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ABSTRACT 

This study i s  intended t o  examine epistemology from t h e  perspect ive  

of education. Af ter  examining t h e  v a r i e t y  of senses i n  which t h e  term 'know- 

ledge'  i s  used i n  ordinary language, an attempt i s  made t o  discover whether 

o r  not  t h e r e  is  more than one type of knowledge. It i s  shown t h a t  'knowing' 

is not  always a kind of doing and s o  i t  is  a mistake t o  reduce a l l  knowing t o  

'knowing how'. It is  argued t h a t  a b i l i t y  t o  draw d i s t i n c t i o n s  between d i f f e r -  

en t  types of knowledge i s  advantageous i n  educational  contexts ,  y e t  t o  pursue 

a course of d e t a i l e d  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  noting a l l  t h e  minor items of d i f f e r e n t i a -  

t i o n  and naming each v a r i e t y  d i s t i n c t l y  w'th a l a b e l  i s  t o  de fea t  t h e  very 3 
purpose f o r  which c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  i s  recommended. 

I n  chapter  two t h e  epistemological  considera t ions  of cogn i t ive  know- 

ledge a r e  e lucidated  showing how they a r e  re levan t  t o  pedagogical concerns. 

It is argued t h a t  knowledge e n t a i l s  n e i t h e r  c e r t a i n t y  nor i n f a l l i b i l i t y .  It 

is shown t h a t  t h e  ques t ion of i ts j u s t i f i c a t i o n  i s  c r u c i a l  t o  d i s t ingu i sh ing  

genuine knowledge from chance b e l i e f .  Formulation of an adequate procedure 

f o r  e v i d e n t i a l  a p p r a i s a l  d i f f e r s  very widely i n  var ied  s i t u a t i o n s  f o r  they 

involve judgments t h a t  may d i f f e r  from person t o  perspn. 

The l a s t  chapter  p resen t s  t h e  e s s e n t i a l  elements of connection be- 

tween t h e  concepts of 'knowing', ' teaching'  and ' l ea rn ing ' .  It is  shown t h a t  

proper e luc ida t ion  of t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between these  concepts has g rea t  r e le -  

vance t o  educational  a c t i v i t y .  



i v  

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

CHAPTER 

INTRODUCTION 

I FORMULATION OF THE QUESTION 

A Wide Range of t h e  Uses of t h e  Term 'Know1 

'Knowing  hat' and 'Knowing HOW' 

Knowing A s  a Capaci ty 

Explanatory and C l a s s i f i c a t o r y  Knowledge 

I1 CONDITIONS OF KNOWLEDGE 

Knowledge and Tru th  

Knowledge of M a t e r i a l  Things 

Empir ica l  P ropos i t i ons  

Bas i c  P ropos i t i ons  

Mathematical C e r t a i n t i e s  and Logica l  T ru ths  

Knowledge and J u s t i f i c a t i o n  

Knowing a s  Giving Au thor i ty  

I11 KNOWING, LEARNING AND TEACHING 

Knowing and Learning 

A c t i v i t i e s  and Processes  

The Range of t h e  Uses of t h e  Term  h earning' 

Empir ica l  I n v e s t i g a t i o n s  and Teaching 

Teaching and Learning 

B IBLIOGRAPHY 

PAGE 

1 

3 

5 

9 

1 3  

19- 

23 ' 

2 7 

29 

3 2 

3 5 

40 

4 7 

5 5 

6 2 

6 2 

64 

68 

7 1 

80 

88 



v 

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 

The w r i t e r  wishes  t o  acknowledge t h e  kindness of 

D r .  A. C. Kazepides and D r .  G. R. Eastwood f o r  t h e i r  

a s s i s t a n c e  i n  completir; t h i s  t h e s i s .  H i s  apprecia t ion 

is a l s o  due t o  them f o r  t h e i r  generous c r i t i c i s m s  a t  var ious  

s t ages  of t h e  development of t h i s  study. The writer a l s o  

wishes t o  express h i s  apprecia t ion t o  D r .  F. J. Brown f o r  

h i s  cons t ruc t ive  suggest ions.  



INTRODUCTION 

The ques t ion  'What i s  knowledge?' has been t h e  most p e r t i n e n t  ques- 

t i o n  i n  philosophy from t h e  e a r l i e s t  t imes.  Ancient p h i l o s o p h i c a l  l i t e r a t u r e  

produced i n  t h e  f o r e s t  u n i v e r s i t i e s  of I n d i a  from 2000 B.C.  t o  1400 B.C.  con- 
. / 

s t i t u t e s  a  stupendous a t tempt  on t h e  p a r t  of Hindu s e e r s  to- answer t h i s q u e s -  

t i o n .  The e a r l i e s t  ph i losophers  i n  t h e  Western t r a d i t i o n  who r a i s e d  t h i s  

ques t ion  were t h e  s o p h i s t s  who i n  t h e  f i f t h  century  B.C.  a t tempted t o  r a i s e  

doubts  about t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  of t h e  a t t a inmen t  of knowledge. Th i s  was quick ly  

followed by P l a t o ' s  a t t empt s  t o  a r r i v e  a t  an  exp lana t ion  of t h e  concept of 

knowledge i n  h i s  immortal d i a logue ,  'The Theae te tus ' .  The h i s t o r y  of phi loso-  

phy of t h e  l a s t  two thousand yea r s  t e s t i f i e s  t o  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  t h e  i n q u i r y  i n t o  

t h e  meaning of knowledge has been t h e  b a s i s  f o r  t h e  development of a  very  com- 

p l i c a t e d  s t r u c t u r e  of t r a d i t i o n s  of f u l l y  blown ph i lo soph ica l  t h e o r i e s .  

Phi losophers '  search  f o r  t h e  meaning of knowledge spread over  a  pe r iod  of fou r  

thousand yea r s  i s  s t i l l  v igorous .  

Epistemological  and Educat iona l  Quest ions 

Tile s tudy  of t h e  mutual involvement of epistemology and educa t ion  i s  

of t h e  utmost importance t o  both  t e a c h e r s  and phi losophers .  For Vedic phi loso-  

phers  educa t ion  meant a t ta inment  of knowledge. A c l o s e  examination of some 

S a n s k r i t  terms a s  they were u s t d  i n  l i t e r a t u r e  w i l l  c l e a r l y  show t h e  c l o s e  

r e l a t i o n s h i p  between educa t ion  and t h e  theory  of knowledge. 

S a n s k r i t  Engl i sh  r e n d e r i n g  

v i d  - t o  know 
vidy;? - knowledge 



S a n s k r i t  Engl.ish r e n d e r i n g  

v i d y a r t h i  - a s t u d e n t ,  a  seeker  of knowledge 
vidyiilaya - a school ,  a  p l a c e  f o r  l e a r n i n g  
vidyavan - an  educated man, a  man of knowledge 
vidwzn - a scho la r  

' The t h e o r e t i c a l  build-up of ep is temologica l  f i n d i n g s  i s  bound t o  

i n f l u e n c e  t h e  theory  and p r a c t i c e  of educa t ion .  For example, i f  i t  were up 

t o  P l a t o  t o  dec ide  what kind of educa t ion  should be considered a s  t h e  i d e a l  

form of educa t ion ,  perhaps mathematical  educa t ion  would s c o r e  t h e  h i g h e s t  

marks. But f o r  an  e m p i r i c i s t  n a t u r a l  s c i e n c e  would be  t h e  b a s i c  model of 

educa t ion .  I f  knowledge was taken  a s  a  body of t r u e  s ta tements  t hen  t h e  

educa t iona l  programme would c o n s i s t  i n  c o l l e c t i n g  t h e  t r u e  s t a t emen t s  and i n  

g e t t i n g  th,m accepted by t h e  l e a r n e r s  through e x e r c i s e ,  guidance,  a u t h o r i t a -  

t i v e  enforcement o r  any o t h e r  form of educa t iona l  process .  Educat ion i n  t h i s  

c a s e  w i l l  assume t h e  form of a  d i s t i n c t  body of methodology t o  t r ansmi t  know- 
/ I 

l edge  which i s  c r e a t e d  o r  c o l l e c t e d  from somewhere e l s e .  It is ,  t h e r e f o r e ,  

proposed t h a t  wh i l e  examining t h e  concept of knowledge, we should a l s o  con- 

s i d e r  t h e  examination of t h e  r e l a t e d  concepts  i n  educat ion.  Improper under- 

s tanding  of t h e s e  concepts  i n  educa t ion  a s  we l l  as i n  o rd ina ry  d i s c o u r s e  i s  

bound t o  c r e a t e  a  g r e a t  d e a l  of confusion.  Our f i r s t  s t e p ,  t h e r e f o r e ,  w i l l  

be  t o  s tudy  t h e  wide range of t h e  everyday u s e  of t h e  concept  of knowledge. 

This  s ea rch  w i l l  n a t u r a l l y  l e a d  t o  an examination of some of t h e  t r a d i t i o n a l  

ep is temologica l  c o n s i d e r a t i o n s  such a s  knowledge and t r u t h ,  knowledge and 

c e r t a i n t y ,  knowledge and b e l i e f ,  and knowledge and evidence.  This  e n t . i i l s  t h e  

examination of some of t h e  t h e o r i e s  r a i s e d  a g a i n s t  t h e  v a l i d i t y  of t r a d i t i o n a l  

epistemology. The d i s c u s s s i o n  w i l l  b e  concluded by b r ing ing  educa t iona l  con- 

c e p t s  such a s  ' l e a r n i n g '  and ' t e ach ing '  i n t o  sha rpe r  focus t o  r e v e a l  t h e i r  

r e l a t i o n s h i p  with knowing. 



CHAPTER I 

FORl'lULATION OF THE QUESTION 

The ques t ion  which r e p r e s e n t s  t h e  t r a d i t i o n a l  way of formula t ing  a  

problem i n  epistemology i s  'What i s  knowledge?' Before proceeding t o  explore  

a n  answer t o  t h i s  ques t ion  it w i l l  b e  advantageous t o  c l a r i f y  what i s  asked 

by t h e  quec t ion  a s  t h e  answer may b e  determined i n  p a r t  a t  l e a s t  by t h e  way 

t h e  ques t ion  i s  asked.  It may be  necessary  t o  re formula te  t h e  ques t ion .  

Care must b e  taken t o  avoid being mis led  by t h e  form of t h e  ques t ion  t h a t  i s  

asked. Unfor tuna te ly  t h e r e  i s  no known and accepted technique  t h a t  w i l l  

a s s u r e  t h e  exac t  l o c a t i o n  of knowledge c r i t e r i a .  Consequently i t  w i l l  b e  

necessary  t o  cons ider  some methods t h a t  have been used and then  a t t empt  t o  

formula te  a n  improved v e r s i o n .  

COMMON FORMULATIONS 

The problem has  been formulated as ' a n a l y s i s  of t h e  concept  of know- 

l e d g e ' ,  bu t  t h i s  does n o t  r e s o l v e  t h e  d i f f i c u l t y .  A metaphor ica l  u s e  of t h e  

term ' a n a l y s i s '  imp l i e s  t h a t  t h e  problem i s  r e l a t e d  t o  t h e  realm of n a t u r a l  

s c i ences .  Analysing tends  t o  be  i n t e r p r e t e d  a s  a  chemical process  designed 

t o  d i scove r  t h e  elements  of a  composition. Use of t h i s  language may sugges t  

t h a t  knowledge is  s i m i l a r  t o  a  subs tance  which i s  composed of recognizable  

components t h a t  can e a s i l y  y i e l d  t o  s c r u t i n y .  Here t h e  emphasis i s  on t h e  

a v a i l a b i l i t y  of techniques  which, i f  a p p l i e d ,  w i l l  ana lyse  knowledge i n t o  i t s  

p a r t s .  This  view of t h e  s t r u c t u r e  of knowledge seems t o  be mis leading .  
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The word ' a n a l y s i s '  may be rep laced  by t h e  word 'mapping', and t h e  

problem r e s t a t e d  a s  'mapping of t h e  concept of knowledge'. I n s t e a d  of  i d e n t i -  

fy ing  knowledge wi th  a chemical subs tance ,  t h e  analogy is  topographica l .  This  

y i e l d s  t h e  i d e a  t h a t  a c c u r a t e  mapping enables  a c l e a r  view from above. The 

method impl ies  t h e  a v a i l a b i l i t y  of a well-defined technique  which, i f  followed 
/ 

scrupulous ly ,  w i l l  y i e l d  p r e c i s e  r e s u l t s ,  i . e .  t h e  making o f  a n  a c c y r a t e m a p  

of t h e  concept  of knowledge. Unfor tuna te ly  we do no t  have any such techniques  

and s o  i t  i s  b e t t e r  t o  avoid such metaphor ica l  language i n  t h e  formula t ion  of 

problems regard ing  mental  concepts .  

One i s  l i k e l y  t o  f a l l  i n t o  t h e  tempta t ion  of rewording t h e  ques t ion  a s  

"w' i t  i s  t h e  meaning of t h e  word knowledge?" o r  "what do we mean by knowledge?" 

The grammatical form of t h i s  ques t ion  might c r e a t e  confus ion ,  by l e a d i n g  t o  a 

s ea rch  of some ' e n t i t y '  c a l l e d  'meaning' of knowledge. 

The s ta tement  'knowledge has  mPaning1 seems t o  sugges t  t h a t  knowledge 

i s  a n  e n t i t y  and i t  possesses  some s p e c i a l  meaning a s  John possesses  h i s  coa t .  

The f a c t  i s  t h a t  words do no t  have (do n o t  possess )  meaning i n  t h i s  sense .  

Can t h e  word 'meaning' be  s u b s t i t u t e d  by ' d e f i n i t i o n ' ?  Is i t  p o s s i b l e  

t o  a r r i v e  a t  a p r e c i s e  d e f i n i t i o n  which can r e v e a l  t h e  t r u e  meaning of t h e  

word 'knowledge'? Phi losophers  have been d i s c u s s i n g  t h e  problem of knowledge 

f o r  t h e  l a s t  f o u r  thousand y e a r s  and y e t  have no t  been a b l e  t o  a r r i v e  a t  a 

d e f i n i t e  s o l u t i o n  i n  t h e  form of a p r e c i s e  d e f i n i t i o n .  I f  they  had succeeded 

i n  doing s o ,  t h e  ques t ion  about  t h e  meaning of knowledge would no t  have t o  b e  

asked now. The f a c t  t h a t  t h e  ques t ion  is  s t i l l  asked proves t h a t  i t  i s  no t  a 

ques t ion  of d e f i n i t i o n .  



P ROPOSED FOWIULATION 

Knowledge i s  a  mental concept  and i t  s t a n d s  i n  a  very  complex r e l a t i o n -  

s h i p  wi th  o t h e r  mental  concepts .  To determine t h e  meaning of such a  concept  

is  t o  r e v e a l  t h e  l o g i c  of t h e  p r o p o s i t i o n  i n  which it i s  used,  t h a t  i s ,  w i t h  

what o t h e r  p ropos i t i ons  i t  i s  c o n s i s t e n t l y  used; w i th  what o t h e r  p r o p o s i t i o n s  

i t  is  i n c o n s i s t e n t ;  what o t h e r  p r o p o s i t i o n s  can  l o g i c a l l y  fo l low from i t s  use ;  

what p re suppos i t i ons  u n d e r l i e  i t s  u s e  i n  a  c e r t a i n  p ropos i t i on .  These con- 

s i d e r a t i o n s  n a t u r a l l y  l ead  t o  t h e  conclus ion  t h a t  t h e  ques t ion  of t h e  concept  

of knowledge i s  n e i t h e r  a ques t ion  of i t s  t r u e  meaning nor  a ques t ion  of i t s  

p r e c i s e  d e f i n i t i o n .  It i s  a  ques t ion  of i t s  uses  i n  v a r i o u s  p ropos i t i ons .  

The ques t ion  w i l l  be  formulated as: 

(1) What i s  s a i d  when t h e  word 'know' i s  used i n  a  p ropos i t i on?  o r  

(2) What do we t r y  t o  ri~ake e x p l i c i t  when we say ,  "we know t h a t  

something i s  t h e  case"? 

A WIDE RANGE OF THE USES OF THE TERM 'KNOW' 

It would b e  i n t e r e s t i n g  t o  examine t h e  fo l lowing  s ta tements :  

(1) John knows t h a t  t h e  e a r t h  i s  round. 

(2) John knows t h a t  t h i s  t r e e  i s  t a l l .  

(3 )  John knows t h a t  h i s  pen i s  b lack .  

(4)  I know t h a t  t h i s  i s  my r i g h t  hand. 

I n  t h e s e  s t a t emen t s  sense-percept ion p l ays  an  important  p a r t  i n  f o r -  

warding t h e  claim f o r  knowledge. The claim of knowledge made h e r e  i s  r e l a t e d  

wi th  an  i n t e l l e c t u a l  a p p r e c i a t i o n  of t h e  everyday exper ience  of l i f e  and 
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mat t e r  and t h e  laws t h a t  govern them. When someone s a y s ,  "1 know t h e  d i f f e r -  

ence between l i q u i d  and gas t ' ,  he  d e s c r i b e s  t h e  a c t  of comprehension of a 

p r i n c i p l e  o r  p a r t i c u l a r  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  t h a t  d i s t i n g u i s h e s  one f r o m . t h e  o t h e r .  

This  kind of knowledge inc ludes  t h e  f a m i l i a r i t y  w i th  t h i n g s ,  p l a c e s ,  and sub- 

j e c t s ,  and t h e  possess ion  of some o s t e n s i b l e  t r u t h s  on m a t t e r s  of f a c t s .  Know- 

ledge  of m a t e r i a l  t h i n g s  der ived  by means of s enses  i s  cons idered  by some a s  

t h e  most dependable and t h e r e f o r e  most important  form of knowledge. Much of 

what is  t augh t  and l ea rned  i n  educa t iona l  i n s t i t p t i o n s  i s  t h i s  I-ind of know- 

ledge.  It i s  argued t h a t  one can  a s c e r t a i n  w i t h  l i t t l e  d i f f i c u l t y  t h a t  a  par- 

t i c u l a r  o b j e c t  i s  an  orange. We can s t a t e  whether t h e  orange i s  s o f t  o r  hard ;  

whether i t  i s  sweet o r  sour  i n  t a s t e ,  whether i t  is round o r  squa re  i n  shape. 

It is  be l ieved  t h a t  a person who ho lds  a  tomato i n  h i s  hands, who observes i t s  

colour  and shape, and who e a t s  i t ,  g e t s  t o  know t h e  tomato i n  c e r t a i n  terms.  

The well-known educa t iona l  p r i n c i p l e  t h a t  p u p i l s  can l e a r n  t h e  n a t u r e  of 

m a t e r i a l  t h i n g s  by having f i r s t -hand  exper ience  of them is based on t h e  b e l i e f  

t h a t  knowledge der ived  through t h e  senses  i s  t h e  most c e r t a i n  knowledge. It 

is  s u f f i c i e n t  t o  p o i n t  o u t  a t  t h i s  s t a g e  t h a t  t h e  term 'know' i s  used i n  t h e  

sense  of knowing m a t e r i a l  o b j e c t s .  This  r a i s e s  t h e  ques t ion  whether one can  

come t o  kmw m a t e r i a l  o b j e c t s  a s  t hey  a r e  by sense  observa t ion .  Discuss ion  on 

t h i s  p o i n t  w i l l  b e  considered adequate ly  a t  a l a t e r  s t age .  

3 
Knowledge of mathematical  c e r t a i n t i e s  and l o g i c a l  t r u t h s ,  according t o  

some, forms a  genuine body of knowledge which i s  i n n a t e  t o  mind and reasoning 

and independent of s ense  exper ience .  When someone s a y s  t h a t  seven p l u s  f i v e  

equals  twelve, he  i s  g iv ing  a n  example of knowledge which can never be proved 

f a l s e .  It i s  be l i eved  t h a t  t h i s  knowledge i s  obtained independent ly of t h e  

senses  and f o r  t h a t  reason  i t  i s  he ld  t o  be s u p e r i o r .  I n  c l a s s i c a l  l i t e r a t u r e  
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extreme c la ims  a r e  made t h a t  t h e r e  e x i s t s  only one kind of genuine knowledge 

and i t  is i n  t h e  form of mathematical  c e r t a i n t i e s  and l o g i c a l  t r u t h s  which 

a r e  products  of pure reason  and a r e  independent of s ense  exper ience .  When 

John a r r i v e s  a t  t h e  conclus ion  t h a t  A is  t a l l e r  than  C through t h e  premises 

t h a t  A i s  t a l l e r  than  B and B i s  t a l l e r  than  C ,  h e  a r r i v e s  a t  knowledge t h a t  
. . 

cannot be  wrong. I n  such c a s e s  we u s e  t h e  term 'know' t o  r e f e r  to .ga themat i -  

c a l  p ropos i t i ons .  

The s ta tement  'John knows Tom' may mean d i f f e r e n t  t h i n g s  a t  d i f f e r e n t  
f 

t imes.  It may mean t h a t  John has  seen  Tom once and though h e  does n o t  remember 

h i s  name he  can  i d e n t i f y  him a s  one whom he  had met. O r  i t  may mean t h a t  he  

knows him s o  p e r f e c t l y  t h a t  he  can  p r e d i c t  h i s  behaviour  a s  a  r e s u l t  of h i s  

i n t i m a t e  knowledge of h i s  h a b i t s ,  t endenc ie s  and p r o p e n s i t i e s .  Between t h e s e  

two senses  of knowing a  person,  t h e r e  may e x i s t  a number of l e v e l s  of know- 

ledge  concerning a  pe r son ' s  h a b i t  of thought ,  a b i l i t i e s  and temperament. I t  

i s  n o t  necessary  t o  e n t e r  now i n t o  a d e t a i l e d  enquiry a s  t o  i n  what s ense  one 

can know persons;  f o r  our  purpose w i l l  be  served  f o r  t h e  t ime being i f  we 

recognize  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  'know' i s  used i n  o rd ina ry  language i n  t h i s  sense .  

When John says  t h a t  h e  knows how t o  d r i v e  a motorcar  he  may mean t h a t  

he  has mastered t h e  ar t  of d r i v i n g  a  c a r  w i th  s u f f i c i e n t  p r a c t i c e ,  and t h a t  

he  i s  a b l e  t o  perform t h a t  a c t  of d r i v i n g  whenever he  i s  c a l l e d  upon t o  do so. 

It may mean t h a t  he knows how t o  d r i v e  a  c a r  and t h a t  t h e r e  is  noth ing  wrong 

w i t h  h i s  d r i v i n g  though he  docs n o t  hold a  v a l i d  Dr ive r ' s  Licence because t h e  

laws f o r  i s s u i n g  a  l i c e n c e  a r e  very  s t r i c t .  O r  he may mean t h a t ,  though he 

knows how t o  d r i v e  a c a r  and he holds  a  D r i v e r ' s  Licence,  y e t  he l a c k s  t h e  con- 

f i dence  t o  d r i v e  t h e  c a r  on busy roads.  Here t h e  u s e  of t h e  term 'know' 

denotes  t h e  possess ion  of t h e  a b i l i t y  of d r i v i n g  t h e  c a r  - a s k i l l ,  a  t r a i n e d  
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c a p a c i t y ,  o r  a  technique.  Here a l s o  a  number of ques t ions  can be r a i s e d .  

Is a c q u i s i t i o n  of a  s k i l l  t h e  same th ing  a s  t h e  a c q u i s i t i o n  of f a c t u a l  know- 

ledge? What happens i f  a person possesses  a  s k i l l  b u t  i s  no t  capable  of 

express ing  i n  words t h e  procedures  which a r e  followed f o r  t h e  s u c c e s s f u l  

performance of t h e  s k i l l ?  A person fo l lows  t h e  a p p r o p r i a t e  procedures  t o  

a t t a i n  h i s  end but  is  unable t o  make them e x p l i c i t  even t o  h imsel f .  I f  

'knowing how t o  s w i m '  imp l i e s  a  kind of c a p a c i t y ,  i n  what way does t h e  capa- 

c i t y  of a  person t o  answer t h e  ques t ion ,  "Who d iscovered  America?" d i f f e r ?  

J u s t  as t h e r e  a r e  ca ses  of 'knowing how t o  s w i m ' ,  t h e r e  a r c  c a s e s  of 'knowing 

how t o  answer ques t ions ' .  'Knowing how' i s  a l s o  used i n  s en tences  such a s  

'John knows how t h e  a c c i d e n t  happened' o r  'John knows how t h e  murder was 

committed'. Here John c la ims  t o  possess  knowledge about  some occurrence 

wl.ich can b e  descr ibed  i n  s ta tements .  The sen tence  'John knows how t h e  acc i -  

dent  happened' r e a l l y  t e l l s  u s  noth ing  s p e c i f i c  about some s k i l l .  A t  t h e  

most John w i l l  be  a b l e  t o  g i v e  a s e r i e s  of s t a t emen t s  d e s c r i b i n g  t h e  condi- 

t i o n s  t h a t  caused t h e  acc iden t .  But i f  John says  t h a t  t h e  road w a s  s l i p p e r y ,  

h e  i s  a t  l e a s t  i n  possess ion  of some knowledge about  t h e  s l i p p e r y  cond i t i on  

of t h e  road. We a l s o  f i n d  s e v e r a l  o t h e r  u ses  of 'knowing' i n  o rd ina ry  

language. 'John knows what a  mule i s '  imp l i e s  among o t h e r  t h i n g s  t h a t  John 

knows how t o  d i s t i n g u i s h  a  mule from a horse .  This  is  t h e  c a s e  of d i spos i -  

t i o n a l  knowledge where John has t h e  c a p a c i t y  t o  recognize  what a  mule i s  when 

he s e e s  one. O r  t h i s  i s  t h e  c a s e  of c l a s s i f i c a t o r y  knowledge which means 

t h a t  John knows t h a t  a  mule i s  a s p e c i e s  of ungu la t e ,  t h e  gene r i c  c l a s s  t o  

which t h e  mule belongs.  When John says  t h a t  he knows who h i s  t eache r  i s ,  he 

means t h a t  he can recognize  h i s  t eache r .  When John says  t h a t  he knows why he 

murdered h i s  w i fe ,  o r  why temperature of l i q u i d s  r i s e s  when hea t ed ,  what John 

means i s  t h a t  he is  i n  possess ion  of some kind of knowledge which r e f e r s  t o  

h 
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reasons  t h a t  can e x p l a i n  t h e  occurrence of a c e r t a i n  event  o r  phenomenon. 

The examination of t h e  d i f f e r e n t  u ses  of t h e  term 'knowledge' l e a d s  

t o  t h e  i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  of v a l i d  and va luab le  d i s t i n c t i o n s  between d i f f e r e n t  

t ypes  of knowledge. De ta i l ed  d i s c u s s i o n s  of t h e  v a r i o u s  types  of linowle~!ge 

w i l l  b e  taken up i u  t h e  nex t  s e c t i o n .  It i s  s u f f i c i e n t  h e r e  t o  s t r e s s  t h e  

f a c t  t h a t  ord inary  forms of language a r e  pregnant w i th  assumptions t h a t  d i s -  

t i n g u i s h  one type  of knowledge from t h e  o t h e r ;  and t h e  acceptance  of such 

d i s t i n c t i o n s  i s  very  u s e f u l  f o r  a b e t t e r  and deeper  unders tanding  of t h e  con- 

cep t  of knowledge, n o t  only from t h e  l o g i c a l  p o i n t  of view, b u t  a l s o  from t h e  

pedagogical  po in t  of view which recommends c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  and c a t e g o r i z a t i o n  

a s  b a s i c  modes of arrangements f o r  a l l  types  of knowledge. 

