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KNOWLEDGE: EPISTEMOLOGY
WITHOUT NECESSARY AND
SUFFICIENT CONDITIONS
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OMETIME around 1335 William Heytesbury proposed the following
account of what he called knowledge in the ordinary sense (scientia
communiter loquendo):

.. .to know is nothing other than unhesitatingly to apprehend the truth —i.e.,
ro believe unhesitatingly that it is so when it is so in reality.!

Although this is one of the few pre-modern attempts to give an account of
knowledge in the sense in which we now use that term, Heytesbury’s
proposal has scarcely been noticed in recent centuries, even by historians
of medieval philosophy. At first glance this neglect might appear justified,
for the proposal faces obvious difficulties which were noticed immediately
by other philosophers of Heytesbury’s era. But despite the ease with which
counterexamples can be formulated, Heytesbury's proposal deserves our
attention. Its apparent inadequacy and naiveté stem from the mistaken
presupposition that Heytesbury must be putting forth a criterion of knowl-
edge. Once we set aside this interpretative bias — a bias founded on the
assumption that a theory of knowledge must be based on necessary and
sufficient conditions for what knowledge is — then it's easy to recognize
that Heytesbury has something interesting to say. What he gives us is not
a criterion for knowledge, but that makes it no less interesting.

1. THE ORBVIOUS PROBLEM

The quotation above is taken from a longer passage which makes it clear
that Heytesbury intends this account to apply to a particular range of
cases. The passage comes on the heels of a discussion involving knowledge
of the contingent proposition that someone is king. He says:

Thus speaking generally, in the way that continger.ts of that sort and acciden-
tal sensible characteristics are known, to know is nothing other than unhesi-
tatingly to apprehend the truth — i.e., to believe anhesitatingly that it is so
when it is so in reality. For in that way I know that Rome was a beautiful city,
that there are many men in Oxford, that this one is awake, that that oge is
asleep, and so on.?
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It is clear from this passage, and from the treatise’s opening words — “the
word ‘know’is used in many ways” — that Heytesbury intends this account
of knowledge to apply to a particular sort of knowledge. His expression
‘scientia communiter loquendo’ could be translated in several ways:
“knowledge taken broadly,” “knowledge loosely speaking,” or “knowledge
as commonly conceived.” But, as he says at the outset of the passage just
quoted, he is concerned with knowledge of contingent truths and “acciden-
tal sensible characteristics.” The examples he goes on to give make it clear
exactly the sort of thing he has in mind: facts about the world based (at
least typically) on sense perception. One sees that someone is awake or
asleep, or that there are many men in Oxford: one reads that Rome was
beautiful 3

It’s not certain whether Heytesbury means knowledge in this general
sense to cover only ordinary empirical knowledge, or whether it includes
this as well as demonstrative knowledge.* Either way, it’s clear that
Heytesbury takes ordinary empirical knawledge as his naradigm, and that
first and foremost he is giving an account of knowledge of that sort. Notice,
however, that none of his examples is a perfectly straight-forward case of
empirical knowledge. One infers that someone is asleep; one likewise has
to infer, typically, that there are now many men in Oxford; and one reiies
on the testimony of others in believing that Rome was beautiful. None of
these beliefs are based immediately and directly on sensory percepiion.
This points to the breadth of the sort of knowledge he has in mind. He
doesn’t mean to include just the most direct and paradigmatic cases of
sense perception (e.g., that thing is red). What he rather has in mind — as
is suggested by the phrase scientio communiter loguendo — is ordinary,
everyday, garden-variety, empirical knowledge.

Unfortunately, Heytesbury says practically nothing more about his pro-
posal. Presumably, the reason for this is that his focus in this work is on
analyzing sophismata (linguistic paradoxes) and not on epistemology. In
the context of Heyteshury’s treatise the passage under consideration is
peripheral — he devotes no more than a few paragraphs to the-thought,
and never returns to it. His brevity is especially unfortunate because the
proposal appears so inadequate as to be almost a non-starter, He intro-
duces his analysis with the formula “. . .to know is nothing other than...,”
which suggests that he is about to give us a strict criterion for knowledge.
But what follows seems at best incomplete if that were its point. Ivan Boh,
who is practically the only philosopher in recent vears to work on Heytes-
bury’s epistemology and the De scire et dubitare literature generally, comes
to the conclusien one would expect when he says that “one could never set
up [(Heytesbury’s account] as a viable definition of knowledge even of
contingent propositions.”® Heyteshury’s near contemporaries noticed the
same problem. Peter of Mantua, writing around the end of the fourteenth
century, offers a nice counterexample — specifically addressed to Heytesbury
— in the chapter of his Logica entitled “De scire et dubitare.”
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Let it be posited that Plato is before you, and that you know that he is running
and that you believe that he is Socrates, with the result that you believe firmly
that Socrates is running. But Socrates is running in Rome, although you don’t
know it. In that case you know that Socrates is running and you don’t know
that Socrates is running.®

The argument hardly needs further elaboration. As the example stands,
according to Heytesbury’s thesis, you know that Socrates is running. For
you believe unhesitatingly (“firmly”) that Socrates is running, and in
reality Socrates is running. But it seems obvious that you know ne such
thing.

Why shouldn’t this be considered knowledge? According to Peter “you do
not know that Socrates is running because there is no evidence through
which you know that Socrates is running.”” Cajetan of Thiene {(1468-1534),
discussing Heytesbury in light of Peter’s counterexample, puts the argu-
ment in much the same way:

Alavawthalanag srase dn st Trmoos thot Qanmatna 0 manr.dne hanatsnn cmos hvarn s
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evidence on account of which you so know. For you have evidence of Plato's

running in front of you, which does not make it the case that you know that

Socrates is running.® -
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Neither Cajetan nor Peter attempts to say precisely what sort of evidence
is needed for knowledge, (Indeed, as we'll see shortly, each tries to preserve
Heytesbury’s proposal as a criterion for knowledge without adding a fur-
ther clause requiring evidence.) In retrospect it is no wonder Cajetan and
Peter are rather vague. It's quite difficult to specify exactly what it is in the
above scenario that you lack, what it is that leaves you without knowledge

and makes this o successful counterexample. We might say that you have

no good reason to believe that Socrates is running, or that it’s just pure
luck that he really is running, or — as Cajetan and Peter say — that the
evidence for your beliefis wholly inadequate. Until we decide on the correct
criteria for knowledge we have to rely on our commonsense ideas about
knowledge in evaluating any proposed criteria. But measured by these
commonsense standards, Peter’s counterexample seems devastatingly ef-
fective. (Boh characterizes Peter’s counterexample as “rather fatal” to
Heytesbury's account.®) On Heytesbury’s proposal, taken as a criterion,
wishful thinking, if right, would count as knowledge when believed unre-
servedly. So would insane prophesies, arrogant surmises and wild but
firmly believed guesses — if they turn out to be true. Peter’s counterexam-
ple is just one instance of this sort. Heytesbury seems simply not to have
considered the possibility that we might believe something firmly, and yet
just be lucky when it turns out that that belief is true.

