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Abstract Keith DeRose’s solution to the skeptical problenbased on his indirect sensitivity account.
Sensitivity is not a necessary condition for anydkof knowledge, as direct sensitivity accountsnejdut the
insensitivity of our beliefs that the skeptical byipeses are false explains why we tend to judgewbado not
know them. The orthodox objection line against &md of sensitivity account of knowledge is to et
instances of insensitive beliefs that we still jadg constitute knowledge. This objection line offeounter-
examples against the claim of direct sensitivityoamts that sensitivity is necessary for any kihlrmwledge.
These examples raise an easy problem for indiegitivity accounts that claim that there is onkgadency to
judge that insensitive beliefs do not constitutewledge, which still applies to our beliefs thag tbkeptical
hypotheses are false. However, a careful analgsisats that some of our beliefs that the skeptigabtheses
are false are sensitive; nevertheless, we stitjguhat we do not know them. Therefore, the faat Home of
our beliefs that the skeptical hypotheses are faleénsensitive cannot explain why we tend to guttgat we do
not know them. Hence, indirect sensitivity accoucasinot fulfill their purpose of explaining our uitions

about skepticism. This is the hard problem forriadi sensitivity accounts.
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1 Introduction

S’s belief thap is sensitive if and only if S would not believatp, if p were not true. To a first approximation
Nozick (1981) provides an analysis of knowledgdodlews: S knows thap iff (1) pis true; (2) S believes that
p; (3) If pweren't true, S wouldn’t believe thptand (4) Ifp were true, S would believe thatHence, condition
(3) specifies that sensitivity is a necessary diomifor knowledge, according to Nozick.

Nozick proposes the following solution to the skegdtargument. Our external world beliefs can besite/e
but our beliefs that the skeptical hypothesis isefaare not. Suppose that S truly believes thatetle a
computer in front of her. In the nearest possibterlevwhere there is no computer in front of S, sloot
believe that there is a computer in front of heowdver, in the nearest possible world where Shigain in vat
(BIV) deceived in falsely believing that there is@mputer in front of her, S still believes thaessnot a BIV
deceived in falsely believing that there is a cotapuin front of her. Therefore, it is possible the¢ have
external world knowledge without knowing that ttkegtical hypothesis is false.

Nozick’s sensitivity account has largely fallen @uffavor for at least two reasons: First, it implibat the

widely accepted principle of knowledge-closure doeshold. According to sensitivity accounts, itpigssible



that S knows tha, knows thap entailsg, but still does not know that! This fact is often regarded as counter-
evidence against Nozick’s sensitivity account. e¢mumerous authors, most prominently Vogel (198dsa
(1999), Williamson (2000) and Kripke (2011), hawegented instances of insensitive beliefs whichstile
regard as constituting knowledg&hey conclude that sensitivity is not a necessandition for knowledge as
Nozick claims.

DeRose (1995 and 2010) distinguishes betveiett andindirect sensitivity accounts. Direct accounts such as
Nozick’s simply hold that sensitivity is necessdoy knowledge. DeRose defends ardirect sensitivity
account that is more modest than Nozick’'s direcioant. He argues that the insensitivity of certagtiefs
explainswhy they fail to be knowledge though he does nahtwto build a sensitivity condition in the very
concept of knowledge.

DeRose’s indirect account avoids the two criticizambblems of Nozick’s direct account. First, DeRose
proposes a contextualist solution according to tvlwe have external world knowledge and knowledge: tife
skeptical hypothesis is false in some contextsvemdnow neither in the other contexts, but knowkedtpsure
holds in every context. Second, he does not asshatesensitivity is a necessary condition for krexge in
particular. Therefore, the examples for insensitiv@wledge presented in literature need not be tesun
examples against his indirect sensitivity accoumt against his treatment of the skeptical probldowever, |
will argue that even granting these advantages,dSeR solution to skeptical problem still facesiaes
problems.

