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Virtue epistemology differentiating between animal and reflective knowledge, based upon virtuous circularity, is an externalist project where reliability is assigned an important role, along with the involved environment. Problems linked to two kinds of knowledge instead of one, to the transition between them and about bringing externalism and reflective internalism together are approached by the transglobal reliabilism-evidentialism. 

Virtuous circularity
Virtue epistemology
 lays its stress upon both subjectivity and externality. Virtue, such as ethical virtue and also including epistemic virtue, is something that has to do with the ability and dispositions of the subject. But virtue also requires fitting the external environment in which beliefs are assessed for their justification. Often, epistemologists are divided according to their belonging to the internalist or to externalist projects, and again they are torn between foundationalism and coherentism. Conditions are then assessed according to which a non-circular rendering may be given for each of these approaches. This is not the case for virtue epistemology that started with bringing foundationalism and coherentism, the pyramid and the raft
 approaches into one unique setting. Virtue epistemology’s aim is to overcome divisions and to show that knowledge depends upon their combination. If this is true, then wherever a viable account of knowledge was approached, it involved a combination of coherentism and foundationalism, say, as in the cases of Moore, Descartes or Davidson.
 Additionally to this, the traditional avoidance of circularity is misguided and it should be substituted by embracing virtuous circularity. Here is one way how to understand this:


- Virtuous circularity in the case of foundationalism consists in justification of foundational beliefs because they are foundational.


- Virtuous circularity in the case of coherentism consists in justification of coherent beliefs because they are coherent.


It also looks that an additional strand of virtuous circularity may be achieved by combining the two
, so that foundationalism and coherentism would mutually reinforce each other, not shying away from their mutual entanglement. But in what manner exactly this can be productively achieved? This is the question to which virtue epistemology has answers that, as we think about them, may profit from some improvement. 


We believe that in the overall sense the just sketched project of virtue epistemology is commendable, but that it ultimately fails to deliver a unique picture of knowledge that it was set to aim for from the very start, such as the one combining in a plausible manner strands of foundationalism and of coherentism. In the following we will extend a helping hand to the just mentioned project of virtue epistemology, on the basis of methodology that enables to overcome the still simmering divisions at the very heart of its project. Our proposal is to sketch the direction in which to apply transglobal reliabilism-evidentialism to the virtue epistemology. Obviously, virtue epistemology’s aim is to overcome divisions and to show that knowledge depends upon the combination of involved strands. There are many questions related to virtue epistemology. Our aim is to concentrate mainly upon the just mentioned virtue epistemology central understanding of knowledge. In the due course we will need to sketch what transglobal reliabilism-evidentialism amounts to. But right now we will start delineating the specific brand of virtue epistemology that we began to mention.    

Two kinds of knowledge
As we embark upon the virtue epistemology project exposition we first center upon its characteristic division between two kinds of knowledge. These are respectively called 

(i) animal knowledge, and


(ii) reflective knowledge.

The animal knowledge may be also dubbed direct or immediate knowledge, the knowledge without reflection.
 Reflective knowledge, contrary to the first one, involves reflective stance, as its name suggests. One way to pin down their differences is in assigning one knowledge operator Ksp to the animal knowledge, and an iterated KsKsp knowledge operator
 to the reflective knowledge (p stands for a proposition here, s for the subject, and K for the just mentioned epistemic knowledge operator). Animal knowledge aims at matters that we immediately know in our surroundings, such as that there are different objects in our vicinity, or at least that there are color or smell related data, say. In this sense, the rendering by Ksp may involve a too harsh requirement for animal knowledge, if knowledge is to be understood as involving high contextual requirements. But in another sense, it is a suiting description again, as compared to the intrinsically reflective nature of the KsKsp kind based knowledge.


Irrespective of further results and limitations, the important distinction that we find in the studied brand of virtue epistemology is thus that between two different kinds of knowledge. Our assessment is that an important intuition is captured by this distinction, namely that our knowledge depends both upon the structure of the surrounding world in which cognizers happen to find themselves, and upon the reflective powers of the subject involved into epistemic task of attaining knowledge. But we also suspect that both of these sources are involved into a plan of knowledge as a basically unified enterprise. This point does not seem to be either embraced or made especially clear by the now studied brand of virtue epistemology. Just how the mentioned unification of knowledge may be achieved is the question that we aim to tackle, pushing thereby the virtue epistemology intuitions that did not yet necessarily attain their desirable completion. Anyway, an important distinction seems to involve acceptance of either two kinds of knowledge or again of one basic kind of knowledge, no matter how rich and diversified.

