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Question 01

Define (a) acquaintance knowledge, (b) ability knowledge, and (c) propositional

knowledge.
[3 marks]
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Commentary

This is a question where the marks break down easily, with 1 mark available for each of the three
types of knowledge that are defined, so long as each one is explained clearly. In this case, only the
first type of knowledge (ability) is explained clearly. The illustration is unnecessary but it does not
compromise the answer in any way.

1 mark
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Commentary
This student has clearly explained all three types of knowledge, and so they can safely be awarded

maximum marks. Again, the illustrations are not necessary, but they only serve to emphasise the
student’s understanding, and they certainly should not be penalised for redundancy.

== 2

3 marks
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Commentary

This student has clearly explained two of the three types of knowledge (acquittance and ability),
but there is imprecision on propositional knowledge. ‘Knowledge about’, even with the example,
does not quite do enough to distinguish it from acquittance knowledge in the way that ‘knowing
that’ would.

2 marks
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Question 03

Explain the view that belief is hot a necessary condition for knowledge.
[5 marks]
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Commentary

This is a clear, correct and sufficiently full answer for maximum marks. Plato is, of course,
associated with the development of the justified true belief (JTB) account of knowledge, but the
student here draws from Plato’s distinction between belief and knowledge to answer the question
effectively. This is then supplemented by a Radford-style example at the end.

5 marks

Copyright © 2021 AQA and its licensors. All rights reserved. 5 of 35



Student B

b UM an mmj_smn.a_iug_
lnan Bmmwxq b&s-uj it (L. Mowaanaas
b Cdﬁ_ha_@m&m&ed_m: Yo Adde an =
m.mpu_cz}_ﬁhmﬂ_wmm QM
Mayy o Ly ﬁ.q/t&m.uma_uﬂaug‘_ﬂwj E}F‘*‘
bra. annmsnr cowretd dnd #hy had wmsed @
oek—pofrt Dt bal  herved mmgm_d;m;t&q
fromn Mt exam conddiond used  fem kb
dowlot  Lremsedartd  pey  dudunk drudsy  beliont
® was bz Wmmw
exSUMpPAL wmam.&_am wdaiidmal  had duaven
IHs- a, MWMMd Lrnen
cl.n.mmq bagrd s urdivicidd s Adpune
Extra space MM Uy Rgon Lo vemumen:
Had wan cw M chrowna -
Thant  laumplid  Sinthw ok asm  undiiidaad ey
MM_UMM&%L_‘GAA&’_LL_L& locled  dmwoy Ui
~tally need Pt g Unfovmnahione. i
Commentary

Initially clear and correct, with use of relevant examples, but the point of the second example loses
focus by the end. The response is correct in substance, but lacking precision.

3 marks
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Commentary
Two relevant points are made, placing the question within the context of the disputed JTB theory,
and giving an example of knowledge without belief, although the latter is not well developed.

2 marks
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Question 05
Do we have innate knowledge?

[25 marks]

Student A

This essay argues we don't have innate knowledge. | will be taking the side of empiricists like
Hume and Locke proposing that all knowledge comes from experience, but in addition there are
‘trivial’ analytic true statements which we can know a priori (as crucially shown in Hume's folk).
Arguments by Plato, Descartes and Leibniz will be discussed but all rejected. Hume's argument is
the most crucial because it offers good explanations of the two kinds of truth we can know, and
neithr of them requires innate knowledge.

Innate knowledge is knowledge we are born with, as if it were hardwired in our minds. It is
propositional knowledge or knowledge ‘that’. One example would be innate mathematical
knowledge which Plato uses. A strong point in Plato’s philosophy is the paradox of knowledge in
the Meno because it seems to show that trying to gain knowledge by looking for evidence (through
experience) is pointless. It seems obvious that if you do know the answer to a question, then you
don’t need to do anything to find out, whereas if you don't know then you should try and find out.
But the problem is even if you don't know the answer to a question, you still can't find out as you'd
never know when you'd found the answer as you don't know what you're looking forl Plato tries to
solve this paradox by showing how we really come to have knowledge.