2 DeRose’s indirect sensitivity account

Let's have first a closer look at DeRose’s indirgensitivity account and at his solution to the psioal
problem. According to DeRose (2010, 163) we hawvenis at least fairly general—though perhaps not
exceptionless—tendency to judge that insensitiviefiseare not knowledge”. DeRose calls this prifeifCA
Anti-skeptical hypotheses are such representatigesfor which this tendency holds. Hence, thensiteity

of our beliefs of anti-skeptical hypotheses exaity we judge that these beliefs fail to consitkkhowledge,
although sensitivity might not be a necessary dmwifor knowledge in general. DeRose (1995, 28Jidi the
conjunction abominable, that while S does not knbat she is not a handless BIV, still, S knows 8f& has
hands. DeRose rejects this conjunction and endasesntextualist solution to the skeptical probldm:
ordinary contexts persons can have knowledge athmutexternal world and knowledge that the skeptical
hypotheses are false. But when iagsertedhat a person S knows thator that she does not know th@t the
standards for knowledge tend to be raised, if iEedo such a level that S’s belief has to be sgadio count

as knowledge. This is DeRose’s “Rule of SensitiviBy asserting that one knows that the skeptigglatheses
are false, one establishes such high standardsaasnd, result, the assertion turns out to be fafsehese
contexts a person neither has knowledge aboutdieenal world nor knowledge that the skeptical hyyesis is
false.

! For a detailed presentation of various versionknofvledge-closure and its role in the skepticgLiatent see
David and Warfield (2008).

2 Kripke (2011) argues that Nozick’s sensitivity aant allows under certain circumstances that aopekaows
that there is a red barn in front of her withoubwing that there is barn in front of her, whichais absurd
consequence. However, it is questionable whethipkKis case against Nozick is still successful € take the
belief forming method into account as Nozick suggieSee Adams and Clarke (2005) and Baumann (2012).
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The most popular line of objection against any kafdsensitivity account of knowledge so far is tegent
instances of insensitive beliefs that we still jadg constitute knowledge. This orthodox objectioe offers
counter-examples against the claim of direct seitgitaccounts that sensitivity is necessary foy &md of
knowledge. DeRose (2010, 164) points out that ¢élasans that have been given to reject any kineénigvity
account are almost entirely due to such examplems®nsitive knowledge. These examples raiseeasy
problemfor DeRose, since he defendsiadirect sensitivity account, which is the claim that theseonly a
tendencyto judge that insensitive beliefs do not congtitihowledge. So DeRose can acknowledge the facts
regarding insensitive knowledge presented by oxkodbjections but still maintain that these areyonl
exceptions to the tendency which still appliesuo leeliefs that we are not BIVs. Moreover, evebéRose had
to confess that there is meneraltendency to judge that insensitive beliefs arekmamwledge at all, he could
carry on to claim that in the particular case of beliefs that we are not BIVs, this tendency stpblies and
still does the job of explaining our intuition thae fail to know.

| agree with DeRose that providing examples ofrisge/e knowledge outside the skeptical contexthhiyive
him to weaken his point that there is a generadéany to judge that insensitive beliefs are notiedge, but
that he is not forced to abandon his view thatriggiity does the explanatory job in the particutase of
skepticism. However, | will argue that DeRose’sifyos regarding the skeptical problem is still nebable and
cannot provide an explanation of our intuitions @ttekepticism. Orthodox objections against DeRasatput
that his sensitivity account does not apply to meases outside the skeptical context. But the arymint is
that his account cannot fulfill its purpose in tharticular context of skepticism. This is thard problemfor

indirect sensitivity accounts.

3 The hard problem for indirect sensitivity accouns

DeRose compares one’s belief that one is not atBldhe’s belief that the animal in the cage in frohone is

not a painted mule, or that a newspaper does mstakanly print that the Cubs won their game laghtiln
these analogous cases principle SCA (our genetaldilexceptionless tendency to judge that inseediteliefs

are not knowledge) “posits a certain block to aiudging that we know, and the changes that wouldrdiee
way to our judging that we know also remove thischl” (DeRose 1995, 25). However, in case of one’s belief
that one is not a BIV, the connection between SCW aur judging whether we know are not that
straightforward, for it is neither easy to imagicieccumstances where one knows that one is not a iV

circumstances where this belief is sensitive. DeR&895, 25-26) notes:

While it's difficult to imagine a situation in whicone seems to know that one’s not a BIV, it's
likewise difficult to imagine circumstances in whithe block SCA posits is removed. It's difficult,
that is, to imagine a situation in which someonieles they're not a BIV but in which the conditan

If S were a BIV, then S would believe she wasBl\aisn't true.

