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Necessary conditions need not also be sufficient conditions. Having four equal sides is a necessary
condition for being a square: it is impossible to be a square without having four equal sides. But it is
not a sufficient condition: having four equal sides does not guarantee being a square, as some
rhomboids (which have four equal sides) are not squares. What about (i) and (ii)? Might they also be,
taken together, a sufficient condition for knowledge? And if they are, then knowledge is just the two
components of belief and truth added together. That is: S knows p if and only if (i) p is true, and (ii) S
believes p.

However, as has been known since Plato’s time, belief and truth are not sufficient for knowledge.
Suppose someone buys a ticket for the lottery convinced that he will win because his fortune teller told
him so, and by a fluke he does. He truly believed that he would win, but he did not know that he would
win. As Plato puts it, knowledge is not “correct opinion™; as a contemporary philosopher might say,
knowledge cannot be “analyzed” as true belief. What might another component of knowledge be?

The lottery winner has no reasons or evidence for his true belief that he will win. That is, his belief is
not justified. Conversely, your true belief that the earth is round is justified—perhaps you read about its
shape in a reliable textbook or a knowledgeable teacher told you that it is round. So this suggests that
justification is another component of knowledge. Like the belief component, the justification

component is also widely accepted. So let us assume that if S knows p, then S must justifiably believe

p.
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As we normally think, physical objects exist in space in a distinctive way: there cannot be two physical
objects in the same place at the same time. Ordinary experience seems to confirm this. (You can’t park
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two cars in a single parking space, after all. ach car excludes the other from the space it occupies.)

But a clever argument seems to show the opposite. Take a lump of clay (call it CLAY) and make a
statue (call it STATUE). When you’re done, you have a statue occupying a certain region of space. But
of course the clay did not disappear when you made your statue. So you also have some clay that
occupies the very same region of space. “Big deal,” you say. “This is not a case of two objects
occupying the same place at the same time. The clay and the statue are the same thing. CLAY =

STATUE.” But not so fast.

Suppose you made your statue today with clay that had been sitting around for wee
argue as follows:

(1) CLAY existed yesterday.
(2) STATUE did not exist yesterday.
(3) Therefore, CLAY # STATUE.

The premises of this argument are extremely plausible. Is the argument valid? The principle that
underlies it can be put as follows:

(*) If X differs from Y in some respect, then X # Y.

And again, this seems obvious. How can a thing differ from itself? But if (*) is true, the argument is
sound and we have refuted the commonsensical idea that two physical objects cannot occupy the same
place at the same time. (The principle (*) is sometimes called the indiscernibility of identicals.)

26, Fii A 45 "M+, (CLAY)$ " #4 , (STATUE)RF] —ERAY
(A)yRE#ME EmE ; (B) ERENE—ERHE S C)fEfxEs > DR EEL S (E)X
EEIE-

27, Fik AFFEE d k4 "ML, (CLAY)S "#44, (STATUE)R& Fl—ER&E?
(A)mEHFEIHMEE 5 (B) W RERERE S (C)iq’éﬁﬁﬁ'%%;%{éé‘éﬁ(sound) (D)2
bR E)RERE-

28. AT AR — 1B £ 5% R ()RR ?

(AHREERBRAL LR —BA > AREMALE ERE S (B) Tt 2 RAEARA A —
A BmEHEETARR  (COF IRBERRE—AH D AmEHmAENLE S8R (DA
ZHEEHE  ENZHEERBML -

29. U FH—EHEERC)RRA Y
(A)%@éﬁﬁﬂfkﬁ%ﬁ%é@ﬁ%‘%ﬁg* B ERERELE—&%:(B) FLRETFAHEREER
ﬁ’ﬂ@%%ﬁw@A%Qﬁ%ﬁ%ﬁﬁ%ﬁ%m%@»ﬁﬁ%’ﬂ@%ﬁﬁﬁgﬁﬁ
B D)AT=H%ER E)AT=EERER -

30. A FHR—A4B R AHE > TRIEBMIRA?

(A2 ERERBHE SR AERMARR—EA (B) KRBT R E FAAF] 0 B
RERLE—EAHE OCREAEREAE  BCRERF —@x®; DF=FET
E)FT=HERT °

=~ &R

This gives us (at least) three positions: races are populations with a common ancient ancestry, social

categories of some kind, or nothing at all. The first two are forms of realism about race; the latter is

eliminativism about race, so called because races have been “eliminated” from the categories that really

apply to things. According to the racial eliminativist, no one is white or Asian, just as no one is an .
angel or a demon. Quayshawn Spencer uses the genetic results to defend the first, and Anthony Appiah

defends the third. The second position is represented by Sally Haslanger.

