliefs. But a causd
explanation of abelief does not show how or why the belief isjudtified. (1983, p. 143)

We now move on to Davidson’ s second challenge to foundationalism.

Davidson sees no reason for giving experience specid epistemic status. According to
Davidson, there is no reason that we should “believe our sensations are rdigble” and “trust
our senses’ (1983, p. 141). Davidson's complaint is not just that a certain piece of
experience cannot be justified asreliable. What he hasin mind are cases such asthe brainin
the vat, and the worry isthat “not only may our senses sometimes deceive us; it is possble
that we are systematically and generdly deceived” (1988, p. 43). Hisworry seemsto be that
experience in generd is not concerned with the truth of the world, or, as he puts it, in
sensation, “no question of truth can arise” (1982, p. 163). Hence for Davidson, “empiricism
is the view that the subjective (‘experience’) is the foundation of objective empirica
knowledge’ (1988, p. 46). It is exactly for this reason that Davidson denies a person can tell
if al his beliefs about the world are true by confronting the totdity of his beiefs with the
tribund of experience. He clams, “No such confrontation makes sense, for of course we
can't get outside our skins to find out what is causing the internd happening of which we
are avare’ (1983, p. 144). For this reason, Davidson inggts that experience, or sensation as
he cdlsit, cannot be the foundation of knowledge:

If the ultimate evidence for our schemes and theories, the raw materia on which they
are based, is subjective in the way | have described, then so is whatever is directly
based on it: our beliefs, desires, intentions, and what we mean by our words...like
sensations, they could bejust asthey are, and the world be very different. (1988, p.43)

Davidson’'s complaint, again, is not that experience or sensation can be wrong, but rather
that experienceis not concerned with the truth of theworld.

We see Davidson has two reasons for denying experience ajudtificatory role. Firgt, for
Davidson, experience is not a conscious belief. By this he means that experience is not a
propositiond attitude, not that experience is not propositiona. Second, Davidson thinks
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experience is subjective in the sense that it is not concerned with the truth of the world. In
brief, for Davidson, experience cannot justify a bdief because it is not a belief about the
world. It is clear then the doxastic criterion of justification is what Davidson has in mind
when he says “nothing can count as a reason for holding a belief except another belief”.
And as | argued earlier in this chepter, the doxadtic criterion is essentid for belief
judtification and isthe one Sdllars and McDowelI’s conceptualism could not satisfy.”

The doxadtic criterion of judtification, nevertheess, does not lead Davidson to the
correct epistemologica conclusion. This has to do with his understanding of experience.
Undergtanding experience as nondoxagtic, the only choice for Davidson is to embrace a
verson of coherentism which denies experience ajustificatory role. According to Davidson,
“dthough sensation plays a crucid role in the causa process that connects bdiefs with the
world, it isamistake to think it plays an epistemologica role in determining the contents of
those beliefs’ (1988, p. 46). He clams that “empirical knowledge has no epistemologica
foundation, and needs none’ (1988, p. 46). The problem with thisis that it makes thought
lose contact with the world. As McDowell puts it, Davidson's coherentism is only “a
version of the conception of spontaneity asfrictionless’ (1994, p. 14).

Davidson's reply to this is that experientid belief is caused by experience, which,
according to him, isin turn adirect contact with the world. Heingsts that “What the senses
‘deliver’ (i.e, cause) in perception is perceptud bdiefs, and these do have an ultimate
evidentid role’ (1999, p. 106). Hence Davidson sees no problem for a coherentist to show
that thought isin direct contact with the world. He says he is a coherentist only in the sense
that “the bdliefs that are ddivered by the senses are always open to revision, in the light of
further perceptua experience, in the light of what we remember, in the light of our generd
knowledge of how the world works’. And this, according to Davidson, does not prevent
him from thinking there is a contact between thought and redlity. Heingsts: “There must be
‘friction’ between the world and our thoughts if our thoughts are to have any content at dl,
and | find this friction right here, in the externd causes of our perceptud beliefs’ (1999, p.
106).

There are three problems with the causal rdation between sensation and belief
concealved by Davidson. First, Davidson seemsto takeit for granted that the senses are able
to “ddiver” perceptud bdiefs. But the senses can only deliver bdiefs if there are beliefsin
experience to be ddivered. And according to Davidson's understanding of experience, it is
obvious that there is no belief for the senses to deliver. Second, Davidson cannot even
explain where the conceptua content in thought comes from. As Sdlars's attack on the
Given reveds, it remans mysterious how a nonconceptud experience can provide

® Hence observes Ginsborg: “McDowell’s own view on the question of reasons for belief is weaker than Davidson's, in that
he dlows reasons for bdief to indude not only other beliefs but aso states with unasserted propositiona contents, which is
what hetakes experienceto be’ (2006, p. 351).
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empirica knowledge with a conceptua content, no maiter what the relation between
experience and belief is, causd or rationd. It is essentid that sensation be conceptua, even
as a cause of beief. Hence Davidson's nonconceptua sensation cannot cause the basic
belief which has a conceptua content. The third problem for Davidson's picture is that a
causa reation between sensation and belief cannot redly get our bdief system in touch
with the world. Remember Davidson's complaint about sensation isthat it is subjective and
cannot take us to the objective world. Then we may wonder how we can get in touch with
the world by having beliefs caused by subjective sensations which are not themselves direct
contact with the world.

Coherentism is not satisfactory any way. As | mentioned in 83, while being essentid,
the doxadtic criterion of judtification is not sufficient. A belief does not justify another belief
just because it isa belief. The judtifying belief must have a better epistemic status than the
belief to bejustified. There must be something in the justifying belief which makesit ableto
justify another belief. Hence the kind of judtification Davidson’s coherentism gppedsto is
not a proper justification. The coherence of a set of beliefs does not make these beliefs
aufficiently judtified. A coherent fase story is still afase sory. As far as our beiefs about
the world are concerned, what we want is truth, not just coherence, and the coherence of a
st of beliefs does not judtify the truth of these beliefs. A judtifier has to have its individua
credit. Coherentism in fact has aset of beliefs none of which is properly justified.

Hence it is essentia that empirical knowledge have a foundation. And this foundation
has to be found in experience. It is clear then Davidson’s problem iswith his understanding
of experience. With his understanding of experience as a pure Given, neither can a causd
relation between sensation and belief be sustained, nor can the causd relation (if it does
exist) connect our bdief system with the externa world.

Davidson’s understanding of experience is problematic in two ways. On the one hand,
experience is understood as something not accessible to the subject; it is not belief and the
subject may not even be aware of it. On the other hand, experience is understood as
something not open to the world. Experience is said to be subjective in such away that we
cannot depend on it to get the truth of the world. And to solve the problem we have to work
in both directions. On the one hand, experience should be something the subject is
committed to, namey belief. On the other hand, experience should be about the truth of the
world. Briefly, experience hasto be belief about the world. Only in thisway can thought be
connected with the world through experience.

6. It is Sdlars and McDowdl’s merit that they make an important move in the right
direction, that is, to understand experience in a different way. For them experience is
conceptua and can thus provide a conceptud content for thought. This explains where the
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content of the basic belief comes from and at the same time makes the relation between
experience and belief rationd instead of causd.

But this only solves part of the problem. Experiences being conceptud is not
sufficient for making the relation between experience and belief a judtificatory one. Sdlars
and McDowdl actudly share Davidson's understanding of experience in an important
sense, that is, experience is not a belief or assertion about the truth of the world. Hence, as
Davidson correctly points out, for McDowell, experience “is not abelief, but apropostiond
attitude for which we have no word. We then decide whether or not to transform this neutral
atitude into a bdief” (1999, p. 107). In Davidson's wording, McDowel gives no
explanation of “why an atitude which has no subjective probability whatever can provide a
reason for a positive belief”. Here, by “attitude’, Davidson actualy means proposition. For
this reason, McDowell “seems committed to epistemic intermediaries, the propostiona
contentswe ‘takein’, between the world and our opinions about the world” (1999, p. 107).

McDowel may not see this as a problem. He confesses that while Davidson focuses
on concerns about “the possibility of knowledge’, he himsdlf focuses on concerns about
“how content is possible’ (1994, pp. 146-7). His am is only to show that experience
provides content for belief, not that it provides atitude for belief. While McDowel may
well solve the problem of content, he leaves the problem of atitude or “the possibility of
knowledge’ untouched.

McDowdl’s criticism of nonconceptuaism is that “the idea of the Given offers
exculpations where we wanted judtifications’ (1994, p. 8). But if dl a conceptudist can do
isto point to whatever isin front of her when being asked for reasons for her belief, then she
is gill offering exculpations where we wanted judtifications—athough what is used as
exculpations are conceptud experiences instead of nonconceptud experiences. Without
being doxastic, experience as conceptudists understand it can only be something given to us
to be accepted or rgjected. In this sense, a nondoxastic conceptud experienceis ill aGiven,
athough not a pure Given. We can thus identify aresidue of the Given in conceptuaism.

To see the point, we need to distinguish two different senses of the Given. The first
sense of the Given is what Sdlars means to attack and McDowell intends to avoid.
Experience as a Given in this sense is understood as something nonconceptud or
nonpropogitiond; it is something given to the subject to be conceptualized. We find the idea
in different versons of nonconceptuaism. The Given in the second sense makes a
distinction between what we experience and what we believe. Experience asaGiven in this
second senseis understood as something nondoxastic; it is something given to the subject to
be accepted or rgected. It isthis second sense of the Given that we find in conceptudism.

Inssting experience presupposes conceptud capacities, conceptuaism does make an
important contribution to fighting the idea of the Given in the first sense. But understanding
experience as hondoxastic, conceptualism commits itself to the Given in the second sense.
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While atacking the first sense of the Given, conceptudism till considers experience as
something given to us, instead of something we teke as a belief. To treat a conceptua
content as something to be endorsed or regjected is to treat it as a Given, dthough a
conceptud Given.

As Rorty observes correctly, the point of Sdlars's attack on the Given is his attack on
“the ditinction between what is‘ given to themind’ and what is ‘ added by themind'” (1997,
p. 5). But the understanding of experience as something waiting to be endorsed or regjected
makes, in its own way, adistinction between what is given to the mind and what is added by
the mind. Devoid of atitude or judgement, conceptud experience is dill a Given which
needs to be endorsed or rgected. While we do not need to add a conceptud scheme to
conceptuad experience, we ill need to add attitude or judgement to it. For this reason, a
nondoxastic conceptua experienceistill aGiven.

Hence | agree with Wright when he accuses McDowdl| of recasting a new version of
the Given:

...this amounts not to a rgection of the Given as such, but a recasting of it. What is
given in experience is essentidly of propostiona form that so-and-so is the case...In
rg ecting the Myth of the Given, McDowdll intends to regject amythology about what is
Given, and how, but not the very ideathat anythingis. (1998, p. 397)

While denying experience is a nonpropositional Given, McDowell inSsts experience is a
propositiona nondoxagtic Given.

The Given in the second sense has its root in Descartes. Descartes admonishes us to
treat experience asa Given. That is, when the object is presented to the intdllect, the intellect
should intuit it “in a fashion exactly corresponding to the way in which it possesses the
object”, instead of judging that the world is asit is represented in experience (1985, p. 47).
In thisway, Descartes thinks, we can avoid being deceived by any experience. Experienceis
thus disconnected from the believing subject and becomes pure (though perhaps conceptud)
data to be judged. For Descartes, there is a digtinction between experience, which is a
nondoxastic Given, and the intellect, which makes judgement.

The motivation for the second sense of the Given istwo dimensiond. On the one hand,
as we find in Descartes, it is motivated by the intention to avoid being deceived by
experience. This rationdist motivation is based on the condderation that experience is not
adways reliable and “the intellect” is in a better position to decide what to beieve. On the
other hand, there is an empiricist motivation to base empirica knowledge on experience.
And it is thought that the only way of doing this is to make sure experience is free of the
contamination of judgement about the world.

Both the rationdist and empiricist motivation for the second sense of the Given are
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ill-founded. First, with respect to the rationdist consideration, to avoid being deceived by
experience, we do not have to deprive experience of dl trace of judgement. What we need
to do is to experience the world carefully and to revalue the judgement made in previous
experience when in doubt. Second, concerning the empiricist condderaion, to isolate
experience from beief about the world would only disconnect experience from the world.
Thus the only way to base empirica knowledge on experience isto make ared connection
between experience and the world, that is, to make experience itself a belief or judgement
about theworld.

There is no doubt that we should avoid coherentism and insst experience judtifies
empirica knowledge. And the only way to do this is to see that experience is belief.
Experience as conceptudists understand it cannot play the judtificatory role as McDowell
requires, nor is it ale to provide the kind of “observationd reports’ on which other
propogitions rest, as Sdlars dams. The Given in the second sense that we find in
conceptuaism makes it impossible for conceptudism to bestow experience a judtificatory
role. To denounce coherentism without ingsting experienceis beief can only lead to aNew
Myth of the Given.

The Myth of the Given that Sdlars means to attack is a myth that a nonconceptua
experience can provide a conceptuad content for thought. The New Myth of the Given, to
which both Sdlars and McDowell are committed, is a myth that experience which is not a
belief about the world can judtify abelief about the world. The New Myth of the Givenisa
myth that what one does not believe can justify what one believes, and what is not about the
world can justify what is about the world.

7. One of conceptudism’s greatest enticements is its epistemologica advantage. But
conceptuaism, in effect, includes the rider that to be conceptua is only to be propositiond.
Hence conceptuaism is a verson of nondoxasticism which says experience is conceptud
but not doxastic. Nondoxasticism endorsed by conceptudism fals foul of its
epistemologica ambition. Experience understood as nondoxastic cannot justify a belief.
This epistemologicd difficulty bdies a virulent mistake in conceptualism, namdly, there is
dill a sense of the Given in it. The Given in this sense deprives experience a role of
judtification in empiricad knowledge. What conceptuadism has is only a New Myth of the
Given.

The New Myth of the Given should not be understood as a myth of experience. We
may exorcise theidea of the Given completdly by ingsting experience isbdief and can thus
play ajudificatory role in empirica knowledge. The next task of the thesisis then to argue
that experience is indeed belief. But before venturing that task, we need to have a better
understanding about the rel ationship between experience and concept.
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5. Experience and Concept as Mutudly Constitutive

1. We can digtinguish two views concerning the relationship between experience and
conceptuad capacities or language ability. One is the view that experience comes before
conceptua capacities or language ability. Call this experience priority thess. The other is
the view that conceptua capacities or language ability comes before experience. Cdl this
concept priority thesis. Nonconceptualism exemplifies the experience priority thess, while
conceptuaism has atendency to embrace the concept priority thess.

Nonconceptudigts follow traditiond empiricists and understand conceptud capacities
as something derived from experience. They thus clam an advantage in explaining where
concepts come from. Peacocke, for example, consders the nonconceptua content of
experience necessary for learning observational concepts. Concerning the case of learning
the observationd shape concept pyramid, he observes the following quandary:

On the one hand, the representationa content of this experience, in the case of learning
from a pogtive ingance, must be sufficient for someone rationdly to apply the
concept—mugt entitle her to gpply the concept—when experience is being taken at
face vdue. If that were not so, it would not be an observationa concept after al. Yet on
the other hand, this representationa content cannot include the concept pyramid, for
that would require the learner dready to possess the concept. The learner could have
such experiences only if the lesson were unnecessary. (2001, p. 252)

The solution to the quandary, according to Peacocke, “isto acknowledge that thereissuch a
thing as having an experience of something as being pyramid shaped that does not involve
dready having the concept of being pyramid” (2001, p. 252). The idea is that, to make the
learning of concept pyramid possible and necessary, one' s experience should have a content
that isindividuated by the concept pyramid without involving the concept.

The point of Peacocke's solution is that experience has a content individuated by the
relevant concepts before these concepts are learnt. But this seems neither necessary, nor
possible. It is not necessary because concept learning is not to goply a concept to a
nonconceptua experience, but to gpply it to an externd object. All we need for concept
learning isthat the subject hasthe kind of sensory ability that enables her to apply a concept
to an object. The solution is not possible because it is not clear how experience can have a
content individuated by the concepts that are not only not involved in the experience but
aso not possessed by the subject. It isnot clear how an experience can be “an experience of
something as being pyramid shaped” without involving the concept of being pyramid. It
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seems that an object can only be experienced as pyramid shaped when the subject apply the
concept of being pyramid shaped to the object.

Peacocke's solution dso implies that learning new concepts will not change the
content of the relevant experience since the content of the latter is dready individuated by
the concepts before the concepts are learnt. Thus experience needs to undergo no change
during the course of concept learning. In other words, we develop conceptud capacities
without developing experientid ability to a new stage. The development of language ability
does not bring about the development of experientid ability. But as we have seen, there is
no reason to think that experience has a content individuated by the concepts that are not
possessed by the subject. For this reason, experience has to undergo some kind of changes
in order to possess acontent that isindividuated by the concepts learnt by the subject. It isto
be admitted that the kind of perception one can have before obtaining the relevant concepts
is nonconceptud. And there is no doubt that perception of a nonconceptud being is
nonconceptud. But there is no reason to believe that experience of a conceptud being hasto
be the same asthat of anonconceptua being.

Conceptuaists see this dearly and ing st sensory ability undergoes a substantial change
once conceptua capacities are acquired. For conceptudists, the crucid point is to see what
happens to experience once one possesses conceptud capacities. The idea is that our
conceptua capacities permeate sengbility in such away that we have experience which is
itself conceptud.

We may then suspect a connection between conceptuaism and concept priority thesis.
According to Sdlars and McDowdl, experience is conceptud because it presupposes
conceptua capacities, namely, experience comes into exisence because the subject
possesses conceptud capacities. As McDowell puts it, experience is conceptud because
conceptua capacities permeste the sensory and make it an exercise of conceptua capacities.
Hence the reason that experience is conceptud is that conceptuad capacities play arole in
experience. “The relevant conceptuad capacities are drawn on in receptivity” (1994, p. 9).
This seems to suggest that conceptua capacities have a kind of explanatory priority over
experience.

For both Sdlars and McDowell, conceptud capacities are prior to experience in the
order of philosophica explanation. It is not clear, however, what the nature of the priority is.
Both Sdlars and McDowel emphasize that conceptua capacities are presupposed by
experience. But they never say things the other way round, that is, experience is
presupposed by conceptua capacities. Sdlars may even seem to deny the dependence in
thisdirection in his psychologica nomindism, according to which “not even the awareness
of such sorts, resemblances, and facts as pertain to so-cdled immediate experience is
presupposed by the process of acquiring the use of alanguage’ (1956, 829).

It is not very clear, for Sdllars, what exactly this awareness, which is not presupposed
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by the process of acquiring the use of alanguage, is. But the neglect, if not denid, of the fact
that experience is presupposed by conceptud capacities, would at least be compatible with,
if not entail, the idea of tempora priority of conceptua capacities over experience. Some of
McDowdl’s remarks may seem to encourage this understanding. According to McDowell,
“experience has its content by virtue of the drawing into operation, in senshility, of
capacitiesthat are genuingly e ementsin afaculty of spontaneity” (1994, pp. 46-7). And,

Learning to talk isnot just acquiring anew range of expressive behaviour, with the kind
of thing a creature has to express left undtered, but acquiring conceptud capacities,
which includes acquiring the propensity for such capacities to be actudized in sensory
consciousness. (1998a, p. 412)

This may give the impression that McDowdll is suggesting the following picture. We
first have our language ability which gives us conceptud capacities. And then this fantastic
language ability permeates sensbility in such away that we have experience which is itsdf
conceptud. Of course, McDowdl says, “acquiring conceptud capacities...includes
acquiring the propengty for such capacities to be actuadized in sensory consciousnesses’.
But his point is that this “propengity” is not itsdf an exercise of conceptua capacities in
sensory consciousness. According to McDowell, “spontaneity permestes our perceptua
dedings with the world, dl the way out to the impressions of senshility themsalves’ (1994,
p. 69). All this seems to suggest language ability and hence conceptua capacities come
before experience.

It is quite easy to understand Sdllars and McDowell as saying language ability comes
before experience. It seems to be impossible for experience to be an exercise of language
ability if the latter is not aready there in the first place. But McDowel never provides a
theory of concept acquisition. So it's not extremely clear what he has in mind.® Sdllars
does say something very illuminating regarding concept acquisition. While the theory he
has does not necessarily commit him to the tempord priority of conceptud capacities, he
never makesit clear how we should understand the matter.

Conceptualism thus seems to have a tendency to hold the concept priority thesis® In
any case the uncertain Stuation behoves conceptudism atheory of concept acquigtion. In
what follows | shdl argue that the priority thes's causes serious problems for conceptuaism.

“ Pigtroski may understand McDowell as saying language ability is temporally priori to experience. He thus dams that
McDowell owes usatheory of concept acquisition by emphasizing “ One does hot acquire conceptud capacitiesin avacuum”
(1996, p. 634). De Gaynesford, nevertheess, understands McDowdll as holding “an interdependence dlam” which “regards
our experience and concept use as two agpects of what isessentidly the same arrangement” (2004, p. 26).

4L Ginsburg seeks to reconcile the conceptudist insight with the empiricist understanding of concept acquisition by
suggestion that experienceis conceptua but not linguistic. But as | argued in chapter 3, this proposed rapprochement fails for
two reasons. Firg, the separation of concept and languageisitsdf problematic. Second, the idearthat experience is conceptud
but not linguidtic satisfies neither conceptudists nor nonconceptudists.
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Theway out, | shal suggest, isto seethat thereisathird dternative, namely that experience
and concept are condtitutive of each other. This third dternative shows that the priority
thess is not essentid to conceptudism. We can understand experience as conceptud
without understanding conceptual capacities as preceding experience.

2. Conceptuaism would run into severe difficulties if it understands conceptud capacities
as something coming before experience. Firg, it would be difficult to understand how we
can gain our language ability if we understand language ability as something prior to
experience. Second, it seems we can never be ready to have experience if we bdieve
experience has to presuppose conceptud capacities tempordly. Thirdly, if conceptud
capacities are externd to senshility in the first place, then it would be hard to understand
how it can permeste sensbility and make the latter conceptud.

The first problem is concerned with language acquisition. It seems obvious that
language acquisition relies on experience. So the question is: how can we gain our language
ability without having the relevant experience? Unlike traditiona empiricists, Sdllars denies
we obtain our language ability from experience, no matter how thisis to be understood. But
he shares with empiricigts the belief that “the capacity to have classficatory beliefs of the
form ‘x isF isacquired” (1956, §45). They are acquired, but not dependent on episodes of
nonverba, nonconceptud awareness. According to Sdlars, “ingtead of coming to have a
concept of something because we have noticed that sort of thing, to have the ability to
notice a sort of thing is aready to have the concept of that sort of thing, and cannot account
forit” (1956, §45).

Both Sdlas and McDowdl emphasize the fact that conceptud capacities are
conditions for experience. According to Sellars, before one can recognize a green colour,
one has to have the concept “green”. But how can one have the concept “green” without
being able to recognize a green colour? Suppose someone clams tha she possesses the
concept “green”. But when you show her a shade of green, she cannot recognize this as
green. Wouldn't this show that she actudly does not have the concept “green”? McDowdll
might say if someone possesses the concept “green”, then she would be able to recognize a
shade of green as green. We can happily dlow this. It is equaly true, however, that if she
cannot recognize a shade of green as green, then we have to say she does not possess the
concept “green”. Understood in this way, experience seems to be a necessary condition for
language ability. It seems to be a conceptua necessity that language ability presupposes
experientid capacity.

While correctly emphasizing that we cannot have experience without having the
relevant conceptua capacities, Sdlars and McDowell seem to have ignored the fact that we
cannot have conceptua capacities without having experience. We then face the following
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question: how can we have conceptua capacities without having the relevant experience?
The Wittgengteinian idea that to grasp language is to join alanguage game does not and is
not meant to give apositive explanation of the relationship between experience and concept.
Henceit still behoves conceptuaiststo give astory of concept acquigition.

The second problem with the concept priority thesis is concerned with experience. It
would be difficult to understand how we can have experience if conceptud capacities are
understood as something coming before experience. According to Sdlars, to have the
concept of being green “involves the ability to tell what colors objects have by looking a
them—which, in turn, involves knowing in what circumstances to place an object if one
wishes to ascertain its color by looking at it” (1956, §18). Now, there is an immediate
problem for Sdllars, as Sdlars himsalf well recognizes:

...dnce one can scarcely determine what the circumstances are without noticing that
certain objects have certain perceptible characteristics—including colors—it would
seem that one couldn’t form the concept of being green, and, by parity of reasoning, of
the other colors, unless he dready had them. (1956, §19)

And his response to the worry isto emphasize that * one can have the concept of green
only by having a whole battery of concepts of which it is one dement”. Sdlars admits the
process of acquiring the concept of a certain colour “may—indeed does—involve a long
higory of acquiring piecemed habits of response to various objects in vaious
circumstances’. But he emphasizes “one has no concept pertaining to the observable
properties of physica objectsin Space and Time unless one hasthem dl” (1956, §19).

It is true that conceptua capacities come as a whole package® As Merleau-Ponty
points out,

As far as language is concerned, it is the latera relation of one sgn to another which
makes each of them gignificant...Since the sgn has meaning only in so far asiit is
profiled againgt other sgns, its meaning is entirely involved in language. Speech
aways comes into play againgt a background of speech; it isdways only afold in the
immense fabric of language. .. (1964, p. 42)

The holigtic idea of conceptud capacitiesis not to be denied, but the idea of a“whole
battery of concepts’ can be very problematic once we understand it as something preceding
experience. We don't redly know what “the whole battery of concepts’ means when it is
supposed to be something presupposed by experience. Take the example of colour concepts.

2 |nterestingly, Aristotle has asimilar idea about practical wisdom. For him, practical wisdom isawhole package and dl the
virtues must cometogether: “hewill possessdl of them as soon as he acquiresthe one, practical wisdom” (2000, 11453).

90



What isit to have the whole battery of colour concepts? Is it enough to know “red”, “blug’,
“green”, “yellow”, “white’, and “black”? If the answer is “Yes’, then we don’'t know why
can't only two of them, say “red” and “blue’, do equally well. We don’t understand why the
list is sufficient to be counted as the whole battery of colour concepts. If the answer is“No”,
then we are forced back to the original question and it seems we would never know what it
is to have the whole battery of concepts. No matter how long the list is, we can never say
thisis the whole battery of concepts: this seems to suggest we can never be ready for having
experience.

The idea that experience has to presuppose “the whole battery of concepts’ aso
worsens the first problem for the concept priority thesis, namely, the problem of concept
acquigition. Experience's presupposing “the whole battery of concepts’ implies one should
have well-devel oped conceptud capacities without even being able to have experience of
anything.

Thethird problem for the concept priority thesisis concerned with the conceptudity of
experience. It would be difficult to understand the conceptudity of experience if we
understand conceptua capacities as coming before experience. If language &bility is
something externd to sengbility in the first place, then it would be hard to understand how
it can permeate sensihility in theway McDowell concelvesit.

McDowel clams that the Aristotelian understanding of nature and the mentd alows
conceptud powers to be “operative in the workings of our senshbility, in actudizations of
our anima naure, as such” (1994, p. 74). He beieves Aridotl€'s ethics shows us this
different conception of nature: “If we generdize the way Aristotle conceives the moulding
of ethical character, we arrive at the notion of having one’s eye opened to reasons a large by
acquiring a second nature’ (1994, p. 84). But for Arigtotle, practica wisdom is not an
externa dement permeeting mora experience later on. Aristotl€'s ethics does not consider
rationdity as something prior to or externa to mora experience. If we understand language
ability as coming before experience, we cannot be naturdist in the Aristotelian sense. For
Arigtotle, moral development is a matter of habituation. Aristotle never says that mord
knowledge can come before virtues.

Hence the conceptudity of experience musin't be understood as the idea that
conceptua capacities come before experience. If we understand the explanatory priority of
conceptua capacitiesin atemporary sense, then conceptua capacities have to be something
which come from a vacuum and make experience conceptud by working as an externd
factor. It would then be difficult to understand where conceptua capacities come from, how
we can have experience, and how experience can be conceptud.