The situation we face is that our beliefs that weersot BIVs are insensitive and we tend to judge te do not
know that we are not BIVs. In order to determine donnections between these two facts we havertsider
alternative circumstances or counterfactual siuatibut they are not easy at hand, according tooBeRHe

argues that in analogous cases a strong conneastiestablished between the insensitivity of belefisl our



tendency to judge that they fail to constitute kiemige® DeRose claims that this connection also holdsasec
of our beliefs that we are not BIVs, though no ralétive circumstances or counterfactual situatiamseasily

imaginable.

In the following, | will contest this claim. | wilkxamine the connection between the insensitivitguo beliefs

that we are not BIVs and the fact that we tendutige that these beliefs do not constitute knowleolge
investigating counterfactual situations and ca$etosely related anti-skeptical hypotheses. | wilhclude that
no such connection exists and that—maybe in cdniwasur first intuition—the insensitivity of ouretiefs that

we are not BIVs and our tendency to judge that waat know that we are not BIVs is a mere coincogen

For investigating this connection, we can consfdar subjunctive$:

S1 If S’s belief that the skeptical hypothesisalsé were sensitive, then we would judge that S
knows that the skeptical hypothesis is false.
S(-sh) - JK(~sh)

S2 If we were to judge that S does not know thatstkeptical hypothesis is false, then S’s belief
would not be sensitive.
J~K(-sh) - ~S(-sh)

S3 If we were to judge that S knows that the skaptiypothesis is false, then S’s belief would
be sensitive.
JK(~sh) - S(~sh)

S4 If S’s belief that the skeptical hypothesisailsé were insensitive, then we would judge that S

does not know that the skeptical hypothesis iefals
~S(sh) - J~K(~sh)

The truth-conditions for these subjunctives aréolsws: S1 is true iff in the nearest possible ldpwhere S’s
belief that shis sensitive, we judge that S knows thsity-S2 is true iff in all nearby possible worlds, wieve
judge that S does not knovsh: this belief is insensitive; S3 is true iff in thearest possible world, where we
judge that S knowssh, S’s belief that shis sensitive; S4 is true iff in all nearby possillorids, where S’s
belief that shis insensitive, we judge that S does not know tsht

In the following | will argue that none of thesaifcsubjunctives is true in a way that can estatdisionnection
between the insensitivity of our beliefs thah-and our intuition that we do not know thath~1 do not argue
that these four subjunctives capture any possibfmection between the insensitivity of these belaid our
judgment that they fail to constitute knowledget bulo not see any reason why we should assume &uch
connection if it is not established by any of thise subjunctives.

* Analogous cases mentioned by DeRose are “The Culpsyesterday” and “My newspaper isn’t mistaken
about whether the Cubs won yesterday” or “Thosenals are zebras” and “Those animals are not jesecly
painted mules”.

* One might regard these subjunctives as counterfhconditionals, but strictly speaking only S1 &l are
counterfactuals, since the antecedents of S2 araeS#ue.
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Beliefs in anti-skeptical hypotheses such as thgothesis that | am not a BIV turn out to be insewesi
However, beliefs in the conjunction o§k-and any external world propositignturn out to besensitive if the
belief B(p) itself is sensitive. The nearest possible worltere a conjunction is false is one where one of its
conjuncts is false (or both conjuncts). Worlds vehtdre skeptical hypothesis is true are farthettath worlds
where jusip is false. Hence, the nearest possible world whehe& p is false is one wheneis false and shis
true. But if Bp) is sensitive, then S does not believe that this world anymore. If S does not believe that
then S also does not believe thah& p.° Hence, in the nearest possible world whese & p is false, S does
not believe that sh & p anymore and the belief Bgk & p) turns out to be sensitive. Hence, it can be #se=c
that B(~sh & p) is sensitive but that Béh)is insensitive.

