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NO BARE KNOWLEDGE

JESPER KALLESTRUP

Abstract

Just as Dummett famously argued that there is no such thibgras
predicative knowledge, this paper argues that there is do thing

as bare propositional knowledge: all such knowing is kngwima
specific way. Itis first argued that seeing that so-and-sdeapis-
temically understood to constitute a way of knowing thaasd-so.
Three arguments are then advanced in support of the strofajer
that there is no such knowing unless there is a way of knowing.
Finally, four objections to these two claims are addressed.

I. Predicative Versus Propositional Knowledge

Dummett (1978: 125-127) argued that there could be no suet &s bare
predicative knowledge. To say that a subject S has such leagelis to
ascribe to S knowledge of object a that it is F, and add thatitha com-
plete characterization of this piece of knowledge on S’s. pBwery piece
of predicative knowledge rather rests on some piece of [@opoal knowl-

edge in the sense that the truth of an ascription of the latigils the truth
of an ascription of the former. So, whenever S knows of a thiatf, S’s

knowledge can always be further characterized by citingptese of propo-
sitional knowledge on which S’s predicative knowledgese€if course not
any true propositional knowledge ascription will do. Thetsmt of that as-
cription must both (i) explicate the independent way in \lh&identifies a
and (ii) connect that way with F. S cannot know of a that it isifless for
some G &/F), S identifies a as the G and knows that the Glis F.

Take Dummett's example (op. cit.). The police know of Redneathat
he murdered Bexley, and this follows from the fact that théicpoknow
that Redmayne murdered Bexley. The content of that prapoaitknowl-
edge ascription must both (i) make explicit the independesy in which
the police identify Redwayne and (ii) connect that way with property of
murdering Bexley. In order for the police to know that Rednaynurdered

L For critical discussion on this point see Stalnaker (19995
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Bexley, there must be some property G, e.g. hiding on the soch that they
know both that Redwayne has G and that Bexley’s murderer h&sigpose
(i) isn't satisfied: the police identify Redwayne only as Exys murderer. It
follows that what the police know when they know that Redveagrurdered
Bexley is merely that Bexley’s murderer is the person whodared Bexley.
Suppose (i) isn’t satisfied: the police identify Redwaysetee man who hid
on the roof, but they fail to know that Bexley’s murderer hidthe roof. It
follows that the police can't know that Redwayne murderedi®gefor that
would just be to know what thegx hypothesiglon’t know, namely that the
person who hid on the roof murdered Bexley.

That's not all. When S knows what is F, there is some x suchSheatows
of x that it is F, and that is just an existential generalatf the claim that S
knows of athat it is F. In Dummett's example, the police knolaownurdered
Bexley. This is so just in case there is an x such that the @dliow of x
that (s)he murdered Bexley, and this is just an existengakegalization of
the claim that the police know of Redmayne that he murderedeBe

Let's call knowing who, where, etc, knowingh. Then we can sum up
the foregoing by saying that knowledgéi rests on predicative knowledge,
which in turn rests on propositional knowledge. Given thatrinett's no-
tion of resting on is that of being entailed by, it follows tkaowledgewh
is entailed by propositional knowledge. We might elabomatethe latter
claim by saying that necessarily if S has knowledgeg-then there is a piece
of propositional knowledge such that S has it, and necégst8 has this
piece of propositional knowledge, then S has the knowlesdgefor S to
have this piece of propositional knowledge is for S to hawekihowledge-
wh, not simpliciter but in a specific way. Moreover, it's possible to have
the same knowledgeh in virtue of having distinct pieces of propositional
knowledge. The police know where to find Redmayne in virtukrafwing
that Redmayne stays at the Hilton Hotel, but they might hadthe same
piece of knowledgevh in virtue of knowing that Redwayne frequents the
Cellar Bar.

