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1. Asher Moore, ‘Rationalism, Empiricism and the A Priori’, in Philosophical Quarterly, Vol.9, No.36 (Jul., 1959), pp.250-58.
At the beginning of this paper, Asher Moore posits that the traditional distinction between rationalists and empiricists has largely been inaccurate and potentially creates a strawman of many philosophers’ views. As Moore explains, the divide between the two camps has normally been construed as a matter of disagreement on the scope of the a priori. For the empiricist, the a priori can only be analytic—that is, “only an analysis into . . . components of the entity or notion expressed by its subject” (Moore 1959, p. 250)—and so can never reveal a “matter of fact” outside definitions or analysis of language. For example, the sentence “all bachelors are unmarried men” can be known by the empiricist a priori due to the meaning of the words alone. In this way, it gives us “no new knowledge” (Moore 1959, p. 250). The rationalist, on the other hand, wants to deny this picture of the a priori and, instead, grant that it can give us matters of fact (leading to the phrase synthetic a priori as opposed to the previously mentioned analytic a priori statement about bachelors).
[bookmark: _GoBack]In Moore’s appraisal, the above debate between empiricists and rationalists is illusory. Rather, the debate is found between the camps of monists vs. pluralists and realists vs. idealists. Moore then seemingly shifts the focus of the debate between “empiricists” and “rationalists” on metaphysics as opposed to epistemology. 
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2. E. Gettier, ‘Is Justified True Belief Knowledge’, Analysis, Vol.23, 1963, pp.121-23.
Gettier’s paper raises concerns against the allegedly well-entrenched view of knowledge as justified true belief (JTB). Aside from any contentious historical claim of the prominence of the JTB account (Morvan 2023), Gettier’s brief paper is famous for spawning a lot of literature in epistemology in response to the eventually dubbed “Gettier problem.” The problem is displayed in two cases given by Gettier. For brevity, I will only focus on the first. Here, we imagine two people, Smith and Jones, who are applying for the same job. Smith has good reason to believe Jones will get the job. Additionally, Smith knows Jones has ten coins in his pockets. From this, Smith has knowledge of proposition e, which states, “The man who will get the job has ten coins in his pocket” (Gettier 1963, p. 122). However, it turns out that Smith gets the job, and he, too, previously unbeknownst to himself, has ten coins in his pockets. Therefore, while Smith was wrong about Jones getting the job and was unaware that the true person who would be hired (himself) would have the ten coins, the JTB account, it seems, must grant that Smith knew e.
Gettier (1963, p. 122), however, outright denies the entailment of the JTB account above, saying it “is equally clear that Smith does not know that (e) is true.” Therefore, knowledge cannot simply be justified true belief. Now, since Gettier’s paper itself is brief, I will turn to its history and the work it has inspired. For the former, Bertrand Russell (1932) raised the problem before Gettier, in which he uses the example of correctly but unwittingly believing the name of a prime minister. Similar to Gettier, Russell, too, denies the person in such case has knowledge. Russell (1932 p. 131-2) departs from, Gettier, however, when he attempts to solve the problem by stipulating that knowledge requires valid deduction and “known premises.”
In response to Russell, Timothy McGrew and Lydia McGrew (2007 p. 9) discuss a critique of Russell’s solution—namely, his solution has true beliefs held high while there is a “downplay” of rationality. Additionally, Russell’s definition does not account for a foundationalist picture of knowledge, as “foundational beliefs are exactly those that do not require any premises” (McGrew & McGrew 2007, p. 10). Importantly, however, McGrew (2007) notes that both the critique of Russell and the consequence for foundationalism from Russell’s view arguably do not succeed for similar reasons.
Namely, Gettier cases are troublesome due to conflating two different senses of justification. For justification1, we may think of supporting propositions that “provide adequate grounds for rationally believing” (McGrew & McGrew 2007, p. 9) the original proposition (such as who will be hired). Here, McGrew concedes one would have justification1 in the Gettier case. However, one would still lack justification2, which is similarly defined as justification1 but also—and crucially—requiring that the supporting proposition(s) be true. In this way, McGrew echoes Russell. Yet, one may want to push back against McGrew and Russell’s solution here, as we want to say that justification can seemingly obtain even if one’s supporting premises turn out to be false. That is, something could be rational to believe even if false. This is to take justification1 as being all-encompassing for justification in the JTB account, and so the Gettier problem stands. However, the question here is not whether Gettier cases provide counterexamples to what is rational to believe or not, but, rather, whether one has knowledge in such cases. Knowledge, as Gettier and Russell argue, requires justification to also be based on truth and not merely rationality. As for foundational beliefs, McGrew (2007, p. 10), notes that “it is not possible for a foundational belief to be rationally held but false” and the proposition itself, under a foundationalist view, is supportive of itself.
