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EVIDENCE AND SCEPTICISM

Philosophical scepticism continues to be the focus of much contemporary 
philosophical debate. According to philosophical scepticism about the 
external world, one lacks knowledge of the existence of such external 
objects as chairs, tables, trees, valleys and rivers. While it is controversial 
just what the sceptic’s argument is for this surprising conclusion, one strand 
of sceptical argument exploits the idea that knowledge demands evidence 
meeting especially tough standards together with the idea that our evidence 
is very limited. While perhaps the dominant philosophical response to this 
kind of sceptical argument has been to reject the suggestion that knowledge 
is so demanding, I here consider a more recent response which holds that we 
have much more evidence than the sceptic suggests. I argue that even if we 
do have much more evidence than the sceptic allows, this will not provide an 
answer to a range of important sceptical arguments concerning knowledge 
from testimony, induction and inference to the best explanation. Instead, I 
suggest we need to reject the idea that knowledge is as demanding as the 
sceptic suggests. In particular, we need to endorse ‘fallibilism’ according 
to which a subject can know a claim on the basis of evidence even if that 
evidence does not guarantee or entail the truth of what is known.

In everyday life, we often talk of people being sceptical, or of scepticism, about various 
matters. For example, we might suggest that a key problem for modern Western democracy is 

that voters are sceptical of politicians and governments. So, when a major policy decision has 
to be taken, such as the decision to wage war on another country, voters are sceptical about the 
reasons politicians give for the decision. For example, voters might express scepticism about 
the defence minister’s claim that the other country constitutes a threat to the home country, 
and whether the government’s intention in going to war is the publicly described intention, say 
self-defence, or something else altogether. In this everyday context, scepticism often amounts 
to doubt about the truth of certain claims, e.g. that the other country is harbouring terrorists or 
that the aim of the war is self-defence. Further, in this everyday context, scepticism is usually 
very limited. Someone who is sceptical about claims made by politicians, for example, will not 
typically be sceptical about, say, the existence of external material objects such as tables and 
chairs, or of the existence of other people.

In these ways, regular everyday scepticism is very different from philosophical scepticism. 
Philosophical scepticism is not a mere expression of doubt, but rather concerns whether anyone 
can know or have a justified belief in a certain category of claim. In addition, philosophical 
scepticism is usually much more radical than everyday scepticism. Philosophical scepticism 
standardly targets whole categories of knowledge, rather than just the particular claims made 
by some individual. Rather than, say, challenging the claim made by some politician on some 
occasion, philosophical sceptics question whether anyone at all has knowledge or justified 
belief in propositions from some large range. We can illustrate this with perhaps one of the most 
well-known forms of philosophical scepticism, scepticism about the external world. This kind of 
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scepticism challenges anyone’s having knowledge or justified belief about any material objects 
whatsoever, such as tables, chairs, buildings, trees, hills and valleys.

Such radical philosophical scepticism may well generate an impatient response. One source of 
impatience is the thought that philosophical scepticism has been a topic in philosophy from the 
time of ancient Greece to the present day. For example, different forms of scepticism were being 
discussed by the so-called Academy associated with Plato, as well as followers of Phyrro, from 
the third century BCE. Those outside philosophy may well ask why philosophy has not moved on 
to discuss other topics. In other disciplines, the subjects for discussion have changed massively 
over the years. For instance, ancient Greek medicine was not concerned with liver transplants 
and ancient astronomy and physics was not concerned with the existence of the Higgs-Boson.

A different source of impatience arises from the fact that philosophical scepticism often tends 
to polarise opinion. Arguments for philosophical scepticism often give rise to the response 
that the sceptic’s conclusion is either obviously false (since we obviously have the knowledge 
the sceptic challenges) or, alternatively, obviously true (since we obviously lack it). But, many 
will see no point in considering arguments for claims about which they already have a decided 
opinion. Indeed, many philosophers currently working on philosophical scepticism have decided 
views on the truth of the sceptic’s conclusion. Perhaps the majority opinion among contemporary 
epistemologists is that the sceptic’s conclusion is incorrect. In considering scepticism, these 
philosophers’ main concern is not so much the truth value of the sceptic’s conclusion, but rather 
in carefully understanding the nature of the sceptic’s argument for that conclusion, and what 
can be said for or against its premises. A better understanding of the sceptic’s argument may 
help illuminate the very nature of knowledge, evidence, justification and their interrelations. 
Thus, even if one is already convinced that the sceptic’s conclusion is incorrect, there is still 
much to be learned from examining sceptical arguments. Indeed, scepticism has been a fruitful 
and powerful spur for motivating a whole range of interesting and varied work in contemporary 
epistemology about the nature of knowledge, justification and evidence. Surprisingly for a topic 
which has been discussed since ancient times, contemporary philosophers are still learning new 
lessons from the sceptic’s arguments.