Nozick (1981, 227-228) already noted this peculaaf sensitivity. He simply accepted the resulttht is
possible that we knowshk & p without knowing -sh and that one can sometimes know a conjunctionowtth
knowing one of its conjuncts, i.e. that knowleddmsare does not hold between a conjunction ancbitguncts.
Although Nozick was willing to accept this resulgssume that this is a highly counter-intuitivaiei and that
there is wide agreement that we do not knel & p, if we do not know sh Moreover, | assume that DeRose
finds the conjunction of knowingsh & p and not knowing sh as abominable as those instances of closure
failure that he mentions. So if there is a tendangydge that we do not knovskas DeRose claims, then there
is also a tendency to judge that we do not kneWw& p. But what are our reasons for judging that we db n
know that -sh & p? Here, DeRose faces a dilemma. First, he can a&ssan there is the same reason for
judging that we do not knowsh & p and for judging that we do not knovsh- But the reason for judging that
we do not know that sh & p cannot be the insensitivity of the belief, sincé-dh & p) is sensitive.
Furthermore, the reason cannot be loeiief that B(~sh & p) is insensitive, because we maintain our judgment
that we do not knowsh & p, even if we realize that this belief is sensitiBet if we judge that we do not know
~sh for the same reason that we judge that we do motvk-sh & p, then this reason cannot be that the belief
B(~sh)is insensitive. Briefly said, the reason why wega that we do not knowshis not insensitivity because
insensitivity is not the reason in case eh& p.

DeRose claims that there is no possible world imegie where S’s belief thaskturns out to be sensitive. In
this case, the counterfactuals S1 and S2 ardrsid] but they are vacuously true. S1 is true ierreason that
its antecedent is false in all possible worlds &2dfor the reason that its consequent is true lipadsible
worlds. However, the case of B{r& p) shows that the truth of S1 and S2 does not @skabh explanatory
relation between sensitivity and our judgments thatknow. There are nearby possible worlds wheresiB&

p) is sensitive, namely any world wherepB(s sensitive. But in these possible worlds, vilejatige that we do
not know sh & p, so the instance of S1 fosh& p is false. Furthermore, it is not the case thalimearby
possible worlds where we judge that we do not kneWw& p, B(~sh & p) turns out to be insensitive, so the
instance of S2 forsh & pis false as well. This is even false for the actv@ld where we judge that we do not
know ~sh & p, though B(sh & p) is sensitive. This is the first horn of DeRosditemma, based on the

assumption that there is the same reason for rowikig ~sh and for not knowing sh& p.

® This is at least the case if we consider minimatijzerent persons who do not believe a conjuncii¢hey do

not believe one of the conjuncts.



One can avoid this problem by modifying the sewigjticonditions for conjunctions such that any beB(a &

b) is sensitive only if Bf) and Bp) were sensitive. Thus B¢h & p) turns out to be insensitive. In this case,
insensitivity can be the reason for judging thatdeenot know shand for judging that we do not knovgh<&

p. Notably, this is not a viable strategy for indiresensitivity accounts. First, it is not in accamde with
Nozick’s own sensitivity account. Clearly, one gaadify a sensitivity-based account of knowledgehstinat it
better reflects our pre-theoretic intuitions abknbwledge. Hence, modifying the sensitivity corahi§ for
conjunctions is a viable strategy for direct sevisjt accounts to avoid implausible results. Howevadirect
sensitivity accounts such as DeRose’s require tehsito explain our intuitions about knowledgeceptions.
But why should we accept that a modified sensitivdiccount explains our intuitions about knowledge
ascriptions if it does not even reflect its innarat intuitions about sensitivity? Claiming thiseses ad hoc.
Moreover, by adopting this strategy, indirect stvisy accounts would inverse the order of explémat They
aim at explaining our intuitions about knowledgecrgdions by relying on sensitivity. However, the
modification to this sensitivity account would beotimated by our intuitions about knowledge, i.e. te
intuition that S knowseach conjunct if S knows the conjunction. Hencdemlders of indirect sensitivity
accounts would use a sensitivity account whose fisatiopn is based on our pre-theoretic understamaih
knowledge for explaining our intuitions about knedtje, an explanatory circle. Therefore, modifyiragigk’s
sensitivity account such that beliefs of conjuntsi@re sensitive only if the beliefs in the conjsrare sensitive
is not a viable strategy for indirect sensitivitgcaunt, because they aim at explaining our intogi@bout
knowledge by relying on the notion sensitivity.