'KNOWING THAT' AND 'KNOWING HOW' 

An examination of t h e  v a r i o u s  ways i n  which t h e  term 'knowing' i s  

used i n  o rd ina ry  language r e v e a l s  t h a t  t h e r e  could b e  more than  one t y p e  of 

knowledge. Therefore  i t  w i l l  b e  q u i t e  l o g i c a l  t o  employ some u s e f u l  s t r a t e g y  

t o  d i scove r  b a s i c  d i s t i n c t i o n s  between t h e  d i f f e r e n t  types of knowledge. The 

b e s t  s t r a t e g y  would be t o  examine t h e  work of s i m i l a r  n a t u r e  a l r e a d y  done i n  

t h a t  d i r e c t i o n .  G i l b e r t  Ryle i n  h i s  d i s t i n g u i s h e d  book The Concept of Mind 

draws a t t e n t i o n  t o  two fundamental types  of knowledge: (1) 'Knowing t h a t  

something i s  t h e  case '  which i s  termed 'knowing t h a t '  and, (2 )  'Knowing how 
. - 
4 

t o  do something' which i s  termed 'knowing how'. He cons ide r s  t h e s e  a s  genuine 

forms of knowledge and argues  t h a t  knowing how t o  p lay  chess  does not  neces- 

s a r i l y  imply any t h e o r e t i c a l  knowledge about  p lay ing  chess .  I n  h i s  own words: 



There is  no i n c o m p a t i b i l i t y  between being well-informed and 
being s i l l y ,  and a  person  who has  a  good nose f o r  arguments 
o r  jokes may have a  bad head f o r  f a c t s .  

P a r t  of t h e  importance of t h i s  d i s t i n c t i o n  between being 
i n t e l l i g e n t  and possess ing  knowledge l i e s  i n  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  
bo th  phi losophcrs  and laymen tend t o  t r e a t  i n t e l l e c t u a l  
ope ra t ions  a s  t h e  c o r e  of mental  conduct ;  t h a t  i s  t o  s ay ,  
they  tend t o  d e f i n e  a l l  o t h e r  mental-conduct concepts  i n  
terms of concepts  of cogn i t i on .  They suppose t h a t - t h e  , 

- 
primary e x e r c i s e  of minds c o n s i s t s  i n  f i n d i n g  t h e  answers 
t o  ques t ions  and t h a t  t h e i r  o t h e r  occupat ions a r e  merely 
a p p l i c a t i o n s  of cons idered  t r u t h s  o r  even r e g r e t t a b l e  d i s -  
t r a c t i o n s  from t h e i r  cons ide ra t ion .  l 

According t o  Ryle,  when someone i s  descr ibed  as shrewd o r  s i l l y ,  t h e  

d e s c r i p t i o n  imputes t o  him n o t  t h e  knowledge of ignorance of t h i s  o r  t h a t  

t r u t h ,  bu t  t h e  a b i l i t y ,  o r  i n a b i l i t y  t o  do c e r t a i n  t h i n g s .  H e  a rgues  t h a t  

'knowing' i s  a c a p a c i t y  ve rb  and s o  both  types  of knowing - 'knowing t h a t '  

and 'knowing how t o '  - a r e  c a p a c i t i e s  which imply t h e  a b i l i t y  t o  do something 

under c e r t a i n  cond i t i ons  bu t  do n o t  imply frequency,  r e g u l a r i t y  o r  tendency. 

The d i s t i n c t i o n  between t h e s e  two a b i l i t i e s  o r  d i s p o s i t i o n s  i s  r e a l l y  a  d i s -  

t i n c t i o n  between 'knowing how t o  perform s k i l l s '  and 'knowing p ropos i t i ons  

about  f a c t s ' ,  and t h i s  d i s t i n c t i o n  i s  fundamental. Any two c a s e s  of 'knowing 

how' can be  compared and i t  can b e  s a i d  t h a t  one of t h e  persons  involved i n  a  

g iven  a c t i v i t y  may know how t o  perform t h a t  a c t i v i t y  b e t t e r ,  b u t  t h e  c a s e s  of 

'knowing t h a t '  cannot be compared i n  t h e  same manner. E i t h e r  one knows t h a t  

something i s  t h e  c a s e  o r  one does n o t  know. There e x i s t s  no o t h e r  l e v e l  of 

' knowing t h a t  ' . 
It i s  f u r t h e r  argued t h a t  t h e  d i s t i n c t i o n  between t h e s e  two fornls of 

knowledge becomes c l e a r e r  when one observes how one de termines  whether o r  no t  

one knows. I n  Ryle ' s  words: 

It should be no t i ced  t h a t  t h e  boy i s  not  s a i d  t o  know how t o  
p l ay ,  i f  a l l  t h a t  he  can do i s  t o  r e c i t e  t h e  r u l e s  a c c u r a t e l y .  
He must he a b l e  t o  make t h e  requi red  moves. But he i s  s a i d  t o  



know how t o  p lay  i f ,  a l though he cannot c i t e  t h e  r u l e s ,  h e  
normally docs make t h e  permi t ted  moves, avoid forb idden  
moves and p r o t e s t  i f  h i s  opponent makes forb idden  moves. 
H i s  knowledge how is  exe rc i sed  p r i m a r i l y  i n  t h e  moves t h a t  
he makes o r  concedes, and i n  t h e  moves t h a t  he avoids  o r  
ve toes .  2 

A f u r t h e r  d i s t i n c t i o n  between t h e  two i s  drawn by Ryle who a s k s  us  t o  

s e e  how knowledge i s  achieved.  'Knowing how' is  learned  by watching t h e  per- 

formance of o t h e r s  and no t  n e c e s s a r i l y  by memorizing t h e  r u l e s  expressed i n  

language. 'Knowing t h a t '  depends on t h e  u s e  of language f o r  i t  is  through 

language t h a t  i t  acqu i r e s  i t s  express ion .  It w i l l  b e  proper  t o  n o t e  t h a t  one 

of P ro fe s so r  Ryle ' s  i n t e n t i o n s  i n  making t h i s  d i s t i n c t i o n  was t o  c h a s t i s e  

phi losophers  who he ld  t h e  b e l i e f  t h a t  a l l  knowledge was p r o p o s i t i o n a l .  The 

i d e a  t h a t  any i n t e l l i g e n t  s k i l l  performance depends mainly on t h e  p r i o r  acqui- 

s i t i o n  of t h e  'knowing t h a t 1  about  t h e  r u l e s ,  w a s  s t r o n g l y  opposed by him. 

He wanted t o  show t h a t  p r o p o s i t i o n a l  knowledge which had s o  f a r  rece ived  a l l  

a t t e n t i o n  from t h e  phi losophers  was n o t  t h e  only b a s i c  form. An a p t  s t r a t e g y  

t o  examine Ryle ' s  d i s t i n c t i o n  w i l l  be  t o  s e e  whether one kind of s ta tement  

can be  reduced t o  o t h e r  k inds  of s t a t emen t s .  

Lack o f - D i f f e r e n c e  Between Verbal Performances and Other  Types 

When Tom s a y s ,  "John knows t h a t  Columbus d iscovered  America", he  makes 

a c l e a r  s ta tement  of a f a c t  recorded i n  h i s t o r y .  John c la ims  t h a t  h e  knows 

t h e  f a c t  t h a t  Columbus discovered America. I f  John wants t o  e s t a b l i s h  h i s  

c laim of knowledge, he  has  t o  express  i t  i n  a s ta tement .  The f a c t  t h a t  he i s  

a b l e  t o  make a s ta tement  i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  he has some capac i ty  o r  d i s p o s i t i o n  

t o  a c t  i n  a c e r t a i n  way. When t h i s  capac i ty  i s  exe rc i sed  t h e  s ta tement  of 

f a c t  i s  obta ined .  This  e x e r c i s e  of making a s ta tement  i s  a kind of perform- 

ance of v e r b a l  n a t u r e .  How do v e r b a l  perfonn:~nces d i f f e r  from o t h e r  types of 
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performances such a s  t h e  a c t  of swimming o r  t h e  a c t  of p lay ing  chess?  Jolln's 

c la im t h a t  he knows t h a t  Columbus discovered America s o l e l y  depends on t h e  

e x e r c i s e  of h i s  s k i l l  i n  answering t h e  ques t ion  "Who d iscovered  America?" 

This  s k i l l  of answering a ques t ion  i s  j u s t  l i k e  any o t h e r  s k i l l  which can be  

performed s a t i s f a c t o r i l y  o r  u n s a t i s f a c t o r i l y .  That a p a r t i c u l a r  person does 

n o t  know how t o  answer ques t ions  w e l l  is  s i m i l a r  t o  t h e  s ta tement  t h a t  John 

does no t  know how t o  s w i m  w e l l .  Hartland-Swann i n  h i ~  a r t i c l e  "The Logical  

S t a t u s  of Knowing That" sugges t s  a unique technique  t o  deny t h a t  t h e r e  i s  any 

b a s i c  d i f f e r e n c e  between 'knowing t h a t '  and 'knowing how'. He argues  t h a t  a l l  

ca ses  of 'knowing t h a t  something i s  t h e  case '  can b e  reduced u l t i m a t d y  t o  

I t  c a s e s  of knowing how". Hartland-Swann a f t e r  quot ing  from The Concept of Mind 

says  : 

A t t e n t i o n  has  been drawn t o  c e r t a i n  p a r a l l e l i s m s  and c e r t a i n  
non-para l le l i sms  between t h e  concept  of 'knowing t h a t '  and t h e  
concept of 'knowing how'. A f u r t h e r  non-para l le l i sm must now 
be  no t i ced .  We never  speak of a person having p a r t i a l  know- 
led:: of a f a c t  of t r u t h ,  save  i n  t h e  s p e c i a l  sense  of h i s  
having knowledge of a p a r t  of a body of f a c t s  o r  t r u t h s .  

E i t h e r  he  knows t h i s  f a c t  o r  he  does n o t  know i t .  On t h e  o t h e r  
hand, i t  i s  proper  and normal t o  speak of a person  knowing i n  
p a r t  how t o  do something, i . e .  of h i s  having a p a r t i c u l a r  capa- 
c i t y  i n  a l i m i t e d  degree .3  

He argues  t h a t   he French f o r  ' k n i f e '  i s  couteau" i s  a c l e a r  c a s e  of 

'knowing t h a t 1 ,  b u t  t o  be  a b l e  t o  t r a n s l a t e  'Le bourgeois  gentilhomrne' i n t o  

Engl i sh  i s  an  equa l ly  c l e a r  c a s e  of 'knowing how'. He t h i n k s  t h a t  t h e  d i s -  

t i n c t i o n  between t h e s e  two c a s e s  cannot s u r v i v e  i f  i t  i s  shown t h a t  t o  know 

t h a t  t h e  " ~ r e n c h  f o r  k n i f e  i s  couteau" is  t h e  same a s  t o  know how t o  " t rans-  

l a t e  k n i f e  i n t o  t h e  French couteau". Hartland-Swann argues  a s  fo l lows:  

Can i t  ( i .  e .  d i s t i n c t i o n  between "know t h a t "  and "know how") 
su rv ive  any a n a l y s i s  of knowing ... i n  accordance wi th  ~ ~ l e ' s  
own c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  a s  a c a p a c i t y  verb?  "E i the r  he knows t h i s  
f a c t  o r  he does no t  know i t" must s u r e l y  be t r a n s l a t e d  "E i the r  



he i s  a b l e  (know how) t o  g i v e  t h e  c o r r e c t  answer - f o r  
example, t h a t  Sussex is  an  Engl i sh  coui:ty -- o r  he  is n o t  
a b l e  (does not  know how) t o  do so.  I n  o t h e r  words f a r  from 
having e s t a b l i s h e d  a non-para l le l i sm between t h e  concepts  
of "knowing t h a t "  and "knowing how", Ryle has  i m p l i c i t l y  
demonstrated,  by h i s  own admirable  a n a l y s i s  of "ltnow" i n  
o t h e r  p a r t s  of h i s  book t h a t  "knowing t h a t " ,  when unpacked, 
always t u r n s  out  t o  be  a c a s e  of "knowing howIl.4 

. /- 

-- A 

_.. 

Knowing a  Capaci ty and Therefore  D i s p o s i t i o n a l  

Hartland-Swann argues  t h a t  t h e  c a p a c i t y  involved i n  every c a s e  of 

'knowing t h a t '  i s  t h e  c a p a c i t y  t o  s t a t e  c o r r e c t l y  what is  t h e  case .  So "P 

knows t h a t  X" is  t h e  same a s  "P knows how t o  s t a t e  c o r r e c t l y  t h a t  X". This  

argument needs f u r t h e r  examination. Swann p u t s  emphasis on t h e  word 

' c o r r e c t l y '  which admits  of more than  one i n t e r p r e t a t i o n .  'John knows t h a t  I 

Vancouver is  i n  B r i t i s h  Columbia', according t o  Swann's formula, can be re -  

duced t o  'John knows how t o  s t a t e  c o r r e c t l y  t h a t  Vancouver i s  i n  B r i t i s h  

Columbia'. To s t a t e  c o r r e c t l y  may r e f e r  t o  (1) grammatical c o r r e c t n e s s  of 

t h e  s ta tement  o r  (2) c o r r e c t n e s s  of t h e  f a c t  ' t h a t  Vancouver is  i n  B r i t i s h  
I 

Columbia'. I n  t h e  f i r s t  i n s t a n c e ,  i f  a person makes a grammatical mis take ,  
I 

he  l o s e s  h i s  case .  I n  t h e  second i n s t a n c e ,  t h e  s ta tement  appears  t o  be r e -  

dundant;  f o r  t h e r e  i s  no d i f f e r e n c e  between s t a t i n g  what t h e  c a s e  i s ,  and 

s t a t i n g  ' c o r r e c t l y '  what t h e  c a s e  is .  This  l i n e  of argument may be  c a r r i e d  

f u r t h e r  by comparing t h e  examples of John who s a y s ,  "X i s  dead", and Tom who 

says ,  "X i s  a l ive" .  One of t h e s e  two s t a t emen t s  i s  t r u e ,  i . e .  i t  c o r r e c t l y  

d e s c r i b e s  what t h e  c a s e  is .  Can i t  be s a i d  t h a t  t h e r e  i s  no d i f f e r e n c e  

between t h e s e  two c la ims?  Can such a  consequence which l o g i c a l l y  fo l lows  

from M r .  Swann's a t tempt  a t  r educ t ion  be  accepted?  Even i f  ' c o r r e c t l y '  i s  

i n t e r p r e t e d  t o  mean having s u f f i c i e n t  grounds, t h e  main d i f f i c u l t y  w i l l  no t  
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bc so lved .  I f  t h e  s ta tement  'John has t h e  c a p a c i t y  t o  s t a t e  c o r r e c t l y  t h a t  P '  

means 'John i s  not  on ly  a b l e  t o  s t a t e  t h a t  P ' ,  bu t  a l s o  'John has  s u f f i c i e n t  

grounds f o r  making such a  s t a t e m e n t ' ,  John ' s  evidence f o r  X w i l l  n e c e s s a r i l y  

c o n s i s t  of o t h e r  p r o p o s i t i o n s  t h a t  John knows. I f  'knowing t h a t '  involves  

having grounds, then  'knowing t h a t '  cannot be  a  v e r b a l  c a p a c i t y  a lone .  

Swann's c r i t i c i s m  i s  l a r g e l y  based on Ry le ' s  d e s c r i p t i o n  of knowledge being 

d i s p o s i t i o n a l .  John Hartland-Swann argues  t h a t  i f  'know' i s  a c a p a c i t y  ve rb  

and t h e r e f o r e  d i s p o s i t i o n a l ,  t hen  a l l  c a s e s  of 'knowing t h a t '  must be  reduced 

t o  c a s e s  of 'knowing how'. He w r i t e s :  

The only  way, t h e r e f o r e ,  t o  ma in t a in  t h i s  d i s t i n c t i o n  a t  a 
ph i lo soph ica l  l e v e l  i s  t o  abandon t h e  view t h a t  'knowing' 
a  p u r e l y  d i s p o s i t i o n a l  concept .  But t h i s  i s  a p r i c e  which I - 
assume, Ryle,  t oge the r  w i t h  most o t h e r  ph i losophers ,  would be  
unwi l l i ng ,  and i n  my view r i g h t l y  unwi l l i ng ,  t o  pay. 5 

Two D i f f e r e n t  Kinds of D i spos i t i ons  Underlying t h e  Use of Knowing 

Swann ag rees  w i t h  Ry le ' s  d e s c r i p t i o n  of 'knowing' a s  a d i s p o s i t i o n a l  

o r  c a p a c i t y  ve rb  ( s e e  t h e  under l ined  words i n  t h e  above q u o t a t i o n ) .  Using 

t h i s  agreement a s  a  b a s i s  f o r  h i s  a t t a c k  on Ryle ' s  a n a l y s i s ,  h e  a r r i v e s  a t  

a conclus ion  t h a t  i s  q u i t e  oppos i t e  t o  t h a t  of Ryle. This  may be due t o  

Swann's i n a b i l i t y  t o  observe t h e  d i f f e r e n c e  between two very  d i f f e r e n t  k inds  

of d i s p o s i t i o n s  t h a t  u n d e r l i e  t h e  u s e  of 'knowing'. Achievement of c e r t a i n  

c a p a c i t i e s  presupposes some kind of p r a c t i c e  wh i l e  t h e  achievement of some 

o t h e r  c a p a c i t i e s  does no t  presuppose any kind of p r a c t i c e .  I f  X happens t o  

s e e  John hunt ing a  d e e r ,  X can make a  s ta tement  straight-a-way: "I know t h a t  

John i s  huntingf ' .  X does not  need any p r a c t i c e  a t  a l l  t o  enable  him t o  make 

t h i s  s ta tcment  o r  t o  answer t h e  ques t ion ,  "What i s  John doing?" But i f  X says  



t h a t  he knows how t o  s w i m ,  he presupposes t h a t  he had some p r a c t i c e  be fo re  
6 

making a  claim f o r  knowledge of swimming. No one can  know how t o  s w i m  o r  

speak a  second language u n l e s s  he  had p r a c t i c e d  swimming o r  t r i e d  t o  speak a  

second language previous ly .  Th i s  can be s t a t e d  i n  another  way. I f  John 

happens t o  say ,  "I know how t o  p l ay  chess" ,  w e  w i l l  b e  w i t h i n  our  r i g h t s  t o  
9 

a s k  him whether he  had even t r i e d  t o  p l ay  t h a t  game. I f  h i s  answer i s  i n  t h e  

nega t ive ,  then  we w i l l  s a f e l y  s ay ,  "You do n o t  know how t o  p l a y  chess".  But 

i f  you say  t h a t  you know t h a t  t h e  space-ship landed on t h e  moon, i t  w i l l  be 

i n a p p r o p r i a t e  on our  p a r t  t o  a s k  you whether you had t r i e d  t o  make a  s ta tement  

l i k e  t h a t ,  o r  whether you had p r a c t i s e d  t h e  answer t o  t h e  ques t ion  on t h a t  
1 

p o i n t  before .  J ane  Roland favours  t h e  acceptance  of p r a c t i c e  c r i t e r i o n  a s  a 

b a s i s  f o r  r evea l ing  t h e  d i s t i n c t i o n  between 'knowing t h a t '  and 'knowing how': 

I would l i k e  t o  sugges t  t h a t  t h e  f e a t u r e  which d i s t i n g u i s h e s  
- - 

t h e s e  two k inds  of c a p a c i t i e s  from each o t h e r  i s  Practice. 
That i s ,  "knowing how t o  swim' '  i s  a  c a p a c i t y  which imp l i e s  
having l ea rned  how t o  swim through p r a c t i c e ;  "knowing how t o  
answer t h e  ques t ion  'Who murdered Y ? '  " is  a  c a p a c i t y  which 
does n o t  imply having l ea rned  how t o  answer t h e  ques t ion  
through p r a c t i c e .  When Jones  w a s  a wi tnes s  t o  t h e  murder,  
he knew immediately t h a t  X murdered Y and d i d  n o t  need t o  
p r a c t i c e  s t a t i n g  f a c t s  o r  answering ques t ions  ... On t h e  o t h e r  
hand, Jones  could n o t  know how t o  s w i m  o r  speak French u n l e s s  
h e  had a t  some t ime p r a c t i c e d  swimming o r  t r i e d  t o  speak French. 6 

' P r a c t i c e '  i s  a vague term y e t  i t s  a p p l i c a t i o n  i n  t h i s  con tex t  i s  q u i t e  

h e l p f u l  t o  r e a l i z e  t h a t  t h e  n o t i o n  of p r a c t i c e  is  r e l e v a n t  t o  many s k i l l s  which 

a r e  t y p i c a l l y  b u i l t  up through repea ted  t r i a l s  and performances. It i s  a l s o  

e s s e n t i a l  t o  n o t e  t h a t  some s k i l l s  a r e  s o  i n t e r - r e l a t e d  t h a t  p r a c t i c e  o r  re-  

peated t r i a l s  f o r  one s k i l l  may s e r v e  a s  an  adequate  p r a c t i c e  f o r  t h e  o t h e r .  

It is  d i f f i c u l t  t o  p o i n t  o u t  when ( a t  what po in t )  t h e  p r a c t i c e  ends and when 

e x a c t l y  t h e  s k i l l  begins ;  y e t  t h e  acceptance of some n o t i o n  of p r a c t i c e  h e l p s  

t o  a  very  g r e a t  e x t e n t  i n  t h e  comprehension of t h e  b a s i c  d i f f e r e n c e  between 

'knowing t h a t '  and 'knowing how'. * 
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Another p o i n t  t h a t  should be  considered h e r e  i s  t h a t  of t h e  r e l a t i o n -  

s h i p  between 'knowing' and ' b e l i e v i n g ' .  When John c la ims  t h a t  he  knows t h a t  

t h e  e a r t h  i s  round, he a l s o  expresses  h i s  b e l i e f  t h a t  t h e  e a r t h  i s  round. 

But John cannot say  t h a t  he b e l i e v e s  how t o  make a s ta tement  t h a t  t h e  e a r t h  

is round o r  he b e l i e v e s  how t o  answer t h e  quest ioi i  'what sha,-t  i s  t h e  e a r t h ? '  
. / 

Statements  of f a c t s  can be  be l i eved  b u t  s k i l l s  cannot be  b e l i e v e d , , I n  a t h e r  

words, when John c la ims  t o  have p r o p o s i t i o n a l  knowledge, he  a l s o  c la ims  t h a t  

he  b e l i e v e s  t h a t  something i s  t h e  c a s e ,  b u t  when he c la ims  t o  have t h e  know- 

ledge  of s k i l l s ,  he  does no t  c la im t h a t  he  b e l i e v e s  t h o s e  s k i l l s .  Thus, 'know- 

ing  t h a t '  involves  ' b e l i e v i n g  t h a t 1 ,  whereas 'knowing how' does n o t  i nvo lve  

' b e l i e v i n g  how'. I f  'knowing t h a t '  i s  t o  b e  reduced t o  'knowing how', then  

t h e  b e l i e f  cond i t i on  must be  abandoned and s u r e l y  t h i s  w i l l  no t  b e  accepted 

by most ph i losophers .  

One can l e a r n  how t o  p l ay  chess  by simply watching f o r  a s u f f i c i e n t  

per iod  of t ime wi thout  us ing  language a t  a l l .  It i s  p o s s i b l e  f o r  John who i s  

deaf and dumb from b i r t h  and who does n o t  know how t o  speak o r  read  o r  w r i t e  

t o  know how t o  s w i m  by simply watching and i m i t a t i n g ;  b u t  i t  i s  n o t  p o s s i b l e  

f o r  anyone t o  determine whether John knows how t o  s w i m  wi thout  us ing  language. 

The presence  o r  t h e  absence of John ' s  'knowing t h a t '  cannot be  determined with- 

ou t  t h e  u s e  of language. I n  o t h e r  words p r o p o s i t i o n a l  knowledge i s  expressed 

i n  language and f o r  t h i s  r ea son  'knowing t h a t '  may be  c a l l e d  c o g n i t i v e  know- 

ledge  a s  opposed t o  'knowing how' which i s  n o t  c o g n i t i v e  i n  t h e  same sense .  

Before concluding t h i s  chap te r  some c la ims  f o r  i d e n t i f y i n g  o t h e r  types  

of knowing must be  mentioned. J ane  Roland th inks  t h a t  t h e r e  i s  a s p e c i a l  

ca tegory  of 'knowing how' which r e p r e s e n t s  q u i t e  a d i s t i n c t  t ype  of knowledge 

from ' s k i l l  d i s p o s i t i o n s ' .  She examines t h e  s t a t emen t ,  'John knows how t h e  



acc iden t  happened', and p o i n t s  ou t  t h a t  though l i n g u i s t i c a l l y  t h i s  s en tence  

belongs t o  t h e  'knowing how' ca tegory ,  i t  should no t  be  c l a s s e d  w i t h  t h a t  t y p e  

f o r ,  s h e  t h i n k s ,  l i n g u i s t i c  c r i t e r i a  a r e  n o t  s u f f i c i e n t .  She a rgues  t h a t  i t  

i s  n e i t h e r  a tendency which imp l i e s  frequency o r  r e g u l a r i t y ,  nor  t h e  type  of 
9 

c a p a c i t y  which must be acqui red  through p r a c t i c e  a s  i s  done wi th  swimming. I t  

i s  n o t  even a c a s e  of 'knowing how' i n  t h e  sense  of performing a n  ope ra t ion .  