A classic and perennially influential formulation of scepticism about the external world is 
provided in Descartes’s famous Meditations. The Meditations start in what seems a non-radical 
way. Descartes notes that in his childhood he acquired many false beliefs, so decides that it 
is worthwhile to devote some time to reflect on his beliefs as a whole to make sure that they 
are in good standing. From this first thought, he moves quickly to consider the various main 
sources of his beliefs, including importantly sense perception. He notes that sense perception 
has sometimes led him astray. For example, one’s sense of hearing might lead one mistakenly  
to think there is an intruder in the house in the middle of the night, even though it is just the 
cat who has knocked over a few dishes in the kitchen. Descartes then says, ‘It is prudent never 
to trust completely those who have deceived us even once’. However, even he immediately 
worries that this is an overreaction. Compare the following example: my niece has occasionally 
told me an untruth. It does not follow that I should never trust her at all. So, Descartes accepts 
that scepticism about the external world is not well motivated by the fact that perception 
has occasionally deceived us. Instead, he motivates scepticism about the external world by 
considering two possibilities: the possibility that all his current sense experiences are in fact 
merely a dream, rather than perceptions of an external world; and the possibility that all his 
current sense experiences have been produced by an all-powerful but malicious demon who is 
attempting to deceive him.
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It is contentious just how Descartes’s consideration of the dreaming and evil demon hypothesis 
are supposed to undermine knowledge of the external world. However, one strand of thought 
in Descartes’s writings, if not the only one, combines the idea that there are especially tough 
standards for having knowledge with the idea that our evidence for the existence of external 
objects is not strong enough to meet those standards. After all, if our evidence for the existence 
of external objects just consists in having certain kinds of sensory experiences, having those 
experiences is compatible not just with a world of external objects as we ordinarily think, but 
also with the radical sceptical hypothesis that those experiences are being produced by, say, an 
evil demon. But, if our evidence does not exclude the evil demon hypothesis, how can it enable 
us really to know that there are external world objects at all? For example, if I cannot rule it out 
that the evil demon is giving me illusory sensory experiences as of sitting in an office and writing 
this paper, how can I really know that I am sitting in an office writing a paper?

One way to analyse this reading of the sceptic’s argument is to suggest that it combines a very 
demanding conception of knowledge with a very ungenerous conception of our evidence. As a 
contemporary philosopher might put it, it combines an ‘infallibilist’ conception of knowledge 
according to which one can know a claim, p, on the basis of some evidence, e, only if that 
evidence guarantees or entails the truth of p.1 On the ungenerous conception, our evidence 
merely consists in having sensory experiences. But, so conceived, our evidence does not 
guarantee or entail claims about the external world. For, as we have seen, our having those 
experiences is compatible not just with there being an ordinary world of external objects but also 
with the evil demon hypothesis.