Just as Dummett argued that there can be no such thing asrbdiegpive
knowledge or bare knowledgeh, we shall argue that there can be no such
thing as bare propositional knowledge, where this wouldsshin ascribing
to S knowledge that p, and add that this is a complete chaizatien of
this piece of knowledge on S’s part.All propositional knowing consists
rather in either seeing, hearing, introspecting, reagpreic. Moreover, the
relation between knowing and these ways of knowing is thaisgmmetric

2 By ‘knowledge’ we shall henceforth mean binary propositilknowledge unless oth-
erwise stated, but everything said appliestatis mutandig¢o alternative accounts such as
Schaffer’s contrastivism (2008) according to which praposal knowledge is a three-place
relation: S knows that p rather than g, where q is a contdytsalient contrast proposition.
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necessitation: necessarily if there is a way of knowining such thatb-

ing is the way in which S knows, then S knows, but it is possfbteS to
know without ®-ing being the way in which S knows. We shall proceed as
follows. Section Il clarifies the notion of a way of knowingydathen argues
that seeing, epistemically understood, amounts to a wag@flng. Section

Il offers three arguments for the claim that there is no kimgaunless there

is a way of knowing. Finally, section VI responds to four aijens.

Il. Ways of Knowing

Let’s work the claim that there are ways of knowing into shhpdocusing
on seeing. If seeing is a way of knowing, then seeing must niyt con-
stitute a belief-entailing, factive state in the way knasdge is, it must also
instantiate those epistemically relevant properties kinatvledge instanti-
ates. Obviously, since there is widespread disagreemenit abhich if any
analysis of knowledge is correct, even if modestly undexsi@s teasing out
necessary conditions beyond truth and belief, not muches@wus on what
the correct analysis of seeing is should be expected. We dogan account
of knowledge and seeing that contains a safety-based campas well
as a separate virtue-theoretic component, but much of waatvs applies
mutatis mutandigo alternative accounts.

Suppose that unknowingly S ends up in Barn County — a lan@spap-
ulated predominantly with barn facades. Most of us agreg¢d @bldman
that if S were to look at one of the rare real ones, S wouldrovkthat there
is a barn® One explanation is that S's belief is unsafely based: gitan t
the reason for which S believes that there is a barn is heali&stperience
as of a barn, it isn’t true that S would believe for that reafwt there is a
barn only if that were so. But S’s ordinarily reliable, viseaperience as of
a barn is subjectively indistinguishable from the experéenS would have
were S to look at barns in more conducive surroundings. Maedhat
visual experience is caused by a real barn, and accompanibdlief that
there is a barn. So, S's experience seems to have all thertgsppf being a
seeing that there is a barn.

There is no question that S engages in objectual perce@isees a barn.
That is to say, S instantiates what Dretske (1969: 20) caltedepistemic
seeing(seeing). Although S is unable to effectively discriminate between

3Goldman (1976: 772—773) assumed that prior to seeing theyéraiine barn S hasn'’t
yet encountered any facsimiles. That might suggest S dams &imce the uncongenial alter-
native is therefore irrelevant. In order to boost the imbmitthat S lacks knowledge DeRose
(http://fleetwood.baylor.edu/certaidoubts/?p=842) proposes that the case be modified such
that prior to the first veridical sighting S has been fooledabsufficiently large number of
facsimiles.
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real and fake barns, what is sgés visually differentiated from its environ-
ment by S in that the barn looks some way to her. S cap theebarn just
in case the barn looks some way to S, and for the barn to loole seay to
S is for S to visually experience the barn as being that wayarfhat seg
the barn unless there is a barn which S gebst S can segthe barn with-
out believing that there is a barn, maybe due to not posgetisinconcept
of a barn. If S happens to lack that concept, the barn will Idakway it
does to S even if it doesn’t look like a barn to S. That, howeigenot to
say that seeingthe barn is incompatible with having various beliefs about
it. Typically S both segsthe barn and believes that it is a barn.