While I am keen on McGrew and Russell’s response to the Gettier problem, it is worth acknowledging it as an interesting epistemological issue. Equally interesting is the numerous, conflicting responses to it. Specifically, philosophers have argued that the problem is definitive while others say it is inconclusive, or that there is a “clear and easy solution” while others deny any solution is possible (Gettier 2017, p. 1). The problem has also elucidated separate but connected issues within epistemology, such as questions of epistemic luck and virtue epistemology (Pritchard 2003, Broncano-Berrocal 2023), the debate between internalists and externalists on justification (Hetherington 2018), and the prospects of fallibilism, where one can have knowledge without certainty (Anderson 2018). Taking from the above, one of the obvious and notable benefits of this literature is that the varied responses to the Getter problem have helped philosophers refine positions within epistemology. Put generally, Gettier cases have produced both “orthodox” responses and “revisionary” responses (Cath 2015, p. 7) in giving an account of knowledge.
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3. G. E. Moore, ‘Certainty’, in Willis Doney (ed.), Descartes: a collection of critical essays (London and Melbourne: Macmillan, 1968).
In this paper, G.E. Moore expounds realism in the shape of common sense and, in turn, argues against skepticism or an idealism about the external world or one’s own existence. To do this, Moore (1968, p. 27) begins by making a few “assertions quite positively.” Namely, he makes claims about the existence of his body and the room he occupies, such as that he has clothes on and that there are people, windows, and doors sharing the room with him. Importantly, too, is that Moore notes that one could not be reasonably accused of dogmatism for claiming to know that, say, one is wearing clothes or the present room has doors and windows. In fact, Moore (1968, p. 28) goes on to state that it would be absurd for one to say that they merely think such things as opposed to knowing them. This appears to support Moore’s notion of common sense realism, where there exists an external world and one has knowledge of it.
Shortly after, Moore turns his attention to certainty itself. Explicitly, he argues that, simply because a proposition is contingent (such as that he is standing) it does not follow that it cannot be known. Moore’s worry is that we equivocate on the use of “logical possibility” to suggest a proposition could be wrong and not really known. He grants that such contingent propositions may be false, but it does not follow, from this fact alone, that one cannot know them. As Moore (1968, p. 32) states, “some other argument must be brought forward for this contention, over and above the mere fact that this proposition is contingent . . . .” This point in particular, I believe, is very pertinent to Moore’s later (and arguably disappointing) discussion of the Cartesian skeptic’s worry that one may be dreaming while confidently asserting claims about one’s body and the occupied room.
After this, Moore goes on to dissect the use and meaning of “certain” itself. As Moore argues, it seems that when one claims “x is certain,” then there is a claim to truth—“he is asserting . . . that he himself knows that p is true” (Moore 1963, p. 42). However, the inverse does not appear to follow, as one can claim “it is not certain that x,” which fails to contradict the one who claims “x is certain,” as the latter is only going so far as to saying, “he personally does not know that p is true” (Moore 1963, p. 42). Through this analysis of certainty, Moore puts the skeptic, I believe, on the back foot, as both the skeptic and the realist can fail to agree on the certainty of x, and yet the skeptic’s denial seemingly fails to rebuke the realist’s certainty or claim to knowledge.
Now, most strangely of all, we get the final four paragraphs of “Certainty” that, as noted in the text, “Moore was particularly dissatisfied with” (Moore 1963, p. 53). The dissatisfaction may come from the perception that “Moore acknowledges defeat: having agreed that if he does not know that he is not dreaming” (Baldwin 2010) then the initial claims of Moore about his body and the room are undercut by the worries of the Cartesian skeptic. That is, he cannot really know there is a room with windows and a door if he does not know that he is not dreaming.
Personally, I find it difficult to reconcile Moore’s earlier arguments in the paper with his supposed admission of defeat at the end. To salvage Moore’s arguments, I think one is left having to do a bit of heavy lifting that is missing from the paper (again, largely due to the ending). One defense I have read of Moore is that the Cartesian skeptic’s worry of dreaming may undermine one’s ability to prove p, but it does not undermine one’s ability to know p (Anandasagar 2022).