3. The way out, | shal sugges, is to see that we do not have to be caught between the
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language priority thes's and the experience priority thess. Thereisathird dternative, i.e. to
see that experience and concept are interdependent. We can agree with conceptuadism that
experience cannot be independent of conceptua capacities. But we aso need to see that
conceptuad capacities cannot be independent of experience ether. This is the fact both
nonconceptuaism and conceptuaism seem to have neglected. Conceptua capacities not
only make difference to sensory ability, but dso take the development of sensory ability as
its condition. Experience and concept come into being together, neither occupies a prior
position. The crucid point isthat they are each the condition for the other. This pointsto an
undergtanding of the relationship between experience and concept that is stronger than the
one held by conceptudism.

If we reflect on the way we learn language, we find it is sometimes so obvious that
experience is the condition for language acquisition. This can be understood in two senses.
In the first sense, it is obvious that language has phenomend features. Language isjust the
sounds (or gestures, in the case of sign language) we make and the letters (or raised dots, in
the case of Braille) placed on the paper. We either hear them, see them, or touch them. They
do not seem to be much different from other things we experience in the world. Spoken
language has acoudtic features, sgn language and written language has visud features, and
Braille has tactile features. There is something it islike to listen to, to reed, or to “touch” a
language. This is dso true for abstract words like “if...then”, “the’, “and’, etc. One
understands these words as of certain meanings when experiencing them in acoudtic, visud,
or tectile verson. No one can have conceptud capacities without firg of dl having
senshility. Even Helen Kdler needs to use touch to build her conceptua system.

However, thisis not the sense of condition | shal dwell on here. What | am going to
say only gpplies to those concepts regarding materid objects or physicd features of the
world which we may experience, namely, empirica concepts.

What is an adult doing when she tells a child “This is blue’? The common answer is
that sheis teaching the child the name of the colour. But it is equadly right to say thet sheis
teaching the child the right way of experiencing the world. The child learns a new concept
when she gains anew way of experiencing the world. To know the meaning of “blueg’ isto
be able to see a shade of blue as blue. To know the meaning of “chair” isto be ableto seea
char as a chair. Thus experience is the condtitutive ement of conceptud capacities. To
experience is to possess and use a concept. To learn a language is to learn to experience.
Language getsits existencefirg of dl in experience.

Only when a child sees a green tree as green can we say tha she has grasped the
concept “green”. Only when we have the relevant experience, say, to experience X asF, can
we say that we have the rdevant conceptud capacity, namey, possess the concept F
Conceptua capacities are not independent of experientid ability. Experience isthe criterion
of conceptua capacities. One can only be sad to have grasped a concept when one can
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experience theworld in acertain way.

It can be objected that this is not aways the case. It is not necessary for one to have
seen a book in order to have the concept of book. One can know what abook is by hearing
this: “abook is a sat of printed pages that are fastened insde a cover so that you can turn
them and read them” (Oxford Advanced Learner’s Dictionary, 2000). After hearing this, one
might then be able to recognize a book as a book. For the sake of argument, let’s grant this.
Let's grant that one can grasp a concept by hearing adefinition or description of something.
There are two points to note, though. First, thisis only possible for compound concepts. To
be able to do this, one needs to have the rdevant basic concepts which essentidly come
together with experience. Second, the criterion of one's grasp of the concept “book” is that
one can see abook as a book, not that one can recite the definition or description of a book.
If thisis true, then the criterion of grasping a concept is experientia ability. However we
learn an empirica concept, the criterion is: to grasp the concept isto be ableto experiencein
acertain way. Just asto learn the concept “green” isto learn to experience green things as
green, to learn the concept “book” isto learn to, say, see abook as abook.

It is obvious that language acquisition relies on experience. Experience is the condition
for conceptua capacities. It isthen clear that we cannot have conceptua capacities without
having the rdevant experientid ability. Conceptua capacities can never be independent of
experience.

This is not, however, to deny the conceptudist indght that experience has to be an
exercise of conceptud capacities. Just like language ability is the necessary condition for
experience, experience is likewise the necessary condition for language ability. On the one
hand, one cannot have the concept blue without being able to experience a shade of blue as
blue; on the other hand, one cannot experience a shade of blue as blue without having the
concept blue. Or, to put it more generdly, on the one hand, conceptud capacities are not
independent of experience, one only possesses a concept when one can experience in a
certain way; on the other hand, experience cannot be independent of conceptua capacities,
one can only experience the world in a certain way when one has the relevant conceptud
capacities. Hence experience and language ability are co-existent or interdependent.

A colour word has a meaning once the child learns the language, but it is equdly true
that a shade of colour has a meaning once the child learns the language. Hence language
learning has a double effect; it gives one experientia ability as well as language ability.
Concept and experience are together in the first ingtance. Experience is the condtitutive
element of conceptud capacities, and vice versa. Experience and conceptua capacities
come together and neither has a priority over the other. Conceptud capacities and
experience are condtitutive of each other. This| call the condtitutive thesis of experience and
concept.

According to the condtitutive thesis | propose here, Jackson’s Mary had a conceptua
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defect before she was reeased from her white-black room and was taught the concepts of
different colours™® People may think that she had the concepts before she was released. But
thisis not true. One cannot have concepts of colour without seeing the colours. What Mary
had before she was released were concepts of different wavelengths. The rule she was
following was just to cdl the light of a certain waveength red, blue, or green... A defect in
experienceisaso adefect in concept.

Nonconceptudism is wrong in saying tha conceptud capecities are derived from
experience and make no contribution to experience; but conceptuaism would be equaly
wrong if it says that concepts come before experience. Like nonconceptuaists,
conceptudists understand language acquisition as independent of the development of
sensory ability. According to conceptudigts, language acquisition makes difference to
sensory ability but do not take the development of sensory ability asits condition. It istrue
that experience is an exercise of conceptud capacities. This nevertheless does not require
one have conceptua capacities before having experience. What we need to see is tha
concept and experience comeinto being together.

4. Conceptua capacities are at once experientia ability. We acquire language ability while
developing our experientid ability. This immediately solves the first problem for the
concept priority thesis, namely the language acquisition problem.

The condtitutive thesis dso solves the second problem for the concept priority thes's
eadly. Understanding experience and concept as condtitutive of each other, we can save the
holigtic ingght about concept formation without faling into the difficulty of explaining
experience. The problem with the priority thess is to treat our conceptud capacities as
something datic and complete, and we never know when they are complete. The
conditutive thesis, in contrast, treats conceptud capacities as something deve oping together
with experientid ability. Hence, whatever level of conceptud capacitieswe are a, we are a
once a the corresponding level of experientia ability. The development of conceptua
capacities and experientid ability come together. What we need to see is that both
conceptuad and experientia capacities are devel oping. Both concept and experience comein
degrees.

Finer-grained conceptud capacities are therefore corresponding to finer-gained
experientia ability. Learning a new language, for example, enables usto discriminate some
subtle differences between the pronunciaions we would not otherwise be dble to
discriminate. Meaningless sounds are not only difficult to memorize, but dso difficult to
discriminate. But once we learn the language, we can discriminate the very subtle

4 See Jackson 1966.
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differences between the pronunciations. In fact, learning to discriminate the subtle
differences between pronunciations is the basc part of learning a new language. And
interestingly, when learning anew language, it is more difficult for the learner to pick up the
differences which her mother tongue does not possess. For example, English speskers may
find it hard to pick up the tones in Chinese and Thai, while Japanese speskers may find it
hard to pick up those English pronunciations they do not have in their mother tongue.

It can be objected that animas may have better perceptud capacities, athough they do
not have the relevant conceptua capacities. A dog may be able to discriminate many
different kinds of smdls without possessng the relevant conceptua capacities. But to
discriminate a smell is not to experience a smell as of a certain kind. Experientia ability
should not be reduced to the ahility to discriminate.

The condtitutive thess dso explains how experience can be conceptuad and solves the
third problem for the concept priority thess naturdly. According to the condtitutive thess,
conceptua capacities are not something originated from somewhere dse and permeate
experience as externd factors; they are themselves experientid ability. Experientid ability is
condtitutive of conceptua capacities, not just an exercise of conceptud capacitieswhich are
supposed to belong to a different domain. Experientid ability, like conceptua capacities, is
amatter of habituation. The way we experience the world is the result of habituation. We
are habituated to experience the world in a certain way and hence obtain conceptud
capacities. This process of habituation is at once a devel opment of conceptud capacities and
adevelopment of experientid ability.

The condtitutive thesis thus shows why nonconceptudism must be wrong. To have
conceptua capacities is to experience in a conceptua way, tha is, to have conceptua
experience. Experienceis essentidly conceptud in that we experience as conceptua beings.
The way we experience is condtitutive of our conceptua capacities. The point is that once
we have the concept, we would inevitably experience in a conceptud way. In this sense,
Arigtotle's ethics does shed light on this. We do not first have a visua impression and then
decideit isblue. We experience a shade of colour as blue directly, just like avirtuous person
decides what the right thing to do is directly without comparing her mora choice with any
mord principles.

Experience is essentidly conceptud in that it couldn’t be what it is without having the
relevant conceptud capacities; we experience as conceptua beings. The way we experience
Is condtitutive of our conceptua capacities. The point is that once we have the concept, we
would inevitably experience in a conceptua way. In fact, this is what we mean by saying
one has conceptua capacities. One can grasp the concept only when one can experienceina
certain way. We experience in the way a conceptua being experiences. For this reason,
human experience is essentidly different from anima perception. It is a myth that we can
experience without usng any conceptua capacities we may possess. It is typicd of a

95



conceptua being that she experiences in a conceptua way. Human beings have a specid
way of experiencing the world. For a conceptua being, experience has to be conceptud,
since her conceptud capacities consst in her being able to experience in a certain way, that
IS, her experience’s being conceptud. Conceptud capacities are in fact experientid ability.
One cannot have the concept blue without experiencing a shade of blue as blue. Thus
conceptua capacities are congtitutive of experientid ability.

For this reason, it isimpossible to separate the function of the eye and the function of
themind. As James putsit:

The two menta functions thus play into each other’s hands. Perception prompts out
thought, and thought in turn enriches our perception. The more we see, the more we
think; while the more we think, the more we see in our immediate experiences, and the
gregter grows the detall and the more significant the articulateness of our perception.
(1987, p.1038)

The reason that experience is conceptud is that there is no pure sengtivity in our
mentdl life. Sengtivity is dways sengtivity with a certain level of understanding. And a
conceptua being, with its conceptua capacities, can only have the kind of sengtivity
marked by this level of understanding. Thisis why pure sensitivity is nowhere to be found
inour red experience.

While nonconceptudists, by inheriting the empiricist idea, imagine experience as
independent of conceptud capacities, conceptudists, by inheriting the rationdist idea, may
suggest arelaion of independence in the other direction, that is, conceptud capacities are
independent of experience. They both assume the digtinction between senshility and
understanding should imply a certain kind of independence concerning these two capacities.
It is exactly this separation of sensibility and understanding that the condtitutive thess ams
tofight.

5. The condtitutive thess implies that conceptud capacities are essentidly experientid
ability. For this reason, the experience of a conceptud being is essentidly conceptud. The
condtitutive thesis thus promises a more satisfactory reply to the richness argument against
the conceptudiity of experience.

The richness argument againgt the conceptudity of experience clamsthat it cannot be
the case that experience is dways conceptud, since in some cases, we smply do not have
the rlevant conceptua capacities. The idea of the conceptudity of experience, the objection

96



goes, does not do justice to the fine-grained phenomenology of experience

The richness of experience seems to be very impressive, in contrast to the thinness of
concept. As James puts it vividly: “Each concept means just what it Sngly means, and
nothing dse...The perceptud flux as such, on the contrary...is dways a much-at-once, and
contains innumerable aspects and characters which conception can pick out, isolate, and
thereafter ways intend” (1987, p. 1008). James thus inssts that no account of experience
“can ever beafull equivdent, and that in point of genesisit remains a secondary formation”
(1987, p. 1038, no. 1). In the same vein, Armstrong observes. “And we oursaves are often
hard put to trandate our perceptionsinto words. If wethink of the wedth and subtlety of the
information that we gain by our eyes, to take one example only, we see that much of it
eludes the relaively course mesh of the net of language’ (1988, p. 127). Thus Peacocke
clams the existence of “the fine-grained representationa content of experience’ is not at
issue. What isa issueisits character (2001, p. 240).

A draightforward response to the richness argument may be to deny that we have the
relevant experience when no corresponding conceptua capecities are avalable. When the
subject does not have the concept “indigo”, she does not have the experience of “indigo”
either. However, the point of the richness argument is that athough the subject, say, does
not have the concept “indigo”, sheis still conscious of the shade of colour in a certain way.
And we may have to say this particular way of being conscious of the shade of colour is
nonconceptud. To indst that experience is dways conceptud, we then need to explain in
what senseit is conceptud.

In his reply to the richness argument, McDowell suggests that we can use
demondtrative expressions to solve the problem. For a shade of colour for which we do not
have aspecia word, we can use expressions like “it is of this shade”.*

This solution does not seem to be promising. In what sense is the shade of colour
conceptudized by usng demondrative “this’? The demondrative “this’ is certainly not the
name of the colour. As Wittgenstein makesiit clear, if we do not want to produce confusion
we should do our best not to cal demongtrative words names & dl. The reasonissmple. It
is characteristic of anamethat it is defined by means of the demonstrative expresson “That
is N”. But we do not give the definition: “That is caled ‘this”, or “This is cdled ‘this”
(1953, 838). To use demongtratives is to point at the object, and “a name is not used with,
but only explained by means of, the gesture of pointing” (1953, 845). “This shade of blue’
does not explain the concept of a specid shade of blue. As Wittgenstein remarks. “Imagine
someone saying: ‘But | know how tdl | am!” and laying his hand on top of his head to

“ The richness argument may aso be basad on cases where we are apprediating a piece of art work. When looking a a
drawing, we may find there is dways more to discover. But thisis a case of the richness of the drawing, not the richness of
experience which is supposad to go beyond our conceptua capacities. There is dways more to discover in the drawing, but
not in experience.

% Seedso Brewer 1999, p. 172.
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proveit” (1953, §279).
Moreover, naming is not enough for conceptudization. As Wittgenstein makesit clear:

For naming and describing do not stand on the same level: naming is a preparation for
description. Naming is so far not amove in the language game—any more than putting
apiece in its place on the board is amove in chess. We may say: nothing has so far
been done, when a thing has been named. It has not even got a name except in the
language-game. Thiswas what Frege meant too, when he said that aword had meaning
only as part of asentence. (1953, 849)

Hence it's the meaning of the name which matters: “When we forget which colour thisis
the name of, it loses its meaning for us; that is, we are no longer able to play a particular
language-gamewith it” (1953, §857).

If we were to grant demondratives too much conceptua vaue, our conceptud
capacities would shrink dramaticaly. We could then tak in phrases such as “This is like
this” or “Thisman goesto thiscity”. Thisis not to conceptuaize, but rather to point—which
we may do before we have well-devel oped conceptua capacities.

The consequence of thisis sgnificant. If we can use a demondrative for an unnamed
colour, we can certainly use it for the colour red when it is not named. In fact, | do not see
why we cannot use it for al shades of colour we can imagine. This seems to suggest the
concept “colour” plus a demondrative would be sufficient for the kind of concepts to be
presupposed for any colour experience. This should gpply equdly wdl to shape, taste, and
amel.

We may even take thisfurther. With the help of demongtratives, our concept repertoire
does not even need to be fine enough to have concepts like “colour”, “shape’, “taste’,
“smdl”, “roughness’, “hardness’. Concept “qudity” would be sufficient. We can describe
any property by saying “It is of thisquality” or “It fedsthus’. Then it seems, with the help
of demondiratives, the concepts to be presupposed by experience could be highly abstract.
Conceptuaism understood in this way may till be an interesting position. But its scope and
strength may shrink dramaticaly. As Martin points out correctly: “In the broader scheme of
things, such purely demondtrative judgements are of little epistemic or pragmatic vaue.
What matters in making judgements about the objects we gpprehend is knowing how to
classfy them. A judgement of the form ‘this is thus will not do any such thing for one”’
(2001, p. 443).

The problem with McDowdl’s response is that a demondrative expresson does not
help to put the content of experience in the space of reasons. We cannot designate a colour
by pointing & it. The colour which is only recognized as “this shade” is isolated from the
whole conceptua scheme of colour. And a content of this kind cannot play any justificatory
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role. If someone asks you: Do you think the colour of the tie match the black suit? You
can't reply by saying because it is of this shade, s0 it doesn't maich. You have to say
something about the colour, no matter what. Y ou can say because this colour istoo dark (or
bright), o it doesn’t match.

Moreover, what McDowel is trying to do seems to be showing that experience is
aticulatable. This, neverthdess, is not the point of the conceptudity of experience. The
point of the conceptudity of experience is that it is exactly certain kind of conceptud
capacities that make a certain experience possible. We certainly do not wish to say that it is
the concept “this colour” or “coloured thus’ that makes the subject experience the shade of
colour in a certain way. Hence even if we grant McDowdl that his reply is successful
regarding the articulatability of experience, this still does not tdl us very much about the
conceptudity of experience.

The issue of the aticulatability of experience is concerned with our conceptud
cgpacities. It can be a debate about our conceptua capacities, which is not specificaly
relevant to the nature of experience. Thus the talk of articulatability of experience can shift
the debate about the conceptuality of experience to a debate about the extent of conceptud
capacities. The conceptudity of experience is sometimes understood as the content of
experience being exhaudtible by its articulation. This may give the impression that for
experience to be conceptud is for it to be articulatable. However, this is not true.
Nonconceptuaism can agree a least some experiences are articulatable without agreeing
these articulatable experiences are conceptud. Even if the content of experience is fully
articulated, that ill does not mean it is conceptud. The content of experience can be
articulatable without being itsdf conceptudl. It is true that experience cannot be conceptua
without being articulatable. But being articulatable does not entall it is conceptud.
Paticularly, to articulate an experience with demondratives does not show that the
experienceis conceptual.

McDowedl’s solution betrays a crucid divergence between his conceptuaism and
Sdlars's psychological nominalism. For Sdllars, “the smple ability to fed a pain or see a
color, in short, to sense sense contents, is acquired and involves a process of concept
formation” (1956, 86). But what McDowell istrying to do here is to show how experience
which does not presuppose the relevant conceptud capacities can ill be conceptua. By
responding in this way, McDowell loses sight of the crucid point in Sdlars' s attack on the
Given, namdy, that there is no awareness of the space of logic prior to conceptud

capacities.

6. The best way to respond to the richness argument, | shdl argue, is to see that experience
and concept are condtitutive of each other. Specificdly, experience is dependent on
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conceptua capacities the subject may possess. We would not be able to experience the
world in that particular way without the rlevant conceptua capacities. Hence we can agree
that for a shade of colour we do not have a name for, we cannot experience the shade of
colour in the way specified by that name. A subject who does not possess the concept
“indigo” will not able to experience ashade of colour asindigo.

However, to say that the subject does not possess a particular concept or a specid
name for a certain shade of colour is different from saying that she does not have the
relevant conceptua capacities to grasp the shade of colour. It is impossible for someone
who does not have the concept “indigo” to see a shade of indigo as indigo. But she should
have no problem in seeing the shade of colour as a shade of dark blue. And this would be
enough for her experience to be conceptua. Hence our not having a specid name for a
shade of colour does not mean the experience of that shade of colour is not conceptud. The
fact that we do not have a specid name for a shade of colour does not imply there are no
conceptua capacitiesto apped to for the experience of this shade of colour.

It is true that there is no specid concept for every shade of colour we are able to
discriminate in experience. But this does not mean our experientia discriminating ability is
finer grained than our conceptua capacities. Take the example of dark and light. The
conceptua dimension of dark and light is supposed to capture any sengble differences in
the dimengion. For any sensible difference, you can say it is darker or lighter. It is true that
we see more shades of colour than we have names for. But this is not to say tha those
shades of colour we do not have names for are beyond our conceptud capacities.
Corresponding to one's experiences of different shades of blue, there are conceptud
capacities of different dimensions of the colour: saturation, brightness, and the shades of
colour the blue colour istinted with, etc.

The key point is that to say experience is conceptud is to say it is anchored in a
conceptuad scheme, not to say that we have to give anamefor every shade of colour. Onthe
one hand, giving a shade of colour a specid name does not help to make the experience
conceptud if the name is not within our conceptua scheme. Suppose we cdl a shade of
blue Mary. Without putting Mary in the conceptua scheme of colour, the name does not
help to put the shade of colour within the space of reasons. We cannot say because my
swegter is Mary, so it is not green. Similarly, to know the name of indigo is not enough to
experience ashade of indigo asindigo. Y ou have to know which shade of dark blueitis. To
give every shade of colour a speciad name, like Mary, John, and Sally, does not help to put
them in the conceptud scheme. The conceptua scheme is a conceptud network with
different hierarchies and dimensions of concept. On the other hand, to put a shade of colour
into our conceptua scheme does not require a specid name. To say a shade of colour is
light soft blue is dready to put it in the conceptuad scheme. We can do alot of things with
thisin the space of reasons. We can say it isnot red, it is not dark blue, it is a pleasant shade
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of colour, etc.

There is a digtinction between X’s fdling within our colour-conceptua scheme, and
X'sfdling under a particular colour-concept (being named by a colour term). The scheme
in fact dlows colours without names fal within it and hence become conceptud. A colour
experience’ s being an exercise of conceptud capacities does not rely on a specid concept
for the shade of colour. To say that experience is conceptud is to say that we can somehow
locate the content of experience within the conceptud scheme. An experience of an
unfamiliar shade of colour can be conceptud if only one seesit as, say, ashade of dark blue
with atint of red. Hence, it is not true that our conceptuad capacities are not rich enough to
capture the content of experience.

Suppose you are looking a a shade of colour which you do not have a name for.
Someone asks you: “what do you see?’ You say: “| see a shade of dark orange” Then the
conceptua content of your experienceis “ashade of dark orange’. If you say instead “I see
ashade of orange with atint of brown”, then “ashade of orange with atint of brown” isthe
conceptua content of your experience. Or you may say “| see a shade of warm orange”. In
this case “a shade of warm orange’ is the conceptua content of your experience. The way
you experience the world is congtitutive of the kind of conceptud capacities you exercise
when having the experience.

Then the question might be: exactly which one is the conceptua content of that
experience? This is in fact the wrong question to ask. The question is based on the
assumption thet there is one single experience behind the three conceptua contents. But in
fact thereis no single that experience except for the three experiences each structured by the
kind of conceptua capacities you exercise a the moment of having the experience. The
crucid point is that the content of experience depends on the kind of conceptud capacities
that arein operation when you have the experience.

But what about the phenomena fegtures? If it is the same shade of colour which is
perceived, then the phenomend features must be the same. | have said there is no single
experience behind the three experiences. Hence there is no reason to believe that the
phenomend features must be the same. People with different conceptua schemes may see
different things. Or if you like, they may see the same thing in different ways. And these
different ways are different both conceptudly and phenomenaly. Think about the
duck-rabbit figure. It is certainly not right to say the experience of the figure is
phenomendly the same for people who see it as aduck and for those who see it as arabbit.
To say that amounts to saying that the experience of seeing a picture duck can be
phenomendly the same as that of seeing a picture rabbit. Were this the case, the subject
would have no reason to believeit is a picture duck rather than a picture rabbit, or the other
way round. A subject who sees the figure as aduck can tell clearly that she seesit asaduck
rather than arabbit, not that she has an image which is equaly duck-like and rabbit-like and
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it just so happens that she judges it as a duck rather than a rabbit. The difference isin the
experience, not in the judgement based on a neutrd experience. The point of the
phenomena is that preoccupations infect the way we see the figure, not just the way we
make judgement from experience. Were the latter the case, the phenomenon of duck-rabbit
picture would not be of much interest.

Peacocke argues that “We must, in describing the fine-grained phenomenology, make
use of the notion of the way in which some property or relation is given in the experience.
The same shape can be percaived in two different ways, and the same holds for the shape
properties, if we regard them as within the representationd content of experience’ (2001b, p.
240). Peacocke cites Erngt Mach's example of one and the same shape that can be
perceived ether as a square or as a regular diamond. And on this example he comments.
“These are not different shapes. The shape of an object need not ater when it moves, and an
object can be perceived ether as a square, or as a diamond, in ether of the standard
orientations relative to the percaiver” (2001b, p. 240-241). But this, as | argued above, is
exactly a case which demongtrates that the way we experience theworld is conceptud.

Is our language ability sufficient to capture the richness and fineness of experience?
Thisis, again, the wrong question to ask. Our conceptud capacities are not there to capture
the rich content of experience. Experience is itself an exercise of conceptua capacities. We
develop experience ability while developing conceptua capacities. Our experiencing ability
does not go beyond conceptua capacities. For this reason, the richness argument againgt
conceptuaism iswrong-headed.

To see the point, we may need to consder a different version of the richness argument
that can be found in Callins. Collins understands McDowe I’ s conceptudism as suggesting
that “The scene | take in perceptudly will support a large and open-ended number of
propositiona descriptions and no one of them is essentid or required”. He protests that
“experience does not come, as though, with subtitles’ (1998, p. 379). McDowell’s reply to
this is that the conceptua content of experience is exactly “the open-ended manifold of
propositiond entitlement, not some sdection from it” (1998b, p. 413). As he makesit clear
earlier in hisbook:

Note that grounding need not depend on an inferentid step from one content to another.
The judgment that things are thus and so can be grounded on a perceptua appearance
that things are thus and so. This does not obliterate the characteristic richness of
experience (especidly visud experience). A typicad judgement of experience sdlects
from the content of the experience on which it is based; the experience that groundsthe
judgment that things are thus and so need not be exhausted by its affording the
appearance that things are thus and so. Selection from among a rich supply of dready
conceptua content is not what Evans takes judgement to effect, a transition from one
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kind of content to another. (1994, p. 49)

But this does not seem to be plausible. The conceptua experience has to be itsdf a
selected one. The way one experiences the world has to be condtitutive of the concept thet is
exercised a the moment.

8. Experience isaway of exercisng whatever kind of conceptua capacities we may have.
This does not pose a high requirement to our conceptua capacities in the way that our
conceptua capacities have to be so perfectly developed that every discernible festure of the
world has to be captured by a specid word. Firgt, dthough naming objects and propertiesis
one important aspect of conceptua capacities, our conceptua capacities are not restricted by
this ability. We can conceptudly grasp adiscernable feature of the world without giving that
very fegture a speciad name. Second, our experientid ability is restricted by our conceptua
capacities. That which we cannot name we cannot experience as under that particular
description ether, athough the relevant experientid ability can be supported by some other
aspects of our conceptud capacities. The crucid idea is that conceptud capacities have
soaked through experience. Experience is thus condtitutive of whatever kind of conceptua
capacities the subject may possess. While some subjects may have better developed
conceptud capacities and hence experience the world in a more subtle way, some other
subjects may have very limited conceptua capacities and thus experience the world in a
cruder way. While some people are only able to experience things as looking red, sounding
loud, or tasting sweet, some other people are dso able to experience things as looking
elegant, sounding ominous, or tasting French.*

The point of the condtitutive thesisisthat conceptua capacities are a once experientia
ability. This means experienceis not only conceptuad, but also conceptud in the literal sense,
namey a full, active exercise of conceptua capacities. Now if we understand conceptud
capacities as capacities to make judgement, then it seems natura to say that experientid
ability is an ability to make judgement. And given the direct relaion between experience
and the world, we are led to the idea that experienceisjudgement or belief about the world.
Thistakes usto theidea of doxasticism that | shdl discussin the next chapter.

