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WITTGENSTEINIAN CERTAINTIES
Crispin Wright

G.E. Moore’s ‘A Defense of Common Sense’ was first published in 1925 and h.ls
‘Proof of an External World’ fourteen years later.' Apparently Wlttg.enstcm
had a long-standing interest in these papers and during the last elg.hte}(:.n
months of his life, stimulated? by discussions with Norman Malcolm while his
house guest in Ithaca in 1949, he composed the four short sets of rough notes
we now have as On Certainty. My question here is whether these I’IOtCS gCSt}l:rs
at a principled and stable response to the issue at which Moo.re' s papers ha

been directed — the issue of scepticism, and particularly scepticism abm'lt (;)ur.
knowledge of the material world. My eventual and hes1ta.nt answer will Cil
yes — though the development here must be sketchy and mcor.npletc. It wi

be focused upon one specific though very general form of scc.ep.tl‘cal grgumeﬁt
— certainly as disturbing as any — which we may begin by eliciting, 1.ron1ca ’y
enough, from consideration of something that was supposed to help: Moore’s

curious ‘Proof” itself.

1 Moore’s ‘Proof’ and scepticism

The greater part of Moore’s ‘Proof of an Extern.al Worlc‘i’ is dcvot’cd t? grlp((ii-
ing rumination on what it means to describe obje.cts.as exte,rnal ,or .out151 1e
our minds’ or ‘presented in space’ or ‘to be met with in spac’e .No pr;trXct:i atrhz
startling consequences are elicited to rewa.rd the reader’s ordeal. hn i
actual ‘Proof” — which everyone on first reading feels blatantly }Jegs the ques

tion — is confined to the last few pages. Here is the essence of it:

Premise Here is a hand . .
i i i ial
Conclusion  There is a material world (since any hand is a mater

object existing in space)

where the premise is asserted in a context where Moore, as he suppos;zs, 1;
holding his hands up in front of his face, in good light, in a state of visual an

cognitive lucidity, etc.
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Why is this so clearly unsatisfactory? It is not that Moore is working with
some outré concept of proof: his concept of a proof is that of a valid argument
from known or warranted premises.’ That seems pretty standard.* And the
argument given is (trivially) valid. Nor is it happy to say that the problem is
that Moore doesn’t first prove his premise. He can perfectly fairly point out
that it cannot always be reasonable to demand proof of the premises of a
proof — sometimes we must claim knowledge without proof, or proof cannot
get started (Moore 1939: 169-70). Moreover the premise — so Moore can
plausibly contend - is probably more certain, in the relevant context, than
the least certain premise in any sceptical argument, even the best.> Still, the
offered ‘Proof” surely isn’t a proper proof at all.

The general issue this raises is under what circumstances a valid argument
is indeed at the service of proof — i.e. the generation of a rational acceptance
of the truth of its conclusion — or the rational overcoming of doubt about it.
I'have addressed this question — the question, in what is becoming standard
terminology, of when a particular epistemic warrant for its premises transmits
across an entailment — in some detail in other work.’ But here we only need
one very intuitive thought about it. To wit: a particular warrant for the
premises of an entailment is transmitted to its conclusion only when one’s
path to that warrant does not require picking up knowledge of the conclusion
en route, or depend on some form of prior entitlement to it. Obviously that
condition will not be met in explicitly circular arguments, when the very
conclusion features among the premises. But there are other cases where it
Is contravened in a more subtle manner.

One important class of such cases connects with the holism of empirical
confirmation emphasised in the last two sections of Quine’s “Two Dogmas’.
Consider some simple examples. At work in my office in New York City, I hear
a thunderous rumble and sense a vibration in the building. Is that evidence of
an incipient electric storm? Yes, if the sky has darkened and the atmosphere
is heavy and still. Probably not, if the sky outside is clear blue, given that my
office overlooks Amsterdam Avenue, with its regular cargo of outsize trucks.
I see a massive-seeming brownish bird of prey perching on a fence post. A
sighting of a golden eagle, perhaps? Quite possibly, if I am in the wilds of
Torridon in the north-western Scottish highlands; but not if I am knowingly
in mid-Welsh farmland, where buzzards have become quite common.

Such examples suggest that the normal empirical case is information-depend-
ence of warrant. A body of evidence, e, is an information-dependent warrant
for a particular proposition P if whether ¢ is correctly regarded as warranting
P depends on what one has by way of collateral information. Consider any
case in which one’s collateral information, I, does indeed sustain e’s war-
ranting P but in which ¢ could not rationally be regarded as warranting P if
certain elements of I were missing and uncompensated for. Such a relation-
ship is always liable to generate examples of transmission failure: it will do
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ded elements
so just when the particular e, P and I have the feature that nee

of the relevant I are themselves entailed by P (tOgCt.hCT pcrl;apls’wziilnc:;thsz
warranted premises). In that case, any warrant supplied by e or.ttwd ot be
transmissible to those elements of I. Warrant would be transmi ctin sueh
a case only if a rational thinker could cite as her ground. for acccl:\? ftional
fact that she has warrant for P together with the entailment. No r e
thinker could do that if the warrant for P supplied bye depends on prior

i nt warrant for I'in the first place. )
md’;gcg:e ideas, here are four simple examples of that .shapc. First,
(AIRPORT): suppose you are waiting in an airport lounge and:

(¢) You hear the agent utter the words, “This is a final boarding call
for Northwest’s flight NW644 to Minncapolis’.

So you naturally infer:

(P) The agent has just intentionally forewarned passengers in
English of final boarding for NW644.

P entails:
(I) The agent understands (some of) a language (English).

But clearly the warrant bestowed on P by ¢ does not transmit acio;s thls:;:
tailment from P to I. Rather, it is only in a context'of collateral in orr;;ia 1
in which 1 is already justifiably assumed that e prov.ldes a warrant fO}I; .

Or consider (TWINS). Jessica and Jocelyn are identical twins whom you
know well but have difficulty distinguishing. Suppose:

(¢) You see a girl approaching you who looks just like Jessica.
There is a defeasible inference from that to:

(P) That girl is Jessica.
and an entailment from there to:

(I) That girl is not Jocelyn.
itati i i ting e
iscrimi i there is no question of trea
1 ur discriminatory limitations, »
R en transmitting it across the entailment to conclude

as a warrant for P and th cuish the twins

L. Rather, you — though not perhaps someone who can distin

purely visually — will need the latter already in place as collateral information

before you can reasonably take ¢ as a warrant for P.
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Third, consider (SOCCER), involving as evidence:

() Jones has just headed the ball into the net, he is being
congratulated by team-mates and the crowd has gone wild.

That provides a defeasible warrant for:
(P) Jones has just scored a goal.

which entails (assuming that it is only in the context of a soccer game that a
soccer goal can be scored) that:

(I) A game of soccer is taking place.

But suppose the circumstances are special: you are in the vicinity of a film
studio which specialises in making sporting movies, and you know that it is
Just as likely that the witnessed scene is specially staged for the camera as
that it is an event in a genuine game. Once you are equipped with this infor-
mation, you will rightly regard ¢ as providing no warrant for P. What you need,
if e is to provide a warrant for P, is precisely some independent corroboration of
the context — that is, of I. You ask a bystander: is that a genuine game or a
film take? If you learn that the game is genuine, you acquire a warrant for the
claim that a goal was just scored. But it would be absurd to regard that war-
rant as transmissible across the entailment from P to I. You do not get any
@dditional reason for thinking that a game is in process by having the warrant
for P It remains that your only ground for I is the bystander’s testimony and

it is only because you have that ground that witnessing the scene provides a
warrant for P at all.

Finally, compare (ELECTION):

(¢) Jones has just placed an X on a ballot paper in that booth.
(P) Jones has just voted.

() An election is taking place.

Again, we have,ine, a good but defeasible warrant for P, which in turn entails
L But suppose the context is that of a society which holds electoral drills
= Practice elections — rather as we now hold fire drills.
are held pretty much as frequently as real elections, so that — unless we have
seme further relevant background information — it is as likely that Jones
18 participating in a drill as in the real thing. Then in this situation, Jones’
writing an X on a ballet paper stops providing a warrant — even a defeasible
one — for his voting. If all we knew is that a drill is as likely as the real thing,

And suppose that they
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and that Jones has written an X on a ballot paper, w:‘ havt;ml){ 23;32 :egz:::
to suppose that he has voted than to suppose that he a;s‘:a”.ant e p’__ e
independent corroboration of 1, ¢ once again becomes a e worces
for exactly analogous reasons as before, not one trans

ilment to 1.7 ) . i
em'la";'.e form of scepticism that Iwant to elicit by reflection on I:/Loo;;;o ?fc:;fd
will begin, plausibly enough, by cla?ming an fanalogy betwcill?d nz ool e
the foregoing examples. The sceptic will insist that Moore i ot formulete
his ‘Proof” properly — that he begins in thfz wrong plafce,hsm e b p.-operly
is something which rests on more basic ewdc~nce and is t! l\:s " soxp:lething
viewed as a lemma. A more explicit formulation would rather be

like this (MOORE):

(¢) My current state of consciousness seems in all respects like
being aware of a hand held up in front of my face.

(P) Here is a hand.

Therefore:

(I) There is a material world (since any hand is a material object
existing in space).