This, I think, is plausible, as Moore’s earlier contention with certainty was that the skeptic seems to merely claim a lack of knowledge of p or it having not yet been proved. Meanwhile, the realist who claims certainty has expressed the truth and knowledge of p, but perhaps its proof remains ambiguous or untouched. Of course, one may then accuse Moore of dogmatism as holding to knowledge without explicit proof, but Moore addresses this at the beginning by stating the absurdity of accusing one of dogmatism on such claims. Lastly, Moore’s earlier discussion (it also appears near the end as well) on logical possibility may be telling. Namely, perhaps Moore’s invocation of logical possibility helps bolster the distinction between knowing p and proving p, as knowing p is not undercut by the logical possibility of p being false. Yet, a formal proof may require inescapable steps or premises that prove p.
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4. Hume, ‘Of the Idea of Necessary Connexion’, in Enquiry Concerning Human Understanding (1748), Part 1, Section 7.
Famously, parts of the “Enquiry” has Hume concerned with inductive reasoning. More precisely, the problem that concerns Hume is that there is an apparent lack of justification for it. In Section 7, Hume addresses the supposed necessity of cause and effect relations. In this way, the problem of induction is bolstered, as Hume argues that what we witness with cause and effect is a matter of experience or habit, as opposed to seeing a necessary connection between two events. Additionally, although I won’t discuss it much here, Hume touches on the connection between the body and the soul.
Hume’s conclusion is, to say the least, counterintuitive to many. It amounts to denying the necessary connection within cause and effect and instead substitutes it with facts about our psychology and a plain statement that when we observe a supposed instance of cause and effect that, “We only find, that the one does actually, in fact, follow the other” (Hume 1748, p. 44). In other words, while we may see B follow A, the cause and effect relationship remains unsubstantiated, and we can only, at most, say B follows A, as opposed to saying A causes B. However, some philosophers have argued that Hume’s position on causation may be less radical, in that he either posits that the problem of induction remains for rationalists and empiricists alike or, more ambitiously, that his “inductive skepticism is . . . consistent with various contemporary attempts to solve the problem of induction” (Horgan 1985, p. 278). For my interpretation of Hume, I see him as arguing for the radical conclusion that denies causation as a necessary connection, and I believe this follows from his categorization of truth falling under either relations of ideas or matters of fact.
In contrast, we have Richard Price, a contemporary of Hume, offering a very direct account of causation. While many philosophers find the divvying up of Hume vs the rationalists as categories that are too crude or not entirely accurate (Kail 2008), Price represented what could be called the rationalist tradition. This can be seen when Price (1758, p. 11) states that, “The necessity that everything that happens should have a cause is an essential principle, a primary perception of the understanding.” Yet, this alone would not refute Hume, as Hume argues that such primary perception lies not within the understanding (in other words, some sort of rationalist, intellectual insight) but is a matter of psychological projection. The debate similarly resembles the dispute had on morality between the “sentimentalists” (such as Hume and Adam Smith) and the rationalists (notably, Price again). In fact, both Price and Hume (1748, p. 53) make explicit reference to limits of “the understanding” as a point of contention.
To further engage, Price (1758, p. 11) argues that to deny causation would be equal to asserting that propositions such as “a change that has been derived from nothing” or “a body that has begun to move but hasn’t been moved” could be true. In this way, I believe a stalemate occurs between Hume and Price, and one would require a further exploration of the merits of the epistemology backing each one. That is, those leaning toward Hume’s skepticism would not grant that Price has pointed toward metaphysical truths that we can understand through the understanding alone, while those leaning toward Price’s rationalism would grant that the above are serious contenders for self-evident claims (and, so, vindicating causation).
In response, Hume, I believe, has a worthy counterargument. Specifically, if causation were a matter of the understanding, then surely we should have an idea of how A will cause B prior to experiencing it. Yet, as Hume argues, it is only through experience that we know how the supposed necessary connection will unfold. The answer open to Price is that we may not have an idea, until after experience, what effect A will have on B, but we grasp the principle underlying it. It is analogous to W.D. Ross’ (1930) moral epistemology, in which we have an intuition of prima facie duties such as being benevolent, but our actual duties in concrete cases require an evaluation of all things considered. Granted, Hume could reply that such an account for the actual duty may be reflected on and we may come to an answer similar to the initial prima facie duties, while we could never reflect (and come to know) how previously unknown objects will interact.