Use of virtuous circularity in two kinds of knowledge
We said that the mentioned two kinds of knowledge, in the just tackled project of virtue epistemology, use virtuous circularity. In order to start approaching this, some further clarification for each kind of knowledge will be helpful.


(i) Let us start with the animal knowledge that we also dubbed direct or immediate knowledge. Direct knowledge may be evidential and based upon foundational internalist intuitions. But this is not the case here, for animals in a broad sense are not primarily renown for their introspective abilities. Animals are well equipped to spot objects, to see, touch and smell them. The knowledge that they thrive upon includes their immediate surroundings and not so much or not primarily a range of possible or counterfactual situations. This is why animal knowledge is externalist. And one typical externalist kind of justification involves reliability. Notice that reliability is measured by fitting of beliefs into the environment, into the surrounding in which the animal operates.

(ii) The reflective knowledge seems to be rather specific for just a special kind of animals, namely humans. As we said, the KsKsp epistemic knowledge operator iterated form seems to capture well whatever is involved here. Some kind of reflective monitoring of knowledge conditions K by the subject s in respect to a given proposition p is characteristic. As monitoring is an internal affair that has to do with reflective abilities of the subject, the reflective knowledge involves a form of epistemic internalism.
 The reliability has to do with internal conditions as well. One would think that the inner internalism compatible world is much narrower and more restricted as compared to the external animal environment. But this is true in just a very limited case involving the external animal surrounding world
. In respect to the experiential world, the animal surrounding world is very restricted, for the experiential world includes a whole range of possible and counterfactual situations. In this sense, reliability of reflective knowledge involves a much broader environment, as compared to the reliability proper to the animal knowledge. Anyway, we can say that the reflective knowledge is internalist and therefore reliability-wise assessable.


Applying our earlier characterizations, we can now say that virtuous circularity in the case of animal knowledge externalist foundationalism consists in justification of foundational beliefs because they are foundational.
 One simply has to take over some basic points of contact with the immediate external environment, without asking about their further justification. This goes well with the now studied brand of virtue epistemology and with its appropriation of externalism. 


Virtuous circularity in the case of reflective knowledge involves internalist coherentism. The justification then consists in reflective appropriation of coherent beliefs on the basis that they are coherent. Coherentist virtuous circularity has the ability to account for direct knowledge as well, for the reason that it involves a broader experiential environment, as does the last one.


In this respect we can say that an additional strand of virtuous circularity may be achieved by combining the animal and the reflective knowledge. Externalist foundationalism of the first one and internalist coherentism of the second one would then reinforce each other, not shying away from their mutual entanglement. From just externalist perspective of the animal surrounding world there is some basis for knowledge. On the other hand, it seems that a wider perspective of experiential environments involved by reflective knowledge has the ultimate upper hand in their dialectics. About this more as the story unfolds.


Here we provide just an additional couple of short remarks. Virtue epistemology involves the knowing subject. In respect to animal knowledge this is an immediate subjective ability that leads to justification of the involved beliefs. In the case of reflective knowledge, this ability includes, as it seems, a much broader experiential basis. 


The last remark is about the relation between animal and reflective knowledge and about its comparison with the intentional relation entanglement. It was argued (Potrč 2002, forthcoming f; Brentano 1995) that intentional relation consists of (i) intentional directedness at an object or at a content, and of (ii) reflective directedness at the fact of possessing such an intentional relation. Item (ii) intrinsically includes consciousness or phenomenology, the what-it’s-like of being intentionally related. The whole situation is virtuously circular in that (ii) supports (i) and (i) supports (ii). Notice now that the basic thing taking the situation off the ground is phenomenology with its wider experiential perspective, which resists the reduction of intentional relation to the external atomistic shtick. Although cases of intentionality and of epistemic justification are far from identical, there may be an important hint here that in the case of epistemic justification as well it would be inappropriate to reduce direct knowledge to externalist atomistic relations with their limited external environment, and that some reflective broadening of perspective, including phenomenology, would fare much better.
Virtuous circularity and reliability for each of animal and reflective knowledge
We have claimed that animal knowledge and reflective knowledge are circular in a virtuous manner. Their circularity each time resulted in reliability. And reliability each time involves an environment. Animal knowledge becomes reliable through its involvement into the immediate external environment. Reflective knowledge is measured in respect to its reliability through much wider ranging experiential reflective environment. The catch is that each of the two kinds of knowledge is virtuously circular
 and reliable, and that this succeeds in respect to the involved environments. These environments are different. The first environment is directly externalist and the second environment is mediate internalist.