DeRose’s second option is to claim that we faikimw the two propositionssh and sh & p for different
reasons, i.e. we tend to judge that we do not knslmbecause the beliefshis insensitive, but that we tend to
judge that we do not knowsh & p for some other reason. First, we could assumettigateason for judging
that we do not knowsh & p is in no way related to sensitivity at all. Thissamption simply seems to deliver
false results regarding our intuitions. If we assuimat the reason we judge that that we do not krslv& p is

in no way related to insensitivity, then we shoatihclude that insensitivity also fails to play aaal role in
our judgments about our belief thath-Otherwise our judgments are totally ad hoc.

Second, we could assume that the reason for judhiaigwe do not knowsh & p is not insensitivity, but
related to insensitivity. One could argue, for epéamnthat we tend to judge that we do not knosh & p
because we came to believeh& p via inference from sh andp and the insensitivity of beliefs of the premise
~shexplains our tendency to judge that we do not krslw& p.° In this case, the reason for judging that we do
not know -sh& p is not insensitivity, but still related to'it.

Moreover, we could distinguish between minimal siegh hypotheses, such ash-and non-minimal skeptical

hypotheses, such ash-& p. Based on this distinction we could argue thaemssivity is the reason for our

® | am thankful to Ernest Sosa for pointing out thsion.

’ One could continue to argue that S does not knsh&-p via inference from shandp if S does not know
~sh and p. Baumann (2012) reconstructs Nozick’s remark aliofd@rential knowledge along these lines.
However, it is important to note that this accooohtradicts Nozick’s view that S knowsh-& p but that S

does not know sh | am indebted to Peter Baumann for helpful comisien this issue.



tendency to judge that we do not know minimal sikaphypotheses, but that the reason for judgitag we do
not know non-minimal skeptical hypotheses is neeisitivity but still related to f.

| see two serious problems for this account. Fihés, explanation is not in accordance with Nozickidgment
that insensitivity is the reason for judging tha do not know sh, but that there is no reason for judging that
we do not know sh & p, because the belief in the conjunction can beitbemsand, therefore, is able to
constitute knowledge. Hence, there would not be@gent about knowledge judgments concernisiy& p
within the community of defenders of sensitivitycaants. However, given this disagreement even withis
community, | do not think that this account canlakpour skeptical intuitions in general, as DeRegedirect
sensitivity account demands.

Second, this account can only apply if S comesti®be sh & p via inference from shandp. However, if the
belief-forming process is a different one, we dglhd to judge that S does not knosh& p, but this fact can
no longer be explained by the suggested account.

To sum up, DeRose faces the following dilemma: Heee has to confess that the connections thatrfl1S2
suggest do not hold, because S1 and S2 are onlpusly true or he has to make the problematic cthehwe
tend to judge that we do not knowhor a different reason than we tend to judge Watdo not know sh & p.

Moreover, | do not see any successful strateggdtving this problem in one way or the other.

DeRose is in no better position with respect togthiejunctives S3 and S4. S3 is true iff in the estapossible
world, where we judge that S knowsh-this belief is sensitive; S4 is true iff in alkkarby possible worlds,
where S's belief thatshis insensitive, we judge that S does not know st Both subjunctives turn out to be
false if there are nearby possible worlds whergudge that S knowsshbut S’s belief that shis insensitive.

S3 and S4 turn out to be false, if we takferences to the best explanatias potential solutions to the skeptical
problem into account. Inferences to the best exgtian are usually regarded as a potential knowlestgece,
although the resulting beliefs are insensitive.eHsran example: | see that the street is wet adne to know
via inference to the best explanation that it hesnbraining. However, the resulting belief is irgtwe, for |
would still come to believe that it has been ragnitia inference to the best explanation from mydfehat the
street is wet if it had not been raining and sometielse had caused the street being wet.