She admits  t h a t  t h e  s ta tement  'knowing how t h e  a c c i d e n t  happened1 invo lves  

knowing a s e r i e s  of d e s c r i p t i v e  f a c t u a l  p r o p o s i t i o n s  bu t  a rgues  t h a t  t hes :  

p r o p o s i t i o n s  a r e  q u i t e  d i f f e r e n t  from t h e  'knowing t h a t '  p r o p o s i t i o n s .  She 

w r i t e s  : 

However, t h e  s t a t emen t  "Johnny knows how t h e  acc iden t  happened" 
i s  l e s s  i n fo rma t ive  than  a s ta tement  of t h e  Type B v a r i e t y  
( i . e .  knowing t h a t  v a r i e t y ) .  Its very  broadness  r ende r s  i t  
uninformative.  We know only  t h a t  Johnny h a s  c e r t a i n  knowledge 
which presumably could b e  e l i c i t e d  from him upon demand. But 
w e  do n o t  know t h e  s p e c i f i c  d e t a i l s  of h i s  knowledge, which i n  
t u r n  means t h a t  we a r e  no t  g iven  t h e  s p e c i f i c  d e r a i l s  of t h e  
way t h e  acc iden t  happened. A Type B s en tence ,  whether i t  be  
"Johnny knows t h a t  X murdered Y", o r  "Johnny knows t h a t  
Columbus discovered America1', o r  "Johnny knows t h a t  t h e  road 
was s l i p p e r y  and t h e  c a r  skidded", g i v e s  u s  a g r e a t e r  amount 
of in format ion  because i t  i s  more s p e c i f i c  and thus  excludes a 
g r e a t e r  number of a l t e r n a t i v e s .  Moreover, i t  g i v e s  u s  informa- 
t i o n  about  two t h i n g s  a t  once: about  what Johnny knows and about  
t h e  f a c t u a l  p r o p o s i t i o q  which he knows.7 

The r i g h t  s t r a t e g y  t o  meet t h i s  s o r t  o f  argument i s  t o  f i n d  out  what I 

c r i t e r i o n  s h e  provides  t o  d i s t i n g u i s h  'Johnny knows how t h e  a c c i d e n t  happened1 

from t h e  o t h e r  two types .  I t  i s  n o t  d i f f i c u l t  t o  understand t h a t  i t  does n o t  

belong t o  t h e  'knowing how' ca tegory  f o r  it does n o t  need any p r a c t i c e  nor i s  

i t  a kind of performance a s  swimming. Even i f  i t  is  agreed t h a t  i t  does not  

f a l l  i n t o  t h e  c l a s s  of t endenc ie s ,  p r o p e n s i t i e s  o r  h a b i t s ,  i t  i s  d i f f i c u l t  t o  

accept  he r  exp lana t ion  f o r  c r e a t i n g  a new c l a s s  simply because t h i s  s ta tement  

is  l e s s  in format ive  than  t h e  u s u a l  'knowing t h a t '  p ropos i t i ons .  Even i f  her  



argument t h a t  t h e  s ta tement  "Johnny knows how t h e  acc iden t  happened" i s  l e s s  

in format ive  than  the s ta tement  " ~ o h n n y  knows t h a t  t h e  road was s l i p p e r y "  i s  

accepted ,  i t  does not  p o i n t  t o  a d i s t i n c t  type.  I f  a t  a l l ,  i t  is  a c a s e  of 

d i f f e r e n c e  of degree and no t  of kind. A p ropos i t i on  which g i v e s  l e s s  informa- 

t i o n  i s  n o t  q u i t e  d i s t i n c t  from t h e  p r o p o s i t i o n  which g i v e s  l i t t l e  more 

f a c t u a l  information.  Such a d i s t i n c t i o n  i s  n e i t h e r  l o g i c a l l y  fundamental nor  

pedagogical ly  u s e f u l .  She says  a t  one p l ace :  

To be  s u r e ,  "knowing how t h e  acc iden t  happened" appears  t o  
involve  knowing f a c t u a l  p ropos i t i ons .  Indeed, t h i s  is why 
p r a c t i c e  i s  n o t  requi red .8  

Her doubt expressed i n  t h e  ph rase  I f . . .  appears  t o  i nvo lve  knowing 

f a c t u a l  p ropos i t i ons"  is  q u i t e  groundless .  This  can  b e  proved by reducing t h e  

sen tence  t o  'knowing t h a t '  p a t t e r n .  'Know how t h e  acc iden t  happened1 can  be  

reduced t o  s e v e r a l  p r o p o s i t i o n s  of f a c t s  t h a t  e x p l a i n  t h e  occurrence of t h e  

acc iden t .  Mart in  a rgues  t h a t  t h e  s ta tement  'Johnny knows t h ; . t  t h e  road was 

s l i p p e r y '  g ives  informat ion  about  two t h i n g s  a t  once and s o  i t  forms a type  

which i s  q u i t e  d i s t i n c t  from t h e  p ropos i t i ons  which g i v e  informat ion  about  

on ly  one th ing .  This  argument needs t o  be  examined. The p ropos i t i on ,  'Johnny 

knows t h a t  Armstrong landed on t h e  moon's s u r f a c e  on Monday a t  2:00 p.m.' 

g ives  informat ion  about  (1) t h e  person  c a l l e d  Armstrong, (2)  t h e  moon, (3) t h e  

moon's s u r f a c e ,  ( 4 )  t h e  per iod  of t ime named Monday, and s o  on. Th i s  propo- 

s i t i o n  no t  only g i v e s  more informat ion  b u t  a l s o  give: in format ion  about more 

than  two thing::. I f  Ifby t :~o  th ings"  s h e  means ' two d i s t i n c t  k inds  of informa- 

t i o n ' ,  then  h e r  proposa l  f o r  c r e a t i n g  a new type  of knowledge may be accepted 

bu t  looking a t  h e r  p r o p o s i t i o n s  under s c r u t i n y  one f i n d s  d i f f i c u l t y  i n  dis-  

t i n g u i s h i n g  between t h e  types  of in format ion .  " ~ o h n n ~  knows how t h e  a c c i d e n t  

happened" informs one i n  unambiguous terms t h a t  Johnny knows a l l  about  t h e  



occurrence of t h e  acc iden t .  This  p r o p o s i t i o n  i s  i n  no way d i f f e r e n t  from 
I 

p r o p o s i t i o n s  about Johnny knowing a l l  about  t h e  r e v o l u t i o n  of t h e  e a r t h  around 
I 

I 

t h e  sun. I f  f u r t h e r  in format ion  on " a l l  about  t h e  occurrence of t h e  acc ident"  

o r  " a l l  about t h e  r e v o l u t i o n  of t h e  ea r th"  is  needed, a  few more q u e s t i o n s  

could be  asked of Johnny. But t h i s  does n o t  make t h e s e  p r o p o s i t i o n s  q u i t e  
/ 

-- - 
d i s t i n c t  from t h e  'knowing t h a t '  p ropos i t i ons .  _ _. 

There i s  no doubt about  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  o r  t h e  a b i l i t y  t o  

draw d i s t i n c t i o n s  between d i f f e r e n t  types  of knowledge i s  advantageous i n  edu- 

c a t i o n a l  c o n t e x t s ,  y e t  t o  pursue a course  of d e t a i l e d  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  no t ing  a l l  

t h e  minor i tems of d i f f e r e n t i a t i o n  and naming each v a r i e t y  d i s t i n c t l y  w i th  a 

l a b e l  i s  t o  d e f e a t  t h e  very  purpose f o r  which c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  is recommended. 

For t h e  purpose of understanding t h e  s u b j e c t  ma t t e r  o r  f o r  t h e  mastery of t h e  

s k i l l s  what i s  needed i s  t h e  r e c o g n i t i o n  of fundamental d i s t i n c t i o n s  u s e f u l  f o r  

pedagogical  purposes.  

Explanatory and C1:. s i f i c a t o r y  Knowledge 

P ro fes so r  Broudy has  at tempted t o  i n d i c a t e  t h r e e  types  of knowing, 

namely: "Knowing t h a t  something i s  t h e  case" a s  i n  "There i s  a  cloud i n  t h e  

skyt f9 ;  "Knowing what something is  t h e  case" a s  i n  "Synapse i s  t h e  p o i n t  of 

connect ion between two neuronestt10 ( c l a s s i f i c a t o r y  knowledge) ; and "Knowing 

why something i s  t h e  case" (explana tory  knowledge) a s  i n  "He knows why i r o n  
! 

g e t s  r u s t e d  a f t e r  a  ra ins torm". l l  He q u a l i f i e s  h i s  s t a t emen t s  about t h e  

c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  of knowledge a s  based on pedagogical  grounds. I n  h i s  own 
I 
1 

words : 1 

For one t h i n g ,  i s  t h e r e  only one o r  more than  one type  of 
knowledge t o  be mastered o r  understood? Speaking i n  t h e  
con tex t  of school  s u b j e c t s ,  t h e r e  seem t o  be  t h r e e  d i f f e r e n t  
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kinds  of s t a t emen t s  t h a t  we a r e  c a l l e d  upon t o  understand.  1 2  

Do we understand by t h i s  t h a t  t h e  d i s t i n c t i o n s  he p o i n t s  o u t  a r e  not  

b a s i c  d i s t i n c t i o n s  and s o  they  can  be  reduced t o  any one of t h e  b a s i c  types?  

He s t a t e s  a t  one p l ace :  

Ac tua l ly  a l l  t h r e e  a r e  involved wi th  each o t h e r ,  because 
t h e  terms used i n  s t a t i n g  f a c t s  and t h e o r i e s  a r e  concepts  
and t h e s e ,  i n  t u r n ,  a f f e c t  what we pe rce ive  t h e  f a c t s  t o  
be.  1 3  

This  i s  a very  u s e f u l  s ta tement  f o r  i t  c l e a r l y  p o i n t s  o u t  t h e  r e l e -  

vancy of c e r t a i n  types  of c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  t o  c e r t a i n  k inds  of a c t i v i t i e s .  The 

sugges t ion  t h a t  t h i s  kind of c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  i s  r e l e v a n t  t o  teaching- learn ing  

s i t u a t i o n s  c a r r i e s  wi th  i t  t h e  assumption t h a t  such sen tences  could b e  re- 

duced t o  p r o p o s i t i o n s  of t h e  b a s i c  types .  We might ,  t hen ,  qu ick ly  d i spose  of 

t h e  above mentioned cand ida t e s  f o r  d i s t i n c t  types  of knowledge by reducing 

them t o  one o r  t h e  o t h e r  b a s i c  type.  The b e s t  t h i n g  t o  do i s  t o  t a k e  t h e  

examples g iven  by Broudy and s e e  whether they  can be  reduced t o  'knowing t h a t '  

and/or  'knowing how'. H i s  example "John knows what meta l  is" could  b e  reduced 

i n  two ways: f i r s t l y ,  'John knows t h a t  aluminum i s  a  me ta l ' .  I n  o t h e r  words, 

John knows t h a t  aluminum is a s p e c i e  t h a t  belongs t o  t h e  c l a s s  of me ta l .  O r  

i t  can  b e  reduced t o  'John knows how t o  recognize  (a  possess ion  of some 

l ea rned  technique)  aluminum i f  h e  i s  presented  w i t h  a  p i e c e  of aluminum'. I n  

t h e  second example ' ~ o h n  knows why i r o n  g e t s  r u s t e d  a f t e r  t h e  r a i n s t o r m ' ,  John 

i s  c a l l e d  upon t o  e x p l a i n  t h e  cause  of r u s t i n g  by g iv ing  a  proved theory .  It 

can b e  reduced t o  'John knows how t o  e x p l a i n  t h e  s c i e n t i f i c  cause  f o r  t h e  

r u s t i n g  of i r o n ' .  

 o no wing' is  n o t  always a  kind of doing and s o  i t  i s  a mi s t ake  t o  r e -  

duce a l l  knowing t o  'knowing how'.  o no wing how' should be regarded a s  b a s i c  

t o  conceptua l  a n a l y s i s .  But t h i s  s ea rch  f o r  d i s t i n c t i o n s  should not  be under- 
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taken  l i g h t l y .  Pedagogica l ly ,  knowledge may be c l a s s i f i e d  i n t o  v a r i o u s  sub- 

types  f o r  t h e  e f f i c i e n t  execut ion  of t h e  teaching- learn ing  p roces s  bu t  such 

sub-d iv is ions  may no t  be cons idered  fundamental. 

Most of t h e  pedagogical  types  of knowledge a r e  i d e n t i f i e d  wi th  t h e  

s u b j e c t  ma t t e r  of school  curr iculum and t h e  c a s e  of 'knowing t h a t '  has  

f i g u r e d  q u i t e  prominently i n  educa t iona l  con tex t s .  This  does n o t  mean t h a t  

s k i l l s  are no t  t augh t  i n  s choo l s .  Even i n  t h e  c a s e  of teaching  s k i l l s  cogni- 

t i v e  knowledge i n  t h e  form of 'knowing t h a t '  s t a t emen t s  p l a y s  a s i g n i f i c a n t  

p a r t .  A s  t h e  main a i m  i s  t o  d e a l  w i t h  knowledge from t h e  p e r s p e c t i v e  of edu- 

c a t i o n ,  a t t e n t i o n  w i l l  now b e  g iven  t o  t h e  c o n s i d e r a t i o n  of p r o p o s i t i o n a l  

knowledge from t h e  s t a n d p o i n t  of epistemology. 
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CHAPTER I1 

CONDITIONS OF KNOWLEDGE 

The common ques t ion ,  "What do we know?" a t t empt s  t o  b r i n g  t h e  n a t u r e  

of o b j e c t s  of knowing i n t o  sha rpe r  focus .  I f  one claims t h a t  one knows ' t h a t  

P ' ,  one i s  no t  only express ing  one ' s  a f f i r m a t i o n  t h a t  one b e l i e v e s  ' t h a t  P ' ,  

bu t  a l s o  t h a t  ' t h a t  P' i s  independent ly t r u e .  It w i l l  a l s o  become necessary  

t o  d e a l  w i th  t h e  ques t ion :  'How do we know?' This  would, then ,  i nvo lve  t h e  

c o n s i d e r a t i o n  of proper  evidence i n  r e l a t i o n  t o  knowledge. I n  t h e  s ta tement  

'John knows t h a t  Mil ton wrote  P a r a d i s e  Los t '  John i s  s u r e  about  h i s  a s s e r t i o n  

t h a t  'Mil ton wrote  P a r a d i s e  L o s t ' .  This  l i n k s  knowledge w i t h  s u r e  b e l i e f .  

Another important  p o i n t  i s  t h a t  t h e  a s s e r t i o n  'Mil ton wrote  P a r a d i s e  L o s t '  is  

t r u e  indepen ien t ly .  I n  o t h e r  words, i f  one a c c e p t s  t h a t  John has  come t o  

know t h a t  something i s  t h e  c a s e ,  one commits onese l f  t o  t h e  t r u t h  of John ' s  

s ta tement .  Before one a c c e p t s  John ' s  s t a t emen t ,  one i s  e n t i t l e d  t o  know how 

John has  come t o  know t h a t  something is  t h e  case .  Suppose John has  l ea rned  

' t h a t  P' from h i s  t eache r  and he  has  no o t h e r  evidence except  t h a t  h i s  t eache r  

had mentioned i t  i n  t h e  c l a s s .  O r  suppose t h a t  John had l ea rned  t h i s  a s s e r -  

t i o n  j u s t  t o  pas s  t h e  examination and h e  d i d  n o t  a t t r i b u t e  b e l i e f  i n  t h e  

learned  f a c t .  O r  suppose t h a t  t h e  s ta tement  'Mil ton wrote  P a r a d i s e  ~ o s t '  i s  

completely wrong and t h e  t eache r  had mentioned i t  wrongly i n  t h e  c l a s s .  A l l  

t h e s e  c a s e s  do no t  q u a l i f y  a s  'knowing t h a t 1 .  I n  t h e  f i r s t  c a s e  John has no 

o t h e r  a u t h o r i t y  t o  suppor t  h i s  a s s e r t i o n  except  . h e  a u t h o r i t y  of h i s  t eache r .  

It can be t h a t  h i s  t eache r  i s  a l ea rned  person and has  w r i t t e n  a  very  authen- 

t i c  book on t h i s  s u b j e c t  bu t  John does not  know about  i t  o r  John does no t  men- 

t i o n  i t  t o  support  h i s  c laim.  I f  t h e  teacher  himself makes t h e  c la im t l ia t  he  



knows t h a t  Mil ton wrote  P a r a d i s e  Lost  and i f  he produces s u f f i c i e n t  evidence 
, 

i n  t h e  form of a book t h a t  he has  w r i t t e n  and i f  t h i s  evidence comes up t o  

t h e  s t anda rds  r e q u i r e d ,  and i f  i t  s a t i s f i e s  t h e  o t h e r  c o n d i t i o n s  of knowing 

( t h e  t r u t h  cond i t i on  and t h e  b e l i e f  c o n d i t i o n ) ,  then  t h e  t e a c h e r ' s  c la im t o  

knowledge can be accepted ,  b u t  c e r t a i n l y  n o t  t h a t  of John who had j u s t  heard 

h i s  t eache r  mentioning i t  i n  t h e  c l a s s .  This  l e a d s  t o  t h e  problem of eva lua t -  

ing  t h e  evidence,  f o r  evidence can be  adequate  o r  s u f f i c i e n t  i n  many d i f f e r e n t  

ways. An examination of t h e  grounds on which t h e  t eache r  bases  h i s  c la im 

'Mil ton wrote  P a r a d i s e  L o s t '  is  q u i t e  r e l e v a n t  he re .  He may have quoted 

passages from o t h e r  works of Mi l ton  and c l o s e l y  examined t h e  s t y l e ,  t h e  u s e  of 

c e r t a i n  words and ph rases  and idioms and s o  on. Should i t  n o t  b e  asked whether 

he  had explored every p o s s i b l e  p i e c e  of evidence b e f o r e  h e  had come t o  t h a t  

conclusion? How can  one know t h a t  t h e  t eache r  h a s  n o t  l e f t  o u t  something worth 

cons ider ing?  Is i t  p o s s i b l e  t o  produce complete and p r e c i s e  evidence? Can t h e  

t e a c h e r ' s  c la im f o r  knowledge on t h e  b a s i s  of incomplete  evidence b e  accepted?  
.. 

What i s  meant, then ,  by complete evidence? I f  t h e  word ' s u f f i c i e n t '  evidence 

i s  used i n  p l a c e  of 'complete ev idence ' ,  then  t h e  ques t ion  may a r i s e  ' s u f f i -  
% 

c i e n t  t o  whom?', and ' s u f f i c i e n t  t o  what?'  

Consider t h e  c a s e  of John who has  l ea rned  j u s t  w i t h  a view t o  pass ing  

a n  examination t h a t  Mil ton wrote  P a r a d i s e  Lost .  He can  c o r r e c t l y  s t a t e  t h i s  

f a c t  i n  t h e  form of an  answer t o  t h e  ques t ion ,  'who wrote  P a r a d i s e  Los t ? '  o r  

he can c o r r e c t l y  w r i t e  i t  i n  t h e  examination answer paper b u t  a t  t h e  same time 

he can  say  t h a t  he does no t  b e l i e v e  t h a t  such and such w a s  t h e  ca se .  I n  t h i s  

connect ion some more c a s e s  should be  examined. Suppose Musa, a young uneduca- 

t ed  Af r i can ,  s a y s  t h a t  he  b e l i e v e s  t h a t  t h e  God of Rains c o n t r o l s  and guides  

t h e  movements of c louds  i n  t h e  sky. He has  learned  t h i s  f a c t  from a wi t ch  
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doc to r  who had convinced Musa completely about  t h e  t r u t h  of h i s  b e l i e f .  This  

s t r o n g  b e l i e f  of Musa does no t  e n t i t l e  him t o  c la im knowledge. We cannot  

accep t  Musa's c laim t o  knowledge on t h e  grounds t h a t  a t  l e a s t  h e  has  a  ve ry  

s t r o n g  b e l i e f  i n  God's c a p a c i t y  of c o n t r o l l i n g  and guid ing  r a i n s .  Such 

commitment would be repugnant t o  u s  i n  t h e  absence of evidence a s  t o  t h e  t r u t h  
. , 

of t h e  s ta tement .  Strong b e l i e f  i n  t h e  God of Rains on t h e S p a r t . o 5  Musa does 

n o t  n e c e s s a r i l y  l e a d  us  t o  s ay  t h a t  he  knows t h a t  something i s  t h e  case .  

S ta tements  l i k e  ' I  b e l i e v e  i n  God, o r  I b e l i e v e  i n  John ' s  a b i l i t y  t o  l e a d  t h e  

count ry '  do express  t h e  s p e a k e r ' s  f a i t h  i n  t h e  e x i s t e n c e  of God o r  h i s  f a i t h  

i n  John ' s  a b i l i t y  i n  l ead ing  t h e  country.  Suppose John s a y s ,  "Vic to r i a  i s  a 

c i t y  i n  B.C." and he  f u r t h e r  g i v e s  c l e a r  evidence of h i s  b e l i e f  t h a t  he  i s  

q u i t e  s u r e  of t h e  f a c t .  Can t h e  c o n d i t i o n  of John b e  descr ibed  a s  one of 

'knowing' o r  ' b e l i e v i n g ' ?  Le t  i t  be supposed f o r  a  moment t h a t  t h e r e  e x i s t s  

no such c i t y  a s  Vie!-oria i n  B.C. However s t rong  t h e  f a i t h  of John may be  i n  

t h e  e x i s t e n c e  of t h e  C i ty  of V i c t o r i a ,  h i s  c la im of knowledge would n o t  be 

accepted.  ~ o h n ' s  c la im f o r  knowledge n o t  on ly  should express  t h e  proper  s t a t e  

of h i s  mind ( i . e .  h i s  complete f a i t h  o r  h i s  f i rm  b e l i e f ) ,  bu t  a l s o  t h e  proper  

s t a t e  of t h e  world t h a t  John is r e f e r r i n g  t o  ( i . e .  t h e  e x i s t e n c e  of V i c t o r i a  

i n  B.C.). I n  t h i s  con tex t  John w i l l  b e  descr ibed  a s  having ' b e l i e f '  and not  

'knowledge'. 

The previous  d i s c u s s i o n  has  c l e a r l y  i n d i c a t e d  c e r t a i n  s i g n i f i c a n t  

p o i n t s  r e l a t i n g  t o  t h e  n a t u r e  of t h e  concept  of 'knowing'. A b r i e f  s ta tement  

of t h e s e  p o i n t s  may l e a d  t o  t h e  formula t ion  of c o n d i t i o n s  of 'knowing'. 

By "John knows t h a t  P", what i s  meant i n  t h e  f i r s t  p l a c e  i s  t h a t  ' t h a t  

P '  i s  t r u e .  Thus 'knowing' i s  l i nked  wi th  t r u t h .  Secondly, John surel-y 

b e l i e v e s  ' t h a t  P ' .  Thus 'knowing' i s  l i nked  wi th  ' b e l i e v i n g ' .  Th i rd ly ,  John 
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has adequate  evidence t o  b e l i e v e  ' t h a t  PI and he is  prepared t o  produce t h e  

requi red  evidence t o  suppor t  h i s  b e l i e f .  Attempts have been made t o  s t a t e  

cond i t i ons  of knowledge i n  v a r i o u s  ways and a  b r i e f  survey of t h e s e  a t t empt s  

may l e a d  t o  t h e  c l a r i f i c a t i o n  of some of t h e  d i f f i c u l t i e s  i n  t h e  proper  under- 

s tanding  of t h e  va r ious  ep is temic  terms. 

The c l a s s i c a l  concept ion of knowledge i s  w e l l  r ep re sen ted  by P l a t o ' s  

formula t ion  of t h e  c o n d i t i o n s  i n  T l ~ e a e t e t u s .  According t.o him, knowledge i s  

t r u e  opin ion  o r  b e l i e f  combined w i t h  reason .  By inc lud ing  reason  i n  b e l i e f  

P l a t o  suggested t h e  t h i r d  c o n d i t i o n  which r e f e r s  t o  evidence.  P l a t o  d i d  ex- 

p e c t  t h a t  one who c la ims  knowledge could g i v e  adequate  grounds, r a t i o n a l  

account  o r  j u s t i f i c a t i o n  a s  evidence t o  t h e  t r u t h  of knowledge. H i s  d e f i n i -  

t i o n  can be expressed i n  t h e  fo l lowing  form: 

S knows t h a t  P  

i f  and only i f  

( i )  P i s  rue ,  

( i i )  S b e l i e v e s  t h a t  P, 

( i i i )  S i s  j u s t i f i e d  i n  b e l i e v i n g  t h a t  P. 

From among t h e  contemporary phi losophers  we w i l l  cons ider  t h e  d e f i n i -  

t i o n s  advanced by Ayer and Chisholm. Ayer w r i t e s :  

F i r s t  t h a t  what one i s  s a i d  t o  know be  t r u e ,  secondly t h a t  one 
be s u r e  of i t ,  and t h i r d l y ,  t h a t  one should have t h e  r i g h t  t o  
be  su re .  1 

R. M. Chisholm w r i t e s :  

The fo l lowing ,  then ,  w i l l  be  our d e f i n i t i o n  of 'know': 
S knows t h a t  h  i s  t r u e  means: 
( i )  s a c c e p t s  h ,  
( i i )  S has adequate  evidence f o r  h ,  and 
( i i i )  h  is t r u e .  2 

According t o  t h e s e  d e f i n i t i o n s  t h e  f i r s t  requirement  is  t h a t  one can- 



not  know what i s  no t  so .  The second requirement is  t h a t  one cannot  know what 

one does n o t  b e l i e v e .  Th i s  c o n d i t i o n  is  q u i t e  u s e f u l  t o  e l i m i n a t e  t h e  poss i -  

b i l i t y  of a n  i l l o g i c a l  s ta tement  such a s ,  'I know t h a t  P but  do n o t  b e l i e v e  

i t1 .  The t h i r d  c o n d i t i o n  i s  c r u c i a l ,  f o r  i t  d i s t i n g u i s h e s  genuine knowledge 

from b e l i e f .  We s h a l l  examine each of t h e s e  c o n d i t i o n s  i n  d e t a i l  and s e e  

whether knowledge of t h i s  kind e x i s t s .  

KNOWLEDGE AND TRUTH 

The f i r s t  cond i t i on  s t r e s s e s  t h a t  what i s  known has  a n  independent 

r e f e r e n c e  t o  some s t a t e  of a f f a i r s  which i s  t r u e .  When John says  t h a t  t h e  

e a r t h  i s  round, what he  r e f e r s  t o  i s  t h e  shape of t h e  e a r t h  which he  knows 

t o  b e  round. Thus, John ' s  c la im of knowledge does n o t  only d e s c r i b e  t h e  

s t a t e  of John ' s  mind which i s  one of s u r e  b e l i e f  b u t  a l s o  t h e  s t a t e  of t h e  

world on which John has  no c o n t r o l .  The ques t ion  of whether o r  n o t  t h e  e a r t h  

i s  round should be  r a i s e d  b e f o r e  admi t t i ng  John ' s  c la im f o r  knowledge. I f ,  

on examinat ion,  it i s  found t h a t  t h e  s t a t e  of t h e  world i s  a s  desc r ibed  by 

John, t hen  t h e r e  i s  no d i f f i c u l t y  i n  admi t t i ng  t h e  claim.  The c l a s s  of 

e m p i r i c a l  p r o p o s i t i o n s  which r e f e r  t o  f a c t s  and m a t e r i a l  t h i n g s  i s  l a r g e .  

KNOWLEDGE OF MATERIAL THINGS 

It seems t h a t  t h i n g s  a r e  perce ived  because they  a r e  thrown up i n  a 

way t h a t  t h e  sensory  c o n t a c t  makes pe rcep t ion  poss ib l e .  It  i s  common exper- 

i ence  wi th  teac1lc.r~ t h a t  a  s t u d e n t ,  who ho lds  a  p a r t i c u l a r  o b j e c t  i n  h i s  hands 
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and a l s o  observes i t s  p r o p e r t i e s  through sense-experience,  comes t o  know t h e  

o b j e c t  b e t t e r  than  one who reads  i t s  d e s c r i p t i o n  i n  a  book. People s ay  t h a t  

some men know more than  o t h e r s .  People say t h a t  modern technology r e s t s  on a 

v a s t  amount of knowledge. A l l  t h e s e  s ta tements  po in t  t o  t h e  v a s t  c l a s s  of 

s t a t emen t s  concerning m a t e r i a l  o b j e c t s  known through sense-experience.  David 

, 
Rynin makes t h e  fo l lowing  s ta tement :  -. ..- - 

- .  . Y. 

