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ABSTRACT

The three chapters of my dissertation develop and defend a new Humility thesis, Gate-
gorical Humility. Humility theses tell us there is some fundamental aspect of the world
that we lack knowledge of. All such theses share two parts: an existence claim, stating that
there is in fact this portion of the world, and an ggnorance claim, stating that knowledge of it
escapes our epistemic grasp.

In Chapter One, co-authored with Rae Langton, I sketch the landscape over which cur-
rent interest in Humility theses has focused its attention. Specifically, Rae Langton’s Kan-
tian Humility and David Lewis’s Ramseyan Humility are concisely presented, motivated,
and defended against a variety of objections. This chapter is meant to orient the reader to
the shape of the debate and to set the stage for my own view, Categorical Humility.

I turn to motivating that view in Chapter Two, where I develop it in the context of a
more detailed examination of Ramseyan Humility, its nearest ancestor. My overall strat-
egy 1s to establish a stronger conclusion than Lewis does by nevertheless employing
weaker premises. I argue that our ignorance amounts to more than us not knowing the
identities of the fundamental categorical properties; it also amounts to us not knowing
whether these properties are physical or mental.

Chapter Three considers two challenges to Categorical Humility, one that attacks the 1g-
norance component of the thesis and one that attacks the existence component. And two im-
portant conclusions emerge from my response of these objections. The first is that Cate-
gorical Humility is incompatible with physicalism, at least as physicalism is often articu-
lated. The second is that a certain meta-Humility thesis is true; namely, there’s a fact of
the matter about whether, say, dispositions are necessarily connected to their categorical
bases, but we can’t come to know what that fact of the matter is. I conclude by clarifying
how my own defense of Categorical Humility should be understood in light of this meta-
Humility thesis.
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