


























by someone who has the stick in front of her), and in the Neptune case the
astronomical deduction might have been wrong, with no such planet existing, as
turned out to be the case with Vulcan. Thus, if I wish to express a priori truths,
I must say ‘if there is a stick before me as I see it, then . . . ’ (In the Neptune case
I must say ‘if some planet causes the perturbations in Uranus in the appropriate
way, then . . . ).31 The whole point of the cogito is that no such existence problem
arises, epistemically speaking. Yet another difference with the meter stick and
Neptune cases is this: in both cases there is a closely related statement that is
necessary and trivial given the way the reference is fixed, such as ‘the planet, if
any, that causes this perturbations, does cause them’, and ‘stick S, if there is such




