Conceived of in this way, there are two possible ways to respond to the sceptic. First, one 
could question the proposed requirement for knowledge, or alternatively one could question 
the sceptic’s account of our evidence. Of these two options, the first has been by far the 
most popular in recent epistemology. A wide range of philosophers who disagree about the 
details of what is required for knowledge, nonetheless agree that one can know a proposition, 
p, on the basis of evidence, e, even if e doesn’t entail or guarantee that p. This includes 
ordinary language philosophers such as Austin (1946); so-called ‘externalists’ such as relevant-
alternatives theorists (e.g. Dretske, 1971), sensitivity theorists (e.g. Nozick, 1981) and safety 
theorists (e.g. Sosa, 1999). It also includes a number of defenders of so-called ‘shifty-views’ of 
knowledge whether contextualists who hold that whether it is true for one to claim knowledge 
depends on one’s context (e.g. Cohen, 1988, and DeRose, 1992); relativists who claim that the 
truth of a claim to know depends on the standards of the assessor (e.g. MacFarlane, 2014); or 
defenders of pragmatic encroachment who claim that the truth of a claim to know depends not 
only on one’s evidence but also how important it is to one that the claim is true (e.g. Hawthorne, 
2004; Stanley, 2005; Fantl and McGrath, 2009). However, more recently, a minority view 
has emerged within contemporary philosophical discussions of scepticism. According to this 
minority view, the sceptic has misdescribed our evidence, taking it to be much more limited 
than it actually is. From this thin description of our evidence it is unsurprising that the sceptic 
goes on to claim that we lack knowledge. So on this view, we need not challenge the infallibilist 
conception of knowledge since it turns out that we have more evidence than we might have 
thought (e.g. McDowell, 1982; Williamson, 2000; Neta, 2003).

To get a feel for this more recent minority reply to the sceptic, consider how we ordinarily talk 
about evidence. Ordinarily, we do not hesitate to include claims about the external physical world, 
other minds, or past events as part of our evidence. For example, in coming to the conclusion 
that the dog ate the chocolate cake, I might point out as evidence that the chocolate cake was 
in the kitchen with the dog and that nobody else had access to the kitchen during the relevant 
time period. To take a different example, in coming to the conclusion that the accused carried 
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out the murder, we might cite such facts as fingerprint evidence, the accused’s motivations, as 
well as claims about the location and timing of the accused’s movements just before and after 
the murder. From this perspective, the sceptic’s claim that our evidence just consists of sensory 
experiences can seem bizarre (e.g. Williamson, 2000; Kelly, 2008). Why should we restrict 
our evidence in this way? Furthermore, if we stick with a more ordinary conception of what our 
evidence consists in, we may think that we can respond to sceptical arguments even without 
challenging the sceptic’s conception of what knowledge demands. For instance, if my evidence 
includes such claims as that I am now sitting at a desk writing at a computer, then my evidence 
does entail that there are physical objects outside of me, such as the desk and the computer. 
So, we might conclude that the sceptic was just wrong to worry that our evidence is too thin for 
us to have knowledge of external objects. Rather, once properly conceived, our evidence is so 
rich that it does indeed entail the claims that we ordinarily take ourselves to know. 

At this point, the sceptic might intervene and say that she is utterly unsatisfied with this 
response to her arguments. More broadly, she might point out that anybody assailed by sceptical 
doubt is hardly likely to be convinced by this reply. For, anybody so assailed just will not grant 
that our evidence includes claims about the physical world, other minds and the past. Further, 
the sceptic might accuse the response of begging the question at issue. According to the 
proposed response, our evidence includes claims about external world objects, such as the 
claim that I am now sitting at a desk writing. But, the sceptic claims that her argument has 
already put these claims in jeopardy so it is not reasonable for us to rely on them in replying to 
her argument.

In order to adjudicate this dispute between the sceptic and the non-sceptic, we need to consider 
what it takes to reasonably defend a position against attack. The mere fact that the sceptic is 
not likely to be persuaded by our argument is not a very strong point in the sceptic’s favour. We 
can all think of examples of subjects who will never be convinced by some claim no matter how 
strongly supported by the evidence. For example, consider some current scientific hypotheses, 
say about the causes of climate change. The fact that not everyone will agree with some 
hypothesis about the cause of climate change does not in itself show that it is not justified. To 
take a different example, a parent might not believe that their children are guilty of some crime 
no matter how strongly supported by the evidence. Again, the fact that we cannot convince the 
parent does not show we do not have justification for the charge against the children. Thus, it is 
not an appropriate test of whether one knows or has justification for some claim that everyone 
would agree with it. 