What Moore requires is that the dcfeasil?le warrant rec?r?ed by (I;':OOH?&]Z
¢ for the belief in (MOORE) Pl:s tra.nsmisslble~ alcrf:k;hfrlhz esl;ecl;;xiecal e
ief to the conclusion that there is a material world. t
:le;etfh;n be that the proper formulation of thft ‘Proof” ?x;mp:;:i:sst:)::tz.
the template for transmission failure I.atten.'l){ lllustrate'd. t‘;;t the satus &
Moore’s experience as a warrant for his ongmal' prem.ls;?, e:on a that,
is not unconditional but depends on needed ancllla.ry informati nand
paramount among the hypotheses tltlat ne’ed ttot :Z ;20}::;2 L::nc;rss o or the
ive warrant for the premise — Moore’s stal : have
lt)l";:a(::/\ildential force that F.T.vloore assumes~is the hypotheslsl that':,h::: |l:r;:
deed a material world whose characteristics are m?stly, aéoe;ist l.-e’s originai
disclosed in what we take to be rout~ine sense expenendce. | ind.:looore e
o e e con Ipre'mls? (‘t)) I:i:i::z:;ero&\};r illustrations.
ndently entitled to its conclusion, just as .
’ Now, t}lllis scepticism is implicitly taking it, of course,'that: ﬁfief;:,i,hing
rant is indirect: that in acquiring such a warrant, one s'ar with some ng
basic — information about the ,ch(aracter of one’s ow O o
scion d then moves by a defeasible step to a clalm about t e
SCIO’usness N afl“his idea would go with a broadly Lockean view of exper:;nce
envlmn'l'rmlmkiu(‘l of ‘veil’ between the subject and the cxtcrflal worl Id—ba
::oj?:;:ft:/ilv within an inner theatre, whose specific happenings would be
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intrinsically indifferent to whether they occurred in a dream, or in an episode
of veridical perception, or in a delusion in waking life. But — it is important to
realise — the sceptical argument doesn’t need the Lockean view. The essence
of the former is that our beliefs about the local perceptible environment have
their rational basis in elements of our own subjectivity — in how things are
with us. It is perfectly consistent with this to grant, as against Locke and in
sympathy with those philosophers who have urged that we think of percep-
tion as a form of direct acquaintance with the world, that perceiving and, say,
dreaming are states of consciousness of a quite different logical structure, with
literally nothing in common (what has come to be known as the disjunctivist
view?). For (MOORE) ¢ can still SErve, even so, as a neutral description — neu-
tral, that is to say, with respect to which of the possible ‘disjuncts’ a present
state of consciousness exemplifies — of one’s subjective informational state.
And the thought is so far unchallenged that it is on information so conceived
that the ultimate justification for our perceptual beliefs must rest. Once one
accepts that thought, the comparison of Moore’s ‘Proof” with the four exam-
ples and the resultant diagnosis provided of its intuitively question-begging
character - that it overlooks the information-dependence of the most basic
kind of evidence for perceptual claims - is, I think, compelling. In any case,
one kind of material world scepticism certainly so conceives the justifica-
tional architecture of perceptual claims. So Moore is begging the question
against that adversary at least.®

Clearly, though, to recognise that there is a transmission failure involved
in, for example, (ELECTION) and (SOCCER) (in the contexts described)
does not itself invite scepticism about the existence of elections and soccer
games. Likewise the collapse of Moore’s ‘Proof’ does not, by itself, invite
scepticism about the material world. The form of sceptical argument that
now confronts us turns on pressing this question: what — if Moore’s warrant
for his original premise is information-dependent - could put the needed
collateral information (in particular, that there is a material world) in place?
Not an inference from any specific proposition about it — that would beg the
question, just as Moore did. But how on earth else? The emergent sceptical

challenge denies that there is any other way. Specifically, it involves these five
claims:

That there is no way of justifying particular beliefs about the material
world save on the basis of the (inconclusive) evidence provided by our
states of consciousness.

2 Such evidence for any particular proposition about the material world
depends for its force on collateral information that the material world so
much as exists — it would not be warranted to treat how things seem to
us as evidence for claims about our immediate physical environment if
we were antecedently agnostic about the existence of a material world.
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Ergo:

Our belief that there is a material world cannot without circular%ty II:E
’ b urd fi)n an accumulation of such evidence for the truth of particu
ase
propositions about 1t. o ' e material
4 But there is nothing else on which a belief in the existence o
u
i i d.
1d might be rationally base : . o ' . o
5 X?lfi thatgbelief needs justification since it is a simple, if very gene
contingency and could, after all, be false.

1 i dards
i the counterparts of claim 5 that - by ordlflary standard:
f . lsﬁ’r(l)li;:t(;l;;si, fail for the case of (SOCCER). and (ELE(JT'IOIE). B::; lef
oach o laims 1 to 5 is accepted, then the upshot is that our entire ‘languag
- ?fc e the material world turns out to be based upon an assump(;
B Conli":rllllmi have no ground whatever, can in principle get no groun
nﬁntiovre‘rNaI:d v‘:fvhich could — for all we know — be false.hThat seem;)anbout as
wtro : i i ish for (or hope to avoid).
R cbortl:ilrls loaI;:;o(;(nf (f;) :Iiiisvl:;d will(be avzll)ilable wl}encvcr we
o argutrini:;; —(ateleast. }t?emporarily) that the ultimate justiﬁ.catlo.n for one
E're(fe;scli;li; —let’s say: a type II proposition — rests upon defeas1bl; mf;t;elz}clz
frlgmoinformation of another sort — type I propositions. In ztl;llz SLrlecsu;:OS,ition
warrantability of the inference will arguably depend upo}rll tp i o
here is indeed a domain of fact apt to'confer truth on typ " propost
tbat y crh first place, a domain whose details are broadly reflected in ‘yp;] :
_t“}ns e t' ; ;so ilzwill’depend, a fortiori, on the first component ofthat‘.bt a
. Ormétlor}'f ct that type II propositions are distinctively apt to (.i('?SCI‘l € s0
n dOI}?am 0issls Let this supposition be the relevant type III proposition. It' isa
ml;C ogiizg of 'sufﬁcient generality to be entailed by any type I’I“prOﬁOis:tiirel
’Fﬁl:schematic form of the emergent sceptical argument — I'll ca
I-II-III argument — is then this:

. . I
Type II propositions can only be justified on the evidence of type
propositions.

iti itions
The evidence provided by type I propositions for type Hlpr(;;r);):;ltu}or
is information-dependent, requiring inter alia collateral w
a type III proposition.

ission of
So: type III propositions cannot be warranted by tIrIansrr:;usOsslic;ions
cvi'de};lcc provided by type I propositions for type II prop

across a type 11 to type Il entailment.

her way-
But: type III propositions cannot be warranted any othe
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And: type III propositions could be false.

This form of argument is very widely applicable. It may be used, for in-
stance, to provide a simple crystallisation of each of scepticism about other
minds, about the past, and about inductive inferenc

e. Consider the following
reasoning (PAIN) by a subject who is a bystander at

a sporting injury:

I Jones’shin bone is visibly shattered and he is thrashing about on

the turf. His face is contorted and he is yelling and screaming.
I Jones is in pain.

Therefore:
I There are other minds.

The sceptical argument is exactly as schematised. It will assert that it is
only if we have independent warrant for (PAIN) I (and that Jones is very
probably ‘minded’), that (PAIN) I may legitimately be taken to confirm
(PAIN) II. The evidential bearing of (PAIN) I on (PAIN) II is not something
which is appreciable from a standpoint which starts out agnostic about the
existence of other minds. So, like ‘There is a material world’, the role of the
proposition “There are other minds’ seems to be, as it were, institutional.
And that, sceptically construed, is just a polite way of saying that there is no
prospect of any kind of independent justification for it, nor therefore for bona

Jide justification of the particular beliefs about others’ mental states which it
mediates.

It is doubtless superfluous to run throu

gh the parallel considerations
concerning (SEAWEED):

I There is a line of fresh seaweed

on the beach some fifty yards
above the ocean.

I The seaweed was washed up by the tide some hours ago.

Therefore:

HI The world did not come into being ten seconds ago replete with
apparent traces of a more extended history.

and (BASIC INDUCTION):

I All observed As have been Bs.
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II  All As are Bs.

Therefore:

III Some properties are exceptionlessly co-instantiated with others
(nature is uniform — at least to some extent).

Notice that in no case is it being claimed that the relevant type III proposi-
tion provides information sufficient to justify the relevant I-to-II transition.
The suggestion is rather that collateral information encompassing that
proposition is at least necessary if the type I proposition is to support the type
II proposition; and that the opportunities for acquiring that necessary col-
lateral information are limited in the manner indicated by the generalised
versions of the first four of the five claims given above.
Although the I-II-III pattern of sceptical argument has this wide
potential generality, there is no initial reason, of course, why the most ef-
fective responses to it should be uniform through its various applications. In
particular, when it is applied to our beliefs concerning the material world,
many philosophers will be tempted by one of two kinds of riposte whose
generalisation to other cases would be stretched, or even definitely mistaken.
First, some may simply want to reject the inferential architecture which the
argument presupposes. According to the argument, the ultimate warrant for
claims about the local perceptible environment is supplied by inference from
aspects of our subjectivity — from propositions about how things are with us
(no matter whether that in turn is given a Lockean or disjunctivist cast).
Yet these propositions, for their part, are then conceived as known non-in-
ferentially. The question may therefore occur: with what right is the domain
of non-inferential warrant — presupposed, of course, if there is to be such a
thing as inferential warrant at all - restricted in this way and not allowed to
extend outward in the first place to propositions concerning the experienced
world? Second, even if that question has a good answer, and we are forced
to acknowledge the inferential base for claims about the material world in
propositions about subjectivity, there is still scope to question whether the
evidential bearing of the latter is properly viewed as information-depend-
ent — whether the evidence of appearances does not rather — in the best
circumstances — provide a priori unconditional (though defeasible) support for
propositions about local perceptibles.” If either of these reservations could
be made good, the framework demanded by I-II-III scepticism about the
material world would be undermined."!

However, the plausibility of these two forms of riposte diminishes when we
move to other subject matters. While there are temptations — evinced in the
treatment of the notion of a criterion in the first generation of commentary on
the Philosophical Investigations — to try to make out that agents’ behaviour pro-
vides information-independent (though still defeasible) grounds for claims
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. l . . .
about thClI menta States, 1t Would seem t t riter t least — xey
- o hlS Wri1 a l as
me l

q 1 1 P Ci t ms about ot ensations
uixot (j]()a“Clll tto onstrue Clal
hCI S attltudes aIld S

g - l epistem gy. (1 €I IlClthCI tactic €em t
as haVlIl a non lllfel entia p 010 MOI ovi y a S sa

t the remote past (the past beyond

. lm ]e empiri 1 . .

tactic am . P prrical induction

ounts to a denial of a datum of the problem — that indu’ctt'he ﬁ'rSt
10n is a

kind of defeasible inferen. i
' ce —while the powerful intujt;
ot et powertul intuitive tug of H ’ -
$ testimony to the sense we have that, strictly, the jugstiﬁabl;hn'ite Zi}")rtﬁb
deed call for a piece of info . .