... It seems t o  me t h a t  t h e  t a c i t  assumption t h a t  knowledge is  
indeed s e n s a t i o n  u n d e r l i e s  many views t h a t  r e g u l a r l y  show them- 
s e l v e s  i n  ep is temologica l  d i scuss ions . . .  I f  someone s t r o n g l y  
d e s i r e s  t o  u s e  t h e  term 'knowledge', o r  any of i t s  forms o r  
v a r i a n t s  wi th  t h e  sense  of ' s e n s a t i o n ' ,  I would n o t  t r y  t o  
prevent  i t  . 3  

A s  a g a i n s t  t h i s  what had Soc ra t e s  t o  s ay?  

I n  t h e  d i a logue  when Soc ra t e s  asked Theac te tus  f o r  t h e  d e f i n i t i o n  of 

knowledge, Theae te tus  suggested t h a t  knowledge was pe i cep t ion .  Soc ra t e s  

argued t h a t  i f  h e  accepted sense-experience as knowledge, then  no e s t a b l i s h e d  

1 ly of knowledge could ever  e x i s t .  He explained t h a t  man and h i s  n a t u r e  con- 

s t a n t l y  changed and s o  a l s o  must change c o n s t a n t l y  t h e  sense-experience of man. 

Knowledge which depended on c o n s t a n t l y  changing human n a t u r e  could no t  be  abso- 

l u t e  and he  argued man could never  a c t  on t h e  b a s i s  of such r e l a t i v e  knowledge. 

Thus, P l a t o  dismissed t h e  theo ry  of sense-experience a s  t h e  source  of knowledge. 

The i d e a  t h a t  sense-percept ion  i s  a ,g round  f o r  knowledge was f u r t h e r  d i s -  

c r e d i t e d  by John ~ o c k e ' s 4  s k e p t i c a l  r ea l i sm which s t a t e d  t h a t  t h e  world as per- 

ceived r e a l l y  d i d  n o t  e x i s t ,  b u t  t h e  world t h a t  r e a l l y  e x i s t e d  was no t  knowable. 

This  l e a d s  t o  Berke ley ' s  i dea l i sm which a s s e r t s  t h a t  human exper ience  

is  t h e  only  evidence f o r  knowledge. H i s  famous dictum "esse  e s t  P e r c i p i "  

( i . e .  t o  be  is  t o  be  perce ived)  enuncia tes  t h a t  t h e r e  a r e  no o b j e c t s  inde- 

pendent of percept ion .  This  w i l l  r a i s e  t h e  counter  argument: What happens t o  

t h i n g s  when they  a r e  not  perceived by man? I f  t h e  p r i n c i p l e  t h a t  t h ings  e x i s t  



because they  a r e  perceived by man i s  accepted ,  t hen  i t  fo l lows  t h a t  t h i n g s  do 

no t  e x i s t  when they  a r e  not  perce ived  by man. If t h e  l i t e r a l  meaning of 

~ e r k e l e y ' s  dictum is  accepted ,  t hen  t h e  houses w i l l  c ea se  t o  have r e a l  e x i s t -  

ence a s  soon a s  men l e a v e  them t o  go t o  t h e i r  work. I n  t h e  same manner t h ings  

t h a t  a r e  seen  i n  dreams must be c r e d i t e d  wi th  r e a l .  e x i s t e n c e  when they  a r e  per- 
.- 

a 

ceived i n  dreams. _ _.. 

P h y s i c a l  Objec ts  

Berkeley b u i l t  i n  h i s  theory  t h e  i d e a  of omnipresent God and r e f e r r e d  

t o  God's pe rcep t ion  a s  a n  "u l t ima te  r e a l i t y " . 5  H e  emphasized t h a t  p h y s i c a l  

o b j e c t s  cont inued t o  e x i s t  even when they  were n o t  perce ived  by man because 

t h e r e  was a God who perce ived  t h e  o b j e c t s .  God, t h e  u l t i m a t e  r e a l i t y ,  w a s  

behind a l l  m a t e r i a l  e x i s t e n c e  and s o  a l l  e x i s t e n c e  w a s  a s  e t e r n a l  and a s  r e a l  

as God. I f  t h e  phrase  'God's pe rcep t ion '  i s  removed from Berke ley ' s  i d e a ,  

what r e s u l t s  is  t h e  independent e x i s t e n c e  of m a t e r i a l  t h i n g s  and t h i s  was in-  

deed a g r e a t  s t e p  forward. 

J. S .  M i l l  accepted Berke ley ' s  i d e a  of t h e  independent e x i s t e n c e  of 

m a t e r i a l  t h i n g s  and brought  i t  t o  t h e  l e v e l  of human percept ion .  Bertrand 

R u s s e l l  rep laced  t h e  word ' pe rcep t ion '  w i t h  Ipe rcep t ive  exper ience '  and ex- 

p l a ined  how t h i n g s  of t h e  world were perceived and how p e r c e p t i v e  exper ience  

became a p a r t  of man's knowledge. H e  t akes  t h e  example of a c a t  whose pres-  

ence s t i m u l a t e s  any one of t h e  senses .  Th i s  event  r e l e a s e s  a cha in  of spon- 

taneous events  o r  a kind of e l a b o r a t e  i nduc t ive  process  c o n s i s t i n g  of expecta- 

t i o n s  of u sua l  accompaniments which t ransform t h e  mere s e n s a t i o n  i n t o  a per- 

c e p t i v e  exper ience  which recognizes  t h e  c a t .  Pe rcep t ive  exper ience  thus  

r e f e r s  t o  h a b i t ,  which i n  t u r n  p o i n t s  t o  man's p a s t  exper ience  wi th  a n  o b j e c t  



such a s  t h e  c a t .  The f a c t  t h a t  human beings recognize  t h e  c a t  when they s e e  

a  c a t  presupposes t h a t  they have acqui red  a kind of h a b i t  of recogniz ing  a 

c e r t a i n  o b j e c t  i n  a  c e r t a i n  way. Th i s  h a b i t  is  a  kind of b e l i e f  which i ~ ~ t e r -  

p r e t s  a  pe rcep t ive  exper ience  i n  terms of s ee ing  t h e  c a t .  This  b e l i e f  is 

b u i l t  up of a  number of expec ta t ions ;  i f  i t  i s  a c a t ,  i t  i s  expected t h a t  i t  

w i l l  mew, o r  f e e l  s o f t ,  o r  move i n  a  c a t - l i k e  manner. I f  any of t h e s e  expecta- 

t i o n s  do no t  come t r u e ,  t h e  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  of t h e  p e r c e p t i v e  exper ience  w i l l  

change. H e  w r i t e s :  

I n  our environment i t  f r e q u e n t l y  happens t h a t  even t s  occur 
t oge the r  i n  bundles  - such bundles  as d i s t i n g u i s h  a  c a t  from 
another  kind of o b j e c t .  Any one of our  s enses  may b e  a f f e c t e d  
by a  s t imulus  a r i s i n g  from some c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  of t h e  bundle 
i n  ques t ion .  Le t  u s  suppose t h e  s t imu lus  t o  be  v i s u a l .  Then 
phys ics  a l lows  u s  t o  i n f e r  t h a t  l i g h t  of c e r t a i n  f r equenc ie s  
is  proceeding from t h e  o b j e c t  t o  our  eyes.  Induc t ion  a l lows  
u s  t o  i n f e r  t h a t  t h i s  p a t t e r n  of l i g h t ,  which, w e  w i l l  suppose, 
l ooks  l i k e  a  c a t ,  probably proceeds from a r eg ion  i n  which t h e  
o t h e r  p r o p e r t i e s  of c a t s  a r e  a l s o  p re sen t .  Up t o  a  p o i n t  we 
can  t e s t  t h i s  hypo thes i s  by experiment:  w e  can  touch t h e  c a t ,  
and p i ck  it up by t h e  t a i l  t o  s e e  i f  i t  mews. 6 

H e  f u r t h e r  e l a b o r a t e s  t h a t  t h e  knowledge about  a n  o b j e c t  so i n f e r r e d  

i s  no t  wholly d e r i v a b l e  from "percept ive  premisses"7 t o g e t h e r  w i t h  t h e  pr in-  

c i p l e s  of demonstrat ion and probable  i n f e r e n c e  b u t  a l s o  from t h e  "memory 

premisses".8 R u s s e l l ' s  exp lana t ion  r e v e a l s  t h e  complex n a t u r e  of t h e  whole 

pe rcep t ive  process  and t h e  degree  of p r o b a l b i l i t y  of t h e  r e s u l t a n t  knowledge. 

Thus, though he a c c e p t s  t h e  independence of e x i s t e n c e  of m a t e r i a l  o b j e c t s ,  h e  

does no t  a t t r i b u t e  c e r t a i n t y  t o  t h e  knowledge of t h e s e  o b j e c t s .  

~ o h n ' s  c laim t h a t  he knows t h a t  s t a r s  twinkle  i n  t h e  sky a t  n i g h t  can- 

not  be  accepted u n l e s s  i t  i s  assumed t h a t  t h e  s t a r s  e x i s t  independent ly and 

they  possess  some s p e c i a l  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  of twinkl ing  a t  n i g h t .  The b a s i s  of 

t h i s  argument l i e s  i n  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  s t a r s  c o n s t i t u t e  a n  o b j e c t  of knowledge 

which is capable  of d e l i v e r i n g  immediate exper ience .  We cannot speak of a 
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th ing  a s  e x i s t i n g  independent ly except  i n  s o  f a r  a s  we know i t  t o  be  capable  

of g iv ing  experience which i s  d i r e c t  and immediate. So once i t  is  granted  a  

p a r t i c u l a r  t h ing  is  capable  of s o  s t i m u l a t i n g  senses  a s  t o  g i v e  a  d i r e c t  and 

immediate experience,  i t  fo l lows  t h a t  t h e  th ing  e x i s t s  and i s  knowable. When 

John c la ims  knowledge about t h e  s t a r s ,  he  r e f e r s  t o  two t h i n g s :  (1) John has 

knowledge about  t h e  s t a r s  and t h e i r  behaviour  a t  n i g h t ,  (2) S t a r s  do e x i s t  and 

they  behave i n  a c e r t a i n  way a t  n i g h t .  I f  Tom says  t h a t  John ' s  c la im i s  

c o r r e c t ,  he  accep t s  bo th  h i s  knowledge a s  w e l l  a s  t h e  independent e x i s t e n c e  of 

s t a r s  and t h e i r  behaviour a t  n i g h t .  But i f  Tom s a y s  t h a t  John ' s  c la im i s  

wrong o r  i n c o r r e c t ,  Tom knows what i s  c o r r e c t  knowledge about  t h e  stars. 

Whether Tom a f f i r m s  o r  d e n i e s  John ' s  c la im f o r  knowledge, i t  i s  assumed t h a t  

he  has  proper  knowledge about t h e  s t a r s  and t h e i r  behaviour  a t  n i g h t .  

The f a c t  t h a t  John makes a p r o p o s i t i o n  c la iming  knowledge about  t h e  

s t a r s  and t h e i r  behaviour  and t h e  f a c t  t h a t  we understand what he  s a y s ,  pre- 

supposes t h a t  t h e r e  a r e  t h i n g s  i n  t h e  world and t h e i r  knowledge i s  q u i t e  

p o s s i b l e ;  f o r  i f  they  d i d  n o t  e x i s t  John would n o t  have been a b l e  t o  make 

p r o p o s i t i o n s  about  them and we would n o t  have been a b l e  t o  understand them. 

When John says  t h a t  t h e r e  a r e  many a p p l e  t r e e s  i n  h i s  orchard he i s  no t  making 

only  one p ropos i t i on ,  r a t h e r  he is express ing  s e v e r a l  p r o p o s i t i o n s  and t h e  

acceptance of h i s  f i r s t  p r o p o s i t i o n  imp l i e s  t h e  acceptance  of an  unl imi ted  

number of p re suppos i t i ons :  t h a t  t h e r e  a r e  knowers i n  t h i s  world,  s i n c e  John 

i s  one of them; t h a t  t h e r e  a r e  p r o p o s i t i o n s ,  s i n c e  " t h e r e  a r e  many a p p l e  t r e e s  

i n  h i s  orchard" i s  one such p r o p o s i t i o n ;  t h a t  t h e r e  a r e  t h i n g s  l i k e  app le  

t r e e s  and orchards  i n  t h i s  world,  s i n c e  John speaks about them and we under- 

s tand  him; t h a t  some people have b e l i e f s ,  s i n c e  John ho lds  t h e  b e l i e f  t h a t  

t h e r e  a r e  app le  t r e e s ;  and s o  on. Thus John ' s  c laim about  t h e  a p p l e  t r e e s  and 
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orchard r e s t s  on t h e  t r u t h  of a  very  l a r g e  body of empi r i ca l  p r o p o s i t i o n s .  

Empir ica l  P ropos i t i ons  

By a t t r i b u t i n g  independence of e x i s t e n c e  t o  m a t e r i a l  o b j e c t s  we do 

not  a t t r i b u t e  c e r t a i n t y  t o  knowledge t h a t  i s  deri;cd from them, f o r  any ,- 

-- 
_.. 

empi r i ca l  p r o p o s i t i o n  is  based on an  unl imi ted  number of p re suppos i t i ons  and 

t o  c la im knowledge about  a l l  t h e s e  p re suppos i t i ons  i s  absurd.  

It w i l l  be  q u i t e  i n t e r e s t i n g  t o  examine Hume's arguments9 i n  t h i s  

r e s p e c t ,  who more than  anybody else has  provided a gene ra l  argument a g a i n s t  

t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  of an  i n f a l l i b l e  method f o r  a s c e r t a i n i n g  t h e  t r u t h  of f a c t u a l  

p ropos i t i ons .  According t o  him, t h e  c o n t r a r y  of every m a t t e r  of f a c t  i s  

p o s s i b l e  because i t  can  never  imply a c o n t r a d i c t i o n .  That t h e  sun w i l l  n o t  

r i s e  tomorrow i s  no l e s s  i n t e l l i g i b l e  a  p r o p o s i t i o n ,  and i t  i m p l i e s  no more 

c o n t r a d i c t i o n  than  t h e  a f f i r m a t i o n  t h a t  it w i l l  r i s e .  

Empir ical  t r u t h s  a r e  n e i t h e r  i n t u i t e d  w i t h  c e r t a i n t y  nor  a r e  they  I 
r. 

de r ived  by thought a l o n e  from some i n i t i a l  agreements whose c o n t r a r i e s  a;e ! 

P+ ' 

se l f - con t r ad ic to ry .  How, then ,  could t h e  t r u t h  of t h e  empi r i ca l  p r o p o s i t i o n s  

be  determined? Of cour se ,  one can depend on immediate exper ience  and memory. 

It may be  q u i t e  a l r i g h t  t o  know f o r  t h e  t ime being t h e  t r u t h  of a  s ta tement  

by means of f i r s t - h a n d  c o n t a c t  w i t h  t h e  o b j e c t .  But t h e  c l a s s  of empi r i ca l  

p ropos i t i ons  does no t  c o n t a i n  only t h i s  kind of p ropos i t i on .  It inc ludes  

s ta tements  of f a c t s  t h a t  a r e  f a r  removed i n  t ime and space ,  and a l s o  s t a t e -  

ments cf very  complex n a t u r e  which e lude  d i r e c t  s e n s o r i a l  c o n t a c t .  Hume 

recommends t h a t  t h e  r e l a t i o n  of cauke and e f f e c t  can be  accepted t o  extend 

t h e  knowledge bu t  a t  t h e  same t ime he  warns t h a t  t h e  knowledge thus  der ived  

can only be  probable and n o t  a t  a l l  c e r t a i n .  



Consequences of a  Statement 

A number of ph i losophers  ag ree  wi th  I-Iumels t h e s i s  a g a i n s t  t h e  no t ion  

of c e r t a i n t y  o r  i n f a l l i b i l i t y  of t h e  empi r i ca l  method. For f u r t h e r  e labora-  

t i o n ,  l e t  u s  t ake  a  conc re t e  example. Suppose John says ,  "There is  a  p i e c e  

of wh i t e  paper be fo re  me." 

I n  what c ircumstances can i t  b e  wrong? I f  what John s e e s  i s  n o t  a 

wh i t e  p i ece  of paper ,  t hen  t h e  s ta tement  i s  wrong. The p i e c e  of paper  may 

r e a l l y  n o t  be  wh i t e  though i t  looks  whi te .  I n  t h a t  c a s e  h i s  s t a t emen t  i s  

wrong. I f  John p i c k s  up t h e  paper and t r i e s  t o  t e a r  i t  i n t o  p i e c e s  and it 

does n o t  y i e l d  because i t  i s  n o t  a  p i e c e  of paper ,  t hen  a l s o  John i s  wrong i n  

h i s  s ta tement .  Suppose h e  t a k e s  some s o l u t i o n  and t e s t s  t h e  p i e c e  of paper 

i n  ques t ion  f o r  t h e  purpose of v e r i f i c a t i o n .  I f  i t  t u r n s  o u t  t o  b e  something 

e l s e ,  then  John ' s  s ta tement  i s  wrong. Suppose t h a t  t h e  t e s t  t h a t  i s  c a r r i e d  

o u t  suppor t s  t h e  p r o p o s i t i o n  t h a t  t h e r e  i s  a p i e c e  of paper  b e f o r e  him. What 

happens then? Does i t  mean t h a t  he  has come t o  know t h e  t r u t h ?  Not neces- 

s a r i l y ,  f o r  h e  may have committed some mis take  i n  c a r r y i n g  ou t  t h i s  experiment.  

It may be  t h a t  on some f u t u r e  occas ion  it would b e  proved t h a t  what h e  s e e s  

now is n o t  t h e  paper.  We cannot r u l e  ou t  t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  of any f u r t h e r  v e r i -  

f i c a t i o n  i n  t h e  f u t u r e .  Thus, i t  is c l e a r l y  seen  t h a t  t h e r e  always l u r k s  some 

t h e o r e t i c a l  p o s s i b i l i t y  of a  mis take .  I n  t h e  words of C.  I. Lewis: 

To qu ibb le  about  such p o s s i b l e  doubts  w i l l  n o t ,  i n  most c a s e s ,  
be  common-sense. But we a r e  n o t  t r y i n g  t o  weigh t h e  deg ree  of 
t h e o r e t i c a l  dub ie ty  which common-sense p r a c t i c a l i t y  should t a k e  
account  o f ,  b u t  t o  a r r i v e  a t  a n  a c c u r a t e  a n a l y s i s  of knowledge. 
This  c h a r a c t e r  of being f u r t h e r  t e s t a b l e  and l e s s  t han  t h e o r e t i -  
c a l l y  c e r t a i n ,  c h a r a c t e r i z e s  every judgment of obj  c c t i v e  f a c t  a t  
a l l  t imes ;  every judgment t h a t  such and such a  r e a l  t h i n g  e x i s t s  
o r  has  a  c e r t a i n  o b j e c t i v e l y  f a c t u a l  p rope r ty ,  o r  t h a t  a  c e r t a i n  
o b j e c t i v e  event  a c t u a l l y  occurs ,  o r  t h a t  any o b j e c t i v e  s t a t e  of 
a f f a i r s  a c t u a l l y  is t h e  case.1•‹  
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To c l a r i f y  t h e  s ta tement  about  t h e  f a l l i b i l i t y  of empi r i ca l  knowledge, 

t h i s  argument may be  put  i n  a  d i f f e r e n t  way. Suppose John says ,  "There is  a 

dog under t h i s  t a b l e . "  I f  he  touches t h a t  dog wi th  h i s  t o e s ,  he must f e e l  

t h e  f u r .  I f  he  w h i s t l e s  t o  c a l l  it o u t ,  i t  w i l l  come ou t  and wag i t s  t a i l .  

I f  he k i cks  i t  hard ,  i t  might bark  and come ou t .  And one can go on adding 

many more such obse rva t ions  t o  t h i s  l i s t .  Can t h e r e  be any l i m i t  t o  t h i s ?  

Suppose we c a l l  t h e  s ta tement  'There i s  a dog under t h i s  t a b l e ' ,  P. Then, 

t h e  argument t h a t  i t  i s  d i f f i c u l t  t o  prove ' t h a t  P '  is  c e r t a i n l y  t r u e .  It i s  

t r u e  t h a t  t h e  o b j e c t  under t h e  t a b l e  i s  p r e s e n t  b e f o r e  u s  and it i s  q u i t e  

p o s s i b l e  f o r  u s  t o  have f i r s t -hand  s e n s o r i a l  c o n t a c t .  The s t a t emen t ,  'P' 

simply d e s c r i b e s  a  f a c t  which i s  p r e s e n t  be fo re  u s  and even i f  t h e  whole 

cou r se  of n a t u r e  changes a f t e r  a  second (say  a n  atom bomb i s  exploded and 

every th ing  is  des t royed)  t h e  d e s c r i p t i o n  f o r  t h e  p r e s e n t  event  cannot  go wrong 

f o r  t h e  d e s c r i p t i o n  i s  not  r e l a t e d  t o  anything t h a t  i s  t o  happen i n  t h e  f u t u r e .  

This  argument is  n o t  t enab le .  The o b j e c t  which i s  r e f e r r e d  t o ,  s ay ,  a  dog o r  

a p i e c e  of wh i t e  paper ,  has  a  l i f e  of i t s  own beyond t h e  boundar ies  of man's 

p re sen t  experience.  To s a y  t h a t  t h i s  is  a wh i t e  p i ece  of paper i s  t o  say  t h a t  

c e r t a i n  v i s u a l ,  t a c t u a l  and o t h e r  phenomena e x i s t  and a r e  a s s o c i a t e d  i n  a  cer -  

t a i n  way. These phenomena a r e  s u r e l y  n o t  a l l  g iven  a t  t h e  same moment i n  t h e  

same manner, and t h i s  i nvo lves  t h e  t h e o r e t i c a l  doubt i n  a l l  t h a t  i s  claimed a s  

knowledge. Returning t o  t h e  above example, i t  can be  s a f e l y  s a i d  t h a t  'P '  has  

consequences o r  expected r e s u l t s .  Suppose a l l  t h e s e  consequences (namely i f  

one touches t h e  dog wi th  h i s  t o e s  one would f e e l  s o f t  f u r . . . e t c .  e t c . )  a r e  

named ' S t .  It i s  q u i t e  important  t o  s e e  t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between 'P'  and ' S ' ;  

'P '  does n o t  e n t a i l  ' S t .  I n  o t h e r  words t h e  s ta tement  t h a t  ' t h e r e  i s  a dog 

under t h i s  t a b l e '  does no t  e n t a i l  t h e  consequent s t a t emen t s :  "he f e e l s  t h e  s o f t  



P 

fur . . .e tc . I1 So i f  we say 'P bu t  n o t  S ' ,  i t  i s  no t  s e l f - c o n t r a d i c t o r y .  Yes, 

'S '  can be  i n f e r r e d  from 'P' b u t  'P '  does no t  e n t a i l  ' S f .  The number of 'S '  

t h a t  can  be  i n f e r r e d  from 'P I  i s  unl imi ted  and any of t h e s e  consequent s t a t e -  

ments may n o t  t u r n  o u t  a s  expected o r  may prove t o  be  f a l s e .  So a t  no t ime 

can one claim c e r t a i n t y  or i n f a l l i b i l i t y  i n  knowing empi r i ca l  s t a t emen t s .  The --- -- 
-- 

fo l lowing  quo ta t ion  from Carnap1s paper "Tes t a b i l i t ~  and ~ e a n i n ~ " ,  -g ives  a  

s t r o n g  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  t o  t h i s  argument: 

These i n f e r r e d  sen tences  a r e  p r e d i c t i o n s  about  f u t u r e  observa- 
t i o n s .  The number of such p r e d i c t i o n s  which we can  d e r i v e  
from t h e  sen tence  g iven  i s  i n f i n i t e ;  and t h e r e f o r e  t h e  sen tence  
can never be completely v e r i f i e d .  To b e  s u r e ,  i n  many c a s e s  we 
reach  a  p r a c t i c a l l y  s u f f i c i e n t  c e r t a i n t y  a f t e r  a  s m a l l  number 
of p o s i t i v e  i n s t a n c e s ,  t hen  we s t o p  experimenting. But t h e r e  
is  always t h e  t h e o r e t i c a l  p o s s i b i l i t y  of cont inuing  t h e  s e r i e s  
of t e s t  observa t ion .  Therefore  h e r e  no complete v e r i f i c a t i o n  
i s  p o s s i b l e  b u t  only a  p roces s  of g r a d u a l l y  i n c r e a s i n g  confirma- 
t i on .11  

BASIC PROPOSITIONS 

The preceding d i s c u s s i o n  has  poin ted  o u t  i n  unambiguous terms t h a t  

n e i t h e r  knowledge e n t a i l s  c e r t a i n t y  nor  t h e  method i n  i n q u i r y  e n t a i l s  i n f a l l i -  

b i l i t y .  But t h e  ques t ion  of b a s i c  p r o p o s i t i o n s  i s  s t i l l  undecided. They a r e  

c a l l e d  i n c o r r i g i b l e  p r o p o s i t i o n s  o r  exp res s ive  s t a t emen t s  i n  t h e  s e n s e  t h a t  

they  claim t o  d e s c r i b e  t h e  phenomenal f a c t s  a c c u r a t e l y .  It i s  argued t h a t  

such p ropos i t i ons  a r e  not  p r e d i c t i v e  -- have no consequences -- and hence 

t h e r e  is no p o s s i b i l i t y  f o r  one t o  go wrong when one d e s c r i b e s  any p h y s ' c a l  

event .  I n s t e a d  of saying t h a t  t h e r e  i s  a  dcg,  i f  one s a y s  "It looks  t o  me a s  

i f  t h e r e  is  a  dog" n o t  implying t h a t  t h e r e  i s  a  dog, one i s  express ing  a b a s i c  

e p r o p o s i t i o n  and i s  n o t  l i k e l y  t o  go wrong. Accurate  d e s c r i p t i o n  of each 



phcnomcnal a c t  i n  pu re ly  sensory  terms is  humanly p o s s i b l e .  Again t h e  d i f f i -  

c u l t y  i s  bound t o  a r i s e  from t h e  s t a t e  of mind of t h e  p e r c e i v e r  h imse l f .  