But in the fake barn case S fails to qualify for propositiopatception. S
doesn't instantiate what Dretske dubbed (1969: @&nhary epistemic see-
ing. Let’'s say S seggthat there is a barn iff:

(1) There is a barn which S sges

(2) The conditions under which S sgdhe barn are such that S would
have a visual experience as of a barn only if there were & barn

(3) S’s belief that there is a barn is true because based owisl
experience as of a barn

This departs from Dretske in three respects. (i) In place&2pDretske re-
quired roughly that the conditions under which S gabg barn are such
that her visual experience is sensitive: S wouldn’t havesaali experience
as of a barn unless there were a barn. Neither the safety amettsitivity
condition holds in the barn case, but they yield familiariffestent results
when being wrong isn’'t an easy possibility. (ii) Dretskeuiegd both belief
that S segsthe barn, and belief with the subjunctive conditional cahtsf
the sensitivity condition. The latter seems unduly intlial. (3) suffices to
rule out cases where S fails to believe what she.sées to, say, mistaken
beliefs about her senses being deceived. (iii) (3) is aliseDtetske. Sup-
pose a guardian angel unbeknownst to S quickly transforenbdm facades
into genuine barns just as S is about to form visual belibiss €nsuring that
S never forms any such incorrect beliefs despite the abwedafifacsimiles.

4Objectual perception could well encompass the object iisiting certain perceptual
properties: seeing object o having F; or as Williamson (2G®) puts it, “seeing a situation
in which p”.

5Suppose S finds herself in Kripke-style Barn County wheretinass are fake except
for the red ones. Then it looks like epistemic seeing isrésell under known entailment:
S seeg that there is a red barn, but not that there is a barn. The neisdd extend safe
basis to seeing: if S saethe barn as a result of having an experience as of a red bam, th
S sees that there is a barn only if: S would h#vat experience only if there were a barn.
Similarly, safely based belief ensures that closure hatdskhowledge: if the reason for
which S believes that there is a barn is her experience as&d &arn, then S knows that
there is a barn only if: S would believe ftrat reason that there is a barn only if there were
a barn.
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Using Sosa’s terminology (2007: 28-29), S’s belief is shfd,not apt, i.e.
“successful because competent”. So, just as an archet'sssdqat only if ac-
curate because adroit, S seesnly if her belief is true because competent,
where competence is a matter of that belief being true asudt igfsbeing
based on the relevant visual experience.

The foregoing is extendable to more complex ways of knowihgt's
dwell for a moment on Dretske’s notion (op. cit.) sfcondary epistemic
seeing(seeingg). Departing from the details of Dretske’s account, S gees
that she is speeding by looking at the speedometer iff:

(4) S seeg that the speedometer says that she is speeding

(5) The conditions under which S sees the speedometer anetlsaicit
would say S is speeding only if S were speeding

(6) S’s belief that she is speeding is true because based rovisual
experience as of the speedometer saying that she is speeding

Note that seeing entails seeing because seeiggentails seeing and see-
ingpe entails seeing In our example, if S segsthat she is speeding, then
S seegs the speedometer. Likewise we can define notions of (objgctua
hearing, (propositional) hearing and (displaced) hearigg Moreover,
some ways of knowing are non-perceptual as when S knows lspmaay
that the Generalized Continuum Hypothesis has countengesm Other
ways of knowing are amalgamations of more basic ways of kngwindeed
a vast amount of S’s knowledge is such that an intricate maxtd percep-
tual and non-perceptual elements constitutes the way iohwhihas it. Such
complex ways undoubtedly lack names in our language, butitiaMéon
notes (op. cit.), S could always introduce names by pointinghem as
paradigms. Further, while there may be only one, possihiljleged, way
in which particular propositions are actually known, mdstat all proposi-
tions are such that there exist more than one possible wayafikg them.

If innateness is a way of knowing of God’s attributes, therssootentially
reasoning — maybe augmented by so-called religious expmre Fail-
ing that, S might defer to others in the know. Being-testiieds for S a
potential way of knowing most of what she knows yet gainingwiedge
by such inter-personal transmission ultimately origigate intra-personal
knowledge acquisitiof. Still, knowledge of at least some propositions per-
taining to phenomenal consciousness seems in principléasdimonial. In
particular, if knowledge of the phenomenal character okelgnce requires
the possession of experience-dependent phenomenal tertbem demand-
ing constraints on the ways in which S can possess phenorkeoaledge
are in place. But it could still be the case that even if S hasrd@visual

6Barring exceptional and not uncontroversial cases whenenagliable believer’s reli-
able testimony generates knowledge rather than tranamitiisting knowledge. For exam-
ples see Lackey (1999).
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experience of red, S can triangulate her way to knowledge tfats what

it's like to see regh, where® is the phenomenal concept that picks out the
associated phenomenal character. Assuming S has had eiqlences of
retho and red, all S needs is the combined use of imagination, recreation,
and memory.