Plato gave the example of geometry in his slave boy argument. In Meno Socrates is taking to a
slave boy who has had no real education. Socrates starts asking him questions about squares,
their definition and size. And the slave boy is able to answer these questions correctly about how a
square increases in size, despite not studying geometry before (and therefore having no
experience of this). Socrates therefore concludes that the slave boy has this knowledge within his
mind all the time from birth, since this is the only available option once we dismiss experience.

But how? The reason for this according to Plato is that knowing is really a process of remembering
not searching through experience. Our souls have contact with truths in the world of the forms

before we are born, and when we live we just need people like Socrates who could can help is
recollect what we already knew.

One objection to this argument is that it is too complicated. It assumes a whole world of
metaphysical forms which is very difficult to proof. It also assumes the immortality of the soul and
transmigration, both of which would require proof we don't have, and modern science (not
available for Plato) could be used against these ideas. There are other alterative explanations for
the slave boy example which are simpler. Some have accused Socrates of asking leading
guestions, where he is actually teaching the slave boy through experience, as questions and
answers are themselves a form of experience, and the slave boy is just using innate logic and
reason which is not the same as innate knowledge. John Locke was a strong empiricist and he
would agree with this criticism. He thought we were born tabla rase, with a blank slate for a mind

that we filled with experience. The slave boy might have been able to be taught mathematic truths
very quickly by Socrates. But if geometry was really innate then it would be universal. This would
mean that babies and ‘idiots’ (people with learning difficulties) would be born with this knowledge,
and we have no evidence of this. So if we just take Plato’;s arguments, we have certainly not
proved there is innate knowledge.
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A stronger version of innatism is Leibniz’s, as it recognises that new experience is needed (like
Locke says), but this experience reveals knowledge which is innate (and not recollecting from
previous lives like Plato says). For Leibniz the mind has a ‘special affinity’ for necessary truths,
which we do have, which experience alone could never provide for it to be shown as universal.
Knowledge from experience is arrived at through induction so it can never give us necessity only
probability. Leibniz uses the analogy of a piece of marble which has veins which show shapes that
a skilful sculptor (like a man having experiences) can discover and carve out, so his idea is that
experience brings out the underlying knowledge built into the mind.

But these ‘veins’ are like knowledge which is unconscious until we experience things which trigger
it, and Locke has shown that this is not possible. If we are not conscious of knowledge it is not
really knowledge. We might forget knowledge at some point and be reminded of it, but the reason
we had it in the first place was some form of experience. The reason we know all bachelors are
unmarried (a necessary truth) is because someone once told us what batchelors meant or we read
about them. Leibniz overcomplicates this by adding something which experience alone is sufficient
for. Hume would add crucial weight to this criticism with his famous folk that distinguishes relations
of ideas from matters of fact. The truth ‘it is not raining’ is a matter of fact we need experience to
establish. It is a synthetic truth (if it is or isn't raining). The truth ‘all bachelors are unmarred’ is a
relation of ideas. We don't need to experience all the bachelors in the world to know they are
unmarried and we don't need innate knowledge either. We just need someone to teach us (through
experience) what the world ‘bachelor’ means by definition and then we know this is always a true
relation of ideas. It is an analytic truth not a synthetic.

One final argument against innate knowledge is the idea that in order to have innate knowledge
you really need innate ideas as well as propositional knowledge is made up of concepts. There are
aren't any innate concepts so there is isn't any innate knowledge.

Descartes tries to show how we have innate knowledge because we know of the concept of God
and therefore we can reason and know that God exist because he must cause this idea in our
minds.

P1. | have a concept of God (a supremely perfect infinite being)

P2. | cannot experience a supremely perfect or infinite being

P3. The causal adequacy principle says that any cause must have at least as much reality as the
effect it brings about.

P4. It is impossible for there to be an infinite regress of causes which have this reality.

C. The cause must be an infinite being who | can know exists since it must have been the
adequate cause of my idea of a supreme and infinite being. This is the idea that God stamped the
idea of himself on our minds like a trademark.