A. J. Ayer has g iven  t h e  fo l lowing  example. Quoting Berke ley ' s  s ta tement :  

" i f  we were placed i n  such and such c i rcumstances ,  and such o r  such  a  p o s i t i o n  

and d i s t a n c e ,  both from t h e  e a r t h  and t h e  sun ,  we should pe rce ive  t h e  former 

t o  move." A. J. Ayer adds:  

It might ve ry  w e l l  happen t h a t  when we were placed i n  them w e  
d i d  n o t  pe rce ive  t h e  e a r t h  t o  move a t  a l l ,  no t  because i t  w a s  
n o t  1 wing b u t  because we were i n a t t e n t i v e ,  o r  looking i n  t h e  
wrong d i r e c t i o n ,  o r  our  view was i n  some way obscured,  o r  be- 
cause  we were s u f f e r i n g  from some p h y s i o l o g i c a l  o r  psychologi- 
c a l  disorder . . .we might r u l e  ou t  t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  of physio- 
l o g i c a l  d i s o r d e r  by adding a  f u r t h e r  h y p o t h e t i c a l  t o  t h e  e f f e c t  
t h a t  i f  t h e  p h y s i o l o g i s t  were t o  examine him o r  r a t h e r ,  were t o  
seem t o  examine him...but t hen  we should r e q u i r e  a f u r t h e r  hypo- 
t h e t i c a l  t o  guard a g a i n s t  t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  t h a t  t h e  p h y s i o l o g i s t  
himself was undergoing a n  i l l u s i o n :  and s o  ad inf in i tum.12  

Again t h e  d i f f i c u l t y  a g a i n s t  t h e  assumed c e r t a i n t y  of t h e  d e s c r i p t i o n  

of each phenomenzl a c t  a r i s e s  from t h e  f a c t  t h a t  each of t h e  p r e s e n t  judg- 

ments i s  t o  be  decided i n  f u t u r e  when one w i l l  have t o  depend on memory. For 

t h e  sake  of argument l e t  u s  suppose t h a t  t h e  phenomenal event  has  been cor-  

r e c t l y  descr ibed .  Does t h e  accuracy of t h e  p r e s e n t  d e c : r i p t i o n  a lone  by it- 

s e l f  guarantee  t h e  c e r t a i n t y  of t h e  b a s i c  p ropos i t i on?  I f  a n  i n f e r r e d  exper- 

i ence  does n o t  occur ,  t hen  evi .dent ly t h e r e  w a s  some e r r o r  i n  t h e  d e s c r i p t i o n  

of t h e  o r i g i n a l  b a s i c  p r o p o s i t i o n .  I t  i s ,  then ,  n o t  i n c o r r e c t  t o  conclude 

t h a t  t h e  program of express ing  each of t h e  succes s ive  phenomenal a c t s  cannot 

be a c c u r a t e l y  c a r r i e d  through. Common sense  r e j e c t s  t h e  n o t i o n  t h a t  know- 

ledge  e n t a i l s  c e r t a i n t y  i n  t h e  s e n s e  of a  b a s i c  p ropos i t i on .  

But t h i s  l i n e  o i  t h ink ing  should no t  l ead  one t o  t h e  conclus ion  t h a t  

t h e r e  i.s no knowledge a s  such. By removing c e r t a i n t y  from knowledge we do no t  

des t roy  knowledge i t s e l f .  Before t h i s  conclus ion  i s  drawn some d i s c u s s i o n  on 



t h e  sense-datum argument is  q u i t e  necessary.  

I t  has been argued t h a t  i t  is  u n l i k e l y  o r  imposs ib le  f o r  anyone t o  

ever  pe rce ive  a  p h y s i c a l  o b j e c t  a s  i t  r e a l l y  i s  because of t h e  frequency of 

appearances wi th  which one i s  deceived.  I t  i s  t h e  sense-datum which is  

d i r e c t l y  perce ived .  Suppose a n  envelope i s  he ld  up t o  an  audience  and i t  i s  

seen  by a l l .  Suppose John was a l s o  s i t t i n g  t h e r e  and he viewed t h e  envelope 

from a reasonable  d i s t a n c e  from where i t  looked l i k e  a  wh i t e  pa t ch  of a  cer -  

t a i n  co lour .  This  image of a  wh i t e  pa t ch  i s  t h e  f i r s t  t h ing  presented  by h i s  

s enses  and t h i s  i n i t i a l  a f te r - image  ( a s  commonly termed by G.  E. Moore) i s  

t h e  sense-datum. I t  is  argued t h a t  t h i s  af ter- image of t h e  envelope i s  d i f f e r -  

e n t  from person  t o  person.  G.  E. Moore a rgues :  

There i s  an  a b s u r d i t y  i n  supposing t h a t  any one of t h e  a f t e r -  
images which I saw could a l s o  have been seen  by anyone e l s e :  
i n  supposing t h a t  two d i f f e r e n t  people  can  never  s e e  t h e  very  
same a f  ter-images . l3 

But t h e  acceptance of Moore's argument c r e a t e s  some d i f f i c u l t i e s .  I f  

no two persons can s e e  t h e  ve ry  same af te r - images ,  t hen  no two persons  w i l l  

p e rce ive  t h e  very  same o b j e c t .  I t  fo l lows  t h a t  t h e  k.lowledge a t t a i n e d  by 

pe rcep t ion  i s  h igh ly  s u b j e c t i v e  and n o t  o b j e c t i v e  a t  a l l .  This  i s  a  ve ry  un- 

p l e a s a n t  conclus ion  indeed t o  say  t h a t  t h e  knowledge a t t a i n e d  by sense- 

pe rcep t ion  through af ter- images i s  such t h a t  no two d i f f e r e n t  persons  can ever  

be  i n  agreement and y e t  i n  t h e  s c i e n t i f i c  world " o b j e c t i v e  method" and "common- 

agreementsf '  a r e  t h e  most p r i zed  phrases .  

How can  one f i n d  o u t  t h a t  t h e  af ter- images seen  by ' A '  and by ' B '  a r e  

n o t  t h e  same. This  l e a d s  t o  t h e  a p p l i c a t i o n  of some procedure t o  c a r r y  ou t  a n  

experiment t o  record t h e  af ter- images a c c u r a t e l y .  I t  i s  h igh ly  improbable t o  

d iscover  some such technique  t o  a s c e r t a i n  t h e  t r u t h  of t h i s  s ta tement .  
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Thi s  af ter- image o r  sense-datum only endures f o r  t h e  l i m i t e d  per iod  of 

i t s  apprehension. I f  t h e  impression of t h e  envelope has a l r e a d y  been formed 

i n  t h e  mind of t h e  p e r c e i v e r ,  t hen  t h e  sense-datum of t h e  envelope w i l l  b e  

s u f f i c i e n t  t o  produce a n  awareness t h a t  an  envelope has been seen  by him. 

Proper  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  of t h e  sense-datum of any p h y s i c a l  o b j e c t  t hus  pre- 
, 

supposes t h e  e x i s t e n c e  of a  proper  concept  of t h e  p h y s i c a l  0 b j e c t . b  t h e m i n d .  

This  r u l e .  o u t  completely t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  of s ee ing  t h e  whole o b j e c t  by d i r e c t  

pe rcep t ion .  The concept  of t h e  whole o b j e c t  i s  a l r e a d y  i n  t h e  mind. What t h e  

pe rce ive r  does is  t h a t  he  ca t ches  a  gl impse of t h e  sense-datum which is  a  p a r t  

and not  t h e  whole of t h e  o b j e c t ,  and then  t h e  r e s t  of t h e  o b j e c t  i s  construed 

w i t h i n  one ' s  mind through t h e  concept  t h a t  a l r e a d y  e x i s t s .  And by t h i s  pro- 

c e s s  then ,  one w i l l  be  l e d  t o  t h e  i l l u s i o n  of one ' s  mind. Th i s  d i s c u s s i o n  w i l l  

b e  concluded a f t e r  reviewing t h e  argument t h a t  on ly  t h e  'appearances '  o r  

' l ooks '  of o b j e c t s  and n o t  t h e  p h y s i c a l  o b j e c t s  a r e  seen.  G. E. Moore s a y s  

t h a t  i n  t h e  c a s e  of a  t r a n s p a r e n t  body l i k e  a  drop of c l e a r  wa te r ,  i t  i s  

p o s s i b l e  t h a t  one can s e e  t h e  whole o b j e c t  a t  once; b u t  when one s e e s  a n  

opaque body, one does n o t  s e e  a l l  t h e  p a r t s  of i t s  s u r f a c e  nor  i t s  i n s i d e .  A 

necessary  cond i t i on  of d i r e c t  pe rcep t ion  i s  t h a t  one should s e e  every b i t  of 

i t  a t  once. I f  one does n o t  s e e  t h a t ,  then  he  s e e s  t h e  ' appearances1  o r  

' l ooks '  of t h e  phys i ca l  o b j e c t s  b u t  n o t  t h e  o b j e c t s .  According t o  t h e  above 

argument t h e s e  ' l ooks '  and 'appearances '  a r e  q u i t e  d i s t i n c t  from t h e  o b j e c t s .  

I n  o t h e r  words one who pe rce ives  t h e  'appearances1 does n o t  pe rce ive  t h e  ob- 

j e c t s .  Appearances, t h u s ,  a r e  mis leading  and dece ive  human pe rcep t ion .  They 
r 

k l e a d ,  i t  can  be  argued,  t o  t h e  a c q u i s i t i o n  of wrong informat ion  about  t he  ob- 
i 
t 
i j e c t s .  I t  is  q u i t e  l i k e l y  t h a t  sometimes (but  no t  a l l  t imes)  we a r e  deceived 
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s t i c k  put  i n t o  water  g i v e s  wrong informat ion  about  t h e  t r u e  n a t u r e  of t h e  

s t i c k .  But t o  g e n e r a l i s e  from t h i s  t h a t  only i l l u s i o n s  a r e  seen  and n o t  r e a l  

o b j e c t s  is  h ighly  improper. It is  t r u e  t h a t  one does no t  d i r e c t l y  s e e  every j 
b i t  of an  opaque body a t  once, b u t  a t  t h e  same t ime one does no t  t h i n k  t h a t  1 I 

one s e e s  only t h a t  p a r t  of t h e  s u r f a c e  of t h e  hand turned  towards one, and not  
q 

I 
1 

t h e  hand i t s e l f .  When we look  a t  t h e  c lock ,  we do n o t  t h i n k  t h a t  we j u s t  s e e  

i 
t h e  f a c e  of t h e  c lock  and n o t  t h e  c lock  i t s e l f .  S i m i l a r l y  w e  do no t  s a y  t h a t  d 
we s e e  t h e  roundness of t h e  c o i n  and n o t  t h e  c o i n  i t s e l f .  Do we eve r  t h i n k  i 

1 
t h a t  we pe rce ive  t h e  appearance of a n  obj  e c  t s e p a r a t e l y  from t h e  ob j e c t '  i t s e l f ?  

Such language c r e a t e s  confusion.  We s e e  t h a t  t h e  look  of t h e  c o i n  i s  seen  

s e p a r a t e l y  from t h e  co in .  The s p e c i a l  terminology used i n  t h i s  con tex t  l e a d s  

one t o  t h i n k  t h a t  appearances of t h i n g s  a r e  i n t e rposed  somewhere between t h e  

I 
p e r c e i v e r  and t h e  o b j e c t s  and t h a t  t h e s e  appearances have p h y s i c a l  forms of 1 

1 
t h e i r  own which make them apprehens ib l e  s e p a r a t e l y  from t h e  o b j e c t s .  This  1 

looks  r a t h e r  absurd. Indeed,  one becomes aware of t h e  ' l ooks '  of a n  o b j e c t  
I 

4 ' I 

b u t  t h i s  awareness is  n o t  thought  of a s  something q u i t e  s e p a r a t e  from t h e  ob- 

j e c t .  I:. t h e  green  look  of t h e  l e a f  perce ived  a t  one t ime,  and t h e  green  l e a f  
I 

i t s e l f  a t  ano the r  t ime? 

Knowledge Is P o s s i b l e  

I n  t h e  end, t h e r e f o r e ,  i n  r e j e c t i n g  t h e  'sense-datum' w e  r e j e c t  t h e  

l i n g u i s t i c  confus ion  and t h e  mis leading  terminology f u l l  of words as ' l o o k s ' ,  

' appearances ' ,  'seems' ,  ' a s  i f '  and s o  on,  b u t  no t  t h e  essence  of t h e  argument 

t h a t  knowledge i s  n o t  c e r t a i n . '  Th i s  acceptance  of u n c e r t a i n t y  i n  knowledge of 

empi r i ca l  p r o p o s i t i o n s  i n  no way l e a v e s  one i n  t h e  l a p  of t h e  s k e p t i c  who j u s t  i 
s c o f f s  a t  one ' s  p u r s u i t  of 'knowledge' which is  non-exis tent  from h i s  s tand-  
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p o i n t .  Knowledge i s  p o s s i b l e  and i t  i s  der ived  from exper ience  and i s  f u r t h e r  

t e s t e d  i n  experience.  I t  is  t r u e  t h a t  exper ience  does n o t  d i r e c t l y  y i e l d  a l l  

knowledge; most of i t  i s  i n d i r e c t  and i s  v e r i f i e d  by t h e  u s e  of i n d u c t i v e  in-  

f e r ences  based on d i r e c t  observation. There i s  noth ing  wrong i n  accep t ing  

t h e  c la ims  of p r o b a b i l i t i e s  a s  knowledge, f o r  t h e r e  i s  no o t h e r  kind of know- 

ledge.  And t h i s  is  t h e  answer t o  t h e  ques t ion  whether t h e  knowledge of m a t e r i a l  

o b j e c t s  de r ived  by means of s e n s o r i a l  c o n t a c t  can  claim t h e  s t a t u s  of t r u e  

knowledge. 

MATHEMATICAL CERTAINTIES AND LOGICAL TRUTHS 

I n  t h i s  s e c t i o n  t h e  ques t ion  w i l l  be: Can one j u s t i f i a b l y  c la im 

a b s o l u t e  c e r t a i n t y  and i n f a l l i b i l i t y  f o r  mathematical  c e r t a i n t i e s  and l o g i c a l  

t r u t h s ?  It  i s  claimed t h a t  knowledge of t h i s  kind i s  independent of t h e  

senses  and so  belongs t o  a s u p e r i o r  a prior; orde r .  This  kind of knowledge, 

i t  i s  argued,  i s  n o t  coloured by t h e  senses  o r  op in ions  of people  and hence 

i t  i s  more t rus twor thy  than  t h e  knowledge of t h e  p h y s i c a l  world de r ived  

through sense-experience. According t o  t h e  r a t i o n a l i s t s ,  t h e  only source  of 

knowledge i s  thought ,  and whatever t r u t h s  t h a t  t h e  world has come t o  know, 

i t  has  come t o  know through human thought .  I d e a l  mathematical  o b j e c t s  have 

no p h y s i c a l  ex i s t ence .  They can  b e  understood,  bu: t h e i r  exac t  exemplif ica-  

t i o n  i s  impossible .  Again, i f  a geometr ic  f i g u r e  f a i l s  t o  demonstrate  t h e  

r e l a t i o n s h i p s  o r  s p e c i f i c  p r i n c i p l e s  f o r  which i t  i s  c o n s t r u c t e d ,  i t  i s  no t  

t h e  p r i n c i p l e s  t h a t  a r e  f a l s i f i e d  b u t  i t  i s  t h e  f i g u r e  t h a t  f a l l s  s h o r t  of 

f u l l y  r ep re sen t ing  t h e  t r u t h  of t h e  i d e a l  mathematical  f i g u r e .  R a t i o n a l i s t s  



claim t h a t  t h i s  kind of knowledge is necessary  and c e r t a i n ,  f o r  evidence from 

obse rva t ion  can never r e f u t e  i t  and i t  i s  a  was te  of t ime t o  doubt about  i t s  

c e r t a i n t y .  I I 
I 
I 

A s  a g a i n s t  t h i s ,  i t  i s  argued t h a t  p r o p o s i t i o n s  of mathematical  ce r -  1 
t a i n t i e s  and l o g i c  were i n d u c t i v e  g e n e r a l i z a t i o n s  based on such a l a r g e  number 

, 

of i n s t a n c e s  t h a t  i t  seemed i n c r e d i b l e  t o  imagine t h a t  a  c o n t r a r y  c a s e  could  

ever  a r i s e .  P a s t  exper ience  of t h e i r  a p p l i c a t i o n  has  g iven  very  good reasons  1 

f o r  supposing t h a t  they  a r e  c e r t a i n  b u t  l i k e  e m p i r i c a l  hypotheses,  they  a r e  

t h e o r e t i c a l l y  f a l l i b l e .  

These t r u t h s  a r e  n o t  i n n a t e  i n  t h e  s e n s e ' t h a t  men a r e  born  knowing 

i 
them. It i s  q u i t e  obvious t h a t  t hey  have t o  be l ea rned  i n  t h e  same way a s  

o t h e r  s u b j e c t s  a r e  l ea rned .  It is  n o t  d i f f i c u l t  t o  ag ree  w i t h  M i l l  when h e  

s t a t e s  t h a t  t hey  a r e  based on exper ience .  One has  exper ience  of p a r t i c u l a r  

squa res  be fo re  one forms an  i d e a  of t h e  u n i v e r s a l  squareness .  One's e a r l y  

exper ience  of p a r t i c u l a r  squa res  enables  one t o  pe rce ive  a  r e l a t i o r - , h i p  be- 1 
" ?I 

tween t h e  u n i v e r s a l  squareness  and c e r t a i n  p r o p e r t i e s  such a s  r e c t i l i n e a r i t y  
Y 

iip ' 

o r  e q u i l a t e r a l n e s s .  But a t  t h e  same t ime i t  should b e  accepted t h a t  t o  some 

e x t e n t  they  a r e  independent of exper ience  i n  t h e  s e n s e  t h a t  they  do n o t  need 

any r e f e r e n c e  t o  exper ience  f o r  t h e i r  v e r i f i c a t i o n .  I n  t h i s  s ense  they  a r e  

d i f f e r e n t  from e m p i r i c a l  p ropos i t i ons .  Once a  mathematical  p r o p o s i t i o n  is 

discovered  through an  i n d u c t i v e  p roces s ,  i t  a t t a i n s  q u i t e  a d i f f e r e n t  s t a t u s  

i n  being a t  once necessary  and u n i v e r s a l .  But t h e  a t t a inmen t  of t h e i r  uni-  

v e r s a l i t y  l a r g e l y  depends on agreement n o t  t o  a l low them t o  be  o therwise .  To 

abandon t h e  common agreement is  t o  abandon t h e  very  p r i n c i p l e  on which is  

based t h e  s u p e r s t r u c t u r e  of mathematics and t h i s  cannot b e  done wi thou t  s e l f -  

c o n t r a d i c t i o n .  I n  s h o r t ,  mathematical  p ropos i t i ons  a r e  i n  a sense  comrnonly 



accepted r u l e s  by which t h e  game of mathematics i s  played. _ _ -  

The ques t ion  whether mathematical  t r u t h s  c o n s t i t u t e  a priori  know- 

ledge  w i l l  be  b e s t  understood by a b r i e f  r e f e r e n c e  t o  Ayer 's  c r i t i c i s m  of 

Kantian i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  of pure mathematics wi th  pure  knowledge on t h e  grounds 

t h a t  mathematical  s t a t emen t s  a r e  s y n t h e t i c  a s  a g a i n s t  a n a l y t i c  judgments i n  

which t h e  p r e d i c a t e  'B'  belongs t o  s u b j e c t  ' A '  a s  something which was c o v e r t l y  

conta ined  i n  t h e  concept  of ' A ' :  

Analy t ic  judgments add noth ing  through t h e  p r e d i c a t e  t o  t h e  
concept of t h e  s u b j e c t ,  b u t  merely break  i t  up i n t o  t h o s e  
c o n s t i t u e n t  concepts  t h a t  have a l l  a long  been thought  i n  i t ,  
a l though confusedly.  Syn the t i c  judgments, on t h e  o t h e r  hand, 
add t o  t h e  concept  of t h e  s u b j e c t  a p r e d i c a t e ,  which h a s  n o t  
been i n  any way thought  i n  i t ,  and which no a n a l y s i s  could 
p o s s i b l y  e x t r a c t  from it. 14 

Kant t r i e d  t o  q u a l i f y  t h e  exp res s ion  '7+5=12' by c a l l i n g  i t  a s y n t h e t i c  

judgment on t h e  grounds t h a t  t h e  i d e a  of '12' could not  b e  thought  of by ana- 

l y z i n g  t h e  concept of t h e  sum of 7 and 5 .  He argued t h a t  t o  deny t h i s  propo- 

s i t i o n  '7+5 is  n o t  equa l  t o  1 2 '  i s  n o t  s e l f - c o n t r a d i c t o r y  and y e t  i t  is wrong. 

Th i s  was a very  c l e v e r  way of avoid ing  t h e  c r i t i c i s m  a g a i n s t  a priori  knowledge 

a s  tau to logous .  Ayer on t h e  o t h e r  hand sugges t s  t h a t  a p r o p o s i t i o n  i s  syn- 

t h e t i c  when i ts  v a l i d i t y  is  determined by t h e  f a c t s  of exper ience  and a n a l y t i c  

when i t s  v a l i d i t y  depends s o l e l y  on t h e  d e f i n i t i o n s  of t h e  s p b o l s  i t  c o n t a i n s .  

He g i v e s  t h e  example of a n  a n a l y t i c  p r o p o s i t i o n  a s  "Ei ther  some a n t s  a r e  para-  

s i t i c  o r  none a re . " l5  Th i s  i s  obviously a v a l i d  p r o p o s i t i o n  independent of 

experience.  Such a n a l y t i c  p r o p o s i t i o n s  a r e  empty of in format ion ,  y e t  they  "do 

e n l i g h t e n  u s  by i l l u s t r a t i n g  t h e  way i n  w k c h  we use  c e r t a i n  symbols. 1116 A=C 

i s  i n f e r r e d  from l o g i c a l  premises a s  A=B and B=C, which is  a t  once a c e r t a i n  

i n f e r e n c e ,  f o r  g iven  t h e  t r u t h  of t h e  premises ,  i t  cannot be anyth ing  e l s e ,  

P ropos i t i ons  of t h i s  n a t u r e  cannot be confuted i n  exper ience  because they do 



not  make any a s s e r t i o n  about  t h e  empi r i ca l  world. The argument t h a t  t h e  

p r o p o s i t i o n  '7+5=12' cannot be  r e f u t e d ,  r e s t s  on t h e  f a c t  t h a t  '7+5' i s  

synonymous wi th  '12' and i t  does n o t  g i v e  any empi r i ca l  in format ion .  These 4 
C 

mathematical p r o p o s i t i o n s  a r e  a l l  t r a c e a b l e  t o  i n i t i a l  agreement which can- 

no t  b e  denied without  i nvo lv ing  s e l f - c o n t r a d i c t i o n .  It is q u i t e  conce ivable  

t h a t  some d i f f e r e n t  i n i t i a l  agreement can b e  employed a s  a  b a s i s  of mathe- 

ma t i ca l  and l o g i c a l  p ropos i t i ons .  

From t h e  preceding d i s c u s s i o n  i t  i s  q u i t e  ev iden t  t h a t  t h e  mathemati- 

c a l  c e r t a i n t y  r e s t s  on t h e  acceptance  of some kind of i n i t i a l  agreement which 

may have been reached on some f a l s e  grounds and t h a t  deduct ions  i n f e r r e d  from 

a f a l s e  i n i t i a l  premise cannot y i e l d  a body of t r u e  knowledge. Th i s  l i n e  of 

t h ink ing  has  no j u s t i f i c a t i o n  looking  t o  t h e  mass of v a l i d  i n f e r e n t i a l  know- 

l edge  deduced from t h e  i n i t i a l  premises  of l o g i c  and mathematics.  Premises  

of v a l i d  deduct ions  a r e  h i g h l y  probable  i n d u c t i v e  g e n e r a l i z a t i o n s .  Again i t  

would be  a  mis take  t o  i n f e r  t h a t  l o g i c  and mathematics have l o s t  t h e i r  s t a t u s  

because t h e i r  s t a r t i n g  p o i n t s  o r  i n i t i a l  premises  a r e  probable  i n d u c t i v e  
I*$ - 

g e n e r a l i z a t i o n s .  It i s  d i f f i c u l t  t o  ag ree  w i t h  t h e  r a t i o n a l i s t i c  t r a d i t i o n  

i n  i t s  claim t h a t  t h e s e  t r u t h s  a r e  i n n a t e  and known i n  a  p re -ea r th ly  e x i s t e n c e  

only  t o  be  revea led  t o  r i g h t  s u b j e c t s  through t h e  e x e r c i s e  of some i n f a l l i b l e  

mental  f a c u l t y  o r  a n  e r r o r - f r e e  i n t u i t i o n .  To deny t h i s  c la im is t o  f r e e  

knowledge from i t s  untenable  myster ious  metaphys ica l  web fash ioned  by per fec-  

t i o n i s t s .  

The argument t h a t  knowledge i s  t h e  outcome of t h e  e x e r c i s e  of some in-  

f a l l i b l e  mental  f a c u l t y  o r  e r r o r - f r e e  i n t u i t i o n  can be a t t acked  from a  d i f f e r -  l 

e n t  s t andpo in t .  According t o  t h e  i n f a l l i b i l i s t s ,  knowing r e f e r s  t o  some spe- 

c i a l  s t a t e  of mind and i t  is  a s s e r t e d  t h a t  i t  is  imposs ib le  f o r  anyone t o  be ! 
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i n  such a  s t a t e  or  mind u n l e s s  what i t  ( t h i s  s p e c i a l  s t a t e  of mind)revea ls  t o  

him i s  r e a l l y  t r u e .  I n  c a s e  what i s  revea led  t u r n s  o u t  t o  be f a l s e  o r  i n  

o t h c r  words i f  what one has  come t o  t h i n k  t o  be t r u e  should prove t o  be f a l s e ,  

t hen  i t  i s  argued t h a t  one i s  mistaken about t h e  c h a r a c t e r  of o n e ' s  s t a t e  of 

mind. It means t h a t  one cannot know anything u n l e s s  h e  i s  i n  t h i s  s p e c i a l  
. . 

s t a t e  of mind. This  l i n e  of t h ink ing  makes t h e  posses s ion  of a s p e g i a l - s t a t e  - . 

of mind n o t  on ly  a  s u f f i c i e n t  c o n d i t i o n  b u t  a l s o  a  necessary  one. It i s  

claimed t h a t  t h i s  s p e c i a l  s t a t e  of mind i s  unique i n  c h a r a c t e r  and d e f i e s  any 

a n a l y s i s .  Is t h e r e  any evidence t o  suppor t  t h e  e x i s t e n c e  of any such s t a t e ?  

It may be  agreed t h a t  people  exper ience  a  kind of f e e l i n g  when they  say ,  "We 

f i r m l y  o r  r e l u c t a n t l y  o r  h e s i t a n t l y  b e l i e v e  t h a t  something is  t h e  case ."  But 

'be ing  i n  a  s t a t e  of f i r m l y  b e l i e v i n g  t h a t  something is  t h e  case '  does n o t  

always l e a d  one t o  t r u e  knowledge. I f ,  f o r  t h e  sake  of argument, t h e  f e e l i n g  

of 'being q u i t e  s u r e '  i s  poin ted  ou t  t o  b e  t h e  evidence of some kind of spe- 

c i a l  i n f a l l i b l e  mental  s t a t e  of knowing, then  what is  f i r m l y  be l i eved  should 

be  n e c e s s a r i l y  t r u e ,  b u t  t h i s  i s  n o t  t h e  case .  So i t  fo l lows  t h a t  'being q u i t e  - 

s u r e '  does n o t  t e s t i f y  t o  t h e  e x i s t e n c e  of a s p e c i a l  i n f a l l i b l e  menta l  s t a t e  

of knowing. I f  t h e r e  e x i s t s  some s p e c i a l  s t a t e  of mind which when exe rc i sed  

i n s t i t u t e s  i n f a l l i b l e  t r u t h ,  i t  must b e  one of some s u p e r i o r  n a t u r e ,  o r  s:Iper- 

i o r  o rde r  t o  t h e  one which l e a d s  t o  a  f i rm  b e l i e f .  Consider t h e  fo l lowing  

s t a t emen t s  t o  i l l u s t r a t e  t h e  argument: 

(1) John b e l i e v e s  t h a t  P 

(2) John knows t h a t  P 

I n  t h e  f i r s t  s ta tement  John r e v e a l s  h i s  f i rm b e l i e f .  I n  o t h e r  words, 

he has  performed some s p e c i a l  kind of c o g n i t i v e  a c t  i n  having f i rm  f a i t h  i n  P.  

