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(iii) 
Abstract 

The question I am concerned to answer is: What must a 

person's use of a word be like if that word is to express 

the concept of knowledge? This seems to me the best way to 

approach the philosophical question: What is knowledge? 

The motivation behind the asking of this question is not 

just to give an analysis of the concept of knowledge. By 

investigating the concept of knowledge I hope to throw some 

light on the general problems of skepticism and epistemology. 

In particular, I hope to show that the problems of episte- 

mology are not to be seen in their best light if they are 

taken to be problems concerning the nature and application 

of the concept of knowledge. 

The central problem in giving an analysis of knowledge 

is to distinguish knowledge as one distinct kind of true 

belief - to distinguish Faowledge from lucky guesses. The 

way I do this is by maintaining that if a person knows that 

S, then he is a person of a sort such that if he says that S, 

S will be true; or that he is in circumstances such that, if 

a person in such circumstances says that S, S will be true. 

The problem is then to extend this account to take in 

the first person application of the concept of knowledge. 

I do this by connecting the concept of knowledge with the 

use of some statements as evidence for other statements. 

If a person uses some statements as evidence for others, 

then he must have a tendency to use the truth of certain 

statements as grounds for rejecting apparent counter-evi- 

dence to the truth of those statements themselves. The 



(iv) 

statements which a person has the greatest tendency to use to 

reject ap2arent counter-evidence, are the statements which 

he thinks he knows to be true. In these conditions we may 

say that he thinks the circumstances in which he is to be 

found are such that, a person in such circumstances would 

nearly always be right about the truth of S. 

It follows from this account of knowledge that the 

s b z s t l c  ~5.11 212cst i c e ~ i t a h l y  the conditions for having 

the concept of knowledge. Yet in various cases where he 

meets all the requirements for saying that he knows something 

he will deny that he does have knowledge. His denial in- 

volves a misuse of the concept of knowledge, since the con- 

ditions in which a person must use a word if that word is 

to express the concept of knowledge, are just those conditions 

in which the skeptic denies that he has knowledge. The 

skeptic may be correct in many of the contentions he uses to 

support his position. He may be right in holding, for 

example, that ib is logically possible that we are dreaming, 

the external world is illusion, and so on. However, the 

skeptic is mistaken when he makes the inference to the claim 

that the concept of knowledge should not be applied. 
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I. Introduction 

There are three motives behind the discussions in this 

thesis. The primary motive is to throw some light on the 

nature of the concept of howledge. I have tried to do this 

by finding what conditions would have to be satisfied if we 

were to say someone was using a word to express the concept 

of knowledge. 

One point to note here is that I do not vrant the word 

':ycr2' ~ . I - c  he  t z l r a ~  %C?C _ ~ p y i ~ l l ~ ? l r -  A 1 ~ n p a p  r.nn3d have %he 

means for expressing the concept of knowledge, without having 

a word which expressed it. Intonation, suffixes, or whatever 

could be used to replace the wordf Pow' in English. However, 
b 3 

my discussion is intended to encompass such languages. The 

question I am concerned with could be put more generally in 

the form: What must a person's use of an element of his lan- 

guage be like if that element is being used to express the 

concept of knowledge? However, to make the discussion easier, 

I will assume that the means of expressing the concept of 

knowledge will be by use of a particular word, 'kt. 

By tithe concept of knowledge" I mean the following. For 

a person to have the concept of knowledge is Tor that person 

to have thoughts about what we call "knowledge": as, for 

example, thoughts about whether or not various people know 

various things. person may be said to be using a word 

express this concept if he uses the word to make statements 

about what we call "knowledget1, 

One point which might be argued is whether or not a 



person could have the concept of knowledge without ever ex-, 

pressing this concept in a language. I will only be exam- 

ining the conditions for the expressing of a concept in a 

language, and if the concept of knowledge does not need to 

be expressed in a language then more would have to be said 

about the conditions in general for a person's having the 

concept of knowledge. However, I will not examine the con- 

nection between having the concept of knowledge and having 

a language. 

This problem is part of the more general problem of the 

connection between having concepts and having a language, and 

it would cake us too far from our main touic. 

The second motive behind the discussions in this thesis 

is to throw some light on more general philosophical problems 

which concern the concept of knowledge. In particular, I 

hope to find a more sympathetic way of treating philosoph- 

ical skepticism, while nevertheless maintaining that the 

concept of knowledge does have a~plication. 

My third motive is to throw some light on the general 

question of the relationship between thought and language. 

It is essential to something's being a part of a language, 

that it be used according to certain rules. Vhile this seems 

to be a %rue account of language, one thing which it leaves 

unclear is how the use of a word according to rules leads 

to that word's being used in utterances which express a 

thought - in making statements which are true or false. The 

account I give of the concept of knowledge throws some light 



on t h i s  problem. 

I t r y  t o  show t h a t  unless a person appl ies  a word when 

he thinks t h a t  c e r t a i n  conditions a re  s a t i s f i e d ,  he cannot 

be speaking of what we c a l l  f'knowledgeu. That i s ,  the r u l e s  

I give f o r  the concept of knowledge take the general form: 

"If  you want t o  use the word 'k' t o  express the concept of 

laowledge, apply t h a t  word when you think tha t  such-and- 

such i s  the case". 

Now i t  i s  not very d i f f i c u l t  t o  see why following r u l e s  

of t h i s  s o r t  enables one t o  communicate thoughts. I f  people 

f ind  out tha t  you always use the  word ' k t  when you think 

t h a t  such-and-such i s  the case,  then they can take your use 

of t h a t  word t o  be an indicat ion that  you think t h a t  such- 

and-such i s  the  case. 

11. Concepts. 

"What i s  knowledge?" I n  asking t h i s  question philosoph- 

i c a l l y ,  we are  not wanting to  f ind  out new empirical f a c t s  

about knomledge. \Ye do not want to  be t p l d ,  f o r  example, 

about the  sociological  and psychological e f fec t s  of advances 

i n  knowledge. Nor do we want t o  be given a l i s t  of examples 

of things which a re  known. Rather, we want t o  f ind  out what 

i t  i s  t o  know something. We want t o  f ind  out what things 

a re  e s sen t i a l  t o  the concept of knowledge. 

\Ye are  asking what conditions - must be s a t i s f i e d  i f  a 

person i s  t o  know something. What does the word 'must' mean 

here? We are  not asking what conditions must, a s  a matter of 

empirical. necessi ty ,  be s a t i s f i e d  i f  a person i s  t o  know 



something. 'Je do not want an answer such as: "If a person 

is to know something his brain must be supplied ~ 6 t h  oxygen". 

It is not essential to the concept of knowledge that a per- 

son's brain be supplied with oxygen, since one does not have 

to know about the existence of oxygen i n  order t o  have the 

concept of knowledge. 

Given a condition, C, how are we to determine whether C 

is essential to the concept of knowledge? One way to find 

out 1s to suppose a person were Lo apply a w o r . 2 ,  ' k !  , W ~ L ~ A L  

he knows perfectly well that condition C is not satisfied. 
- - lf we would be willing to admit that the person might be 

using Ik' to express the concept of knowledge, then C i s  not 

essential to the concept of knowledge. If, on the other hand, 

wc say that the uerson cannot be using 'kt to mean "knowf1, 

then condition C will be essential to the  concept of know- 

ledge. If a condition is essential to the concept of knowled- 

ge, it will be one wnich a person must think to obtain when- 

ever he applies a word which expresses the concept of know- 

ledge. 

(I use the word 'applyt to refer to the use of 'kt in 

/? stating $hat someone does know somethjng - as opposed, for I 

example, to its use in stating t21a.t' someone does not know 

some thin^. Similarly, the "a~plication'~ of the word 'blue1 

is normally taken to bc the use of 'blue' in stating that 

something is blue, rather than in stating that something 

1 s  not blue, that blue is a cool colour, and so on.) 

Another way o f  finding out what is essential to a con- 



5 * 
cept i s  t o  t e s t  t h a t  concept i n  " a l l  possible worldsn. If 

we can f i n d  a  possible world i n  which a person could be sa id  

t o  know something, even though condition C i s  not s a t i s f i e d ,  

then C i s  not e s sen t i a l  t o  the concept of knowledge. 

The method I w i l l  be using i s  ac tua l ly  very closely 

r e l a t ed  t o  the method of "possibie worlds". In  pursuing the 

method of "possible worlds" the vay we proceed i s  by giving 

a description of a s i tua t ion ,  r e a l  o r  imagined, i n  which we 

f i n d  2. ~ e ~ s c ? ?  - Then W P  aqk; "Tafmllcl wp say k h a k  t;hqt; F p r s n n  - --- -- 

has knowledge?" 

In  asking t h i s  question we are  not w a ~ t i n g  empirical 

predict ion of whether we would use the s e t  of sounds o r  l e t -  

t e r s  which make up the word 'knowledge' if we were t o  come 

across the s i tua t ion  described. Moreover, even given t h a t  

we would use the word 'knowledge' i n  describing such a s i tu -  

a t ion ,  the  c ruc ia l  question i s  whether we would be using the 

word i n  the same sense as tha t  which it now has. 

Another point  t o  note i s  tha t  we are  not asking f o r  an 

opinion, or  a  colrjecture a s  t o  whether the  person described 

has knowledge o r  not .  I f  there  i s  room f o r  an empirical dis-  

agreement, then the case must be more f u l l y  described i n  such 

a  way as t o  resolve t h a t  disagreement. What i s  needed i s  a 

descr ipt ion of a "possible world" which makes i t  a  conceptual 

question whether the  person described has qknowl.edge' o r  not. 

That i s ,  the case must be described i n  such a way t h a t ,  if 

someone i s  t o  use 'knowledge' t o  express the concept of know- 

ledge, he m i l l  be committed t o  giving one answer r a the r  than 

another t o  the question, I1Does the person described have 



knowledge?" 

,,'- Thus the method of "possible worlds" essentially revol- 

ves around the question, "Would a person be using the word 

'knowledge8 to express what we express by the word, if he 

were to use it in describing such-and-such a case?tf The 

method I will use aims at providing a theory of what conditions 

must be satisfied if a person is to be using a word to ex- 

press the concept of knowledge. Such a theory will supply 

Us w i i i l  8.11 a - r l s w e r  iu i i ~ e  a ' b u ~ t :  Y ~ e ~ b i l ; r ~ ~  dli& if $lie d l l i 3 iTkZ 

implied by our theory seems to be obviously false, this will 

serve as grounds for rejecting the theory. 

The importance of the descri~tions we would give of 

imaginary cases - or "possible worl-ds" - is connected with 
the importance of finding out hovi we would go about conver- 

sing with people whose use of language differs from our own. 

Suppose that we hold that whenever a person does know 

something a condition, C, will be satisfied. And suppose 

that someone applies a word 'kt v~hen he thinks C is not 

satisfied. Suppose, that is, that someone does not think 

that C is satisfied and yet (wfthout lying, telling a story, 

joking, and so on) he states that a person k l s  something. 

If we hold that C is essential to the concept of know- 

ledge, we will be committed to saying eibher that he is making 

a verbal slip, or conceptual error in applying the word 'kt, 

or else the word 'kl means something other than v~hat we mean 

by tllcnowledge". If, on the other hand, we admit that he 

might be using 'kt to mean "know", we will be admitting the 



possibility 

condition C 

7 

of a world in which a nerson had knowledge though 

is not satisfied. We must admit that if the 

world were the way he thinks it is, a person would have how- 

ledge though condition C was not satisfied. 

Thus, a decision about when we should interpret other 

people's use of language as expressing the concept of know- 

ledge, will commit us to one way of using the concept in 

describing "possible worlds1'. 

111. True Belief 

1. Consciousr~ess 

Knowledge is something which is to be had only by members 

of the class of conscious beings. I take this to be essential 

to the concept of knowledge. If a person applies the word 'kt 

to such things as trees, stones, and teeth, then either he is 

personifying inmimate objectsi o r  e l s e  he is using ' k t  to 

mean something other than what we mean by "knowll. If a per- 

son is to be using 'kt to mean "know" he must only apply 'kt 

to what he thinks is a conscious being. 

There is a danger of circularity here. How do we tell 

whether he thinks a given thing is a conscious being? One 

way is by seeing whether he applies the concept of knowledge 

to it. 

In order to see whether a person uses Ik1 to mean "howtt, 

we must see whether he applies it to what h c  thinks is a 

conscious being. But in order t o  see whether he thinks some- 

thing is a conscious being; we must see whether he applies 



t h e  concept of knowledge Lo t h a t  t h i n g .  The way we can avoid 

t h i s  c i r c u l a r i t y  i s  by t a k i n g  a broader  view. \$Je can. t e l l  i n  

t h e  fo l lowing way whether a person i s  personifyin{; inanimate 

o b j e c t s .  

Suppose a person a p p l i e s  a l e r g e  c l a s s  of words t o  people 

i n  much t h e  same ways t h a t  we apply  words l i k e  'know1, ' t h i n k 1 ,  

' hope ' ,  ' h e a r ' ,  ' p a i n ' ,  and s o  on. But suppose he a l s o  

a p p l i e s  t h e s e  words t o  inanimate o b j e c t s ;  and the way he ap- 

p l i e s  cnem G O  inaninace  objeccs  nas  a more or  l e s s  remote 

analogy t o  t h e  wag he a p p l i e s  t h e n  t o  people. For  example, he 

s a y s  t h e  t r e e s  a r c  speaking t o  each o t h e r  only when t h e  t r e e s  

a r e  making a n o i s e  which sounds vaguely l i k e  h w a n  speech. 