Now, there are two individually necessary and jointly sugdfit condi-
tions for a stata@b-ing to constitute a way of knowing: (p-ing asymmetri-
cally necessitates knowing, and (@}ing and knowing instantiate the same
generic, epistemic properties. Thus segirentails knowing, but knowing
doesn't entail seeing. Necessarily, if S segs then S knows, but it's pos-
sible for S to know without seeipg And both seeing and knowing in-
stantiate roughly the same safety and virtue-theoretipgites. Seeing
and knowing are also both factive, belief-entailing stabeg these proper-
ties aren’t additional necessary conditions on a statefyimg as a way of
knowing. For if the state ob-ing were neither factive nor belief-entailing,
®-ing wouldn't (asymmetrically) necessitate knowing. Herevhy (i) and
(ii) are individually insufficient. Take first Unger's exaap (1975: 158—
162) of regretting, admitting and revealing. Each of thesdes entails
knowing, knowing is consistent with not being in any of therat neither
of them constitutes a way of knowing. In these cases, (i) tisfsad but
(i) isn’t. For instance, when S regrets that p, p isn't trezduse based on
some epistemic, virtue-theoretic ability to regret. S idlfsk at regretting
only if S regrets only what is regrettable, but there is naghdlistinctively
epistemic about possessing or manifesting that skill. Nake tCassam’s
example (2007: 348) of knowing as a state that isn’'t a way ofing. In
this case, (ii) is trivially satisfied, but (i) isn't. Knowgndoesn’t asymmetri-
cally necessitate itself. One might think knowing that Mewsnt swimming
is a way of knowing that someone went swimming. But while theppsi-
tion that Mary went swimming asymmetrically necessitatesgroposition
that someone went swimming, S might know the former projawsivithout
believing, hence without knowing, the latter propositidaiven our stipu-
lation that ways of knowing asymmetrically necessitatewking, knowing
that Mary went swimming fails to constitute a way of knowihgt someone
went swimming’

“In particular, we incur no commitment to what Cassam (20@B) 8allsthe entailment
view ®-ing is a way of knowing iff ‘S®s that P’ entails ‘S knows that p’. Entailment is
insufficient for a state to count as a way of knowing.
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lll. No Bare Propositional Knowledge

Given our take on what ways of knowing amount to, we have shihah
seeinge is a way of knowing, hence that there exist ways of knowing. In
general, the claim is that necessarily for all ways of kngdning, if ®-ing
is the way in which S knows, then S knows, and possibly for s@rireg, S
knows but®-ing isn’'t the way in which S knows. This section offers three
arguments for the stronger claim that necessarily if S kndne there is a
way of knowing®-ing such thatb-ing is the way in which S knows.

The first isthe argument from case¥vVhen examining a range of examples
of S knowing there is in each case a way in which S knows. Thisghes
at least inductive support for the claim that there can bermaing in the
absence of a way of knowing. Here are some examples to fix.idEas
Police saw Redwayne in the garage at the time of the murder, and on that
basis formed the belief that he was there at that time. Assyithie condi-
tions under which the Police sawim involved no knowledge-undermining
luck, they knew what they believed. In this case, sggimgnstitutes the
way in which the Police know. Alternatively, the Police cbdilave heargl
him there, or received reliable testimony from a witnessnfarred his pres-
ence from seeinghim entering the garage just prior to the fatal stabbing and
then leaving again immediately thereafter. In these cdbess will be cor-
respondingly distinct ways of knowing that Redwayne wahiadarage at
the time of the murder. It surely couldn’t be that the policew without
there being any way in which they know. Likewise if we turn togositions
pertaining to our mental lives or abstract matters. ThuslSanows that
she felt jealous when her boyfriend danced with Jill. Hereomlination
of introspection and memory, epistemically understoodstitutes the way
in which Sarah knows. And Martin knows that arguments whitinna the
consequent are deductively invalid. In this case, Martiagsoning, epis-
temically understood, that arguments of the form ‘if p theq,gherefore p’
have counterexamples constitutes the way in which he ha&rnbaledge.