I n  t h e  second s t a t emen t ,  accord ing  t o  t h e  above l i n e  of argument, John per- 
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forms a  h igher  i n f a l l i b l e  c o g n i t i v e  a c t  of some s u p e r i o r  o rde r  which p u t s  him 

i n  a  s p e c i a l  mental s t a t e  of knowing. Now what happens when we t a k e  t h e  

example 'John knows t h a t  P '  meaning t h a t  John a l s o  has  come t o  f i r m l y  b e l i e v e  

t h a t  P? Here, John i s  supposed t o  have performed, i f  t h e  above l i n e  of argu- 

ment i s  accepted ,  two a c t s  -- one of being i n  a  s p e c i a l  menta l  s t a t e  of be- 

l i e v i n g  and another  of being i n  a n  i n f a l l i b l e  menta l  s t a t e  of knowing a t  t h e  

same time. This  is  absurd.  When John says ,  "he knows t h a t  P" he i s  i n  no 

way performing any s u p e r i o r  c o g n i t i v e  a c t  o t h e r  t han  t h a t  of 'be ing  s u r e ' .  

Be l i e f  i n d i c a t e s  i n  i t s  common u s e  d i f f e r e n t  l e v e l s  of b e l i e v i n g ;  f o r  

example, be l i ev ing  f i rmly ,  o r  r e l u c t a n t l y  o r  h e s i t a n t l y ,  b u t  knowledge does 

no t .  People do n o t  s ay  "knowing r e l u c t a n t l y  o r  h e s i t a n t l y "  and as such know- 

ing  and be l i ev ing  cannot b e  c l a s s i f i e d  a s  c o g n i t i v e  a c t s  a long  t h e  same con- 

tinuum. When John s a y s  t h a t  he  b e l i e v e s  f i rmly ,  o r  b e l i e v e s  h e s i t a n t l y ,  what 

he r e v e a l s  a r e  h i s  vary ing  c o g n i t i v e  menta l  s t a t e s ,  b u t  when one s a y s  t h a t  one 

knows, one does n o t  d e s c r i b e  one ' s  s u b j e c t i v e  mental  s t a t e .  To understand 

p rope r ly  t h e  s ta tement  'John b e l i e v e s  t h a t  P ' ,  what i s  needed i s  t o  f i n d  appro- 

p r i a t e  i n d i c a t i o n s  about  t h e  psychologica l  s t a t e  of ~ o h n ' s  mind (whether h e  

f i r m l y  b e l i e v e s  o r  r e l u c t a n t l y  b e l i e v e s  t h a t  P) and only a f t e r  c a r e f u l l y  

examining t h i s  s t a t e  can  one say  t h a t  t h e  b e l i e f  he ld  by John is  c o r r e c t  o r  

wi thout  grounds; b u t  one can never  s ay  t h a t  b e l i e f  does n o t  e x i s t .  One can 

only r e f l e c t  and g i v e  one ' s  op in ion  about  t h e  c o r r e c t n e s s  of John ' s  b e l i e f  b u t  

one cannot t o t a l l y  r e j e c t  i t .  With knowledge one can  r e j e c t  t h e  claim 

straight-a-way wi thout  r e f e r r i n g  t o  t h e  pe r son ' s  psychologica l  s t a t e  b u t  

merely by proving t h e  inadequacy of t h e  t r u t h  of f a c t u a l  r e f e rence .  This  ex- 

p l a n a t i o n  p o i n t s  t o  t h e  inadequacy of t h e  t r a d i t i o n a l  view t h a t  knowing and 

b e l i e v i n g  a r e  r e l a t e d  forms of menta l  a c t i v i t y .  I t  l e a d s  t o  denying t h a t  know- 



ing  has merely a  ment:al o r  psychologica l  r e f e rence .  

I t  i s  n o t  d i f f i c u l t  t o  a g r e e  wi th  t h e  view t h a t  ' be l i ev ing  t h a t '  has  

a  pu re ly  psychologica l  r e f e r e n c e  b u t  t o  extend t h i s  q u a l i f i c a t i o n  t o  'knowing 

t h a t '  and a s s e r t  t h a t  i t  is  merely a  c o g n i t i v e  f a c u l t y  o r  menta l  s t a t e  i s  t o  

v i o l a t e  t h e  t r u t h  cond i t i on  which e x p l i c i t l y  r e f e r s  t o  f a c t u a l  a s s e r t i o n .  It 

i s  s a i d  s o  a p t l y  by J. L. Aus t in :  

S i m i l a r l y ,  say ing  "I know" i s  t ak ing  a  new plunge. But i t  is 
no t  say ing  "I have performed a  s p e c i a l l y  s t r i k i n g  f e a t  of 
cogn i t i on ,  s u p e r i o r ,  i n  t h e  same s c a l e  a s  b e l i e v i n g  and being 
s u r e ,  even t o  being merely q u i t e  sure":  f o r  t h e r e  is  noth ing  
i n  t h a t  s c a l e  s u p e r i o r  t o  being q u i t e  sure.17 

Knowing Is An Achievement 

This  n o t i o n  of a n  i n f a l l i b l e  s t a t e  of mind can  a l s o  b e  a t t a c k e d  from 

a d i f f e r e n t  angle .  Knowing is  a n  achievement and n o t  a  menta l  performance o r  

psychologica l  a c t .  A s  a n  achievement ve rb ,  i t  is  q u i t e  d i f f e r e n t  from t h e  

a c t i v i t y  o r  p roces s  o r  t a s k  ve rbs .  For example, t h e  ques t ion  'what a r e  you 

doing? '  can be answered by say ing ,  "I a m  wr i t i ng" ,  o r  "I am running", o r  "I 

am reading",  b u t  n o t  by say ing ,  "I am knowing". An a c t i v i t y  can  b e  slow o r  

quick ,  c a r e f u l l y  planned o r  c a r e l e s s l y  c a r r i e d  o u t  b u t  t h i s  does n o t  apply t o  

a n  achievement. According t o  ~ ~ l e l '  p roper  understanding of t h e  d i s t i n c t i o n  

between achievement v e r b s  and t a s k  v e r b s  w i l l  l e a d  t o  a  b e t t e r  unders tanding  

of t h e  t r u t h  cond i t i on  wi th  r ega rd  t o  knowledge. To s e p a r a t e  achievement 

ve rbs  from t a s k  ve rbs ,  accord ing  t o  h i s  con ten t ion ,  i s  t o  undercut  a  l i k e l y  

source  of t h e  t r a d i t i o n a l  n o t i o n  t h a t  knowledge imp l i e s  n o t  only t r u t h  b u t  

a l s o  c e r t a i n t y .  The r e f e r e n c e  t o  r a t i o n a l i s t i c  t r a d i t i o n  i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  

mathematical p r o p o s i t i o n s  a r e  n o t  on ly  t r u e  b u t  a l s o  c e r t a i n .  I f  t h e  argument 



i:. reve r sed ,  i t  can  be  s a i d  t h a t  t h e  mind which comes t o  know c e r t a i n  t r u t h s  

(which cannot f a i l ) ,  must be possessed of some s p e c i a l  i n f a l l i b l e  f a c u l t y .  

I n  o t h e r  words, c e r t a i n  t r u t h s  could be der ived  only  from a n  e r r o r - f r e e  cogni- 

t i v e  f a c u l t y .  This  can be i l l u s t r a t e d  by cons ider ing  t h e  mathematical  s t a t e -  

ment '7+5=12'. One may argue  t h a t  t h e  s ta tement  '7+5=12' cannot  go wrong i n  
. , 

t h e  s ense  t h a t  i t  i s  n o t  dependent on t h e  changing s t a t e  o f - t h e  worJd. -From 

t h i s  one may be  l e d  t o  conclude f u r t h e r  t h a t  t h e  d e r i v a t i o n  of t h e  t r u t h  of 

t h e  express ion  '7+5=12' i s  t h e  r e s u l t  of t h e  a c t i v i t y  of some e r r o r - f r e e  

i n t u i t i v e  f a c u l t y .  ~ ~ l e ~ ~  p o i n t s  ou t  t h a t  t h i s  l i n e  of argument s tems from 

t h e  f a i l u r e  t o  g ra sp  t h e  d i s t i n c t i o n  between t a s k  ve rbs  and achievement ve rbs .  

Knowing i s  n o t  a performance a t  a l l  and s o  i t  cannot  b e  a n  i n f a l l i b l e  per- 

formance. Knowing is  r a t h e r  an  achievement. It may b e  q u i t e  easy  t o  under- 

s t and  t h e  d i s t i n c t i o n  between v e r b s  l i k e  ' f i g h t '  and 'win ' ,  where t h e  achieve-  

ment ve rb  'win' sugges t s  n o t  on ly  t h a t  some performance ( i . e .  t h a t  of f i g h t i n g )  

h a s  been gone through b u t  a l s o  t h a t  something has  been achieved by t h e  s u b j e c t  

as a r e s u l t  of going through t h i s  a c t i v i t y .  But w i t h  a ve rb  l i k e  'knowing', 

i t  becomes d i f f i c u l t  t o  f i n d  i t s  corresponding t a s k  verb .  Can ' s t r i v e  t o  

know' b e  a corresponding t a s k  verb? Is knowledge a r e s u l t  of some kind of 

conscious s t r i v i n g ?  Genera l ly  speaking,  knowing t a k e s  p l a c e  wi thout  t r y i n g  a t  

a l l .  The c o n t r a s t  between t h e  t a s k  ve rbs  and achievement v e r b s  of t h i s  kind 

I 

is very  obscure and t h i s  w i l l  r a i s e  many d i f f i c u l t i e s  i n  t h e  a p p l i c a t i o n  of 

[ Ryle ' s  theory  i n  o t h e r  ca ses .  Yet i t  he lps  by po in t ing  out  a k ind  of achieve- 

ment-task r e l a t i o n s h i p  between ve rbs .  'Knowing' be ing  a n  achievement involves  

no t r y i n g .  It denotes  some i n q u i r y  procedure which may o r  may n o t  f a i l ,  bu t  

i f  one knows ' t h a t  P '  one cannot be  mistaken.  This  i s  how t h e  ve rb  'knowing' 



c o g n i t i v e  s t a t e  of mind. 

KNOWLEDGE AND JUSTIFICATION 

We may now t u r n  t o  t h e  t h i r d  c o n d i t i o n  which is  c r u c i a l  t o  d i s t i n g u i s h -  

ing  genuine knowledge from chance b e l i e f .  J u s t  because X i s  t h e  c a s e  and John 

i s  s u r e  t h a t  i t  i s ,  John w i l l  n o t  b e  e n t i t l e d  t o  s ay ,  "I know t h a t  X i s  t h e  

case". Th i s  becomes q u i t e  r e l e v a n t  i n  a  c l a s s  s i t u a t i o n .  When a t eache r  a s k s  

a  s t u d e n t  whether he knows t h a t  t h e  sum of t h e  ang le s  of a t r i a n g l e  i s  equa l  

t o  two r i g h t  a n g l e s ,  what t h e  s t u d e n t  is c a l l e d  upon t o  do is  t o  o f f e r  some 

proof t o  suppor t  h i s  c la im t o  knowledge. When Tom s a y s ,  "John knows t h a t  t h e  

e a r t h  is  round" what h e  expresses  is  h i s  acceptancr  of John ' s  evidence i n  

suppor t  of h i s  c laim t o  knowledge. Th i s  may r a i s e  s e r i o u s  ques t ions .  

The f i r s t  is  t h e  problem of t h e  adequacy of evidence. For example, 

when Tom says ,  "John knows t h a t  P", what Tom is doing i s  express ing  h i s  

acceptance  of t h e  e n t i t l e m e n t  of John ' s  c laim t o  know ' t h a t  P I .  Now suppose 3 -  

we t r y  t o  f i n d  ou t  from Tom t h e  grounds on which John had based h i s  c laim t o  

know ' t h a t  P ' .  I f  i t  i s  found t h a t  John ' s  s tandard  of evidence i s  n o t  ade- 
I 

qua te ,  t hen  we a r e  e n t i t l e d  t o  s ay ,  "John does n o t  know t h a t  P". This  d i f f e r -  

ence between our judgment and t h a t  of Tom i n  t h e  acceptance  of John ' s  ev i -  

dence c l e a r l y  p o i n t s  ou t  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  s t anda rds  of e v i d e n t i a l  a p p r a i s a l  can  

d i f f e r  very  widely from person t o  person.  

Can i t  be  argued t h a t  t h e  evidence c o n d i t i o n  does no t  c o n s t i t u t e  a 

sufficient cond i t i on  f o r  t h e  t r u t h  of a  p ropos i t i on?  I n  o t h e r  words, i s  i t  

p o s s i b l e  f o r  n person t o  be  j u s t i f i e d  i n  b e l i e v i n g  a p ropos i t i on  t h a t  i s  jn  

f a c t  f a l s e ?  Suppose John s e e s  two men e n t e r i n g  h i s  o f f i c e ,  one of whom i s  



h i s  f r i e n d  Tom who is  c a r r y i n g  a l e a t h e r  bag i n  h i s  hand. The o t h e r  i s  B i l l  

whom John does not  know. John cons ide r s  Tom t o  be  a r e l i a b l e  and hones t  man. 

Suppose Tom informs him t h a t  he  owns t h e  bag which he  c a r r i e s  i n  h i s  r i g h t  

hand. I n  f a c t  he shows t h e  cash-memo t o  John t o  a s s u r e  him t h a t  he  had bought 

t h e  new beg on t h a t  very  day. On t h e  b a s i s  of t h i s  evidence,  John w i l l  be  

completely j u s t i f i e d  i n  b e l i e v i n g  t h a t  Tom owns a new bag. From t h e  s t a t emen t  

'Tom owns a new bzg' John deduces ano the r  s ta tement :  'Someone i n  h i s  o f f i c e  

owns a new bag' .  Is John j u s t i f i e d  i n  be l i ev ing  t h e  second s t a t emen t?  The 

v a l i d i t y  of t h e  second s ta tement  l i e s  i n  John ' s  b e l i e f  i n  t h e  t r u t h  of t h e  

f i r s t  s ta tement .  Now suppose Tom had deceived John by t e l l i n g  him t h a t  t h e  

bag belonged t o  him. I n  f a c t  t h e  bag belonged t o  B i l l  and n o t  t o  Tom. The 

s ta tement  'Tom owns a new bag' i s  f a l s e .  What about  t h e  second s ta tement :  

'Someone i n  h i s  o f f i c e  owns a bag '?  This  s ta tement  is  t r u e  even though John 

h a s  no evidence f o r  i t  except  t h a t  i t  i s  deduced from t h e  f i r s t  s ta tement  

which i s  f a l s e .  

To avoid t h i s  s i t u a t i o n ,  Michael Clark  has suggested t o  add one more 

cond i t i on  t o  t h e  o r i g i n a l  t h r e e  t o  s t r e n g t h e n  t h e  f o r c e  of t h e  t h i r d  cond i t i on .  

According t o  him t h e s e  f o u r  c o n d i t i o n s  w i l l  " j o i n t l y  g i v e  t h e  necessary  and 

s u f f i c i e n t  cond i t i ons  f o r  knowing t h a t  PI1. 2O 

H i s  f o u r  c o n d i t i o n s  a r e  a s  fo l lows:  

S knows t h a t  P i f  
( i )  P i s  t r u e ,  
( i i )  S b e l i e v e s  t h a t  P ,  
( i i i )  S i s  j u s t i f i e d  i n  b e l i e v i n g  t h a t  P,  
( i v )  S ' s  b e l i e f  t h a t  P i s  f u l l y  grounded.21 

Consider t h e  fo l lowing  example t o  determine whether t h e  a d d i t i o n  of 

a f u r t h e r  cond i t i on  he lps  t h e  d e f i n i t i o n  of knowledge any more. 

Suppose t h a t  John b e l i e v e s  t h a t  B i l l  owns a Ford on t h e  grounds t h a t  
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h i s  f r i e n d  Tom had t o l d  him yes t e rday  t h a t  B i l l  had always owned a  Ford. Tom 

was a  r e l i a b l e  f r i e n d  and h i s  in format ion  was c o r r e c t .  But today,  i n  t h e  

morning, B i l l  s o ld  h i s  Ford and rep laced  i t  wi th  a  Dodge. An hour l a t e r  B i l l  

was lucky enough t o  win a  Ford and now he i s  t h e  owner of two c a r s .  C l e a r l y  

t h i s  example s a t i s f i e s  C l a r k ' s  c o n d i t i o n  of ' f u l l y  grounded b e l i e f ' .  
/ 

It i s  q u i t e  obvious t h a t  t h i s  i s  a c l e a r  c a s e  of kno.wledge,-for-It i s  

based on ' f u l l y  grounded b e l i e f '  a!~d y e t  t h e  f a c t  i s  t h a t  John ' s  b e l i e f  t h a t  

B i l l  has  always owned a  Ford i s  c o r r e c t  only because of a lucky co inc idence  -- 

t h a t  B i l l  s o ld  h i s  Ford and a f t e r  a n  hour he  won a Ford i n  a  r a f f l e .  Th i s  

shows t h a t  M r .  C l a rk ' s  d e f i n i t i o n  i s  s t i l l  t o o  weak. 

A person may have evidence t o  j u s t i f y  h i s  b e l i e f  completely,  and y e t  

he  may f a i l  t o  be completely j u s t i f i e d  i n  b e l i e v i n g  what he  does.  Suppose 

John i s  a d e t e c t i v e  and a f t e r  cons ide rab le  r e s e a r c h  comes t o  b e l i e v e  t h a t  Tom 

had committed a  crime. I n  doing s o ,  l e t  u s  suppose t h a t  he  r e j e c t e d  t h e  

t r u t h f u l  tes t imony of a  r e l i a b l e  eye-witness t o  t h e  cr ime,  b u t  accepted  t h e  

wrong test imony of a c l e v e r  bu t  i gnoran t  person.  Both t h e  eye-witness and 

t h e  ignoran t  person t e s t i f i e d  t h a t  Tom had committed t h e  crime. John r e j e c t e d  

t h e  former b u t  accepted t h e  l a t t e r  and thus  h i s  b e l i e f ,  though t r u e ,  was based 

on i n c o r r e c t  evidence. Can t h i s  b e l i e f  b e  c a l l e d  j u s t i f i e d  b e l i e f  even though 

t h e  b e l i e f  has  i n c o r r e c t  evidence f o r  i t s  j u s t i f i c a t i o n ?  

A person may have evidence t o  j u s t i f y  h i s  b e l i e f  completely and h i s  

b e l i e f  i s  based on c o r r e c t  evidence;  y e t  he  ma- f a i l  t o  b e  completely j u s t i -  

f i e d  i n  be l i ev ing  what he  does I n  t h i s  c a s e  h e  may be unable ,  r a t h e r  say  

incapable ,  of provid ing  a l i n e  of reasoning t o  show how h i s  b e l i e f  i s  based on 

t h a t  p a r t i c u l a r  evidence.  Suppose a  d e t e c t i v e  has a  complicated mass of ev i -  

dence t o  conclude t h a t  John is t h e  murderer and suppose t h a t  t h i s  is  a  f a c t  



50 

and t h a t  t h e  d e t e c t i v e  has a f i r m  b e l i e f  t h a t  John is t h e  murderer;  and y e t  

he f a i l s  t o  provide  a complete l i n e  of reasoning t o  show how he had reached 

h i s  conclus ion  t h a t  John i s  t h e  murderer.  

The d i f f i c u l t y  a l s o  a r i s e s  when t h e  procedure of supply ing  evidence 

is  examined. My b e l i e f  ' t h a t  P '  i s  j u s t i f i e d  i f  t h e r e  is  some o t h e r  b e l i e f  

' t h a t  S t  which suppor t s  i t .  And t h e  b e l i e f  ' t h a t  S '  i s  j u s t i f i e d  on t h e  

grounds of ano the r  b e l i e f  ' t h a t  M ' .  Consider t h e  fo l lowing  conversa t ion :  

I 1  - John, what a r e  your grounds f o r  say ing  t h a t  B i l l  owns a 
house?" 

-"Well, Tom t o l d  me." 

-"What a r e  your grounds f o r  c laiming t h a t  Tom knows t h a t  B i l l  
owns a house?" 

-"He i s  r e l i a b l e  and hopes t .  He had seen  B i l l  l i v i n g  i n  h i s  
own house." 

-"What a r e  your grounds f o r  say ing  t h a t  Tom is a r e l i a b l e  
person?" 

I t  - I a m  h i s  c l o s e  f r i e n d  and a s  f a r  a s  I remember he  h a s  never  
been u n r e l i a b l e . "  

-"What a r e  your grounds t o  b e l i e v e  t h a t  your memory i s  r e l i a b l e ? "  

And thus  one can  go on and on, p u t t i n g  ques t ions  t h a t  would gene ra t e  i n f i n i t e  

r e g r e s s .  Can such a r e g r e s s  be  h a l t e d ?  A n a t u r a l  s t e p  i s  t o  a s k  whether a l l  

j u s t i f i c a t i o n  has t o  be  of t h i s  i n f e r e n t i a l  k ind .  

I n  t h e  school  s i t u a t i o n  q u i t e  a number of techniques  of e v i d e n t i a l  

a p p r a i s a l  a r e  app l i ed .  The main educa t iona l  o b j e c t i v e  is  t h e  achievement of 

knowledge and i n  t h i s  con tex t  what a s tuden t  has  come t o  l e a r n  i s  most o f t e n  

i n t e r p r e t e d  a s  he  has  come t o  know. The commonest way f o r  t h e  s t u d e n t  t o  

ea rn  h i s  r i g h t  t o  'knowing t h a t '  from 'learning t h a t '  i s  t o  produce adequate  

evidence. I t  is  equa l ly  e s s e n t i a l  f o r  a t eache r  t o  know whether h i s  s t u d e n t s  

have come t o  lcnow whatever he  has  t augh t  o r  i n  o t h e r  words whether h i s  teach- 
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i n s  has  been s u c c e s s f u l .  This  d e s i r e  f o r  t h e  t eache r  t o  a r r i v e  a t  a  c o r r e c t  

assessment of h i s  work wi th  h i s  s t u d e n t s  n a t u r a l l y  l e a d s  him t o  formula te  

some s u i t a b l e  t e s t i n g  procedure. And t h i s  formula t ion  of an  adequate  pro- 

cedure f o r  e v i d e n t i a l  a p p r a i s a l  w i l l  d i f f e r  very  widely i n  v a r i e d  s i t u a t i o n s  

f o r  they  involve  judgments t h a t  may d i f f e r  from person t o  person.  Outs ide  

t h e  schoo l  s i t u a t i o n  i n  everyday l i f e  one has  t o  f a c e  many complex s i t u a t i o n s  

and one has  t o  be  very  c a r e f u l  i n  cons ide r ing  t h e  adequacy of t h e  evidence 

forwarded i n  suppor t  of knowledge c la ims .  

Th i s  ques t ion  has a l s o  r e f e r e n c e  t o  t ime. Suppose John makes a s t a t e -  

ment about  a gene ra l  p r i n c i p l e  which was supposed t o  be  supported by c e r t a i n  

explana t ions .  Fu r the r  r e s e a r c h  i n  t h a t  f i e l d  shows t h a t  t h e  grounds which 

were once shown t o  be  suppor t ing  t h e  g e n e r a l  p r i n c i p l e  were wrong. A more 

competent and b e t t e r  exp lana t ion  i s  now a v a i l a b l e .  Can t h e  o ld  evidence s t i l l  

be  regarded a s  s u f f i c i e n t  t o  j u s t i f y  t h e  p r o p o s i t i o n  about  t h e  g e n e r a l  pr in-  

c i p l e ?  We would r a t h e r  expect  John t o  provide  us  wi th  t h e  new exp lana t ion  i n  

p l a c e  of t h e  o l d  one. The evidence which was considered adequate  a t  a c e r t a i n  
0 

t ime i s  n o t  adequate  now. 

This  ques t ion  of adequacy has  a l s o  r e f e r e n c e  t o  t h e  q u a l i t y  of evidence 

provided. Suppose John has  completely memorized t h e  proof of a  c e r t a i n  geo- 

m e t r i c a l  theorem wi thout  f u l l y  understanding a l l  t h e  s t e p s  involved.  When t h e  

s tuden t  i s  asked whether h e  knows t h e  theorem h e  p r e s e n t s  t h e  proof c o r r e c t l y .  

Of cou r se  he  secu res  f u l l  marks f o r  t h e  c o r r e c t  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  of t h e  proof .  

The ques t ion  w i l l  be: Does he know t h e  theorem? He i s  s u r e  t h a t  t h e  theorem 

i s  t r u e ,  f o r  i t  was i n  t h e  geometry t e x t  book and f u r t h e r  h i s  t e a c h e r ' s  

a u t h o r i t y  had supported h i s  b e l i e f  i n  t h e  t r u t h  of t h e  theorem. H i s  den~onstra-  

t i o n  i n  t h e  form of ' a c c u r a t e l y  w r i t t e n  proof '  c l e a r l y  i n d i c a t e s  h i s  having 



t h e  r i g h t  t o  b e  su re .  H i s  imperfec t  understanding of some of t h e  s t e p s  of 

h i s  proof may perhaps prevent  him from a r r i v i n g  a t  t h e  complete t r u t h  of t h e  

theorem b u t  one may never  know t h a t  he  did n o t  understand some of t h e  f a c t s .  

Does he e a r n  h i s  en t i t l emen t  t o  t h e  c la im of knowledge? The answer is  pro- 
3 

vided i n  t h e  a f f i r m a t i v e  by g iv ing  him f u l l  markss fo r  h i s  a c c u r a t e  demon- 
, 

s t r a t i o n ,  y e t  h i s  c la im should b e  r e j e c t e d  on t h e  grounds of t h e  q u a l i t y  of 

evidence.  

So f a r  t h e  c a s e s  t h a t  p o i n t  t o  d i f f e r e n t  s t anda rds  of e v i d e n t i a l  

a p p r a i s a l  have been cons idered .  We w i l l  now t u r n  t o  t h e  a c t u a l  d e f i n i t i o n s  

and f i n d  o u t  whether o r  n o t  t h e r e  i s  one which can cover  most of t h e  cases. 

ch isholm's  I n t e r p r e t a t i o n  

I n  e l a b o r a t i n g  t h e  e v i d e n t i a l  cond i t i on  Chisholm w r i t e s :  

... S has  adequate  evidence f o r  h  would r e f e r  t o  some mark of 
evidence. A mark, f o r  any s u b j e c t  S ,  ... would be,  f i r s t ,  
some s t a t e  of c o n d i t i o n  of S which could b e  desc r ibed  with- 
o u t  us ing  "know" o r  "perceive" o r  "evident",  o r  any o t h e r  
ep is temic  term. It would be ,  secondly,  a  s t a t e  such t h ~ t  S 
could n o t  be  s a i d  t o  make any mis take  a t  any t ime about  h i s  
being i n  t h a t  s t a t e  a t  t h a t  t ime. .  .And a mark f o r  S, t h a t  S 
has  adequs te  evidence f o r  a  p r o p o s i t i o n  o r  hypo thes i s  h ,  
would be ,  t h i r d l y ,  a  s t a t e  o r  cond i t i on  such t h a t ,  whenever 
S i s  i n  t h a t  cond i t i on ,  S t hen  has  adequate  evidence f o r  h .  22 

According t o  Chisholm t h e r e  i s  a c e r t a i n  mark which e n t i t l e s  S t o  

possess  adequate  evidence and t h a t  mark i s  a ' s t a t e  of c o n d i t i o n ' .  This  

phrase  i s  q u i t e  mis leading .  I n  t h e  f i r s t  p l a c e  i t  i s  r equ i r ed  t o  d e t e c t  

whether o r  no t  'S '  i s  i n  t h a t  ' s t a t e  of cond i t i on '  be fo re  accep t ing  evidence. 