If the  genera l  p a ' t e r n  of a p e r s o n ' s  use of words fo l lows  

t h e  above account ,  i t  w i l l  be c l e a r  t h a t  he i s  pe r son i fy ing  

inanimate o b j e c t s .  If he t h e n  a p p l i e s  the  word 'kt t o  those  

o b j e c t s  which he p e r s o n i f i e s ,  i t  i s  poss ib le  t h a t  t h e  word 'kt 

may express  t h e  concept of knowle6ge. I f  he a p p l i e s  the word 

' k t  t o  o b j e c t s  which he does not; pe r son i fy  in t h e  above manner, 

then  he i s  n o t  us ing  ' k t  t o  mean "know". 

2. Asse r t ions  

The word 'know' has  a l a r g e  number of uses  i n  Engl i sh .  

We can be s a i d  t o  know how t o  s k a t e ;  we can know a person,  o r  

a p lace ;  we can know of a person,  o r  of a novel;  we can know 

t o  be  p o l i t e  t o  g u e s t s ;  we can know t h a t  the e a r t h  moves 

around t h e  sun; and so  on. I a m  concerned with only one s o r t  

of usage of t h e  word 'know' - i t s  use  -in statements  of the 

form: "So-and.-so knows t h a t  such-and-such i s  t h e  case1' .  
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That is, I am concerned with the concept of "knowing that some- 

thing is the case', or 'knowing the truth of an assertion'. 

I am concerned primarily, therefore, with the use of the 

word 'know' in sentences in which it is followed by the con- 

junction ' thatt , and an indicative clause. It may be that 

the word 'knowv is being used in one distinct sense when it 

is used in sentences of this form. That is, it may be that 

the word 'know' is used in different senses in ezch of the 

sentences: "I know that roses are redtt, "I know Brendatt, and 

"I know how to drive". If this is so, then I m concerned 

with just one sense of the word tknowt. 

However, it will suit my purgoses equally well if 'knowt 

turns out to be unambiguous. In Lhat case, I will be concern- 

ed with one kind of knowledge: knowledge of the truth of an 

assertion. I will not attempt to give a general account of 

the conditions which must be met if a person is to be speaking 

about; m y  of the various sorts of knowledge. I will attempt 

only to give an account of what a person's use of a word must 

be like, if he is to be using it to speak about the knowledge 

which people have of the truth of assertions. In this thesis 

"the concept of knowledge" will be an abbreviation for "the 

use of a word to make statements about knowledge of the truth 
c _ _ . ~ _ _ - ~ - - - ' - - - - - -  -- 7 ------- 

of assertions". Similarly, to use a word "to exmess the con- 
+ --__--_ - 

cept of 'knowledge" will be to us€; the word "to make statements 

about knowledge of the truth of assertions". 

If a word is to express the concept of laowledge in 

this sense, it must, therefore, sometimes be used in assert- 

ions which specify (i) a conscious being, and ( i i )  an 



If the verb 'to kt is to express the concept of 

knowledge, it must sometimes be used in statements of" the 

form: "Person X k's that S" (where ' S t  stands for any state- 

ment) . 
This is not che only sort of statement in which we nay 

use a  word expressing the concept of knowledge. Vie can also 

say, for example, "Knowledge does not lead to happiness1'. 

This statement does not specify either a conscious being or 

an assertion, but the word 'mowleage; is being useii b u  

speak about knowledge of the truth of assertions. Thus we 

cannot require that if 'kt expresses the concept of knowled- 

ge, it must only be used in statements of the form: I1X k's 

that St'. However, we can require that if a person uses 'kt 

to express the concept of knowledge, he must admit that 

statements of that form make sense, and are either true or 

false. He must be willing either to assert or to deny 

statements of the form, f'X k9s that Sf'. 

3. Truth 

The next requirement we will place on the use of a 

word expressing the concept of knowledge is this. If a per- 

son asserts that - S, then he may - not say of any person, X 

(including himself): 

"X kts (kld, will k) that not-S1'. 

Similarly, if a person says someone k1 s (kld, will k) that 

S, then he may - not assert that S is false without contra- 

diction. 



That i s ,  i f  a person i s  t o  use ' k t  t o  mean l'know", then 

it must be c l e a r  from h i s  use of 'k' t h a t  he believes t h a t :  

"If person X k ' s  (k 'd ,  w i l l  k) t h a t  X ,  then S". 

It i s  es sen t i a l  t o  the  concept of knowledge t h a t  i f  a person 

knows t h a t  S, then i t  must be the case t h a t  S. 

One can say i ron ica l ly ,  "And I jus t  knew the Russians -- 
would be f i r s t  on the moon! It just  shows how l i t t l e  you 

c m  be sure of.'' However. aiven the concegt of knowledge 

which I/am invest igat ing,  no one who no~7 knows t h a t  the  

Amerjrcanswere f i r s t  t o  the moon could seriousQ contend that; 
/ 

the? had known t h a t  the Russians would be f i r s t  on the  moon. 

In  the  sense of ' b o r n 1  which I a m  concerned with, 

. O f  course, 

what you think you know may turn  out t o  be f a l s e ;  but t h a t  

would jus t  show t h a t  you did not know i t  a f t e r  a l l .  

d* I2  someone i s  w i l l i n g  t o  ser iously contend that i n  i200 

A.D. everyone -- knew t ha t  the world w a s  f l a t ,  even though he 

himself thinks t h a t  the world has always been round, then 

he i s  using the word 'know1 t o  express a d i f f e ren t  concept 

from the one I am invest igat ing.  When he says, "X knows 

t h a t  Sf' what he means i s  more o r  l e s s  the same a s  what I 

would mean by saying "X thinks he knows .that St'. A person 

who uses 'know1 i n  such a manner w i l l  have t-o t r a n s l a t e  any 

statement I make of the form n X  knows tha t  S", i n t o  the form, 

"X knows t h a t  S, and S i s  true1'. 

4. Belief 



If a verb 'to k t  is to express the concept ~f knowled- 

ge, we have so far required that: 

1. the person using the word ' k t  must sometimes use 

the word in assertions wnich make reference to (i) 

a conscious being, and (ii) an assertion. 

2. a person saying "X k t  s that St' must believe that 

S is true. 

m L n a ~  A A L ~ U U  *f in+-n;  I bu V A  A. n4-;fi,30 v VIVILPU u... 9-t-o .. ~ c +  e~s20'h 4 1  1 t . h ~ e  , 3 7 0 8  ( 1  ) - -  ---- 

and (2) tell us is that 'kt Pefers to some sort of relation- 

ship between a person and a true assertion, The word ' k t  

could be used according to these rules, and yet be used to 

assert that someone mistakenly thinks that S is -- false. 

We need to add a condition which embodies something like 

the contention that knowledge entails belief. There is a 

controversy about whether or not knowing that S entails 

believing that S; but I will not try to settle this contro- 

versy here. To decide this question would require not only 

an account of the concept of knowledge, but also of the 

concept of belief. The difficulties encountered arise lar- 

gely because the concept of belief is as badly in need of 

clarification as the concept of knowledge, and we cannot 

decide whether knowing entails believing until both of these 

concepts are sufficiently clarified. 

However, although I will not try to give any definite 

answer to the question of knowledge and belief, I will sug- 

gest that we need some concept approximately like the concept 

of belief as a complement to the concept of knowledge. 



If i t  i s  concluded t h a t  knowing does not e n t a i l  believing,  

then we should examine the a l t e rna t ive  account: t h a t  "X 

bows t h a t  S1' e n t a i l s  "X thinks t n a t  St'. There may be a 

subt le  d i s t i n c t i o n  between thinking t h a t  S and believing 

t h a t  S. If t h i s  attempt were t o  f a i l  a l so ,  we would have 

t o  invent a concept which captures whatever i t  i s  of think- 

ing o r  believing that i s  bound up with the concept of know- 

1~35- = -  - ~ ? ( I P  nee61 some w a y  of saving what we have l e f t  when we 

subtract  the truth of S from "X knows t h a t  Sf'. 

To i l l u s t r a t e  t h i s ,  imagine a  case which might be ues- 

cribed as one of "knowing but not believing". Suppose a 

doctor t e l l s  a  pa t ien t  t h a t  the  pa t i en t  has cancer, and the 

pa t i en t  i s  unable t o  face the t r u t h  of t h i s  statement. Con- 

sequently most of the  things which normally go along with 

bel ief  w i l l  be absent: the pa t ien t  w i l l  not l i v e  h i s  l i f e  

as  though he believed that  he had cxicer - he w i l l  not act, 

speak, o r  think a s  though he believed t h a t  he had cancer. 

For t h i s  reason i t  might be suggested t h a t  the  doctor should 

say tha t  the pa t ien t  knows, but does not believe,  tha t  he 

has cancer. 

However, i f  the pa t ien t  knows t h a t  he has cancer, t h i s  

f a c t  must have regis tered i n  h i s  mind i n  some way. Even 

i f  the  pa t ien t  does not believe t h a t  he has cancer, he must 

be i n  some way aware of the f a c t  t h a t  he has cancer. I 

would suggest t h a t  i t  would be appropriate t o  say t h a t  the  

pa t ien t  thinks he has cancer, even i f  he does not believe 
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t h a t  he has cancer. 

To see t h i s ,  imagine the s i tua t ion  of a technician 

who performed the c ruc ia l  t e s t s  f o r  cancer, and intention- 

a l ly  gave the doctor a f a l s e  diagnosis. 

The doctor may say the pa t ien t  "knows but does not 

believe";  but how i s  the technician t o  describe the case? 

He cannot say the pa t ien t  knows he has cancer, s ince he 

does not think the pa t ien t  has cancer. The technician 

would have t o  say the pa t ien t  "thinks but does not believe" 

he has cancer. 

Examples might a lso be constructed i n  which the sub- 

conscious mind becomes invoved. It might be argued, f o r  

example, t h a t  there  may be cases where a person h o w s  

something (subconsciously), but never (consciously) thinks 

i t ,  However, the problem tha t  arose above f o r  the tech- 

n ic ian  could a r i s e  here a lso.  The subconscious mind i s  

not i n f a l l i b l e ,  and so there  may be cases where, although 

some people would say a person "knows but does not think" 

t h a t  S ,  there  a re  other people who think S i s  fa l se .  

Those who think S i s  f a l s e  could not say the  person knows 

t h a t  S; so they would have t o  say something l i k e  "he 

subconsciously thinks t h a t  S,  but does not consciously 

think t h a t  St'. A notion l i k e  tha t  of subconscious know- 

ing requires  a notion of subconscious believing,  o r  

thinking, t o  function i n  i t s  analysis.  

5. Lucky Guesses 
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Suppose, then, tha t  we add the following t o  our account 

of the concept of knowledge. Suppose we say t h a t  i f  the 

word ' k t  i s  to  express the concept of knowledge, it must be 

used according t o  the  ru le  that :  

a person saying "X k t s  t h a t  S" must think X thinks 

t h a t  S. 

I think t h i s  would bring us nearer t o  an analysis  of the  con- 

cept of knowledge. However, it would not complete the analy- 

sis. It i s  e s sen t i a l  t o  the concept of  knowledge tha+&Jmooir- 
_C 

ing i s  something more than just  hap,pening t o  be rice If 
.r 

i s  t o  express the concept of knowledge, the  conditions 

i n  which the word i s  used must make i t  c l ea r  t h a t  l tX k t s  

tha t  Sn means more than "X thinks t h a t  S ,  and he i s  r igh t " .  

Not just  any d i s t inc t ion  w i l l  be the r i g h t  s o r t  of 

d i s t inc t ion  t o  make between "X k 1  s t ha t  S" and "X thinks 

tha t  S, and he i s  r igh t " .  Suppose a person chooses t o  say 

"X k t s  t h a t  Stt whenever he thinks X i s  r i g h t  about the 

t r u t h  of S ,  but the t r u t h  of S i s  of no importance. I n  

t h i s  case "X k t s  tha t  S" means "X i s  r i g h t  about the un- 

important f a c t ,  that Sf'. O r ,  a person might use l f X  k t s  

t ha t  Stt t o  mean "X i s  i n  the unfortunate posit ion of rea l -  

iz ing  t h a t  S". I n  ne i ther  of these cases would ' k t  be 

used t o  mean tlknowu. The circumsbances i n  which a person 

chooses t o  say "X k t s  that -St' must be analogous t o  the way 

i n  which we choose t o  say X knows t h a t  S. 

The problem of dist inguishing "X k t s  t h a t  Sf '  from "X 

thinks t h a t  S,  and he i s  r ight t '  i s  what I w i l l  c a l l  the  



problem of distinguishing knowledge from "lucky guesses", 

A lucky guess is to be taken as any case \Yb-l;se a person 

thinks that S, and S is true, but he does not know that-S. 
IF 

However, I will attack the problem of distinguishing 

knowledge from lucky guesses indirectly. I will not ask 

what must be added to believing or thinking in order to 

get knowledge. Instead, my aim will be to try to find what 

cc-"itic~c ~2 the 12s" cf 'kt m?j-zt. h~ 3 d d ~ i i  t~ cnndFkFnns 

(1) and (2) mentioned in section 4 above. Xhat I hope to 

do is to by-pass the problem of knowledge and belief, and 

to find a condition which takes in both whatever is needed 

of the concept of belief, and also whatever is needed to 

distinguish knowledge from lucky guesses. However, I will 

refer to this problem rather loosely as the problem of 

distinguishing knowledge from lucky guesses. 