The second ishe argument from the how-questiofake S1's knowledge
that naive set theory is inconsistent. How does S1 know tBst?Pelying
on the axiom of unrestricted comprehension, S1 derived #axintion us-
ing rules of first-order logic. S2 shares S1's knowledge acks$ sufficient
logical acumen. How does S2 know? By soliciting reliablditesny from
S1. In each case the true answer to the how-question yieddgdi in which
they know. This lends support to the following:

(WoK) If S knows that p, then the question *how does S know fi#ithas
at least one direct true answer ‘l®¢ing’ which articulates that the way in
which S knows that p is that s that p
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If there were any pieces of bare knowledge, the how-questiould lack
such an answer, but that, we submit, never happens. Take/&smkthat
she currently suffers a needle-stick pain. How does S knat?tiBy in-
trospectively attending to her pain. But if S were distrdcte otherwise
inattentive, S might revert to observing her own physical@ral behav-
ior. This example highlights two caveats. Firstly, the hguestion may be
conversationally inappropriate if addressed to S in a ctimievhich the an-
swer is too obvious. However, when S’s epistemic situatsqorobed from a
third-person perspective, posing that question is neveplaced. Secondly,
(WoK) requires neither that the subject nor the attributerchpable of an-
swering the how-question, but merely that as a matter offabivays has an
answer. Since there are propositions of which neither thgstinor the at-
tributor has any recollection as to the way in which they arevkn, in those
cases neither will be able to produce answers to how-qumsstio

The third isthe argument from ability Knowledge ascriptions are made
true partially by the successful exercise of cognitiveited, and these abil-
ities issue deliverances that are more or less domain spewifso we are
currently assuming.The propositions that are knowable as a result of exer-
cising one such ability are typically distinct from, or maya proper subset
of, the propositions that are knowable as a result of exarcsnother such
ability. Over and above the specific abilities to see, heamspect, reason,
remember, etc., there is no overarchsg generisability to know. S can
be good at seeing in particular ways, e.g. seeing-throuigiheacope. Prac-
tice makes S a skillful observer, but never a skillful knowersuch. The
reason S cannot excel at knowisgnpliciter is that there isn’t any corre-
sponding ability to exercise, but such ability ought to ekisome knowing
outstripped knowing in a specific way. Otherwise, the trdteame knowl-
edge ascriptions wouldn't even in part be down to the mat@ifies of cog-
nitive abilities. Hence, there isn't any knowing in the atse of specific
ways of knowing. If there are propositions for which ther@igrinciple no
specific way of knowing them, then these are unknowable too.

We have argued that necessarily if S knows, then there is aikaowing
®-ing such thatb-ing is the way in which S knows. The epistemological
significance of this claim is that knowledge states are needrstanding
but always grounded in more fundamental epistemic state®ummett’s
terminology, to say that S knows is never a complete chaiaaten of S’s
epistemic state, but can always be further characterizedting the way
in which S knows. Given that ways of knowing asymmetricaljcessitate

8Some epistemologists reject that assumption, but two gaire worth bearing in mind:
(i) we are not assuming what Pritchard (2010, Chapter 33 eatibust virtue epistemology
but merely that among the necessary conditions on knowléxigae pertaining to virtue-
theory, and (ii) the dispute between epistemological eittoeorists and their opponents is
orthogonal to the dispute over the relationship betweemvkmpand ways of knowing.
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knowing, it follows that all knowledge states are necessitdy such more
specific epistemic states. Put differently, ways of knowdlegermine every
piece of knowledge, or conversely, every piece of knowledggependent
on ways of knowing. Note that such determination/depengeglations are
consistent with the irreducibility of knowledge states.eThore modest but
still interesting implication for the architecture of kniadge is that tight
modal connections obtain between knowing and ways of kngwin

IV. Responses to Objections

Let's take stock. We argued in section | that ways of knowixigteand then
we offered three arguments in section Il for the strongeincthat ways of
knowing are necessary for knowing. We will now finally firsthstder two
objections to the weaker claim and then two objections tatiwnger claim.