Our i
‘ concern now is nevertheless going to be with one
uniorm response — perhaps better: a

2 Norms of enquiry

The preoccupation of On Certainty"
Moqre Is not being explicitly menti
1t. wﬁh those discussions in mind. P
distinctive theme of these last writj

with Moore’s two papers, even when
oned, is evident to anyone who reads
erhaps the single most prominent and
ngs of Wittgenstein is his insistence on

- that is, a state of cogniti

bCCaUSC SO h y
N € Suggests, th(: are some
..
hOW prCSuppOSlthnal

I should like to say:
but it stands fast for b
tit or him, as also f. ;
solid is part of our method o bt and pn
I do not explici
plicitly learn the iti
T, Propositions that stand f.
scover them subsequently like the axis around wha;z;lfzrbn:ie.
ody

rotates. This axis is i g
not ﬁXCd mn th n
bUt ) . € sense that anythi h i
he movement around it dctermines its xmm(}),blht ol ) faSt,
Y.

(OC 151-2)
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Here the image of the axis is crucial. Its point is that notl}lng extgm:fi) Il'i:l:;
these basic certainties in place: they are not c.:sta.bhsh(}d, solid 'foun fadlle o
ter the fashion of the classical Cartesian asplrathn - oundatlonlsdo e
which primitive and especially sure cognitive achievements would p

... I did not get my picture of the world by sat'isfymg @yself of 1tts-
correctness; nor do I have it because I am ‘satlsﬁc.d of 1t§ cprre_ch
ness. No: it is the inherited background against which I distinguis

between true and false.

(0OC 94)

R NS - hieve-
So far from being products of empirical investigation cognitive ac e
ments — Wittgenstein is proposing that the propositions 1n %uestl:)xon ;:nr};b—
pivotal role in our methodology of empirical investlgatlonhand t er:, y coi b

iti i ssible,
to make cognitive achievement po

ute to the background necessary ma -
background without which the acquisition of knowledge would be frustra

by a lack of regulation:

The propositions describing this world-picture might be part.ofg
kind of mythology. And their role is like that of liules ofa game; an
the game can be learned purely practically, without learning any

explicit rules.

(OC 95)

The truth
_ he had better mean: not the fact of the truth but our acceptance

as true — N o
of certain empirical propositions belongs to our frame

reference. ) (OC 83)

A little more explicitly:

Here I am inclined to fight windmills, because I cannot yet say the

hing I really want to say. N .
t l?%vam toysay: propositions of the form of empirical prgposﬁlfor;ji
and not only propositions of logic, form the foundation o

. i not
operating with thoughts (with language). - This observatl(zintiisartl !
0?[}16 form ‘I know .. .. ‘L know ... states what / know, an

not of logical interest. } (G 400-1)

This sheds light on the charaf:tcr of Witt enstein
cussions. What, it would seem, impressed him a
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Sense’ in particular was not its official line — Moore’s insistence that ‘I know,
with certainty’ each of the propositions he listed there, while conceding that
he did not know their ‘correct analysis’ - but the contents of the list and the
reminder of the special place of these propositions which Moore, almost
without realising it, contrived to provide:

When Moore says he knows such and such, he is really enumerating a
lot of empirical propositions which we affirm without special testing;
propositions, that is, which have a peculiar logical role in the system
of our empirical propositions.

Even if the most trustworthy of men assures me that he knozws
things are thus and so, this by itself cannot satisfy me that he does
know. Only that he believes he knows. That is why Moore’s assurance
that he knows . .. does not interest us. The propositions, however,
which Moore retails as examples of such known truths are indeed
interesting. Not because anyone knows their truth, or believes he
knows them, but because they all have a similar role in the system of
our empirical judgements.

We don’t, for example, arrive at any of them as a result of
investigation.

There are e.g. historical investigations and investigations into the
shape and also the age of the earth, but not into whether the earth
has existed during the last hundred years. Of course many of us have
information about this period from our parents and grandparents;
but mayn’t they be wrong? — ‘Nonsense!” one will say. ‘How should
all these people be wrong? — But is that an argument? Is it not
simply the rejection of an idea? And perhaps the determination of a
concept? For if I speak of a possible mistake here, this changes the
role of ‘mistake’ and ‘truth’ in our lives,

(OC 136-8)

The immediate and crucial issue, of course, is what exactly the ‘peculiar logi-
cal role’ of the propositions in question is supposed to be.
On Certainty presents a number of ideas about that. One relatively clear

and salient notion is proposed in the passage which introduces the famous
Mmetaphor of the river-bed. It runs in full as follows:

It might be imagined that some propositions, of the form of empiri-
cal propositions, were hardened and functioned as channels for such
empirical propositions as were not hardened but fluid; and that this
relation altered with time, in that fluid propositions hardened, and
hard ones became fluid.

The mythology!! may change back into a state of flux, the river-
bed of thoughts may shift. But I distinguish between the movement
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of the waters on the river-bed and the shift of the bed itself; though
there is not a sharp division of the one from Fhe othcr.. o eence

But if someone were to say ‘So logic too 1s an empirical scien c
he would be wrong. Yet this is right: the same pro‘posmon mayt}glcr
treated at one time as something to test by experience, at ano

f testing.

* ;:;letl:e bankg[sic] of that river consists pa.rtlly of har;irtrlocl;%
subject to no alteration or only to an imperceptib ea(;ﬁz;i;;wa; o
sand, which now in one place now in another gets w: A

deposited. (OC 96-9)

i ith the so-
This passage is commonly — and naturally — read as resonatm'g w1t11110t s
i iti erience -
~Qui that propositions confront exp 10
called Duhem-Quine thesis, . : ot i
vidually but in integrated clusters, thereby presen(til,ng a rar.ltg.c Osf ;OUld ther[}i
i ise.” The ‘hardened’ proposition
options when awkward cases arise. ' : . Ld then
bI(: those to which we accord a relative (or even something vergmi 0lincs "
.. ) . .
Jute) immobility, so that the revisionary impact is channelled, via t
integration, elsewhere. N ' o ‘ o
" Aglthough Wittgenstein was explicitly setting his 51gl.1t.s on ;;rlop(')s’lt;loenwas
the form of empirical propositions, and not only propositions o ki)glc},lt c was
— like Quine after him, and independently — attracted'by thIS}: oug s
account — or reconstruction — of our intuitive COI’lCCpth}il of t he rzfii;v ﬁ}ard
" istincti i tics e -
ici i tinction) of logic and mathema (
alyticity: Quine made no dis : : e
anssyof thz l?gical must’ (REM I 121)). Necessity, on this prop(:)salf, isa n::rtlcc
of 1 = ins ,
of (near-) absolute entrenchment: the necessity 'of 13+7 h? , icsmrallowed ©
consists in the fact that we so use that proposulon.t}?at not 1lng allowed (0
falsify it.! Imagine that you count the pieces of fruit in a bowl con i baf;nas
satsumas and bananas. You get thirteen satsumas and then sc;et bananas
but when you count all the fruits togéther, you get twenty-one. evzd seem
to have made no mistake, and no piece of frult. is added or rﬁmt?the ool
eems — during the three counts. So you have evidence for each o
s -

ing four propositions individually:

that there are thirteen satsumas in the bowl;

that there are seven bananas in the b0\./vl'; -

that there are twenty-one pieces of f'rult in the 0»::2,l —
that every piece of fruit in the bowl is a satsuma o

i = 20 is some-
Then, according to the mooted account, the necessity of 13+7=2

wed collectively

how grounded in the fact that such appearances arehnot allota;t(‘lhand o
- i ly dismiss them ou -

idi er, we inexorably di "m0 |

AN lzast:mé\\'here’ ‘Another piece of fruit must somehow

must have miscounte that 13 + 7 =20

; . ion
I been slipped in’, etc.'” The rule is that the propositio
have ,
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Is to ‘stand fast’, so the appearances are accordingly discounted and an ob-
ligation thereby created — if the situation is to be explained — that fault be
found with at least one in particular of the four propositions and hence with
the evidence that provides for the appearance of their simultaneous truth:

The mathematical proposition has, as it were officially, been given
the stamp of incontestability, Le.: ‘Dispute about other things; this is
immovable — it is a hinge on which your dispute can turn.’

(OC 655)

However — its distinguished provenance notwithstanding — there is cause
toregard this as a quite misguided proposal about logical and mathematical
necessity. In effect, it conflates necessity with confidence.'® The Jjudgement
that a proposition, P, holds of necessity may without any incongruity be quite
tentative, and this tentativeness may extend to the judgement that P itself.
That will be the situation, for instance, wherever one judges tentatively that
Pbut confidently that if P, then necessarily P. There are such cases even when
the necessity in question is conceptual. An example might be a formal axiom
proposed as a faithful capture of some informal mathematical concept, or a
purported explication of one, such as Church’s Thesis. The judgement that
P is necessary is a (possibly qualified) Jjudgement about P with a particular
content — the content, roughly, that the proposition may be relied upon in
reasoning about an arbitrary hypothetical situation. It is not (just) a judge-
ment of P —i.e. of P’s actual truth — made with especial sureness. It is simply
a muddle to identify the two.