% Gendler and Hawthorn observes: “Not only do we say things like: that looks red, that sounds loud, that tastes sweet, we
aso say things like: that looks elegant, that sounds ominous, or thet tastes French” (2006, p. 10). This certainly should not be
taken for granted for every single subject. For a subject who has no idea about tasting French, it is impossible for her to
experience adish astagting French.
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6. Experience as Doxastic

1. In this chapter | shdl argue that experience is belief about the world. Thisisthe view |
term doxasticism, as opposed to nondoxasticism, which we find in both nonconceptuadism
and conceptudism.

Doxadticiam is the idea that experience is essentidly doxadtic. It is itsdf belief or
judgement, not a sate or episode with a neutral content to be accepted or rejected. The
world, so to speak, forces bdiefs upon usin experience. The atitude of believingisintrinsic
to experience, not something about an experience, or over and above an experience. The
doxadtic dtitude in experience can be believing, disbdieving, or doubting (suspension of
belief).

It isimportant to note that when | say experience is belief, | mean experienceisitsdf
belief, not just that we derive beliefs from experience. It is not, then, just that we dways
believe what we experience. Saying that we believe wha we experience would alow the
possibility that there is a gagp between experience and bdief, which implies that experience
is only something we can believe, disbelieve, or doubt, not that it isitsef belief. Of course,
something we can believe, dishdieve, or doubt can dso beitsdf belief, but when people say
that we derive belief from experience, they typicaly mean that experienceisnot itsdf belief.
In contragt, the point of doxasticism is that experience isitsdlf a doxadtic state which can be
described as a beief, dishelief, or doubt. The doxastic atitude is dready in experience. It is
true that later reasoning or experience may chalenge the experience. But what is chdlenged
IS an experience with the attitude of believing as a congtitutive component, neither an
attitude towards experience, nor experience without an attitude. For this reason, doxasticism
is to be digtinguished from Armstrong's clam that perception is the acquiring of belief.
Armgtrong, while trying to make a close connection between perceptud experience and
belief, actualy makesit clear that “ perceptions are not beliefs’ (1988, p. 132).

| should further make it clear that when | say experience is bdlief, | mean it is
conceptud belief, namely, belief involves conceptua capacities. Bdlief, as| understand it, is
essentialy a conceptud gate. Doxasticism is thus to be distinguished from the clam that
experience is doxastic but nonconceptud. The close connection between concept and belief
isin fact well recognized. Many philosophersingst experience is nondoxastic because they
think it is nonconceptud. Dretske, for example, advocates non-epistemic perception exactly
because he is opposed to the view that the exercise of conceptud capacities is essentid for
perception (1993). Similarly, Jose Luis-Bermudez dso connects “non-doxastic” with
“nonconceptud” (1995, p. 335-36). But it has recently been argued by Byrne (2009) and
Smith (2001) that experience is doxstic, abeit nonconceptud. Smith clams, “perceptud
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consciousness’, being nonconceptud, “is intringcaly doxadtic, or engaged’. By saying
perceptuad consciousness is doxagtic, Smith means that it is “in reactive and responsive
engagement with the environment” (2001, p. 308).

| should dso emphasize that by “conceptud” | mean linguistic. Hence when | say
experience is conceptua belief, | mean it is belief that has language as its vehicle, not just
belief that is expressblein language. This, of course, is not to say experience has a subtitle.
What | mean is that the way experience conceptuaizes the world is the way our language
ability doesit. Doxadticiam is thus to be distinguished from Ginsborg's view that experience
Is doxastic but non-linguistically conceptud (2006a). What she is advocating, from my
point of view, isactualy aversion of nonconceptudism.

It seems undeniable that experience is aform of beief. The confidence we dl havein
deding with the world seems to be sure evidence that there is commitment in experience.
We would not be able to manage so wdl if experience were not bdief. Experience
presupposes a generd understanding of the world. When you try to reach something you
seein front of you, you not only take it that this something you see is dso something you
can reach but aso believe it exigsin theliteral sense. It is phenomenologically obvious that
to experience isto believe. Understanding, desire, aversion, assertion, denid and doubt are
aready in experience.

In ordinary language, we report experience as a commitment to the truth of the world.
If | say “l saw Mary in Waitrose yesterday”, | am not just reporting the fact that | had the
experience of seeing Mary in Waitrose yesterday, | am committing to the fact that Mary and
[, particularly Mary, were in Waitrose yesterday at a certain point of time. Sometimes the
experienceitsdf may sound more important than the fact to which the subject is committed.
When | say “I saw the Queen in Banbury yesterday”, | may concern myself less about the
fact that the Queen was in Banbury yesterday, than with emphasizing what an exciting
experience it was to see the Queen. But again, the very reason that the experienceis exciting
isthat the person | saw in Banbury was the Queen.

The am of the chapter is to argue for doxasticism. My argument for doxasticism
conggts of three steps. Firdt, experience dways has one and only one object, which is either
physica or mental. Second, experience has its physica or menta object in virtue of being
conceptud, that is, being an exercise of conceptud cepacities. Thirdly, to exercise
conceptua capacities in experience is to make judgment about the world. The conclusion is
that experience involves judgment or belief about the world.

2. Theinitid step of my argument for doxasticism isto establish that to have experienceis
to have experience of an object. Experience dways has one and only one object, which is
either physica or mentd, and hence does not have an existence independent of its object.
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This| cal the object-dependent thes's of experience.

To see the point of the object-dependent thesi's we need to recognize that experience
can have avariety of objects, chairs, mirror images, shadows, pictures on the screen, voices,
rainbows, mirages, afterimages, or halucinatory images.*” The object of experience can be
roughly distinguished as physical and menta or externa and interna.”® An afterimage does
not exist as a physicd object; but it does exis as a mentd object. And that's why
psychologists are interested in studying it and try to explain it. When someone reports to a
psychologist in the lab that sheis having a certain kind of afterimage, she isreporting afact
about a mentd object. Her report of the fact can be true or fse; and she can lie about it if
she prefers to do so. This suggedts that a menta object is important and should not be
dismissed as anon-object. A mentd object isthe red object of experiencein that it does not
exis as something mediating between the subject and a further physica object, dthough it
is true that, unlike a physica object, a mentd object cannot exist independent of the
subject’ sexperiencing it.

The experience of seeing a chair has the chair as its object while the experience of
hdlucinating a chair has the image of a chair asits object. Experience isindividuated by its
object. An experience of seeing a chair cannot be an experience as such without the char
being its object. In the same vein, the experience of hdlucinating a chair cannot be an
experience as such without theimage of achair being its object.

Perceptud experience takes physicad objects as its object, while nonperceptua
experience takes mentd objects as its object. The object of preceptud experience can exist
independently of it, but perceptual experience cannot exist independently of its object,
otherwise it would not be qudified as a perceptud experience. For nonperceptud
experience, neither can the mental object exist independently of the experience, nor can the
experience exis independently of the menta object. The dependence in the latter direction
is manifested by the fact that a nonperceptua experience cannot be summoned up a will.
There can only be a halucinatory experience when there is a hdlucinatory image there to
experience. The dependence is even stronger than it is the case in perceptud experiencein
that it ismore difficult to get rid of the experience once the mental object isthere. Hencefor
both perceptud and nonperceptud experience, experience cannot exist independently of its
object.

The idea of mentd object may be reminiscent of sense datum theories. Both the
object-dependent thesis of experience and sense datum theories seem to agree tha
experience can have menta objects. There are nonethdess crucid differences between the

4 Theideathat we perceive different kinds of things can be found in Austin. He writes: “There are no one kind of thing that
we ‘perceive’ but many different kinds, the number being reducibleif & al by scientific investigation and not by philosophy:
pens are in many ways though not in dl ways unlike rainbows, which are in many ways though not in al ways unlike
after-images, which in turn are in many ways but not in al ways unlike pictures on the cinema-screen—and so on, without
assignablelimit (1962, p. 4; seedsop. 8).

“8 | consider mirror images and miragesas physical objects
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two. Sense datum theories ingsts that the menta object is a common factor shared by
perceptua and nonperceptua experience, and in perceptud experience the menta object is
something mediating between the subject and a physicd object, while for the
obj ect-dependent thesi's, only nonperceptua experience has a mentd object, and the mentd
object, where there is one, is the only object of experience. The object-dependent thesis
understands both perceptua experience and nonperceptua experience as having an object
while differentiates these two kinds of experience in accordance with the kind of object they
may have.

The centrd cdam of sense daium theories is tha perceptud experience and
nonperceptua experience share a common factor which is exactly the mental object we
have in nonperceptud experience. But nonperceptud experience is only an abnorma
experience which implies a certain kind of mafunction of our visuad sysem. There is no
reason to think that what we have in the abnorma case should aso be something we havein
the norma case. Particularly, there is no reason to think that we have what we have in the
norma case in virtue of having the kind of thing we have in the anormd case. On the
contrary, amenta object which is possessed by experience in dbnorma casesis exactly the
kind of thing should not be possessed by experiencein the norma cases.

The object-dependent thesis may then seem to be very closeto adigunctive andysis of
experience, given that they both treat different species of experience in different ways.®
But there are subdtle differences between the two kinds of position aswell. And the nature of
the difference depends on which version of digunctivism and what kind of experience we
are consdering.

It is typicd of the naive redigt versgon of digunctivism tha it evades a postive
datement about the object of nonperceptud experience, while agreeing with the
object-dependent thesis that perceptud experience has one and only one object, namely a
physica object. Thus Snowdon clams. “The experience in a perceptud case in its nature
reaches out to and involves the perceived externd object, not so the experience in other
cases’ (2005, p. 136-7). Snowdon only makes it clear that nonperceptuad experience does
not involve an externd object, but makes no clam about whether this kind of experience
may have another kind of object. Martin is more explicit with a negative clam about the
object of nonpreceptud experience. In taking about the case of hdlucination, Martin
suggests that “one might better deny that there is any object of experience at dl in this case,
it merely seemsto one asif thisisso” (2002, p. 395).

We may then wonder what prevents digunctivism from admitting that a nonperceptua
experience has a mental object. One possible answer is tha this Smply is a matter of
terminology. For digunctivists, objects can only be physical and thereis no point of talking

“ For theideaof digunctivism, seeMartin 2002, McDowell 1982, Snowdon 1981, 1990, 2002, 2005. Theidea can betraced
back to Hinton (1973), dthough Hinton never usesthe term “digunctivism”.
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about menta objects. Thusamenta object isnot an object at dl.

While this seems to be a plausible understanding of the Stuation, | suspect there is a
deeper reason for denying that a halucinatory experience has a mentd object. This has to
do with a basic commitment that digunctivism shares with sense datum theories, namely a
perception-illuson digunction first described by Hinton. According to Hinton, the
experience of having a light appearance, can be either an experience of seeing a flash of
light, or a phosphene, “what you get for instance when an eectric current is passed through
your head in acertain way by experimenta psychologists’ (1973, p. 40). Digunctivism thus
denies that a veridica experience and an illuson or halucination share a common factor
without denying that they have something in common, namely, they are experientidly
indistinguishable. Hence, from the subject’s point of view, for any given experience, there
aretwo possibilities, ether it has a physica object, or it doesnot. Thelatter caseistherefore
afalure It fals to do the kind of thing it is supposed to do, namely, include an externd
object asits congtituent.®

It isexactly for thisreason that Martin clamsthat, in hadlucination, “it merely seemsto
one as if” there is an object of experience. The idea that a halucinatory experience is
indistinguishable from a corresponding normal experience is o prevaent that it is often
taken for granted that if one halucinates a chair then one is having an experience which is
introspectively indistinguishable from an experience of seeing a char. But the
indistinguishability between hallucination and an dleged corresponding normal experience
should not be taken for granted. It isnot clear that it seemsto the hdlucinating subject asif
thereisa physica object there. Unless the hdlucinating subject is totaly insane, she would
normaly be able to tell that what she has is a hdlucinatory image, not a physica object.
Probably what is mideading here is the way we describe a hdlucination. We usudly
describe a halucination as one of a certain physica object. We thus have hdlucination of a
chair, of adagger, of adead rdative, etc. Thismay give theimpression that the halucination
isindistinguishable from an experience of aphysica object. But this does not have to be the
case. Just as a picture of a chair does not have to be indistinguishable from a chair, a
hallucination of achair does not have to be indistinguishable from achair either.™

Hence nonperceptud experience should not be consdered a falure. It is true that
things go wrong in nonperceptual experience. But it is not wrong in the sense that a
nonperceptua experience failsto have a physica object asit is supposed to have. It isonly
wrong in the sense that it has an anorma object, namdy amentd object.

The idea of indistinguishability is dso clear in the epistemologicd verson of
digunctivisn. McDowell clams, “1 can make the digunctive structure explicit like this

% Theindistinguishability thesis thusleads to theidea that even when having normal experience, the subject can only takeit
to be so by default, which seemsto suggest aweak version of scepticism.
5! For more detailed discussions about the indistinguishability thesis see chapter 7, §3.
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experiences in which one seems to perceive that things are thus and so are dther
experiencesin which it is given that things are thus and so or experiencesin which it seems
to be given, but is not given, that things are thus and so” (2009, p. 470-471). Based on the
indistinguishability thess, McDowell makes some pogtive clams about the object of
nonperceptua experience, and seems to get things completely wrong. McDowell groups
illuson and nonperceptud experience together and cal them deceptive experience. He
remarks, “when experience mideads us there is a sense in which it intervenes between us
and the world” (1994, p. 143). The idea is tha deceptive experience is only a mere
gppearance which mediates between us and the world.

The idea of mere gppearance is itself problematic. Experience is appearance. Many
different kinds of things can gppear in experience. A physica object can gppear in
experience, a hdlucinaiory image can gppear in experience. Whatever appears in
experienceisjust the object of experience; in no sense experienceisamere gppearance. The
only reason for talking about mere gppearanceisthat it is assumed that only physica object
gopearsin experience. If we dlow that non-physica object gppearsin experience, then there
isno point of talking about mere appearance.

In any case, it isamigtake to think that an appearance could be something mediating
between us and the world. In the case of hdlucination, what we have is only a halucinatory
image, there is no physical object behind the image. The fact that the hallucinating subject
may take the halucinatory image as a char does not make the hdlucinatory image
something mediating her and a chair. Where is the chair, anyway, which is supposed to be
mediated by the halucination? The same holds for the case of after-image. In the case of
after image, what gppears in one's experience is an after-image. This after-image is the
object of one's experience; it is not something mediating between one and a further or
deeper object of one's experience. What we have to give up is the idea that the object of
experience has to be something we can pick up and show to someone else. Whatever one
hasin experienceisthe object of experience; it does not haveto be aphysica object.

McDowdl in fact even wants to say that even in the case of illuson, where the
physica object does appear, thereis fill an gppearance which is not the physica object, but
something mediating between the subject and the physicd world. Thisiswhy he says, as |
quoted above, “when experience mideads us there isa sense in which it intervenes between
us and the world”. The reason for thisis tha the appearance we get in this case is different
from the way the object “redly” is. In the case of Miiller-Lyer illusion, the gppearance, it is
sad, is tha the two lines are unequd, while the “redity” is tha they are equd. Hence,
according to McDowell, this appearance must be different from the “redity” and can only
be something mediating between the experiencing subject and the physical object. But even
if we agree that the two lines agppear unequal, this does not make it necessary to assume an
gppearance of the two lines which is not the two lines themsdves. What appear in
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experience are just the two lines. That particular way of gppearing does not make the two
lines become something e se, which mediates them and the subject.

The crucid point hereis to have a correct understanding of appearance. Traditionaly,
the concept of gppearance is understood in contrast with the concept of redity. Thisis the
ideathat things may appear in away different from the way they are. When | say “It gppears
that Mary is very happy with the exam result”, | am expressing the possibility that things
may appear in ways which is different from the way they are—Mary may not be happy
with the exam result at al. We may say “John appears as a doctor in the movie’” which
means John acts as a doctor in the movie but he is actudly an actor, instead of a doctor. We
thus have the corresponding substantive “gppearance’ which means it is something
different from thered thing. 1t's something on the surface, or, superficid; it may or may not
tell the truth. But this should not be the way we understand gppearance as experience. A
different way of saying | experience something is to say that something appears in my
experience. For this reason we may say experience is gopearance. This dlows the
possibility that things may exist but are not in my experience a a certain moment. Thisaso
accommodates the fact that we dways experience things from a certain point of view; that
IS, in experience, things aways gppear to usin a certain way. Hence gppearance is the way
things present in one's experience. What we need to note is that what appears in experience
is the object of experience. Hence gppearance cannot be separated from the object that
gopears. Or, more accurately, there is no gppearance which is to be digtinguished from the
object gppears.

In any case, it is very common that things appear in many different ways in our
experience. A circular object may appear dlipticd from certain direction, a square
rectangular or trapezium. That doesn’t make it the case that what appears in experience has
to be something other than the object. The Miller-Lyer diagram, as adesigned case, may be
less familiar to ordinary subjects, but this does not make it more necessary to assume a
mediating appearance to accommodate the line's particular way of appearing. As Vaberg
puts it: “only what is present in experience can look, or appear, one way or another. The
way an object looks is, we might say, its way of being manifest to us’ (1992, p. 78).
Applying this to the case of a straight stick half-immerse in water, Vaberg remarks: “If in
the bent-stick case the object present is not the stick but a sense-datum, then it cannot be
true (as we are supposing) that the stick looks bent; for the stick cannot look bent unlessit is
present” (1992, p. 79).

It is the merit of digunctivism that it treats different species of experience in different
ways. Digunctivism isright in rgecting the common factor assumption, or Common Kind
Assumption, as Martin termsit (2006, p. 357). But it isnot clear that it treats each species of
experience in the right way. Both versons of digunctivism give perceptud experience,
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especidly veridical experience, a prominent role in understanding experience.® Hence the
physica object becomes the only possible red object of experience. If we cannot find a
physica object of experience, as it is in the case of hdlucination, then it must be ether
because experience in a sense intervenes between us and the world, as McDowel | suggests,
or because there is no object for the experience a al, as Martin suggests. And partly dueto
the influence of sense datum theories, McDowell even thinks that in the case of illusve
experience, where there is indeed a physicd object presenting in experience, experience is
il an gppearance which intervenes between us and the world.

Hence while sense datum theories are wrong in giving nonperceptua experience a
prominent role in understanding experience, digunctivism is wrong in giving perceptud
experience a prominent role in understanding experience: that is, to assume that physica
object is the only kind of object experience one can have. Different kinds of experience
need to be treated in different ways, but neither should occupy a prominent role. To assume
one of them occupies a prominent roleisitsaf an attempt to treat them in the same way.

The object-dependent thesis of experience dlows us to see that experience is dways
belief. The fact that the object of experienceis amenta object does not prevent experience
from being belief. When one stares at the bulb when the lamp is switched on and then turns
one's eyes away, one experiences afterimages. One doesn't believe there is anything
physicd there. Nevertheless one does believe there is an afterimage there. For this reason
the experience is fill belief. When one halucinates, one either believes oneis hallucinating,
or believes one is seeing a physica object. In ether case, one's experience is belief. If one
believes one is halucinating when one is hdlucinating, then the halucinating experienceis
not only abelief, but dso atrue belief. If one believes oneis seeing aphysica object when
one is halucinating, then the hdlucinating experience is a fdse belief. In dther case,
experienceisbdlief.

But a nondoxasticist may agree that experience is object-dependent while denying
experience is beief. For nondoxasticism, experience only provides materid for belief
formation but is not itself belief. Nondoxasticism understands experience as providing data,
either nonconceptua or conceptud, for further interpretation. The nonconceptudist version
of nondoxagticism understands the data to be interpreted as nonconceptud, while the
conceptudist verson understands it as conceptud. | shdl now move on to the second step
of the argument and show that the nonconceptuaist version of nondoxagticismiswrong.

4. The second step of my argument for doxasticism isto insst that to have experience of an

2 Martin, for example, writes: “we explain the veridica perception by reference to the relational propertiesit alone possesses,
and we explain the other two by reference to ther indiscriminability from this. So, the particular Stuation of veridica
perception isfundamentd to the explanation of the character of al cases of perceptud experience’ (2002, p. 402).
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object is to experience the object under certain descriptions. This is the idea of
conceptudism which asserts that experience is essentidly an exercise of conceptud
capacities. Experience hasiits object by being a grasp of its object. And experience can only
grasp its object by putting it under certain descriptions. Experience has its object in the
sense that the subject takesits object asits object.

Conceptudizing or theorizing is obvioudy essentid or indispensable in some kinds of
experience. Suppose you want to buy some furniture. To decide if you can fit in the
furniture, you have to do some measurements. You measure the room and the furniture. And
to measure is no doubt to experience in aconceptud way. Through measuring, you find the
room is 3mX4m, and the bed is 2mX2m, and the bedside tables are 0.5mX0.5m. So you
decide you would be adle to fit in the furniture. Hence your judgement about the possibility
of fitting in the furniture can only be based on the conceptua experience you have when
you do the measuring.

It can be objected that this only showsthereis an advantage in conceptua experience,
not that every case of experience has to be conceptud. Particularly, in this furniture example,
we do not dways need to do the measuring. If the room is very big, then there is no doubt
that there is enough space for the furniture. But to experience aroom as very bigis dso to
experience it in a conceptua way. And to experience aroom as very big is not to have an
experience of the room and then conceptudize it as very big. One experiences the room as
very big when onefirst experiencesit; it isnot alater conceptudization.

It is phenomenologicaly true that we experience the world as meaningful. When we
enter aroom, we see tables, chairs, lamps, books, etc. Again, as Cowley puts it, “whatever
we see or hear, we see or hear as such-and-such, or as is sometimes said, under a certain
description. And different people see or hear the same thing under different descriptions’.
Thus, “In looking and seeing we are getting things sorted out and organised in our purview.
Perceiving is making sense of things by the senses’ (1968, p. xiii). Thereisno way to find a
pure experience with no understanding in it. We cannot see without seeing “as’. This
applies to the case of sound as well. We not only attribute sounds to an object, but dso
attribute meaningful soundsto the object. Thuswe say “I hear the bus coming”.

The conceptudity of experience is best exemplified by our experience of language.
Once welearn alanguage, we relate the pronunciation and its meaning directly. When think
adoud and hear what someone dse says, the sounds we make or hear are Straightaway
meaningful, thereis no need to make sense of the sounds. As Cowley observes, “in thinking
aoud or in hearing what others say we do not have the experience of producing or hearing
these curious sounds we make. For the sounds are uttered or heard as meanings. In listening
to someone we hear his meaning, make it ours or rgject it, and in talking we smply think or
mean doud’. We do not hear language “as sounds or even as words, but as
meanings—information, funny stories, sentiments, compliments, insults, gppeals, demands,
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etc” (1968, p. 151-152). Hence, “The meaning, as Merleau-Ponty says, devours the sign”
(1968, p. 152). Similarly, to be able to read is to be able to see the marks on the page as
meaningful. Thus, “We do not see the marks and interpret them. We do not see the marks as
such at dl. To read isto see the meaning on the page. It is not in the margin or somewhere
off the page, but there, accumulating from lineto line and page to page’ (1968, p. 152).

Locke thinks that the reason that we perceive an object under a certain description is
that “the Ideas we receive by sensation, are often in grown People alter’ d by the Judgment,
without our taking notice of it” (1975, p. 145). And the fact that we do not take notice of it
only shows “how very quick the actions of the mind are performed” (1975, p. 147). Hence
“the Perception of our Sensation...servesonly to excite” “an Idea formed by our Judgment”
“and is scarce taken notice of it sdif; as a Man who reads or hears with attention and
understanding, takes little notice of the Characters, or sounds, but of the Idea, that are
excited in him by them” (1975, p. 146-7).

According to Locke, what we get from a three dimensond object is a two
dimensiond retina image. But “the Judgment presently, by an habitud custom, dters the
Appearance into their Causes: So that from that, which truly is variety of shadow or colour,
collecting the Figure, it makes it pass for a mark of Figure, and Frames to it sdf the
perception of a convex Figure, and an uniform colour; when the Idea we receive from
thence, isonly aPlain varioudy colour’d, asis evident in Painting” (1975, p. 145). But the
thing is, the three dimensiond object looks to us to be three dimensiond, not that it looks
two dimensiond and we infer from the two dimensiond gppearance that the object isin fact
three dimensond. For a human perceiver, it is not that her judgment dters a plan
gppearance into a three dimendona figure, the gppearance is three dimensiona and
conceptud in the first place. Locke is well aware of the fact that habituation plays a role
here. But what habituation has done is far more significant than Locke understandsit to be.
Habituation does not make the action of mind atoo quick to notice performance; it actudly
helps to develop perception in such away that we perceive an object as an object directly.
Our conceptua capacities are congtitutive of our perceptud ability.

The crucid ideais that there is no intermediary in perceptua experience. Hence it is
not the speed of the action of mind that matters here. The point is that there is no action of
mind involved at dl. As Cowley putsiit, in actud experience, “we get whatever we get as
we get it. Interpretation and inference start from what we actualy see and hear” (1968, p.
149). As conceptud beings, our experience necessarily involves conceptud capacities. To
experienceisto understand. We do not have an experience and then stand back, think about
the experience, and conceptudize the experience. Conceptudization or interpretation is
dready in experience. As Merleau-Ponty makesit clear: “The pureimpression is, therefore,
not only undiscoverable, but aso imperceptible and so inconceivable as an ingant of
perception” (2002, p. 4). Theideaisnicely captured in Wittgenstein’s following remarks:. “It
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isadmos as if ‘seeing the Sign in this context’” were an echo of thought.” “*The echo of a
thought in sight’—one would like to say” (1953, p. 212). Strawson puts the same idea in
thisway: “the visud experienceisirradiated by, or infused with, the concept; or it becomes
soaked with the concept” (1970, p. 63).>* The unimaginability of a nonconceptua Given
shows that thisis not the way we experience the world. Nonconceptud experienceisitsdf a
myth. We don’t know whereit is, what it islike, and what itsfunction is.

It can be objected that even we do possess the relevant concepts, those concepts are
not necessary for a particular experience. Evans, for example, clams. “It is not necessary,
for example, that the subject possess the egocentric concept ‘to theright’ if he isto be able
to have the experience of a sound as being to the right” (1982, p. 159). Evans, of course, is
not making the claim that one can perceive a sound as being to the right without possessing
the concept “right” or “to the right”. Wha he means to say is that conceptua capacities
make no difference to the relevant experience. A person possesses the concept “right”
experiences a sound the same way as a person who does not possess the concept. As Davies
puts it: “a subject may have an experience without possessing the concepts that would be
used in the specification of the content of that experience” (1991, p. 462).

It is true that obtaining conceptua capacities does not necessarily change the way
things look, sound, or fed to us. The essentid change that possession of conceptud
capacities makes to experienceisthat it makes the subject experience things as under certain
descriptions.

It can then be further objected that even if we have the conceptud capacities, we may
till do not dways exercise the conceptud capacities when having the experience. Hence it
is not dways true that we experience things as under certain descriptions. Experience of the
direction of an object, sound, etc. is notably of thiskind. When we experience a sound to the
right, we may only experience it as to that particular direction without being aware of the
fact that that direction is to the right. When we experience an object to a certain direction,
we may only experienceit as being to that direction without conceptudizing the direction.

We need to note this objection is particularly targeted at experience of directions. And
in this case, demongtratives can be used as a concept, for the very act of pointing sgndsa
direction. While pointing a a shade of colour cannot tell us what colour it is, to point a a
direction isto decide or determine adirection.

It is possible that you hear a sound as being to the right without redizing it is to the
right. You may smply experienceit as coming from that direction, pointing to that direction
with your “mind’s finger”, namely, by attending to that direction. You may later redize that
that direction is actudly to the right. Another person may directly experience the sound as
being to the right. Then what's the difference?

% Seedsn Lennon 2004.
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The point is this. Usualy the purpose of experience is to attend to the object, not to
attend to the direction of the object. Hence our experience of the direction of the object is
exhibited in our experience of the object. But there are dso cases where you need to attend
to the direction of the object paticularly, and in these cases your experience is
conceptudized in that way.