(A) The first objection draws on temporal disanalogies betwlenowing
and seeing. If on day; S knows in virtue of seeing, then in the normal
course of things S retains her knowledge onxdayeven if S undergoes no
further visual experiences. On dag might remember how things looked,
but retaining her knowledge isn’'t a matter of basing herdbe&n memorial
seemings in the way her visual belief on gayas based on her visual expe-
rience? The problem is now that if seeipgis the way in which S knows on
day,, S must segon day. Seeinge, remember, entails seeingBut since S
can retain her knowledge on dayithout seeing on day, seeinge cannot
be the way in which S knows on day Seeinge is therefore not a way of
knowing, but rather a way of coming to know. And what goes &gisge
goes for hearing and so ort?

In reply, it should be conceded that if S doesn't.see day, then seeing.
cannot constitute the way in which S knows on glahe objection doesn’t

9The received view — to which Lackey (2005) offers putativerterexamples — has
it that memory never generates knowledge for the first timg.iBBS knows, then forget for
a while, and then remember again, there is some derivathaesa which remembering can
be a way of coming to know. There may also be ways of ceasingdwlas when S forgets
the proposition, or cease to believe it.

10This objection owes much to Cassam (2007: 350-351). Notes#=ing. can be a way
of knowing even though seeipgnstantiates properties not instantiated by knowing. kénli
knowing, seeing: can occur at specific times and places. And segintay be associated
with characteristic phenomenological characters that'tessociated with knowing. The
content of the perceptual state S is in when she,sestypically much richer than the content
of the corresponding knowledge state. These propertiehaveever, irrelevant for seeipg
to qualify as a way of knowing. The properties that rendeinggea way of knowing are
precisely those encapsulated by the subsgeiptikewise, blue is a way of being colored,
but not all properties of blue are properties of color. Beimg color of the sky is a property
of blue, but not a property of color.
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show that seeing cannot be the way in which S knows on dayrhen the
guestion is: what is the way in which S knows on glayrake our fake barn
case, and assume that S only gge barn on day Then we can say that
on day S remembering-on-the-basis-of-having-sgethat there is a barn
constitutes the way in which S knows that there is a barn iff:

(1*) There was a barn on dawhich S saw

(2*) The conditions under which S sawhe barn on daywere such that
S would have a visual experience as of a barn only if there were
barn

(3*) S’s belief on day that there was a barn is true because on diagt
belief was based on her visual experience as of a barn

To be sure, the foregoing doesn’t imply that there aren’tvaays of coming

to know, indeed unless some knowledge is innate it could tuedl out that

for every piece of knowledge there must be a way of acquitiad knowl-
edge. All we insist on is that seeipgsn’t one of them. Bear also in mind
that®-ing may be the way in which S knows even though S has now fergot
ten that this is so. For a vast amount of knowledge, neitreeattributor nor
the subject need be in a position to know, or even to havefiptstbeliefs
about, the way in which the latter has that knowledge. Stil,submit, for
each piece of knowledge, there is going to be a way of haviagkhowl-
edge.

(B) The second objection israductioof the claim that ways of knowing
exist. Assume that seeipgs a way of knowing. Then presumably segjgg
through-a-microscope and segigghrough-a-telescope are distinct ways of
seeinge. And seeinge-through-a-microscope-on-Tuesdays and seeing-
through-a-microscope-on-Thursdays are distinct wayseing-through-a-
microscope. And on we go. But since perceivers are finitegseirtho can
only be in a fairly limited number of such states, our ini@Esumption is
false.