Although the Wittgensteinian (Quinean) idea therefore offers a lame
account of the meaning of a claim of logical or mathematical necessity, we
can acknowledge that the kind of usage to which the quoted passages from
On Certainty invite attention is nevertheless importantly characteristic of
basic logical and mathematical propositions in empirical application. But
presumably Wittgenstein meant more than merely to log a reminder of
this aspect of their use. Individual experiences, when they are mistaken, do

‘lying idea, prominent in both

On Certainty and the Remarks on the Foundations o ‘Mathematics, is that (some of)

the needed principles of appraisal are provided in the guise of the certainties
of elementary logic and mathematics; and that the unwavering — dogmatic
= confidence we repose in these propositions, rather than being the product

of a different kind of — superlatively sure, a priori — form of cognition, at-
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taches to them in their role as, in effect, rules: norms of enquiry whqsejob it 1;
to regulate the appraisal of empirical evidence afte.r the fashlﬁn I 1llusFraiees
whereby the proposition that 13 + 7 =20 determines that the experien )
which motivate the four listed propositions may not all be allowed to stan
as veridical. . ‘

This general idea contrasts with a more traditional, ratlona.l@t v;/.ay offstes-
ing things. According to traditional rationalism, the non-\"erldlca ity o.t. nz
pool of experiences which collectively motivate the four listed propo}fl 1fo
would be regarded as a prior fact: it is, as it were, alreaz{y tbe case that t.e lour
propositions are mutually inconsistent, whatever principles of appraésa ;e
do or do not use, and a sound arithmetic had better respect tl.le point. On t is
view, logic and mathematics are answerable to predetermined constra}lll'ltz
incorporated in the antecedent meanings_ of 'the statt?ments among wt'lc
they provide for inferential traffic. The rejection of t.hlS general conc.eplgloln
is a dominant theme of the Remarks on the Foundations of Mathematics. Ctl
belongs with the general rejection in Wittgenstein’s later work oi thﬁ-bﬁoi
conception of the relationship between lan.guagct and Fhe world whic ef
had lionised in the Tractatus, and the associated invention of a category o
‘grammatical’ propositions whose role, rather than'to reﬂe(.:t a.spects of latrtly
supposed kind of logical, mathematical or meta'physmal' rea.hty, 1; to regulate
the language game and thereby to play a role in constituting the meanings

ithin it.

o nv?r?if 1": new in On Certainty is the extension of this radica}l and p'roble~m-
atical thought to empirical-seeming propositions, and also its quallﬁcatlon
— allowing for its extension to yet a further range of examples —in twoiwa}:.
First, it is now emphasised that the resilience accord.cd to such norms mftd e
face of awkward experiences need not be absolut(? — it can be a matter ot de-
gree, so that a proposition which functions for a time as a norm r;ayhevelr:.tu(;
ally, in the light of empirical developments, be deprived that rc'>lc.. Tf at kin
of shift is explicitly canvassed in the river-bed Apass'agt? and it is, 0 ,courseci
precisely the kind of transformation which Qume', in “Tivo Dogmas’, Lllr;ar,.ee
as a possibility even for basic logic and mathematics. Sec,ond, the relgu.a. 1vd
role of empirical propositions that have been ‘har'dened may be re ativise
to context, so that a proposition which in some c1rcgmstances.funct1ons as
a norm of empirical enquiry may in others be its object. Such is the status,
Wittgenstein suggests, of ‘I have two hands’:

. . g
My having two hands is, in normal circumstances, as certain a

i in evi for it.
anvthing that I could produce in evidence . '
)Thatgis why I am not in position to take the sight of my hand as

evidence for it. (OC 250)

> wi nction as a norm. My
In normal circumstances, ‘I have two hands’ will fu
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certainty that I have two hands will ‘stand fast’ above the flow of evidence
making, e.g. the sight of my hands into a confirmation of the functioning of
my visual system, rather than of their existence. By the same token, were
I to have a — visual, or tactual — impression that I did not have two hands,
then I should treat it just on that account as unreliable. But of course in
abnormal circumstances — when I am recovering consciousness after surgery
in which doctors have tried to save my badly damaged hand, or emerging in
shock from the debris of a terrorist bomb attack — the proposition becomes a
straightforwardly empirical one.

Against this, there is an inclination to protest that — rather than calling at-
tention to any rule-like function — the example merely attests to the differing
degrees of empirical confidence that may attach to one and the same proposi-
tion in different circumstances. But I do not think Wittgenstein needs to be
read as saying anything antithetical to the idea that one’s confidence, for
example that one has two hands, is ultimately empirically based. The thrust
is rather that if your certainty that you have two hands would dominate a
sensory impression that represented them as missing, then you are implicitly
prioritising one kind of evidence — something like: your lifelong experience
of yourself as handed, together with the absence from your experience of any
worrying tendency of material objects abruptly and inexplicably to go miss-
ing — over another. And that priority is not itself justified by experience:

Butisn’t it experience that teaches us to judge like this, that is to say,
that it is correct to judge like this? But how does experience teach us,
then? e may derive it from experience, but experience does not
direct us to derive anything from experience. If it is the ground of our
Jjudging like this, and not just the cause, still we do not have a ground
for seeing this in turn as a ground.

(OC 130)

When a statement such as ‘Thave two hands’ functions as a norm of descrip-
tion, it may still express an empirically based belief. But the Wittgensteinian
point is that its normative role is not imposed by that empirical basis. In
treating the proposition as a norm, we are implicitly taking it that the basis
in question constitutes superior evidence. And it is not itself a thesis justified
by experience that the evidence in question is superior:

What counts as an adequate test of a statement belongs to logic. It
belongs to the description of the language-game.

(0C 82)
Again: norms-in-context, as we might call them, may have evidential sup-

port drawn from outside the relevant context. But if they do, their relative
certainty will reflect an assessment of the weight of that support which is

37



CRISPIN WRIGHT

not itself evidentially grounded but belongs with the ‘logic’ of the language-
game.

3 Other ‘hinges’

‘Hardened’ propositions are, however, only one of a numbe.r of'different kinds
of example offered in Wittgenstein’s notes of the overarching idea expressed
in the following celebrated passage:

.. . the guestions that we raise and our doubts depend on thc? fact' that
some propositions are exempt from doubt, are as it were like hinges
on which those turn. o
That is to say, it belongs to the logic of our scientific investigations
that certain things are in deed not doubted. .

But it isn’t that the situation is like this: We just can’ investigate
everything, and for that reason we are forced to rest content with
assumption. If I want the door to turn, the hinges must stay put.

My life consists in my being content to accept many things.
(OC 341-4)

That overarching idea is, roughly that empirical practice — having a ‘life”
— presupposes unearned certainties, propositions ‘exempt fron: fioul?t.
Propositions which serve in one way or another as rules for our ‘scientific
investigations’ are natural candidates for such ‘hinge’ status. Bl:lt how far
does the range of unearned certainties extend? Maybe mathematical prlopo-’
sitions have ‘as it were officially, been given the stamp of incontestability
but, Wittgenstein writes:

... one can not say that of the proposition that I am called L.W. Nor
of the proposition that such-and-such people have calculated such-

d-such a problem correctly.
and-such a p y. OC 656)

This is a peculiar passage. To be sure, the proposition which i(’:lentiﬁes my
name would be naturally classified along with ‘T have two hands’ as a pgten—
tial norm-in-context: a proposition whose relative certaint)/.would do.mmate
prima facie evidence to the contrary - for instance, the per51s.tent {ieln‘/cry to
my home of mail addressed otherwise —in mu?h the manner in which ‘I ha\llccl
two hands’ might dominate a failure to perceive one’s hands when very co

in pitch darkness. So OC 656 might reasonably be .taken as cmphasisfmg.la
difference between norms-in-context and ‘officially’ mcont.cstable, or ois% -
ised’ (OC 657) propositions, like those of simple mathcmatlcls:. I%u}t then \\’1{(1(
are we to make of Wittgenstein’s pairing of ‘I am.called L.\.V. \\hl‘t 1; to r:im e
what I take it is an irrelevant reformulation — “This calculation has been done
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correctly’. Norms-in-context present what we may call standing certainties
— certainties one brings to any normal context, as contrasted with convictions
acquired in a particular context. But that such-and-such a calculation has been
done correctly would be verified by a routine investigation — it would seem to
be a case of normal knowledge, resting on cognitive achievement and concern-
ing a specific situation. It does not seem to be, in the sense that interests us,
a ‘hinge’ at all. So what comparison is Wittgenstein making? )

Possibly this. It is a common characteristic of some standing certainties
— like ‘T am called so-and-so’ — and some contextually acquired ones — like
‘That calculation has been done correctly’ — that our confidence in them
is fundamental in the sense that disturbing it would be epistemically cata-
strophic:

- - - not only do I never have the slightest doubt that I am called that,
but there is no judgement I could be certain of if I started doubting
about that.

(OG 490)*

To doubt that I rightly take my name to be ‘Crispin Wright’ would have
the effect of putting in jeopardy a huge amount of what I normally take for
granted about myself — how could I be mistaken about my name unless I
am mistaken about enormously much else besides? A shadow would be cast
over all of the large framework of personal beliefs in which my life — my
history, family and projects — are defined for me, and thereby implicitly over
all the routine empirical means by which I have arrived at them and had
them reinforced on countless occasions. But #is is true of some contextually
acquired certainties as well: how could I be mistaken about the correctness
of this calculation (after I have checked and double-checked it, asked you to
do the same, and so on) without calling into question the reliability of my

best methods of checking such things and indeed my senses and faculties in
general?

If I don’t trust this evidence, why should I trust any evidence?
(OC 672, second emphasis added)

So Wittgenstein appears to have in mind at least two different distinctions:
on the one hand, that between rules governing enquiry and the propositional
objects of enquiry; and on the other, that between beliefs whose revision
would consist with our general methodology for appraising belief and beliefs
to jettison which would be potentially catastrophic, leaving us with no prin-
cipled conception of what kind of evidence might generally be relied upon in
other contexts. But there is an underlying more general notion: it is the jdea
of a ‘hinge’ proposition as a kind of ‘certainty of methodology’, as it were — a
Proposition a doubt about which would somehow commit one to doubting
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not just particular beliefs which we already hold but aspects of the way we
habitually appraise beliefs, ‘our method of doubt and enquiry’. '

Very well. But how does this incipient taxonomy connect with the kind of
‘hinge’ illustrated in this passage?

I have a telephone conversation with New York. My friend tells me
that his young trees have buds of such and such a kind. I am now
convinced that his tree is.... Am I also convinced that the earth
exists?

The existence of the earth is rather part of the whole picture which
forms the starting-point of belief for me.

Does my telephone call to New York strengthen my conviction
that the earth exists?