The difficulty is that Heytesbury’s requirement of belief without hesita-
tion is entirely subjective. One can believe unhesitatingly without having
good evidence for doing so; one can believe unhesitatingly in the most
irratienal circumstances. If Heytesbury meant to build some sort of objec-
tive constraint into his account — e.g., that the belief be truth-tracking, or
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rational, or something else of this sort — he certainly failed to convey that
intent. Both Peter and Cajetan take Heytesbury to be speaking of a merely
subjective state — of a psychological readiness to believe without reserva-
tion, to “believe firmly” as Peter puts it above. Note that the exact nature
of Peter’s counterexample would depend on fiiling in the story more. Why,
for instance, have you taken Plato to be Socrates? Did you attempt, for
instance, to make the identification from a great distance? Is Plato in
disguise? Are they twins? But it seems clear that without some further

restraint Heytesbury’s account will not match very well with our ordinary
concept of knowledge.

We can also raise problems for Heytesbury if we take him to be proposing
that unhesitating beliefig a necessary condition on knowledge. For it seems
that occasionally, at least, one knows something but is nevertheless reluc-
tant to believe it. One might for instance know that a close friend has died

and yet have a very difficult time believing this. Consider also the conclu-

ston of a long and complicated deduction. One might be quile ceriain that

a particular outcome is entailed by an argument, but still have a hard time
believing that conclusion, at least at first. (If nothing else comes to mind,
think of balancing your checkbook.) These examples seem to show that
Heytesbury’s conditions are no more necessary than they are sufficient for
knowledge. One might reply that these examples are not paradigm cases
of knowledge. But even if this were so it seems odd to exclude them entirely
from the realm of knowledge and insist that al knowledge involves unhesi-
tating assent.

Both Peter and Cajetan, despite clearly identifying the problem which
confronts Heytesbury, try to salvage his proposal. The two agree in treating
it as a criterion for knowledge, and each tries to sidestep counterexamples
like the Plato/Socrates one above while leaving the original proposal basi-
cally intact. Peter thought the theory could be salvaged by adding an
additional requirement to Heytesbury’s original thesis. According to Peter,
you know that Socrates is running if and only if

- . .you believe firmly that Socrates is running while you are not deceived about

wrm signification of any of these terms ‘Socrates’ and ‘is running’, and Socrates

is running.*¥
Peter clearly takes Heytesbury’s proposal to be a criterion for knowledge
—~- and so he tries to fix it by adding an additional clause. In the case of the
Plato/Socrates counterexample. where you believe that Plato is Socrates,
the addition works. Since you most certainly are confused about the signi-
fication (i.e., the reference) of the term ‘Bocrates,’ you can’t, in the example,
be said to know that Socrates is running. (It’s also worth noting that his
proposal is effective against some varieties of the Gettier problem, where
the referent of, say, ‘the man who will get the job’is exactly what is at issue.
You don't know that the man who will get the job has ten coins in his pocket,
because you think ‘the man who will get the Jjob’refers to Jones. )
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But it’s not difficult to see that Peter’s proposed revision is inadequate
as a general rule. As a criterion for knowledge this restriction en reference,
when combined with Heytesbury’s original propoesal, is neither necessary
nor sufficient. By altering somewhat the eriginal counterexample, it is easy
enough to formulate an example that viclates the Heytesbury-Peter crite-
rion. Imagine that you believe firmly that Socrates is angry, and you base
your belief on the fact that he is scowling. Socrates actually is angry. But
unbeknownst to vou, Socrates aiways has a scowl on his face, whether he
is angry or not. So your belief that Socrates is angry, although you believe
it firmly and it is true, is not knowledge, just as your belief that Socrates
is running was not knowledge. But in the present case it does not seem
that you are confused about the signification of the terms. You understand
what ‘Socrates’ signifies; you understand what ‘is angry’signifies. (You may
be confused about the signification of the scowl, but that's not one of the
terms in the proposition you believe.) So in this revised counterexample all
of Peter’s criteria are met, but you don’t have knowiedge. Such examples
can easily be multiplied. 'm sure the Twins are going to win the 28._,&
Series next year. Let’s imagine that in fact they are. But obviously I mos_ﬁ
know that, despite my corifidence in them. In general Peter of Emnﬁcm s
proposal is far too ad hoc to turn Heytesbury's proposal inte a satisfactory
criterion for knowledge.

It’s also not clear that Peter’s added criterion is necessary. This will
depend on what he means by signification.!? There is a sense, for instance,
in which if you lived in the fourteenth century you would have been
deceived about the signification of ‘St. Dionysius’insofar as you éoﬁ@ r.mqo
wrongly taken that name to refer to the author of the De &Sﬂ@:m
nominibus and various other Christian neo-Platonic works. Still you might
Enow that Si. Dionysius was a first-century Athenian Christian, nod<m3.mm
by St. Paul. And you might know this while being deceived all the Sr.Lm
about the signification of ‘St. Dionysius.’ To avoid counterexamples of this
sort Peter will have to treat signification as reference, and will have to have
an account of reference on which you can be correct in the reference of a
word even while mistaken in some elements of the description you .iosE
give to pick out the ohject that is the referent. Even when taken in this way,
however, it’s not clear that Peter's addition is necessary. It seems, for
instance, that I might know that the author of the De divinibus aosh.ﬁvmm
was a Christian — while wrongly thinking that the author in question is
St. Dionysius. It's possible that with enough ingenuity Peter could sidestep
all such counterexamples to the necessity of his amendment. But on the
face of things it seems that his revisions result in a criterion that is neither

necessary nor sufficient.

Cajetan, writing not long after Peter, has a different strategy m,:. saving
Heytesbury. After noting that “some” have opted for Peter’s m&.cgo:. — no
names are mentioned, but Cajetan clearly has Peter himself in BE&. —
Cajetan claims that the Plato/Socrates counterexample can simply he denied.
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But it seems to me that we can in the first case [Peter's case} concede that 1
do know that Socrates is running. For although I don’t know that Socrates is
running by these propositions — “this is running’ and ‘this is Socrates’— when
they are picking out Plato, whom [ believe to be Socrates, nevertheless I know
that Socrates is running by this proposition — ‘Socrates is running’ — which
is true and firmly believed, signifying precisely that Socrates is running.13

Here Cajetan distinguishes two different ways of analyzing the counterex-
ampie. Peter’s appeal to reference is successful, according to Cajetan, only
cn one analysis. First, we might take my belief to be based on two simpler
propositions: this 1s running and this is Socrates, where the referent in each
is Plato.* When the grounds of my belief are analyzed in this way, it's clear
that I am relying on an unsound inference: it’s false that this is Socrates.
But the mere fact that I'm relying on an unsound inference docsn’t show
that I don’t have knowledge, at least as far as Heytesbury’s proposal is
concerned. On Heytesbury’s proposal, when understood as a criterion,
unhesitating true beliefs will be knowledge regardless of whether they are
based on a sound or unsound inference. Ca ietan neverthalacs drowrs atben.
tion to the grounds of my belief in this case because here it is plausible to
hold that I am deceived in the reference of one of the terms, In this case
Peter’s analysis rightly applies. But on a second analysis of the case,
Cajetan holds that I would have knowiedge despite the circumstances of
the alleged counterexample, If T firmly believe that Socrates is running,
and if the term ‘Socrates’ in that belief picks out the real Socrates (who
happens to be in Rome), then I do have knowledge. When the circumstances
are considered in this way there is no reason to think I am confused about
the reference of the terms in my belief.