How can one d e t e c t  t h a t  ' s t a t e  of cond i t i on '  which can be desc r ibed  wi thout  

us ing  'know', ' pe rce ive '  e t c . ?  When John is nsked t o  g i v e  evidence f o r  h i s  

c laim of knowledge, he  th inks  f o r  a  whi le ,  engages himself b r i e f l y  i n  t h e  

p r i v a t e  a c t i v i t y  of ga the r ing  evidcnce and then l i n e s  up h i s  reasoning i n  a  



I l o g i c a l  manner. I t  appears  t h a t  h e  i s  i n  some unique s t a t e  of c o n d i t i o n  bu t  

a c t u a l l y  t h i s  is nothing more than a kind o f  disposition t o  behave i n  a par- 

ticuZax way. It  i s  a  kind of performance a s  any o t h e r  performance i s  and 

i n d i v i d u a l s  d i f f e r  widely i n  t h e i r  performances. I f  i t  were some s p e c i a l  

s t a t e  of cond i t i on ,  i t  would be  unique i n  i t s  n a t u r e  and would no t  be d i f f e r -  

e n t  w i t h  d i f f e r e n t  i n d i v i d u a l s .  H i s  second cond i t i on  i s  much s t r o n g e r  and i t  

s i n g l e s  out  t h i s  s t a t e  of c o n d i t i o n  a s  s o  unique and s p e c i a l  a s  no t  t o  be m i s -  

taken a t  any t ime about  s 's  being i n  t h a t  cond i t i on .  The t h i r d  cond i t i on  i s  

q u i t e  t r i v i a l  f o r  i t  j u s t  s t a t e s  'S  is  S ' .  To b e  i n  t h a t  c o n d i t i o n  is  t o  

possess  s u r e  evidence,  o r  converse ly ,  t o  posses s  s u r e  evidence i s  t o  be i n  

t h a t  ' s t a t e  of c o n d i t i o n ' .  I f  t h i s  i s  s o ,  why should one d e t e c t  t h a t  ' s t a t e  

of cond i t i on '  which i s  i n d i c a t i v e  of ' s u r e  ev idence '?  S having s u r e  evidence 

i s  a s  good a s  having t h a t  ' s t a t e  of cond i t i on ' .  

Evidence 

The term 'adequate  evidence '  does no t  cover  a l l  t h e  l e g i t i m a t e  candi- 

d a t e s  of knowledge. Suppose i n  a s ta tement  'John knows t h a t  P ' ,  'P '  r e f e r s  

t o  some geometr ica l  theorem. What John is  supposed t o  g i v e  t o  c la im h i s  know- 

ledge  en t i t l emen t  is a  v a l i d  proof of t1.e theorem. I f  h e  i s  a b l e  t o  g i v e  

v a l i d  p roo f ,  he  knows ' t h a t  P ' .  I f  h e  i s  n o t  a b l e  t o  do s o ,  h i s  c la im f o r  

knowledge w i l l  b e  r e j e c t e d .  I n  t h i s  c a s e  t h e  term 'evidence '  i s  n o t  used a t  

a l l  and y e t  i t  i s  undoubtedly t h e  c a s e  of knowledge. I n  proving t h a t  one has 

knowledge of mathematics,  one provides  ' v a l i d  proof '  and not  ' ev idence ' .  The 

form of evidence may r i g h t l y  b e  used by a  m a g i s t r a t e  when h e  c a l l s  upon t h e  

defendant  t o  provide  adequate  evidence f o r  h i s  defence  bu t  when mathematicians 

meet, they r a t h e r  t a l k  about ' g iv ing  p roo f s '  r a t h e r  t han  ga the r ing  ' ev idence ' .  



The fo l lowing  example i s  borrowed from Chisholm: 

'Every a c t  of c h a r i t y  i s  r i g h t ' .  

Is i t  a p p r o p r i a t e  t o  u s e  t h e  phrase  ' ga the r ing  evidence '  f o r  a s c e r t a i n i n g  t h e  

t r u t h  of t h e  above judgment? When John s a y s ,  "Every a c t  of c h a r i t y  is r i g h t "  

John w i l l  b e  asked t o  g i v e  reasons  f o r  h i s  s ta tement  b u t  n o t  some ' ev idence ' ,  

o r  t o  i n d i c a t e  t h e  ' s t a t e  of John ' s  menta l  cond i t i on ' .  

Knowledge of Fee l ings  

The r e a l  d i f f i c u l t y  w i t h  t h e  u s e  of t h e  term 'evidence '  a r i s e s  w i th  

regard  t o  t h e  knowing of f e e l i n g s  and s e n s a t i o n s .  Suppose John says ,  "I know 

t h a t  I am very  angry." I f  we want t o  ques t ion  John about  h i s  p r i v a t e  f e e l -  1 
1 

i n g s ,  how s h a l l  we go about  i t ?  Here t h e  ques t ions  of evidence,  o r  proof o r  

reasons  do no t  apply a t  a l l .  He may n o t  b e  a b l e  t o  produce any proof o r  l o g i -  I 

c a l  reasoning f o r  f e e l i n g  t h a t  way. S t r i c t  adherence t o  t h e  ' ev idence  condi- 

t i o n '  w i l l  l e a d  t o  John ' s  l o s i n g  h i s  c la im f o r  knowledge. A t  t h e  most h e  can , 

say  t h a t  h e  i s  q u i t e  s u r e  t h a t  he i s  angry. And i f  John ' s  s ta tement  about h i s  

own f e e l i n g s  i s  n o t  accepted  wi thout  adequate  evidence,  what about  John ' s  I 

s ta tement  about  t h e  f e e l i n g s  of some o t h e r  person? Can one ever  know t h e  

thoughts  and f e e l i n g s  of o t h e r  people? I f  'knowing t h e  f e e l i n g s '  invc!l\:& 

producing adequate  evidence,  t hen  i t  can never  reach  t h e  s t a t u s  of knowledge. 

And y e t  i t  i s  a f a c t  t h a t  o t h e r  peop le ' s  f e e l i n g s  a r e  known; f o r  i f  i t  were 

not  s o ,  we would n o t  u s e  t h e  term 'knowing t h a t '  i n  o rd ina ry  language wh i l e  

s u c c e s s f u l l y  communicating w i t h  our  f e l l ow human beings.  I t  i s  common exper- 

i ence  t h a t  people do know t h e i r  p a i n s  and they  a l s o  sense  t h e  f e e l i n g s  of o t h e r  

people.  For t h e  sake  of provid ing  evidence we do n o t  i n s p e c t  our  minds o r  

o t h e r  p e o p l e ' s  minds i n  o r d e r  t o  know t h e i r  f e e l i n g s ;  what we a s k  i n s t e a d  is 
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whcther o r  no t  we o r  t h e  o t h e r s  a r e  s u r e  about t h e i r  f e e l i n g s  and pa ins .  

Theore t i ca l  p o s s i b i l i t i e s  of being f a l l i b l e  i n  t h e  b e l i e f  t h a t  people  a r e  sad 

o r  angry o r  i n  p a i n  a r e  n o t  completely ru l ed  ou t .  What is  important  t o  n o t e  

i s  t h a t  one can  claim knowledge wi thout  having ' adequate  ev idence ' .  S t r i c t  

adherence t o  t h e  'evidence cond i t i on '  w i l l  d i s q u a l i f y  q u i t e  a number of ca ses ;  
. / 

namely, t hose  of ' g iv ing  p r o o f s ' ,  ' g iv ing  r easons ' ,  ' g i v i n g - d e s c r i p t i o n s  of 

symptoms o r  s i g n s ' ,  and 'g iv ing  s t a t emen t s  covering peop le ' s  moods and f e e l -  

i n g s ' ,  and s o  on. 

Knowing Involves  Giving Author i ty  

J. L. Aus t in  r i d i c u l e s  t h e  i d e a  of having 'adequate  evidence '  i n  t h e  

fo l lowing  quo ta t ion :  

To suppose t h a t  t h e  ques t ion  'How do I know t h a t  Tom i s  angry '  
i s  meant t o  mean 'How do I i n t r o s p e c t  Tom's f e e l i n g s ? '  (be- 
cause ,  a s  w e  know, t h a t ' s  t h e  s o r t  of t h ing  t h a t  knowing is  o r  
ought t o  b e ) ,  i s  simply bark ing  our way up t h e  wrong gum 
t r e e .  23 

A u s t i n ' s  t h e s i s  i s  t h a t  i f  John knows t h a t  something i s  t h e  case ,  then  

John cannot b e  wrong. By t h i s  he  does n o t  want t o  a t t r i b u t e  i n f a l l i b i l i t y  t o  

John f o r  he  accep t s  t h a t  human i n t e l l e c t  and senses  a r e  i n h e r e n t l y  f a l l i b l e  

and d e l u s i v e  and any theory  of knowledge which does n o t  accep t  t h i s  l i a b i l i t y  

i s  bound t o  deny knowledge. What he  a s s e r t s  i s  n o t  only t h a t  knowledge e x i s t s  

bu t  a l s o  t h a t  when John c la ims  knowledge by t h e  express ion ,  'I know t h a t  P ' ,  

John cannot go wrong. The ques t ion  of evidence does not  r i s e  a t  a l l  f o r ,  by 

say ing  "I know...", John performs a  kind of r i t u a l  of binding himself  t o  

o t h e r s ,  s t a k i n g  a l l  h i s  r e p u t a t i o n .  Thus, say ing  "I know t h a t  P" invo lves  a  

claim of au t l l o r i t y  on John ' s  p a r t  t o  make t h e  a s s e r t i o n  ' t h a t  P' and t l~ i s  

a u t l ~ o r i t y  adequate ly  covers  a l l  t h e  doubts  about  t h e  v a l i d i t y  of ~ o h n ' s  c l a im ,  



l e av ing  no room f o r  evidence,  p roo f ,  reasons ,  and s o  on. Comparing "I know ..." 
w i t h  t h e  express ion  "I promise . . . I '  he  w r i t e s :  

When I say "I promise", n new plunge i s  taken: I have n o t  
merely announced my i n t e n t i o n ,  b u t ,  by us ing  t h i s  formula 
(performing a r i t u a l ) ,  I have bound myself t o  o t h e r s ,  and 
s taked  my r e p u t a t i o n ,  i n  a new way. S i m i l a r l y ,  s ay ing ,  "I 
know" i s  t ak ing  a new plunge. . .When I say "I know", I g i v e  
o t h e r s  my word: I give others m:; authority for saying t3ta-L 
1's is p"-24 

According t o  him, no t  t o  accep t  t h e  knowledge claim of t h e  speaker  is  

t o  i n s u l t  him f o r  i t  i s  something l i k e  r e fus ing  t h e  a u t h o r i t y  which t h c  speaker  

wants t o  pass  on. When John says  "I am s u r e  t h a t  PI '  we may ques t ion  him about 

h i s  s u r e  b e l i e f  and we may accep t  ' t h a t  P '  o r  r e j e c t  ' t h a t  P '  on grounds of 

v a l i d i t y  o r  on any o t h e r  adequate  grounds. But i f  he s a y s  'I know t h a t  P '  

t h e r e  is  no room l e f t  f o r  f u r t h e r  ques t ions ,  doubts  o r  grounds, f o r  John w i l l  

back up h i s  c laim f o r  knowledge by a l l  t h e  a u t h o r i t y  he  has .  Aus t in  has  v e r y  

c l e a r l y  pointed i t  o u t  i n  t h e  fo l lowing  words: 

I f  someone has  promised me t o  do A, t hen  I am e n t i t l e d  t o  r e l y  
on i t ,  and can myself make promises on t h e  s t r e n g t h  of it: and 
s o ,  where someone h a s  s a i d  t o  me "I know", I am e n t i t l e d  t o  
s ay  I KNOW too ,  a t  second hand. The r i g h t  t o  say  "I know" is 
t r a n s m i s s i b l e ,  i n  t h e  s o r t  of way t h a t  o t h e r  a u t h o r i t y  i s  
t r ansmis s ib l e .25  

For J. L .  Aus t in  t h e  knowledge c la im i n  'I know t h a t  P' assumes t h e  

importance and r e l i a b i l i t ;  of a pound b i l l  o r  s ay  a d o l l a r  b i l l  which is  

backed up by t h e  t o t a l  a u t h o r i t y  of t h e  s t a t e  which i s s u e s  i t  by saying  "I 

promise t o  pay t h e  b e a r e r  on demand a sum of e t c . "  Thus he d i smis ses  t h e  

whole i s s u e  of evidence by sugges t ing  t h a t  t h e  ques t ion  'how do you know t h a t  

P' i s  n o t  a ques t ion  a t  a l l  i n  t h e  con tex t  of t h e  o rd ina ry  u s e  of t h e  term 

'know'. The problem now i s  whether t h e r e  e x i s t s  some workable ground between 

A u s t i n ' s  t o t a l  r e j e c t i o n  of 'well-grounded' evidence and t h e  over-emphasis 
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given  t o  i t  by c e r t a i n  o t h e r  ph i losophers .  Consider Aus t in ' s  sugges t ion  t h a t  

"I know' involves  a u t h o r i t y .  A Fak i r  solemnly d e c l a r e s  "1 promise t o  g i v e  you 

t h e  kingdom of heaven." Indeed he is  performing a  r i t u a l i s t i c  a c t  which in -  

vo lves  t h e  F a k i r ' s  a u t h o r i t y  t o  back up h i s  d e c l a r a t i o n .  But i s  i t  n o t  common 

sense  t o  i n q u i r e  of t h e  Fak i r  whether o r  no t  he has t h e  r equ i r ed  a u t h o r i t y  t o  

promise so .  Suppose i n  a  very  courageous mood he  d e c l a r e s  "I promise t o  g i v e  

you t h e  kingdom of Hawaii." It i s  q u i t e  l e g i t i m a t e  t o  a s k  whether h e  has t h e  

a u t h o r i t y  t o  do s o  o r  whether h e  was j u s t  f o o l i n g  around. I n  t h e  same manner 

i f  John says ,  "I know t h a t  J e s u s  w i l l  come t o  have d inne r  w i t h  me t h i s  even- 

ing", one has  a  r i g h t  t o  a s k  what r i g h t  ( a u t h o r i t y )  John has  t o  b e  s o  s u r e  

about  h i s  b e l i e f .  One may a g r e e  w i t h  Aus t in  n o t  t o  a s k  t h e  q u e s t i o n  "How do 

you know?" b u t  t h i s  cannot prevent  one from asking  John about  h i s  r i g h t  t o  

know. I n  o rd ina ry  circumstances people  do n o t  ques t ion  t h e  a u t h o r i t y  of t h e  

Bank of England i n  i s s u i n g  a pound b i l l  which solemnly d e c l a r e s  t o  pay t h e  

s t i p u l a t e d  sum of money t o  t h e  bea re r  of t h e  b i l l  on demand, b u t  a t  t h e  same 

t ime i t  does n o t  prevent  t h e  r e c e i v e r  from ques t ion ing  whether t h e  bank has  

a u t h o r i t y  t o  promise s o  o r ,  i n  o t h e r  words, whether t h e  bank has  t h e  r i g h t  t o  

i s s u e  such promissory no te s .  So even if. one a c c e p t s  Aus t in ' s  c la im (e .g .  

"When I say 'I know', I g i v e  o t h e r s  my word: I g i v e  o t h e r s  my a u t h o r i t y  f o r  

say ing  t h a t  'S i s  P' .")26 One s t i l l  has  t h e  r i g h t  t o  a s k  whether a  person 

has  l e g i t i m a t e  a u t h o r i t y  t o  g i v e  h i s  word o r  n o t .  And t h i s  demand d e f i n i t e l y  

d i r e c t s  t h e  ' g i v e r  of t h e  word' t o  o f f e r  s u f f i c i e n t  a s su rance  t o  prove t h a t  

he has t h e  r equ i r ed  a u t h o r i t y .  I f  t h e  term 'ev idence '  i s  not  a p p r o p r i a t e  then  

any o t h e r  a p p r o p r i a t e  word may be used. The u t t e r a n c e  of t h e  p r o p o s i t i o n  "I 

know t h a t  PI' by John cannot prevent  u s  from asking  him "What r i g h t  have you t o  

be s o  s u r e  t h a t  P?" The word ' r i g h t '  a s  i t  i s  used he re  i s  very  c r u c i a l  f o r  
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i t  a t  once accep t s  Aus t in ' s  exp lana t ion  of t h e  ve rb  ' t o  lcnow' a s  per format ive .  

It i s  n o t  doubted whether o r  n o t  John has  taken a new plunge by say ing  "I 

know". I t  i s  n o t  d i f f i c u l t  f o r  u s  t o  ag ree  t o  Aus t in ' s  p roposa l  t h a t  John by 

say ing  ' I  know' has  bound himself  t o  o t h e r s ,  has  g iven  h i s  a u t h o r i t y  t o  
9 

o t h e r s  and we do n o t  have any i n t e n t i o n  t o  undermine John ' s  knowledge about  - 
I . , 

h i s  having t h i s  a u t h o r i t y .  But one is s u r e l y  e n t i t l e d  t o  a s k  whether o r n o t  

John posses ses  t h e  r i g h t  o r  a u t h o r i t y ;  i n  o t h e r  words, whether o r  n o t  John has  

earned h i s  r i g h t .  

To r e t u r n  t o  t h e  analogy of t h e  pound b i l l ,  one may no t  doubt t h e  

promissory n o t e  i t s e l f ,  bu t  one i s  e n t i t l e d  t o  a s k  whether o r  n o t  The Bank of 

England h a s  l e g a l  a u t h o r i t y  t o  i s s u e  such a promissory no te .  The Bank may 

ea rn  t h i s  a u t h o r i t y  i n  many ways: i t  may produce evidence,  o r  demonstrate  

p roo f s ,  o r  show reasons  o r  g i v e  b r i e f  d e s c r i p t i o n s  of symptoms o r  s igns .  

Th i s  d e f i n i t i o n  i s  a very  comprehensive one which covers  almost  a l l  t h e  u ses  

of 'knowing' and has  a l s o  t h e  m e r i t  of agree ing  wi th  A u s t i n ' s  a n a l y s i s  of t h e  

concept  of knowing i n  l e g a l  terminology (e.g.  "au thor i ty" ,  " t r a n s f e r  of 

t i t l e s t t ,  " t r a n s m i s s i b l e  r i g h t s "  and s o  on) .  Again t h e  ph rase  ' t o  ea rn  t h e  

r i g h t '  i s  a very  f l e x i b l e  one. It admits  of f u l l  c o n s i d e r a t i o n  of a l l  t h e  

circumstances t h a t  a r e  r e l e v a n t  t o  t h e  problem. Legal  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s  vary  

widely depending on v a r i o u s  c a s e s  t o  which they  a r e  app l i ed  and d i f f e r e n t  

s i t u a t i o n s  i n  which they  a r e  made ope ra t ive .  Circumstances may change and 

t h i s  change w i l l  c e r t a i n l y  c a l l  f o r  a change i n  t h e  s t anda rds  t o  e a r n  one ' s  

r i g h t  t o  be  s u r e .  I t  i s  q u i t e  ev ident  t h a t  t h e r e  cannot be  one o r  two o r  a 

number of foolproof  s t anda rds  of earn ing  one ' s  r i g h t  t o  be  s u r e  t o  meet a l l  

t he  cases .  Thus t h e  ques t ion  of adequacy i s  t h e  ques t ion  of meeting wi th  

s tandxrds  -- but  which s t anda rds?  Can one b u i l d  s a t i s f a c t o r y  c r i t e r i a  of con- 



s t r u c t i n g  adequate  s tandards?  4. J.  Ayer sugges ts  t h a t  t h e  b u i l d i n g  of s t r i c t  

c r i t e r i a  w i l l  n o t  y i e l d  a  v e r y  u s e f u l  d e f i n i t i o n  of t h e  evidence cond i t i on :  

The r i g h t  ( t o  be s u r e )  may be  earned i n  v a r i o u s  ways; b u t  
even i f  one could g i v e  a  complete d e s c r i p t i o n  of them i t  
would be a  mis take  t o  t r y  t o  b u i l d  i t  i n t o  t h e  d e f i n i t i o n  
of knowledge, j u s t  a s  i t  would be  a  mis take  t o  i n c o r p o r a t e  
our  a c t u a l  s t anda rds  of goodness i n t o  a  d e f i n i t i o n  of good.27 

Th i s  explana t ion  of t h e  evidence cond i t i on  has  t h e  advantage of keep- 

i ng  t h e  door open f o r  m u l t i p l e  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s  and i t s  acceptance  does not  

bind Znyone i n  earn ing  o n e ' s  r i g h t  t o  be  s u r e  i n  a  p a r t i c u l a r  fash ion .  
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CHAPTER I11 

KNOWING, LEARNING AND TEACHING 

A f t e r  having d e a l t  w i t h  t h e  wide range of t h e  everyday uses  of 'know- 

ing '  i n  Chapter I ,  t h e  l o g i c a l  and pedagogical  d i s t i n c t i o n s  between d i f f e r e n t  

t ypes  of knowledge were cons idered  i n  d e t a i l .  That t h e  c a s e  of 'knowing t h a t '  

has  f i g u r e d  most prominent ly n o t  on ly  i n  educa t iona l  con tex t  b u t  a l s o  i n  

c l a s s i c a l  d i s c u s s i o n s  i n  epis temology was a s s e r t e d .  I n  Chapter I1 t h e  

ep i s t emolog ica l  i m p l i c a t i o n s  of 'knowing t h a t '  were brought  i n t o  s h a r p e r  

focus .  Attempts t o  r e l a t e  t h e  d i s c u s s i o n  t o  t h e  educa t iona l  c o n t e x t  wherever 

p o s s i b l e  were made b u t  t h e  main emphasis was on t h e  c o n s i d e r a t i o n  of formal  

epistemology. A s  t h e  aim i s  t o  d e a l  w i t h  ep i s t emolog ica l  c o n s i d e r a t i o n s  from 

t h e  p e r s p e c t i v e  of educa t ion ,  a t t e n t i o n  i s  now d i r e c t e d  t o  problems r e l e v a n t  

t o  school  s i t u a t i o n s .  Th i s  e n t a i l s  examination of g e n e r a l  connec t ions  between 

knowing, t each ing ,  and l e a r n i n g .  

'Knowing' and 'Learning '  

'Knowing' and ' l e a r n i n g '  seem t o  be s o  c l o s e l y  r e l a t e d  t h a t  t h e  terms 

a r e  employed in t e rchangeab ly  on many occas ions .  This  may be  b e c a u s e ' b o t h  

terms t o  some e x t e n t  r e p r e s e n t  a  c e r t a i n  outcome, a c e r t a i n  g o a l  i n t e g r a l  t o  

teaching .  The fo l lowing  conve r sa t ion  between a  t eache r  and a  p r i n c i p a l  w i l l  

i l l u s t r a t e  t h i s  p o i n t .  

P r i n c i p a l :  John,  d i d  you t e a c h  them ( s t u d e n t s )  t h e  p r o p e r t i e s  
of s o l i d s  on Monday i n  t h e  t h i r d  pe r iod  a t  10:30 a.m. 
a s  shown i n  your l e s s o n  n o t e s ?  

\ 

John : Yes, S i r ,  I t augh t  them s o l i d s  l a s t  Monday a s  s p e c i -  
f i e d  i n  my p .  .>gram book. 



P r i n c i p a l :  No, John,  
no th ing  a 

I cannot b e l i e v e  t h a t .  They know 
tbout s o l i d s .  I asked them ques t ions  

i n  your presence ,  and you have seen  t h a t  they  
haven ' t  l earned  anyth ing  about  i t .  

John : S i r ,  I am s u r e ,  I t augh t  them t h e  p r o p e r t i e s  of 
s o l i d s .  

P r i n c i p a l :  Whatever you may say ,  they  seem t o  have no know- 
ledge  about  s o l i d s .  We w i l l  d ec ide  t h e  ques t ion  
whether you have t augh t  o r  n o t  l a t e r  on, b u f I t  i s  -., - 
c e r t a i n  t h a t  no l e a r n i n g  h a s  taken  p lace .  

The u s e  of t h e  under l ined  terms,  'know', ' l e a r n e d ' ,  'knowledge' and 

' l e a r n i n g '  i n d i c a t e  t h e  i n t e r c h a n g e a b i l i t y  of t h e  u s e  of knowing and l e a r n i n g  

i n  o rd ina ry  educa t iona l  d i scour se .  To sugges t  t h a t  what one h a s  l ea rned  one 

may n o t  know i s  s t r a n g e  t o  many. People do so: " ~ e  i s  a man of knowledge", 

o r  "He i s  a man of learn ing1 ' ,  o r  ''A l i t t l e  l e a r n i n g  is  a dangerous thing1' .  

Most people t a k e  f o r  gran ted  t h a t  teaching  r e s u l t s  i n  l e a r n i n g  o r  i n  o t h e r  

words knowing. The terms ' l e a r n i n g '  and 'knowing' seem t o  b e  r e l a t e d  t o  

teaching  i n  t h e  same manner. Consequently,  a n  examination of t h e  r e l a t i o n -  

s h i p  between t h e  terms 'knowing' and ' l e a r n i n g '  p r i o r  t o  a  d i s c u s s i o n  of 

teaching  i s  ind ica t ed .  

Does ' l e a r n i n g  t h a t '  imply 'knowing t h a t 1 ?  I f  a  s t u d e n t  has  learned  

t h a t  Columbus d iscovered  America, normally i t  i s  supposed t h a t  t h e  s t u d e n t  

has  come t o  know t h a t  Columbus d iscovered  America. I f  we examine Jerome 

Bruner ' s  i d e a s  on 'knowing', we w i l l  f i n d  t h a t  t h e  i m p l i c a t i o n  of knowing i s  

s t r o n g l y  suggested i n  l e a r n i n g .  Bruner t h i n k s  t h a t  'knowing' imp l i e s  a  model- 

bu i ld ing  procedure. I ts  s t r u c t u r e  i s  s u b j e c t  t o  review, r e v i s i o n ,  change and 

even complete replacement by ano the r  model. H i s  fo rmula t ion  of knowing as a 

model he lps  t h e  l e a r n e r  i n  g e t t i n g  a t  i t  i n  an  organized way. Once a s tuden t  

has  become f a m i l i a r  w i t h  t h e  methodology of g e t t i n g  a t  one model, he can move 

from one s t r u c t u r e  t o  another  w i th  g r e a t  ease .  His modcl of knowing i s  not  
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something t h a t  is  o r  i n f i n i t e .  It p e r p e t u a l l y  undergoes modifica- 

t i o n s .  These mod i f i ca t ions  which i n d i c a t e  t h e  development of a l e a r n e r ' s  

h igher  c o g n i t i v e  processes  a r e  t h e  bases  of new s t r u c t u r e s  o r  models of 

knowing. Thus knowing i s  i d e n t i f i e d  wi th  t h e  process of developing cognition 

which is  learning. He w r i t e s :  

I s h a l l  o p e r a t e  on t h e  assumption t h a t  d i scove ry ,  whether by 
a school  boy going i n  h i s  own way o r  by a s c i e n t i s t  c u l t i v a t -  
i ng  t h e  growing edge of h i s  f i e l d ,  is  i n  i ts  essence  a m a t t e r  
of r ea r r ang ing  o r  t ransforming  evidence i n  such a way t h a t  
one i s  enabled t o  go beyond t h e  evidence s o  reassembled t o  
new i n s i g h t s .  1 

According t o  Bruner ,  knowing is  d i scove r ing  o r  reassembling t h e  ev i -  

dence t o  new i n s i g h t s .  This  d e s c r i p t i o n  i s  a p p l i c a b l e  t o  l e a r n i n g  which i s  

noth ing  e l s e  t han  d i scove r ing  o r  knowing. The fol lowing paragraph makes t h i s  

p o i n t  q u i t e  c l e a r .  