Whileit istrue that this reply does not apply to the case of colour experience, itisaso
true that the objection itsdlf is not gpplicable to colour experience ether. It issedom, if ever,
the case tha we experience a shade of red without experiencing it as a shade of red.
Campbdl isright in saying that we may perceive a physical object without paying specid
attention to the colour of the object. But thisis not to say we may fail to experience a shade
of red as red when we pay attention to, and have experience of, a shade of red.

The way we grasp the object of an experience is to put is under certain descriptions.
This is the way we, as conceptua beings, experience an object. We grasp the object of
experience by exercising our conceptua capacities. If experienceis dways experience of an
object, then it hasto be dways an exercise of conceptud capacities.

5. Thefind step of my argument for doxasticiam is to maintain that to exercise conceptud
cgpacities in experience is to make judgment about the world. According to this
undergtanding of the conceptudity of experience, we not only take the object of experience
asitsobject, but dso take the object of experience as existent in a certain way. Experienceis
concerned with the way the object exists and isthus doxastic.

Concepts are the congtituents of thoughts. To have conceptua capacitiesisto be ableto
think. And to think is, among other things, to make judgements. Philosophers sometimes
talk about detached thinking, namely, to entertain a proposition without making judgement.
But that would be a case of deciding what to think, not a case of thinking devoid of
judgement. To have concept A is to be able to judge that something is A. Conceptud
capacities are thus capacities of making judgements™ To conceptudize the world is to
apply concepts to the world. And to apply concepts to the world is to make judgements
about the world. Therefore, if experience is a conceptudization of the world, it must be
judgement about the world.

At this point, doxagticism distinguishes itsdf from conceptuaism. For conceptudidts,
experience, though conceptud, is ill data to be interpreted or judged. The conceptudist
versgon of nondoxasticism ingsts that experience is conceptua but nondoxastic. We find
this idea in Runzo’'s non-doxastic “propostiond” andysis of perception. According to
Runzo,

% |tisexactly for thisresson that conceptual capadities are essantially language ability. To makejudgement istojudge X isA.
And both X and A need to be expressed in language. For this reason, thinking is essentidly language involving.
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To perceive an object or state of affairs, X, is, and is no more than, to be episodicaly
aware of aset of propositions about X... This awareness of (set of) propositions during
perceiving is akin to entertaining propositions... (1977, p. 214-5)

Hence for conceptudidts, to say tha experience is conceptud is only to say it is
propostiond. This is, as | shdl try to explan, closdy redaed to the conceptudist
understanding of conceptud capacities and its understanding of the way conceptud
capacities are exercised in experience,

For conceptudidts, to have conceptud capacities is to be able to enter the space of
reasons, but not necessarily to be able to make judgements. According to McDowel,
“conceptud capacities are capacities whose paradigmatic actuaizations are exercises of
them in judgment, which is the end—both am and culmination—of the controlled and
sdf-critica activity of making up on€s mind” (1998a, p. 410). For McDowsll, it is very
important that a minded cresture should be able to make up its mind. “A creature that
cannot make up its mind does nat, in the rdevant sense, have a mind. It cannat, in the
relevant sense, be minded in a certain way” (19984, p. 411). Hence what McDowell means
by conceptud capacities are the kind of cgpacities we find in critica thinking or judgement
meaking or the activity of making up one’'s mind. In other words, when one decides what to
believe oneis exercisng one' s conceptua capacities. Then the question is; what exactly are
these conceptua capacities? Are they what we use in making up our mind about the world,
or are they the making up our minds itsdf? McDowell seems to mean the former. For
McDowell, conceptua capacities themsdves are not capacities to make up one' s mind; they
are only something we use in making up our mind. Conceptua capacities, on this
understanding, are not equivaent to capacities of making judgement.

Understanding conceptud capacities as something we use in making judgements
ingtead of capacities of making judgement, McDowell then takesiit that it is possible for us
to exercise our conceptud capacities without making up our mind about the world.
McDowdl thus has in mind two ways of exercising conceptua capacities, one active, and
the other passve. For McDowell, when we make judgement about the world, we exercise
conceptua capacities actively, and when we experience the world, we exercise conceptua
capacities passvely. For this reason, dthough McDowdl suggests that we identify
conceptua capacities by congdering their role in activity of making judgement, he thinks
that “we can extend the idea of actudizations of that range of capacities beyond the active
exercises tha definethem asthekind of capacitiesthey aré’ and understand experienceasa
passive exercise of conceptud capacities. In this way, “the very same capacities can be
actudized, outside the control of the subject, in the receptivity of sengbility” (ibid., p. 410).

Hence the deciding itsalf does not seem to be included in conceptud capacities, or at
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least is not the part of conceptua capacities which permeetes experience and makes it
conceptud. For McDowdll, to say experienceis conceptuad isnot to say one makes up one's
mind in experience, it isonly to say that in experience we find the kind of thing we find in
critica thinking, which isthe kind of activity of making up one's mind. Thus conceptuadism,
while indsting experience is conceptud, begrudges experience the capacity for making
judgement.

But we need to see conceptud capacities are not only cagpacities to Sructure the world
but dso, no less importantly, capacities to make judgement about the world. To possess
conceptuad capacities is to possess the cgpacities for making up one's mind, not just to
possess something which can be used in making up one's mind about the world. That is, to
have conceptua capacities is to be able to take atitudes toward the world. Conceptud
capacities are themselves concerned with the truth of the world. Understood in this way,
conceptuad capacities cannot be exercised in a passve way, as McDowel concelves it.
There is only one way to exercise conceptua capacities. to make judgement about the
world.

If conceptud capacities are capacities for making up one's mind, then experience can
only be an exercise of conceptua capacitiesin virtue of being ajudgement about the world.
Experience is conceptud not only in the sense that it has a certain kind of conceptua
Sructure but dso that to have experience is to take what is experienced as exigent in a
certain way. To experience is to make up one's mind about the world, thet is, to teke a
doxadtic atitude about the world.

Thereis an important sense in which experience is passive: we can only seewhat isin
front of us. But this does not mean we do not make up our mind when we see. To seeisto
believe. Thisisthe way we make up our mind when we see. If in experience, as McDowdll
putsit, we are saddled with content, then we should take that content aswhat we believe. To
experience is to make up one's mind about the world, that is, to take attitude or form
judgement about the world. To say experience is conceptud is not just to say it is
propositiond; it isto say experienceis both attitudina and propositiona. Experienceisitsdf
afull-fledged exercise of conceptud capacities which are themselves capacities for making
judgements.

Experience is an exercise of conceptud capacities in the sense that it is a judgement
about the world. Thisisexactly the idea Strawson takes from Kant when he says experience
is permeated with conceptual capacities™ Strawson asserts, “perceptua judgement” is
“interna to the characterization of the experience’ (1979, p. 95). When | describe my
experience, | do it by describing ajudgement about the world. We cannot give a veridica
characterization of experience without reference to the relevant judgements (1979, p. 95-6).

* Thisis precisely what Strawson takesto be the main thrust of the argument of the Transcendental Deduction. See Srawson
1966, pp. 100-12.
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Thus “our sensible experience itsdf is thoroughly permeated with those concepts of objects
which figure in such judgements’ (1979, p. 96). The point is that, “ Sensble experience is
permeeted by concepts unreflective acceptance of the generd applicability of which is a
condition of its being so permeated, a condition of that experience being what it is; and
these concepts are of redigtically conceived objects’ (1979, p. 96). Strawson writes:

...mature sensible experience (in generd) presents itsdf as, in Kantian phrase, an
immediate consciousness of the existence of things outside us. (Immediate, of course,
does not mean infallible)) ... the ordinary human commitment to a conceptua scheme
of aredist character is not properly described, even in a stretched sense of the word, as
atheoretical commitment. It is, rather, something given with the given. (1979, p. 99)

And the very reason that experience is judgement is that conceptud capacities are
essentialy capacities for making judgement about the world. As Strawson makes it clear:
“The concepts of the objective which we see to be indispensable to the veridica
characterization of sensble experience smply would not be in this way indispensable
unless those whose experience it was initidly and unreflectively took such concepts to have
gpplication in the world” (1979, p. 96). What Strawson triesto put forward hereisnot just a
conceptudist idea that experience is conceptua. The idea is that experience involves a
commitment about the existence of the object, or judgement about how things stand in the
world. We take what we experience as the world because we exercise conceptud capacities
in such away that we take the object of experience as existent in a certain way. Experience
isfor this reason judgement about the world. Thisis exactly theidea of Doxasticism.®

7. To say experience is doxadtic isto say experience is dways experience of facts. Dretske
clams that perceptua experience can be ether “a consciousness of things’, or “a
consciousness of facts’. While the former is *a concept-free mental state” and nondoxastic,
the latter is “a concept-charge menta state” and doxastic. According to Dretske, perceptua
consciousness of things does not entail perceptua consciousness of facts and thus cannot be
a doxadtic date. Hence, for Dretske, experience is not dways doxastic. Here is Dretske's
examplefor concept-free perceptua consciousness of things:

The fird time | became aware of an armadillo (I saw it on a Texas road), | did not
know what it was. | did not even know what armadillos were, much less what they
looked like. My ignorance did not impair my eyesight, of course. | saw the animdl. |

% Thisisdifferent from McDowell’s understanding of Strawson. McDowell writes: “my Kant is Strawson’s, and Strawson's
Kant isno doubt not thered Kant” (McDowell 2000, p. 342, no. 1).
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was aware of it ahead of me on the road. That is why | swerved. Ignorance of what
armadillos are or how they look can prevent someone from being conscious of certain
facts (that the object crossng the road is an armadillo) without impairing in the
dightest one's awareness of the things—the armadillos crossing roads—that (so to
gpeak) condtitute thefact. (1993, p. 266)

Dretske thus concludes that, in perceptud experience, “Sis conscious of X” does not entall
that “S is conscious of x is F’. Hence perceptud consciousness of things does not entall
perceptua consciousness of facts.

Dretske seems to take it for granted that he saw an armadillo, athough he did not
know what it was. What he means to show is that his seeing an armadillo is not an
awareness of the particular fact that the animd is an armadillo, given tha he was ignorant
about what an armadillo was. But why should we require Dretske be aware of this particular
fact? If Dretske did not see the animd as an armadillo, then of course he did not judge it is
an amadillo. Thisisno harm to the ideathat experienceisjudgement.

More importantly, Dretske obvioudy was conscious of some fact. At least, he was
conscious of x is an animd, which is a fact. And, of course, thisis not dl what he saw.
Insgting that his sght was not impaired in the dightest by the defect of his conceptud
capacities”” Dretske may claim that he actualy saw a smal anima with a nine-banded
leathery armour shell. Then we can say Dretske was conscious of the fact that x isasmall
animd with a nine-banded lesthery armour. All we need to admit is that what kind of fact
you take in while having the perceptud experience is determined by what kind of
conceptua capacities you possess. The subject’ slack of aspecia concept would not prevent
an experience from being an awareness of facts.

Dretske nevertheless has a further reason to doubt that experience is dways doxastic.
Pardleling Evans's richness argument against conceptualism, Dretske has a richness
argument againgt doxasticism, according to which we see more than we believe. He dams:
“Sensation....isinformationaly profuse and specific in the way a picture is. Knowledge and
belief, on the other hand, are sdective and exclusve in the way a statement is’ (1988, p.
152). Hence, “Typicdly, the sensory systems overload the information-handling capacity of
our cognitive mechanisms o that not al that is given to us in perception can be digested”
(1988, p. 157).

Dretske' s exampleisthat one may see 27 children in the playground without believing
that one sees 27 children there, if one does not have time to count (1988, p. 156). But it is
not clear we should require the subject know the exact number of the children she seesin
order for her to hold a belief about what she sees. The subject does not see 27 childrenif she

% | serioudy doubt that this can bethe case. But | shall not pursue the point for the momen.
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has no time to count; she sees only many children or more than a dozen children. What one
sees depends on to what extent one exercises one's conceptua capacities. This is actudly
related to the criterion of seeing. For Dretske, one sees X if X is there to be seen. But we
need a different conception of seeing here. One only sees X when one sees X as X. One
only sees 27 children if one sees 27 children as 27 children. If one does not see 27 children
as 27 children, then one only sees the children in the playground, the number of whom is,
unseen and unknown to one.

Dretske d 0 cites some |aboratory evidence to show that we see more than we believe.
Psychologicd evidence shows that we can a most process seven items a a given moment.
According to Dretske's understanding, “The rule represents some kind of limit to how
much information we can exact from our sensory experience, not a limit to how much
information can be contained in this experience” (1988, p. 158). And given that we can see
more than seven items in a case of experience, Dretske argues, this implies we see more
than we believe. But there is no evidence that experience contains more information than
our cognitive capacities may process, gpart from an objective observetion that there are
indeed more to experience over there. What is a work here is till the objective view of
experienceto which | objected above.

Dretske inggts that “Our own perceptua experience tedtifies to the fact that there is
more information getting in than we can manage to get out” (1988, p. 159). He cites an
experiment in which the subject is exposed to an array of nine or more letters for a brief
period but can only identify three or four letters (1988, p. 159). He then concludes that the
subject can cognitively recognize fewer letters than she has in her experience. But, again,
there is no reason to think the subject manages to experientidly take in al the letters
exposed to her. One can only take in the information one can process. The experiment
actudly showsthelimit of experience, which isat oncethe limit of our cognitive capacity.

The extent the subject exercises her judging ability is the extent she experiences the
world. Experience and judging ability are condtitutive of each other. It is exactly for this
reason that experience is doxadtic. In other words, experience is doxadtic to the extent our
conceptua capacities dlow, just as the way we experience the world is restricted by our
conceptud capacities.

8. | have argued for the following three points stage by stage. Firdt, experience is
object-dependent. It either has aphysica object, or amenta object. Second, experience has
its objects in virtue of being an exercise of conceptud capacities. Thirdly, to exercise
conceptua capacities is to make judgment. We can then conclude that experience is
judgement or belief about the world.
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7. Experience and Dishdlief

1. To have experience is to be in a sae of believing. In this sense, experience is doxadtic.
Thisistheideaof doxasticism.

Even nondoxadticists would agree that there is a strong connection between
experience and bdief. Martin admits that “in a Situaion in which a subject is perceiving
veridicaly, and in no way distrust his experience, hewill fed compelled to judge that things
are that way” (2002, p. 399). He even agrees, “Perceptua experiences do not merely have
power over asubject’s beief, they dso have authority” (2002, p. 390). Despite this, Martin
ingststhat “ experience does not have the expected coercive effect over one'sbdiefs’ (1993,
p. 85). Likewise, many of those who recognize a close connection between experience and
belief deny experienceis doxadtic. Thisis dueto the ideathat we do not aways believe our
experience.

It iswidely accepted that we may experience the world in one way while believing in
another, namey experience is bdlief-independent. Evans clams “the subject’s being in an
informationd state is independent of whether or not he believes that the state is veridica”
(1982, p. 123). And here are some examples Evans hasin mind:

It is awell-known fact about perceptud illusion that it will continue to appear to us as
though, say, one line is longer than the other (in the Muller-Lyer illuson) even when
we are quite sure tha it is not. Similarly, it may ill seem to us as though
such-and-such an episode took place in the past, even though we now beieve our
goparent experience of it to have been hdlucinatory. And our being placed in the
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gopropriate informationa state by someone telling us a story does not depend upon our
believing the story to betrue. (1982, p. 123)

McDowdl shares with Evans the idea that the way we experience the world is independent
of the rdlevant belief we may hold about the world. He dlaims “how one's experience
represents things to beis not under one's control, but it is up to one whether one accepts the
gppearance or rgectsit’ (1994, p. 11). Hence the bdlief-independent thesis say's experience
remains the same whether we bdieve what we experience. If we believe experience is
belief-independent in this way, and indst a subject cannot hold conflicting beliefs
smultaneoudy, then we have to accept that the content of experience might not be the
content of an actua belief.

There is obvioudy a close rdationship between nondoxasticisn and the
belief-independent thess. But it isimportant to note the distinction between the two theses.
The belief-independent thesis says experience is not affected by the belief hed by the
subject, while nondoxagticiam says experienceis not abelief. The bdlief-independent thesis
emphasizes the primitiveness of experience while nondoxasticism focuses on the inertness
or insufficiency of experience in producing a belief. We get nondoxasticism from the
belief-independent thesis only when we add that there cannot be conflicting beliefs in a
subject smultaneoudy and that the concluson drawn from the case where the content of
experience conflicts with the belief held by the subject should be generdized into cases
where there is no such conflict between experience and belief. For nondoxadtists, the
belief-independent thesis naturdly leads to nondoxasticism. According to McDowdll, “the
content of a perceptua experience cannot be explained as the content of an gppropriate
actud belief, ance there may be no belief with asuitable content” (1994, p. 60).

Thus the impediment to accepting doxasticiam is a congderation based on cases that
one dishdieves one's experience, or, as Martin puts it, cases of “disbelief in perception”
(1993, p. 83; see dso Martin 2002, p. 387; Peacocke 2009, p. 477). This| cdl the disbelief
objection to doxasticism. The disbdief objection says one may have a belief with content
not-P while having an experience with content P. This means experience may fail to
produce a corresponding belief, Snce in this case, there is Smply no corresponding belief
exigs.

The disbelief objection particularly focuses on cases of sober halucinaion and
familiar illuson. In the case of sober hdlucination, it may look to one that thereis, say, a
chair in front of one while one disbelieves that there is a chair there. In the case of familiar
illusion, things may look a certain way while the subject does not believe they are in fact
that way. Take the example of Muller-Lyer illusion. For someonein the know, the line with
outwards wings appears longer than the one with inwards wings dthough the subject
believes the two lines are the same length. The two lines look unequa without the subject
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believing this. It isthiskind of dleged incons stency between experience and belief whichis
supposed to generate athreat to doxasticism.

One response to the disbeief objection is to admit that in some specid cases
experience is not doxastic but ingst that it normaly is. Ginsborg proposes an identity clam
restricted to some experiences. She admits that there are cases in which experience is not
believing, dthough “these cases are parasitic on the primary case in which seeing is
believing, and, for the most part, knowing” (2006a, p. 355). Smith seems to endorse a
weeker clam and indgts that “believing plays an essentid part in perceptud experience’
(2001, p. 284). He nevertheless admitsthat “it is certainly not true to say that one believesin
the existence of any and every object one perceives, not that one necessarily believe such
objects actudly to be the way they appear” (2001, p. 284). Responses of thiskind imply that
the mgority of our experiences are bdiefs. Particularly, those experiences that are used for
belief judtifications are themsdves beliefs.

We may want to be happy with thiskind of response. After al, for experienceto play a
judtificatory role in empirica knowledge, dl we need is just that those experiences that are
used for belief judtification are beliefs. But it is not clear that we can fend off the disbelief
objection so eadlly. Firg, if experience is itsdlf bdief, then an opposite judgement should
only contradict the experience as a belief, not to deprive the beief we may have in
experience. Hence doxasticism should not alow exceptions where experience is not belief.
Second, the dishdief objection starts with the idea that in some specid cases such as
familiar illusons we don't believe what we experience. This means, in these specia cases,
experience does not have a corresponding bdlief, and hence cannot be a bdief. Experience
isthe same kind of menta State in acase of dishdief as acase of bdief, soif it isnot belief
in the one casg, it is not beief in the other. This implies, the reasoning goes, even in those
cases Where experience does have a corresponding belief, experience is gill not itsdf a
belief. Hence doxasticism needs to show how we can stop the reasoning from working in
thisway.

Smith aso makes amore positive effort to defend the ideathat experienceisbelief. He
tries to accommodate the conflict between the content of experience and the content of
belief by making adistinction between perceptud belief and theoretical beief and ingsting
“perceptud bdief can exis dongsde a contradictory theoretical belief” (2001, p. 292). In
the case of a seeming gppearance of ahuge spider crawling over me, dthough | wastold by
the psychologist that thisis not a red spider, | may sill generate a perceptud belief that
there is a spider gpproaching if the gppearance is vivid enough. Smith suggests that in this
kind of cases, we should dlow the existence of conflicting bdliefs. He thus indsts that “a
certain kind of perhaps qudified bdief is essentid to perception” (2001, p. 288). This
quaified belief is a perceptua bdief that might conflict with the belief the subject may
possess. But the perceptud bdief Smith proposesis actualy a non-belief; it is not what the
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subject actudly believes. Doxasticism requires that experience be belief in the literd sense.
It requires that experience be what the subject believes, not a certain kind of quaified belief
that the subject does not redly believe.

My strategy for responding to the disbelief objection will be to argue that experienceis
doxastic through and through. Thisis based on an attack on the idea of deceptive experience
which asserts that experience can be deceptive even if the subject is not deceived. | shdl
suggest that we replace the idea of deceptive experience with the idea of disadvantaged
experience. A disadvantaged experience, while not being a belief that P when it is the case
that P, is not a bdief not-P either. Hence the possibility that experience is bdief is not
excluded by the fact that the subject holds the belief that P. All we need to do in replying to
the disbdief objection is then to find the belief in a disadvantaged experience, which does
not conflict with the belief the subject may hold.

2. The disbdief objection is based on a paticular understanding of the falibility of
experience. It is a notorious fact that experience is fdlible, that is, we sometimes make
mistakes in experience. The fdlibility of experience may itsdf motivate the view that there
is a gap between experience and bdief: if experience is fdlible, then it may not be very
good news if it is belief. But this consderation should not be decisive. If we are dlowed to
hold fase beliefs, then it isnot right to deny experienceisbdief smply becauseitisfalible.
The disconnection between experience and beief is actudly based on a paticular
underganding of the fdlibility of experience, tha is, to understand the fdlibility of
experience as caused by experience’s being able to be deceptive.

Theidea of deceptive experience can be traced back to Ayer. Here are Ayer’s examples
of deceptive cases.

It is remarked that a coin which looks circular from one point of view may look
dlipticd from another; or that a ick which normaly gppears Sraight ook bent when
it gppears in water; or that to people who take drugs such as mescd, things appear to
change their colour. The familiar cases of mirror images, and double images, and
complete hdlucinations, such asthe mirage, provide further examples® (1969, p. 3)

According to Ayer, “the fact that appearances vary...proves a least that people
sometimes do not perceive things asthey redly are’. It is here he introduces the concept of
“deceptive experience’:

%8 |t does not seem to be right to consider mirage asa case of hallucination. See chapter 6 for an account of mirage.
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If, to teke afamiliar example, a coin looks at the same time round to one person and,
from a different angle, dliptica to another, it follows that it is to one of them at least
presenting a deceptive experience...So that if each of these persons judges that he is
percaiving the coin as it redly is, a least one of them will be undergoing an illuson.
(1956, p. 87)

The point hereisthat an object may look different in different circumstances, and given that
there can only be one way for an object to be, only one appearance manifests the way the
object is, dl the others must be deceptive.

The idea of deceptive experience is obvioudy based on a non-doxastic understanding
of experience. According to this understanding, if experience does not manifest the way the
object is, it induces the subject to make a fase judgment, but is not itself a fase judgement.
Deceptive experience is thus digtinctive in its power of inducing the subject to make a
mistaken judgement; it is not necessary that a fase judgement is redly produced. Hence
Ayer says that it is not necessary that “anyone should ever actudly be deceived by an
experience of thiskind” (1956, p. 87).

Not al the cases Ayer lists are consdered deceptive by contemporary philosophers.
But the idea of deceptive experience endorsed by contemporary philosophers does not seem
to be capable of excluding those cases that are not anymore considered deceptive. Here is
McDowd|’s notion of deceptive experience:

| shall spesk of cases as deceptive when, if one were to believe that things are as they
gppear, one would be mided, without implying that one is actualy mided. (1988, p.
210)

This means that having a deceptive experience does not entail that the experiencing subject
is decelved, and an experience can be deceptive while the subject is not decaived. It isin
this sense McDowdll talks about “the deceptive capacities of gppearance” (1995, p. 881).
And this iswhere the gap between experience and belief beginsto emerge: to experienceis
onething, to believe another.

This is exactly where we have the disbdief objection. The disbelief objection is the
idea that experience can be deceptive when the subject is not deceived. Thisis not just to
say that experience can be deceptive when the subject may occasiondly not to be deceived.
The idea is that experience can be deceptive even if the subject is never deceived. It can
even be described as the idea that experience can be deceptive even if no one has ever been,
or would ever be, deceived. Thereis something intrinsic to the experience which is bound to
be deceptive.

Understood in this way, it seems we have to admit that the vast mgority of our
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everyday experiences are deceptive. If we follow McDowel’s notion of deceptive
experience, then it seems not only that experience can be deceptive, but dso it is dmost
always deceptive.

Take Ayer’s first example of various illusons: “a coin which looks circular from one
point of view may look élipticad from another”. This kind of illuson seems to be
everywhere in our everyday life. Suppose you are looking at a big building with lots of
circular windows. Now whichever window you are facing directly and see as circular, you
see the others as dliptica to a certain extent. Then from whatever perspective you look at
the building, your experience of the building has to be illusve in Ayer’s sense. Now, if we
follow McDowell’s notion of deceptive experience, then for every case of your experience,
only asmdl bit of itisnotillusive.

And this kind of example, to repeet, is everywhere. Look around your room, you find
the edges of the mugs and the bowls look dlipticad, and the round mirror looks dliptica.
This holds for things with other shapes aswell. If you look at your friend without facing her
directly, you will get an “illusion” of her, athough you rightly see her as your friend.

If wefollow McDowel’s notion of deceptive experience, thet is, an appearance can be
deceptive without the subject redly being decelved, then we may say to see a shadow isto
have a deceptive experience, since a shadow looks asiif it is coloured darker than the other
part of the ground, athough that part of the ground isn't coloured darker and the subject
does not believeit is coloured darker.

If we follow McDowel’s notion of deceptive experience, we would have to accept
that mogt, if not dl, of our everyday experienceis deceptive in acertain sense. If weinsst a
coin looks dliptica from a certain point of view and thus has an illusive appearance, then
we have to accept that most of our experienceisillusve. Thereis hardly an escape. Illusion
seems to be dmogt everywhere. And it seems that in most cases, we experience the world
by having various kinds of illuson of it!

Hence there must be something wrong with McDowell’'s notion of deceptive
experience. To avoid the disastrous consequence, we have to give up this problematic
notion.

It isexactly this problematic idea of deceptive experience which underlies the disbdlief
objection. If an experience is deceptive, then the only belief that can be derived from the
experience is the belief that P when it is not the case that P And dlowing that experience
could be deceptive without the subject being decelved, it is then possble that there is a
deceptive experience from which the subject can only derive a belief that P while the
subject actudly holds the belief that not-P. If we agree that a person does not normally hold
conflicting beliefs conscioudy, we will have to accept that a deceptive experience is not a
belief. Hence the crucid point is to problematize the idea that experience can be deceptive
without the subject being deceived.
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To rgect the idea of deceptive experience isto rgect the idea that an experience may
have a content P while the subject believes not-P. There is then no direct conflict between
the content of experience and the content of the belief the subject may hold. The disbelief
objection thus loses its power. All we need to do then is to show experience dways has a
corresponding belief which isheld by the subject.

The idea of deceptive experienceisfirg of dl based on the assumption thet thereis a
digtinction between veridica and non-veridica experience, according to which, a veridica
experienceis amanifestation or correct representation of the world and hence non-deceptive,
while anon-veridical experience is not a manifestation or an incorrect representation of the
world and hence deceptive. The idealis further strengthened by a second assumption that a
non-veridica or deceptive experience has an intringc feature which is indistinguishable
from averidica one.

| shdl first wesken the idea of deceptive experience by arguing against the second
assumption and then venture to extrapolate the idea by collapsing the very digtinction
between veridica and non-veridica experience.

3. The second assumption which strengthens the idea of deceptive experience is the thesis
that there is an intrindc feature in a non-veridica experience which is indistinguishable
from averidicd experience. This| cdl theindistinguishability thess.