Much seems to be fixed, and it is removed from the traffic. It is so
to speak shunted onto an unused siding. _

Now it gives our way of looking at things, and our researches, their
form. Perhaps it was once disputed. But perhaps, for unthinkable
ages, it has belonged to the scaffolding of our thoughts. (Every human
being has parents.)

(OC 208-11)

Here, strikingly, Wittgenstein comes close? to formulating an example of
the very character I used earlier to illustrate failures of transmission:

(¢) My New York friend tells me over the phone that his trees have
buds of such and such a kind.

(P) His trees do have buds of such-and such a kind.

So:
(I) The Earth exists.

The initial question of OC 210 is of course rhetorical — there is no ques-
tion of transmission of the warrant supplied by e for P across the entailment
to I. But the metaphor of ‘shunting onto an unused s.idi'ng’, followed by
‘Perhaps it was once disputed’, reveals that Wittgenstein is not fl.lll}.’ clt?ar
about what is here in effect a type III proposition — about what is distinctive
about it. If a proposition is to serve as a norm of enquiry in t.hc manner of
either of the two models earlier distinguished — the respective models of
13 + 7 = 20’ and ‘I have two hands’ — then it has to be such as to allow ofat‘
least potentially disconfirming experience. If if is to be significant to speAak of
exempting a proposition from doubt, it has first to.be such t.h'cllt experience
might otherwise, in a context of suitable other beliefs, call it into question
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— might seem to go against it. And whatever its merit as a proposal about
the status in our thought of some of his examples, this general idea is not
apt for propositions like ‘The earth exists’ (OC 210) , “The earth has existed
during the last hundred years’ (OC 138), ‘The earth has existed for many
years past’ (OC 411) and ‘This table remains in existence when no one is
paying attention to it’ (OG 163).2 There is no content in the image of our
long ago removing ‘The earth exists’ from the hurly-burly of empirical rail
traffic unless we can envisage how the use of that proposition might have
gone in a setting before it got ‘shunted onto an unused siding’ — becoming part
of the ‘scaffolding’ of our thought. But what might we ever have counted as
potential evidence against the existence of the earth? Here there is simply
no clear content to the idea of even a prima facie disconfirmation, so any
comparison with norms-in-context or more completely ‘fossilised’ norms is
inappropriate. Evidence cannot count against a type III proposition — if it
could, it could count for the hypothesis that there is indeed no material world
(or that all other humans are zombies, that the world is indeed no more than
five seconds old and that there are no inductive regularities).

The .other point of comparison — that a doubt would involve extensive
undermining of investigative procedures and norms of assessment — is more
apt. Suspension of confidence in a type III proposition would indeed have
the effect of undermining a whole genre of evidence and thereby disabling
all empirical enquiry — into the past, or the future, or the external material
world, or the mental states of others — of one particular very general kind.
But there is a difference here as well, to do with how a doubt would generate
this destructive effect. Before, we had in view a class of propositions doubt-
ing which would mean doubting the weight of a body of evidence which is
normally taken overwhelmingly to support them, and therefore being forced
to doubt the relevance of that evidence; in short, propositions such that, as
Wittgenstein puts it, everything speaks for them and nothing against them
(OC 203). But in doubting a type III proposition, one would not be setting
oneself against any overwhelming body of evidence. We don’t have any evi-
dence for them, for it is a peculiarity of their situation that they are beyond
Supportive evidence too. As the sceptical argument shows, if confidence in

them were once suspended, no evidence could make it rational to reinstate
them again.

4 Scepticism unhinged?

Let’s take stock. No doubt a much more fine-grained account of Wittgenstein’s
(and Moore’s) examples would be possible, but we have done enough to sug-
gest the following loose generic characterisation of the ‘hinges on which
our doubts turn’. Such beliefs are ones whose rejection would rationally
Necessitate extensive reorganisation of — or more, might even just throw
into confusion — our highly complex conception of what kind of thing should
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i i iti observed three
be taken as evidence for what kind of proposition. We have
salient classifications:

, .

1 propositions (simple arithmetical equalitic.s, ! haveftwo }é?:isn)ﬁ:vnl::rclg
it is our practice, always or normally, to insulate from ! rming
evidence, and which thereby serve as, in cffc.zt, rules for the eva
—re-direction — of the significance of such evi ence; , )

2 prroepositions (‘My name is G.W., “This calculation is COErZCt zf‘zgilg:nir:
supported by — by normal standards - an oycrwht.:lrmng ody SN >
whose significance would have to be ov'erndden 11? theybvyerte Ontinué o

3 propositions of type III (‘The earth exlsts’,.‘Physmal objects ¢ e
exist when unperceived’, ‘The earth has ex1stefi i'"or many yeg:ls pa )
doubt which would have the effect of undermmm.g our con .enceflour
whole species of proposition, by calling il.ltO question .the bearing o
most basic kinds of evidence for propositions of that kind.

These groupings capture, as we have seen, a.variet)f of Slgmicaiﬁd};vif;
ferent kinds of case, the most important dlr.nen51.on.of dlfferenc; e gether
kind of evidential support their members in principle allow o ori;lvCd ther
they allow of evidential support at all. The cases are, }}owever, ;:Ctin 5
I read Wittgenstein as suggesting — by their C(?nstltutlrllg (t)ﬂr re CSSing our
implicit acceptance of various kinds of rules of evidence: rules for aistsions iﬂes
specific bearing of evidence among; rangtekgfdgse;t{r;i?;eﬁzzpzid mIC,S ues
for assessing the priorities among ifferent kinds e, oo

i rtain kinds of evidence with certain kinds of subject mzjltter'.
Szflﬂ?linctetheme of On Certainty is that some things t'hat I\/.Ioora.e n:ilsgluliet(iiiz
took himself to know are actually effectlve.ly t.he articulation, }n h‘echaauowS
propositional garb, of such rules:iour L;ILhCSltlaSng z;;:;zpttigcrzzd;vr ;(c)rms e

nce in terms of the idea of knowledge. It

fﬁqrpr;zs(:;ofz __Cthough I do not know that it coul.d be decisively c}?riookfrrz(t:i(:;)j
explicit quotation — that it was rrfea.nt to go with that t}.n?n.'ledt.:terms ceopr
ing the propositions in question is hke'w15e not to be crzi)lme i e by he

idea of failure of knowledge. The SC?SU;,S at,tack was to be pre-emp
idea that undercuts Moore’s ‘Defense’. ‘ -
sanl;:n how exactly might the reﬂectionslolﬁtlined ;:in;rllizst;etc;\;v:;?ii;}'ngj-
ution of sceptical doubt? The central thrust of know - ]
::int, of whatelz/er stripe, is, after all, precisely that wh(;ilt we C:cl;:lt a(s)stil:ieoig
quisition of knowledge, or justification, rests on groundless {)ein Sg[gms -
So, far from saying anything to offset that charge, W;lttgeensHow o
to the complaint that he ha§ merely elgkglrl::t;snz)ift g(;?ur;dless e amption
e rin?ré(ielrollqng (izt?tllisofntlkclzn\tilslted that thcs} assumpt(;Ims o bo;lh
Zl::etl::iealniain&the sense that we cannot avoid them — and groundless — in the
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sense that we can produce no reason for thinking them to be true — isn’t the
sceptical point effectively taken? Yet Wittgenstein is completely explicit:

At the foundation of well founded belief lies belief that is not
founded.

(OC 253)

Since On Certainty is not a sceptical treatise, Wittgenstein’s idea can only be
that taking the point about groundlessness doesn’t impose the consequences
usually thought to attach to it — in particular, that to recognise that enquiry

consequences avoided?

It may seem obvious. The key idea, someone may say, is surely that of
rule. In each of the three kinds of case that we have distinguished, it is the
suggestion of On Certainty that a proposition’s ‘standing fast’ for us is to be
attributed to its playing a role in or reflecting some aspect of the way we regu-
late enquiry, rather than being presumed - erroneously — to be an especially
solid product of it. Sceptical argument purports to disclose a lack of cognitive
pedigree in a targeted range of commitments. Rules, however, don’t need a
cognitive pedigree. The merit of a rule may be discussible: rules can be inept
in various ways. But, since they define a practice, they cannot be wrong. Any
sort of sceptical concern about our warrant to accept a proposition whose role
is actually to express or otherwise reflect such a rule is thus a kind of ignoratio
elenchi

However, the thought is, of course, much too swift. For one thing, it won’t
cover all the cases: if the account given of norms-in-context is as proposed
above, then their normative status does presuppose a degree of cognitive
pedigree and might therefore be undercut by a successful sceptical attack

frustrate. But that is hardly how we think of empirical enquiry. Empirical
enquiry does par excellence have an overall point, namely — it may seem
the merest platitude 1o say — the divination of what is trye and the avoid-
ance of what is false of the world it concerns. So ‘rules of
Presumably answer to this overal] point. It will therefore s
there has to be a good question whether and with what ri

that the rules we actually rely on in empirical enquiry are conducive to that
point. Let it be that the certainty of basic arithmetic, for e

evidence’ must
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and ‘Another object was added to the group while the count was in progress’
which it bids us to affirm when, for example, things do not ‘add up’. Still,
these would seem to be claims with an independent meaning and — presumably,
at least in a wide class of cases — determinate truth-values. To regard simple
arithmetic as a compendium of rules for the appraisal of evidence therefore
provides no easy escape from the thought that, in making such appraisals, it
is a prime desideratum that we not be led to misassess the truth-values of such
non-arithmetical statements as lie within its sphere of influence. To regard
arithmetic — and logic - as regulative of the ‘language-game’ does not enjoin
that they should be absolved from conservativeness with respect to the correct
assessment of the statements whose use they regulate.

An analogous point engages our practices of treating one kind of evi-
dence as superior to another. Of course there is a complex ranking here: it
matters, for instance, whether perceptual impressions are repeatable and
whether they are single- or multi-sense; how they stack up against memory
impressions, and the products of empirical theorising; and how they relate
to the testimony of others. I suggested that when an empirical proposition is
treated as a norm-in-context — in the fashion of ‘I have two hands’ — that will
reflect aspects of this background ranking. But the point of the ranking —one
would naturally suppose — is to lead one to give relative weight, in cases of
conflict, to the species of evidence that are most likely to promote true belief.
So, again, the ranking has an external objective, and one cannot absolve it
from all concern about its fitness for that just by reflecting that the priorities
it involves have the character for us of rules of procedure.