IV. Confidence 

We are looking for an account of the conditions in 

which a person should choose to make a statement of the 

form, "X k l s  th2.t St', if he is to be using 'k,' to express 

the concept of knowledge. So let us consider some of the 

conditions in which we normally choose to say "X knows 

that S". 

Consider in particular the first person judgment, 

know that S". Khen we claim to know something we are 
____.-- -p---LI 

usually confident that what we think is true. 



To be confident  of something i s  t o  be w i l l i ng  t o  r e l y  on - --- 
i t ,  t o  be w i l l i ng  t o  r i s k  something on i t s  no t  turning out  t o  

be i 'alse.  What s o r t  of r i s k s  might he be w i l l i ng  t o  take? - 
F i r s t  of a l l ,  he could be s a i d  t o  be r i s k i n g  something on 

the  t r u t h  of S if he - a c t s  on the  assumption t h a t  S i s  t r u e .  

I f  he a c t s  on the  assumption t h a t  S i s  t r u e ,  i n  circumstances 

where S i s  f a l s e ,  h i s  ac t ion  w i l l  l ead  t o  unexpected and 

usua l ly  unwanted r e s u l t s .  Secondly, he could be s a id  t o  be 

r i sk ing  something on the  t r u t h  of S, i f  he decides t o  th ink  

on the  assumption t h a t  S  i s  t r u e .  If he develops t heo r i e s  

based the  assumption t h a t  t r u e ,  then theo r i e s  

w i l l  co l lapse  i f  S tu rns  out  t o  be f a l s e .  

Suppose, then,  t h a t  a person w i l l  say "I k t h a t  St' 

when he i s  confident  t h a t  S,  and i s  wi l l i ng  t o  r i s k  some- 

th ing  the  t r u t h  of S. using express t he  

concept of knowledge? Before we can =sweT this question, 

we must a l s o  give an account of  the  use of ' k t  i n  t h i r d  

person judgments. 

A n  adequate account of t he  condi t ions  reuuired f o r  t he  

f i r s t  peyson use of ' k t  should be capable of being general- 

i z ed  t o  cover t he  t h i r d  person use of the  word a s  well .  

I f  X says ,  "1 k t h a t  Sf! then he must th ink t h a t  the  con- 

d i t i o n s  a r e  s a t i s f i e d  not only f o r  the  t r u t h  of h i s  f i r s t  

person judgment, bu t  a l so  f o r  the t r u t h  of o ther  people ' s  

t h i r d  person judgment, "X k t  s t h a t  Sf'.  Ve should then be 

able  t o  general ize  the  condi t ions  required f o r  t he  judgment 

t h a t  X k ' s  t h a t  S, t o  obta in  condi t ions  which must be 



18. 

s a t i s f i e d  f o r  anyone t o  use ' k t  i n  saying person k ' s  t h a t  

S. 

? 
A l l  we have so f a r  given a s  conditions f o r  the first 

person use of ' k t  are  t h a t  X should say, "I k t h a t  Sn when 

he thinks t h a t  (1) S i s  t rue ,  and ( i i )  he i s  confident t h a t  

S. From these conditions alone, the  only account we could 

derive the conditions f a r  the use t h i r d  person 

judgments would be: a person w i l l  say of a person, Y ,  "Y 

k ' s  tha t  St! when he thinks tha* Y i s  confident t h a t  S ,  and 

S i s  t rue .  

However, t h i s  would not be enough t o  ensure t h a t  ' k t  

expresses the concept of knowledge. There a re  cases where -- 
we would admit t h a t  a person was confident, and t ha t  he hap- 
w - 

pened t o  be r i g h t ,  but we would w a n t  t o  deny t h a t  he - knew 

he was r igh t .  For example, he might turn out t o  be r i g h t ,  
--, -. 
but f o r  a l l  the  wrong reasons; o r  he may have only insuf- 

f i c i e n t  reasons f o r  reaching h i s  conclusion. I n  ne i ther  of 

these cases would we say he knew he was r i g h t ,  even i f  he 
'L 

happened to  be confident t h a t  he was r igh t .  

Suppose a person, X ,  i s  confident t h a t  S i s  t rue ,  but 

h i s  only reason f o r  thinking t h a t  S i s  t rue  i s  t h a t  he i s  

confident the  t r u t h  of some other statement, T. Now 

another person, Y ,  agrees t h a t  S i s  t r u e ,  but thinks t h a t  T 

i s  f a l s e .  So Y thinks t h a t  X's confidence i n  the t r u t h  of 

S i s  so le ly  based on a f a l s e  b e l i e f .  I f  Y s t i l l  says, "X 

k t s  t h a t  XI ' ,  then Y i s  not using ' k t  t o  mean "know". Since 

X bases his claim t h a t  S on f a u l t y  evidence, he has just  
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made a lucky guess. If Y is willing to include lucQ guesses 

as knowledge then "X kls that S" means no more than I1X is 

confident that S, and S is truef1. If lk0 is to mean "know" 

Y must think there is something more to 'k-ingl than just 

being confident and being right. 

7 It is not necessary for a person to agree with us on 

whether any particular case is a case of knowledge, or a 

lucky guess. But I think it is necessary for a person to 

make some sort of distinction between knowledge and lucky 

guesses. He must realize that not all confidently held 

true beliefs will necessarily be cases of knowledge. 

There is one more point I would like to raise about 

the account of the concept of knowledge which I have been 

discussing. I said that the word 'know1 is used in first 

person judgments %hen a person is confident of the truth 

of a statement. The natural extension from first person 

to third person judgments would be to suppose that one 

should say a person knows that S only when that person is 

confident that S. However, this would be a doubtful thesis. 

A person might think that S, and he might have the 

right to be confident that S, and yet he might not realize 

that he has the right to be confident. Consequently he 

might not be confident about it. Since he has the right 

to be confident, we might want to say that he has knowledge, 

even though he is not confident. In this way, a person 



might satisfy the conditions for knowing something without - realizing that he does satisfy those conditions. He may 

know something without knowing that he knows: in the way 

that a dog may know where to find his bone without holding 

opinions about what he knows and what he does not know. 

If a person thinks he knows something, he will be con- 

fident of it. But he does not decide whether he knows it, 

simply by seeing whether he is confident. A person should 

first of all decide whether he has the right to be confident 

of something. If he does decide that he has the right to 

be confident, he will say he knows; and he will also be - 
,.- 

csonfldent -unless he is a person with neurotic doubts. 
, 

Thus it is not essential to the concept of knowledge 

that a person must be confident of something, if he is to 
. 

know it to be true. Confidence normally does go along with - - 
knowing some thin^^, for the following reasons. If a person - 
F .. - 

knows something, he will probably realize that he does know 

&i++ if. a person knows that he knows something he v~ill 

n,ormally be confident of it. Nevertheless, I think that 
i 

/ confidence is a consequence of knowing, and not what know- 

% 1 ing consists in: that is, provided by @ confidence1 we 

mean no more than the willingness to - risk something on what 

I one believes. If we arc to say that confidence is part of 

I what knowing consists in, we will have to use a different 

notion of @confidence1 from that involving a willingness to 

bet on something, to act on it, or to build theories on it. 



i What i s  t o  be meant by the  d i s t i n c t i o n  between know- 
- 

i 
--- -- .- 

I ledge and lucky guesses? What i s  i t  t h a t  g ives  us the  r i g h t  
I_____ 

t o  be confident  of something? This i s  t h e  c e n t r a l  problem 
zj 

- 2 

which I w i l l  go on t o  i nves t iga t e .  One suggestion which 

spr ings  t o  nind i s  t o  say t h a t  if a person knows something, - 
he has t he  r i g h t  t o  be confident  because he has a just i f i -  

- ~ -  
__2_~ 

ca t ion ,  o r  - evidence f o r  h i s  claim. However, before I - I 

i nves t iga t e  t h i s  suggestion, I w i l l  look i n t o  another pos- 

s i b l e  account which might be put  forward - an account which 

might be derived from some of Aus t in ' s  remarks on the  con- 

cept  of knowledge. 

V. G iv in :~  Your 'Jord 

If H person knows something, then you can take  h i s  

cord f o r  it t h a t  It i s  so. I f  he makes a lucky guess,  then 

it so happens t h a t  you would no t  be misled i f  you took h i s  

word f o r  i t ;  but i t  would be j u s t  a matter  of luck t h a t  you 

:Yere r i g h t .  You should not  take  a person1 s word f o r  sane- 

thing unless  he -- knows t h a t  it i s  so.  

Here, then,  i s  one way of d t s t i n g u i ~ h i n g  between krow- - 
ledge and lucky fpes se s :  a person may be said t o  know some- 

th ing  i f  you can take  h i s  word f o r  i t  t h a t  it i s  so.  There- 

f o r e ,  let us consider  t he  following account of the  use of a 

word, ' k t .  Suppose t h a t  a person w i l l  choose t o  say of 

a person, X,  "X k ' s  t h a t  S" when he would be w i l l i ng  t o  



take X ' s  word f o r  it tha t  S i s  t rue.  

The next question t o  ask i s  when a person should choose 

t o  make the f i r s t  person judgment, "I k t h a t  Sf'. I f  a 

person says, "I k tha t  Sf' he w i l l  think t h a t ,  i f  others a re  

t o  speak the t r u t h ,  they should say of him "He k ' s  t h a t  Sf f .  

This means t h a t  they should be wi l l ing  t o  take h i s  word f o r  

i t  t h a t  S. If he expects others t o  take h i s  word f o r  it, -- 
he may be sa id  t o  be giving h i s  word. The nroblem now 5.s t o  

give some content t o  t h i s  notion of 'giving one's  word'. 

1. Confidence and Responsibil i ty 

Suppose t h a t  a person, X ,  w i l l  say of another person, 

Y ,  "Y k l s  t h a t  Sf' when he i s  wil l ing t o  take Y ' s  word f o r  

i t  t h a t  S. Then i f  Y i s  not confident of the t r u t h  of S,  

ii w i l l  not be l i k e l y  t o  say t h a t  Y k ' s  t h a t  S. If a person 

i s  not confident of something, then he i s  l i k e l y  to  change 

h i s  mind about i t .  This gives us  one reason w h y  i t  m i l l  

not  be very safe  t o  take h i s  word f o r  it. 

Thus, we may be able t o  connect taking a person's  word 

f o r  sonething, with our thinking t h a t  they are  confident. 

Tf we a re  to  give an adequate account of the  use of the 

word ' k l  i n  .terms of giving and taking one's  word f o r  things,  

then we must a l so  connect =ing one's  word fo r  sonething 

with one s being confident . 
Giving one's  word may rela5e knowing to  being confident 

i n  the following way. I f  a person claims to  know something, 
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then he i s  wi l l ing  t o  give h i s  word t h a t  i t  i s  so. One thing 

which often goes along with giving one's  word 1s a ce r t a in  s o r t  

of responsibility. If someone takes nls word Tor it tha t  S,  

and S turns  out t o  be f a l s e ,  he i s  l i a b l e  t o  be blamed Sor 

having misled t h a t  person. He will be obllged t o  f i n d  some 

s o r t  of excuse f o r  having claimed %o know tha t  S. Therefore, 

when someone claims t o  know something, he needs $0 be con- 

xi den^ enough i n  tne t r u t h  of h l s  claim t o  r l s k  soc ia l  dis-  

approval i.2 ?us c i a u  i u n w  vucl Lu ue faise a d  ile dves r w i  

have an auequate jus t i f i ca t ion ,  o r  excuse f o r  having claimed 

t o  know. 

A person would a l so  be taking some degree of responsibil-  

i t y  i n  just s t a t i n g  t h a t  S,  without claiming to  know t h a t  S. 

However, i n  claiming t o  know t h a t  S it might be argued t h a t  

he w i l l  be taking respons ib i l i ty  i n  a  special  s o r t  of way. 

For instance,  i t  might be argued t h a t  i n  claiming to  know 

something, a  person may be intending t o  get  people t o  take 

h i s  word f o r  it t h a t  S, by v i r tue  of t h e i r  recogrizing t h a t  

he i s  intending t o  l e t  them know t h a t  he i s  wil l ing to  accept 

r e spons ib i l i ty  f a r  the t r u t h  of S. 

There may be many r e s u l t s  which could be derived from 

an examination o:C the  s o r t s  of respons ib i l i ty  which go along 

with claims t o  know, and from a Griccm cxamination of -the 

s o r t s  of in ten t ions  which may be invol.veii i n  claiming t o  know 

something. However, we could not derive a  necessary con- 

d i t i o n  f o r  a  person's having the concept of knowledge. A 

being could have the concept of knowledge without ever having 

blamed anyone, o r  having been blamed by ~myono f o r  anything. 



Confidence, in the sense of a willingness to take risks, is 

only indirectly connected with knowledge. 1% does not enter 

into an analysis of what is essential to the concept of 

knowledge. 

A person may claim to know something even though the 

question of being willing to give his word does not arise, 

For example, he may claim to know something when he will not 

,..-.u+ c,.&....r.L',r:...m ,, .,,.-r. A,--- .nm-<nr.C 4 + rn-1,- prr-  ,.n"+r,nm,. 
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a simple mathematical truth like, "12 times 1% equals 144". 