Inferences to the best explanation are one anfitil strategy among othetRepresentatives of this account
argue that the existence of an external world whschroadly the way we perceive it to be offers Hest
explanation for our experiences and not somethisg lke in BIV-scenarios. They conclude that we tave
external world knowledge and knowledge that theptkal hypothesis is false via inference to thetbes
explanation. Such beliefs ok formed via inferences to the best explanation twrnto be insensitive for we
would still believe sh via inference to the best explanation if we wet@<B However, if it ispossiblethat S
knows via inference to the best explanation tredt then S3 and S4 turn out to be false. S3 is faésmuse

there is a (close) possible world where we terjddge that S knowssh, but this belief is still insensitive.S4

8 | am thankful to an anonymous revieweiEskenntnisfor this suggestion.
° See for example Vogel (1990) for such an account.
1% We could also assume, if need so, that this plessibrid is the nearest possible world by assuntireg

inferences to the best explanation aredhly possible way to come to knovgh



is false because there are nearby possible wotk@seaS’s belief is still insensitive, but we tendudge that S
knows that sh Hence, if knowledge thatsh via inference to the best explanation is possitien S3 and S4
turn out to be false.

It is controversial whether such an inference mhikst explanation thaskis true has already been found and
most philosophers probably even doubt that it czar &e found. However, this is not the crucial poirhe
point is that we do not doubt that we know thsl via inference to the best explanation for the saabat the
resulting belief would be insensitive, but for tle@son that those explanations fehthat are actually available
and those that are possibly available are rea#lyo#istones. Hence, the fact that we do not abandon leuyel
via inference to the best explanation for the reakat the resulting belief is insensitive alreadfigrs counter-
evidence against the view that we judge S3 ana $4 true.

To sum up: Our beliefs that the skeptical hypothésfalse are insensitive and there is a tendemgydge that
we do not know that the skeptical hypothesis isealThere might seem to be a connection betwese tineo
facts at first sight, but a careful investigati@veals that such a connection does not exist. fidensitivity of

our beliefs that shand our tendency to judge that we do not kneWare just coincidentat*

4 Conclusion

DeRose suggests that by asserting that one knawthdbone does not knowkshk we raise the standards, if
need so, up to a level where sensitivity is requfoe knowledge. Assertions that we do knoshturn out to be
false when raising the standards, and assertiaisamb do not know sh turn out to be true. DeRose can still
claim that by making such assertions we raise tedsrds up to a level where sensitivity is requitaut this
claim is totally ad hoc given the fact that he aanestablish any connection between the insersitofi our
beliefs that sh and the tendency to judge that we do not kneh Hence, DeRose’s indirect sensitivity-
account is simply not motivated. DeRose is mistaltgat his sensitivity account is “on the right ac
However, DeRose can abandon his sensitivity-accandtstill defend a contextualist solution to thkepical
problem, but in this case his version of contexsmaldoes not incorporate an explanation why weer#ie
standards anymore which DeRose regards as theatadtrantage of his account over alternative cdnsaist

accounts.

! DeRose’s account faces an additional problem thvitl Inot handle here in detail. He claims that omly
raise the standards by assertfali-fledged skeptical hypotheses (or their denials) which ewy contain the
claim that we falsely believe but also explanationwhy we falsely believe. Thus by just asserting thar
beliefs are false we do not raise the standardse,HiEeRose draws a distinction between two kindskeptical
hypotheses in order to handle our intuition thatdeenot know that we are BIVs deceived in falsedjidving
while we do know that our beliefs are not falsewdger, DeRose is mistaken. Moore’s (1939) formddtes
proof of an external world in a way that it is r@oteaction to a skeptical hypothesis containing@xranation
why we are deceived; still we regard this ‘prodft s less problematic than a ‘Moorean’ argumejgating to
a full-fledged skeptical hypothesis. Hence, someptikal hypotheses’ missing explanation why weélgls
believe, does not explain, why we do not raisesth@dards by asserting them, because sometimes vaise

the standards in such cases.
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