The idea of deceptive experience dlows an gppearance to be deceptive even if the
subject never believes the gppearance. The ideaitself is a conditiond: if the subject takes a
non-veridica experience as a veridica one, then she would be deceived. This relies on the
possibility of the subject taking a non-veridica experience to be a veridicad one, which in
turn relies on the assumption that a non-veridical experience is indistinguishable from a
veridica one. The idea of deceptive experience thus heavily relies on the assumption that a
non-veridica experienceisindistinguishable from averidica one.

What the indigtinguishability thesisistrying to say is this. A non-veridica experience,
inwhich it looks Pwhileit isin fact the case that non-P, isindistinguishable from averidica
experience in which it looks P while it is in fact the case that P. The reason that the two
experiences are indistinguishable is tha in both cases it looks P. This is how Ayer
understands the indistinguishability between anon-veridica experience and averidica one:

...there is no intringc difference in kind between those of our perceptions tha are
veridicd in ther presentation of materia things and those that are ddusive. When |
look at a draight stick, which is refracted in water and so gppears crooked, my
experience is quditatively the same as if | were looking a a gtick that redly was
crooked. (1969, p. 5-6)
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In the same vein, McDowell dlows what is given to experience in deceptive and
non-deceptive cases “to be the same in so far as it is an gppearance that things are thus and
0" (1988, p. 214).%

It is important to note how damaging this indistinguishability thesis could be to our
understanding of experience. If a non-veridica experience is indistinguishable from a
veridica experience, then averidica experience would be equaly indistinguishable from a
deceptive experience. The consequence is that a veridica experience, however veridicd,
would not be able to guide us to the truth of the world. And it is exactly this
indistinguishability thesis that leads to the idea that experience is not belief. A veridica
experience, being indistinguishable from a deceptive experience, cannot be an assertion or
belief about the world. Hence while non-veridica experience gains its power of decelving
by being indistinguishable from a veridicad experience, veridicd experience loses its power
of guiding us to the truth of the world. And experience, in generd, loses the power of
asserting. Experience is not anymore an assertion about the world. We cannot then depend
on experience for the truth of the world.

But the indistinguishability thesis seems to be very dubious. Take the example of a
sraight stick haf immersed in water. According to the passage from Ayer | quoted above,
the experience of looking a a straight stick which is haf immersed in water is quditatively
indistinguishable from the experience of looking at a crooked stick. But this does not seem
to be right. If there is no “quditative’ difference between these two cases of experience,
then even an instructed adult wouldn't be able to discriminate a Straight stick which is haf
immersed in water and a crooked stick.

And indeed, we have good reasons to believe, a least in this case, the non-veridica
experience is digtinguishable from the veridica one. On€e's experience of seeing astick half
immersed in water is obvioudy different from one's experience of seeing a crooked stick
out of water. As in the case of the gtick in the water, we not only see the stick, but aso the
water, and that makes the experience of the stick hdf immersed in water different from
one's experience of acrooked stick out of the water. We need to see experience should not
be understood as an isolated picture; an experience is an experience of the whole thing
which includes not only the object oneis particularly interested in, but dso the other objects
closdly rdated to it and the whole environment as well. The idea that a straight stick half
immersed in water looks the same as a crooked stick out of the water only holds when we
think about the case in an abstract way, namely, they both in asense look crooked. But they

% McDowdl’s embrace of the indistinguishability thesis is dlear in the following passage “the same daim would be
‘contained’ in, say, each member of atrio of possble experiences of which one is a case of seeing that there isared and
triangular physicd object in front of one, oneis acase in which something in front of one looks red and triangle dthoughit is
not, and one is a case in which it looks to one as if there is something red and triangular in front of one dthough there is
nothing thereat dl” (1998, p. 443).
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look crooked in different ways.

The same holds for Sdlars example of looking at atiein agreen-lighted room. Thetie
looks greenish in the room. Sdllars saysthat thetie looks the way a greenish one would |ook
under normd light condition. But, we may assume, the whole room is within the subject’s
experience. If everything in the room looks greenish, that may suggest that the light isfunny.
Certain things should not be greenish under normd light, say, one's hands. And if thewhole
room looks greenish, then the subject will not see her tie as green just because it 10oks as
greenish as her hands. The way a tie looks under green light condition is certainly
distinguishable from the way a green tie looks under normd light conditions.

This gpplies to many other cases as well. To see mysdf in the mirror is different from
seeing mysdf in front of me. | not only see the image in the mirror but aso the mirror as
well. And seeing the mirror, with my knowledge about mirrors, would guarantee that | see
the mirror image asamirror image, not another “1” inthe mirror.

We thus have to take the context into condderation. According to the
indistinguishability thes's, the gppearance of a circular coin seeing from a certain point of
view is indigtinguishable from the gppearance of an dliptica coin. But this can’t be true.
The agppearance of a circular coin seen from a certan point of view is certtanly
distinguishable from the appearance of an dliptica coin seen from exactly the same point of
view. In having the experience, one not only sees the coin but aso is conscious of the point
of view from which one sees the coin. For the same reason, to see a shadow is different
from seeing a darker-coloured area. When seeing a shadow, oneis aware of the light and the
object that blocksthelight.

Thisis dso true for the case of halucination. Someone might say: suppose thereis a
book on the table, we can dl see the book, and the subject is hdlucinating a book on the
table which is exactly the same as the book which is redly on the table. In this case, a
veridica experience is indigtinguishable from a non-veridica experience. But there is no
red difficulty here. If the subject is halucinating, then the book would still bein front of her
even she turns away. If she sees a book on the table, then she won't be able to seeit if she
turns away. When one halucinates, what one halucinates would follow one everywhere as
long as the hdlucination lasts. This is obvioudy not the case for any physicd objects that
one perceives. One has to follow the objects in order to see them. Another way of
digtinguishing a hdlucination and an experience of a book is to try to remove the book. A
subject who is hdlucinating a book cannot remove the “book” in front of her, while it is
easy for the subject in a norma case to remove the rea book she sees in front of her.
Someone may hdlucinate with her eyes closed, then her body sensation would tell her that
sheishdlucinating instead of seeing.

It can be objected that there must be cases where a non-veridica experience is so
smilar to averidica onethat it isimpossible for usto distinguish them. A fake book may be
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made in such away that it looks exactly like a rea book. But first, this seems to shift the
topic of indistinguishability of deceptive experience and veridical experience to the topic of
the indigtinguishability of authentic object and decoy object. Second, even the
distinguishability of decoy object and authentic object should not be taken for granted. A
fake book might look exactly like ared book. But what if you try to read it? The point is
that our experience is an active exploration of the world; it is not a Satic picture of the
object. We'll find out the difference between smilar objects by experiencing more aspects
of them. No two different objects are indistinguishable in principle. There is a difference
between “difficult to distinguish” and “impossble to distinguish”. As Augtin points out
correctly,

From the fact that | am sometimes ‘deluded’, mistaken, taken in through failing to
distinguish A from B, it does not follow at al that A and B must be indistinguishable.
Perhgps | should have noticed the difference if | had been more careful or atentive,
perhaps | am just bad at distinguishing things of this sort (e.g. vintages); perhaps, again,
| have never learned to discriminate between them, or haven't had much practice &t it.
(1962, p. 53)

The fact that practice contributes to our experientia ability and improves our ability to
distinguish smilar objectsis sharply observed by the Soics:

I will even concede that the wise person himsdf—the subject of our whole
discussion—uwill suspend his assent when confronted by similar things that he does not
have marked off; and that he will never assent to any impression except one such that it
could not be false. But he has a particular skill by which he can distinguish true from
fdse impressons in <norma> cases and he must bring experience to bear on those
smilarities. Just as a mother discriminates her twins as her eyes become accustomed to
them, s0 you, too, will discriminate them, if you practice. You see how the smilarity of
eggs to each other is proverbid? Nevertheless, we have heard that there were quite a
few people on Delos, when things were going well for them there, who used to rear a
great number of hens for their living; well, when these men had inspected an egg, they
could usudly tell which hen had laid it. (Cicero 2006, 2.57)

Different objects are in principle distinguishable. Hence the Stoics would agree that
there are amilar things in the world which are difficult to distinguish, but they deny that
these amilar things are identicad (Cicero 2006, 2.54). And for this reason, we say, it is
possible to distinguish them.

A so-caled deceptive experience is only indistinguishable from a so-cdled veridica
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one if we understand experience as an isolated picture or sngpshot. But we need to see
experienceis halistic both spatidly and tempordly. First, spatidly, we experience or takein
the whole object or, more usudly, the whole scene with dl the rdlevant objects in it, not
isolated bits or agpects of asingle object. When | look &t the edge of amug, | see not only
the edge, but aso the rest part of the mug, and | see the apparently dliptica-looking edge as
the circular edge of the mug, not an dliptica ring hanging over there. When | look into the
mirror, | see not only my image in the mirror; but also the mirror. When | see the shadow on
the ground, | see the sunshine and the object which blocks the sunshine as well. When | see
the stick haf immersed in the water, | see not only the stick, but dso the water. And a
so-cdled non-veridicd experience is diginguishable from a veridicd one when we
undergtand it as the experience of the whole scene.

Second, temporaly, experience is a dynamic, evolving process, not a Setic picture or
sngpshot. It is an active exploration of the world, not a passive receiving of information. To
put it in another way, experience is essentially an embodied process. If | am puzzled by the
way the edge of my mug looks from a certain distance, | can go closer and look at it again.
Inawhile | will get used to the different ways things look from different perspectives. If |
am not sureif the stick haf immersed in the water is crooked or not, | can take it out of the
water and look &t it again. There are many different ways of experiencing the world, and we
are not bound to sit till and passively look a whatever we ve got in front of us. It is exactly
in thisway and for this reason that experience continuoudy reveds redity to us. When you
walk on the street, you see things as you wak. You experience people and the traffic from
different perspectives and distances, and through different sense organs (you hear the traffic
as wdll as seaing it).® All this makes a so-called non-veridical experience distinguishable
from averidicd one.

We thus have good reasons to doubt thet it can be established that a non-veridica
experience is indigtinguishable from a veridica one® The idea of deceptive experience
cannot be supported by the dleged indistinguishability. But a non-veridical experience may
be deceptive smply because it does not manifest the world as it is and hence induces the
subject to make a fase judgement. For this possibility we turn to the first assumption on
which the idea of deceptive experience is based, namely the very distinction between
veridica experience and non-veridica experience.

4. The digtinction between veridica and non-veridica experienceiswiddy accepted. There

& For theideathat experienceinvolves action, see No& 2004 and Schellenberg 2007. Seedso Dretske 1988, p. 155.

& |n this sense, my view is different from that of Austin. Austin does not deny that “there may be casesin which ‘delusive
and veridicd experiences redly are‘ quditatively indistinguishable’. His point isto deny that “ such cases are anything like as
common as both Ayer and Price seem to suppose” and that “the fact thet we are sometimes ‘ decaived by our senses haveto
be explained by such cases’. “We are nat, after al, quasi-infdlible beings, who can be taken in only where when avoidance of
migtakeis completely impossible’ (1962, p. 52).
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can be different ways of understanding the distinction, though. For representationdidts, a
veridica experience represents its object asit is, while a non-veridical experience does not.
For nonrepresentationdists, a veridica experience is a manifestation of the world, while a
non-veridical experience is not. To avoid complications, | shdl sick with the
non-representationaist expresson of the digtinction. But what | shadl say about the
digtinction is neutrd to theway it is expressed.

According to the digtinction between veridical and non-veridica experience, a
veridica experienceis non-deceptive in that it isamanifestation of the world and supports a
right judgement about the world, while a non-veridical experience is deceptive in that it is
not a manifestation of the world and supports awrong judgement about the world. Now the
guestionis inwhat senseis not anon-veridica experience a manifestation of the world and
does it support an incorrect judgement about the world?

To answer the question, we shal start with some familiar cases from everyday life.
Take Ayer’s example of looking at acoin from acertain point of view. A coinlooksdliptica
from a certain point of view while it isindeed circular. For this reason, it may be sad, the
experience is non-veridical because it does not manifest the way the coin is. And it is
deceptive in that it would support a wrong judgement about the coin, namely, the coin is
dliptical.

But both of the two points are mistaken. Firs, the way the coin looks is indeed a
manifestation of the way the coin is. It is right for a coin to look elipticd from that
particular point of view. A coin’s gppearing dliptica is exactly the right way for a circular
object to gppear from that particular point of view. That’s just the way a coin looks from that
particular point of view. It is right for a circular object to look dliptic when we are not
facing it directly. In fact it is Smply wrong for the coin to look circular from that particular
point of view. Second, the coin’s looking dliptica from that particular point of view does
not normally induce the subject to make an incorrect judgement about the coin, namely that
the coin isdlipticd. In fact, it is exactly this dlipticad appearance which makes the subject
see the coin as circular. The subject would certainly get confused if a coin looks circular
from that particular point of view. And the coin’s looking circular from that particular point
of view would definitely not lead the subject to judge that the coin is circular. Hence the
experience in which the coin looks dlipticad does manifest the way the coin is and does not
normally induce a fal sejudgement about the object.®?

The fact that we may get different impressions from the same object does not smply
mean only one of them is a manifestation of the world and al the others are not. Hence to
get adifferent impresson is not to get awrong or mideading impression; on the contrary, it
is exactly this different impresson which provides knowledge of the relevant object in a

& For asmilar understandi ng of the matter, sse Augtin 1962, p. 26.
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different circumstance and leads to atrue judgement about the object.

The thing is, the same object does not have to look the same way in different
circumgtances, and it is right for it to look different from different perspectives, under
different light conditions, etc. And in al these cases, neither can we say the gppearances are
not manifestations of the way things are, nor can we say the subject is deceived by these
different gppearances. Not only the so-called non-veridica or deceptive experience does not
deceive us, it is actudly conductive to our right judgment of the objects. The so-cdled
deceptive experience is actudly a clue to the truth of the world and hence guides usto a
correct judgement about the world. It is not something wedismissor try to get rid of; it isby
virtue of which we obtain the truth of the world.

There are numerous familiar examples of this kind in our everyday life. Take the
example of pardld roads. Pardld roads may in a sense look converging and for this reason
the experience of seeing the roads may be consdered deceptive. But again, we have two
reasons for saying the roads' |ooking converging is not a deceptive experience. Fird, thisis
just the right way for pardld roads to look from far away. Second, the converging looking
of the pardle roads does not lead to the wrong judgment that the roads are indeed
converging. A norma subject would see the converging looking parale roadsaspardld. In
fact the very look of converging without crossing gives the clue thet the roads are pardld.
The point here is that the subject does not need to infer from the
converging-but-not-crossing look of the roads that they are pardld; she sees the roads as
pardlel. The experience is amanifestation of the way the roads are, and is not deceptive®®

We may then think that the idea of non-veridical experience should be restricted to
those unfamiliar cases. This, in fact, is exactly the way McDowell intends to use the term
“deceptive experience’.

Things are indeed a bit different with some less familiar cases. Take the example of a
draight stick haf immersed in water. A draight stick looks crooked when it is haf
immersed in water. In this case, we may ill want to say that it is just right for a straight
dtick to look that way in that circumstance. There is nothing wrong with the experience.
Suppose someone comes and says. “ That stick half immersed in water doesn’'t look crooked
to me’. We would dl be surprised and think there must be something wrong with her
experience. But is it true that the gppearance induces a fase judgement about the shape of
the gtick, even if an experienced subject does not mistakenly judge the stick as crooked?
One thing we should admit is that in this case the subject won't be able to see the stick as
draight even if she judges that the gtick is straight. But neither should we say that the
experience would induce the subject to judge that the stick is crooked. As| argued inthelast
section, the experience of seeing a crooked looking Straight stick haf-immersed in water is

& For asimilar tresment of the apparent alteration of the size of an object, see Martin 2001, p. 204.
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distinguishable from the experience of seeing a crooked stick out of the water and hence
will not induce the subject to judge that the stick is crooked. Hence, even in thiscase it is
dill not correct to say tha the experience is deceptive. This is the same for the case of
Muller-Lyer diagram, in which the line with outwards wings gppears longer than the one
with inwards wings dthough they are the same length. It is right for one line to look longer
than the other. And the gppearance does not induce afase judgement about the comparative
length of the two lines. Although the two lines do not look equd, they do not look unequd
dither, since they do not look the way unequa lineswould look.**

Perhaps, then, we should redtrict the idea of non-veridica experience to the kind of
experience which does not have a physical object, say, experience of having ahadlucinaion
or seeing an afterimage. In this casg, it is true that the appearance is not a manifestation of
the physical world. But isit deceptive in the sense that it supports awrong judgement about
the world? Not redly. Halucinaions, as | argued in the last section, are in principle
distinguishable from perception and are normally experienced as hdlucinations. They thus
do not necessarily support any kind of wrong judgement about the world and are not in any
sense deceptive. Thereforeit isfineif we want to use the term “non-veridical” experienceto
designate experiences that do not have aphysicad object, but this term should not carry with
it the implication that a non-veridica experience must be deceptive in that it induce the
subject to make incorrect judgements about the world.

The digtinction between veridicd and non-veridica experience is intended to be a
digtinction that is rdevant to the world. What is behind the didtinction is the idea that
experience has an intringc festure which is independent of the subject’s understanding of
the Stuation. It is exactly thisintringc feature of experience which lends support to the idea
that experience may be deceptive. In saying that “if one were to believe that things are as
they appear, one would be mided”, McDowel assumes that things definitely appear a
certain way, no matter what kind of judgment we may hold about them (1988, p. 210).
According to this understanding, once one is presented with a Mller-Lyer diagram, the
experience got to bein acertain way and isinevitably illusive.

But the idea of the intringc feature of experience is dubious. It is easy to understand
that things may look different to different subjects or to the same subject in different
circumstances. But we also need to see things may look different to the same subject in the
same physica circumstances. A duck-rabbit figure may ook to asubject either asaduck or
as arabbit, depending on the kind of mind-set she may have a the moment. As | mentioned
in chapter 5, if we assume the figure give rise to the same gppearance in the two cases, then
we will have to accept a duck and a rabbit have the same appearance, which is obvioudy
absurd.

& Thisawkward situation makes Merleau-Ponty says something really obscure and profound: “ Thetwo straight linesin
Muller-Lyer’sopticd illuson are neither of equa nor unequd length” (2002, p. 6)
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We don't even need to gpped to these contrivances of psychology to see the point.
There are numerous examples of this kind in everyday life as well. Teke the example of a
shadow. We can imagine that for someone who has no previous knowledge of shadows, the
shadow areamight gppear coloured darker than the other part of the ground. But for most of
uswho are familiar with shadows, the shadow area does not look coloured darker, athough
it may look darker. In fact, it sdldom occurs to us that the shadow area is darker. It only
gopearsto usthat it is a shadow, not that it isadarker areg, dthough it istrue that a shadow
does look darker. The same goes for the case of after-image. An after-image taken as a
colour patch on the white wall looks different from the one taken as an after-image. Hence
Augtin remarks. “descriptions of looks are neither ‘incorrigible nor ‘subjective”. He
writes:

Of course, with very familiar words such as ‘red’, it is no doubt pretty unlikely that we
should make mistakes (though what about margina cases?). But certainly someone
might say, ‘It looks heliotrope’, and then have doubts either as to whether “heliotrope
isright for the colour this thing looks, or (taking another 1ook) as to whether this thing
redly looks heliotrope. There is certainly nothing in principle fina, conclusive,
irrefutable about anyone's statement that so-and-so looks such-and-such. And even if |
say, ‘...looks...to menow’, | may, on being pressed, or after looking at the thing more
attentively, wish to retract my statement or a least amend it. To rule out other people
and other times is not to rule out uncertainty atogether, or every possibility of being
chalenged and perhaps proved wrong. It is perhaps even clearer that the way things
look is, in generd, just as much a fact about the world, just as open to public
confirmation or chalenge, as the way things are. | am not disclosing a fact about
myself, but about petrol, when | say that petrol looks like water. (1962, p. 42-4)%®

Similarly, Stroud says, “One's acceptance of how things gppear to be is dso revisable, just
as one's beliefs about what is so are’ (2002, p. 88). Our understanding of appearance or
experienceis revisable exactly becauseit is judgmentd. Like any other kinds of judgement,
experience or gppearance can befase and is subject to revision.

The way things appear or look cannot be separated from the way we understand them.
Things look the way we understand them to be. The circular edge of a mug in a certain
distance looks circular to a competent subject, while it may look dliptica to someone who
does not have the rdlevant understanding. Pardld roads |ook pardld to acompetent subject
while they may look converging to someone who does not have the relevant understanding.

Thus Wittgenstein remarks, when you fed the seriousness of a tune, what you are

€ According to Austin, “our senses are dumb....our senses do not tell us anything, true or fase” (1962, p. 11). For Austin,
“looks and gppearances provide us with facts on which ajudgement may bebased” (1962, p. 43).
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perceiving could not “be conveyed by reproducing what you heard” (1953, p. 210). In like
manner, we can say, how an object looks to you cannot be conveyed by pointing a that
object. If someone asks me what | think about a painting, | cannot give an answer by
pointing at the painting. Appearance may change when our understanding of the Situation is
different. Again, Wittgenstein writes: “1 meet someone whom | have not seen for years; |
see him dearly, but fall to know him. Suddenly | know him, | see the old face in the dtered
one. | believethat | should do adifferent portrait of him now if | could paint” (1953, p. 197).

There is no definite way for an object to look. Hence the very digtinction between
veridica and non-veridica experience collgpses.

5. With the distinction between veridica and non-veridical experience collapsed, the idea of
deceptive experience is now basdess. In fact, it is not even right to say that experience is
deceptive when the subject isrealy deceived. Experience can be deceived but not deceptive.
If there is anything deceptive at dl, it must be something other than the experience
concerned. Sometimes the object of experience can deceive. In the Miller-lyer illusion, it is
the Mller-lyer diagram which is deceptive, not the experience of looking at the diagram.
What we have can only be adeceived experience, not a deceptive experience.

In some cases it is not o easy to tell exactly what deceives us into having a fase
experience. The experience of seeing a mirage of ocads as a red oasls, we may say, IS
deceived by the optica process unknown to the subject, during which light rays are bent to
produce a displaced image of distant objects and the sky. But it is hard to say what deceives
the subject into having a hdlucination. The same goes for the case of after-image. The idea
of something deceptiveisnot dways plausible.

Hence, theidea of deceptive experienceisitsaf problematic. On the one hand, it might
be true that we sometimes have fase experience, tha is, see things in the wrong way,
because we are deceived by something else, say, the object of experience or a wrong
mind-set. But it isa strange thing to say that we are deceived by our own experience. Onthe
other hand, the fact that we make mistakes in our experience does not necessarily mean that
there must be something deceptive. Take Austin’s example of a proof-reader’s negligence of
amistake, say, the proof-reader fails to notice that what ought to be “causal” is printed as
“casud”. Isthe experience deceptive, or isthe print deceptive? Neither. It might be just that
the proof-reader is so engrossed with the meaning of the whole sentence and ignores this
mistake. Or as Audtin puts it: “he smply misreads’ (1962, p. 27). Recal that even when a
word is correctly printed, it isstill possibleto misread.

If one does not experience an object asiit is, that Smply means that what one hasis a
fdse experience. False experience or misperceiving is not a case of deceptive experience.
That one experiences something in the wrong way does not mean one's experience is
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deceptive, just like one's making a mistaken judgment does not mean one's judgment is
deceptive. The point is in having the experience, one dready makes the judgment. The
experienceis not something leading to ajudgement, true or fase; it isitself ajudgment. We
do not need “the power of human reason” to “devise fully effective protections against the
deceptive capacities of gppearance” (McDowdl 1995, p. 881). It is smply not part of the
function of gppearance that it deceives us. The function of experience is to understand the
world asit is. Experience as belief can only be distinguished as true or false. As the Soics
makeit clear, “some perceptud impressions aretrue, some fase” (Cicero 2006, 2.79).

Experience is judgmenta but not deceptive. Thisis not because experience is dways
true, but becauseit is not the kind of thing to deceive. A fase experienceisonly fase, not in
any sense deceptive. Experience is the kind of thing to be deceived. One can be deceived
and have afadse experience, but cannot be deceived by one's own experience. To say oneis
deceived by one's experience is to say one is deceived by onesdf. People do tak about
self-deception, but not in this sense. To say one is deceived by one's own experience is to
say oneisdecelved by one’s own judgment.

However, there is a difference between the unfamiliar cases which are cdled illusons
and the case of seeing a coin from a certain point of view which are not usualy considered
illusions. The subject cannot see the crooked looking stick as straight even if she judges that
the stick is straight. Hence unlike atypical everyday life case, the experience does not direct
us to the truth of the world. We do not judge the stick as straight in virtue of having its
crooked-looking appearance in our experience. Then how should we account for the
difference?

The difference lies in the fact that the experience of looking a a straight stick half
immersed in water isin a sense disadvantaged. The best way to judge the shape of adtick is
to seeit inthe air, not to see it when it is haf immersed in water. Hence as far as the shape
of the gtick is concerned, the experience of seeing a dtick in the ar is an advantaged
experience, while the experience of looking at the stick when it is haf immersed in weter is
a disadvantaged experience. There is a third kind of experience, namely everyday life
experience. Seeing a coin from a certain point of view is an experience of this kind. The
subject can judge the shape of the coin by having the experience, but thisis not the best way
to make the judgement. In this case, the best way to judge the shape of the coin, namely the
advantaged experience, isthe one one has when facing the coin directly.

We can then distinguish three kinds of experience: advantaged experience, everyday
life experience, and disadvantaged experience. An advantaged experienceisthe best way to
experience or judge a certain aspect of its object, while adisadvantaged experienceisnot in
apogtion to judge a certain aspect of its object. An everyday life experienceisin apostion
to judge a certain aspect of itsobject but not the best way to make the judgement.

The concept of disadvantaged experience should not be understood in a static way.
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Firgt, an experience might be disadvantaged in one sense but not in another. As | said above,
asfar asthe shape of the stick is concerned, the experience of looking at the stick when it is
haf immersed in water is disadvantaged. But if our concern is to observe the phenomenon
of light refraction, then this same experience is an advantaged experience. Second, an
experience might be disadvantaged for some people but not for others. We can say that the
best way to judge the shagpe of acoinisto faceit directly, not to seeit from adifferent point
of view. Hence for someone who is not familiar with this kind of Stuation, seeing a coin
from a certain point of view, asfar asthe shape of the coin is concerned, is a disadvantaged
experience. But for a norma competent subject, this is not anymore a disadvantaged
experience. Back to the example of looking a a straight stick haf-immersed in weter. For
an ordinary subject, as | sad above, as far as the shape of the stick is concerned, the
experience is disadvantaged. Yet a scientist, who is very familiar with the refraction
phenomenon, may be able to see the straight stick haf immersed in water as straight. And
for her, the experience is not any more disadvantaged. Hence familiarity plays acrucid role
here. When the Stuation is familiar to us, a disadvantageous condition may becomes aclue
to the truth and conductive to aright judgement about the object. Hence, Austin remarks: “It
isimportant to redize here how familiarity, o to spesk, takesthe edge off illuson” (1962, p.
26).

To make the difference between the three kinds of experience clearer, | shall propose a
double meaning understanding of appearance. There can be two meanings of an appearance.
One is its phenomend meaning, the other is its engaged meaning. The phenomend
meaning of an gppearance normaly requires a specid attitude or way of attending, which
we may have to be taught, or to practice, and is difficult to maintain. The engaged meaning
of an gppearance is that which we grasp when we engage with the world. When we say the
coin looks circular from a certain point of view, we are talking about the gppearance with an
engaged meaning. When we say the coin looks dlipticd from a certain point of view, we
are talking about the gppearance with a phenomena meaning. Similarly, when we say that
pardle roads look converging, we are talking about the gppearance with a phenomend
meaning. When we say, pointing a the two parale roads, that those roads look pardld
(though they apparently look converging), we are talking about the gppearance with an
engaged meaning.

