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Galukhin A.V. Attributer contextualism in action: a standard 

solution to the skeptical puzzle. The basic contextualist strategy of 
dealing with the problem of skeptical paradoxes is determined by the 
paradigmatic contextualist claim that the truth value of knowledge-
attributions can vary with the context of the attributor, because differ-
ent conversational situations set different epistemic standards. I ana-
lyze a standard contextualist solution to the puzzle of skeptical hy-
potheses, proposed by St. Cohen within the framework of his early 
conception, which incorporated the principles of the relevant alterna-
tives theory of knowledge. eal of 
skeptical arguments while preserving the truth of our everyday 
knowledge ascriptions. Yet, this straightforward solution turns out to 

 
 Key words: epistemology, contextualism, semantic analyses, 

knowledge attribution, skepticism. 