Overall, I believe Hume offers a very interesting problem that touches upon both epistemology and metaphysics. In some ways, it is reminiscent of the skeptical worries raised by Descartes (1641) in “Meditations on First Philosophy,” but it is controversial whether Hume accepts the skeptical position—while Descartes hoped to overcome skepticism—or, as some contemporary accounts argue, merely raises an interesting puzzle for induction.
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5. Peter Unger, ‘In Defense of Skepticism’, The Philosophical Review, Vo.80, No.2, 1971, pp.198-219.
Here, Peter Unger (1971, p. 198) defends an ostensibly moderate form of skepticism, with the thesis explicitly being “every human being knows, at best, hardly anything to be so.” The things which we do not know include mathematical truths or even whether Unger’s skepticism itself is true. The brunt of Unger’s case for this apparently less radical skepticism seems to rely on 1) knowledge requiring certainty and 2) the disconnect between language and the world as it is.
To bolster the above two points, Unger discusses relative and absolute terms, such as bumpy for the former and flat for the latter. Additionally, there is the further distinction between absolute terms and basic absolute terms. What would make a term basic and absolute is that it “is not (naturally) defined in terms of some other absolute term” (Unger 1971, p. 203), with “straight” being given as an example, as it has no further absolute terms within it defining it. This is unlike the absolute term “cube,” which must rely on supplementary absolute terms (terms Unger deems basic and absolute) such as “straight.” Unfortunately for absolute terms, Unger claims that they still admit to degrees, as in the case of relative terms. Using the example of a table and its characteristics, it appears, Unger argues, to resemble the relative quality of being bumpy. That is, when we speak of the bumpiness of a table, it implicitly assumes qualifiers such as “nearly” or “how close to being” (Unger 1971, p. 204). Yet, the same observation applies to the absolute term of “flatness,” as we begin to refine our use of the absolute term “flat” for the table as perhaps being “nearly flat.”
In bringing us back to skepticism, Unger connects the above points to certainty itself. Namely, if something is truly flat, then there “never is any surface which is flatter than it” (Unger 1971, p. 211). Likewise, with certainty, if one truly has certainty, then there “never is anything of which he is more certain” (Unger 1971, p. 212). Yet, Unger asks us to consider a simple mathematical proposition, such as 45 and 56 amounts to 101. Reflecting on this proposition, we cannot claim certainty as outlined above. However, if mathematical truths lack such certainty, then we are seemingly less confident in claiming with certainty that people believe that automobiles exist.
This brings me to Unger’s last substantial point, and it is one that I had in mind from the beginning of Unger’s paper. In this section, Unger considers the position of having knowledge without certainty. The problem for Unger is that, if knowledge is possible without absolute certainty, then his skepticism is not maintainable. For such a position, it sounds like a form of fallibilism, where knowledge and fallibility are seen as compatible. In arguing against the disconnect between certainty and knowledge, Unger (1971, p. 216) brings attention to how we talk about having knowledge—hoping to draw a contradiction in asserting one has knowledge while denying one has certainty. An example he gives is that of saying “He really knows that it is raining, but he isn't actually certain of it.”
Therefore, Unger’s case for skepticism rests on the failings of the “traditional view.” Interestingly enough, if one were to deviate from the traditional view and opt for a form of fallibilism, then this can be connected to the earlier discussed Gettier problem, in that “it has been argued that the Gettier problem cannot be solved and that fallibilism will always bring with it a problematic kind of accidental success” (Reed 2012, p. 588). In other words, there is a concern that an acceptance of fallibilism would admit to allowing chance to constitute a part in knowledge (Pritchard 2005). The problem of epistemic luck in knowledge is discussed by Unger (1968) elsewhere. That said, the luck Unger seemingly addresses is that of luck of a “benign epistemic luck” (Pritchard 2005, p. 137) that has no bearing on whether one has knowledge, but, rather, whether one is luckily enough to be in a position of acquiring knowledge. Regardless, a form of fallibilism may necessarily undercut Unger’s skepticism, but it could be at the cost of not giving a satisfactory account of knowledge.
In closing, Unger gives an interesting argument for skepticism that seemingly gives a direct response to philosophers like Moore. However, I believe Unger’s (1971, p. 214) case for skepticism should go beyond analyzing the “loosely, charitably, and casually” way we normally talk, as Unger seems to diagnose the confusion (and postulation) of non-skepticism on the misuse of language. Most notably, I believe a sustained criticism of fallibilism is needed to bolster Unger’s position. Without such critique, there remains a concern for the skeptic that, while the traditional view of knowledge is flawed, this, in itself, does not vindicate skepticism.
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