The case of type III propositions is perhaps the most stark of all. To
allow that “The earth has existed for many years past’ serves as a rule of
evidence — plays a role in determining our conception of the significance of
presently available states and processes — is not even superficially in tension
with thinking of it as a substantial proposition, apt to be true or false. It goes
without saying that our conception of the significance of items of evidence
we gather will depend on what kind of world we take ourselves to be living in.
That in no way banishes the spectre of profound and sweeping error in the
latter regard.

Now, it would be perfectly fair to observe that this general kind of objec-
tion belongs with the rationalistic mind-set contrasted above with the out-
look on logic and mathematics which permeates the Remarks on the Foundations
of Mathematics. It is thus anyway out of kilter with what seems to be the largc?r
idea in Wittgenstein’s later philosophy, underpinning the doctrine of logic
and mathematics as ‘antecedent to truth’ the idea that the ‘rules of the
language-game’ precisely do not have to answer to anything external to it.
According to the philosophy of language at work in the ’Ihzcmtus., Fhere was
a separation between what constitutes the meaning (truth—cogdltxons) .of a
statement — which is a matter of an essential (in the Tractatus, indeed, picto-
rial) relation between the statement and a potential worldly truth-conferrer
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(‘fact’) — and the rules which we accept as governing its use. So provision
was made for a good metaphysical question about whether the latter are
felicitous by the standards set by the former, whether there is the intended
general correlation between the obtaining of what we treat as warrant for a
statement, which will be a reflection of the rules of the language-game, and
the obtaining of what it pictures. By the time of the Investigations, by contrast,
Wittgenstein had shifted to — indeed, perhaps invented — the type of outlook
that Hilary Putnam later dubbed intemal realism or internalism: now, it is our
linguistic practice itself that is viewed as conferring meaning on the state-
ments it involves ~ there is no meaning-conferrer standing apart from the
rules of practice and no associated external goal.

The metaphysical crux is thus the idea of truth as an objective of empiri-
cal enquiry to which our rules of assessment are at best externally related.
If I am to be seriously troubled by the thought that painstaking and con-
scientious appraisal by the standards of my actual linguistic practice may
be consistent with there being massive but undetectable error generated
by a quite mistaken conception of some large aspect of the world, then I
must be thinking of what determines the content of my beliefs as something
extrinsic to that practice — with some version of the classical, molecular,
truth-conditional account, the only salient type of candidate. But while there
is, to my knowledge, no evidence that Wittgenstein ever became uneasy
with the opposed internalist vision of meaning and truth that had come to
deminate his thinking by time of the Investigations, it is at least much less
ebtrusive in On Certainty. True, there are one or two suggestive passages.?’
But such — infrequent — passages do more to raise the issue to which the
ultimate intelligibility of sceptical doubt is hostage than to propose a definite
stand on it. In taking it for granted (the fifth claim in the schematisation I
gave earlier) that type III propositions ‘might just be false’ — as a matter
of metaphysical bad luck, as it were — I-II-III scepticism sets out its stall
against the internalism of the Investigations. The type 11 proposition is simply
conceived as fitting the way of the world or not, whatever grip on the matter
may or may not be possible for us. But if Wittgenstein at the time of his last
Detes regarded that view of such propositions as scepticism’s Achilles heel,
he did not pause — beyond the suggestion that the idea of their ‘agreement
with reality’ has no ‘clear application’ - to elaborate an opposing internalist
perspective on them.

What might such an internalist perspective be like? In “Facts and Certainty’
I'began — in effect though not under that description — to outline one such
account. The key thought was that scepticism might be made to succumb to
akind of irony: that the very evidential isolation of type III propositions could
have the effect that they cease to qualify, properly speaking, as ‘factual’ — as
Propositions whose content fits them robustly to represent or misrepresent
the world. If that thought could be sustained, it would follow that our lack
of greunds — in any sense involving cognitive achievement — for such propo-
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sitions would not have to compromise our right to accept them and work
within the framework of the norms of evidence which they constitute.

My lecture reviewed various principles whereby the claim of the non-
factuality of type III propositions might be motivated. But I have never felt
entirely comfortable with the general approach which they illustrated.” That
approach presupposes a connection between a proposition’s having a genu-
inely representational content and the status of ‘stand-offs’ — intractable
disputes centred on that proposition. If a type III proposition is beyond all
evidence, for and against, that indeed ensures a stand-off between one who
accepts it and one who denies it. But before that consideration can license
the intended anti-factualist conclusion, it is necessary to show that the
factuality of the type of proposition in question would imply that disagree-
ments, real or imagined, about it should be in principle resoluble. In short:
intransigent disagreement is an indicator of ‘no fact of the matter’ only
where we are entitled to suppose that were there a fact of the matter, it would
be detectable — would show up in the pattern of available evidence. That
supposition has some plausibility in many of the cases — matters of taste, or
comedy, for instance — where the possibility of intransigent disagreement has
been taken by philosophers as an indication that the discourses in question
do indeed not deal in genuinely factual matters. What sense can we attach
to the idea of something’s really being funny, for instance, if there is nothing
to choose between the opinion of one who agrees and one who doesn’t? But
we precisely do not have that intuitive response to the present range of cases,
and for a simple reason: it is only by virtue of their extreme generality that
type III propositions differ from others — the corresponding type II proposi-
tions — which we do want to regard as factual. How could there be real facts
about the winners of the FA Cup in the 1930s but no real fact that the world
did not come into being five seconds ago replete with apparent traces of a
much more extended past?

I do not hereby mean to disclaim any theoretical merit for my former pro-
posal — which, in fairness to it, was actually presented as a potential revision
of our ideas about factuality — but only to acknowledge its unattractiveness
at the intuitive level. We do intuitively regard disputes about, say, comedy
and certain kinds of value as answerable to no real ‘fact of the matter’, and
of the point as being connected with the possibility of their being rationally
unadjudicable in particular cases. But we don’t think of type III proposi-
tions as answerable to no ‘fact of the matter’ in the same kind of way. If
the groundlessness of a certain type of belief, as evidenced by the possibility
of rationally intractable disagreement about it, always provided reason for
regarding it as non-factual, sceptical argument should intuitively impress us
as no more disturbing than a corresponding scepticism about taste or com-
edy. But that is not our typical reaction at all. The essence of any .internalist
response to I-II-III scepticism must be to maintain that ll'lt*_re is no good
sense in the idea that our acceptance of the type ILI propositions which we
do accept could be mistaken. Whatever strong theoretical grounds might be
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given for that claim, the very capacity of scepticism to disturb shows that it
is not our intuitive view.

In sum, internalism is a great metaphysical issue. Still, great as it may be,
it is notoriously unclear and stubbornly difficult to resolve. And while think-
ing of linguistic practice in a broadly later-Wittgensteinian way may make
at least some forms of sceptical doubt hard to hear, the fact remains that we
- many of us ~ seem to ourselves to hear them quite clearly. That makes it
intellectually unsatisfying just to point out that the ultimate intelligibility
of sceptical doubt is hostage to deep and unresolved issues in the theory of
meaning. Rather, what we should ideally like — as an insurance, if you will
—would be a rebuttal of - or at least a ‘liveable’ accommodation with — scepti-
cal doubt which avoids joining the debate at that deep theoretical level, leav-
ing the intelligibility of scepticism unchallenged. If we are approaching the
issues in this spirit, we will not be tempted to make much of the idea that at
least some of the propositions targeted by scepticism really lie Aors de combat,
functioning innocently as rules for the appraisal of evidence or — for whatever
ether reason — incapable of intelligible mismatch with the world.

5 Towards an entitlement

So: what is the worst-case scenario, as it were? Can there be an infuitive
accommodation with scepticism — one which raises no doubt about the intel-
ligibility of the sceptical challenge? If type ITI propositions are to be regarded
as no less descriptive or contingent than the type II propositions which entail
them, is there some relatively benign ‘spin’ or cast to be given to the situation
to which an otherwise unchallenged I-II-III argument would call attention?
I shall suggest that there is — a quite different kind of response prefigured
Py one tendency in Wittgenstein’s remarks. I conclude by giving the briefest
indication of it.

The passages I have in mind are typified by the following:

+ - . We check the story of Napoleon, but not whether all the reports
about him are based on sense-deception, forgery and the like. For
when'ever we test anything, we are already presupposing something
that is not tested. Now am I to say that the experiment which per-
haps I make in order to test the truth of a proposition presupposes
the truth of the proposition that the apparatus I believe I see is
really there (and the like)?

(OC 163)

Compare:

One cannot make experiments it there are not some things that
one does not doubt. But that does not mean that one takes certain
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presuppositions on trust. When I write a letter and post it, I take it
for granted that it will arrive — I expect this. _

If T make an experiment I do not doubt the existence of the
apparatus before my eyes. I have plenty of doubts, but not that. If
I do a calculation I believe, without any doubts, that the figures on
the paper aren’t switching of their own accord, and I also trust my
memory the whole time, and trust it without reservation.

(OC 337)

The thought in these passages has a connection with the issues about
transmission of warrant across entailment reviewed earlier. We notcd. thaft
warrant does not transmit from a premise to a validly inferred conclusion if
it consists in defeasible evidence for the premise whose force depends on h.av-
ing the conclusion as collateral information. That is an instance of someth.mg
simpler and more general: that one cannot transmit a warrant to a validly
inferred conclusion in cases where the very possession of the warrant forAthc
premises in the first place depends on a prior warrant for the conclusxlon.
This more general idea extends to cases where the warrant fo.r the premises
is non-inferential. To take it that one has a warrant for a particular proposi-
tion not by (defeasible) inference from other warran.tcd propc.)s.itions buF fil-
rectly, by the appropriate exercise of certain appropriate cognitive capacities
- perception, introspection, memory or intellection, for instance, —.always
involves various kinds of presupposition. These presuppositions will include
the proper functioning of the relevant capacities, the su%tability of t.he occa-
sion and circumstances for their effective function, and indeed the integrity
of the very concepts involved in the formulation of the proposition in ques-
tion. Because they are needed to underwrite the validity gf any warrant one
acquires, the general constraint just stated places (specific forms. of) such
presuppositions beyond the range of what may be confirmed by inference
from the proposition that one takes oneself to have wa.rrantcd.