Of course, I would be willing to give ny word th3"chi.s is 

so; but the question of giving one's word is not essential 

to the claim to know the truth of mathematical statements. 

There could be a being wno knew that 12 times 12 equals 144, 

but who was totally unfamiliar with the procedure of 'giving 

one s word ' . 
Imagine, for example, a person, X, tvho was yaised by 

computers. The computers never need to conclude that some- 

thing is true from the fact that X says it is true, Such a 

person might claim to know that 12 times 12 equals 144, dis- 

tinguishing this case from the question of whether or not 1:'3 

times 24 equals 4152 - a question he cannot answer without do- 
ing long multiplication. In claiining to !)mow 'th3.t 12 times 12 

eq.uals 144 he is not concerned at all ~ i t h  the question of 

whether he would be willing to give hi:; word about it. Not 

having met with the phenomenon of t a k i n g  a person's word for 

something, such considerations cannot enter into his decision 

about whether or not he knows that 12 times 12 equals 144. 
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2. Causation 

I suggested e a r l i e r  t h a t  we might t r y  Lo d i s t i ngu i sh  

between knowledge and lucky guesses by saying t h a t  when some- 

one knows something, you can take  h i s  word f o r  it t h a t  i t  i s  

so,  The problem i s  t o  give content  t o  t h e  not ion of being 

ab le  t o  take someone's word f o r  something. The idea  t h a t  a 

c e r t a i n  s o r t  of r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  ie involved i n  giving one 's  

word w a s  found t o  be inadequate f o r  an ana lys i s  of what i s  

e s s e n t i a l  t o  the  concept of knowledge. 

However, l e c  us  look again a t  t h e  i d e a  t h a t  i f  a person 

knows something, you can take  h i s  word f o r  it t h a t  i t  i s  so .  

If a person has always given r e l i a b l e  information i n  the  

pas t ,  then we w i l l  be inc l ined  t o  bel ieve  what he cays, If  he 

says something i s  so ,  we w i l l  be inc l ined  t o  take h i s  word f o r  

i t .  O r ,  i t  may be bhat a person has always given r e l i a b l e  

information i n  a given f i e l d ,  Then i f  t h a t  person i s  t a l k i n g  

within t h a t  f i e l d ,  we  w i l l  t ake  h i s  wcrd f o r  it tha t  th ings  

are t he  way he says they a re .  We may no t  be l ieve  what he says 

with the  same assurance when he i s  speaking about; some o the r  

f i e l d .  

Another p o s s i b i l i t y  i s  t h a t  whenever a pa r t i  cu l a r  person 

i s  - confident  of soinething, whenever he claims to know some- 

th ing ,  i t  w i l - 1  be s a f e  t o  take  h i s  word f o r  i t .  That i s ,  it 

may be t h a t  when he claims t o  know sometking, he usua l ly  does 

know it. 

One way of f inding out about th ings  i s  through o ther  

people. Vie may f i n d  out about a t r a f f i c  accident  by observing 
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the e f f e c t s  which the accident had on the  cars ,  on the road, 

and so on. One e f f e c t  the  accident w i l l  have i s  on the beha- 

viour of the people who witnessed i t .  We should proceed with 

I caution,  compare d i f f e ren t  people's testimonies, examine 

t h e i r  possible motivations, and s o  on. But provided we do 

proceed with caution, we can determine a good deal  about the 

accident by looking a t  the e f f e c t s  i t  had on the s o r t s  of 

things the  witnesses say. 

The behaviour of the witnesses was caused, i n  p a r t ,  by 

t h e i r  having witnessed the accident. 'tihat i s  important i s  

t h a t  we are  able t o  i n f e r  things about the cause ( the  accident) 

by observing i t s  e f fec t s  (on the witnesses).  

Thus one way of infer r ing  bhe t r u t h  of the statement, "If 

X says tha t  S ,  then S", i s  by infer r ing  t h a t  one of' the  causes 

of h i s  saying that S, i s  the t r u t h  of S i t s e l f .  Par t  of the 

cause of my thinking tha t  the ea r th  goes around the sun, 

r e s t s  on the f a c t  tha t  the  ea r th  does go around the sun. The 

e a r t h ' s  going around the sun leads t o  various observable 

phenomena, and these phenomena Led people to conclude t h a t  

the ea r th  moves around the sun. The peor~le who came t o  t h i s  

conclusion passed on t h i s  information u n t i l  it was to ld  t o  me. 

Therefore, we might attempt t o  give the following sense 

t o  the idea of "being able t o  take a person's  word f o r  some- 

thing". It might be suggested t h a t  a person i s  a r e l i a b l e  

source of information about the  bruth of S, i f  there  i s  a 

causal connection between the  t r u t h  of S and h i s  thinking 

t h a t  S. 



I This leads t o  the following account of 

theory along p a r a l l e l  l i n e s  t o  t h i s  one has 

2 7. 

knowledge. ( A  

been put forward 

by Alvin Goldman i n  " A  Causal Theory of Knowingu, The Journal 

of Philosophy, 1967). It might be sugeesbed t h a t  the word 'k' 

w i l l  express the concept of knowledge if a person, X, w i l l  

say of a person, Y ,  "Y k ' s  t h a t  S" when X thinks there i s  a 

causal connection between Y ' s  thinking t h a t  S and i ts  being 

the case t h a t  S. T h i s  account would cover both t h i r d  person 

judgnents and f i r s t  person judgments ( i f  ' X t  and !Y1 i n  the 

above formulation r e f e r  t o  the same person). 

The question I an considering i s  s l i g h t l y  d i f f e ren t  from 

t h a t  which Goldman i s  considering. Goldman claims t o  be con- 

cerned t o  give,  not the meaning of the  word lIcnowledgel, but 

only the t r u t h  conditions of the  judgment t h a t  a person knows 

something. I am not concerned t o  give the t r u t h  conditions 

of the  judgment, "X knows that S" . I arn concerned, r a the r ,  

with the  meaning of the word 'know1 - w i t h  the conditions 

which must be m e t  i f  a word i s  t o  be used t o  express the con- 

cept of knowledge. 

What; I would l i k e  t o  argue i s  t h a t  even i f  Goldxoan gives 

an adequate account of the t r u t h  conditions f o r  the judgment, 

I1X knows tha t  S " ,  h i s  account cannot be extended t o  give ,an 

adequate answer t o  the question I am concerned t o  ariswer. It 

i s  not necessary fo r  a person t o  have the concept of know- 

ledge, t h a t  he should base h i s  appl icat ions  of  the  concept 

on causal connections. 

7' For instance,  i t  i s  possible to believe i n  astrology, t o  



! Z  ascr ibe  lrnowledge of t he  fu tu re  t o  a s t r o l o ~ e r s ,  and t o  th ink  

t h a t  one can take  the  a s t r o l o g e r ' s  word f o r  i t  t h a t  the  f u t u r e  

w i l l  be as he p r e d i c t s ,  without asc r ib ing  any causal  connect- 

ions between the  movements of t he  stars and the  a f f a i r s  of 

men. It may be held  t h a t  t he re  i s  only a purely  co inc iden ta l  

co r r e l a t i on  between the  movements of the  s t a r s  and the  a f f a i r s  

of men. I n  the  same way, it may be thought t h a t ,  purely by 

coincidence, 13 i s  an un1uck;y number. In  hfis in t roduct ion t o  

the  -- I Ching (Xew York: Pantheon Books, 2nd ed. ,  1966), C.G. 

Jung pu ts  forward ju s t  such an account of the  I C h i n ~ .  

Another view similar t o  Goldmanl s i s  put  forward by 

Pe te r  Unger ( i n  "Experience and Factual  Knowledge", 

Journal  of Philosophg, ,967; and. i n  "An Analysis of Factual  

Knowledge", The Journal  of P h i l o s o p h ~ ,  1968). Unger argues 

( i n  the  l a t t e r  a r t i c l e ,  page 157) t h a t :  "For any s e n t e n t i a l  
-----.---. 

value of p ,  a mall s be l i e f  t h a t  D i s  m ins tancc  of knowledge 
--A -- .....--_I__ 

*- --- -.- -- 
only i f  i t  i s  no t  an accident  t h a t  the  amls  be l i e f  i s  t rue" .  - - 

It seems t b a t ,  l i k e  Goldnan, Unger i s  concerned t o  give 

the  t r u t h  condi t ions  of "X knows t h a t  St! - not t o  discover 

what condi t ions  must be met i f  a person i s  t o  be using a word 

t o  speak about whether someone knows t h e  t r u t h  of an a s se r t i on .  

However, I would suggest t h a t  even i f  he does give a t r u e  

account of the  t r u t h  condi t ions  t h a t  h i s  

account cannot be extended t o  give an answer t o  the  quest ion 

of what condit ions a r o  e s s e n t i a l  t o  someoncls having the  

concept of knowledge. I n  the  case of s u p e r s t i t i o u s  b e l i e f  

i n  as t ro logy ,  f o r  example, a person may say "X knows t h a t  S", 
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even though he does th ink t h a t  it i s  an ins tance  of a v a s t ,  

cosmic accident  t h a t  X i s  r i g h t  i n  th inking t h a t  S. A person 

may have i r r a t i o n a l  be l i e f  i n  as t ro logy before he even 

th inks  he has accumulated good induct ive  evidence f o r  the  

v a l i d i t y  of as t ro logy.  

3. Finding out  t h a t  you can take h i s  word f o r  it. 

The quest ion I have been considering,  i s  whether we can 

d i s t i ngu i sh  lucky guesses from knowledge by saying t h a t  i f  a 

person knows something then "you can take h i s  vord f o r  i t  

t h a t  it i s  so". It i s ,  I th ink ,  a mistaken ana lys i s  t o  con- 

nec t  t he  concept of knowledge with the  idea  of a causal  con- 

nect ion between one 's  claiming something and the  t r u t h  of 

what one claims. However, the  not ion that "you can take a 

person 's  nord f o r  something" need not involve such a c a ~ s a l  

connection. If we can f i n d  a weaBer i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  of "being 

able  t o  take  a pe r son l s  word f o r  something" we may be ab le  

t o  use t h i s  not ion i n  our ana lys i s  of t he  concept of knowledge. 

If  a person th inks  he can take X's word f o r  i t  t h a t  S ,  

t h i s  means t h a t  he w i l l  th ink t h a t  S even i f  only because X 

says t h a t  S. That i s ,  he be l ieves  t h a t  X i s  a person of a 

s o r t  such t h a t ,  o r  t h a t  the  circumstances i n  which X i s  t o  

be found a re  such t h a t ,  i f  X says t h a t  S then S w i l l  be t r u e .  

If you can take  X ' s  word f o r  i t  +;hat S t h i s  means t h a t  you 

could p red i c t  t h e  t r u t h  of S from the  f a c t  t h a t  X s a i d  t h a t  

S. O r ,  a l t e r n a t i v e l y ,  you could p red i c t  t h a t  X would no t  

say t h a t  S i f  you were given t h a t  S was f a l s e .  

If we were t o  use the not ion t h a t  "you can take a per- 
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son's word for something" in analyzing the concept of knowled- 

ge, it might seem to follow that for a person to have the 

concept of knowledge, he would need to actually take other 

people's word for things. It would seem that he must sometimes 

arrive at the belief that S, by arguing: "If X says that S, 

S will be true; X did sag that S (and he was not lying, being 

sarcastic or whatever); therefore S is true". 

If the notion of one's being able to take a person's 

- - 2  n 
WULU IUL. bui:!e i l l i ~ ~ t ;  invuiveG one! LL; actually caking a personi s 

word for things, we could not use it in the analysis of the 

concept of knowledge. A person could have the concept of 

knowledge even if he never took anyone's word for anythjng. 

He might only say another person knows that S when he hns al- 

ready decdded for himself that S is true. 

However, I think we can separate the notion of being - able 

to take a person's word for soniething from actually - t a k a  

a person's word for something. Hence we nay be able to make 

the required distinction between knowledge and lucky guesses 

by saying that if someone knows that S, then you can take 

his word for it that S. 

Suppose a person, X, will say another person, Y, k's 

that S only after X has already decided for himself that S 

is true. Af'ter deciding that S is true, he m3y then find in- 

dependent grounds for saying mnat Y says will be true. He 

may find independent grounds for the truth of the statement, 

"If P says that S, then S will be truev1. 

X will say "Y k's that Sl1 when he thinks that S is true, 

and when he believes that "If Y says that S ,  S will be true1'. 



Now i t  i s  a l a w  of log ic  t h a t  i f  S i s  t r u e ,  then anything w i l l  

imply S (S e n t a i l s  t h a t  Q impl ies  S ,  f o r  m y  statements Q and 

S) .  Thus X could i n f e r  t h a t  " I f  Y says t h a t  S ,  then Su ju s t  

from the  t r u t h  of S alone. I f  - a l l  he required f o r  applying 

' k t  t o  a person the  t r u t h  of a staLemnnt of t h a t  form, 

then he should apnly the  word ' k t  t o  everyone. 

What i s  required i s  c l e a r l y  t h a t  X should have more 

g r o u d s  than j u s t  t he  t r u t h  of S f o r  saying "If  Y says t h a t  S ,  

then S w i l l  be t rue1' .  He should have -- reasons t o  support h i s  

claim t h a t  what Y says w i l l  be t rue .  