So Cajetan claims that Peter’s treatment of the counterexample is effec-
tive only on one interpretation: when the knowledge is arrived at through
the unsound inference he described above. In such a case my beliefis based
on the two premises of the inference — that man is running, and that man
is Socrates — and here I clearly am involved in a reference confusion. But
I might in the situation described come to believe simply that Socrates is
running, without making any such inference, and in such a case there is
no basis for insisting that a reference confusion is involved. Of course my
true beliel wouid stili be based on false evidence, but that doesn’t show that
the referent of my belief is Plato. Cajetan’s point here seems plausible. I
might see Plato running, come to believe that Socrates is running, and go
on for a while thinking about good old Socrates and what a speedy fellow
he is. In such a case there is no basis for accusing me of being confused in
the signification of my beliefs. It’s plain I'm thinking about Socrates. So
Cajetan denies that Peter’s treatment of the proposed counterexample is
effective in every case.

But it may seem that Cajetan is now hurting Heytesbury more than
helping him. For how, in the case described, can T krow that Socrates is
running? My evidence — Plato's running — seems decidedly bad, and
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Cajetan, like Peter, had formulated the counterexample in wm.dd.m of the
need for evidence (nn.7-8). Cajetan’s reply here is not very m.msm@.ﬁm.. For
one thing, he says, it can’t be true that I have no apprehension (notitia) of
Socrates. I couldn’t believe that Socrates is running a._.::mmm 1 were to have
an apprehension of Socrates and I were to cognize him.”" But ﬂ.Em seems
to show merely that I must at some point have become mmw_E:.mH. with
Socrates. This certainly doesn’t count as evidence for Socrates Uw\ubm run-
ning, Tt appears Cajetan would simply deny that any such evidence is
needed. IFor he goes on to say that “often false things ﬁwomznm an mﬁwnmvmb-
sion of true things,”!® which suggests he sees :Q.&Sm wrong with &m
possibility of coming to know that Socrates is running m&m.q on the basis
of having seen Plato running. This is not an mEam_..mmHEN avenue for
exploration, but Cajetan gives it no more than sz. passing glance, >wmmw-
ently he fails to see the apparently devastating difficulties confronting a
theory of knowledge along these lines. If Cajetan would allow knowledge
in the Plato/Socrates case, would he also aliow knowledge based on un-
sound inferences, or knowledge based on lucky guesses? A successful de-
fense of Heytesbury would have to take up these problems.

We have yet to see mdwu&dcm like a cogent amm.mbmma o%. Emﬁmm._”.idxm
proposal when understood as offering necessary md.n sufficient oosﬁ.:ﬁ.uobm
for knowledge. If no more can be said on behalf of his account then it is no
wonder it has received so little attention. So long as we assume that
Heyteshury is offering a criterion of knowledge we éob.vn be able to say an.w
to make his theory look more interesting. As a criterion of knowledge, his
account simply doesn’t have much going for it. In %.mo,ﬁ, __Swaqmmmw“ Ewﬁmmvﬁﬂ,ﬂ
isn't giving us a criierion ai all. To ihis end 1t will helplul Lo luok al some
of the scholastic antecedents of his proposal.

2. THE MEDIEVAL BACKGROUND

Epistemology as we think of it got a late start in the Middle >mmm..ﬁ. O:.m
reason for this was that Plato’s dialogues were unknown, and 8o no inspi-
ration could be drawn from the Theaetetus or the Em:a.v.: is Henry of
Gheni who deserves credit as the first scholastic E take mmﬂmzmww both _&‘m
problem of skepticism and the need to give an mdm_%mu.m of oa_:m.@ 9.3:5-
cal knowledge. At the outset of his Summa quaestionum ordinariarum
{circa 1277), Henry declares that

I take ‘to know’ [scire] broadly for every certain mtﬁ.wmw%wmwob by which a thing
is cognized as it is, without any mistake or deception.

Among Aristotelians it was standard to treat ‘scientia’ as the ﬁ_..omcﬁ of a
demonstrative syllogism. In this sense, common among mmr&mmgn,mc.gowm”
only necessary truths could be known. '® But at the same Sd:.y S..Eﬁ mnwm:mma
imw being given this extremely narrow technical mmmESwP it was _”.um.Em
used routinely as a general, non-technical term M.S,. ordinary, empirical
knowledge — e.g., the knowledge that Socrates is white, or that that man
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wm the king. Given this ordinary usage, it was inevitable that ‘scientia’ and
its cognates would come to be defined in a broader sense, and this is what
we see Henry of Ghent attempting to do. His is an earlier attempt at the
same project as Heytesbury’s: to understand the more inclusive, casual
mobmm of the term knowledge’ that is not limited strictly to demonstrative
proofs.

Although most of the subtleties of Henry’s own account of “knowledge in
a broad sense” may be passed over, one detail needs to be noticed. When
Imbdw says that the apprehension must be certain, his claim is ambiguous.
Im. might on the one hand be arguing that the apprehension must he
objectively certain — i.e., that there must in actual fact be no possibility of
errar. This is a characterization of knowledge that appears b.mnﬂmd& in
other thirteenth-century accounts of knowledge.!* On the other hand
Henry might be calling for subjective certainty. He might mean, that wm,
that .Wdoimamm requires an apprehension about which the subject \,m&m“
certain. These are obvicusly two very different clabns; further study ot
Henry’s position would be required to decide which of the two he means.
But the relevant point for our purposes is that Heytesbury’s “believe
unhesitatingly” requirement calls for something much like the subjective
ceriainty that one might see in Henry’s proposal. To be sure, the two need
mﬁ be identical, Unhesitating belief seems to be a matter of behavior or
disposition. Subjective certainty, on the other hand, suggests an element
of self-evaluation. In many cases the question ‘Am I certain? never comes
up; sometimes, moreover, we believe without hesitation something that, on
nmmmoaw:. Acm find we are not certain about. Nevertheless there is a tight
vutiistuull belween these Lwo proposals, insofar as anyone who is certain
about something will believe it without hesitation. So Heytesbury’s stand-
ard would be met by anyone who met the subjective certainty standard.
wﬁ:.n Mrm inverse does not hold; the subjective certainty proposal is more
strict.