A strength of this argument is that many people do claim to have a concept of God, which includes
ideas like ‘infinity’, and it seems obvious concepts like ‘infinity’ can’t be experienced. So it could be
that we are born with this idea. Some would disagree with P3 as there are counter examples e.g.

the ingredients which cause a sponge cake are not spongy. And maybe there is another
explanation for how we get our concept of ‘perfection’ or ‘infinity’, i.e. ‘negation’.
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While Descartes is right that we don't experience things that are infinite geing on forever with no
beginning or end, we do experience things with a beginning and ending, so pehaps with infinity, all
we have to is imagine these things just not beginning or ending. One objection to this is that we
don't really experience things beginning and ending, we just experience things change in form (like
a candle going out or waxing melting). But there is a beginning and ending to the various changes
even if we can't always say exactly where they happen. All we need is the general idea of them
happening and then think of the opposite where there is no beginning and ending at all and that is
enough to have the concept of the ‘infinite’, meaning the idea isn't innate and we don't have
knowledge of God. And how clear is our idea of ‘infinity” anyway? We could challenge P1 as say
that we may know the basic meaning of the idea, but we can't really imagine the concept. Locke
suggests we just ‘augment’ various qualities as far as we can imagine, and when we can't imagine
anymore we just say they are ‘infinite’ (God).

To conclude this essay | can confirm after this discussion that we do not have innate knowledge.
Plato’s arguments are far too elaborate and knowledge can be explained through simpler means.
Descartes seems stronger as he does not use a story which can be interpreted differently (e.g.
about the slave boy) but starts with a very common idea people have (e.g about a supremely
perfect and infinite God), but there are problems with his causal adequancy theory, and empiricists
are able to show how these ideas can be arrived at through other means. Leinbiz is the strongest,
as he combines experience and the human mind to bring out knowledge of necessary truths from
within the mind, and this doesn’t involve controversial claims like reincarnation (like Plato). But
Hume shows how all knowledge is either a matter of fact or relations of ideas, and truths like ‘all
batchelors are unmarried’, necessary truths, are just relations of ideas not matters of fact, and are
‘trivial’ rather than real ‘propositional’ knowledge.

Commentary

This student argues with intent, and the logic of the argument is sustained. There is detailed
evaluation throughout, with some examples of robust defence; the balance of arguments clearly
supports the conclusion, and the rationale for identifying some arguments as ‘stronger’ or ‘weaker’
is likewise clear. Relevant philosophical language is used correctly. There are obviously other
possible replies the student could have made (ie on behalf of Plato, Leibniz and Descartes), and
the discussion of Descartes was less consistently focused on propositional knowledge than the
rest. The quality of written communication was not always precise but it is a solid top-band answer,
and responses do not have to be perfect to be awarded full marks.

The student begins with a clear statement of intent: they will be offering a defence of a Humean
and Lockean empiricism against the notion of innate knowledge. There is also an indication of what
the ‘crucial’ argument is: they will be drawing on ‘Hume’s folk’.

The student opens the main body of their discussion with a clear and correct definition of innate
knowledge (blurring with innate ideas/concepts was a pervasive feature of students’ responses to
this question). This student introduces innatism via Plato, outlining the paradox of knowledge to
show the apparent plausibility of the innatist option. This is an example of positive evaluation,
something that few students offer when dealing with arguments they don’t support.

The student then sets out Plato’s ‘slave boy argument’. Once experience is eliminated as an
explanation for the slave boy’s apparent knowledge, then the theory of recollection is introduced.
This is a clear and correct discussion. The objections raised concerning the plausibility of the forms
and the immortality of the soul are not especially detailed, but they are all reasonable philosophical
doubts one might raise. Socrates’s method is critiqued (as a form of teaching through experience),
and an important distinction is made between innate intellectual abilities and innate knowledge. In
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passing to Leibniz, the student not only states that this is a ‘stronger’ argument but gives some
reasons why: it acknowledges the need for some experience, and it is not as metaphysically
elaborate as Plato. There are obvious affinities between Leibniz and Plato that this student
overlooks, but they clearly want to bring out the differences. The objections that the student raises
are broadly Lockean, especially the criticism of any notion that we could possess knowledge that
we were not (and had never been) conscious of.