This account enables us  t o  extend our account of how X 

uses the  word 'k', i n  order  t o  include h i s  f i r s t  person uses  

of the  word. We can say t h a t  X w i l l  claim t o  k something, 

when he can give independent reasons t o  support t he  claim, " I f  

I say t h a t  S ,  then S w i l l  be t rue t1 .  He could say,  f o r  example, 

"I should know how many molars a man has, s ince  1 a m  a d e n t i s t " .  

The account I have given so .far of t he  use of the  word 

' k t ,  i s  t h a t  a person w i l l  say I1X k f s  t h a t  S" i f  he th inks  

t h a t  "If X says t h a t  S ,  then S w i l l .  be t r u e f t .  These a r e  two 

extremes which t h e  use of ' k f  may be extended t o ,  while s t i l l  

f a l l i n g  under t h i s  account. On the  one hand, we have t h e  case 

of the  m a n ,  X ,  who does not  take  anyone's word f o r  anything. 

X w i l l  say a person, Y ,  k t s  something when he has reasons t o  

support the  claim t h a t  what Y says w i l l  be t rue .  On the  o ther  

hand, we have the case of the man who be l ieves  t h a t  what 

as t ro loge r s  p red i c t  w i l l  be t r u e .  He can give no reasons why 

what t he  a s t r o l o ~ e r s  say w i l l  be t r u e ,  but it is c l e a r  t h a t  
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he thinks t h a t  what the as t rologers  say w i l l  be t rue ,  because 

he w i l l  take the  as t rologers t  word f o r  things. Be w i l l  believe 

things even i f  only because they were what the as t rologers  

predicted. For t h i s  reason he says t h a t  the as t rologers  - k 

what w i l l  happen i n  the fu ture .  

Neither of these extremes would represent a sensible way 

t o  apply the concept of knowledge. We should no t ,  on the one 

hand, believe i n  what a person says,  unless we have some 

grounds f o r  believing tha t  what he says w i l l  be t rue.  On 

the other hand, we should not be so skept ical  t h a t  we never 

take anyone1s word f o r  anything. Any reasonably adequate 

theory of what people w i l l  say i n  various circumstances w i l l  

r e s u l t  i n  statements of the form: " I f  X says t h a t  S ( i n  cer- 

t a i n  s o r t s  of circumstances) then S w i l l  be t ruef1.  If we 

then f i n d  t h a t  X does say tha t  5 ,  we w i l l  be able to  conclude 

from our theor ies  about people t h a t  S w i l l  be t rue .  

However, although ne i the r  of the extreme ways of apply- 

ing the word ' k t  would be sensible  ways of applying the con- 

cept of knowledge it might be suggested t h a t  they would never- 

the less  be possible ways of applying the  concept of knowledge. 

It would seem t h a t  a person could apply the word * k t  i n  e i t h e r  

of these extreme ways, and s t i l l  be using ' k g  t o  express the  

concept of knowledge. 

We might therefore  suggest the  following account of the  

concept of knowledge: a person w i l l  be using a word ' k t  t o  

express the concept of knowledge if he w i l l  say "X k l s  t h a t  

Sf! when he thinks t h a t ,  " I f  X says t h a t  S, S w i l l  be t rue" .  
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Y e t  t h i s  account w i l l  not do as  it stands. 

On the one hand we have the case of a person, X ,  who only 

says "Y k ' s  t h a t  Sn when he has independent grounds f o r  the  

t r u t h  of S ,  and when he also has independent grounds f o r  the  

t r u t h  of the statement, " I f  Y says t h a t  S ,  S w i l l  be t rue" .  

We can eas i ly  extend t h i s  account t o  include X ' s  f i r s t  person 

use of the word 'kg: he says, "1 k t h a t  S" when he has in- 

dependent grounds f o r  the t r u t h  of the  statement, "If I say 

t h a t  S, S w i l l  be t rue" .  

However, i f  we move t o  the  other  extreme wag of applying 

the word 'kt it w i l l  not  be so easy t o  extend our account t o  

t h e  f i rs t  person use of the word. In  t h i s  way of applying 

the word, the only way t o  t e l l  t h a t  a person, X ,  thinks t h a t  

what a person Y says w i l l  be t rue ,  i s  by f inding t h a t  X w i l l  

take Y 1 s  word f o r  things - X w i l l  conclude that  S given only 

t h a t  Y says tha t  S. What, then,  a re  we t o  say of X ' s  first 

person applications of 'kt? We c C m o t  say that  he says "I k 

t h a t  St' when he takes h i s  own word f o r  i t  t h a t  S - or  when he 

w i l l  conclude t h a t  S given only t h a t  he himself says t h a t  S. 

?Ye w i l l ,  therefore ,  abandon the approach we have been 

using s o  f a r ,  and we w i l l  tu rn  to  a corlsideration of the 

attempt t o  d is t inguish  knowledge from lucky guesses, by saying 

t h a t  i f  a person knows something then he has evidence, o r  a 

jus t i f i ca t ion  f o r  his claim. What w i l l ,  I hope, emerge w i l l  

be an account whkch reintroduces something of thc notion t h a t  

when a person knows something, you can take h i s  word f o r  i t  

t h a t  it i s  so. 



VI. Evidence 

When someone c la ims t o  know something, he lays himself 

open t o  t h e  ques t ion t  "fiow do yon know?'' I f  he expects o t h e r  

people t o  take hi:; word. f a r  it, t h e y  will.  w m t  t c  know why  he 

t h i n k s  t h e y  can take his  word f o r  i t .  For exmpXe, they may 

expect him t o  produce a j u s t i f i c a t i o n ,  o r  evidence f o r  h i s  

c lain.  

Suppose a person,  X, holds  t h e  fo l lowing b e l i e f s :  

(i) i f  SO...Sk a r e  t r u e ,  then  S w i l l  b e  t r u e ;  

( i i )  So.. .Sk a r e  all t r u e ;  

( i i i )  S i s  t r u e .  

I n  th i s  s i t u a t i o n ,  X may claim t o  have evidence f o r  t h e  t r u t h  
I 

of S. Suppose, t h e n ,  t h a t  X cLai~ns t o  k t h a t  S whenever he 

has  evidence f o r  t h e  t r u t h  of S. Does he then have t h e  con- 

c e p t  of mowledgc? Before we can answer this question, we 

mst complete our  account of how X we:;  t,kc w o ~ d  ' J . ' .  V;e must 

a l s o  give an account of how X u s e s  'kt i n  t h i r d  person judg- 

ments. 

When X says  "I k t h a t  St' he w i l l  t h i n k  t h a t  o t h e r s  should 

b e l i e v e  h i m .  If o t h e r  people are t o  s7)eak the  t r u t h ,  t h e y  

must say of him, "He k t  s t h a t  S t ' .  Thus, when he claims t o  k 

t h a t  S ,  he must t h i n k  t h a t  t h e  c o n d i t i o n s  a r e  s a t i s f i e d  f o r  

o  Lhem t o  make t h e  t h i r d  person j u d g ~ e n t  , "X k t  .? that E t l ,  

The cond i t ion  which he does t h i n k  i s  sa t5  s f i e d  i s  that he has 

evidence f o r  t h e  t r u t h  of S. Therefore ,  the cond i t ion  which 

must be s n t i  s f i e d  f o r  a  person t o  make t h e  tYArd person judg- 

ment "X k ' s  that  S" i s  that  X must have evidence f o r  t h e  t r u t h  

of X ,  Provided that t h e  c o n d i t i o n s  f o r  making t h i r d  person 
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judgments with the word ' k t  a re  t o  be the same f o r  X as  f o r  

other people, X w i l l  have t o  make the t h i r d  person judgment 

"So-and-so k's t h a t  S" when he thinks t h a t  that uerson has 

evidence f o r  the t ru th  of S. 

Suppose, then, t h a t  a person appl ies  the word ' k t  t o  a 

person when he thinks t h a t  t h a t  person has evidence f o r  a 

claim. I s  t h i s  use of the word 'k' one i n  which the word i s  

being used t o  express the concepk o f  knowledge? 

and ( i i i )  a re  a l l  t rue .  Suppose a l so  tha t  a l l  02 these claims 

a re ,  i n  f a c t ,  cor rec t ;  but t h a t  claims (i) and ( i i )  are  jus t  

lucky guesses. And suppose a l so  t h a t  ( i )  and ( i i )  are  a l l  

the evidence he has f o r  the t r u t h  of S. Then his claim t h a t  

S was based on even more shaky grounds than  e i t h e r  (i) o r  ( i i )  

were - i t  i s  even more of a lucky guess than they were. Thus, 

he cannot be said t o  have --- known tha t  S was t rue .  

7 If a person i s  t o  know something on the bas i s  o f  evidence, 

then what he uses as  evidence must be more than lucky guesses. 

He must - know t h a t  (i) and ( i i )  a re  t r u e ,  i f  they are  t o  con- 

s t i t u t e  grounds f o r  saying he knows t h a t  S i s  t rue .  I f  a 

person i s  t o  have the concept of knowledre, he must r e a l i z e  

t h a t  what a person bases on lucky guesses i s  no more 'know- 

ledge1 than the lucky guesses arc.  

7 Hence i f  a person uses the word k t  t o  mean "know" , and 
he claims to  - k t h a t  S because he has evidence, SO. ..Sk, then 

he must claim t h a t  ( i )  he k ' s  tha t  i f  So...Sk a re  t rue ,  S 

w i l l  be t rue ;  and ( i i )  he k ' s  t h a t  so...Sk are  t rue .  

It follows from t h i s  tha t  we cannot give an account of 
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the concept of knowledge in terms of evidence. Suppose we 

say: if ' k t  means flknow", then a person should claim to k 

that X when he k 1  s that certain evidence holds. This will not - 
give us an account of how the ' k '  is used unless we al- - 
ready have an account of when he claims to k that evidence 

holds. We must eventually complete our account of how ' k t  is 

used; and we can only have a complete account if we cease to 

assume th.at we already have an account of how ' k t  is applied 

The classical account of the concep* of knowledge is 

that knowledge is justified true belief. This account has 

been derived from Plato (~heaetetus, 201; Keno, 98); it is 

discussed in Russell's The Problems of Ph.ilosophy (1912j; --.- 

and it received its classical statement In Ayer's The Problem 

of Knowledge (1956). It has reccived a g~ea-t deal of discus- 

sion recently in periodical  journal.^, especially Analysis canti 

The Journal of - Philosophy between 1962 md 1970. 

r The point I have been arguing is that we cannot give an 
account of %he concept of knowledge in terms of evidence, 

since this leads to an infinite regress. This point has been /-I 
generally recognized in the literature. @.e definition of 

knowledge as true justified belief usually invol-ves a notion 

of justification which is supposed to avoid the infinite 

regress. That is, being justified in asserting something, un- 

like having evidence for the assartioc, does not need to in- 

volve knowledge of the truth of m y  further assertions. One 

can be justified in holding certain hcI.iefs, not because one 

has evidence, but (it may be suggested) because one is in a 



position to know, or because one has direct knowledge, knowledge 

by direct acquaintance with the objects of one's knowledge, and 

O a f  
In much of the literature it S.s not ciear whether the goal 

of a 'definitionf of knowledge is to give an answer to the ques- 

tion I am concerned to answer. T h ~ t  i.s, it is not altogether 

clear whether what is being attempted is to p;ive an account of 

the conditions which have to be met if a person is to be said 

to have the concep-k nf knn-txrl page, Senle nf t h e  t i m e  t h e  ::~kt:~:: 

seem, like Goldman, to be concerned only with giving the truth 

conditions of the judgment "X knows that S" . Euch of the time 

it is left unclear whether the vsriiier is concernec v i th  the 

truth conditions of "X lmows that S" ,  or with what is essential 

to the concept of know1.edge. 

If an account of what is essential to the concept of know- 

ledge is to be ~iven in tesms of justified true belief, it 

would t d k e  the following iorm: i i i S  n person is to be using 

the word ' k t  to express the concept 02 I~nowledge, hc must 

make the judgmnt, "X k's that St', when he thinks that X thinks 

that S, S is true, and bhat X is justiflnd in thiuking that 

S . If this &count is to enable us  to determine whether a 

person has the concept of knotvlcdgc, we must give a nore exten- 

sive account; of JChc notion of justificfition. Fiow do we deter- 

mine whether a person thinks that X is tjustified in thinking 

that S? Before attempting to answer this question 1 will 

investigate further the re1ationshi.w betwcen knowledge and 

the use of evidence. 1 hope that what will 1::norge is a 

clarification of the notion of justification, and. also the 
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notion t h a t  you can take a person's  word f o r  something. 

V I I .  Counter-evidence 

Suppose a person, X ,  claims t h a t  S ,  though he has no 

evidence f o r  the t r u t h  of S. Then he i.s presented with a  s e t  

of statements SO...&. He i s  then persuaded t h a t  i f  So...sk - 
were t r u e ,  S would not be t rue .  - 

X may reac t  i n  one of several  ways. O n  the one hand, he 

msg l = ~ i L l i - n , n  0 t - ~  ~ 3 2 ~ i t  E,T.zc?~ t ~ ,  ~ l & i l l l i i i ~  iilai a .. .Sk 
a re  t rue ,  o r  t h a t  they are  f a l s e .  I n  consequence, he w i l l  no 

longer be wil l ing  t o  commit himself t o  the t r u t h  of S. 

