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1. 
“… no statement is immune to revision. Revision even of the logical law of the excluded middle has been proposed …. What difference is there in principle between such a shift and the shift whereby Kepler superseded Ptolemy …? Are the laws of logic revisable?
2.
“We know some things non-inferentially or directly or immediately because it is impossible that all our knowledge be based on inference.” What support can be given for this claim?
3.
If some things are inconceivable, does this only show that there are limits to the human intellect, or does it show, rather, that some things are impossible? Does it show anything at all?
4.
Many philosophers before recent times considered geometry as an exemplar of knowledge. Does geometry provide us knowledge of necessary truths, or even truths about the world, and if so, how?
5.
Much of what we normally call knowledge involves information that we believe only on the basis of what others have told us—i.e., on the basis of testimony. What conditions have to be met for us to gain knowledge from the testimony of others? How does this putative way of gaining knowledge compare with other putative ways?
6.
“The skeptic repudiates science because it is vulnerable to illusion on its own showing; and my only criticism of the skeptic is that he is overreacting.” What objection to skepticism is Quine lodging when he criticizes skeptics for overreacting? Explain whether this objection is, or is not, an adequate response to skeptical challenges.
7.
In ordinary contexts we seem to credit ourselves with knowledge even when the possibility of error has not been ruled out on logical or conceptual grounds. If this practice is legitimate, what—if anything—does it show about the role of certainty or infallibility in knowledge or knowledge claims?
8.
The conclusion of a valid deductive argument, philosophers have generally argued, makes no assertion beyond the assertions contained collectively in the premises. From this one might conclude that knowledge of the premises of any valid deductive argument implies knowledge of the conclusion. Is this plausible?
9.
When G.E. Moore tries to refute the skeptic by showing her his hands, has he missed the point?
10.
Many of Austin’s criticisms of the argument from illusion turn on what appear to be correctable lapses on the part of Ayer and others. Is there any way of reformulating the argument so as to avoid Austin’s criticisms?
11.
If we were to treat epistemology from a scientific perspective, which science or sciences should we appeal to? Quine seems to think that the appeal should be to the cognitive and/or brain sciences, but what about the sociology of knowledge? Are there other possibilities? What, if anything, of epistemological significance hangs on the choice?
12.
Distinguish invariantism, contextualism, and sensitive moderate invariantism. It is thought that all versions of these positions face contradictory evidence with respect to the ordinary usage of “know.” Evaluate the chances of one or more of these positions with respect to this evidence.