#._m s.:&mmw whether Henry of Ghent means to link knowledge with
subjective certainty. But we can find several philosophers in the fourteenth
century who clearly do so. Robert Holeot, writing just a few vears before

Mmmﬁmm,c:wx makes the following attempt to distinguish knowledge from
oubt;

Hrm term nrdcﬁ_mmmm. is one term standing for a number of signs ordered to
signify moEmﬁ.?.:m true or false. And at the same time as this it connotes or
imports SS. tl is certain to intellect that things are in reality as is denoted by
that [proposition]. But the term ‘doubt’ sometimes stands for the same propo-
sition, and at the same time imports or connotes that the intellect was not
certain whether things were or were not in reality as they are denoted by that

propaosition.2?
The similarity between the part of the text emphasized here and Heytes-
Ur:.%.m thesis is obvious and striking. Holcot clearly has in mind subjective
certainty; this is clear from the fact that he refers to its being not certain
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simpliciter, but “certain to intellect” that things are as is denoted. Likewise
he says of doubt that it connotes subjective uncertainty on the part of
intellect. Holcot gave this quodlibetal question in Cambridge in 1333.2
Heytesbury’s Regulae, according to the explicit of one manuscript, dates
from Oxford in 1335.2 So it would be reasonable on this basis to wonder
about a connection between the two accounts.

Despite the similarities, however, Holeot is up to something very differ-
enl from Heylesbury’s concerns. Holcoi 1s concerned wiihi the lvurteenth-
century controversy over the objects of knowledge.?® According to him, what
one knows is a proposition — e.g., a written or spoken sentence, or a
thought. The same, he holds, is true of doubt and other propositional
altitudes. So knowing, doubting, believing, elc. are ali relations of a cogni-
tive subject to a proposilion, as we might put it. (In the above passage he
refers to a proposition as “a number of signs ordered to signify something
true or false.”) This account raises the question of what distinguishes
different attitudes directed to the samie proposition. Hiolcots answer is that
the difference between knowing and doubting a given proposition consists
in the presence or absence of the subject’s subjective certainty. Holcot needs
to invoke subjective certainty, in other words, only to distinguish knowl-
edge from other propositional attitudes. This means that he does not need
to offer a complete or general analysis of knowledge, but only a single
individuating condition that can mark knowledge off from doubting, fear-
ing, and the rest. Note that Holcot doesn’t even include the most obvious
of necessary conditions for any kind of knowledge: that the belief be true.
Heytesbury, in contrast, does think it necessary to include as the condition
that the belief be true. In addition, 1leyiesbury uses the {ormula noted
already — “ . .to know is nothing other than. . .” — which serves to
emphasize that this is, in some sense, an analysis that the reader is being
given. Finally note that in his Sentences-commentary, when he is not
concerned with the controversy over the objects of knowledge, Holcot gives
a very different account of knowledge, one which entirely omits any men-
tion of certainty or unhesitating belief.2* So even if there is an historical
link between Heytesbury and this quodlibetal question of Holcot's, we are
far from a satisfactory answer to the question of what led Hevtesbury to

advance his thesis.

It may be, however, that both Holcot’s and Heytesbury’s source is their
fellow Englishman William Ockham. In the prologue to his Expositio of
Aristotle’s Physies (c.1322), he notes that knowledge “is taken in many
ways” — almost the same words with which Heytesbury begins his own
treatise. The first kind of knowledge that Ockham describes is as follows:

In one way knowledge is a certain apprehension of something true. And in this
way some things are known through faith alene  as when we say we know
that Rome is a iarge city, even though we haven't seen it. Likewise L say I know
that he is my father and she is my mother, and so on for other things that are
not evidently apprehended. Nevertheless, because we adhere to them without
any doubt and because they are true, we are said to know them.2’
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Ockham’s position closely matches Heytesbury’s. For one thing both pick
cases of non-immediate empirical knowledge — here Ockham’s examples
are based on the testimony of others. Further, Ockham invokes something
very close to Heytesbury’s unhesitating belief. The last sentence of the
passage suggests that for the sort of knowledge Ockham has in mind it is
sufficient that (a) the belief be true and (b) we adhere to it without any

doubt. This is much the same as the characterization that Heytesbury gives
us.,

But as close as this passage is to Heytesbhury’s position, there are impor-
tant differences. Whereas Heytesbury purports to provide a general ac-
count of knowledge in the ordinary sense, Ockham is describing only one
narrow sort of knowledge: knowledge based on the testimony of others.
Ockham goes on in the Expositio to describe three other sorts of scientia,
The last two concern demonstrative knowledge of necessary truths. But
the second kind of knowledge Ockham lists, and which he calls “evident”
knowledre, includes ordinar ¥ direci, empirical knowledge — e.g., seeing
that the wall is white. He contrasts knowledge of this kind with the first
kind described, and there is no claim that this second sort of knowledge
involves any sort of subjective certainty or unhesitating assent. So Heytes-
bury, even if he is drawing inspiration from Ockham, is putting Ockham’s
account to a radically wider use: Heytesbury’s claim covers not Jjust knowl-
edge obtained through the testimony of others, but all kinds of knowledge
of contingent truths. The question remains, therefore, why Heytesbury
would have taken Ockham’s rather narrow claim and employed it as a
general account of scientia communiter loquendo.

The examples of Henry of GGhent, Robert Holcot and William Ockham
show that Heytesbury’s proposal is not entirely unprecedented. But nev-
ertheless his proposal remains novel in the medieval period. Heytesbury
follows Henry of Ghent in attempting a general characterization of knowl-
edge in the ordinary sense. And he follows Holeot and Ockham in incorpo-
rating something at least close to the notion of subjective certainty. But in
important respects Heytesbury is doing something different from any of
those three. So we can return now to the problem with which this paper
began, the difficulty of finding any promising way of understanding
Heytesbury’s proposal.

3. A CHARACTERIZATION WITHOUT CRITERIA

Heytesbury’s proposal can be defended if we give up trying to understand
it as a criterion. At this point more should be said about the distinction
between giving a characterization of a phenomenon and formulating crite-
rig for it. The latter, as already indicated, means the establishment of
necessary and sufficient conditions for that phenomenon's obtaining. One
can characterize a phenomenon, however, without giving necessary and
sufficient conditions. Indeed obvi ously it’s often more interesting to formu-

-
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late characterizations that are neither necessary nor sufficient. ﬁ“um mmmu.\ to
think of examples where this is so. We might, for instance, be discussing
what makes a work of literature a classic. The vividness of the characters,
the social and political relevance of the theme, the quality of .ﬁrm prose —
all these factors might come to mind, but of course there might well be
counterexamples to any given quality. None of these features seem neces-
sary or sufficient. It would indeed be a rather dull w«o.wmn.ﬁ to ..u.% to formulate
such conditions. Presumably a work must be influential (in some sense),
over time, to be a classic. But is this sufficient? And how S&.H we measure
influence? One quickly grows tired of such pedantic distinctions.