However, it may be that the sceptic is making a different kind of point. On the proposed 
response, we attempt to reply to the sceptic by appealing to our ordinary common-sense view 
of evidence as including claims about the physical world, other minds and the past. But, the 
sceptic is challenging our right to do that. This raises tricky and subtle questions about the 
rules for reasonable debate. We can compare intellectual debate to physical battle. Whether 
one wins a battle in part depends on who occupies the high ground and what are the rules of 
engagement. For example, it is typically easier to defend a castle from within than to take it from 
outside, where that might involve getting over the moat and scaling the walls even while those 
defending the castle pour boiling oil on one’s head. Similarly in intellectual battles: we need to 
ask the question of who occupies the high ground, and what are the rules of engagement. The 
sceptic wants to persuade us that she occupies the high ground and determines the rules of the 
engagement. On her view, the battle is to be fought on the following lines: our evidence is just 
our sensory experience, and knowledge demands proof. If we allow her to determine the rules of 
engagement in this way, we are lost. For, of course, having a sensory experience as of sitting on 
a chair writing at a computer does not entail that there is any such chair or computer. But we 
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might challenge her view of the rules of engagement and instead suggest that we are entitled 
to retain our common-sense view of our evidence until she has justifiably overthrown it. But, we 
may argue, she has not done that. And, from within our common-sense view, we can see to our 
own satisfaction that we do have knowledge of the external world since we have evidence that 
entails there are physical external objects.

Even if appeals to a generous conception of evidence as a response to the sceptic can be 
defended in this way, important questions remain to be addressed. In particular, we might 
wonder whether appeal to a generous picture of evidence will enable us to respond to the wide 
variety of sceptical arguments there are. To the extent that we see sceptics about knowledge 
in a variety of domains as exploiting a common argumentative structure, we would like to have 
a common response to them. But, we might worry that the move of appealing to a generous 
picture of evidence will not in fact answer a range of important sceptical arguments.

To highlight these concerns, first consider one important class of purported knowledge, knowledge 
by testimony. When philosophers talk of knowledge by testimony they mean knowledge gained 
broadly speaking from what people say. Thus, it concerns knowledge from books, electronic 
media, conversations, as well as more formal situations in which we might talk of testimony 
such as the courtroom. Now let us consider what our evidence is when we acquire beliefs from 
others in this way. Plausibly, our evidence is restricted to the fact that some other person said 
something at a certain time, perhaps together with background assumptions about the general 
reliability of what people say or what this person says in particular. If that is our evidence in this 
case, it seems hard to see how it can possibly meet the sceptic’s requirement. While I might 
think that I know by testimony that, say, Ulaanbaatar is the capital of Mongolia, my evidence 
– namely that a reliable source said so – does not entail that it is. Perhaps, the reliable source 
was wrong on this occasion. 

Similar difficulties affect other important kinds of knowledge, including knowledge by inference 
to the best explanation and knowledge by induction (Brown, 2013, 2015). We accept a claim on 
the basis of inference to the best explanation when it is the best explanation of some data, even 
if it is not the only one. To take a toy example, we might come to the conclusion that Charlotte 
committed the murder from our evidence that it was either Annabel, Beatrice or Charlotte; only 
Beatrice and Charlotte had a motivation and an opportunity; but given the nature of the murder, 
it would have been difficult for Beatrice but easy for Charlotte to carry it out. Concluding on this 
basis that Charlotte committed the murder is reasonable but of course our evidence does not 
entail or guarantee that she did it. It is still possible, if very unlikely, that Beatrice did it. Similar 
worries infect so-called knowledge by induction. Suppose that I predict that I will soon have an 
allergic reaction on the basis that my friend’s cats have just jumped all over me, and every time 
I have had that kind of contact with a cat in the past, I have suffered an allergic reaction. We 
often use this kind of track-record reasoning in coming to conclusions about the future and the 
unobserved. But, of course in these cases what is intuitively my evidence does not guarantee 
what I claim to know. Perhaps, this time, I will not have an allergic reaction to this particular 
cat even though I have in every other past encounter with a cat.