In order to resist the claim that the descending chaif-ofg and ways of
®-ing goes on forever, a distinction must be drawn betwedy &gistemic
and partially epistemic ways cb-ing. Seeinge-through-a-microscope is
a fully epistemic way of seeing, because it marks out specific strengths
of justification, degrees of certainty, epistemic sour¢gses of epistemic
defeat, etc. So is seeiggthrough-a-telescope, because it marks out such
specific, albeit possibly distinct, epistemic features. wieeer, seeing-
through-a-microsope-on-Tuesdays is merely partiallgtepiic. There is no
epistemic difference between segjgthrough-a-microscope-on-Tuesdays
and seeinge-through-a-microscope-on-Thursdays. The qualificatiam-
Tuesdays’ doesn't fix any additional epistemic featuresedinge-through-
a-microscope-on-Tuesdays is a way of segitgrough-a-microscope-on-
weekdays, then that qualification fixes additional nontepisc features. So,
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seeinge-through-a-microscope-on-Tuesdays and seggitigough-a-micro-
scope-on-Thursdays differ, but not in respect of beingraistully epistemic
ways of seeinge-through-a-microscope. Maybe some fully epistemic ways
of seeinge-through-a-microscope exist, e.g. due to functional ciifees
between optical and electron microscopes, but the desugietiain of such
fully epistemic ways will come to an end sooner rather thaerldn so far

as the links composing this chain are fully epistemic it stegactly when
the difference no longer corresponds to the fixation of st epistemic
features:!

(C) The third objection pertains to (WoK) as deployed in teeand ar-
gument for the stronger claim. How-questions are requestsformation
about a way that lead from one state to another. For instahoe, does
S make ravioli?’ is asking for a way that turns some raw ingnets into
ravioli. Likewise, ‘how does S know?’ is asking for a way thedds from
not knowing to knowing. So, true answers to our how-quesyietds ways
of coming to know rather than ways of knowing.

True, some how-questions pertain to processes that leaddne state to
another, and their true answers yield ways of coming to bledhdther state.
But other how-questions bear on the states themselves hevindoes your
pain feel?” And since knowing is a state, indeed if Williamg@000: 34)
is right, the most general factive stative attitude, the fgmestion must be
a request for information about a way of being in that staBg. Seeing that
p’ conveys the information that seejpds the state that constitutes the way
in which S knows. If instead seeipgwere to constitute the way in which S
comes to know, seeiggwould have to be a process leading from one state
to another.

(D) The final objection also pertains to (WoK) as deployedha $econd
argument for the stronger claim. Following this principéay direct true
answer to the question ‘how does S know?’ explains how S knang so
yields the way in which S knows. Hearing in the testimonialssemay well
be a direct true answer to that question, but unlike (pevedphearinge,
testimonial hearing is non-factive, and so cannot be a wéynoiving.

In response, a distinction between conditional and un¢iomail ways of
knowing should be invoked. Kp-ing is an unconditional way of knowing,
then ‘S®s that p’ entails ‘S knows that p’, but #-ing is a conditional way

1 Recall Dummett's argument from section | that propositidkmowing is a way of hav-
ing predicative knowledge, which in turn is a way of havingWtedgewh. Our objector
might then argue that ways of knowing are humanly unatténddecause there is going to
be an infinite ascending chain of such states. But the saneisegvailable. Cognizing or
representing may count as ways of knowinly- but these states are not fully epistemic. This
ascending chain terminates precisely at the point whertéte i& question is no longer fully
epistemic.
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of knowing, then this entailment holds only in conjunctioithathe obtain-
ing of additional conditions. Seeipgis an unconditional way of knowing,
where the subscript encapsulates exactly those conditionsontrast, tes-
timonial hearing is a conditional way of knowifg. Such hearing merely
issues in opaque explanations of how S knows where some duffigient
explanatory information is provided to deduce that S kno#st seeinge
facilitates transparent explanations where knowingekglanansputs you
in a position to infer thexplanandumFor instance, hearing-on-BBC-News
opaquely explains your knowing. In order for your testinabriiearing to
transparently explain your knowing, you need further exatary premises
pertaining to truth, etc., sufficient to infer your knowledg/Ne need a qual-
ification:

(WoK*) If S knows that p, then the question ‘how does S knowt {2l has
at least one direct true answer ‘@¢ing’ which specifies that the possibly
conditional way in which S knows that p is thatd§ that p

In contrast, unreliable ways di-ing, e.g. hearing-from-a-fortuneteller, fall
short of constituting even conditional ways of knowing. &ctf conditional
ways of knowing needn’t even be propositional attitudesbyffeeling my
needle-stick pain’ is the direct true answer to the how-tjoesthen feeling-
my-needle-stick-pain is the conditional way in which S ksew conditional
on S believing that she undergoes such a paint®etc.

University of Edinburgh
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