Let us leave to one side the issue of whether it is equally :Hsﬁmn.mmﬁbm
to give a criterion for knowledge. The crucial point is that it is a Bumm&.mm
to assume that the only interesting way to characterize knowledge is in
terms of necessary and sufficient conditions. It’s this mistake that _mmmm.cm
to react so unfavorably to Heytesbury's proposal. By making the philo-
sophical mistake of assuming from the outset that all mb.m_%mwm of W:oi_-
edge must involve the giving of criteria, one is led to the E&oiw& mistake
of misreading Heytesbury. Once we put this misconception aside, we .85
see that he should be understood not as specifyin nocessary or sufficient
conditions, but as picking out features that are characteristic of the sort of

knowledge he is interested in.

So what could have led Heytesbury to propose unhesitating Uw:mm as a
characteristic of knowledge in the broad sense? It is surely one of the Enmﬁ
salient features of ordinary empirical knowledge that we hold ﬂrw _umrmm
with absolutely no hesitation or doubt. In this light it is Scl&. oczmaﬁ.._svm
some remarks made by Wittgenstein in On Certainty. One of éunﬁmmzmﬁmj 5
central claims in this work is that we use the word “know” &m.mﬁmbam in
different contexts. In particular, he argues that we often use “I know” to
mean “I am certain.” Consider the following passages:

86. Suppose I replaced Moore’s “I know” by “I am of the unshakeable
conviction?”

. [T I DY 73 (PRI | SR o M
instead of “1 know. . .=, vouldu’i Moore have said: “It stands fast 1

that. . .»? And further: “It stands fast for me and many others. . ..”

[
[
(=2}

272. I know = It is recognized by me as certain.

330. So here the sentence “I know. . .” expresses the readiness to believe
certain things.?8
Wittgenstein was loath to give necessary and sufficient conditions for
knowledge. Instead, he was interested in the characteristic uses of knowl-

edge claims.

H i !uv
230. We are asking ourselves: what do we do with a statement “I TEE. L
For it is not a question of mental processes or mental states. And that

is how one must decide whether something is knowledge or not.
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Wittgenstein is claiming that in some circumstances, but not in all, to know
means nothing other than unhesitatingly to believe something.

Heytesbury’s thesis is that this is the core usage of the verb “to know”
and its cognates. Recall his precise words: “thus speaking generally, in the
way that contingents of that sort and accidental sensible characteristics
are known, to know is nothing other than unhesitatingly to apprehend the
truth.” Like Wittgenstein, Heytesbury isn’t claiming that this is what “to
know” means in every case. Some forms of suéeniie are the product of a
syllogism, and knowledge of that kind won’t necessarily involve either g
feeling of certainty or a lack of hesitation, The results of a syllogism, as
noted earlier, can be quite hard to believe. Demonstrative knowledge, as
John Lecke would later note, “though it be certain, yet the evidence of it is
not altogether so clear and bright, nor the assent so ready, as in intuitive
knowledge.”” Heytesbury emphasizes that his proposal is meant primar-
ily, if not exclusively, as a characterization of knowledge of contingent
trnths The meost salient feature of this sori of knowiedge, Heytesbury
claims, is that it is accompanied by unhesitating belief,

Heytesbury’s examples illustrate this point. We don’t just believe on good
grounds that there are many men in Oxford —rather, we're absclutely
certain of that fact, unshakeably so. We're likewise certain that Rome was
a beautiful city, and certain whether someone is awake or asleep, even
though our evidence in these cases is less direct. Heytesbury's account of
such cases is informative even though it fails to be necessary or sufficient
for knowledge. It would in fact be misleading, in an important respect, to
describe such cases in what has become the traditional way: as true heliefs
based on sufficient evidence. Knowledge is more than that, at least char-
acteristically. Knowledge of the sort Heytesbury is interested in is not Just
a well-founded true belief, but is in the ordinary case something one is sure
of. Describing this sort of knowledge as a true beliefbased on good evidence
leaves out an important feature: that we come to these beliefs immediately
and unhesitatingly.

Since this thesis is meant as a characterization of what such knowledge
is typically like, the existence of recherché counterexamples carries no
weight against it. Heytesbury can agree that in isolated cases knowledge
in the ordinary sense will not be as he describes it. And he can accept Peter
of Mantua’s clever example showing that some things that meet the de-
scription are not knowledge. But such counterexamples don’t make Heytes-
bury’s characterization of knowledge communiter loquendo any less apt or
meaningful.

4. WHAT ABOUT JUSTIFICATION ?

Aquestion that remains, despite the foregoing discussion, is why Heytes-
bury says nothing about the need for Jjustification. The obvious problem
with Heytesbury’s proposal has been that he doesn’t require any kind of
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evidence or warrant. The fact that Heytesbury is not Eoﬁoﬂmm a criterion
explains why he needn’t be bothered by the ease with which mv@mwwbw
counterexamples can be formulated. But a piece of the puzzle remains
nonetheless. For regardless of whether one takes Heytesbury’s proposal as
a criterion or a characterization, one would expect any account of w:oé.w.
edge to involve the notion of justification. How can we understand this
apparent oversight? Before giving the mxu_mbm_:nb that in the end proves
satisfactory, several alternatives should be examined.

4.1. Ignorance Is No Defense

One possibility is that Heytesbury just failed to see that true beliefs must
in some way be warranted if they are to count as knowledge. Some remarks
by T.K. Scott might lead one to think that this must have been the case.

According to Scott,

i . lastics realized, that
Ockham seems to have realized what very few other scholasti L
knowing involves more than merely u.ﬁnm_dw mnod.mnzw or believing what is true.
It also requires that the belief be justified.

It seems to me that it would be astonishing if Scott were right that gﬁ.:.%
few other scholastics” realized that knowing involves more than true wﬁnnh
{(Let’s leave what he says about Ockham aside.) For it is just boﬂ. a terribly
deep insight to see that knowledge requires more than true belief. Surely
anyone can see, for instance, that a true belief based on a lucky m.:mmwm
doesn’t count as knowledge. And it’s perfectly obvious that the Hmeob it
doesn’t count as knowledge is that the believer doesn’t have goed evidence

I I - L ancider
; ) aw anvone who hothared to consider
for that belief It's hard for me to see how anyone who bothered to co

such issues could not realize this fact. Indeed, it's hard to see how one no.cE
engage in ﬁE_omoﬁTw at all without nmoomﬁwmwsm.?mm knowledge requires
justification. Producing justification for one’s _umrmh.q_ is M.; the very dmmi. H_:.
the philosephical project. That’'s what argumentation is all about. So it’s
unclear what it would even mean to say of a philosopher that he was
unaware that knowledge requires justification.