Now the crucial point made in the quoted passages is that one cannot but
take certain such things for granted. By that I don’t mean thaF one Cou!d not
investigate (at least some of) the presuppositions involved in a particular
case. But in proceeding to such an investigation, one would then be forced to
make further presuppositions of the same general kinds. The general source
of the limitations on warrant transmission in these cases is Fhus a c.onSIdcrat
tion about the essential limitations of any particular cognitive achleYement.
wherever I achieve warrant for a proposition, I do s0 courtesy of specific pred—
suppositions — about my own powers, and the preYalllng Flrcumstancese,céiifliic
my understanding of the issues involv§d — for wh1}ch T will hz}ve no sp [,
earned warrant. This is a necessary truth. I may, in any pa.rtlcular cass,jlcv
about earning such a warrant in turn — agd that mvcstlgatlonhmtahy gqt 3 ys,
defeating the presuppositions that I originally made. ]zut W,,be, ,;,:dlt (gcc
or doesn’t go badly, it will have its own so far unfounded — unbegriinde

438

WITTGENSTEINIAN CERTAINTIES

253) - presuppositions. Again: whenever cognitive achievement takes place,
it does so in a context of specific presuppositions which are not themselves an
expression of any cognitive achievement to date.

These propositions are not just one more kind of ‘hinge’ as we have un-
derstood that term. Hinges, so far, are standing certainties, exportable from
context to context (subject perhaps to certain restrictions on the receiving
context). Whereas, the present range of cases are particular to the investi-
gative occasion: they are propositions such as that my eyes are functioning
properly now, that the things that I am currently perceiving have not been
extensively disguised so as to conceal their true nature, etc. My confidence
in the things which I take myself to have verified in a particular context can
rationally be no stronger than my confidence in these context-specific claims.
Because of their context-specificity, they are not propositions whose rejection
would involve epistemic catastrophe (though generalisations of which they
are instances can be expected to have that feature). Our certainty in them as
a genre shows in the unhesitant way we set about routine empirical investi-
gation of the world and our ready acceptance of its results.

While these context-specific propositions are thus set apart from the three
kinds of hinge already noted, two points of analogy with type IIT propositions
are nevertheless striking. First, both kinds of proposition articulate some-
thing a thinker must inevitably take for granted if she is to credit herself
with the achievement of any warrants at all of a certain kind, the type III
propositions conditioning the acquisition of defeasible inferential warrants
while the context-specifics engage both the inferential and the non-inferen-
tial case. Second, presuppositions of each kind will unavoidably lack earned
warrant at the point at which they need to be made. That much analogy is
enough to conjure a scepticism about non-inferential warrant entirely paral-
lel in spirit to I-TI-IIT scepticism. Suppose I set myself to count the books
en one of the shelves in my office and arrive at the answer, twenty-six. The
sceptical thought will say that the warrant thereby acquired for that answer
can rationally be regarded as no stronger than the grounds I have for confi-
dence that I counted correctly, that my senses and memory were accordingly
functioning properly, that the books themselves were stable during the count
and were not spontaneously popping into and out of existence unnoticed by
me, etc. Yet I will have done nothing - we may suppose — to justify my confi-
dence in these specific presuppositions. So how have I achieved any genuine
warrant at all?

Here is the line of reply on which I want to focus. Since there is no such
tffing as a process of warrant acquisition for each of whose specific presupposi-
tions warrant has already been earned, it should not be reckoned to be part
ef the ordinary concept of an acquired warrant that it somehow aspire to this
~incoherent — ideal. Rather, we should view each and every cognitive project
as irreducibly involving elements of adventure — I take a risk on the reliability
ef my senses, the amenability of the circumstances, etc., much as I take a
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risk on the continuing reliability of the steering, and the stabllltylof t}}l;
road surface every time I ride my bicycle. For as soon as 1 grant that. ol;lgiCh
ideally to check the presuppositions of a project, even in a contei;(t 1r;cv;paﬂ
there is no particular reason for concern about thc.n.q, then I shou ig pat
passu that I ought in turn to check the presuppositions of the chec ;lvge o
is one more project after all —and so on, indeﬁnitf:ly. So then thfzr.e wll beno
principled stopping point to the process .Of checking and Fhe origina pisjnot
will never get started. The right conclusnon.— the r‘cply will contmu(}tl—t >l
that the acquisition of genuine warrant is uTlposmble, but .rather t. ;1 ine
warrant is acquired whenever invcsti.gz?t.ion is undertak.en in an efzs erln\:e aﬁ
responsible manner, epistemic responsibility cannot, per zmposszble,}invcl)aim ”
investigation of every presupposition wh.osc. faIS}ty would defeat t ec i 10
have acquired a warrant. The correct principle is not that any acquire war
rant is no stronger than one’s indepfendcntly acquired reasons to atct;(;]ra N
presuppositions. It is, rather, that it is no stronger thfm the warrantertain Z
of the presuppositions about which there is some specific reason to en
mlffglll\i,;nlgi.ne of reply has several attractions. It invc_)lves., ' first, no lzrgf;
contention in the metaphysics of meaning, nor any unintuitive clallm a -(r)ll;t
factuality. It is not open, second, to the co@plamt one wants to le\Iz_(Ia agai o
so-called ‘naturalistic’ responses to sceptlglsm, after the style of Hume at
Strawson,?’ that — in emphasising that it is part of ?ur (human) pat;lfre Z
form beliefs inductively, to see each other as ‘r.mnded s .and so on — it o“er; \
mere excuse for our inclination to form beliefs in a fashion Wh'lch, ifor a tdas
has been said, falls short of the ideals of our reason. And third, it ccl)lncet;:
that the best sceptical arguments have somct.hlng to teach us —tt) atth fl
limits of justification they bring out are genuine and cssent;)al - kl(l);edeto
replies that, just for that reason, cognitive achievement mustlde rec roned 10
take place within such limits. To attempt to surpass .tbem w0111 resu
an increase in rigour or solidity but merely in cognitive paralysis. N
The term ‘entitlement’ has recently come into vogue in cplistemcl) Egy o
characterise — perhaps wishfully — a range of propositions which, a tthce);legss
unable to make a compelling case on their behalf, a thmkerf(‘:ar}ll ncfvzfnework
somehow justifiably presuppose or make use of as part ((1) dt e arwa work
of other investigations. Usually, the }dea has been inten 3' 12 thin)lf(cr ,
presupposes a kind of division of cp;sterlmc iiibacililsrt:s azro(:v:rllap};mosophcrs
entitled to beliefs which experts — loca Spe . v ethans could
— can justify, even if she has abso.lute.ly.no inkling of - 1r(11 e };er D
not understand — that justification if it were presente : R
ifferent version of the idea emerges frf)m the foregoing.
:iodr;lc:;hzltxfso far somewhat frec-whe‘el.ir}g use oi.the.ft;:rn;gul;: Il;svj;}l/htih;;
B e parti(}jxmar' Co'%ltgrll‘;ee i)rrl'qcu(:rrnyplete(;xce of the enquiry.
i ing the signi T :
%}f:??;rrzg; t;)f(iz;:)ltelr:tlit maygbe defined as a presupposition meeting
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the following two conditions: (i) there is no extant evidence against P and
ii) someone pursuing the relevant enquiry who accepted that there is nev-
ertheless an onus to justify P would implicitly undertake a commitment to
an infinite regress of justificatory projects, each concerned to vindicate the
presuppositions of its predecessor.

That would stand refinement, but the general motif is clear enough. If a
project (epistemic or otherwise) is sufficiently valuable to us — in particular,
if its failure would at least be no worse than the costs of not executing it, and
its success would be better — and if the attempt to vindicate its presupposi-
tions would raise presuppositions of its own of no more secure an antecedent
status, then we are entitled to — may help ourselves to — the original presup-
positions without specific evidence.

This proposal does not transfer directly into a response to I-II-III scepti-
cism. Type III propositions are not entitlements as characterised, since they
fail to meet condition (ii). The problem with type III propositions is not that
—like ‘my visual system is functioning properly on this occasion’ - to accept
that there is an onus to justify them in any particular context in which they
are presuppositional would be to accept an infinite regress of similar justifi-
catory obligations, but rather that, failing some independent response to the
I-II-IIT argument, one has no idea how to justify them at all. Nevertheless,
the spirit of the foregoing ideas might foreseeably be extended to cover
these special commitments. As noted, type III propositions are implicitly in
play whenever our best justification for the truth of propositions of one kind

= propositions of one distinctive type of subject matter — consists of the as-
sembly of information about something else. That is the architecture which
I-II-IIT scepticism attempts to impose, with varying degrees of plausibility,
on the justification of propositions about the material world, about the past
and about other minds, and on inductive justification. And wherever such
is indeed the justificational architecture, it will be plausible that a type
I proposition — actually, a strengthened form of those illustrated earlier
= will form part of the informational setting we presuppose in order for the
relevant transitions to rank as justified. Very abstractly: suppose it is granted
that the best justification we can have for a certain kind of proposition
= P-propositions — consists in information of another kind — Q-propositions
=such that no finite set of Q-propositions entails any P-proposition. The use
ef P-propositions in accordance with this conception will then carry a double
Ccommitment: a commitment to there being true P-propositions - and hence
truth-makers for them — at all, and a commitment to a reliable connection
between the obtaining of such truth-makers and the truth of finite batches

of appropriate Q-propositions. That is the broad shape of the commitment
which surfaces in the specific instances:

that there is a material world, broadly

in keeping with the way in
which sense experience represents it;
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that other people have minds, whose states are broadly in keeping
with the way they behave;

that the world has an ancient history, broadly in keeping with
presently available traces and apparent memories;

that there are laws of nature, broadly manifest in finitely observable
regularities.