It can seem, then, that an appeal to a generous conception of evidence cannot answer a range 
of important sceptical arguments. Furthermore, on the infallibilist conception of knowledge 
that the sceptic recommends, it is hard to see how we can have knowledge of  these important 
kinds. We might then return to the more dominant response to scepticism, namely denying an 
infallibilist view of knowledge. Instead, we may suggest, one can know a claim on the basis of 
some evidence even if that evidence does not guarantee or entail the truth of the relevant claim.
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Of course, merely to say that is not yet to provide a positive account of knowledge. That is a 
large task beyond the confines of this article. But, it may be useful just to sketch in outline 
what we may think of as a common strand in a range of contemporary work. According to this 
strand, knowledge of the claim, p, does not require that one can rule out all error possibilities, 
but only some of them. In particular, it might be said that in order to know that p, the following 
conditions must be met: 1) p must be true and 2) not easily could one have been wrong about 
this (e.g. Dretske, 1971, and Sosa, 1999). In other words, one has to rule out certain everyday 
error possibilities even if one cannot rule out such extraordinary error possibilities as the sceptic 
uses in her argument. While this view is tempting, it is only the start of the work required. For 
while it is plausible to say that knowledge does not require being able to rule out every kind of 
error possibility, nonetheless when we talk about knowledge we seem to move smoothly from 
error possibilities to denying knowledge claims. And this can seem puzzling if fallibilism is true.

For instance, it would seem odd to make the following conjunctive claim ‘I know that Edinburgh 
is in Scotland, but it might not be’. In the second half of the sentence one seems to be taking 
back what one said in the first half. But, if knowledge does not require ruling out all error 
possibilities, why would that be? Similarly, we may ask why the admission of error possibilities 
leads so quickly to knowledge denial if fallibilism is true. For instance, suppose a witness in 
court starts out claiming that he recognises the accused as the man he saw on the night of the 
murder. If he is subsequently forced to admit that it is possible that the accused is not the man 
he saw on the night of the murder, it seems he will be forced into admitting that he does not 
really know that the accused is the man he saw that night after all. Again, we might ask, why 
are these transitions from accepting the possibility of error to the denial of knowledge so smooth 
if fallibilism is correct?2

Contemporary fallibilists such as myself need good answers to these questions. Part of what I 
have been doing while a fellow at the Institute of Advanced Studies in Durham is precisely to 
attempt to give a good account of how fallibilism may be true even though we seem so easily 
to slip from admitting the possibility of error to denying knowledge. A second large task is to 
try to respond to the ways in which infallibilists have attempted to answer the worries raised 
earlier for knowledge by testimony, inference to the best explanation and induction. Earlier I 
pointed out that, on a common-sense understanding of evidence, it seems that we just do not 
have enough evidence to have these kinds of knowledge if infallibilism is true. In response, 
infallibilists challenge that ordinary conception and have attempted to defend an even more 
generous conception of evidence. One way of filling out this thought reverses the standard 
approach in epistemology which traditionally has taken the strength of one’s evidence to be an 
independent and prior test of whether one has knowledge. Instead, some recent philosophers 
reverse this direction of explanation and start with knowledge as what is basic in epistemology 
and thereby explain evidence and justification in turn (e.g. Williamson, 2000). Defenders of this 
knowledge-first approach suggest that if I do, for example, know that Ulaanbaatar is the capital 
of Mongolia by testimony, then that knowledge is part of my evidence. So, after all, I do have 
evidence which guarantees or entails what I know, namely that very claim itself (Williamson, 
2000). So a second large part of the project I have undertaken while in Durham is to challenge 
the reconception of evidence offered by contemporary infallibilists in defence of their position.
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Notes

1 There are important and difficult questions about how best to formulate the contrast 
between fallibilism and infallibilism. For discussion, see Reed, 2002, and Fantl and 
McGrath, 2009.

2 These worries motivate many infallibilists. For fallibilist replies see Lewis, 1996; Stanley, 
2005a; Dougherty and Rysiew, 2009, and Fantl and McGrath, 2009.
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11 Christa Davis Acampora  Agonistic Politics and the War on Terror  Being Human
12 Arun Saldanha   So What Is Race?     Being Human
13  Daniel Beunza and  Devices For Doubt: Models and Reflexivity  Modelling
 David Stark   in Merger Arbitage
14 Robert Hariman   Democratic Stupidity    Being Human