The span of reliability from external to internal environment
Taking the difference between the animal knowledge and the reflective knowledge into account, we see that we have to do with two kinds of environments in as far as their reliability is concerned. For the environment determines the conditions of reliability, in respect to each of the involved cases. Animal knowledge requires fitting to the immediate external environment in order for the concerned beliefs to attain reliability. Reflective knowledge requires a much broader internally characterizable experiential narrow environment in order to accomplish a similar task. This environment may be said to be narrow in respect of not being tied to the immediate external world but to the internal rational dispositions of the organism. At the same time the same environment may also be characterized as being broader than the externalist environment in the sense that the externalist environment is restricted just to the immediate external surrounding of the organism, whereas this internalist surrounding extends over a whole range of possibilities, in the realm of the experiential world. Obviously, the meaning of narrow and broad is different here from the usual externalist/internalist divisions underlying the usage of the terms. Narrow refers now to just a restricted possibility of immediate external surrounding, whereas wide includes several more or a whole range of possibilities proper to the experiential world. Reliability is measured by the justificatory fit of beliefs to the mentioned surroundings.


As it was just sketched, the direction of justificatory fit is different here from the more usual proceeding from the internal to the external surroundings. One main difference is that the presupposition is abandoned according to which the internalist approach is committed to atomism. The thought underpinning this presupposition is that internalist foundational mental or epistemic states need to be atomistic.
 Quite to the contrary it seems to be the case that such an atomism, even if it is achieved, may only function upon the basis of a wide-ranging and balanced holism.
 Rationality and its holistic evidence are then the basis for the eventual atomistic reliability fit. Notice that coherentism obtains its suitable environment through this proceeding, whereas externalist foundationalism acknowledges its restricted justificatory impact. It also seems to be clear that the acknowledged broader span reaches from the actual environment to the range of possible or modally characterized environments in which reliability may find its fit.


The span of reliability, as we have just explained, reaches from the external up to the internal environment. Tacking this issue, we characterized its reversed direction from the usual internal to external environments, where the presupposition was that the internal foundational basis is atomistic. We have rejected this way to go, and we have acknowledged the broader modal holistic environment of the experiential internalist and coherentist world. 

External local environment
The just mentioned extension from the external to the internal environment in respect to the reliability of the involved beliefs as candidates for knowledge allows us to take a look at the externalist nature of virtue epistemology that is now under scrutiny. This will also help us to assess the shape in which various environments enter the scene. 


External environment in respect to which the reliability of animal knowledge keyed belief is measured may be called local environment, for this is the immediate external local environment in which the animal’s epistemic success takes shape. What other kinds of environment may be there, according to this parameter? Starting with local perspective, things may only get broader.
 The second candidate in this sense is then the global environment, or the entire world. And logical possibility lets us know that the next broadening stage is the transglobal environment. We will spend some more time with global and transglobal environments later on. Right now we turn our attention back to the external local environment because that one is characteristic for virtue epistemology that is now under scrutiny.

Despite that it also deals with the internalism friendly reflective knowledge as one of its two main ingredients, the understanding of virtue epistemology under which it assesses itself is the animal knowledge induced externalism. Virtue epistemology is thus externalist, and therefore its typical environment is the local environment. In a sense this is the actual world WA, under the specification that this actual world is restricted to the organism’s immediate environment.
  The animal knowledge is characterized by aptness as a skill or subjective ability.
 The additional requirement securing reliability for the more demanding field of reflective knowledge is adroitness with its truth-conductiveness
, which means that its justification success is measured by fitting to the actual world WA, where the just mentioned actual world WA is to be understood as a local world. In any way, the basic externalist features of animal knowledge, as it is aiming towards justification of involved beliefs, involve the restricted local WA. This is understandable indeed if the animal knowledge in question is externalist.