The student uses ‘Hume’s folk’ to offer a different account of the status of knowledge claims which
is presented as undermining the innatist position. The student could have offered replies from a
Leibnizian perspective here, but clearly they think they have done enough to refute this argument.
The final argument that the student considers is the connection between innate ideas and
knowledge. There is the potential here to get lost in a tangential discussion about innate ideas, but
the student does a really good job of keeping the focus on innate knowledge. There was room for
even more integration (eg explicitly connecting the idea of God to propositional knowledge) but
evaluation is still precise and integrated, being directed at specific (relevant) premises.

The conclusion restates the hierarchy in the relative strength of arguments for innate knowledge,
and summarises why none of them succeed.

25 marks
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Commentary

This student argues with sustained intent, with detailed knowledge and understanding of relevant
arguments which support the conclusion. Relevant philosophical language is used correctly, and
there is integrated argument and counter argument. However, the argument is certainly not
robustly defended with consistently precise and detailed knowledge and understanding, and falls
short of the top band.

The essay begins by locating knowledge innatism within the broader philosophical position of
rationalism, which is contrasted with empiricism and the ‘blank slate’. The student clearly explains
what they see as a stake in the debate, with good analysis and evaluation, and clearly indicate
their intention to defend Leibnizian innatism.

The first argument considered is Plato’s ‘slave boy’ argument, which is outlined and critiqued.
Neither the argument nor the objection is especially precise and detailed, but there is clearly credit
worthy knowledge, understanding and evaluation here. The student also considers a Platonist
reply concerning universal concepts not derived from experience (eg a circle), but the subsequent
evaluation misunderstands Plato. It is not the case that we have these pristine universal concepts
of justice and beauty; rather, that there are metaphysical ideas/forms which exist independently of
human minds, and from which we derive our imperfect concepts, recognising them in particular
cases, but never reaching a secure general definition. This misrepresentation of Plato’s arguments
reoccurs elsewhere in the weighing of Plato against Leibniz.

Leibniz’'s argument from necessary truths of reason is introduced, and its merits are noted in the
evaluative remarks. Locke’s argument from universal agreement is well stated. The student does
not target this at knowledge until the end of the argument (focussing instead on ideas) but it was
rare for even the best students to maintain laser-like focus on knowledge, and they did at least
bring it back in the end.

The student responds on behalf of Leibniz, defending innate knowledge in children who are not
aware of their knowledge (eg the ‘law of non-contradiction’). The counter, Locke’s argument
against unconscious knowledge, and the so called ‘transparency’ thesis, is never really responded
to: the words of a song were surely present to the mind once. Still, it does further the argument in
favour of the possibility of unconscious knowledge which Locke is said to deny.

The logic of the argument is mostly sustained, and a range of arguments have been offered,
summarised in the conclusion.

19 marks
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Commentary

This is a clear answer in the form of an argument. There is intent, and relevant material is used to
support the conclusion. There is a lack of integration in some of the evaluation, however, and
arguments are not stated in their strongest form with the most relevant (and correctly used)
philosophical language.

The student locates the question within the rationalist vs empiricist debate, and indicates their
intent to argue for innatism. From the very outset, however, there is blurring between knowledge
and ideas/concepts.

The first argument discussed is Plato’s theory of forms, which is not explained in detail or with
precision, but contains some relevant knowledge and understanding. The empiricist criticism
concerning the ‘transparency of the mind’ is applied reasonably enough. The initial rebuttal is
stipulative and not well illustrated, but the slave boy argument is better suited to refuting the
transparency of the mind argument, and this is a credit worthy response, although the evaluation
blurs knowledge and concepts again. No response is offered to the slave boy argument.

The discussion now shifts to the ‘blank slate’ theory of Lockean empiricism, although the student
gets the logical relationship between ideas/concepts and knowledge the wrong way round: the
standard argument is that without innate concepts/ideas there can be no inmate knowledge. The
claim that this argument relies on Ockham’s razor does not engage Locke on his own (and
strongest terms); moreover, Ockham’s razor is not a ‘theory’ but one valuable principle among
others when we formulate our theories. The response to this argument (about the ‘complexity’ of
the origins of ideas) is question begging, and the focus is again on ideas/concepts rather than
knowledge. The evaluation improves when the discussion shifts to how we are able to classify
experiences, and differentiate them, although what seems to be a rendition of Condillac’s statue
analogy could have been explained with greater precision.

