Knowledge and Reality

Contextualism
Can a contextualist account of the term “know” provide an answer to scepticism?
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Past Paper Questions

Does contextualism offer an adequate solution to scepticism? (2004, 3b)

Can a contextualist account of the term “know” provide an answer to scepticism? (2009, 7a)
“Contextualism about the verb ‘know’ is the best response to scepticism.” Discuss. (2010,
2a)

“When S knows that p, that is a non-linguistic fact about S’s mental state. That fact will
obtain regardless of the linguistic context, and, hence, S will know that p in every such
context. So epistemic contextualism is false.” Discuss. (2012, 7)

Are there any reasons to think that “know” is context-sensitive, other than its potentially
affording a response to scepticism? (2014, 2a)