Two kinds of virtue

But there is another dimension of the virtue epistemology involvement. In terms of knowledge, there is reflective knowledge besides to the animal knowledge. In terms of virtue however, one can distinguish the


(i) immediate external environment fitting virtue, and 


(ii) the broader, modal variability involving and in this sense larger environment fitting virtue.

Virtue is, first of all, a subjective ability or disposition involving feature. In this sense we are talking about  


(i’) virtue fitting to the animal knowledge that involves skill. Skill in this sense is externalist; it deals with local environment in respect to reliability. Local environment is WA, or the local WA, in the sense as we have briefly characterized it in the previous section. On the other hand, there is also the 


(ii’) characterial understanding of virtue. What is character? Character certainly is a disposition of a subject that is not just limited as a reaction to the immediate environment, but that naturally extends over a whole range of possible environments. The character of a morally good person will be such that it will allow reliably predicting this person’s reactions to moral situations is a wide range of possible environments, not just in the actual local environment now under scrutiny. As compared to the skill, character also points to a subjective ability, just that this time around character involves a broader range of environments. Broader in respect to what? One may point out here that the skill already involves an application in a range of situations. In this respect the possibility of character application, it might be said, does not just primarily target WA, under its local understanding, but in a whole range of the entire possible worlds. Character application, one may point out, requires a broader environment than the application of a mere skill. The explanation here may further be that the reflective character of disposition, the (characterial) ability, is exactly not restricted in its target to the locally interpreted WA, but that it is extended to a range of possible holistic worlds.

Problems for virtue epistemology
The virtue epistemology that we deal with, as we have seen, builds upon the presupposition of the existence of two kinds of knowledge:


(i) animal knowledge, and 


(ii) reflective knowledge.

We have just seen that these two forms of knowledge should be evaluated in their justification claims in respect to their reliability. Virtue epistemology, namely, is an externalist enterprise, and as such reliability will be its justification strategy. We also glanced quickly at environments that are in place for each of these kinds of knowledge, as far as reliability is concerned. In the following we wish to point out some problems for the so sketched virtue epistemology. These are of the following nature:


(a) First, the characteristic of virtue epistemology now under scrutiny is the claim to the existence of two kinds of knowledge: animal knowledge and reflective knowledge. But one may wonder whether it would perhaps be better to have just one single kind of knowledge instead of two. At least, one should consider this as a logical possibility, which deserves a sympathetic treatment for the reason of parsimony: perhaps it is better to have just one kind of knowledge as two kinds of knowledge.


(b) Second, if there are two kinds of knowledge: animal knowledge and reflective knowledge, it is not clear how we come from one knowledge to another knowledge. We have seen that animal knowledge involves local external environment in the actual world, and that reflective knowledge involves transglobal coherentist internal environment of possible worlds. It is not clear how one may effectuate transition from one to the other.


(c) Third, the considered virtue epistemology is externalist, and if nothing else there is a problem how this matches with reflectivity of knowledge, as already and repeatedly mentioned. Is there a gap from animal knowledge to reflective knowledge? Is there a gap in respect to the involved environments, or in respect to the used methodology according to which transition may be effectuated? How to come from externalist to the internalist perspective, the procedure that is exactly opposed to the usual way to go? As we hinted, the powerful atomistic presupposition needs to be abandoned here in favor of holistic version of internalism.

Facing the problems
We can now try to face the just mentioned problems for virtue epistemology.

The grounding point will be the assertion that the reliability of knowledge process is virtuously circular.
 Reliability as a justification procedure, as we have just indicated, involves different kinds of environments.


(a) First, we take the reliability of animal knowledge with its externalist pedigree. Truth-conductivity or adroitness of the involved skill is externalist, and it is keyed to the actual world WA. This actual world WA features a local environment in respect to the reliability or justification.


(b) Now take counter-examples to local reliability that are known in the literature, but are not taken into account by our studied form of virtue epistemology. We hit the Gettier style cases where fake-barns truth-conductive ascriptions do not result in knowledge, for the simple reason that the broader worldly environment does not cooperate, countering therewith the justificatory epistemic cooperation of the immediate involved local environment.

As just mentioned, if you wish to solve these counter-examples, you have to extend the environment in which you measure reliability. You thereby reach the global environment. This global environment cannot then be reduced to the local environment.