On the other  hand, he may be incl ined to think t h a t  SO..* 

Sk are  t rue :  and he w i l l ,  therefore ,  re l inquish  h i s  bel ief  

t h a t  S i s  t rue.  O r ,  he might have independent reasons t o  think 

So ... Sk are  f a l s e ,  s o  he may go on thinking that S. 

There i s  one more possibil_i.tg. He might argue i n  the 

following manner: "So ... Sk imply tha t  S i s  f a l se .  So there- 

fo re ,  i f  S i s  - 9  t r u e  SO. ..Sk w i l l  - not be t rue .  Wow c l e a r l y  S i s  - 
t rue ;  s o  therefore SO ...Sk are  not a l l  true." If he makes t h i s  

response, it seem c lea r  t h a t  he thinks t h a t  hc knows t h a t  X -- 
i s  t rue.  

We did not f i n d  an adequate account of  the  use of ' k t  by 

looking a t  the  evidence a speaker has - f o r  an asser t ion.  How- 

ever, we may look instead a t  the  r e a c t i o n s  a person may have 

towards evidence which seems t o  t e l l  against his claim, 

Suppose we o f f e r  the following account. A person chooses t o  

say "I k t ha t  S" when he has an i-nclination t o  r e j e c t  anything 

which would t e l l  against  the t r u t h  of S. I f  he has no 
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independent grounds for rejecting apparent counter-evidence to 

S, then he will use S itself as evidence for rejecting the 

counter-evidence. 

If X tends to use S as being itself adequate grounds for 

rejecting apparent counter-evidence , what cond.ition does he 
think is satisfied? The answer is, he thinks he should use S 

as grounds for rejecting apparent counter-evidence. Vhen X 

says "I k that S t ' ,  he will think that the conditions are 

s2.%FsfFefi  f ~ r  nthnrc tc mzke t k c  t h i r B  ;c~scz ,-jzZg~zct, ItX 

k i s  that S". Thus the conditions for making third person 

judgments I1Y k l s  that S" are that Y will use S to reject 

apparent counter-evidence, and that Y should use S in this way. -- 
The problem is now to give sense to Lhe idea that a person 

should use a statement to reject apparent counter-evidence. 

However, let us leave this question aside for the moment, 

while we look more closely at the use of a statement to reject 

apparent counter-evidence. 

Suppose one statement, S1, f~wctions as evidence against 

another statement, 82.  If Sy is true, S 2  will be false. It 

follows from this by logic that if S2 were true, would be 

false. Vhenever we have an evidential relation between two 

statements, there will be two ways of wielding this relation. 

We can use S1 as evidence agai.nst S2, or we can use S2 as 

evidence against S1. 

Suppose that we are inclined to assert that  S 1  is true, 

but we are also inclined to assert that S2 is true. We then 

have a problem. One thing we can do is to leave it an, open 

question whether we should assert S1 or S 2 .  We may wait for 
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independent confirmation of e i t h e r  S 1  o r  822. 1 f we have more 

o r  l e s s  equal inc l ina t ion  t o  believe S1 as t o  believe S?, then 

t h i s  would be the only sensible course of act ion.  

However, i f  we have a  grea ter  inc l ina t ion  t o  believe one 

of S1 o r  S 2 ,  t h i s  w i l l  lead us t o  wield the evident ia l  r e l a t i o n  

one way r a the r  than the o the r .  If we are incl ined t o  accept 

S1 then we w i l l  m e  S 1  as grounds f o r  re jec t ing  8 2 .  And i f  

we - are  t o  use S1 as  grounds f o r  r e j ec t ing  S 2 ,  then we must - 

An evident ia l  r e l a t ion  by i t s e l f  does not t e l l  us what 

we should think i s  the  case. It i s  only given t h a t  we hold 

some b e l i e f s  more f irmly than others ,  t h a t  we can wield the 

evident ia l  r e l a t i o n  one way r u t h e r  than the other.  Otherwise 

we would not be s b l e  t o  choose between re ta in ing  a. statement 

and re j ec t ing  the evidence against  5 t ,  and ~ e t a i n i n g  the 

evidence and re j ec t ing  the statement. 

What i s  t rue  of evidence against  stnterncnbs we were 

incl ined t o  accept w i l l  a l so  be t r u e  of evidence f o r  s t s t e -  

ments we were incl ined to  r e j e c t .  This may be seen to  be so,  

since evidence against  the statement "Szn w i l l  be evidence f o r  - 
the statement t1not-~2t ' .  Thus, i f  we are  t o  use evidence t o  

e s t ab l i sh  something we formerly thought t o  be f a l s e ,  we must 

have a stronger tendency t o  hold t o  the i-mth of some sijate- 

ments, than to  hold t o  the f a l s i t y  of the  o-kher. 

If a person i s  t o  a s se r t  anything a t  a l l  he must have a  

grea ter  inc l ina t ion  t o  a s s e r t  some statements than others:  

f o r  the  simple reason t h a t  i f  he a s s e r t s  that S, he must not 

always be equally incl ined t o  a s s e r t  t h a t  not-S, However, 
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provided we are considering statements which are not logic- 

1 

ally connected, it is still doubtful whether it would be 

possible for a person never to have a greater inclination to 

accept sorile statements than others. Such a being would at any 

rate be very odd indeed. However, even if such a being could 

exist, it could m t  have the concept of evidence - it could 
n ~ t  accept or reject statements on the basis of evidence. 

For, suppose a person is to base one statement on evidence - 
the statenent not being logically connected with the evidence. 

This person would have to have a greater tendency to assert 

the truth of the evidence, than ta assert the falsity of the 

statement. 

What is required for a person to have the concept of 

evidence is only that he should have two levels of confidence -- 
in the truth of statements: on the one hand, having an in- 

clination to assert a statement, and on the other h.and, having 

no inclination either to assert or to deny a statement. That 

is, a person might only use evidence to support those state- 

ments which he wns formerly inclined neither to accept nor to 

reject. 

However, the concept of knowledge reauires more than this 

very restricted use of evidence. What is required is that a 

person should use evidence to reject a st-otement which he was 

formerly incl-ined to accept, or to support a statement which 

he had been inclined to reject. This use of evidence requires 

many levels of confidence in the truth of different state- 

ment s. 
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It is an almost unavoidable progression from the barest 

possible notion of evidence, to the more fully fledged use of 

evidence - the use of evidence to reject a statement which a 
person had formerly accepted. Inevitably, a person will- find 

himself presented wi-th the dilema of being inclined to 

assert that S1, m d  that S2, and also that if $1 is true, S2 

will be false. The only way this dilemna can be resolved is 

by rejecting one of the three things which he was inclined to 

assert: either he rejects S1, or S2, or the implication "S1 

implies S2", or he rejects all of them but one, or he rejects 

them all. If he just rejects any one of the three, he has 

used evidence to reject a statement which he had. been in- 

clined to accept. The only way to avoid. this course is, there- 

fore, either to ignore the dilemma, or to reject two or three 

of the statements. b y  of these latter a2 ternatives would be 

arbitrary courses, since there would be no reason for reject- 

ing one pair rather than another, or for rejecting two rather 

than three, or three rather than none (assuming that he has 

an equal inclination to assert all three of them). It would 

be possible for someone to avoid the di! ema without using 

evidence to reject something he formerly asserted, but I 

think it is also natural to progress to the more fully fled- 

ged use of evidence - the advantages of such a step arc 
fairly obvious. 

Suppose, ti?en, that a person does hold certain s Late- 

ments more firmLy than others. Suopose t b t  he w i l l  use a 

statement, S sag, as evidence for rejecting other statements 
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which he had been inclined to accept. Then this person is do- 

ing what I have called ''using the truth of S to rcject apparent 

counter-evidence". Thus, all tha% is required for the concept 

of knowledge so far, is that a person should use some state- 

ments as evidence for rejecting other statements mhich he had 

formerly been inclined to accept. 

The next requirement for the concept of knowledge is that 

a prcQ_n_ chn~:ld (lFstFn1;nj sh h p t a r p ~ n  t i m e s  when 2 F e r s n n  s h n i ~ l d :  - 

and times when he should not use the truth of a statement to 

reject ap~arent counter-evidence. 

If a person bows that S, thcn he should use the truth of 

S to reject apparent counter-evidcnce. If his belief that S 

only amounts to n lucky Guess, then he should not use his 

belief that S to reject apparent counter-evidenccl. If he 

makes a lucky guess, he is in a situation such that, when one 

is in such a situation one often turns ouc to be mistaken. 

Thus, if one is in such a situation, one should relinquish the 

belief in question if evidence is produced against it. 

A person may not realize that he is in such a situation, 

and hence it may be sensible from the point of view of his 

own beliefs, to think he has knowledge. However, what decides 

whether he has knowledge is not whether hct is taking the most 

sensible alternat;ive, given the situation he thinks he is in. 

What decides whether he has knowledge -is the situation in 

which he is, in fact, to be found. 

For example, a laqe proportion of the things one reads 

in detective magazines are false. Therefore, if the source 



4 4. 

of a  person 's  b e l i e f  w a s  a de t ec t ive  magazine, even i f  h i s  

bol ief  t u rns  out t o  be t r u e ,  he could not  be said t o  have 

larowledge. If we a m  t o  say he has knowledge we must f i n d  

something more about his s i t u a t i o n ,  which would put  him i n  a 

s i t u a t i o n  such t h a t  people i n  such a s i t u a t i o n  a r e  u sua l ly  

co r r ec t  i n  holding a be l i e f  l i k e  the one i n  question. For 

example, if the  statement which he be l ieves  t o  bc t rue  was 

a l so  a statement which he read i n  an encyclopedia, then he 

could claim t o  have knowledge. 

For a more complicated case ,  imagine the following. 

Suppose a person, X ,  obta ins  t he  information t h a t  S ,  say, 

from an encyclopedia. However, I know t h a t  the  con t r ibu tor  

who supplied t h i s  information had been br ibed t o  put t h a t  

information i n  t he  encycl opedia. By an smazing coinci.dence, 

the  information he put  i n  t he  encyclopedia turned out t o  be 

co r r ec t ;  but  both  the  con t r ibu tor ,  and the  man who bribed him 

thought they knew the  information t o  be false. 

Now X is fol lowing a sens ib le  pol icy  i n  claiming t o  

know t h a t  S. He i s  following a po l icy  which w i l l  n ea r ly  al- 

ways keep him i n  l i n e  with the  t r u t h .  The statement i s  one 

which he read i n  an encyclopedia; and most s tatements f n l l -  

ing  under t h a t  dascr ip t ion  a r e  t)-ue. Howcves, t h e  statement 

i n  quest ion i s  a l s o  one which soneone thought waa f a l s e  and 

w a s  bribed t o  t e l l  him. Most statemerits which f n l l  under 

th i s  desc r ip t ion  w i l l  be f a l s e .  If one uses statements of - 
t h i s  s o r t  t o  re;ject apparent counter-evidence, one w i l l  no t  

keep i n  l i n e  with the  t r u t h .  Therefore X does not  r e a l l y  



One s o r t  of s i t u a t i o n  i n  which a perzon should use the  

t r u t h  of a statement t o  r e j e c t  a jqaren t  counter-evidence, i s  

v~hen he can give supporting evidence f o r  the statement.  An- 

other  s o r t  of s i m a t i o n  i n  which a person should use a s t a t e -  

ment i n  t h i s  way, i s  when the  statement a s s e r t s  something 

which, we might say,  he i s  i n  a pos i t i on  Lo know. Examj)les 

of s tatements a s se r t i ng  what a person i s  i n  a pos i t ion  t o  

know are :  s tatements about whnt he i s  thinking o r  f e e l i n g ;  

s tatements about what he i s  observing, o r  remembers obser- 

ving; and statements which he has h e a ~ d ,  o r  r ead ,  from 

r e l i a b l e  sources. 

I n  general ,  a person should use a s~;atemen%, S ,  t o  re- 

j ec t  apparent counter-evidence when he i s  i n  :.: s i tuat i .on  

such t h a t ,  a person i n  such a s i t u a t i o n  Is  near ly  always 

r i g h t  i n  holdin€; a be l i e f  i n  the  t r u t h  ~f the  statement i n  

question. That i s ,  given the  s i t u a t i o n  a nerson, X ,  i s  i n ,  

we can ae r ive  the  s t a t enen t ,  " I f  X says that S,  S w i l l  he 

true". 

Here we f i n d  ourselves back with th. formum which emer- 

ged from the considera t ion of the? notion of being able  to  

take a person ' s  word f o r  something. T h e  probleni which w a s  

l e f t  over from the  considerat ion of that; not ion,  was the 

problem of g iving content  t o  the idea  t h a t  a person should 

sake the  f i r s t  person tjudgment, "I k Lhab Sf' , w-len he th inks  

t h a t ,  "If I say t h a t  S ,  S w i l l  be t ,rueU. Ye cartnot, on 

,malogy with t h i r d  person judgments, :i r n q i  ne him taking h i s  
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own word f o r  i t  t h a t  S. 