2010 Volume 3

1 John Haslett   Palaeoclimate Histories    Modelling
 and Peter Challenor
2 Zoltán Kövecses   Metaphorical Creativity in Discourse  Modelling
3 Maxine Sheets-Johnstone  Strangers, Trust, and Religion: On the  Darwin’s Legacy  
     Vulnerability of Being Alive
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4 Jill Gordon   On Being Human in Medicine   Being Human
5 Eduardo Mendieta  Political Bestiary: On the Uses of Violence  Being Human
6 Charles Fernyhough  What is it Like to Be a Small Child?   Being Human
7 Maren Stange   Photography and the End of Segregation  Being Human
8 Andy Baker   Water Colour: Processes Affecting   Water
     Riverine Organic Carbon Concentration
9 Iain Chambers   Maritime Criticism and Lessons from  Water
     the Sea
10 Christer Bruun   Imperial Power, Legislation, and Water  Water
     Management in the Roman Empire
11 Chris Brooks   Being Human, Human Rights and   Being Human
     Modernity  
12 Ingo Gildenhard and  Metamorphosis - Angles of Approach  Being Human
 Andrew Zissos 
13 Ezio Todini   A Model for Developing Integrated and  Water
     Sustainable Energy and Water Resources
     Strategies
14 Veronica Strang   Water, Culture and Power: Anthropological  Water
     Perspectives from ‘Down Under’
15 Richard Arculus   Water and Volcanism    Water
16 Marilyn Strathern   A Tale of Two Letters: Reflections on  Water
     Knowledge Conversions    
17 Paul Langley   Cause, Condition, Cure: Liquidity in the  Water
     Global Financial Crisis, 2007–8  
18 Stefan Helmreich   Waves      Water
19 Jennifer Terry   The Work of Cultural Memory: Imagining  Water
     Atlantic Passages in the Literature of the
     Black Diaspora
20 Monica M. Grady   Does Life on Earth Imply Life on Mars?  Water
21 Ian Wright   Water Worlds     Water
22 Shlomi Dinar, Olivia Odom, Climate Change and State Grievances: The  Water
 Amy McNally,   Water Resiliency of International River
 Brian Blankespoor and  Treaties to Increased Water Variability
 Pradeep Kurukulasuriya
23 Robin Findlay Hendry  Science and Everyday Life: Water vs H2O  Water

2011 Volume 4

1 Stewart Clegg   The Futures of Bureaucracy?   Futures
2 Henrietta Mondry   Genetic Wars: The Future in Eurasianist  Futures
     Fiction of Aleksandr Prokhanov      
3 Barbara Graziosi   The Iliad: Configurations of the Future  Futures
4 Jonathon Porritt   Scarcity and Sustainability in Utopia  Futures
5 Andrew Crumey   Can Novelists Predict the Future?   Futures
6 Russell Jacoby   The Future of Utopia    Futures
7 Frances Bartkowski  All That is Plastic... Patricia Piccinini’s  Being Human
     Kinship Network
8 Mary Carruthers   The Mosque That Wasn’t: A Study in  Futures
     Social Memory Making
9 Andrew Pickering   Ontological Politics: Realism and Agency  Futures
     in Science, Technology and Art
10 Kathryn Banks   Prophecy and Literature    Futures
11 Barbara Adam   Towards a Twenty-First-Century    Futures
     Sociological Engagement with the Future 
12 Andrew Crumey and  A Dialogue on Creative Thinking and the  Futures
 Mikhail Epstein   Future of the Humanities
13 Mikhail Epstein   On the Future of the Humanities   Futures
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2012 Volume 5

1 Elizabeth Archibald  Bathing, Beauty and Christianity in the  Futures II
     Middle Ages
2 Fabio Zampieri   The Holistic Approach of Evolutionary  Futures II
     Medicine: An Epistemological Analysis
3 Lynnette Leidy Sievert  Choosing the Gold Standard: Subjective  Futures II
     Report vs Physiological Measure
4 Elizabeth Edwards  Photography, Survey and the Desire for ‘History’ Futures II
5 Ben Anderson   Emergency Futures    Futures 
6 Pier Paolo Saviotti  Are There Discontinuities in Economic Development? Futures II
7 Sander L. Gilman   ‘Stand Up Straight’: Notes Toward a History of Futures II
     Posture
8 Meredith Lloyd-Evans  Limitations and Liberations   Futures II