It is true that the scholastics don’t say that knowledge is justified true
belief, or even consider the yuesiion. But this shows not that they were
confused on such an obvious point, buti that they weren’t concerned with
establishing criteria for knowledge at all. The questions never arose that
would have led them to make explicit statements about these EcEmEn..w.
The scholastics did fail to see how difficult and thecretically wbﬂowcmﬁum it
is to try to frame necessary and sufficient conditions for non-demonstrative
knowledge. If they had seen this (if, for instance, they had read ﬁ.rm
Theaetetus), they undoubtedly would have rapidly noticed that true belief
requires something like warrant, and would Eam._% T.Wﬂm mOmm.ou tc .woi:
endless variations on the Gettier problem. Their failure to investigate
these problems fuliy should not be taken to show that Su.m% were unaware
of such cbvious epistemological facts as that knowledge is more than true
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belief, or that true belief requires warrant of some kind in order to be
knowledge.

If this seems like mere speculation then recall that Heytesbury’s com-
mentators do explicitly link knowledge with having evidence. Peter of
Mantua, as we’ve seen, argues that in the scenario established in his
counterexample “you do not know that Socrates is running because there
is no evidence through which you know that Socrates is running.” Cajetan
says much the same thing. But, pace Scott, this is no grand theoretical
breakthrough of the late fourteenth century. Each is merely stating the
obvious. It's only bhecause Peter and Cajetan are becoming increasingly
interested in necessary and sufficient conditions that they think to raise
counterexamples which make it shvious that justificalion is an element in
knowledge. Earlier scholastics would have said much the same thingifthey
had been interested in the same problems. In Heytesbury, then, one needn’t
take the absence of a justification requirement as the result of ignorance,

4.2. Justification and Faith

Another possible explanation for the absence of Justification in Heytes-
bury’s account is that he wanted to include faith as a kind of knowledge.?®
Heytesbury himselfis silent un this point, but support for the theory comes
from Peter of Mantua, who writes that from Heytesbury’s criterion (with
Peter’s emendation) “it follows that all actual faith is knowledge, and
everything faithfully believed is known.”3 It’s not prima facie implausible
to take this as a result of Heytesbury’s thesis. Faith, according to the classic
formula in Hebrews, is “the substance of things hoped for, the evidence of
things not seen” (11,1).31 On the standard medieval analysis of faith, based
in part on this passage, knowledge is of things that are seen (in a very broad
sense of ‘seen’) while faith is of things not seen.2 The distinguishing feature
of faith, then, is that it is firm belief without the kind of accompanying
evidence that is typical of knowledge: without, for example, the evidence
of the senses, or a demonstrative syllogism. (Both of these sorts of evidence
would be included under ‘things seen’ in its broad sense.)

Heytesbury, by leaving out of his definition of knowledge any require-
ment for evidence or justification, appears tv have opened the way for faith
— as firm belief without evidence — to be counted as knowledge. But there
is an invalid leap in the reasoning here, from taking faith to be of things
not seen, to assuming that faith is unjustified or unsupported by evidence.
For although faith (or, following the Hebrews passage, a belief based on
faith) is of things that are not seen, that is not to say that faith is
unjustified, or that there is no evidence for faith. Indeed, a careful reading
of the passage from Hebrews reveals that faith precisely is the evidence
for the beliefs it generates. .Just as a true sensory belief could be szid to he
Justified, or supported by evidence, precisely because it is based on the
senses, so a true belief based on faith might be said to be justified or based
on evidence precisely because it is based on faith. In order to count faith as
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a kind of knowledge, one needn’t drop the demand that beliefs be supported
by evidence, or that they be justified. On the contrary, it would not Jmﬁm
been clear to Heytesbury and his contemporaries that beliefs about things
seen are necessarily any more justified than beliefs about things not seen.

It would hardly be in keeping with the medieval tradition of philosophical
theology to hold otherwise. Consider Augustine, who is guite clear on the
point that faith can and should be considered to be based on evidence.

Authority demands faith, and prepares a person for reason. Reason leads to
understanding and knowledge. Reason does not entirely desert authority,
however, when we consider who is to be believed; and, of o.ocmm%_ once the truth
is known and made manifest, it has the supreme autherity.

Faith, according to Augustine, is believing on the basis of authority. On this
analysis the beliefs that count as faith are supported by miam:nw_ the
evidence of authority. But not just any authoritative-looking tradition or
book is accepted as true. There are good reasons — if Augustine msm“_ o\nwﬁ.
Christians are right — for taking the Christian tradition to be authorita-
tive and worth accepting. Thus it is that “reason does not entirely desert
authority” (as above); the evidence of faith will itself be justified by a
rational consideration of whether faith is warranted in such circum-
stances.

Heytesbury’s proposal, therefore, is utterly inappropriate as an mgwg.g
to include faith as knowledge. The difficulty is that the account, if its
purpose is to include faith, is too generously framed. Of course his mﬁmnmmqm
would let faith in (assuming it meets the truth requirement). But it would
also — as has already heen emphasized —letin any kind of crazy but firmly
held true belief. And no Christian — and especially no Christian ﬁ&ﬁo%-
pher — would want to assimilate faith to all the unsupported, irrational
beliefs that people hold, and even firmly believe. Faith is of things not seen.
But it is not without evidence of its own. And so the question still lingers,

why Heytesbury left out justification.
4.3. The Gap Between Empirical and Demonstrative Knowledge

The best explanation for the absence of justification in Heytesbury’s
account is that he is struck by the difference between the kind of warrani
required by demonstrative knowledge and by ordinary mavﬁoﬂ knowl-
edge. We can begin to understand this by reconsidering a point m.__wmmm%
made — that Heytesbury is breaking fairly new ground in no:m&m::.m
knowledge in the ordinary sense. He was by no means the first scholastic
philosopher to note that ‘scientia’ could be taken in a broad sense corre-
sponding more closely to our use of the term nw:oﬁ_mammqﬁ H..HmE.% of Ghent
(as we've seen) had recognized the same thing, as had William Ockham 3
But still Heytesbury was writing at a time at which the result of a &,mBoH.T
strative proof was taken as the paradigm for knowledge. Knowledge in this
restricted sense naturally dves have to be warranted: it has to be warranted
by a valid syllogism. The important point to notice in this respect is that
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Heytesbury did not choose to pattern his account of scientia communiter
logquendo on the model of demonstrative knowledge. Ordinary empirical
knowledge is not, according to Heytesbury, characterized by its following
from some kind of evidence. But why not? Why this difference between
demonstrative knowledge and ordinary knowledge?