However, the  statement,  "If I think t h a t  S, S w i l l  be 

t rue" ,  may be given content  by looking at a person ' s  r eac t ion  

t o  apparent comr;cr-evidence. I f  in .  c e r t a i n  c i rcunstances  a 

person uses  the  t s u t h  of S t o  r e j e c t  apparent counter-eviden- 

ce ,  he th inks  t h a t  the  circumstances he i s  i n  are such t h a t  

my person i n  s irxi lar  circumstances would rrearly always be 

r i g h t  about the t r u t h  of 8 .  That i s ,  he thinks t h a t  h i s  c i r -  

cumstances are such a s  t o  ensure the  t rbuth  of the statement,  

" I f  I th ink  t h a t  S,  S w i l l  be t rue" .  

VIII . Scept ic i sn  

The account I have given o f  the  concept of knowledge i s  

t h i s .  A person, X ,  i s  using a word ' k t  t o  express the  

concept 

1. 

2.  

3 * 

of knowledge if: 

when he app l ies  the  word ' k t  he vi.11 make reference 

t o  (i) what he be l ieves  t o  be a  conscions being, 

and ( i i )  an as se r t i on ;  

he be l ieves  t h a t ,  f o r  any 

son k ' s  t h a t  S ,  then S i s  
-7 

X w i l l  say a person, Y ,  k t  

th inks  Y w i l l  tend t o  use 

statement,  S ,  "If a per- 

t rue"  ; 

s that S when (i) he 

S Lo re , iec t  apparent 

counter-evidence t o  the  t r u t h  of S ,  and ( i i )  X 

th inks  t h a t  i n  doing so ,  Y i s  following a po l icy  

which w i l l  keep him i n  l i n e  with the  t r u t h .  

Given t h i s  concept, we may now ask when such a concept 

should be appl ied .  This question reduces t o  the  quest ions of 

what we cowlt a s  conscious beings,  what we count as a s s e r t i o n s ,  
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what a s s e r t i o n s  we t h i n k  t o  be t r u e ,  and what s o r t s  of a s s e r t -  

i ons  w e  should use  a g a i n s t  apparent  counter-evidence.  The 

las t  of t h e s e  ques t ions  i s  the  one which i s  of t h e  most 

immediate re levance  t o  t h e  problem of skept ic i sm.  

The s k e p t i c  i s  one who ques t ions  whether w e  do,  i n  f a c t ,  

know var ious  t h i n g s  which we c la im t o  h o w .  On t h e  account I 

have given of t h e  concept of knowledge, what t h e  s k e p t i c  w i l l  

be ques t ioning  i s  whether we ought t o  ten& t o  use va r ious  

s ta tements  t o  r e j e c t  apparent  counter-evidence.  

In  i t s  most extreme form, skept ic i sm i s  the claim t h a t  

we do n o t  know anything. This  c laim could be taken i n  two 

ways. I showed e a r l i e r ,  t h a t  i f  a person u s e s  some c la ims 

as evidence f o r  o t h e r s ,  then  he must hold some w l 3 e f s  more 
\ 

f i r m l y  than  o t h e r s .  And if he i s  t o  use  evidence t o  r e j e c t  

s ta tements  he former ly  h e l d  t o  be t r u e ,  then he mst have 

some tendency t o  hold c e r t a i n  h~liefs des-pite -- some apparent  

counter-evidence. This  i s  a ve ry  weak cxaim, b u t  it i s  a l l  

t h a t  i s  requ i red  f o r  t h e  speaker  t o  have the  concept of know- 

ledge. I f  he a p p l i e s  t h e  word ' B 1  t o  those  b e l i e f s  which he 

has t h e  g r e a t e s t  tendency t o  hold  on to ,  and i f  he w i l l  apply  

' k t  t o  o t h e r  people when they  arc i n  s i m i l a r  s i t u a t i o n s  t o  

those i n  which he would c la im t o  k sometkine, then  'k' means 

'I know1' . 
It would seem, then ,  t h a t  the  s k e p t i c  tvho claims t h a t  

we do n o t  know 'mything i s  denying us t h e  r i g h t  t o  use  some 

b e l i e f s  a s  evidence f o r  r e j e c t i n g  o t h e r s ;  mu t h i s  c la im i s  

obviousLy unacceptable .  However, t h e  s k c p t i c  might no t  be 
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meaning t o  say  anything as extreme as t h i s .  The s k e p t i c  might 

agree t h a t  we ou[;ht t o  use some c la ims as evidence f o r  o t h e r s ,  

b u t  he may add tkiat t h e r e  should always bo a wi l l ingness  t o  

accept  counter-evidence t o  any of our c la ims.  Th i s  by it- 

s e l f  does n o t  me= we cannot apply t h e  concept of  knowledge, 

s i n c e  i n  o r d e r  t o  apply  t h e  concept of lmov?ledge we only  need 

some tendency t o  r e j e c t  apparent  counter-evidence - n o t  an - 
abso lu te  unwi l l ingness  t o  accept  m y t h i n g  a s  counter-evidence.  

However, the  s k e i ~ t i c  may go on t o  say zha t  when we claim t o  

know something, -vc have too s t r o n g  a tendency t o  r e i e c t  

counter-evidence. He may say t h a t  claiming t o  know something 

u s u a l l y  

ness  t o  

s k e p t i c  

concept 

'know', 

does go along wi th  a more o r  l e s s  a b s o l u t e  unwil l i n g -  

accept  anything as counter-evidence.  Therefore, the 

sug~;es ts  t h a t  

of knowlbdge : 

but  we  sl-~ould 

we should n o t  apply a conccpt l i k e  t h e  

we should ::ot use ang ono Germ l i k e  - 
sye& of - acgrees  of assurance.  Using 

a single term l i k e  'know' f o r  on2 class of b e l i e f s  tends t o  

make u s  t h i n k  t h e r e  i s  a d i f f e r e n c e  i n  kind between these  - 
b e l i e f s  and o t h e r  b e l i e f s .  We t h e n  tend t o  g i v e  s p e c i a l  

treatment; t o  the t h i n g s  we t h i n k  w e  kilow. iRJe t end  t o  t r e a t  

t h e  t h i n g s  we t h i n k  we know as i f  t hey  werc rlto1;ether d i f -  

f e r e n t  from t h e  o t h e r  b e l i e f s  we hold.  

The s k e p t i c  who argues i n  t xis wag does have a po in t  t o  

make. The s k e p t i c  i s  opposing c>xcessi ve dogmat5 s n i .  4owever , 
I would q u a x e l  wi th  him on tv.o p o i n t s .  I n  t h e  f i r s t  p l a c e  

I would deny t h a t  t h e  use  of one te rm,  l i k e  ' h o w '  , i s  thc 

cause of dogmatism. A t  any r a t e ,  I would thtrtk that  t h e  use  



of the  word 'know' i s  only a minor f a c t o r  i n  t he  production 

of dogmatism. It i s  p a r t l y  f o r  t h i s  f irst  reason t h a t  I 

would a l so  q1larrc! with the  skcp t ic  on h i s  second point :  

t h a t  it would be n good th ing  t o  cease t o  use such a word a s  

'knowt a l toge ther .  If we ceased t o  use the word 'know1 t h i s  

might help  t o  ease some of' the  s k e p t i c ' s  discomfort,  but  

t h i s  poss ible  advimtage i s  f a r  ouiweighed by .the l o s s  of the  

many disadvantages which there  a r e  i n  having such a word. It 

seems t o  me obvious t h a t  t h e r e  must be may advantages t o  

having such a word: why e l s e  would so many d i f f e r e n t  lan- 

guages possess a word expressing the  concept of knowledge? 

Skepticism may a l so  take a l e s s  extreme forrn. The 

SK-pt ic  may say t h a t  t he re  a r e  - some th ings  which we can t r u l y  

be s a i d  t o  know; but nany of the  things v:hich we th ink vie 

know a re  no t  th ings  we r e a l l y  h o ~  a t  a l l .  T h a t  i s ,  t he  

skep t ic  mag say chat we should not  hold c e r t a i n  s o r t s  of s t a t e -  

ments with the  amount of assurance t h a t  peo3lc normally have 

i n  them. He may say t h a t  s tatements abont o ther  minds, o r  

about the  ex t e rna l  world, the  f u t u r e ,  t he  pas t ,  o r  whatever, 

should no t  be held  with the  degrc>e of assurance t h a t  normal- 

l y  goes along with claiming t o  know something.  

The skep t ic  may, f o r  example, con t r a s t  s tatements about 

the  f u t u r e  with statements i n  mathercatics. Be can hold 

statements i n  mathematics with a g rea t  deal  o f  assurance. 

Suppose we a r e  presented with a case in vrlnich we seea t o  have 

twelve rows of  t r e e s  with twelve t r e e s  i n  each l i n e ,  but  

when we count up the  t r e e s  we a l ~ a y s  ge t  143. Tn such a case 



we w i l l  always ho ld  t o  t h e  b e l i e f  t h a t  1 2  t imes 1 2  equa l s  

144, and we w i l l  conclude t h a t  we miscounted somewhere, o r  

a t r e e  vanished i n  t h e  count ing ,  o r  something of t h a t  kind. 

We can always u s e  t h e  t r u t h  of a mathematical s ta tement  t o  

r e j e c t  anything which would count as evidence a g a i n s t  i t s e l f .  

In  c o n t r a s t ,  cons ides  s t a t e n e n t s  about t h e  f u t u r e .  I 

b e l i e v e  t h a t  t h e  sun w i l l  r i s e  tomorrow; but -it would be 

p o s s i b l e  t o  imagine experiences which ~ o u l d  l e a d  m e  t o  con- 

c lude  t h a t  morning had come and the sun had n o t  r i s e n .  

However, l e t  u s  look more c l o s e l y  a t  the  s o r t s  of s t a t e -  

ments we can make about t h e  f u t u r e .  I believe t h a t  the sun 

w i l l  r i s e  tomorrow. I a l s o  b e l i e v e  t h s t  the cost; of l i v i n g  

w i l l  r i s e  i n  New Zealand. However, t h e s e  two beliefs ar8e 

n o t  on t h e  same l e v e l .  I V J O U / ~  c la im to  know t h a t  t h e  sun 

w i l l  r i s e  i n  thc morning, but  I ~ i 0 ~ 2 d  n o t  be so  bold as t o  

c laim t o  h o w  that the c o s t  of l i v i n g  wiil r i s e  i n  New 

Zealand. 

S u p ~ o s e  someone starts t o  p.co_nosc couzter-evidence t o  

m y  c laim tha t  t h L ?  sun w i l . 1  r i s e  %omorrow. H i  ,s e\vidence would 

have t o  be ve ry  impressive indeed,  i f  he i s  t o  shake my 

b e l i e f  that t h e  sun w i l l  r i s e  tcmorrow, o r  e l s e  I ivil-3. be 

almost c e r t a i n  L O  d iscount  h i s  evidence, i f  f o r  no o t h e r  

reason than  simply t h a t  I know t h e  sun will r i s e  tomorrow. 

If a11 t h e  s c i e n t i s t s  i n  t h e  world p r e d i c t e d  thc i t  t h e  sun 

would n o t  r i s e  i n  the  morning, t h i s  would be enough t o  con- 

v ince  me; but  i t  would n o t  be so very  easy t o  persuade m e  

t h a t  t h e  s c i e n t i s t s  - had p r e d i c t e d  t h a t  t,he sun would n o t  



r i s e  i n  t he  morning. I would begin t o  suspect  a p l o t  t o  

deceive ne before I vould bel ieve  t h a t  o ther  pco2le were t e l l -  

ing  the  t r u t h  when they s a i d  t h a t  t he  s c i e n t i s t s  had made such 

a pred ic t ion .  

I n  c o n t r a s t ,  i t  would be much e a s i e r  t o  convince me t h a t  

the  economists had a l l  predic ted t h a t  the cos t  of l i v i n g  i n  

New Zealand would not rise not iceably  i n  the  near  fu tu re .  An 

s r t i c l e  i n  T i m e  magazine would convince me of t ? ~ i s .  In  

c o n t r a s t ,  if a copy of what appesred t o  be Time magazine said 

t h a t  the  s c i e n t f s t s  had predicted t h a t  t h e  sun would not r i s e ,  

I would conclude t h a t  what I w a s  rcading mas a Uarvard 

lampoon of - Time magazine, o r  something of chat s o r t .  
- Consider a l s o  what would happen i f  i b e g n  f inding 

evidence which seemed to suggest; t h a t  t h e  morning had come, 

and the  sun had not  r i s e n .  Suppose i t  seemed a s  though a 

very grea t  l eng th  01 iirw had p s s e d  since s m s ~ t ,  when 

I checkcd the clocks they all s a i d  10:00 a . m . .  My f i rs t  

conclusion would be t h a t  t he  clocks musL be wrolg. If every- 

one began commenting on the  f a c t  that, tklc sun k3d not r i s e n ,  

I would wonder what was going on. I would wonder , a'i; f i r s t  , 

whether 1: was dreaming, hypnotized, under the inf luence of 

drugs, having my bra in  a r t i f  i c i x l i y  s t i lm la t cd ,  and so on. 

Eventuaily,  however, I might be forced to admi:; t ha t  the  

sun had no: r i s e n .  