The next dialectical step consists in introducing counter-examples to global reliability. These figure brain in a vat counter-examples or evil demon problems, where reliability satisfaction requires treating appropriately these kinds of environment and fitting to them. The problems need to take account of the narrow internalist but rich dynamical world.


The result is obtained by reaching of transglobal reliability, overruling and encompassing results of global reliability fitting counter-examples. In terminology of virtue epistemology, we thereby in a smooth dialectical manner reached the stage of reflective knowledge, after we have started with the animal externalist knowledge. Notice that the reached transglobal reliability is narrow and internalist, and thus opposed to local externalism, that it is brain in a vat experiential world compatible. Notice that virtue epistemology did not take into account the intermediate stage of global environment, and that it just sticked to the external local environment on the one side, and to the transglobal internalist environment on the other side. Therefore the gap between animal and reflective knowledge, besides to other considerations.
Transglobal reliability answers
Answers to the above mentioned three problems for virtue epistemology may be now summarily and preliminarily attempted from our approach of transglobal reliability.
 


(a) As we will recall the first problem was that virtue epistemology deals with two basic kinds of knowledge, but it would be perhaps better, parsimony-wise if nothing else, to have a single kind of knowledge. The proposed direction of our solution is this:


Our knowledge, if it is to satisfy reliability requirements, needs to be not just locally or globally, but transglobally reliable, bringing thereby together the best environment, and indeed the best, now nicely articulated transglobal reliability.


In an elegant way this brings together externalist ingredients (reliabilism) and reflective consciousness ingredients (the transglobal point). We have then just one elegant powerful knowledge encompassing all the range of possible reliability conducting environments, of narrow internalist nature. The experiential world saves the day, in respect to the local external environment, as the key to solving of reliability issue.


(b) The second problem was articulated thus: if there are two kinds of knowledge (animal, reflective), the way from one to the other needs to be made clear, and indeed according to the virtue epistemology it isn’t. We propose to solve this problem in an elegant dialectical manner, because we actually propose the approach of transglobal evidentialism-reliabilism to pave the way. 


Our position starts with externalist local reliabilism, and is then compelled to search for an appropriate reliabilist solution, accounting for the counter-examples. These lead us from the local to the global and later to the transglobal environment perspective. The dialectics finds an appropriate criterion in the transglobal reliabilism, of a basically internalist nature, that turns out to be equivalent to evidentialism. As the very name of our position, the transglobal evidentialism-reliabilism suggests, the gap between local external and between transglobal internal environments thereby promises to be appropriately dialectically closed.


(c) The third problem was the gap between the proclaimed virtue epistemology externalist nature and between the internalist reflectivity knowledge involving requirements. This, as well, promises to have a nice and elegant solution by our transglobal evidentialism-reliabilism approach. Notice that transglobal approach retains its internalist evidentialist perspective that rules over the starting externalist local beginnings and improves them. 


In a more extended perspective our solution of the proposed transglobal reliabilism-evidentialism approach deals with the inclusive disjunction tactics, thereby bringing together in a nice way externalism and reflectivity. This is exactly the meaning of inclusive disjunction strategy as we now have transglobal reliabilism-evidentialism. But the strategy has application in other areas featuring seemingly incompatible dualisms as well.

Virtue reconsidered
With our transglobal reliabilism-evidentialism approach and the sketched solution to the three mentioned problems for virtue epistemology, we can now take another look at the concept of virtue. Notice that virtue epistemology distinguishes between two kinds of virtue. First, there is the 


(i) subjective skillful virtue, including aptness, and adroitness (the later primarily involving the actual world WA keyed truth-conductivity, though already through a reflective lens); and then there is the 


(ii) subjective character virtue (this one extends through a range of potential possible worlds of a more complex nature than the primarily immediate external environment centered skills).


The approach of transglobal evidentialism-reliabilism, perhaps with a certain tension in respect to virtue epistemology, somehow detaches the virtue issue from subjectivity, which, in a strange manner, is joined (confused) with externalism by this virtue epistemology. 


By considering differences in environment, transglobal evidentialism-reliabilism 

(i) makes matters more objective (environment substitutes subjectivity),

(ii) and it unifies skill-to-character transition.