2013 Volume 6

1 David Martin-Jones  The Cinematic Temporalities of Modernity: Deleuze, Time
     Quijano and How Tasty was my Little Frenchman
2 Robert Levine   Time Use, Happiness and Implications for Social Time
     Policy: A Report to the United Nations
3 Andy Wood   Popular Senses of Time and Place in Tudor  Time
     and Stuart England
4 Robert Hannah   From Here to the Hereafter: ‘Genesis’ and  Time
     ‘Apogenesis’ in Ancient Philosophy and Architecture  
5 Alia Al-Saji   Too Late: Racialized Time and the Closure  Time
     of the Past
6 Simon Prosser   Is there a ‘Specious Present’?   Time

2014 Volume 7

1 Robert Fosbury   Colours from Earth    Light
2 Mary Manjikian   Thinking about Crisis, Thinking about Emergency Time
3 Tim Edensor   The Potentialities of Light Festivals   Light
4 Angharad Closs Stephens  National and Urban Ways of Seeing   Light
5 Robert de Mello Koch  From Field Theory to Spacetime Using Permutations Time
6 Jonathan Ben-Dov  What’s In a Year? An Incomplete Study on the Time
     Notion of Completeness
7 Lesley Chamberlain  Clarifying the Enlightenment   Light
8 Fokko Jan Dijksterhuis  Matters of Light. Ways of Knowing in  Light
     Enlightened Optics

2015 Volume 8

1 Valerie M. Jones   Mobile Health Systems and Emergence  Emergence
2 Stéphanie Portet   Studying the Cytoskeleton: Case of   Modelling
     Intermediate Filaments
3 Peter Cane   Two Conceptions of Constitutional Rights  Emergence
4 Nathan J. Citino   Cultural Encounter as ‘Emergence’: Rethinking Emergence
     US-Arab Relations 
5 N. Katherine Hayles  Nonconscious Cognition and Jess Stoner’s  Emergence
     I Have Blinded Myself Writing This
6 Alice Hills   Waiting for Tipping Points    Emergence
7 Margaret Morrison  Mathematical Explanation and Complex Systems Emergence 
8 Tim Thornton   Emergence, Meaning and Rationality  Emergence
9 John Heil   The Mystery of the Mystery of Consciousness  Emergence
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10 David C. Geary   Sex Differences in Vulnerability   Emergence
11 Richard Read   Negation, Possibilisation, Emergence and the Emergence  
     Reversed Painting  

2016 Volume 9

1  George Williams      An Australian Perspective on the UK Human Rights Evidence
     Act Debate  
2  James E. Gardner       Can We Gain Evidence About Volcanic Pyroclastic  Evidence
     Flows from Those Who Survive Them?             
3  John Brewer       Art and the Evidence of Attribution. Giovanni Evidence
     Morelli, Morellians and Morellianism: Thoughts on
     ‘Scientific Connoisseurship’  
4  Claire Langhamer       An Archive of Feeling? Mass Observation and the Evidence
     Mid-Century Moment
5 Heike Egner   The IPCC’s Interdisciplinary Dilemma: What Natural Evidence
     and Social Sciences Could (and Should) Learn from
     Physics             
6 Barbara Dancygier  Reading Images, Reading Words: Visual and Textual Evidence
     Conceptualization of Barriers and Containers 
7 William Downes   Two Concepts of Relevance and the Emergence Emergence  
     of Mind       
8 Martin Coward   Crossing the Threshold of Concern: How   Emergence  
     Infrastructure Emerges as an Object of Security

2017 Volume 10

1 Ted Gup    America and the Death of Facts: 'Politics and the Evidence
     War on Rationalism'      
2 Jan Clarke   Back to Black: Variable Lighting Levels on the  Light 
     Seventeenth-Century French Stage, Lavoisier
     and the Enigma of La Pierre philosophale
3  Heather Douglas      Sexual Violence and Evidence: The Approach of Evidence
     the Feminist Judge
4  David T. F. Dryden     What Have Restriction Enzymes Ever Done For Us? Evidence
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