One of the most salient differences between knowledge based on demon-
stration and everyday empirical knowledge is that one’s evidence for the
former — the syllogism — is easily specified and evaluated. Que finds Lhe
premises, and then looks for soundness and validity. In the case of ordinary
knowledge, in contrast, it’s easy neither to specify nor to evaluate the
grounds on which the knowledge is based. As G.E. Moore remarks,

We are all, I think, in this strange position that we do krow many things, with
regard to which we know further that we must have had evidence for them,
and yet we do not know how we know them, i.e., we don't know what the
evidence was.35

Moute had in mind things like knowing that the earth had existed for many
years before he was born. Heytesbury’s example of knowing that Rome was
a beautiful city is almost as good. How did he learn that Rome was once
beautiful? Maybe he remembers reading an account by Virgil, but maybe
not. Very often, we just don’t remember the authority on which we believe
something. Other kinds of knowledge are, notoriously, just as difficult to
justify. How do I know there are many men in Oxford? Well, in Heytesbury's
case, he has seen (or is seeing) this. But how does he know his senses are
to be trusted? Obviously, quite a lot has to be said here to put these
questions to rest. And quite a lot has been said since Heytesbury’s time.
But my suggestion is that Heytesbury saw, from a distance, the deep
problems that confront any attempt to specify the evidence upon which our
everyday beliefs arise, and so he chose to circumvent those problems by
formulating an account of knowledge that makes no reference to warrant.
We need not imagine that Heytesbury saw in detail the sorts of problems
to which this line of inquiry leads. But perhaps he did see enough to make
him think that this was shaky ground on which to build an account of
knowledge in the ordinary sense.

Given that there was no precedent, in Heytesbury’s time, for a theory of
the justification of ordinary empirical knowledge, it’s easy to imagine how
daunting such a task would have been. And one can see how it would only
have made matters worse that such an account had already been worked
out in detail in the case of demonstrative reasoning. It was part of the basic
philosophical framework, familiar to every undergraduate in the medieval
universities, that scientia in the strict sense is based on prior and better
known principles which can eventually be traced to first principles ie.g.,
the law of non-contradiction) which are themselves undemonsirable.®® In
the case of scientia communiter loquendo there was no corresponding
account of the grounds of such knowledge. Philosophers and th eologians of
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the thirteenth and early fourteenth centuries had devoted considerable
ingenuity to studying the workings of our cognitive faculties, wﬁ next to
no attention had been paid to specifying and evaluating our warrant for
accepting the output of these faculties.’” What Emu;mm.c.cg .:mmmma, _.u_.:p
what had not yet been developed, was a theory of empirical ._:m.ﬁmnmﬁoc
that he might plug into his account of everyday knowledge. In ﬁ?m ammwmnﬂ
his all-too-brief remarks were positioned at the edge of philosophical
development.

Reflection on these circumstances leads to one further point. One might
have expected that Heytesburys account of knowledge in the m:.&.:mﬂw
sense would closely follow the narrow Aristotelian analysis of scientia. 1t
seems that it would have been natural, in other words, for Heytesbury to
have given ordinary empirical knowledge the same mﬁcng.um as demon-
strative knowledge, with conclusions based on premises which are them-
selves either based on still prior premises, or are the woﬁﬁmmﬂommw w:.mﬁ
premises of all knowledge. What we mught have mxmmnﬁmm. in m..:o; is
Heytesbury's embracing a foundationalist model of justification. QE.mb gm
dominance in the scholastic period of the deductive Umwm&mﬁ. of scientia,
and given the absence of any alternative framework in é.?nr to place
empirical knowledge, foundationalism seems like the obvious move to
make. It would be too much, based on the brief remarks Heytesbury gives
us, to speak of his resisting this sort of move, a move which would come to
be so characteristic of the early modern peried. But it’s 5.m<m~..§m~mmm
interesting that Heytesbury’s remarks point in an opposite direction. In-
stead of modelling empirical knowledge on demonstrative knowledge,
Heytesbury separates the two entirely, omitting from Sm. mowu;ﬁ.. any
account of evidence, and replacing that with a respect in which mEEEn&
knowledge is at times unlike demonstrative wso,i.mmwm — w.m... the unhesi-
tating belief it engenders. By characterizing scientia ncSS::amw.NoQ uendo
in this way, Heytesbury accentuates rather than conceals the differences
between ordinary and demonstrative knowledge.*
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NOTES

1. From “De scire et dubitare” (“On knowing and doubting”), chapter two of
Heytesbury'’s Regulae Solvendi Sophismata (Venice, 1494), £.13vh. See the following
note for the Latin text. . . .

2. “Unde communiter loquendo sicut sciuntur S:Ema,o& contingentia et sensi-
bilia accidentalia, scire non est aliud quam sine hesitatione mvgmvmsaw% verita-
tem, id est, credere sine hesitatione qued ita sit, et cum hoc @E,um ita sit ex parte
rei. Sic enim scio quod roma fuit pulchra S.iﬂmm.. et acn.i qw:_.: sunt WOEEWm in
oxonia, et quod iste vigilat et quod ille dormit, et sic de talibus” (De scire et dubitare,
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loc. ¢it., £.13vbh, incorporating the emendations made by Norman Kretzmann and
Eleonore Stump in The Cambridge Translations of Medieval Philosophical Texts.
Volume One: Logic and the Philosophy of Language (Cambridge: Cambridge Uni-
versity Press, 1988)). Kretzmann is preparing a critical edition of this chapter of
Heytesbury’s Reguloe. My translation is taken, with some changes, from
Kretzmann and Stump, ibid., p. 447,

3. The belief that “Rome was a beautiful city” is presumably based on the
testimony of others (presumably from ancient times), although it could conceivably
be based on personal experience. Compare the example of there being many men
in Oxford to John Locke, An Essay Concerning Human Understanding, ed. P.
Niddich (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1975), IV.xi.9.

4. This is why I deviate from the Kretzmann-Stump translation. Their transla-
tion forecloses the possibility that scientia communiter {oquendo might cover only
knowledge of contingent truths. They render the text as follows:

Thus speaking broadly, in such a way that contingents of that sort and
accidental sensible characteristics are [among the things that are] known. ...
Natice that their translation requires the addition of a phrase not given in the Latin

text. This reading has some merit when Heytesbury's “communiter loquendo” is

read as “speaking hroadly ” Then one wonld expect this form of sciendio 1o nclude

whatever falls into a narrower definition of scientia, but be widened to include
contingent truths. But the phrase might just as well be translated as “speaking in
the common way,” and there is less reason to suppose that scientia conceived in
this way would be broader than and include seientia understood more strictly.

5. “Belief, Justification, and Knowledge — Some Late-Medieval Epistemic Con-
cerns,” Journal of the Rocky Mountain Medieval and Renaissance Association, vol.
6 (1985), p. 93. To get a feel for Heytesbury’s central interests in this treatise the
reader should consult Boh's Epistemic Logic in the Later Middle Ages (London:
Routledge, 1993).