Suppose that Appiah is right, and that no one belongs to any race. Then what? Should we continue to
classify people as white, Asian, and so on, even though no one really is white or Asian? Suppose,
alternatively, that Spencer is right, and our racial classifications are often correct, because people ‘
belong to the appropriate ancestral/biological category. Given the pernicious influence that biological
theories of race have had in the past, is it really a good idea to think of our fellow humans as members
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of different biological kinds? (Similar questions could be raised if we suppose that races are like the
social categories of serf and aristocrat.) Whatever races turn out to be, there is the further question of
how we should continue to talk. And this is where Haslanger joins the debate. She is not primarily
concerned to find out what races are, but how we should use terms like “white race” and “Asian race”

in a way that will “contribute to empowering critical social agents”.
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What is it for a human life to go well? Unsurprisingly, there is heated debate about this matter. For
example, hedonists claim that a life goes well when it contains as much pleasure and as little pain as
possible. Preference-satisfaction theorists concur with hedonists that one should maximize (or bring
about as much as possible of) what matters, but they contend that life goes well when one’s preferences
are maximally satisfied, whether or not that satisfaction always yields pleasure. Others, call them
autonomy theorists, contend that a life goes well if one is respected and supported by others as a free
and equal person, one has and exercises the opportunity to develop one’s capacities, and one lives a
well-considered life structured by choices made in response to good reasons. Or, perhaps, as some
objective list theorists argue, a good life defies a simple formulaic summary, but features an amalgam
of specific components, such as being healthy over a reasonably long life; forming good relationships;
having satisfying, stimulating work and projects; having access to the resources, abilities, and social
freedom that facilitate a comfortable life free from coercion and vulnerability to exploitation; and
having a sufficient education and knowledge to make informed, deliberate decisions and to understand
and appreciate one’s life, one’s environment, and the other goods life offers.
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Utilitarian thinkers in the nineteenth century offered a reason for being concerned about economic
inequality. Utilitarianism is the view that the right action (or policy or institution) is one that produces
the greatest sum of happiness. Assume first that each individual gets some additional happiness from
cach additional dollar that comes his or her way. Assume also that the increase in happiness declines as
the person gets richer. So your 101st dollar gives you more added happiness than does your 201st,
which adds more than your 1,001st. This is called “declining marginal utility.” If marginal utility
declines, then, all else equal, a greater sum of utility would be generated by shifting resources from
someone with more (say, Warren Buffett) to someone with fewer (say, a bus driver or nurse). Buffett

will lose a little happiness when he loses a dollar; but that loss will be more than compensated by the
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greater increase in happiness for the bus driver or nurse.

But all else is not equal. The utilitarian case for equality needs to take incentives into account. Suppose
Warren Buffett will not invest as much if his last dollar is taxed at a high rate. Then, to prevent
damaging effects on longer-term growth and standards of living, we will need to be careful not to set
the tax rate too high.

Some philosophical egalitarians think that the case for mitigating economic inequalities on grounds of
justice is not as dependent as the utilitarian supposes on the facts about declining marginal utility and
responsiveness to incentives. According to one important line of philosophical-egalitarian argument,
certain kinds of inequalities are unjust because they are unfair. They are unfair because they are based
on treating equal persons in indefensibly different ways.

That is the core idea in John Rawls’s theory of “justice as fairness.” Rawls presents an account of what
justice requires by developing a theory about fair terms of social cooperation. Part of that theory—its
most strikingly egalitarian part—is the difference principle. According to this principle, inequalities in
income and wealth are just only if they are needed to maximize the income and wealth of people in the
least advantaged social group. Fair inequalities cover training costs for developing socially valuable
skills and provide incentives to encourage people to use their resources and talents for the benefit of all.
According to the difference principle, then, the reason for accepting inequalities is not to ensure that
people receive what they deserve or to reward contributions or efforts, but to improve the
circumstances of the least advantaged group (say, people in the bottom 20 percent of the income
distribution).
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