Appearances with different meanings are actudly different appearances. There is no
gppearance which is devoid of meaning or independent of our understanding about the
object that appears. We can then digtinguish engaged appearance and phenomend
gppearance. An engaged appearance is the way things appears to us when we have engaged
with world for awhile and have learnt the engaged meaning of the appearance. Phenomend
gppearance is the way things may look to us before we have had any engagement with the
world and when we have not learnt the engaged meaning of the appearance.
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Our perceptud experience is an active engagement with the world. Hence what we
usudly have is an engaged gppearance. In everyday life, we very often ignore the
phenomend gppearance of an object, or, an object gains its engaged appearance while loses
its phenomend gppearance. In most cases, the phenomend gppearance of an object is not
anymore naturd to us. It remains submerged. It takes effort for us to redize that a circular
coin looks dliptica from certain points of view, that a shadow |ooks coloured darker. The
engaged appearance of an object becomes our second nature and plays a prominent role in
our everyday life. Audtin says, “we al know that what looks crooked may not redly be
crooked” (1962, p. 88). And we should add, for this reason, what looks crooked may not
even look crooked at all.

The establishment of the engaged appearance of the object is amatter of habituation.®
And there is a point that we theoreticaly know the engaged meaning of an object, but ill
cannot see the object with its engaged meaning Sraightaway, that is, the engaged
appearance is not yet established. This is the case when a person in the known is facing a
Mduller-lyer diagram. She knows the engaged meaning of the diagram, since she is
“familiar” with the diagram. But she is not redlly habituated to get the engaged appearance
S0 asto be able to see the diagram with its engaged meaning, for the Smple reason that it is
not part of her everyday life.

The best way to experience the comparative length of two linesisto view them when
they are not with wingsin opposte directions. Hence asfar as the comparative length of the
two lines is concerned, the experience of looking a the Miller-lyer diagram is a
disadvantaged experience. The MUller-lyer diagram as a purpose-designed diagram is not
part of our everyday life. Hence we don't get a chance to learn to experience this kind of
diagram. But as | sad above, a disadvantaged experience can become an everyday
experienceif we get the chance to practice. When looking at the Mller-lyer diagram, if the
subject concentrates on the length of the two lines and triesto get rid of the distraction of the
wings, she'll find the two lines look equa. And if she practices alot, she'll gain the ability
of seeing the two lines as equal adthough they may <till ook unequal when she shifts her
attention. That is, she'll establish the engaged appearance of the Miller-lyer diagram if she
practices a lot. An experienced builder will see the equd length wooden bars as equd
whether they haveinward or outward wings.”’

It is to be admitted that there are cases where no practice can transform a
disadvantaged experience into an everyday life experience, that is, it is impossble to
establish the engaged gppearance of the object. The same colour illuson may be considered
an example of thiskind.®® The same shade of grey looks darker when surrounded by white

€ Thismay remind usof Aristotle's theory of moral development (2000).
67 | own thisbuilder exampleto Adrian Moore.
& My thanksto Mark Kaderon for aerting me the possibility by drawing my attention to the same colour illusion.
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colour patches than when surrounded by black colour patches. And it is very unlikely that
thiskind of disadvantaged experience can be transformed into an everyday life experience
by practice. It ssemsto be something firmly programmed in our neurd system.

We can then understand the three kinds of experience in terms of the concept of
engaged meaning and engaged appearance. In an advantaged experience, the phenomend
meaning of the object coincides with its engaged meaning. The object only has one
gopearance. Tha is, its phenomend appearance is dso its engaged agppearance. A
disadvantaged experience is an experience when the viewing condition is so disadvantaged
that the subject cannot experience the object as it is. The subject cannot experience the
object with its engaged meaning. But the concept of disadvantaged experience isadynamic
concept. As | sad above, we learn to experience. If the subject engages with the object
aufficiently, a disadvantaged experience may become an everyday life experience in which
the subject can experience the object with its engaged meaning.

We can then replace the idea of deceptive experience with the concept of
disadvantaged experience. A disadvantaged experience is not deceptive in the sense Ayer
and McDowd| understand it; it does not induce a fal se judgement when the subject does not
hold the false belief.

6. | have argued tha the distinction between veridicad and non-veridical experience on
which idea of deceptive experience is based is problematic and suggested that we replace
theideaof deceptive or non-veridica experience with theidea of disadvantaged experience.
The concept of disadvantaged experience first of al stops the disbelief object from
working in arampant way and hence saves nondoxastists from running into the danger of
committing to the idea that we seldom believe what we experience, which would inevitably
threaten the understanding that we normaly believe what we experience, which is shared
by both doxadticists and nondoxasticists. And given the fact that the disbdief objection is
based on an idea of deceptive experience which implies experience is mostly deceptive, this
threat istoo red to ignore. The distinction between disadvantaged experience and everyday
life experience shows why the disbdief objection, if it has a bite to the case of
disadvantaged experience at dl, cannot be extended to the case of everyday life experience.
More importantly, to fasify the idea of deceptive experience is a once to disarm the
disbelief objection. The most powerful part of the disbeief objection is the idea that an
illusive experience can only lead to the beief that not-P when it is the case that P And for
someone in the know who holds the belief that P, it is impossble that she a once
conscioudy holds the belief that not-P which is supposed to be the one that may be derived
from the illusve experience. Hence, concludes the objection, there is no belief
corresponding to an illusive experience. Now if we redlize that, for people in the know, an
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illusive experience is not deceptive and does not have to lead to the belief that Pwhen it is
the case tha not-P, then the possibility that there be a corresponding belief for a familiar
illuson is not excluded. All we need to do isto identify a belief corresponding to afamiliar
illusion.

At this point it is important to note the difference between saying experience is
belief-independent and saying it is not bdief. To say experience isindependent of a certain
belief is not to say it cannot be another bdief. In fact, the very reason that it is independent
of one belief isthat it is another belief. In the case of familiar illuson, the gppearance we
have in experience in no way guides us to the truth of the world, and this experience does
not seem to be relevant to the belief we may hold. Take the example of Mller-lyer illusion.
The subject does not see the two lines as equd athough she firmly believes that the two
lines are equd (through measuring the two lines, say). Hence the experience is independent
of the belief one holds about the comparative length of the lines. But this does not mean the
experience cannot be another belief, if we redize that the Muller-lyer illuson is a
disadvantaged experience instead of a deceptive experience.

Hence wha we need to do is actudly to identify a beief for the disadvantaged
experience.

One thing we should note isthat experience is generdly bdief even if asmal part of it
does not have a corresponding belief. In the Miller-lyer illusion, the subject’s experience
tha there are two lines with their wings there is a belief, even if part of her experience
which is about the comparative length of the two lines may not be the content of her
relevant belief. However, what I'm going to show is that even for this smal part of the
experience, thereis gill acorresponding experience.

| have argued that for an observer who is familiar with the Muller-lyer diagram, the
two lines do not look unequal. Then what do they look? The answer is: it only looks as if
that the two lines are unequa. The “asif” is dready in experience, and the corresponding
belief, of course, isthat it looks asif the two lines are unequd. In the same vein, astick half
immerged in water does not redly look crooked and the subject does not believe it is
crooked. It only looks as if the tick is crooked and the subject believes it looks as if the
dtick is crooked. It is important to note looking crooked is phenomendogicdly different
from looking as if it is crooked. The experience of the water and the unusud crooked
looking contribute to the “asif”. In the same colour illusion, for an observer in the know, it
only looks asif that the two squares are different colours. An observer in the know would be
ableto pick up the information from the fact that A is surrounded by white squares while B
issurrounded by black squares and hence get an “asif”’ in her experience.

The crucid point isthat the belief is not based on a previous belif; it is based on what
we have in the relevant experience. Jackson observes that there can be disbelief even when
thereisno contradicting previous belief:
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But suppose | had not known that | was wearing blue glasses, what would | have
believed thenif | had not known the wall waswhite? Mugt it in thisbetruethat | would
have bdieved that the wall was blue? There is no must about it. | might have noticed
that my hand looked blue and so have suspected. (1977, p. 41)

Discussing the Mller-lyer illusion, hewrites:

Evenif | had not measured the lines, or otherwise determined that the lines were equd,
| would not have believed that the top line was longer than the bottom; | would, rather,
have reserved judgement. This is not because | am familiar with the Muller-Lyer
illuson, but is the result of the fact that it is obvious that the ‘wings' at the end of the
lines are going to have a distorting effect. The first time | was presented with the
illusion, and before | had measured the lines, | noted that the top line looked longer, but
did not thereby believe that it was longer. And thisisamost universdly the case. (1977,
p. 40-41)

This suggests that we do not disbelieve our experience; the disbdief is dready in
experience.

This applies to other cases of illuson as wel. Take the example of the luggage bt
illuson. Many of us may have the experience of collecting luggage from a luggage bdt a
the arport. If you stare a the moving belt for awhile, you may fed you are moving but the
belt is not moving, dthough you firmly beieve you are not moving. Then the content of
your experienceisthat it looks asif you are moving. And the corresponding belief isthat it
looks asif you are moving. The point hereisthat a“asif” moving feds different from ared
moving. In an “asif” moving experience, you fed there must be something wrong: it can't
be true that you are moving when you are neither moving actively nor in amoving vehicle.

It can be objected that this“asif” belief is belief about gppearance; not about the truth
of, or how things stand in, the world. But this is not true. Experience does not have to be
belief about the truth of a physica object. Belief about how an object appearsis dso bdief
about the world and is no less important than belief about the way the object is. Our
understanding of the way things look contributes significantly to our understanding of the
world. Without this kind of belief, no one would be able to understand the point of
Mller-lyer illuson. In the case of the stick haf immersed in water, the fact that the stick
looks crooked leads to our understanding of light refraction. It is thus an important fact that
the stick does in a sense ook crooked. No one would be able to explain to you the idea of
light refraction if the stick doesn't look crooked to you. Beliefs about appearance dso
justify other empirica beliefs. Believing that the two lineslook asif unequa may lead to the
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belief tha this would be the same for other observers and tempt one to try this to other
people. Different experiences provide different kinds of beief and play different kinds of
judtificatory role. The way things look is afact about the world which cannot be dismissed
asindgnificant. Furthermore, the belief is not just about the gppearance, it is aso concerned
with the truth of the physical world. Thisiswhat “asif’ isdoing here.

Having dedt with the case of disadvantaged experience, we shdl now go back to the
case of everyday life experience. | have said that in this case the coin looks liptical without
redlly looking dliptical. The subject sees the coin as circular and hence the content of the
experience is exactly the content of the belief the subject held about the coin, namely, the
coiniscircular. But ill, if we concentrate on the phenomend appearance of the coin, we'll
ill find the coin looks dliptical. Now the question is. what is that mysterious phenomena
gppearance doing here?

It isno longer proper to say that it looks asif the coinisdliptica, because unlikein the
case of disadvantaged experience, the dliptical-looking coin does not even looks as if
dlipticd, it smply looks circular. Then what isthe belief corresponding to thedliptica look
of the coin? The belief is: the way a coin appears from that point of view isto look dliptica
in acertain sense. This belief, anong other things, tells us how to draw a coin seen from a
certain point of view.

7. 1 shal now conclude the chapter by considering a specid case known as the movement
after-effect. Thisisthe phenomenon in which, after watching movement in one direction for
awhile, a stationary object viewed afterwards seems to be both moving in the opposite
direction and not moving. Take the example of waterfdl illuson. When you dare & a
waterfdl for awhile, and then turn your attention away from the waterfdl to a stone, you
will get the experience tha the stone is both moving and not moving. It is moving in the
sense that every part of it seems to be moving; it is not moving in the sense that the whole
stone does not seem to be moving. This sounds striking. Fisby thus clams that this “is
logicaly impossible’ (1980, p. 101).

This example is used by Crane to argue that experience has a nonconceptud content.
Crane makes it clear that he is concerned with “contents, not attitudes’ (Crane, 1988). But
this case seems to be threatening to doxasticism as well. If there are two conflicting beliefs
in experience, how can we identify experience with a single belief? Or, in this case, what
redly isthe belief supposed to be found in experience?

This objection can be very damaging if it readly works, since it suggests that the
subject cannot even have abdief about the appearance, namely, abelief that it |looks that the
stone is moving (or not moving). The problem is that the experience cannot suggest any
kind of belief, whether about the object or about the appearance.
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But the waterfdl illuson does not generate a red conflict. Even the subject believes
the stone is moving in that particular way, there are no conflicting beliefs or logica
impossihility in the drict sense. If we say the stone gppears both moving and not moving,
then we can say the same thing about the waterfdl. The waterfal gppears and is both
moving and not moving in the sense that the water is moving while the waterfal is not
moving. And this explains what happens to the later experience of the stone: as an
after-image of the experience of saring a the waterfdl, every part of the stone gppears
moving while the stone is experienced as staying still. Hence we have two bedliefs here. The
firgt isthat every part of the stone is moving; the second the stone is not moving. And these
two beliefs do not in fact conflict. The reason is that thisis not alogica impossibility. It is
perfectly possible that every part of an object is moving while the object itsdlf is not moving.
We have seen this in the case of waterfadl, as | said above, the water is moving while the
waterfdl is not moving. There are numerous other examples of this kind in the red world.
Imagine aball kegps rotating on its axis. Every part of the rotating ball is moving, while the
bal itsef isnot. So thereisno red conflict between the moving of the parts and the staying
dill of the whole, and we can certainly have the corresponding two beliefs in one
experience.

There s, nevertheless, a sense that the phenomena may threaten doxadticism. While it
looks to the subject that every part of the oneis moving, the subject does not beievethisis
redlly the case. This takes us back to the disbdlief objection. The main reason that one does
not believe that every part of the stone is moving is tha the way every part of the stone
seems to be moving is very strange. It is different from ared look of moving. Hence the
content of the experience is that it looks as if every part of the stone is moving and thisis
exactly what the subject believes.
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8. Voluntary Belief and Active Experience

1. Conceptudism, while insisting experience is conceptua, does not think experience is
itsdlf a beief. And this, as | argued in chapter 4, makes it impossible for experience to
justify other beliefs. The reason is that what is not a belief cannot justify a belief. The way
out, | suggested, isto seethat experienceisitsdf bief. In the last two chapters, | argued for
and defended the thesis that experienceis doxagtic. The point is that the attitude of believing
is intrindc to experience, not something about an experience, or over and above an
experience. Experience is not something to be judged; it isitsdf ajudgment or suspenson
of judgment. Experienceis essentidly doxadtic; it isnot a content one may stand a oof from.
This would close the gap between experience and belief and explain how experience can
justify our belief about the empirical world. The solution, however, does not seem to be
availableto McDowdll.

One of the main obstacles for McDowell and many others to accepting that experience
is doxadtic is the idea that we should be rationaly in control of our beliefs. According to
McDowdl, we are responsible for what to believe in the sense thet this is “something we
fredy do, as opposed to something that merdly happensin our lives’. Hence for McDowell,
belief isin “theream of freedom” (1998, p. 434). He writes:

Of course, a bdief is not dways, or even typicdly, a result of our exercisng this
freedom to decide what to think. But even a belief is not fredy adopted, it is an
actudisation of capacities of a kind, the conceptua, whose paradigmatic mode of
actudisation isin the exercise of freedom that judging is. (1998, p. 434)
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The idea that we can decide what to believe is called the voluntariness of belief. And given
that experience does not seem to be within our contral, it is thus reasonable to think that
experienceisnot beief.

| agree with McDowel| that the voluntariness of belief is not to be denied® Bt it is
my contention that the voluntariness of belief does not undermine theideathat experienceis
belief. In what follows | shdl first explain in what sense belief is voluntary and then
establish the vauntariness of belief by arguing that belief is not something merdly happens
to us. Bdief is not only an achievement of action, but also essentidly action involving. We
not only decide how to act to get the beief, but aso decide what to bdieve. | shdl then
move on to argue that the voluntariness of bdief does not imply that we should favour
reasoning over experience in deciding whét to believe. Experientid belief is an achievement
of experientid exploration instead of a decision made by reason. And more importantly, the
voluntariness of belief does not undermine the thesisthat experience isbelief. Thereasonis
that experienceis itsdf avoluntary, active exploration of the world, not a passve receiving
of information about the world.

2. To put it cruddy, the voluntariness of belief is the idea that we decide what to believe.
One of the main chdlenges to the voluntariness of bdief is based on the connection
between belief and truth. To believe is to bdieve the truth, and truth is not up to us, hence
we cannot decide whét to believe. As Aristotle observes: “it is plain that having thoughtsis
not the same as supposing; for the former is up to us, whenever we wish...; but opining is
not up to us—for it isnecessary either to hold falsely or to hold truly” (1984, 427b16-21). A
belief is ether atrue belief or afase bdief; and “true and fase depend on agreement and
disagreement with the facts, and the facts do not depend on us’ (1984, 206.35).”° Hence,
Williams, for example, argues that “beliefs am at truth”, so we cannot beieve as we wish
(Williams, 1973).

Even Descartes, who iswell known for hisview that belief, assent, or judgement isthe
operation of the will, is negative about the role the will may play in forming a belief or
making a judgement and warns us to restrict oursdves to what we percelve cearly.
According to Descartes, belief is assent to perceptions, namely sensory perception and pure
understanding which are not themselves judgements (1985, p. 204).” As Descartes

& \When talk about the voluntariness of belief, philosophers very often address themsdvesto rdigious belief or mord belief. |
shdl neverthdess confine mysdf to factud belief, whichis aso what McDowel meansto talk about when he sayswe decide
what to believe.

™ Aristotle daims that “to perceive is not up to us—for it is necessary for the object of perception to be there’ (1984,
417025-26). And this is in contrast with having a thought: “to have thought is up to us, whenever we want t0” (ibid.
417024-26; 427016-21). But thisisnot to say bdlief isuptous.

™ Notethat theway Descartes usesthe term * perception’ isvery different from theway we useit today.
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understandsiit, there are limitations on the understanding, while the will has no limitations. |
can thus not only decide what to act, but dso what to assent. And this is why we make
mistaken judgements. We fdl into error “only when we make judgements about things
which we have not sufficiently perceived’ (1985, p. 204). Thus, for Descartes, error arises
from the relations between the will and the understanding. It is because “the scope of the
will iswider than that of the intellect” that error arises (1996, p. 40). “In thisincorrect use of
freewill may be found the privation which congtitutes the essence of error” (1996, p. 41).

It follows from this account that the avoidance of error isin my own power. According
to Descartes. “If, however, | smply refrain from making a judgement in cases where | do
not perceive the truth with sufficient clarity and distinctness, then it is clear that 1 am
behaving correctly and avoiding error” (1996, p. 41). For Descartes, the kind of free will we
have is actudly the freedom of avoiding error by refraining from “beieving things which
are not completdy certain and thoroughly examined” (1996, p. 41). Hence Descartesclams:
“We have free will, enabling us to withhold our assent in doubtful matters and hence avoid
error” (1985, p. 194). We see for Descartes, the action of the will is actudly the source of
error. And the freedom of the will isto refrain itsdf from jumping to ajudgement which is
not based on “sufficient clarity and distinctness’.

Hence, it seems, with the understanding that beliefs am at truth and truth is not up to
us, we should deny that bdlief is voluntary, if the voluntariness of belief is to be understood
as believing as one wishes or to assent to something that is not well-supported by one's
understanding of the matter.

But what McDowel means by saying that we should decide what to believe is not that
we should believe randomly or fredy whatever we want to believe. What he means is a
rationd control on what to believe; truth is not something which smply occursto us. Hence
we need to have some control over belief exactly because bdief ams a truth. Truth
certainly isnot up to us, but we can decide what the truth is by finding it out.

When McDowel says belief is up to us, he is not saying we can bdieve a will. His
ideaisthat beief is subject to rationd control. Thisistheidea of the freedom of reason. For
McDowel, we need to decide what to believe exactly because this is the right way of
getting at the truth. According to this understanding of freedom, what we are free to do is
not to refrain from believing but to make belief subject to our rationa control. In this sense,
McDowdl’s freedom is the freedom of deciding whét to believe. For McDowell, the redm
of freedom is to be identified with the space of reasons, not the act of the will, and we can
decide what to believe through the power of reason. As Owens putsit, for McDowell, belief
issubject to “reflective control” (2000, p. 5). McDowdl| writes:

This freedom, exemplified in respongble acts of judging, is essentidly a matter of
being answerable to criticism in the light of rationdly relevant consderations. So the

147



redm of freedom, at least the redlm of freedom of judging, can be identified with the
gpace of reasons. (1998, p. 434)

Hencefor McDowdll, the redlm of freedom isthe act of reason, not the act of will.
The ideathat belief is the act of reason can adso be found, for example, in Burge and
Korsgaard. According to Burge,

Beings who have reasons must sometimes be in continuing, uncoopted control of some
events, in the sense that the events are adirect guided product of the reasoner’s centrd
rationd powers. Events guided by reasons issuing from a thinker’s uncoopted centra
rationd powers (from the thinker qua individua) are acts, as are the guiding events.
(1998, p. 251).

The idea that beief is the act of reason is the idea that we decide what to believe
through the power of reason. This is what McDowdl cdls the freedom of reason. Thisis
essentidly a Spinozan-Kantian notion of freedom. Spinoza says, “I cdl him free who is led
by reason done” (1985, p. 584). Spinoza thus criticizes the Cartesian idea of the freedom of
the will in a very radica way. He points out, “The will cannot be cdled a free cause, but

only anecessary one’:

The will, like the intellect, is only a certain mode of thinking. And so...each valition
can nether exist nor be determined to produce an effect unless it is determined by
another cause, and this cause again by another, and so on, to infinity...And s0...it
cannot be called afree cause, but only anecessary or compeled one...(1994, p. 105-6)

Spinoza actudly denies any kind of freedom. According to Spinoza, “men are deceived in
that they think themselvesfree’, and thisis because “they are conscious of their actions and
ignorant of the causes by which they are determined” (1994, p. 137). Hence, “In the Mind
there is no absolute, or free, will”, “thereis no valition, or affirmation and negation, except
that which theideainvolvesinsofar asitisanided’ (ibid., p. 146-7). For Spinoza, “Thewill
and theintdlect are one and the same”’ (1994, p. 147).

For this reason, McDowel clams. “When Kant describes the understanding as a
faculty of spontaneity, that reflects his view of the rdation between reason and freedom:
rational necessitation is not just competible with freedom but condtitutive of it. In a dogan,
the space of reasonsisthe redlm of freedom™ (1994, p. 5). Hence theidea of the freedom of
reason istheideathat reason decides or necesstates whet to believe.

Truth is not up to us. But we can decide what the truth is by making rationd
explorations. To decide what to believe is to decide what the truth is, what the fact is, what
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the world is like. This is what McDowel means by saying that we can decide what to
believe.

There is dso another sense that belief is voluntary. We can decide to take the right
action to explore the truth, athough we cannot decide to believe randomly and fredy. In this
sense, we have duties and obligations about our beliefs, and ignorance or error isafault. We
arein asense responsble for our ignorance or error. For this reason Stuart Hampshire is not
completdy right in saying that, while we may well say that someone is responsible for her
own actions, “it may seem exaggerated” to speak of someone as responsible for her beliefs
(1982, p. 155). Hampshire claims that “It would seem logicaly absurd to prohibit by law
the holding of certain beliefs, if having the beliefs was distinguished from expressing them”
(1982, p. 155). But we should note, in many cases, holding a bdief is connected with
consequentid actions, and isin that sense connected with responsbility. Medica accidents,
for example, are very often results of migudgements of the surgeries.

For this reason ignorance can be consdered as a fault. Locke states unequivocdly
“Assent isno more in our Power than Knowledge® (1975, p. 717). But this does not mean
we are not respongible for our ignorance. “ Yet we can hinder both knowledge and Assent,
by stopping our Enquiry, and not employing our Facultiesin the search of any Truth” (ibid.).
The duties and obligations are not only in the practica ream, but aso in the epistemic
relm.” AsCottingham putsit nicely:

what we want is not just that we should be passvely led to the truth, but that we should
play an active role in searching for that truth, in scrutinising the candidates for truth, in
devisng procedures for eiminating the faulty candidates and establishing why the
sound candidates arereliable. In short, we want a methodology of inquiry that iswithin
our control as epistemic agents. (2002, p. 352)

Bdief isthen voluntary in two important senses. Firs, belief is aresult of vauing and
revauing different evidence we may have about the matter. It isrationd and self-examining.
Second, bdief is an achievement of action which may involve choice and decision,
dthough it is not an action of free will. We cannot decide what to believe randomly and
fredy, but we can decide what to do to get theright belief. Belief is an achievement because
we can decide how to act to get a theright belief.”

3. It can be objected that, as a matter of fact, beief is something merely happens to us.

"2 For thisresson | agreewith Owensthat Locke admits“an éement of freedomin thought” (Owens 2000, p. 89).
? |tisinthissense | think, Chignell saysthat Kant “isan indirect voluntarist about conviction. ..because he thinks that there
arethingswe can chooseto do that will, in the long run, have the effect of producing convictionsin us’ (2007, p. 37).
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Hume is well-known for holding this view. According to Hume, “beests are endow’ d with
thought and reason as well as men” (2000, p. 118). A dog learns how to please its master; it
believes, on the basis of experience, that running when summoned will bring reward and
avoid punishment. Such “experimental reasoning” is something we have “in common with
beasts’ and “is nothing but a species of inginct or mechanicad power, that acts in us
unknown to ourselves’ (1999, p. 168). According to Hume, “nature, by an absolute and
uncontrollable necessity has determined us to judge as wdll as to breath or fed” (2000,
p.123). Hume thus regjects the idea that belief is subject to reason. He dlows that bdliefs are
governed by the sort of biologica norms that apply to the process of breething, or the
workings of the human heart. Hume is right in saying that belief “depends not on the will,
nor can be commanded a pleasure” (1999, p. 124).

Williams dso cite this as an argument againgt the voluntariness of belief, adding that
thisis not a contingent fact, given that beliefs am a truth. We have seen in the last section
that beliefs aming at truth does not undermine their voluntariness. Hence, if belief is
something merely hgppensto us at dl, it can only be a contingent fact. Therefore what we
need to examine now is whether it is true that belief is something which merely happens to
us.

The idea that belief is something which merely happens to us implies that we can
neither decide what thought to have, nor when to have a thought. Nietzsche famoudy says
“athought comes when ‘it" wants, and not when ‘I’ want” (2002, 817). In the same vein,
Gden Strawson claims that “most of our thoughts—our thought-contents—just happen”.
They are“not actions” at al (2003, p. 228-9).” Hewrites:

No actud naturd thinking of athought, no actua having of a particular thought-content,
is ever itsdf an action. Mentd action in thinking is redtricted to the fostering of
conditions hospitable to contents coming to mind. The coming to mind itsdlf—the
actua occurrence of thoughts, conscious or hon-conscious—is not a matter of action.
(2003, p. 234)

According to Strawson, “Contents occur, spring up—the process is largely automatic.
Even when our thoughts are most gppropriate to our Stuation and our needs as agents,
action and intention need have little or nothing to do with their occurrence’ (2003, p. 229).
For Strawson, belief is not itsdf an action and, therefore, we cannot decide what to believe,
Strawson thinks “the role of genuine action in thought is a best indirect. It is entirdy
prefatory, it is essentidly—merdy—catalytic” (2003, p. 231). What he hasin mind is the
kind of action like “setting one's mind a the problem” or “to shepherd or dragoon one's

™ Barnes makesasimilar point when he saysthat “sometimes thoughts. . . force themsalves or are forced upon us’ (2006, p.
39).
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wondering mind back to the previous thought-content in order for the train of thought to be
restarted or continued” (2003, p. 231-2).

Strawson seems to ignore the fact that belief is based on reason. Belief, typicaly, is not
something which smply occursto us, it is supported by various evidence and understanding.
For thisreason it is essentidly rationd. Thisisthe first sense of the voluntariness of belief |
mentioned & the end of thelast section.