This is of course just the sketch how one can approach some main dilemmas of virtue epistemology by the transglobal reliabilism-evidentialism view of things. Some questions though may arise at this point as well. Let it be granted that transglobal approach rules the scene, one may say. But how can then one proceed from the transglobal perspective back to the local one? The answer to this one would be that unification succeeds by the action of disciplining things: transglobal overrides the global and local perspectives. It then becomes clear that global environment cannot be reduced to the local environment.
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� Virtue epistemology as approached here relies upon Sosa’s two recent books (Sosa 2007, 2008). The expression virtue epistemology as used in this paper roughly refers to the position defended therein. 


� Sosa 1980.


� Sosa 2008.


� The condition of foundationalism is non-circularity, as remarked by Sosa, from one point of view. But again, foundationalism is distinguished through its unquestionable epistemic basis. 


� Similarly as with foundationalism it goes with coherentism. It is circular, but the aimed for circularity is rather in relation between the two, as it is noticed in the following paragraph. 


� Here is an illustration of virtuous circularity as reinforcing the link between foundationalism and coherentism:


	(i) I see X (foundationalism)


	(ii) the fact that I see X is underpinned by my rational belief system (coherentism)


	(iii) With this system of beliefs I justify my belief that I see X (foundationalism given datum is now underpinned by coherentism).


� We do not think that the title of animal knowledge is especially illuminating, in opposition to reflective knowledge. So we prefer to use expressions direct or perhaps immediate knowledge instead of it, although this of course requires further specification. Sosa himself uses immediate knowledge as he talks about foundationalism, whereas he uses animal (or unreflective) knowledge in order to characterize his own epistemic position.


� The first s assignment seems to be broader of the second, the locally or actually delimited one.


� This is of course our interpretation and not Sosa approach.


� Umwelt, von Uexkuell 1957 would say.


� Here one may wish to question the virtuous circularity claim.


� One way to go would be to preserve virtuous circularity expression for the link between foundationalism and coherentism, and to use some other expression for the phenomenon occurring in each case.


� Perhaps in accordance with the atomistic Cartesian point of certainty “cogito ergo sum”. Notice that holism, under this understanding is expelled from the epistemic certainty picture.


� Such seems to be the idea of virtue epistemology identifying Descartes as both foundationalist and coherentist, among other matters.


� We have seen that local perspective is externalist and that its internalist evidentialist counterpart is inappropriately restricted to atomistic basis, but that it should be properly extended to a holistic picture.


� One incitement for circularity, to wit the benign circularity, may come from the ecological involvement of organism into its surrounding immediate external environment – blocking thereby the road to modal extensions of environment, by the appropriation of this limited externalist perspective.


� Speckled hen problem is one way to bring the subjective skill under attention. In a Gettier style manner, the true ascription of 48 speckles to a hen fails to count as knowledge because of failure of the subject to dispose with the appropriate discriminating skill – which is well there for the case of three-speckled hen however. The just mentioned problem brings a new perspective upon the adroitness requirement, to be dealt with now.


� Truth-conductiveness may not be entirely an adroitness issue for Sosa. Justification for him first takes hold of externalist animal knowledge involving


	(i) Accurateness: belief is justified because it is true: truth-conductiveness, without cognition or coherence being involved at this stage (My cup related belief is justified because it is true that there is a cup here).


	(ii) Aptness: a belief is apt, and therefore true and virtuous (My cup related belief is justified because it is skilful, but the skill is not necessarily actualized).


	(iii) Adroitness: belief is true because of virtue (My cup related belief is justified because of its aptness and virtue – excluding thereby Gettier counterexamples such as fortuitously correct clock).


	Compare, by the way, the three above (i)-(iii) stages with virtuous circularity reinforcing stages as laid out in the note 6 above. Similarly it goes for the (i) local-(ii) global-(iii) transglobal dialectics parallel with (i) externalist (local) perceptual belief, (ii) internalist (global) rational justification of belief, (iii) internalist (transglobal) underpinning (because) of the direct perceptual belief (the belief is justified because of the coherent rational underpinning).





� Compare Sosa 2008.


� Henderson Horgan Potrč 2007, Henderson Horgan forthcoming.


� See Potrč forthcoming c, d. We would like to thank V. Strahovnik and M. Weilguny for their comments.





PAGE  
1