I n  c o n t r a s t ,  if 1 found t h a t  as tixx ~io r i t  on, the  

p r i ce s  of  advert ized i terns i n  K ~ w  Zeal and newsrtapers remain- 

ed more o r  l e s s  constant ,  I would concludc :trit;hout n~uch 
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r e s i s t ance  a t  a l l  t h a t  the  cos t  of l i v i n g  had remained more 

o r  l e s s  constant ,  

There i s ,  there fore ,  a  c l e a r  enough d i s t i n c t i o n  betrveen 

my belief t h a t  t he  sun w i l l  r i s e  i n  the  morning, and my be l ie f  

t h a t  p r i c e s  w i l l  r i s e  i n  New Zealand. This d i s t i n c t i o n  i s  

marked by use of the  word 'know'. The skep t i c ,  however, w i l l  

ob jec t  t h a t  s t r i c t l y  speaking - we do not  even know t h a t  t h e  

sun w i l l  r i s e  tomorrow. What reasons can the  skep t ic  br ing 

forward Tor t h i s  claim? 

One way the  skep t ic  might argue, i s  i n  the manner I 

have a l ready discussed - by c l a in ing  t h a t  we should not use 

any term l i k e  'know' which suggests  a  d i f fe rence  i n  kind 

between my b e l i e f  t h a t  t he  sun w i l l  r i s e  tomorrow, m d  my 

b e l i e f  t h a t  p r i c e s  w i l l  r i s e  i n  N e w  Zealand. I do not  th ink  

t h i s  argument has much force  i n  i t .  Re have a  d i s t i n c t i o n  

we need t o  draw, and use the word 'know' t o  do so. 

There i s ,  however, another argument which the  skep t ic  

might produce. He might con t r a s t  my be l i e f  t h a t  the  sun will. 

r i s e  tomorrow, with my b e l i e f  tna t  12 times 12 equals  144. 

I would have a  s t rong tendency t o  r e j e c t  evidence which 

seemed t o  t e l l  aga ins t  my b e l i e f  that t he  stm had not  r i s e n  

i n  the  morning; but I could conceive of circumstcmces which 

would lead me t o  f i n a l l y  admit t h a t  the  sun had not  r i s e n .  

In c o n t r a s t ,  t he re  a r e  no conceivable circumstances which 

could overthrow the  t ru th s  of a r i thmet ic  m d  prove, f o r  

example, t h a t  12 times 12  equals  143. T h e  skep t ic  might 

then say t h a t ,  s t r i c t l y  speaking, we should only use t he  
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word 'knowt when we have a r i g h t  t o  be unwi? l ing  t o  accept  

anything a t  a l l  as evidence a g a i n s t  our  c laim.  The word 

'know' should be reserved- f o r  mathematical ,  l o g i c a l ,  and 

a n a l y t i c  s ta tements .  

One reason ~I'hich seems t o  sux)port t h i s  con ten t ion ,  i s  

t h a t  i t  seems wrong t o  say ,  "I know t h a t  S, but  I might be 

wrong", Whai; I contend i s  t h a t  t n e r e  is nothing  wrong wi th  

saying "I know t k a t  S, but i t  i s  loglcal12-  p o s s i k l e  t h a t  

I arr! wrongfl. If ''I might be wrongtf were being used t o  mean 

nothing  more than "it i s  l o g i c a l l y  possibl.c that 1 arr: wrong", 

then  t h e r e  would be noth ing  wrong wi th  the s t a t e n c n t ,  "1 

know that S , but P might be wrong". There i s  on1 : j  something 

wrong w i t i ;  this s t a t e n e n t  i f  "I night be vrrongtt nl.-?a?s sone- 

t h i n g  l i k e ,  "I wculd no t  r e l y  on :he c ru tk  o f  i ~ " ,  

There c e r t a i n l y  i s  a d i s t i n c  ;ion bet ~ e e n  mat'nematicnl 

s t a t ements  and s t a t ements  l i k e ,  "The sun w i l l  rise i n  t h e  

morning", However, I would r e ~ l y  t o  t h e  skeptic by c l n i n i n g  

t h a t  t h e r e  i s  no good reason why we should use  t h s  word lknow' 

t o  mark -- this  d i s t i n c t i o n .  The word lknowl i s ,  has  been, and 

w i l l  cont inue  t o  be used t o  mark :I d i f f e r e n t  d i s t i n c t i o n .  

If we wish t o  make a f u r t h e r  d i s t i n c t i o n  wi th in  - t h e  c l a s s  of 

s ta tements  we c la im t o  know, we should malie such a d i s t i n c t i o n  

with words o t h e r  than t h e  word 'know' - s a y ,  ' a n a l y t i c ' ,  o r  

' a  p r i o r i 1  as opposed t o  ' s y n t h e t i c 1 ,  o r  ' e m p i r i c a l ' .  

I would want t o  argue against-  t h e  s k e p t i c ,  i f  he main- 

t a i n s  t h a t  we should n o t  apply t h e  concept of knowledge a t  

a l l ,  However, t h e  q u s t i o n s  r a i s e d  by skepticisrr .  cannot be 
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dismissed so e a s i l y .  

Consider t he  skeptic's question: "How do I know t h a t  I 

a m  not  now dreaming?" Ilf we do not  know Lhat we a r e  n o t  

dreaming, then we do not  know anything. So i f  I claim t h a t  

the  concept of knowledge has app l i ca t ion ,  I must claim t h a t  

we know we e re  no t  d reming .  

On tne  account of the  concepl; of larowledge which I 

have given,  we can say we know we a re  not  now dreaming. We 

would take  a good dea l  of persuading before m e  would a h i t  

t h a t  our l i v e s  up t o  now had beer; a l l  a dream. ' ~ k a t  i s  more, 

we be l ieve  t h a t  b y  working on the assumption t h a t  we a rc  not 

dreaming we w i l l ,  i n  f a c t ,  be keeping i n  l i n e  with the  t ru th .  

That i s ,  we think t h a t  we know t h a t  w e  a r e  not dreaming. 

However, I bel ieve  t h a t  w e  can imagine experienctts which 

would persuade us  t h a t  our l i v e s  up t o  now had been a dream. 

Such experiences would involve a  tremendous mount of counter- 

evidence t o  what we now be l ieve ,  b u t  they a r e  never the less  

conceivable. This i s  the  slreptic '  s r e a l  po in t .  'Phe skep t ic  

t r i e s  t o  s h o ~  t h a t  i t  i s  l o g i c a l l y  poss ib le  t h a t  c e r t a i n  

s o r t s  of b e l i e f s  which we hold a r e ,  i n  fact, f a l s e  - o r  even 

t h a t  all of  the  beliefs we hold m e  false. Hovever, admitting 

t h i s  logical- p o s s i b i l i t y  does nox; e n t a i l  the  claim tha t  we 

do not  know tha t  thcse  statements a r e  true. I may still claim 
-.A 

t o  know that I a m  not  dreaming, even i C 1 admi t t h a t  i.t i s  

l o g i c a l l y  poss ib le  that I a m  dreaming. 

The skey t ic  w i l l  then ask,  "3ut how do you know?" '.Ye -- 
can produce no evidence f o r  the  t r u t h  of the statement t h a t  -- 



we a r e  no t  dreaming - and t h i s  f a c t  i s  another of the skep- 

t i c  ' s valuable po in t s .  Ilowever , we carmot; c?em,and evidence 

f o r  everzthing we claim t o  know, without involving ourselves - .-- 
i n  an i n f i n i t e  regress .  Thus w e  need not  be too worried by 

the  f a c t  %hat  we can give no evidence tha-L v:e a r e  not  dream- 

ing .  I c,m say I know I arr, not dreaming; =id i f  it  i s  t r u e  -- 
t h a t  I am not  d.remi.ng, then I a m  J u s t i f i e d  -----. ---- i n  claiming t o  

know I a m  not  dreaming, simply because I am not  dreaming. 

Simi la r ly ,  I a m  j u s t i f i e d  i n  saying "I h2ve a mental 

image of an egg" not  because T can give any evidence t o  sup- 

p o r t  t h i s  claim, but simply because I - a m  having such a mental 

image. I n  adtditl on, I a m  justified i n  sayinc "1 exis t1 '  

simply because I do e x i s t ;  and I just ; i f ied i n  saying "There 

i s  a langxige!' simply because t he re  i s  n I a ~ g u a g e .  (These 

examples come from s" I ! rmscende~~~ta l  Arguments" , - Journal  of 

P h i l o s o p h ~ ,  1968, by Barry Stroud).  These examples d i f f e r  

from the  problem of whether I am dreaming i n  the following way. 

It would be l o g i c a l l y  possi-bl-e f o r  a beinl; 'Uo th ink he w a s  

not  drearning and yet  Se dreaming; bu t  it :.-ould n o t  be poss ib le  

f o r  a person t o  think he ex i s t ed ,  and g e t  not e x l s t .  It i s  

t h i s  d i f fe rence  which givcs  t h e  l t T  think' '  an addcd assurance 

over "I m not  dreaming". Nevertheless,  I would claim t h a t  

we should t r e a t  "I a m  not  dreaming" i n  t he  sale way t h a t  we 

t r e a t  such statements a s  "I am having x mental. image". That 

i s ,  we should say t h a t  we a re  j u s t i f i e d  i n  claiming t o  know 

t h a t  we a r e  not  dreaning, simply because we a r e  no t  - dreaming. 

That i s ,  I am claiming t h a t  the re  a r e  s tatements which ive 
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should be i nc l ined  t o  hold onto, w d  t o  use agains t  apparent 

counter-evidence - even though we can give  no evidence t o  

support them, and even though i t  i s  Logical ly poss ible  t h a t  

they a r e  f a l s e .  1 would claim t h 2 t  if a Derson holds t o  the  

be l i e f  t h a t  he i s  not  dreaming, and r e j e c t s  apparent counter- 

evidence, then he w i l l  be keeping i n  l i n e  with t he  t r u t h .  

What the  skep t ic  does i s  t o  point  out  what we may no t  

have known before - f o r  example, t h a t  we have no evidence t o  

prove t h a t  we a r e  not  dreaming, and t h a t  i t  i s  l o g i c a l l y  

poss ible  t h a t  we should have experiences which would per- 

suade us  t h a t  we had almays been dreaming. Thesc a r e  t he  

bas ic  moves the  skep t ic  makes, and tney deserve more a t t e n t i o n  

than I shall give them here. Up t o  th i s  po in t ,  then,  what 

the  skep t ic  says i s  important,  and, 1 bel ieve ,  t rue .  When 

he concludes, however, that  there fore  we do not  'mow such 

th ings ,  then what he says i s  false. It na;T have a c e r t a i n  

shock value t o  szy something so obviously false, and it may 

thereby force  u s  t o  recognize the  important b a s i s  f o r  the 

s k e p t i c ' s  pos i t i on ;  but  whatever h e u r i s t i c  valuc such a 

claim may have, i t  i s  f a l s e  t o  say t he re  i s  riotkin@ we 

know, we cannot know what happened i n  t;he p a s t ,  we cannot 

h o w  what w i l l  happen i n  the  f u t u r e ,  and s o  on. 

The skept ic .  w i l l  admit t ha t  he be l ieves  he i s  not  

dreaming. IIe w i l l  a l s o  r e j e c t  apparent counter-evidence t o  

t h i s  claim, i f  f o r  no o ther  reason than t h a t  he does bel ieve  

t h a t  he i s  not  dreaming. I n  doing s o ,  he rmd I: both th ink  

he i s  following a. pol icy  which will keep him i n  l i n e  with 
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t h e  t r u t h .  Therefore ,  I t h i n k  he knows he i s  n o t  dreaming. 

However, t h e  s k e p t i c  den ies  t h a t  he 'knows t h i s .  I can only  

conclude t h a t  t h e  s k e p t i c  i s  misapplying t h e  concept of know- 

ledge.  

The reasons  which t h e  s k e p t i c  g i v e s  f o r  h i s  p o s i t i o n  

t a k e  t h e  form: "Cer ta in  c o n d i t i o n s  must be s a t i s f i e d  i f  we 

a r e  t o  count something as knowledge. These c o n d i t i o n s  a r e  

n o t  s a t i s f i e d  f o r  the claim t h a t  we are n o t  dreaming. There- 

f o r e  we do n o t  know t h a t  we a r c  n o t  dreaming". Xowever, t h e  

s k e p t i c  and I bo th  agree t h a t  t h e  cond-itions are s a t i s f i e d  

which - I claim t o  be necessa ry  f o r  t h e  concept of knowledge. 

The reasons  t h e  s k e p t i c  g i v e s  f o r  saying  he does n o t  know 

t h e r e f o r e  r e s t  on a mistaken account of t h e  concept of know- 

ledge.  

The s k e p t i c  mistakenly t h i n k s  c e r t a i n  cond i t ions  must 

be s a t i s f i e d  i f  something i s  t o  count a s  knowledge. These 

c o n d i t i o n s  a r e ,  indeed, n o t  s a t i s f i e d  f o r  t h e  claim t h a t  he 

i s  n o t  dreaming. He, t h e r e f o r e ,  concludes that he does n o t  

know whether he i s  dreaming o r  no t .  But the s k e p t i c  has  

only  succeeded i n  g iv ing  a mistaken a n a l y s i s  of tho  concept 

of knowledge which we always u s e ,  and which he uses  when he 

i s  n o t  doing philosophy. A t  b e s t ,  he has  c o n s t r t ~ c t e d  a 

new concept:  b u t  i n  t h a t  case  t he re  i s  noth ing  remarkable 

i n  h i s  c laim t h a t  we do n o t  'know' such Lhings a s  t h a t  we 

are n o t  dreaming. 
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