Moreover, action may aso play a more important role in producing belief. This is
concerned with the second sense of the voluntariness of belief. Suppose | am waking on the
street and see someone who looks like one of my friends, from behind. | an not yet sure she
is redly my friend. So | try to catch up with her. When | get near enough, | see it is my
friend. In this case, my belief that sheis my friend is an achievement of my action of trying
to catch up with her. It is essentid (if 1 would not overtake her without trying) to the
formation of my belief; not just prefatory or cataytic. And the same goes for inferentia
belief. The procedure of making an inference is no doubt an action. This means not only
that belief isan achievement of action, it isactudly action involving.

Strawson would disagree with this. He writes:

So too, dl the cognitive work that thought involves, dl the computation in the largest
and most human sense, dl the essentid content-work of reasoning and judgement, al
the motion or progress of judgement and thought considered (so to say) in its contentua
essence—the actuad  confrontations and  engagements  between contents, the
collaborations and competitions between them, the trangtions between them—is not
only not a matter of action but aso non-conscious or sub-experientid. It is not itsef a
phenomenon of consciousness, however much it is catdysed by conscious primings.
Rether, the content outcomes are ddivered into consciousness o as to be avalable in
their turn for use by the catalytic machinery that is under intentiona control. (2003, p.
234)

Thisiswhere | disagree. Thinking or reasoning is a conscious activity. It is not usualy
the case that one solves a mathematical problem unconscioudly. This is the same for the
example | mentioned above. | do not conscioudy decide to catch up the person and then
unconscioudy do the catching up. The action of catching up is mostly a conscious action. |
focus on my friend and try to speed up.

Strawson remarks. “In many respects thinking is like seeing. Opening one's eye,
turning one's head in the direction of X, concentrating on the scene in the atempt to pick
out X—all these things can be amatter of action, but seeing X can’'t be” (2003. p. 237). But
what is problematic is exactly this sharp distinction between looking and seeing, reasoning
and judging. We see when we look. Or, we only see because we look. In the same vein, we
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judge when we reason, or, we only judge because we reason. There is no clear-cut
distinction between the action and the achievement.

Isn't it, though, true that sometimes a thought just occurs to one? Thisisin fact true.
But thisis usudly regarding something of one’'s concern. It is seldom the case that a thought
suddenly occurs to someone who has never heard of anything relevant or has never cared
about it. It is true that when it occurs, the necessary background is smply given, not
controlled. In this sense, the rlevant beief just hgppens. But it does not happen as a matter
of pure chance. The e ement table may occur to achemist who has been thinking hard about
it for along time. But it is very unlikely that it would suddenly occur to someone spending
the whole of her life on farm work and has never heard of anything about chemidtry.

Hence bdlief should not be understood as something merely happensto us. First, belief
isrationa and is based on evidence and understanding. Second, belief is not only the result
or achievement of on€e's action, but dso essentidly action involving. Different kinds of
belief involve different kinds of action. We get experientid belief (that is, experience) by
looking (or listening, touching, etc.), and inferentia belief by reasoning. We judge the road
condition by looking when we are driving and judge how much 988+988 is by reasoning.

4. The voluntariness of belief does not entall that, in deciding what to believe, we should
privilege reasoning over experience.

The voluntariness of belief, for some, is the freedom of reason that exhibited in its
control over experientid belief. For McDowdll, reason is superior to experience and saves
us from the fdlibility of experience. Hence the freedom of reason is the freedom of
doubting or disbelieving one's experience. In the same vein, Martin writes. “For us, there
will dways be the posshbility that a conflict between how things appear and how one
antecedently believes things to be will result in one's retaining one's prior beliefs’ (1993, p.
83).

Thisideaisnicely expressed by Korsgaard:

A lower anima’s attention is fixed on the world. Its perceptions are its bdiefs and its
desires are its will. It is engaged in conscious activities but is not conscious of them.
That is, they are not the objects of its attention. But we human animds turn our
atention onto our perceptions and desires themsdves, onto our own mentd activities,
and we are conscious of them. That iswhy we can think about them.

And this sets us a problem no other animds have. It is the problem of the normétive.
For our capacity to turn our atention onto our own mentd activitiesis dso a capacity to
distance oursdves from them, and to cal them into question. | perceive, and | find
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myself with a powerful impulse to believe. But | back up and bring that impulse into
view and then | have a certain distance. Now the impulse doesn’t dominate me and
now | have a problem. Shal | believe? Is this perception realy a reason to believe? |
desire and | find mysdlf with a powerful impulse to act. But | back up and bring that
impulse into view and then | have a certain disance. Now the impulse doesn’t
dominate me and now | have aproblem. Shal | act? Isthisdesreredly areason to act?
The reflective mind cannot settle for perception and desire, not just as such. It needs a
reason. Otherwise, a least aslong as it reflects, it cannot commit itsdf or go forward.
(1996, p. 92-3)

The crucid idea is that the criterion of truth is not in the senses. Hence the stoic
criticism of the Old Academy seems to gpply to thisidea of the freedom of reason as well.
According to the Stoics, the Old Academy maintained that the “ criterion of truth was not in
the senses...dthough it took its start from the senses: the mind was the judge of things.
They believe that this was the only faculty deserving our trust, because it done discerned
what was dways smple, uniform, and same asitsdf” (Cicero 2006, 1.30). Knowledge, for
the Old academy, existed only in the conceptions and reasoning of the mind (Cicero 2006,
1.32).

Like the Old Academy, McDowell seeks warrant of knowledge in reason. Particularly,
for McDowdll, this is how we can guard againgt the fdlibility of experience. Hence what
McDowe | means by the freedom of reason is actudly afreedom relative to experience: one
is free to bdieve according to one's reason, without being constrained by one's experience,
We actively decide what to believe by exercising the freedom of reason while passively
recelve whatever we get in experience. Observationd belief is decided by reason, not by
experience. This idea of the freedom of reason echoes Locke's rationdist canon that
“Reason must be our last Judge and Guide in everything”, which is not readily convergent
with hisempiricist convictions (1975, p. 704).

But isit true that we should or do privilege reason over experience in deciding what to
believe?

According to McDowell, “How one's experience represents things to be is not under
one's control, but it is up to one whether one accepts the gppearance or rgects it” (1994, p.
11). What McDowdl hasin mind here is the case of familiar illusons: “In the Miiller-Lyer
illusion, on€'s experience represents the two lines as being unequdly long, but someonein
the know will refrain from judging that that ishow thingsare’ (1994, p. 11n.).

| argued in chapter 7 that in the Miiller-lyer illusion, the two lines do not look unequa
to someone in the know. But we can agree the two lines do not look equa either. Then the
freedom of reason consigtsin its being able to decide that the two lines are equd, dthough
they do not look equa. Yet in wha sense is this judgement a free choice of reason?
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McDowdl’s point is that the subject makes the judgement by using the power of reason.
Then we need to ask what kind of power of reason isexercised in this particular case. To get
aclue, we need to ask what makes someone in the know judge that the two lines are equd
when they do not look equd. Fird, it is the present experience of the Miiller-Lyer diagram
which reminds the subject that there is something “illusive’ in it. One's reason for judging
the two lines as equd is to be found in the present experience, not anywhere d<e. It isthe
experience of thistypicad kind of diagram which gives one the reason to judge that the two
linesare equa. Second, it isone's previous experience of the red length of thetwo lines of a
Muller-Lyer diagram (by looking at the two lines themsdlves or by measuring the two lines
with aruler) which gives her the reason for judging that the two lines are equa. Hence dll
thework isdone by experience, past or present. Thereis no mysterious power of reasoninit.
What are behind the reason McDowell talks about are just previous experiences.

Moreover, previous experience cannot guarantee the subject gets the right judgement.
Maybe in this case, one line is longer than the other. As Descartes warns us, there is a
danger of going wrong if we misuse our previous experience. And to get the right
judgement, the subject has to do something, not just think about it. She needsto either cover
the wings and look at the two lines themselves, or, acting more carefully, measure the two
lines. In any casg, it is experience, not reason, decides what to believe.

It is not safe to rush to the judgement that the two lines are equa without doing any
further exploration. The reason is that what the present experience can tell the subject is
only that the two lines might not be the way they look; it does not say whether the two lines
are equa. And the judgement the subject can make about the two lines is limited by what
the present experience can tdll her. To know more about the two lines, she needs to conduct
further explorations and have more experiences. What we bdieve can only be wha we
experience.

The same goes for Martin's claim about “the possibility of dishelieving one's senses’.
Martin writes:

If Austin had been convinced that there just could be no pigsin his area of Oxford, then
he might have become convinced that his eyes were decaiving him, and in that case his
experience would not have settled the question for him, but would have just convinced
him that he was suffering from anillusion or halucination. Alternatively, he might have
had reason to believe himsdlf subject to hallucinations anyway, and so come to distrust
his senses while remaining agnostic about whether there could have been pigs in the
area. (2002, p. 390; seed o 2006, p. 403)

But it would be a strange thing if one doubts one's experience smply because one is, for
independent reasons, convinced that things should be the other way round. It is not clear
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that there can be any reason for believing or disbdieving there are pigs around which is
sronger than the fact that one sees that there are pigs around. And to judge one's own
experience as a hdlucination, one must has independent reasons for believing that one's
experience is hdlucinatory, say, when one gpproaches the hallucinated object, the object
recedes.

People seem to be too ready to believe that the content of experience can bergected by
previous belief, even when what one hasis atrue experience. Smith writes:

Sometimes we just do not ‘believe our eyes (or ears, etc.). To cite a by now standard
example, aseasoned trave ler in the desert, who is mistakenly convinced that thereisno
oasis ahead, may discount the actual appearance of one asamirage. (2001, p. 287)

But what if the traveller gpproaches the casis and redly seesthe casisisin front of her? As
Smith himsdlf admits: “it is easy to over-estimate the impeding effect that thought can have
on perceptud experience'sdoxastic force” (2001, p. 291).

We can understand this by examining the case of hasty judgment. We can make both
hasty inferentid judgments and hasty experientid judgments. A hasty inferentid judgment
is based on invalid reasoning. Hence one is blamed for hasty inferentia judgment because
one reasons invaidly. To get the result of 988+988, one needs to do some kind of
caculation. And once one finishes the cdculation, one ends up with the result and a belief
about this. There is no room for free decision. One has to follow the rule. If oneis blamed
for a wrong cdculation, for making a cardless mistake, one's mistake can only be in not
following the rules correctly. But one cannot be blamed for believing what one gets from
the caculaion astheresult of caculation.

This is the same for hasty experientid judgment. A hasty experientid judgement is
based on a hasty experience, not on a hasty judgement of experience. In this case, one is
blamed for, say, not looking carefully. To see the point, we only need to reflect on what we
usualy do when we want to correct ahasty experientia judgement. Do wetry to think more
carefully, or do we look more carefully? The answer is obvioudy the latter. Hasty
experiential judgement is corrected by more careful observations. So a more careful
experiential judgement is amore careful observation. Reason does not play arole as afree
arbiter. Reason only plays arolein the sense that it makes one become suspicious and try to
do more careful observations.

It can be objected that sometimes we can’'t see clearly and have to rely on reason to get
things right. But if we can't see clearly, reason won't be of any help, snce reason
concerning observationd belief can only be based on observation, that is, experience. This
does not mean we have to make a wrong judgement when we cannot see clearly. As
Descartes makes it clear, the limitation of perception (with understanding included) can
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only explains ignorance, but not error. And if we make a judgement beyond what we get
from experience (in the name of reason), then we may go wrong. This is how the will
extendsits power beyond perception and crestes error.

Moreover, if we find we cannot see clearly, we sill need to rely on our sensesto decide
what to bdieve. If we cannot see clearly in a dim light, we may try to improve the light
conditionsin order to see more clearly. If we cannot tdl by hearing if it isacar or motorbike,
we may try to look at it. Even in the case of fdse experience, what is to be judged and
re-examined is not the looking or appearance. It is the world or the object of experience
which is to be re-examined, not the experience. And to re-examine the object of experience
isto have another experience of it, say, by looking more carefully.

Hence Cowley is right when he writes: “Hypothess and theory remain idle till
someone confirms or fails to confirm a prediction, and thisis done amost aways by seeing
with his eyes’ (1968, p. 5). And on€'s only reason for believing something is observation:
“If I ask him how he knows what he describes did happen, his only answer can be ‘| saw
it (1968, p. 7). Infact, itisonly for thisreason that knowledge by testimony ispossible. As
Cowley remarks. “It is only because | believe that others actudly see (are conscious) too
that | accept numerous experimentd findingswhich | have not mysdlf made’ (1968, p. 11).

It istrue that we sometimes turn to reason when we cannot decide by senses. But thisis
the case only when we are prevented from using our senses properly, and reason, in any
case, can never decide wha to believe aout empiricad world without garting from
observation. It can never be used asthetribuna of the senses. Asfar as observationd beliefs
are concerned, it is experience, not reason, decideswhat to believe. Hence, Austin observes.

If I find afew buckets of pig-food, that's a bit more evidence, and the noises and the
smell may provide better evidence till. But if the anima then emerges and stands there
planly in view, thereis no longer any question of collecting evidence; its coming into
view doesn’'t provide me with more evidencethat it'sapig, | can now just seethat it is,
the question is settled. (1962, p. 113)

We may distinguish two kinds of beliefs, experientid bdiefs and inferentia beliefs.
The former we get directly from experience, while the latter from inference. In neither case,
can we have a belief by deciding what to believe through reason, which is supposed to be
over and above the experience or inference. Of course reason plays a role in both cases.
Suppose we see two Tony Blairs in a conference room. We may wonder what happens and
try to explore further. Suppose we do some cdculations and end up with the result that
someoneis 2cm tdl, then we will become suspicious and decide to do the calculation again.
But in neither case can reason, which is supposed to be externd to experience or inference,
decidewhat to believe,
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Experientid belief is an achievement of empirica exploration; it is not decided by the
freedom of reason.

5. | have argued that, in the case of perceptua experience, it is not up to reason to decide
what to believe. There is no room for reason in experientia judgment in that once we have
the experience we cannot help having the relevant belief. We thus need to guard againgt the
idea that reason, concelved as something over and above experience, can work as the
tribuna for experience.

As | mentioned above, the idea that reason is the criterion of truth can be found in
traditional empiricism aswell asin rationdism. In hisreply to scepticism, Hume observes:

These scepticd topics, indeed, are only sufficient to prove, that the senses done are not
implicitly to be depended on, but that we must correct their evidence by reason, and by
consderations, derived from the nature of the medium, the distance of the object, and
the digposition of the organ, in order to render them, within their sphere, the proper
criteriaof truth and falsehood. (1999, p. 200)

This is cdosdy reated to the idea that reason can decide the truth a priori, that is,
independent of experience. Wefind thisideain Kant:

A new light flashed upon the mind of the first man (be he Thaes or some other) who
demonstrated the properties of the isosceles triangle. The true method, so he found, was
not to ingpect 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 himsdlf formed a priori, and had put into the figure
in the congtitution by which he presented it to himsdlf. If heisto know anything with a
priori certainty he must not ascribe to the figure anything save what necessarily follows
from what he has himself set into it in accordance with his concept. (1929, Bxi-Bxii)

And this, according to Kant, gpplies to natura sciences as well. He is impressed with the
fact that before scientists conduct an experiment, they usudly “know” the result through
pure reason. Hence pure reason congtrains nature “to give answer to questions of reason’s
own determining” (1929, Bxiii).

This might be true. Yet the answer is from experience, not from pure reason. Teke the
example of Gdileo’s well-known experiment. When Galileo dropped the two bals with
different weights from the tower, he anticipated that the two bals would hit the ground
smultaneoudy. What he needed to do is only to prove that he was right in his reasoning
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about free fal. But what if it turned out that the heavier bal did hit the ground first? Then
what Gadlileo needed to do was most likdly to re-examine his reasoning.

The ideathat the development of scienceis not based on experience can dso be found
in Popper. When taking about knowledge, Popper dways means scientific knowledge. He
makes it clear that he dissents from the belief that “one should study the problems of the
theory of knowledge in connection with our knowledge of an orange rather than our
knowledge of the cosmos’. The reason is that “our Western science...did not start with
collecting observations of oranges, but with bold theories about the world” (1998, p. 8). And
scientific knowledge, for Popper, is not derived from observation: “All science is
cosmology, | believe, and for me the interest of philosophy, no less than of science, lies
solely in its bold attempt to add to our knowledge of the world, and to the theory of our
knowledge of theworld” (1998, p. 7). Hence according to Popper:

The rationdigt tradition, the tradition of critica discusson, represents the only
practicable way of expanding our knowledge—conjectura or hypothetical knowledge,
of course. There is no other way. More especidly, there is no way that starts from
observation or experiment. (1998, p. 23-4)

Hethus clams. “We do not know, we only guess’ (1998, p. 24).

Popper is not saying that observation and experiments make no contribution to
knowledge. It isjust that “the significance of observations and experiments depends entirely
upon the question whether or not they may be used to criticize theories” (1998, p. 24). But if
conjectures are rgjected by observationa evidence, then experience is Hill the tribund of
thought, abeit in a negative sense. Hence there are two reasons to ingst that scientific
knowledge is based on experience. Firdt, hypotheses have to be based on experience.
Second, to testify or reject hypotheses, we haveto rely on experience.

The difference between everyday empirical knowledge and scientific knowledge is that
the object of the former is easer to experience while that of the latter is not. It is eesier to
decide how tdl the person in front of you is by measuring her height than to decide the Size
of the sun by measuring it. It is this difference which makes Popper believes that “truth is
often hard to come by, and that once found it may easlly be lost again. Erroneous bedliefs
may have an astonishing power to survive, for thousands of years, in defiance of experience,
with or without the aid of any conspiracy” (2002, p. 10). But we need to note that the
difficulty in finding scientific truth is exactly due to the fact that scientific truth is not so
easy to be discovered by experience. This actualy shows that experience is the way of
getting a empirical knowledge.
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6. The voluntariness of bdlief does not undermine the thesis that experience is belief. The
reason is that experience is a rationd active exploration of the world and is in this sense
voluntary.

First, experience is an active exploration of the world. Seeing as bdieving is akind of
achievement. Onewon'’t be able to seeif one doesn't bother to open one's eyes. People may
say one doesn't need to bother to open one's eyes. There is no red effort in it. But an
achievement is an achievement, no matter how easy it is for one. Someone might be very
keen on mathematics and just enjoys it and findly becomes a distinguished mathematician.
She never fedsthere is an effort init. In fact, she might sometimes need to make an effort
not to work too much on maths. But that doesn’'t mean it is not an achievement to become a
mathematician. Thereisakind of talent init, but still you need to work onit in the right way.
Thisis what we cal achievement. In this sense Aristotle is not completely right in saying
this: “to percaiveis not up to us—for it is necessary for the object of perception to be there’
(1984, 417b25-26). While it is necessary for the object of perception to be there, it isaso
necessary that one takes the action to look at it. Hence Barnes is correct when he says.
“when an object of perception isin the vicinity, it is fill up to me whether | perceive it or
not: 1 may open or shut my eyes, stop or unblock my ears, stick out or hold my tongue’
(2006, p. 25).

Second, experience is rationd. It is important to note that in arguing againgt the
freedom of reason, | am not denying that reason plays arole in empirica knowledge. | do
not mean to suggest that belief is not rationd. Particularly, when | say observationd belief is
not decided by reason, | am not saying it isthe kind of thing we share with other species of
animas. Hence Hume is wrong in separating “an act of the sengitive’ and “the cogitative
part of our natures’ (2000, p. 123).

We don’'t need to deny the rationdity of belief in order to bestow experience arole of
tribuna in belief formation. Observationd belief is rationd, though not decided by reason,
which is over and above experience. The reason is that experience is itsdf rationd. Even
when things go wrong with experience, there is no necessty to turn to reason which is
supposed to be something over and above experience. It is very common among both
philosophers and lay people to regard reason with a kind of reverence while remaining
sceptica about experience. But once we redlize conceptud capacities, or reason, are dready
in experience, we should have good reasons to regard experience with a least equd
reverence.

159



9. Judtification without Inference

1. We have now established that experience is bdief. This solves the problem we
encountered in chapter 4. Experience can now meet the doxastic criterion of judtification
and thus play a judtificatory role in empiricad knowledge. Then the question is. does
experience as belief need to bejustified?

We seem to have good reasons to give an affirmative answer to the question. Firg,
human belief is typicdly araiond state. One holds a belief, mostly, if not dways, because
one is judtified in holding the bdief. Hence like any other beliefs, experience needs to be
judtified. Second, it is required by the judtificatory role we bestow to experience that
experience itsdf be judified. As | mentioned in chapter 4, the doxadtic criterion of
judtification, while being essentid, is not sufficient. In order for experience to be able to
justify other beliefs, it has to be itsdf judtified. The judtifier has to be in a better epistemic
position in order to jugtify other bdiefs. Only a judtified belief can judtify other beliefs,
Hencefor experienceto be ableto judtify other beliefs, it hasto beitsdf judtified.

It is important to note to justify experience is to judtify that we should experience the
world in a certain way. To have experience is, among other things, to make judgement. We
may experience the world either in the right way or in the wrong way. Hence we need to be
justified in experiencing the world in a certain way. It is thus important to distinguish
justifying experience from justifying a belief about experience.

It is very easy to ignore the difference between justifying experience and justifying a
belief about experience. This is especidly the case when experience is understood as
nondoxstic but has atruth vaue. If experience has atruth vaue, then we may fed it needsto
be judtified astrue. And if experience is nondoxadtic, then there is no point of judtifying it as
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being a certain way, since experience, on this undersanding, isjust theway it is, thereisno
need to be justified in experiencing the world in a certain way. Hence, for nondoxasticism,
to judtify experience astrueis not to justify that one should experiencein this particular way,
but to justify that we take the experience astrue, which isto say, to justify that abdief about
the experience is true. For nondoxadticigts, “judtification of experience” is actudly short for
“judtification of belief about experience’.

The digtinction between justifying experience and justifying belief about experienceis
clear once we understand experience as doxastic. Just as we need to be justified in believing
that P, we need to be judtified in experiencing that P. To have, say, avisud experienceis not
just to have things look to onein acertain way; it is <o to judge that thisis redly the way
things are in the world. Hence when one sees things in a certain way, one needs to be
judtified in seeing things in that particular way. Of course, given dl the judtification, one
may il be wrong in experiencing things in a certain way. We then need to make
judgement about the judgement we make in experience, or, hold abelief about the belief we
hold in experience. The judtification of this further judgement or belief is based on further
evidence of the gtuation. It will not change the experience and hence cannot judtify the
experience; it only changes the way we judge the experience. This is the judtification of
belief about experience.

If experience needs to be judtified, we then face the following chalenge: how can
experience be judtified if it is supposed to be the starting point of knowledge? This is the
chdlengel shal ded with in this concluding chapter.

2. Chisholm’s solution to the above-mentioned chdlenge is that there is sdf-evident
knowledge that does not need justification and experienceis exactly knowledge of thiskind.
Chishalm clams, “statements as ‘| am now appeared to in a way which is blue’, when
intended noncomparatively...are satements which cannot express any error or mistake”’
(1957, p. 65). Firdt, according to Chisholm, “there are ways of being appeared to—ways of
sensng—that are such that being appeared to in those ways is self-presenting” (1982, p.
10-11). Second, “the presence of a self-presenting property is ‘indubitable’” or evident to
the subject who has them (1982, p. 11). According to Chisholm, “the sdf-presenting would
seem to be the closest we can come to that which condtitutes its own judtification” (1982, p.
25). Thirdly, “the self-presenting...may be said to justify that which is not directly evident”
(1982, p. 25). In thisway, “the sdf-presenting congtitutes the basis or foundation or grounds
we have for the other things we know” (1982, p. 26). Fourthly, appearance is one kind of
sdf-presenting properties which “ present themsel ves to the subject who has them” (1982, p.
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9-10).” Hence, the conclusion is, experience is sdf-evident and can thus be used as
justification of other beliefswithout itself being justified

Chisholm takes care to distinguish the expression “being appeared redly to” from the
expressions “ being appeared to by something that isred”, “being appeared to in the way one
isnormally appeared to by things that are red”, and “being gppeared to in the way in which
one believes tha red things normdly appear”. According to Chisholm, the expresson
“being gppeared redly to” has akind of “noncomparative sense’ initsuse (1982, p. 16), that
IS, not comparative to the truth of the world. The ideais this. What oneis gppeared to is a
sdf-presenting property, while what gppears is the externd object. As Chisholm well
recognizes, “It is the object of perception that appears.” What Chisholm is interested in is
“what oneis gppeared to” instead of “what appears’. And he thinks what one is gppeared to
isakind of self-presenting property which needs no justification or is self-judtified.

The digtinction between “what oneis gopeared to” and “what appears’ is very dubious.
As | argued in chapter 6, there is no digtinction as such. “What one is gppeared to” is just
“what appears’. It istrue that when an object appearsin one's experience, it hasto appear in
a certain way. And it is the way an object gppears that is caled appearance, or, to use
Chisholm’s terminology, “what one is appeared to”. But this is not to say appearance is
something that can be separated from the object that gppears. One cannot be appeared to the
way an object gppears without being gppeared to the object.

More importantly, the distinction made by Chisholm does not redly help to explain
how experience can jugtify knowledge about the world. It is not clear that we can have
knowledge of “what appears’ by having knowledge about “what one is gppeared to”, which
is supposed to be different and separable from “what gppears’. Chisholm'’s reply to the
guestionisthat “perception is, essentidly, the indirect atribution of aproperty to athing, the
thing being consdered as the thing that is appearing in a certain way” (1982, p. 15). He
writes: “if aperson is appeared redly to, then it is evident to him that there is something that
appears red to him—provided he cong ders the question whether something is gppearing red
to him and provided he has no reason to suppose thet it is not the case that something
appearsred to him” (1982, p. 17-8).

Hence for Chisholm, “Being gppeared to”, though it dlows the possbility that nothing
is there gppearing, has an objective sgnificance. He clams, “Being thus appeared to puts
onein contact, so to speak, with externd redity. And such initia contact, it would seem, can
only be via gppearances’ (1982, p. 18). Then what Chisholm has here seems to be
sdf-evident knowledge of gppearance which is supposed to be the foundation of knowledge
of the externd world behind the gppearance.

The problem is that Chisholm’s sdlf-presenting experience is not concerned with the

™ Other examples of these Cartesian properties Chisholm lists are feding and thinking. But unlike Descartes, who indludes
senging in thinking, Chisholm considers gppearance as something other than thinking (1982, p. 10).
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truth of the world. It may be evident that | am gppeared to redly by X and yet it isfdse that
X isred. Hence even if it isjudtified that | am gppeared to redly, it is till not justified that
what gppearsis redly something red. It is exactly thisidea Sdlarsistrying to get at in his
complaint about Chisholm’sideaof “direct gpprehension”:

How is ‘direct apprehenson’ to be understood? If the gpprehending is distinguishable
from the gpprehended, isit not dso ‘ separable ? Might not gpprehending occur without
any fact being apprehended? If so, an ‘gpprehending that-p° might not be an
goprehending of the fact that-p...Of course, ‘gpprehend’, like ‘seg, is, in its ordinary
sense, an achievement word. But does this not mean that, asin the case of ‘see’, thereis
aplacefor ‘ostensbly gpprehending', i.e., seeming to apprehend, a concept which does
not imply achievement? (1975, p. 128)

For Sdlars, a “direct gpprehenson” of a “fact” cannot be non-inferentiad knowledge
becauseit isnot knowledge at dl:

Now the digtinction between seeing and merely seeming to see implies a criterion. To
rely on the metgphors of ‘gpprehending’ or *presence of the object’ is to obscure the
need of criteria for distinguishing between ‘knowing’ and ‘seemimg to know’, which
ultimately define what it means to spesk of knowledge as a correct or well-founded
thinking that something isthe case. (1975, p. 128-9)

Hence Sdlars concludes, “The notion of a non-conceptud ‘direct gpprehenson’ of a ‘fact’
providesamerely verba solution to our problem” (1975, p. 129).