Here, each first conjunct presents a type III proposition as originally con-
ceived, while the second conjunct effects the connection necessary for the
favoured kind of evidence to have the force which we customarily attach to
it. As earlier observed, we may of course avoid local versions of the I-II-IIT
argument by arguing for a rejection of the justificational architecture which
it presupposes — with perceptual claims, perhaps, a prime case for that at-
tempt. But if this is to be a globally successful tactic, then we will have to dF)
nothing less than so fashion our thinking that it nowhere traffics in proposi-
tions related as the P-propositions and Q-propositions in the schema. And
that is just to say that none of the thoughts we think must be such that their
truth-makers are beyond our direct cognition, so that we are forced to rely on
finite and accessible putative indicators of their obtaining.

The prime casualty of such a way of thinking would be the thinker’s con-
ception of her own cognitive locality: the idea of a range of states of affairs
and events existing beyond the bounds of her own direct awareness. Globz'illy,
to avoid the justificational architecture presupposed by I-II-III scepticism
would be to forgo all conception of oneself as having position in a .world
extending, perhaps infinitely, beyond one’s cognitive horizon. In part.lcu'lar,
it would be to surrender all conception of our own specific situation within a
broader objective world extending spatially and temporally beyond us.

It is a crucial question whether there could be any coherent system of
thought which both practised exclusively within such limits and provided no
resources for a grasp of its own limitations. All our actual thought and'actlv-
ity is organised under the aegis of a distinction between states of affairs ac-
cessible to us at our own cognitive station and others that lie beyon(.i. T]"ICI“C
are issues, certainly, about what is properly allotted to the respective sxc‘ies
of this distinction — whether, for example, the former encompasses anything
beyond our own episodic mental states, as Descartes impl.icitly thought. But
whatever is allotted to the domain of the directly accessible, there are two
vitally important categories of fact — those of general natural l'aw and Of"thei
past — which must surely be consigned to what lif;s beyond. Since practica
reasoning involves bringing information of both kinds to beaxj on hypotheti-
cal situations — of course this point requires detail which I will not here at-
tempt to provide — it seems certain that any system othought purified ,Of ?a‘ll
liability to I-II-III scepticism could not be that of a rational agent. One’s life
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as a practical reasoner depends upon type III presuppositions. To avoid them
is to avoid having a life.

All this, naturally, needs further elaboration. In particular, the notion
of entitlement needs a proper generalisation, to cover the case of type III
propositions, and there is an issue to address about whether there is any such
generalisation which affords everything we want without the cost of being
— as many would think — implausibly permissive (netting, for instance, the
existence of God along with that of an extended past and the external world)
or implausibly relativistic (leaving, for instance, nothing to choose between a
normal acceptance of the existence of other minds and solipsism). Those are
questions for another occasion.

But let me conclude by summarising the provisional perspective reached
by this discussion. I suggest that the principal message of On Certainty is that
scepticism embodies an insight which Moore missed: the insight that to be
a rational agent pursuing any form of cognitive enquiry — whether within or
outside one’s own epistemic locality — means making presuppositions which
—at least on the occasion - are not themselves the fruits of such enquiry and
are therefore not known. When I go after warranted belief about accessible
states of affairs in my own locality, the credibility of my results depends on
presuppositions about my own proper functioning, and the suitability of the
prevailing conditions, etc. When I go after warranted belief about states of
affairs outside, the credibility of my results depends on presupposition of the
augmented type III propositions which condition my conception of how the
locally accessible may provide indications of what lies beyond. The official
sceptical response to this reflection would be to give up on the distinction be-
tween warranted and unwarranted belief as a charade. The alternative ‘spin’
to be taken from On Certainty is that the concept of warranted belief only
gets substance within a framework in which it is recognised that all rational
thought and agency involves ineliminable elements of cognitive risk. Since
rational agency is not an optional aspect of our lives, we are entitled — save
when there is specific evidence to the contrary — to make the presuppositions
that need to be made in living out our conception of the kind of world we
inhabit and the kinds of cognitive powers we possess.

To be entitled to accept a proposition in this way, of course, has no con-
nNection whatever with the likelihood of its truth. We are entitled to proceed
en the basis of certain beliefs merely because there is no extant reason to
disbelieve them and because, unless we make some such commitments, we
cannot proceed at all. Any epistemological standpoint which falls back on a
Cenception of entitlement of this kind for the last word against scepticism
pceds its own version of (what is sometimes called) the Serenity Prayer:?®
In ordinary enquiry, we must hope to be granted the discipline to take re-
sponsibility for what we can be responsible, the trust to accept what we must
merely presuppose, and the wisdom to know the difference.?
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Notes

Both papers are reprinted in Moore 1993. Page references to them are to that
volume.
The editors of On Certainty say: ‘goaded’.
See Moore 1939: 166.
But read on! » .
See Moore’s ‘Some Judgements of Perception’, origi.nally 'pubhshed in thz
Proceedings of the Aristotelian Society 1918-1919 and reprinted in Moore 1922.
relevant passage (about Moore’s finger) comes at p. 228.
See Wright 2000, 2002 and 2003. See also Davies 1998, 2000 and 2903. ] .
Notice, by the way, that in all these cases there is no example of failure of closure:
in all the scenarios, if one has a warrant for P, then one has a warrant for I The
distinction between transmission and closure has been largely missed in the
literature, and confusion of it has motivated some unjustiﬁqd reservations a!)out
the latter, weaker principle. For instance, such confus'ion is at wqu, I beheve:
in some of the key examples in Fred Dretske’s classic ‘Epistemic Operators
Dretske 1970). .
S[‘he disjuncti\zist idea seems original, at least in modern htcr.ature, to JM.
Hinton. See Hinton 1973 and the various earlier articles of his to \.Nthh he
there refers. It is further developed in Snowdon 1981 and de.ploye(.i against wha’t
he terms the ‘highest common factor’ conception 'of experience in McDowell’s
‘Criteria, Defeasibility and Knowledge’ (reprinted in McDowell 1998b). See also
McDowell 1994 Ch. VI, part 3.
In fact, he is begging the question in any case. See Wright 2002.
An interesting recent attempt in this direction is Pryqr 2000.
The rub, though, is in ‘made good’. It is not enough just to propose one of these
lines of resistance — that is, to rest content with the claim t‘hat the OppOSed,
sceptical perspective has not been proved and is th?refore not compulsory
(McDowell 1994: 113; 1998b: 385). Let that be so. Still, merely to oppose one
non-compulsory conception with another is to leave open theh possnblh.ty t'hﬁt,
for all we know, the Sceptic’s view of the justificational architecture is right.
And a position where, for all I know, I have no warrant for any claims about t}}e
material world, or other minds, etc., is hardly more }clomfortable than one in
i ve apparently been shown that I have no such warrant. )
Vlzf}citf/vhitlhlsl?andiﬁg MCD(Ywell’s ‘sympathetic and resourceful handling of the idea
in ‘Criteria, Defeasibility and Knowledge’.
Zlct(j:l;}er, as Michael Wiﬁiams has pointed out to me, the four parts of the tgxt_
display something of a thematic division: the first and second palrts, cc:m[c)lr:)sn
ing respectively §§1-65 and §866-192, are naturally read as mainly centre !
Moore’s ‘Proof’, while the rest of the book — §§ 193-299 and 300-676 — is primar
ily reaction to thed‘DEfense’.

95, quoted above. ' ] )
gicrfc(e-)?he l’)ghem—Quine thesis concerns the k.)earing otj dzsconﬁr.ml_x(lig ev1dde;lcceé
it is not to be directly equated with the thesis of_thc 1nformat10x11 cgc? nee
of empirical confirmation. However, they are 9bv10usly closely related. 1 w
attempt to explore the details of the relationship here.

See also OC 87-8.
See RFM I, 118.
See McFetridge 1990: 150-—4.

See RFM I, 156 for a typical passage. The attempt to understand this attitude of

i in’ centr supati f Wright 1980.
Wittgenstein’s was a central preoccupation of ot .
He hgad allowed in Remarks on the Foundations of Mathematics that the contrast was
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not a sharp one — that it ‘shades off in all directions’ (VIL, 6) - but the idea of
propositions’ ‘crossing the house’, as it were, seems to be new to On Certainty.

21 Here is how the thought continues:

Do Iknow or do I only believe that I am called L.W.?” - Of course, if the
question were ‘Am I certain or do I only surmise. . .?”, then my answer
could be relied on.

Do Iknow or do T only believe. . .2’ might also be expressed like this:
what if it seemed to turn out that what until now has seemed immune
to doubt was a false assumption? Would I react as I do when a belief
has proved to be false? or would it seem to knock from under my feet
the ground on which I stand in making any judgement at all? — But of
course I do not intend this as a prophecy.

Would I simply say ‘T should never have thought it’ — or would I
(have to) refuse to revise my judgement — because such a ‘revision’
would amount to an annihilation of all yardsticks?

(OC 491-2)

22 Strictly speaking, one would need to refashion the choice of ¢ to avoid an inde-

pendent entailment of L.

23 o construct a ILII-IIT argument around this example, take I as ‘this table weighs

50 kilograms’; II as ‘this table weighs 50 kilograms when no-one is paying atten-
tion to it’; I as ‘this table exists when no-one is paying attention to it’.

24 In some passages, Wittgenstein certainly appears to have such an approach in

mind. See, for example, OC 494-6.

25 See, for example, OC 197-9 and 214-15.
26 In effect, that approach is one of trying to make a case that type III propositions

fail to exhibit what I later called Cognitive Command (in Wright 1992).

27 See Strawson 1985 Ch. 1.
28 I had thought the prayer, or at least its sentiment, original to Augustine, but

John Haldane advises me that it is modern, now usually attributed to a Dr
Reinhold Niebuht, of the Union Theological Seminary, New York City, who
reputedly composed it in 1932. The official version runs:

God, grant me

the Serenity to accept the things I cannot change
the Courage to change the things I can

and the Wisdom to know the difference.

29 My thanks for comments and criticisms to participants at the 2001 Rutgers

Epistemology Conference and the conference on Wittgenstein’s Lasting Significance

held at Gregynog, mid-Wales, in July 2001, where parts of this material were
presented.
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