The penultimate paragraph raises brief ‘weak’ empiricist criticisms: the first (on distinguishing
innate ideas from other ideas) is responded to using relevant concepts, but it is not a well-
developed response; the second (the argument from universal agreement) is responded to by way
of a counter example (the law of non-contradiction). No rejoinders are considered, and the essay
concludes that they have shown ‘empiricism is false’.

12 marks

Copyright © 2021 AQA and its licensors. All rights reserved. 29 of 35



Student D T
Tonale Jnaw\ed & knowledae Ynol 4
'S 0ot a(.gv_x.uf‘&c\ m{)u_bh exgju&ﬁjﬂ,

nu\ S kﬁmn_u. RCi0CILMIn s €550
% \o_Ocoue  ¥aed ow 1
bra\\m ¢ A 0o\ \nove incole
Koaw\e gg,j} YooY koow\edae con omu
be_ oca dic YACou ec e0ce  ob \n
[3vatol(S %;L\_ wac\d. %\Q = .
_Lr%‘ﬂ ,Platc devdloped an o __
ot ! qDﬂQm which gub d o
C;\Q_&rcxbgu\ Men0 czrxcl a Slove bay. Tne
Yol Mena nod o Save ‘Bo \Q
hﬁc\ nod Qg QM&\MG& Qi \_‘t.mw‘e,

\:)\ voaaw\ed whalsaevee ab ge \%
Mok QM&%M&A ne s e

ouk Ve acoeo O SOUOC e ooy
o) Ciest ofameced ncoerech\y, %
ol 22 eaua\s B \oweves \"e? Cuner

fiakiag, \ne r%(‘u\x%ﬂ O onysl we
Yne QQM.WER s tnokes N el

as  Yoouoh anode kﬁm_eﬁkf‘&ﬁ‘%% eXIDY,
09 YR \%\mu@; \m_;: vod ot Yad anuE
exPRIICNCE k. QROCY Q\C \Qm\ tnavh ey W,
bul wan N Tane Y e Yo Yae

Copyright © 2021 AQA and its licensors. All rights reserved.

300f 35



Carcecy onawer.

Hawe\es, Yefre Darag &r%ummi coa

‘Df?. W_r;m\xwae& 09 o\\\‘nfgf Hne
mﬁg v come Yo e ¢

*a\ wu% na) oecause he

ham\rx_m \vru. Ts e
A Wos s &u?,\ Qﬁﬂﬁjbq |

ghlmmu\u:m Tnih & m\ LAao € kmﬁ&_%z

Mecolace, VRCause the s\os

hia expeietce  ch whok 1o sncocted Yo M

Aok e Those oS Wers uni) e
Ccomes Vo e coceech 00, 90, Nohory

QL%umcu.L seems ufx_tmuaf\ms_.

Leipaiz 5 a_rationalisl who olso e
believes ’t\(\&\: we howe g ﬁﬁ(h\g. 5\9\“\2@

AT e WE LHQ \Dorf\ \\ @0Me
Do &K{‘\G\N\Q(“ Qﬂr ek&m@lg_ kf\ﬁwm
how 1o bHeeoh 20, Nowevec ‘D
N CEsR m_@amm 00 \aitns
baoh we e oca wilh o mind waich
5 ke o ‘Nook Dolke of mocohle. we
QL%MEE_\X:&}JM&DAL&%%_ 19 QroQoBiY i -
008 a0d fac Gocmo\niady o be a
P00 B ke i\ o) By uaersol \o