Chisholm’s response is that a judtified belief need not to be a true bdief (1982, p. 3).
This might be true. But as Chisholm himself well recognizes, to judtify one's bdief isto
judtify it as true (ibid., p. 4). And when Chisholm says gppearances are sdf-judtified, heis
not saying they are justified as true, snce they are only consdered in a noncomparative
sense. Then if appearances are not judtified astrue, thismeansthey are not judtified a all.

Chisholm's self-evident theory understands the justification of experience as judtifying
that | am here now having this experience. But to justify experience isto judtify the truth of
experience, i.e, things are the way as | experience them, and to judtify the truth of
experience is to justify the truth about the world. Hence experience cannot be sdlf-justified
in the way Chisholm suggests. The given as Chisholm understands it is not supposed to be
about the truth of the world and hence cannot redly bejudtified. A sdf-evident experienceis
not about the truth of the world. Experience understood in thisway isonly sdf-evident in a
non-comparative sense, and cannot be used to judtify other bdiefs which have to be
understood in comparative sense. What we need to do is to show that experience can be
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judtified astrue and can thus justify other bdliefs.

As | noted in 81, to judtify experience is to judify that this is the right way to
experience the world, namely, the world is the way we experience it. But for Chisholm,
experience does not need to be judtified in this way. Experience as experience is dways
right. Understood in this way, not only that experience is not dways the way the world is,
but dso that experience does not am to be the way the world is. Hence thereis no need to
get experience right, or to make experience a true experience. Thisisobvioudy a mistaken
picture of experience. To have experienceis not to “be appeared to” passively, it isto figure
out actively what the world in front of oneislike. It is an effort to understand the world in
the right way. And this effort needs to be guided by itsjustification.

3. What we need to do is to justify experience in a*“comparative’ sense, namely, the world
is redly as we experience it. This, as Sdlars understands it, is to judtify experience as
veridica.

The idea can be explained in terms of the distinction between “ostensible seeing” and
“seeing”. Ogtengble seeing, according to Sdllars, isaclass of experiences which has seeing
as its veridicd member (1956, 87). Or, as McDowdl puts it, “Ogtensble seeings are
experiencesin which it looks to their subject as if things are a certain way”, while “ Seeings
are a angled-out subclass of ostensible seeings’ which are veridicd (2009, p. 9-10). For
Sdlars and McDowell, a subject sees P if it looks to the subject that P and it is redly the
case that P, it doesn't matter if the subject believe isit isredly P that is there to be seen.
SHlarswrites:

If I make a onetime the report “ X looks to be green”—which is not only areport, but
the withholding of an endorsement—I| may later, when the origina reasons for
withholding endorsement have been rebutted, endorse the origina clam by saying “I
saw that it was green, though at the time | was only sure that it looked green”. (1956,
§16)

Similarly, McDowel clams.

Seeing that P is not the same as acquiring the belief that P in a visud way, though no
doubt usudly people who see that P do acquire the belief that P, and no doubt if that
were not so it would not be possble for there to be such athing as seeing that P. The
difference between seeing that P and visualy acquiring the belief that P can be brought
out by noting that one can redlize later that one was seeing that P, though one did not
know it at the time and so did not a the time acquire the beief that P. (2003, p. 680)
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McDowell does not seem to think ostensible seeing needsto bejudtified as seeing. Asl
mentioned in chapter 4, for McDowell, “unless there are grounds for suspicion”, we take
ostensible seeing as seeing “by a sort of default” (1998, p. 439). But thismay aso suggest a
way of judtifying: if we have no reason not to take an ostensible seeing as seeing, then we
are judtified to take the ostensible seeing as seeing. In contragt, if we do have a reason not to
take an ogtensible seaing as seeing, then we are judtified not to take the ostensible seeing as
seaing. In ether case, this seems to suggestion a judtification by inference. The reasoning
goes as follows. (1) | ostensbly see that P, (2) There is no ground for suspicion; (3) |
actudly seetha P.

If we agree that the truth of experienceisjudtified in thisway, then we seem to have to
agree that experience is judified inferentidly. But if we bear in mind the digtinction
between the judtification of experience and the justification of belief about experience, we
will redize that what McDowell is taking about is actudly the judtification of belief about
experience, not the justification of experience.

Like McDowell, what Sdlarsis actudly doing is aso to justify belief about experience.
Again, as mentioned in chapter 4, for Selars, in order to endorse the content of experience,
we need to judtify tha the rdlevant experience is veridical. This may give the impression
that heisinterested in judtifying experience. But what Sdllarsis interested in isjudtifying a
judgement about experience. The judtification will not change the way one experiences the
world, it only changes on€'s judgement about one's experience. Sdlarssred concern isto
justify the basic belief which is an endorsement of the content of experience. And to justify
basic belief, we haveto judtify that the relevant experienceis veridica.

For Sdlars, to judtify experience as veridicd is to make an inference from the belief
that the experientiad conditions are norma. Hence, in experience, the subject does not infer,
say, tha there is a red gpple in front of him. On the contrary, “he is inferring from the
character and context of his experience that it is veridica and that there is good reason to
believe that there is indeed a red apple in front of him” (1975, p. 130). The idea is that,
while experience is not inferentid, basic belief which, for Sdlars, is an endorsement of the
content of experience, is based on the understanding of the character and context of the
experience and has to be inferentid. Thus, according to Sdlars, the judtification of an
observationd bdief is in fact an inferentid judtification. And the reason that such beliefs
give the gppearance that they are sdf-justifying is that ther judtification *has the peculiar
character that its essentid premise asserts the occurrence of the very same belief in a
specific context” (1975, p. 130). As Sdlars understands it, the subject infers from the
character and context of his experience tha the experience is veridica and can thus judge
that an ogtensible seeing isindeed a seeing. Basic bdiefs are thus not non-inferentia. There
is neither self-evident knowledge, nor non-inferentid justification.
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Sdlarsisright in saying that the basic belief which, for him, is a judgement about the
judgement in experience, is inferentid. This is true even if we condder experience as
doxadtic. From a doxadticist point of view, the inference, for example, goes like this. (1) |
believed (saw) the tie is blue; (2) The lighting condition was norma; so (3) The tie was
indeed blue and my belief was correct. Or, dternatively, (1a) | believed (saw) thetieis blue;
(2) Thelighting condition was not right; so (3) The tie was actudly green and my belief was
wrong. But it does not follow that there is no non-inferentid justification or non-inferentia
knowledge. Particularly, it does not follow that the judtification of experience has to be
inferentid. To see this we need to shift our focus from the justification of belief about
experienceto the judtification of experienceitsdlf.

4. Wha is it to judtify experience? To judtify experience is to judtify that the subject
experiences the world as it is: that the world is the way the subject experiences it. In other
words, to judtify experienceisto justify the judgement one makesin one's experience.

There are then two aspects of experiencethat need to be judtified. First, one needsto be
justified in experiencing the world under certain descriptions. Thisis not so difficult if we
understand experience as conceptud, namely, experience is an exercise of the conceptua
capacitieswe may possess. If experienceis conceptua, then we are justified in experiencing
the world under certain descriptions by the conceptud capacities exercised in experience. It
is thus McDowell’s suggestion that the rdiability of my being able to “tell a green thing
when | see one (in the right conditions of illumination)” needs no evidence or judtification.
“It is held firm for me by my whole conception of the world with mysdf in touch with it,
and not as the conclusion of an inference from some of that conception” (2002, p. 101).”

Experience cannot be what it iswithout interpretation; it isitself an interpretation. This
isthe ideawe find, for example, in Wittgenstein. According to Wittgenstein, the mind set is
dready in experience. This is why we may see the same thing in different ways. As
Wittgengtein putsit, we “ see an object according to an interpretation” (1953, p. 200).

This is even true for what Wittgentein cdls “picture objects’. When we see an
illustration, “weinterpret it, and seeit asweinterpret it” (1953, p. 193). This can be done by
following certain directions. But mostly, it is so natural that we see apicture or ared object
as something that we don't redlize that we see it as something, we fed that we just see this
something. Wittgenstein remarks: “1 should not have answered the question ‘What do you
see here? by saying: ‘Now | am seeing it as a picture-rabbit’. | should smply have
described my perception: just as if | had sad ‘| see a red circle over there” (1953, p.
194-195).

™ Seep. 75, n0. 27.
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Thus, seeing a picture object is just like seeing a red object. The interpretation is
dready in the seeing, not something we use to describe the seeing. Hence Wittgenstein
continues. “It would have made as little sense for meto say ‘Now | an seeingitas...” asto
say a the gght of a knife and folk ‘Now | am seeing this as a knife and fork’. This
expression would not be understood” (1953, p. 195). And seeing area object is so naturaly
interpretation involving that it ssemsto happen automatically. As Wittgenstein putsit: “One
doesn't ‘take’ what one knows as the cutlery a a med for cutlery; any more than one
ordinarily triesto move one'smouth as one egts, or amsat moving it” (1953, p. 195).

This conceptuaist solution explains why we are judtified in experiencing the world in
a certain way. | am judtified in seeing a lamp as a lamp smply because | exercise my
conceptua capacitiesin experience. My conceptua capacities inform the way | experience
the world. But what | experience cannot be inferred from my conceptua capacities; |
experience what | experience, namdy, the world. Hence the way | experience the world is
informed but not decided by my conceptua capacities. This agpect of my experienceisthus
justified without inference.

However, thisis not al we need to do in order to justify experience. There is another
aspect of experience that needs to be judtified, namely, the truth of experience: what needs
to bejudtified is not only that experience has certain content but aso that the world isindeed
the way we experience it. To justify experience is not just to justify that | am here and now
having a certain kind of experience, it is dso to judtify the judgement we make in
experience. It isthe judtification of this second aspect of experience | shal now focuson.

5. To have experience is, anong other things, to make judgement about the world. Then
what affects the judgement one makes in one's experience? Or, what changes the way one
experiences the world?

It can be suggested that it is the experientia conditions which influence the judgement
one makes in one's experience. Thisis well recognized by the Stoics. For the Stoics, there
are judgementsin the senses and “ Their judgments are so clear and certain”. The Sloicsaso
agree that optimum conditions warrant the judgment we make in experience. Hence, we
“dter many conditions until our vison itsdf provides the warrant for its own judgment”
(Cicero 2006, 2.19). It is neverthd essimportant to note that, for the Stoics, “our vison itsdf
provides the warrant for its own judgment”. This means that it is experience, not the
experientiad conditions, which judtifies experience. Wha we need to do is to dter
experientid conditions to the optimum so that experience justifiesitsdf. Theideaisthat the
truth of experienceiswarranted when the experientia conditions are optimum.

Apart from the externd experientid conditions, we may aso add that the internd
experientid conditions are at least no less important. The subject has to function well in
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order to experience the world in the right way. It is a basic condition that the person should
not be insane or drunk. That's part of the reason that people who have consumed d cohol are
not alowed to drive.

Hence, we may say, one important way of justifying one's experience is to make sure
that the experientid conditions are optimum. Or, aswe might put it, we arrange experientia
conditionsin such away that experienceisin apogtion to judtify itsdf. If thisisal we need
for judtifying the truth of experience, then we can say experience is judtified without
inference, or that experienceis self-judtified.

But we need to see that experientid conditions are not the only thing that matters for
the truth of experience. Fird, the truth of experience does not dways go together with
optimum experiential conditions. We may have true visud experience in the dark while
having fase visud experience in broad daylight. Even when both the externd and internd
experientia conditions are satisfied, it is still not guaranteed that the relevant experience is
true. In fact it is not dways easy to decide what norma conditions are supposed to be or
how normd isnorma. Second, we are sometimes amazingly good at adjusting to adversary
experientid conditions. If someone wears a pair of glasses which makes the objects look
upside down, then in awhile the subject will adjust to this and see the object asin the right
direction. In any case, abnorma experientia conditions do not dways prevent the subject
from having a true experience. A hdlucinating subject, with the understanding that she is
hdlucinating, may experience her hdlucination as halucination and hence have a true
experience.

What isimportant hereis thus one's understanding of one's experientia conditions, not
just the experientid conditions themsdves. It is one's understanding of one's experientid
conditions which justifies one’s experience.

If the truth of experience is judtified by one's undersganding of one's experientid
conditions, then we don’t need to go very far to find the justification. One's understanding
of one's experientiad conditionsis part of one's experience in that one experiences the world
in the light of one's understanding of one's experientia conditions. This is true whether
one's understanding of the viewing conditions is correct. Hence, again, experience is
justified without inference.

In mogt cases the clue of the experientid conditions is dready part of wha one
experiences, that is, the character and context of the experience are part of the object of the
experience. When one has an experience, one is aware of the character and context of one's
experience as well. Hence one obtains one's understanding of one's experientia conditions
when one has the experience. Teke Sdlars example of looking at atie in a green-lighted
room. The tie looks greenish in the room. Sdlars's idea is that Jones becomes doubtful
about this only when he is told that the room is green-lighted and this makes everything
looks greenish. But the clue is part of the object of the experience and the subject should be
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ableto aware of thiseven if heis not told about the light condition in the room. In this case,
the judtification of one's experienceis part of one's experience, or, is exactly the experience
itself. To see the point, we need to redlize that experience is experience of the whole thing,
including not only the particular object we are interested in but dso everything ese
surrounding it. For this reason, one can get the clue about the viewing conditions of the
experience when one has the experience and can thus see things in the light of one's
understanding of the viewing conditions.

It isto be admitted that sometimes the clue of the viewing conditions is not so easy to
be found in the object of experience. Suppose in the above-mentioned example the fdse
light is partid, not globd, that is, the fase light is only on the tie, not anything else in the
room. Then one ether gets to know about the lighting conditions from other resources, or
knows nothing about the false light. In either case on€'s experienceis il justified by one's
understanding of the viewing conditions in that one still sees things in the light of one's
understanding of the viewing conditions. First, one experiences the world in the light of
one's understanding of the experientia conditions whether one obtains the understanding
from the current experience or somewhere else. Second, to say one's experienceis judtified
by on€'s understanding of one's experientia conditions is not to say one's understanding
has to be correct. One's understanding of one's experientiad conditions may be fasified by
later discovery, but that is not to say there was no understanding of the experientid
conditions when one is having the experience. A mistaken understanding of the situation is
il an understanding and can justify the belief one holdsin one's experience,

In ether of the cases mentioned above, one's experience is judified by one's
understanding of the viewing conditions. The judtification is a judtification without
inference, Since the experientia belief in not inferred from the understanding of the viewing
conditions.

Thisis the same for one's understanding of one's internd experientid conditions. One
experience theworld in the light of one's understanding of one's own Stuation aswell. Here
agan, there is no requirement that one's understanding of one's dtuaion be correct.
Although, as it has been well recognized, one's understanding of one's own condition is
normaly correct. A norma subject is normaly able to distinguish herself from an abnormal
subject. As the Soics point out correctly, “If things are such that it makes no difference
whether one’'s impressions are those of an insane or sane person, who can be sure of his
own sanity? Trying to achieve thisresult isitsaf asign of no dight insanity!” (Cicero 2006,
2.54). The point isthat while it is true that an insane person cannot tell that sheisinsane, a
sane person is able to tell that she is sane. Hence, we should not use “the examples of
dreamers, madman, and drunkards’ when “looking for the criterion of someone serious,
constant, strong-minded, and wise” (Cicero 2006, 2.53).

Even Descartes finds it hard to deny this. Taking about one's “inability to distinguish
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between being adeep and being awake’, Descartes remarks:

For | now natice that there is a vast difference between the two, in that dreams are
never linked by memory with dl the other actions of life as waking experiences
are..when | distinctly see where things come from and where and when they come to
me, and when | can connect my perceptions of them with the whole of the rest of my
life without a break, then | am quite certain that when | encounter these things | am not
adeep but awake. And | ought not to have even the dightest doubt of their redlity if,
after cdling upon dl the senses as wdl as my memory and my intdlect in order to
check them, | receive no conflicting reports from any of these sources. (1996, p. 61-2)

It isimportant to note that normal subjects include those having physica diseases that
may affect their experientia ability. A patient with high blood pressure may fed dizzy and
see things turning around in front of her. She nevertheless won't experience things in front
of her as turning around, but will rather experience hersdf as having some medicd
problems.

In any case, even when one's understanding of one's own Situation isnot correct, it ill
justifies one's experience in that one experiences the world in the light of it. And again, this
isajudtification without inference.

Thus asfar as the understanding of the externd and internal experientia conditions are
concerned, the justification of experienceis not inferentid.

6. The undergtanding of the experientid conditions should not be understood in the narrow
sense. It is not just concerned with things like lighting conditions, so many aspects of
experience aerdevant here.

What justifies one in seeing a coin from a particular point of view as circular instead of
elipticd? What justifies one in seeing a shadow as a shadow instead of a dark-coloured area?
What judtifies onein seeing a mirror image as amirror image instead of another “1”? What
justifies one in seeing the pardld roads from far away as pardld instead of converging?
What judtifies one in seeing a stick haf-immersed in water as seemingly bent instead of
bent?

All these have to do with one’'s understanding of one's experientid conditions. Oneis
judtified in seeing acoin from aparticular point of view as circular by the understanding that
oneislooking at the coin from aparticular point of view. Oneisjustified in seeing a shadow
as a shadow ingtead of a dark-coloured area by the understanding that sunlight is prevented
from shining on this area by atdl building. One is justified in seeing a mirror image as a
mirror image by the understanding that what one seesis “in” the mirror. Oneisjudtified in
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seeing the pardld roads as pardld instead of converging by the understanding that one is
looking at the roads from far away. Oneisjudtified in seeing astick haf-immersed in water
asdraight insteed of crooked by the understanding that the stick ishaf immersed in water.

Strictly spesking, in dl the above-mentioned examples, it is not the understanding of
the viewing conditions but the understanding of the meaning of the viewing conditions that
influences the way one experiences the world. One sees an dliptica looking coin from a
certain point of view as circular because one understands that’s the way a circular coin looks
from that particular point of view. Thisiswhat | cal the engaged meaning of appearance.
An object gains its engaged gppearance while the gppearance gains its engaged meaning.
The experience is thus an engaged appearance, namely, an appearance with an engaged
meaning. In this way the understanding of the situation informs the way we experience the
world.”

Generdly spesking, the way we experience the world is justified by our background
understanding of the whole situation. This means background understanding plays a crucid
role in experience. The more experienced the subject is, a better position sheisin to justify
her belief. Plato thus observes that someoneiswiser than othersin particular aspects.

...thereis no one in the world who doesn’t believe that in some matters heiswiser than
other men, while in other matters, they are wiser than he. In emergencies — if a no
other time — you see this belief. When they are in distress, on the battlefield, or in
scknessor inagorm a sea, dl men turn to their leedersin each sphere asto God, and
look to them for sdvation because they are superior in precisdy this one
thing—knowledge. And wherever human life and work goes on, you find everywhere
men seeking teachers and magters, for themselves and for other living creatures and for
the direction of al human works. You find aso men who believe that they are able to
teach and to take thelead. (1997a, 170a-b)

Experience is permegted by one's background understanding. The more experienced the
subject is, the more judicious sheisin experiencing the world.

Background understanding covers awide range of aspects of experience. For example,
one's understanding of the context of a conversation influences the way one understands
one's interlocutor. Suppose you give someone a suggestion and she says: “This is gold”.
With your understanding of the context of the conversation and your understanding that
people may speek different accents and didects, or even just accidentdly make strange
pronunciations, you are well justified in hearing her as saying “This is good”’, dthough
redizing her pronunciation is strange. Your understanding of the context justifies your

" Seechapter 7, 85.
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hearing her in this way, which is the correct way, that is, thisis indeed what she intends to
say. You are giving someone suggestions and it is reasonable that she says“ Thisisgood”. In
contragt, if you are asking someone what her ring is made of and she says “Thisis gold”,
then you would have no reason to believe sheis saying “thisis good”.

It is to be admitted, however, that experience can be true in different senses, and they
are judtified in different ways. In the above example, if the question is what the person
intends to say, then the true experience is that she intends to say “this is good’. If the
question is how the person pronounced the word “ good”, then the true experienceisthat she
pronounced it as “gold”. Suppose someone experiences the person as saying “thisis cold”.
Then sheismistaken in both senses.

Here, again, we need to make a distinction between the judtification of experience and
the judtification of belief about experience. Suppose after saying “thisis good”, the person
continues to eaborate how much she would benefit from following your suggestions or
express her gratitude to your suggestions, then you are judtified in believing your former
experience of hearing her as saying “Thisis good” istrue. Thisis the justification of belief
about experience, not the judtification of experience. And in this case, as Sdlars rightly
observed, thejudtification isinferentid.

Similarly, your experience of seeing a motionless duck as a duck may be judtified by
the background understanding that there is a pond around and you see some duck feathers
nearby. Thisjudtification is not inferential because you see the motionless duck asaduck in
the light of the background understanding you have. In contrast, your belief tha the
experience is a true bdief can be judtified by your later experience of seeing the duck
quacks and runs away when you gpproach it. Thisjudtification isinferentia in that you infer
from your later experience that the early experience must be true. Your later experience of
seeing the duck quacking and running away judtifies your belief about your earlier
experience of seeing it as a duck, not a decoy duck. But thisis not to say later experience
judtifies earlier experience. Experience is an event. Later experience does not justify earlier
experience because earlier experience does not exist anymore when the subject is having the
later experience; and when the subject is having her earlier experience, her later experience
isnot yet available for doing the judtification.

Background understanding influences the way we experience. This, nevertheless, does
not mean experience needs to be judtified by inference. Judtification of experience is
justification without inference. Firgt, athough background understanding influences the
way we experience, it does not decide what we experience. To say experienceisjudtified by
one's background understanding is not to say that one can infer the content of one's
experience from the background understanding. After dl, one has to have the experience,
and it is what one experiences decides what one believes. Background understanding
influences or informs the way one experiences, but what one hasin experience is wha one
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experiences, not something inferred from one's background understanding. Second, one
experiences the world in the light of one's background understanding. Experience in this
senseisactudly self-judtified. Thisisnot to say experienceis sdf-presenting or sdf-evident.
To see that experience is sdf-justified we need to see interpretation, rationdity or critica
ability isaready functioning in experience.

For an inferentid judtification, the belief judtified is entailed by the premises of the
inference. There is nothing ese you need to do except for accepting the conclusion drawn
from the premises. For anon-inferentid judtification like the justification of experience, the
resulting belief, namely, experience, is not something that can be derived from the
background understanding that justifies the experience. The reason that experience is not
derived from the background understanding is that the background understanding is not
separated from experience, it is part of what experience is. We see thingsin the light of our
undergtanding of the Situation.

Wittgenstein says there are many ways of seeing atriangle. And the reason that we see
apicturein a certain way is that we are brought up in a certain way. As he puts it, “custom
and upbringing have a hand in this’ (1953, §201).” Hence experience is a learned ability.
“Itisonly if someone can do, has learnt, is master of, such-and-such, that it makes sense to
say he has had this experience” (1953, §209). Smilarly, M earleau-Ponty observes:

The light of a candle changes its gppearance for a child when, after a burn, it stops
attracting the child’s hand and becomes literdly repulsive. Vision is dready inhabited by
a meaning (sens) which gives it a function in the spectacle of the world and in our
exigence. (2002, p. 60)

7. Experience is judtified without inference. In this way experience remains the foundation
of empiricd knowledge while being judtified as true. We can agree with Sdlars tha
non-inferentid knowledge, like inferentid knowledge, presupposes knowledge of other
factss And the foundation of our empiricd knowledge ae not
“sdf-authenticating...unmoved movers’ (1956, 838). But we need to note that dl the
presupposed knowledge of other facts is dready in experience in that we experience the
world in the light of this background understanding. And it is exactly for this reason that
experience can be itsdf empirica knowledge and provide sound foundation for inferentid
knowledge. Otherwise we will not be able to understand the “difference between inferring
that something isthe case and, for example, seeing it to be the case’ (1956, 81).

We cannot even say theat there is a coherentist story within the domain of experience.

8 McDowell may in a sense agree with this—when he says that experience is conceptua in the sense that we see things as
such and such. But 4till, hethinksthat this conceptua experienceisagain apictureto be judged.
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We don't balance the results of different experiences and decide what to believe in order to
achieve coherence. We optimise the way we experience and trust that one only.

It is thus important to note that some experiences are in a better position than othersto
decide what we should eventudly believe. Take the example of Miiller-Lyer diagram. In
judging the comparative length of the two lines in the diagram, the experience we have
when looking & the diagram is less reliable than the experience we have when looking at
the two lines by covering the wings, while the latter, again, is less reliable than the
experience we have when measuring the two lines. This last experience is more basic
because when you doubt the result you get by measuring, the only thing you can do is to
measure it again. Thisis not to say you cannot contradict the result just by looking at it. If
the result you get by measuring a 2cm line is 10cm, you can certainly know there is
something wrong before remeasuring it. But to get the right result, you ill need to
measure it again. And more importantly, you don’'t have to gpped to other experience in
order to get the right result. The experienceisthe best or most reliable way (not necessarily
the most convenient way) of getting the right result. That is, the best way of justifying one’s
belief about the experienceisto repesat the experience.

Experience is sufficiently justified when one experience the world in the light of
correct background understanding. Correct background understanding is what we cal
background knowledge. True experience which is supported and hence judtified by
background knowledge is sufficiently justified true belief, namely knowledge. This givesus
Gnogticism, namely the idea that experience, in so far as it is the source of knowledge, is
itself knowledge. Not only that experience can be sufficiently judtified, but aso thet it can
be justified non-inferentidly. This gives us foundationaism. Experienceis the foundation of
knowledge in that it is the part of our knowledge system which supports the other parts of
the system and does not need to be supported by thelatter in the same way.

Experience is the foundation of knowledge not in the sense that we see the world with
naked eyes. Experience as a whole is an active, rationa exploration of the world, not a
passive receiving of pieces of information. Experience is a dynamic process, not a static
picture. It is exactly for this reason that experience is the rationa foundation of empirical
knowledge. Experience is the foundation of knowledge not because it is infdlible or
incorrigible, but because it is rationa. There is no incorrigible error in experience. We do
make mistakes in experience, but we can dso correct the mistakes in experience and by
experience.

People may think this is aweek verson of foundationalism in that the foundation is
not a purely independent foundation. But | would say this is a strong version of
foundationdism. The foundation is solid exactly because it is dynamic. While Descartes
understands knowledge as an edifice built upon a secure foundation, | think our knowledge
system is more like a plant than a building. Experience is more like the root of the plant. It

174



provides the whole plant with nutrition. But the root of the plant isdso part of the plant and
nourished by the other part of the plant in an important sense. If we cut the trunk and
remove the leaves of thetree, the tree will be damaged and the root may not survive either.”
In this sense, the root is dso dependent on the other part of the plant. But ill, it isthe root.
The root is not dependent on the other parts of the plant in the same way the other parts of
the plant is dependent oniit.

Experience gives knowledge. The fact that we may make mistakes in experience does
not make us distrust experience but only makes us try to improve our experientid ability.
Sometimes experience does not provide a satisfactory answer, but it will if we try harder.
Sometimes we try our best to see clearly, but till we cannot. This is not a case where
experience fals us; it is that we fail to get the right experience. Or, the experience falls us
only in the sensethat it is not the right experience we need in order to know what we want
to know. Thereis something we don’'t seem to be able to know through experience, but may
be possiblein thefuture.

If there is something we can never know through experience, then dl we have is
merely speculation. We have to admit there is an unbridgeabl e distance between us and the
truth in this case. Experience is, in any case, the only thing we can rely on in obtaining
knowledge of the empirica world. If we cannot get the right experience, then we cannot
achieve knowledge. But there is nothing wrong with it; we are not supposed to have
knowledge of everything. The point is, if we obtain experience, we obtain knowledge.
Experienceis, intheend, al we have. So, if we have knowledge at dl, it will not and cannot
transcend experience. The limit of experienceisthe limit of knowledge.

™ Thisisdoser to Reid. Reid remarks, “In this tree of knowledge, perception is the root, common understanding isthe trunk,
and the stiences arethe branches’ (Reid 1997, p. 174).
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