6. “Ponatur quod Plato sit coram te quem scias currere et credas qued ipse sit
Sortes sic quod credas firmiter Sortem currere. Sed currat Sortes rome te nesciente.
Tune tu scis Sortes currere et non seis Sortes currere.” I'm translating from a 1477
printed edition of Peter of Mantua’s Logica. The copy I was able to consult, in the
British Library, is unpaginated. No modern edition or translation has been pub-
lished. Paul Vincent Spade, The Mediceval Liar: A Catalogue of the Insolubilia-Lit-
erature (Toronto: Pontifical Institute, 1975), reports that a capy of a 1492 Venice
edition is in the Yale University Library, and also at the Pontifical Institute of
Mediaeval Studies in Toronto.

7. “ . .non scis Sortem currere quia nulla est evidentia per quam scis Sortem
currere” (Logica, loc. cit.).

8. “Et tamen tu non scis Socratem currere quia nallas habeg evidenting propter
quas sic scias. Habes enim evidentias de Platone currente coram te quae ncn
faciunt ad hoc quod tu scias Socratem currere” My translation comes from the 1494
Venice edition of Cajetan of Thiene’s Expositio Tractatus Hentisberi de Scire et
Dubitare, £.16vb. This commentary, like Peter’s Logica, has not been printed in
modern times. But Ivan Boh has made his own translations of the relevant sections
of both available through the Translation Clearing House at Oklahoma State
University’s Department of Philosophy.

Notice that here Cajetan uses the Latin plural of “evidence” (“evidentias”) which
makes it clear that he is thinking of evidence in a modern sense: as supporting

pieces of information, rather than evidentiness.

9. “Belief, Justification, and Knowledge,” p. 96.

10. % . .eredis firmiter Sortes currere non deceptus in significatione alicuius
istorum terminorum, ‘Sortes’ et ‘currit,’ et Sortes currit” (Logica). The “if and only
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if” formulation is not my addition. Peter specifies that the entailment runs both

ways. . ) ‘

11, See Edmund Gettier, “Is Justified True Belief Knowledge?,” Analysis, val. 23
(1963), pp. 121-23. L

12. On this subject generally see Umberto Eco, ..Umboﬁmﬁou‘ in Eco and Con-
stantino Marmo (eds.) On the Medieval Theory of Signs (Amsterdam: John Ben-
jamins, 1989), . . 4 i

13. “Videtur tamen mihi gqued possumus in primo casu nounmamd.w quor .mn_o
Socratem currere. Nam licet nesciam Secratem currere per has ﬁﬂoﬁwmﬁuodom Hoc
currit’ et ‘Hoc est Socrates,’ Platone demonstrato, quem credo mmmm Soeratem, scio
tamen Socratem currere per hanc propositionem ‘Socrates nci.._w quae est vera et
firmiter credita praecise significans Socratem currere” {Expositio, ff.16vb-17ra).

14, Compare G. E. Moore: N
Ii seems to me quite evident that my knowledge that .H am now pereeiving a
human hand is a deduction from a pair of propositions m_Ew_mq m.smd —
propositions which 1 can only express in the form 1 am perceiving this” and
"This is a human hand.’

A Defense of Common Sense,” in Philosophical Papers (London: George Allen and
Unwin, 1959), p. 53 (originally published in 1925). N
15. “Nec possum credere Socratem currere quin heabeam notitiam de Socrate et
ipsum cognescam” Expositio, £17ra. N .
’ 16. ngmﬂoﬂmbm enim falsa faciunt notitiam verorum, etc.” (ibid., {.17ra).
“Dicendum quod scire large accepto ad omnem notitiam certam qua cognos-
ng...w..am.w mnmuﬁ.n est M_omncm omni f: m:m&m et deceptione” Paris, 1520 (rpt. 5t. Bonaven-
ture: Franciscan Institute Publications, 1953), a.1 q.1, f.1vB. . .
18. See, for instance, Thomas Aquinas, Sententia super Posteriora nana\:ﬂu
(InPA] (Rome: Marietti, 1955}, 1.4.5, and the discussion by wao:.ﬂ MacDonald,
“Theory of Knowledge,” in Kretzmann and .mr:s.ﬁ (eds.), The Cambridge Compan-
ion to Aquinas (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, waww.. o
19. See, e.g., Aquinas I Sent. 14.1.3.5¢, 23.2.2.3c; ::.Lb _.m.w.. CoB.wmwm .,w:mo Peter
John Olivi: “I mean by the name ‘scientia’ every certain and E».m:HEm Emﬁﬁmﬂﬁcn.
for intellective cognition” Quaestiones in secundum :35:. m.m.:wmarnwas (Rome:
Quaracchi, 1922-26) q.58 ad 14 (I1,468); “Every act of knowing is certain and. . . to
know is the same as to be certain” (ibid. q.79; III,164). o o
20. “Sed iste terminus ‘scientia’est unus terminus supponens pro aliquibus mﬂmﬁm
ordinatis ad significandum verum vel wEmE.P. et m:th cum hoc connotat w:mM
importat quod certum sit intellectui quod sic est in re, sicut per earn &mg“&:w.. g ;
vero terminus ‘dubitatic’ supponit aliquando pro eadem propositione, et simu
importat vel connatat quod intellectus non fuit certus utrum sic mmmm" in re, m%%h
per illam denotatur, vel non.” My translation from Quodlibet 1.6 ( Smerm.q O
Can Know More than He Knows?"), William J. Courtenay (ed.), Archiv fiir
Geschichte der Philosophie, vol. 53 (1971), pp. 18-20.
21. Ernest Moody, “A Quodlibetal Question of Robert Holcot, 0.P, on the vaoEma
of the Objects of Knowledge and Belief,” Specufum, vol. 39 S.wm&. Pp. mw-q.. .
92 See Curtis A. Wilson’s article on Heytesbury in the Dictionary of Scientific
] hy (New York: Seribner’s, 1972). N
whmmu.d%:u\nrm controversy, see Gabriel Nuchelmans, Theories of the wﬁ%wm:hom
(Amsterdam: North-Holland, 1973), ch.12, esp. p. _mq.\.&m,o see Eoouww op. n.«,n.. m: !
ch.26 of Marilyn McCord Adams’s William Ockham (Noire Dame: University o
Notre Dame Press, 1987).
m#w? quatuor libros Sententiarum quaestiones (Lugduni, 1518; rpt. Frankfurt:

Minerva, 1967} Bk.II, q.ii BB.
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25. “Una est, quod scientia uno modo est certa notitia alicuius veri. Bt sic
sciuntur aliqua per fidem tantum. Sicut dicimus, nos scire quod Roma est nagna
civitas, quam tamen non vidimus; et similiter dico, quad scio istum esse patrem
meum et istam esse matrem meam, et sic de aljis quae non sunt evidenter nota;
quia tamen eis sine omni dubitatione adhaeremus et sunt vera, dicimur scire illa.”
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27. An Essay Concerning Human Understanding TV.ii 4.
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It is true that tittle was said about Justification in the context of a condition for
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