Copyright © 2021 AQA and its licensors. All rights reserved. 31 of 35



koowtedae ik 1% Do) UOWRCSON %0 i\
AP

eneru00e. Yowewers & we ‘nave BEhnaoye
o\ é

?}Q‘bg_t\%‘ﬁ m% Q Q.z%umemu% ao
%um et win Eﬁb(}f\x{%
W augpocts e xc)mm\e

YoowieAdae Breause. descactes does nol
suppock the Qﬂdumiﬁﬁgnv_\m oaau, vidence
Laen Wne eongicical woeld. Ve slye Hhol
he con Yo cectann  of Yne exisledce ol

he mind becouse of Yae  (ack ok e s

ad'e A0 Wink. "Tihink Yheceloe 1 o’

PEANES ANAY he kaons ot \ens) o Mne
exiavenc? o\ ‘e gwa 00

Copyright © 2021 AQA and its licensors. All rights reserved. 32 of 35



B\ Vo foc waole kf\mw\e_c\,__ _e_
COO \:3 coicised b Mucne s '\?o&(,

Noe & mmga%‘ﬁm_wyeﬁm\
Hoe  woemeln e L QcQ

koowledog i\ Mnush e o mader ok Cacl
Q¢ cQ\u\ NI OK Q0 \C&QQ- WMot\es & Q(_L i&@\
0cR  QQRAIve propdsihians Whith cannal
w pcoved Yo b Colse foc  exaceple
242 = 4. RAo\igns o i ce\

evidence  (caen \ne ex\ecoo)  woc\d, Soc bﬁf‘\
exomO\e T kaaw Yool Yne sua wil\ iR

Ao NGCCOw DRLAUSR ) T1HRS QVeS Ql&é.
Hume s Fack dispules ol (acos Ml

o1y %u?ﬁ%ﬁ\_‘n_%t mﬁ\e \tt‘\ﬁw\ Qé&{f—
\DQQMQMK{\W\J’.Q S hii\ T Q

movec ol (ah or o ¢e\glica o\ ao idea.

Copyright © 2021 AQA and its licensors. All rights reserved. 33 of 35



TocYher nace, \\ Veera Nec Licodion Deincipe
_\.'{T\k\ﬁﬂ asY innoYe koow -

. (\\x L) jﬁﬁi&ﬁf\t - \.\)}Qf
m;uqu@\ ‘alemeO: wos

aata) m\_d_gou\L‘m. AQ_%%E s
Xn\o 3&& Y W% \f_u_e bu delinilion
ﬁc_\L WOS  \ow . A AR0N R
kaaw\e A e Sz (\0\ %Ch\s"ai %_
o Yhese“ Qﬁﬁd»\xﬁ_ﬁm we o Q\O\r
have 1\
Quecall, T da oot believe Yol we have
anole woawledae. T nolieve wagkead
Ji\ﬁ(l\t \S_‘S'JQW\QCX oe '«‘QD‘fuxf Q& Qf\\b

t\_QmQLDLQ\\ E’.\né&h&ﬁ O (‘3\ QQL
‘Lmé_m_gm )

Copyright © 2021 AQA and its licensors. All rights reserved. 34 of 35



Commentary

The student answers in the form of an argument. Some of the material is relevant and correct, but
there are significant gaps in what would be the most relevant content from the specification, with
arguments and counter arguments misrepresented.

The student begins by conflating innate knowledge with a priori knowledge, before indicating they
will be answering the question in the negative. The first argument (Plato’s ‘slave boy’ argument) is
outlined clearly enough (the precise details of the story do not matter as much as the underlying
logic), and briefly countered, but the latter lacks development.

Leibniz is correctly identified with rationalism and innatism, but the latter is illustrated with a
physical function/ability rather than propositional knowledge. Locke’s ‘blank slate’ is introduced,
appropriately enough, but the evaluation makes little sense.

Descartes can be discussed within the context of this debate, but the student fails to make the
necessarily connections between the cogito and innate knowledge. Hume’s folk, also relevant, is
introduced, but the student does not show clear understanding of the distinction Hume is making.
The student then tries to apply Ayer’s (related) verification principle to the question, but again, they
do not understand the relevant conceptual distinctions, and so the points raised do not help them
to answer the question effectively.

The conclusion is clear and reasonable enough, but it is not well supported by the previous
arguments, and once again blurs innate with a priori.

6 marks
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