Emphasis on d i scove ry  i n  l e a r n i n g  has  p r e c i s e l y  t h e  e f f e c t  on 
t h e  l e a r n e r  of l ead ing  him t o  b e  a c o n s t r u c t i o n i s t ,  t o  o rgan ize  
what he  i s  encounter ing i n  a manner n o t  on ly  designed t o  d i s -  
cover  r e g u l a r i t y  and r e l a t e d n e s s  b u t  a l s o  t o  avoid t h e  k ind  of 
in format ion  d r i f t  t h a t  f a i l s  t o  keep account  of t h e  uses  t o  
which informat ion  might have t o  b e  pu t .  Emphasis on d iscovery  
indeed , h e l p s  t h e  c h i l d  t o  l e a r n  t h e  v a r i e t i e s  of problem 
so lv ing ,  of t ransforming  informat ion  f o r  b e t t e r  u s e  h e l p s  him 
t o  l e a r n  how t o  go about  t h e  ve ry  t a s k  of l ea rn ing .  2 

For Bruner,  knowing i s  t h e  process  of d i scove r ing  o r  l e a r n i n g  which l e a d s  t h e  

l e a r n e r  t o  new c o n s t r u c t s  o r  new organized systems of i n s i g h t s .  The young 

l e a r n e r  (o r  knower) must d i scove r  new models of 'knowing' through t h e  p roces s  

bf l e a r n i n g  which is  o f t e n  dependent upon guess ing ,  i n t u i t i n g ,  problem so lv ing  

and inqu i ry .  The q u e s t i o n  whether o r  no t  l e a r n i n g  i s  a p roces s  should be con- 

s ide red  f i r s t .  I n  t h i s  r e s p e c t  i t  w i l l  b e  i n t e r e s t i n g  t o  examine t h e  d i s -  

t i n c t i o n  between a c t i v i t i e s  and processes .  C a s t e l l  has made an  attenil, t o  

d i s t i n g u i s h  a c t i v i t i e s  from processes :  1 
I 



You can i l l u s t r a t e  t h e  d i s t i n c t i o n  between a c t i v i t y  and pro- 
c e s s  by c o n t r a s t i n g  t h e  s c i e n t i f i c  behaviour  of an  astronomer 
w i t h  t h e  n o n - s c i e n t i f i c  behaviour of t h e  s o l a r  system, o r  t h e  
behaviour of h i s  b r a i n  and nervous system. H i s  (as t ronomer ' s )  
behaviour is  a c t i v i t y .  The i r  behaviour  is  process .  For 
example, a c t i v i t y  i s  f a l l i b l e ,  purposive,  c r i t i c a l ,  exper imenta l ,  
reasoned,  r e spons ib l e ;  whereas process  i s  none of t hese .  You 
cannot  say t h a t  t h e  behaviour of t h e  s o l a r  system, i s  f a l l i b l e ,  
o r  purposive,  o r  c r i t i c a l  o r  exper imenta l ,  o r  reasoned,  o r  re-  
spons ib l e ;  whereas you must say  t h e s e  t h i n g s  about  t h e  behaviour  
of t h e  astronomer when h e  i s  astronomizing.3 

Learning is something t h a t  i s  performed by a person and n o t  something 

t h a t  happens t o  him. To t h i n k  t h a t  someone i s  l e a r n i n g  normally i n d i c a t e s  

t h a t  h e  i s  engaged i n  an  a c t i v i t y  of l e a r n i n g  r a t h e r  t han  caught  up i n  a 

process  s i ~ . i l a r  t o  t h a t  of t h e  nervous system. Learning imp l i e s  t r y i n g  o r  

some kind of e f f o r t  and c a r e  and even i n t e n t i o n  t o  b r i n g  about  something t h a t  

r e p r e s e n t s  success .  Consider t h e  a c t i v i t i e s  of s t u d e n t s  engaged i n  t h e  t a s k  

of l ea rn ing .  Even a young c h i l d  wh i l e  l e a r n i n g  how t o  walk o r  how t o  t a l k  

fo l lows  some s o r t  of ' t r i a l  and e r r o r '  t echnique .  When one i s  s l e e p i n g  o r  

s i t t i n g  i n  an  armchair engrossed i n  morbid thoughts  of committing s u i c i d e ,  

one i s  d e f i n i t e l y  n o t  l e a r n i n g .  Mental f a c u l t i e s  must b e  organized t o  c a r r y  

ou t  c e r t a i n  a c t i v i t i e s  which bea r  a g e n e r i c  name of l e a r n i n g .  Suppose John 

wants t o  l e a r n  t h a t  something i s  t h e  case .  H e  occupies  himself  i n  a c t i v i t i e s  

which enable  him t o  mas ter  t h a t  p a r t i c u l a r  f a c t  of h i s t o r y  o r  c e r t a i n  s t e p s  of 

a geometr ic  theorem. Thus l e a r n i n g  i s  performing some a c t i v i t y .  This  per- 

formance i s  purpos ive  and i s  q u i t e  f a l l i b l e .  One may work hard f o r ,  s ay ,  h a l f  

an  hour and y e t  may f a i l  t o  l e a r n .  We speak of so-ca l led  ' u n i n t e n t i o n a l  

l e a r n i n g '  i n  which t h e  l e a r n e r  b r ings  about  a c e r t a i n  kind of l e a r n i n g .  For 

example, a c h i l d  l e a r n s  t o  recognize  h i s  p a r e n t s  o r  h i s  p a r e n t s '  f r i e n d s  with- 

ou t  making an apparent  e f f o r t .  A s t u d e n t  l e a r n s  c e r t a i n  mannerisms of h i s  

t eache r  wi thout  being aware of h i s  i n t e n t i o n  o r  t h e  e f f o r t  he has   it i n t o  
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l e a r n i n g  them. The p o i n t  t h a t  t h e  c h i l d  and t h e  s t u d e n t  do n o t  remember 

p u t t i n g ' f o r t h  e f f o r t  o r  having any i n t e n t i o n  cannot be used t o  conclude t h a t  

they  had n o t  undertaken any e f f o r t  o r  had no i n t e n t i o n .  Learning invo lves  

performance of some kind of a c t i v i t y  f o r  some purpose. John l e a r n s  Engl i sh  t o  

be  a b l e  t o  express  h i s  thoughts  i n  English.  John l e a r n s  how t o  s w i m  s o  t h a t  
/ 

he may n o t  g e t  drowned. John l e a r n s  t h a t  something i s  t h e  c a s e  t o - p a s s - t h e  

examination, o r  g e t  a  b e t t e r  job ,  win a  p r i z e  o r  l ook  more r e s p e c t a b l e  i n  t h e  

eyes  of h i s  f e l l ow men. A l l  t h e s e  examples c l e a r l y  i n d i c a t e  t h e  i m p l i c a t i o n s  

of i n t e n t i o n s  involved i n  l e a r n i n g .  To common sense  a  l e a r n e r  means a person 

who fo l lows  c e r t a i n  a c t i v i t i e s  t o  ach ieve  s p e c i f i c  goa ls .  I n  o t h e r  words 

' l e a r n i n g '  a s  i t  i s  used i n  o rd ina ry  language s t r o n g l y  imp l i e s  a s e n s e  of 

a c t i v i t y  r a t h e r  than  a  process  i n  which t h e  l e a r n e r  i s  unconsciously caught  up. 

Seconely, most t e s t s  of l e a r n i n g  i n  educa t iona l  c o n t e x t s  a r e  devised  

t o  s e e  whether o r  n o t  someone has  acqui red  whatever was supposed t o  be  learned .  

I f  t h e  s tuden t  can perform such a c t i v i t i e s  s o  a s  t o  g i v e  adequate  proof of 

l e a r n i n g ,  t h e  l e a r n i n g  w i l l  be  c a l l e d  s u c c e s s f u l ;  o the rwi se  i t  w i l l  b e  s a i d  

t h a t  he  has  f a i l e d  t o  l e a r n  t h a t  something i s  t h e  case .  

Against  t h i s  I s r a e l  S c h e f f l e r  a rgues  i n  t h e  fo l lowing  terms: 

To say  of a  c h i l d  t h a t  he i s  l e a r n i n g  t o  walk, t h a t  he is  
l e a r n i n g  s e v e r a l  new words every day,  t h a t  h e  is  l e a r n i n g  
how t o  conduct himself  s o c i a l l y ,  t h a t  h e  i s  l e a r n i n g  t o  ex- 
p r e s s  himself  w e l l  i n  speech,  does n o t  i n  i t s e l f  normally 
convey t h a t  he  i s  t r y i n g  t o  accomplish t h e s e  th ings .  It  
does n o t  even convey t h a t  he  is  engaged o r  occupied i n  them, 
i n  t h e  sense  of th inking  of what is  going on, focuss ing  h i s  
a t t e n t i o n ,  and a c t i n g  w i t h  ca re .  Learning i t  might be  thus  
s a i d  i s  n o t  a n  a c t i v i t y  b u t  r a t h e r  more n e a r l y  a process .4  

Consider t h e  example of a  c h i l d  l e a r n i n g  t o  walk. The c h i l d  s u r e l y  

focusses  h i s  a t t e n t i o n  and a c t s  c a r e f u l l y  when he i s  t r y i n g  t o  l e a r n  walking. 

One would be b l i n d  i f  one does not  f i n d  t h e  c h i l d  l e a r n i n g  something 
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, new wi thout  beihg occupied o r  engaged i n  t r y i n g  t o  l e a r n  i t .  Can a  c h i l d  g e t  

a t  t h c  meaning of a  new word wi thout  being occupied i n  l e a r n i n g  i t  i n  t h e  

sense  of t h ink ing  what is going on? It i s  common exper ience  t h a t  t h e  c h i l d  

focusses  h i s  f u l l  a t t e n t i o n  whenever he  i s  faced w i t h  a  new s i t u a t i o n .  When 

a c h i l d  happens t o  s e e  a  new f a c e ,  i t  i s  o f t e n  observed t h a t  he looks  a t  i t  

w i t h  a l l  t h e  a t t e n t i o n  p o s s i b l e ,  r a t h e r  gazes a t  i t  wi thout  even b l ink ing .  

I f  c h i l d r e n  d i d  n o t  t h i n k  about  what was going on, they  woulJ n o t  l e a r n  any- 

th ing .  ~ c h e f f l e r 5  has no t  e l abo ra t ed  on t h i s  i s s u e  and he  has  no t  g iven  any 

suppor t ing  evidence t o  prove h i s  s t a t emen t s  i n  t h e  above paragraph.  It is  

d i f f i c u l t  t o  accept  h i s  s t a t emen t  t h a t  l e a r n i n g  is  a p roces s  and n o t  a n  a c t i v -  

i t y  on t h e  b a s i s  of t h e  example h e  h a s  given. On t h e  c o n t r a r y ,  t h e  very  

example of a  c h i l d  1 e a r n i : ~ g  a new word o r  l e a r n i n g  how t o  walk shows t h a t  t h e  

c h i l d  i s  engaged i n  a n  a c t i v i t y  which i s  commonly termed i n  o rd ina ry  language 

a s  t h e  l e a r n i n g  a c t i v i t y .  Learning i s  o f t e n  descr ibed  a s  " g e t t i n g  t o  know", 

which i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  ( c a r e f u l l y  n o t e  t h e  words "ge t t i ng  to") i t  is a k ind  of 

a c t i v i t y  of which knowing may be  t h e  p o s s i b l e  outcome. It i s  p e r f e c t l y  a l -  

r i g h t  i f  John answers,  "I have been l e a r n i n g  new words from a book 'Spe l l -  

W e l l '  a l l  t h i s  morning" as a cesponse t o  a  ques t ion ,  "John, what have you been 

doing a l l  t h i s  morning?" Thus, l e a r n i n g  expresses  cont inued a c t i v i t y  spread 

over  a n  extended pe r iod  of t ime. 

A t t e n t i o n  can now be turned  t o  t h e  ques t ion  r a i s e d  dur ing  t h e  d i s -  

cus s ion  about  'knowing' and ' l e a r n i n g '  viewed a s  1ogicalJ.y s i m i l a r  concepts .  

It i s  shown above t h a t  l e a r n i n g  i s  a n  a c t i v i t y  whereas 'knowing' i s  a n  achieve- 

ment. This  exp lana t ion  should c l e a r  t h e  confusion o f t e n  c r e a t e d  by t h e  m i s -  

taken i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  of knowing as l ea rn ing .  To say ,  "We l e a r n  s o  t h a t  we may 

know" i s  not  t h e  same a s  t o  s a y ,  "We know what we learn" .  I n  t h e  f i r s t  sen- 



t ence  i t  is  a s s e r t e d  t h a t  knowledge may b e  t h e  outcome of l e a r n i n g ,  bu t  i n  

t h e  second i t  is  implied t h a t  wherever t h e r e  i s  l e a r n i n g ,  t h e r e  i s  knowledge, 

which is  a t  once f a l s e .  For example, John may have l ea rned  t h e  names of t h e  

r i v e r s  of China bu t  h e  does n o t  remember them and s o  John does n o t  know t h e  

names of t h e  r i v e r s  of China. Suppose John l ea rned  t h e  m u l t i p l i c a t i o n  t a b l e s  

only  yes te rday  bu t  he  i s  unable t o  r e p e a t  them now. Th i s  means t h a t  though 

he  had pursued t h e  a c t i v i t y  of l e a r n i n g ,  i t  has  f a i l e d  t o  b r ing  about  know- 

ledge.  We can  cons ider  some more examples t o  show t h a t  a l l  t h e  c a s e s  of l ea rn -  

ing  do n o t  n e c e s s a r i l y  a t t a i n  t h e  s t a t u s  of knowledge. John has  l ea rned  what 

i n  t h e  Anglo-American world a r e  cons idered  t o  b e  t h e  causes of t h e  Second 

World War. He has  l ea rned  them s o  w e l l  t h a t  he  can  r e p e a t  them and even t each  

them t o  h i s  s tuden t s .  But t h e  f a c t  i s  t h a t  h e  does n o t  b e l i e v e  them t o  b e  t h e  

r e a l  causes  of t h e  War. I n  t h i s  c a s e  John can be  c r e d i t e d  w i t h  l e a r n i n g ,  b u t  

n o t  w i t h  knowledge f o r  t h e  ' b e l i e f  cond i t i on '  i s  n o t  f u l f i l l e d .  I n  another  

example John has  l ea rned  something which he  i s  no t  a b l e  t o  suppor t  w i t h  ade- 

qua te  evidence. I n  t h a t  c a s e  h e  does n o t  ea rn  t h e  r i g h t  t o  b e  s u r e  and the re -  

f o r e  cannot c L i m  knowledge. I t  is  r e a l l y  erroneous t o  i d e n t i f y  ' l e a r n i n g '  

w i th  'knowing' f o r  t h a t  w i l l  promote s e r i o u s  ambiguity i n  educa t iona l  d i s -  

course.  On t h i s  p o i n t  Marcus Brown says :  

It is  n o t  necessary  f o r  me t o  know t h a t  Columbus d iscovered  
America i n  o r d e r  t o  have l ea rned  t h a t  he  d i d .  I can ,  a s  we 
have seen ,  b e l i e v e  t h a t  Columbus discovered America wi thout  
knowing t h a t  he d i d .  Indeed, I wish t o  ma in t a in  t h a t  t h e  
p r o p o s i t i o n  "I have l ea rned  t h a t  Columbus d iscovered  America 
b u t  I do n o t  b e l i e v e  t h a t  he  did" i s  n o t  ( n e c e s s a r i l y )  a s e l f -  
c o n t r a d i c t o r y  a s s e r t i o n .  Nei ther  b e l i e f  t h a t  "Columbus d i s -  
covered America" is  t r u e  nor  knowledge t h a t  i t  i s  t r u e  i s ,  on 
my view, a p r e r e  u i s i t e  t o  having l ea rned  t h a t  ColumbQs d i s -  
covered America. 8 

Fur the r  examination of t h e  uses  of t h e  crms 'knowing' and ' l e a r n i n g '  i n  

o rd ina ry  language r e v e a l s  f u r t h e r  d i s t i n c t i o n s .  The use  of ' l e a r n i n g  t o  be'  
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is q u i t e  common i n  o rd ina ry  language b u t  i t  i s  n o t  s o  w i t h  t h a t  of 'knowing 

t o  be ' .  For example, one can  say  "John has  l ea rned  t o  be a n  hones t  man o r  a  

cheat"  bu t  one cannot s ay  "John knows t o  be a n  honest  man o r  a  cheat" .  Here 

~ o h n ' s  l e a r n i n g  has something t o  do w i t h  h i s  behaviour  o r  conduct.  I t  imp l i e s  

doing and f u r t h e r  c o r r e c t  management of h i s  doing-and n o t  b e l i e v i n g  some new 
-- 

knowledge. 'John has l ea rned  t o  be a n  hones t  man' o r  ' a  g r a c e f u l  - s p e a k s  ' 

imp l i e s  t h a t  he  i s  under tak ing  t h i s  a c t i v i t y  of l e a r n i n g  w i t h  a c e r t a i n  i n t en -  

t i o n  (e.g.  t o  be  g r a c e f u l )  whereas 'knowing' is  n o t  i n t e n t i o n a l .  John is  n o t  

fo l lowing  t h i s  a c t i v i t y  unwi t t i ng ly  o r  compulsively; r a t h e r  h e  i s  f u l l y  aware 

of what he  is  doing and what i t s  outcome w i l l  be.  H i s  a c t i v i t y  w i l l  l e a d  t o  

t h e  es tab l i shment  of a  new h a b i t  o r  a  new p a t t e r n  of behaviour  which would 

d i s p o s e  John t o  behave i n  c e r t a i n  ways. Knowledge of honest  behaviour  does 

n o t  n e c e s s a r i l y  commit John t o  a c t  hones t ly .  One cannot reduce  'John has 

l ea rned  t o  be  an  hones t  person '  t o  ' John knows what honesty i s ' .  

I n  o rd ina ry  language we a l s o  u s e  t h e  exp res s ion  ' l e a r n i n g  t o '  as i n  

'John has  l ea rned  t o  walk o r  t o  t a l k  o r  t o  r i d e  a  h o r s e  o r  t o  count  o r  t o  

s i n g '  b u t  no t  t h e  exp res s ion  'knowing t o ' .  However, 'John knows how t o  t a l k  

o r  how t o  s w i m  o r  how t o  s i n g ' ,  i n d i c a t e s  John ' s  a c q u i s i t i o n  of p r o f i c i e n c y  

i n  some s k i l l  which is  q u i t e  d i f f e r e n t  from 'John has  l ea rned  t o  s ing 'which 

means t h a t  he is engaged i n  some suitable a c t i v i t i e s  that  indicate that  he 

has learned ' t o  s i n g ' .  ' John k ~ o w s  how t o  s i n g '  presupposes t h a t  John a l r e a d y  

has l ea rned  t h i s  p a r t i c u l a r  a r t  and has  acqui red  p ro f i c i ency .  The sen tence  

' ~ o h n  i s  l e a r n i n g  t o  s i g n  o r  p lay  a  p a r t i c u l a r  game' i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  h e  has not  

acqui red  p ro f i c i ency  i n  t h e  performance of any of t h e s e  s k i l l s .  

'Learning t o '  is  a l s o  used i n  o rd ina ry  language t o  i n d i c a t e  t h e  a t t a i n -  

ment of some a b s t r a c t  q u a l i t y  a s  i n  'John has  l ea rned  t o  a p p r e c i a t e  o r  t o  
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understand some work of a r t ' .  One can  ' l e a r n  t o  understand '  t h e  d i f f i c u l t i e s  

of so lv ing  a c e r t a i n  problem o r  performing some d i f f i c u l t  t r i c k  b u t  one can- 

n o t  'know t o  understand '  t h a t  something i s  t h e  case .  

The above a n a l y s i s  shows t h a t  t h e r e  a r e  important  l o g i c a l  d i f f e r e n c e s  

between ' l e a r n i n g '  and 'knowing', b u t  i t  must n o t  l e a d  one t o  b e l i e v e  t h a t  

' l e a r n i n g '  i s  never r e l a t e d  t o  'knowing'. It i s  o f t e n  found t h a t  a  prolonged 

a c t i v i t y  of l e a r n i n g  s y s t e m a t i c a l l y  c a r r i e d  ou t  may r e s u l t  i n  knowing. A 

c h i l d  engaged i n  t h e  a c t i v i t y  of l e a r n i n g  a  p a r t i c u l a r  s u b j e c t  o r  a f a c t  f o r  a 

per iod  of  t ime comes t o  know t h a t  s u b j e c t  o r  t h e  f a c t .  Consider t h e  example 

of s c i e n t i s t s  who a r e  i n v e s t i g a t i n ;  t h e  n a t u r e  of t h e  s o i l  of t h e  moon. 

Suppose John makes a  s ta tement  on behal f  of t h e  s c i e n t i s t s :  " S c i e n t i s t s ,  

a f t e r  thorough i n v e s t i g a t i o n ,  have l ea rned  t h a t  t h e  s o i l  of t h e  moon i s  t h r e e  

b i l l i o n  yea r s  old."  The s c i e n t i s t s  w i l l  c e r t a i n l y  be  a b l e  t o  suppor t  t h e i r  

c la im of knowledge by supplying a p p r o p r i a t e  evidence.  Here t h e  ques t ion  of 

b e l i e f  of t h e  s c i e n t i s t s  i n  t h e  t r u t h  of t h e i r  s ta tement  may b e  s i g h t e d  a s  a 

d o u b t f u l  presumption. Th i s  o b j e c t i o n  can b e  met by say ing  t h a t  evidence i n  

favour of t h e  s c i e n t i s t s '  b e l i e f  i n  t h e  t r u t h  of t h e i r  own s t a t emen t  i s  q u i t e  

s t rong .  I n  such c a s e s  ' l e a r n i n g  t h a t '  w i l l  imply t h a t  t h e  s c i e n t i s t s  no t  on ly  

b e l i e v e  t h a t  something i s  t h e  c a s e  b u t  a l s o  t h a t  they  a r e  j u s t i f i e d  i n  be l i ev -  

i ng  so.  It is s a f e  t o  conclude t h a t ,  though ' l e a r n i n g  t h a t '  does sometimes 

come up t o  t h e  s tandard  of 'knowing t h a t 1 ,  i t  i s  a mis t ake  t o  t h i n k  t h  " 5 ~  
J 

I ,7&C 

' l e a r n i n g  t h a t '  imp l i e s  'knowing t h a t '  a t  a l l  t imes.  Again t h e  range of t h e  

uses  of ' l e a r n i n g '  i s  l a r g e r  t han  t h e  range  of t h e  uses  of 'knowing', f o r  we 

have seen  above t h a t  t h e r e  a r e  s e v e r a l  u s e s  of ' l e a r n i n g '  such a s  ' l e a r n i n g  t o  

be' and ' l e a r n i n g  t o '  which do n o t  correspond t o  'knowing t o  be '  and 'knowing 

t o ' .  



TEACHING 

Having examined 'knowing' and ' l e a r n i n g ' ,  we s h a l l  now a t t e n d  t o  t h e  

concept  of teaching  which is  a  c e n t r a l  pedagogical  concept .  The main aim i n  

t h e  examination of t h e  concept i s  n e i t h e r  t o  r e p o r t ,  d e s c r i b e  o r  c l a s s i f y  

what t e a c h e r s  do when they  a r e  supposed t o  b e  teaching  i n  t h e  classroom, nor  

t o  d e s c r i b e  how teaching  i s  c a r r i e d  ou t  i n  t h e  classrooms. It i s  r a t h e r  t o  

r e p o r t  t h e  common understanding of t h e  meaning of teaching  o r  t o  examine t h e  

c o n d i t i o n s  under which t h e  term ' t each ing '  is app l i cab le .  The s t r a t e g y  w i l l  

be  t o  p r e s s  f o r  r e v e a l i n g  d i s t i n c t i o n s  between t h e  concepts  of ' t e ach ing '  and 
1 

' l e a r n i n g ' .  I t  should b e  c l e a r l y  noted t h a t  t h e  a i m  i s  n o t  t o  f i n d  o u t  t h e  

one r e a l  meaning of teaching  which would f i t  t h e  formula t h a t  t each ing  r e a l l y  

means X and noth ing  e l s e .  The p roces s  is more complex than  simply f i n d i n g  o u t  

a l i n g u i s t i c  s u b s t i t u t e  f o r  ' t e ach ing ' .  

Empir ica l  I n v e s t i g a t i o n s  and Teaching , /,I 

,11<11 

It is  sometimes argued t h a t  teaching  i s  n o t  'merely t each ing '  b u t  i t  

i s  teaching  something t o  someone. I f  ' t e ach ing  something' i s  a  measurable  

q u a n t i t y  then  one can a r r i v e  a t  some c r i t e r i a  about  s u c c e s s f u l  teaching .  This  

l i n e  of argument has  g iven  g r e a t  encouragement t o  a l l  s o r t s  of empi r i ca l  i n -  

v e s t i g a t i o n s .  But i t  d i s r e g a r d s  t h e  mult i -dimensional  n a t u r e  of ' s u c c e s s ' .  

There appear  t o  be  a s  many d i f f e r e n t  k inds  of e f f e c t i v e n e s s  a s  t h e r e  a r e  

d i f f e r e n t  k inds  of t e a c h e r s ,  p u p i l s ,  s u b j e c t s  and s i t u a t i o n s .  No one s p e c i f i c  

measure of success  can b e  b u i l t  i n t o  t h e  concept  of teaching .  An e f f e c t i v e  

t eache r  of one s u b j e c t  is  no t  n e c e s s a r i l y  an  e f f e c t i v e  t eache r  of ano the r  sub- 
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j e c t .  Again, an e f f e c t i v e  t eache r  of one s u b j e c t  may n o t  be  e q u a l l y  e f f e c t i v e  

wi th  s t u d e n t s  of d i f f e r e n t  age  groups o r  i n  d i f f e r e n t  s i t u a t i o n s  even though 

he i s  teaching  t h e  same s u b j e c t  throughout .  Again, p u p i l s '  achievement can  

t a k e  p l ace  a t  v a r i o u s  l e v e l s  and no g e n e r a l  measure can  be  devised  t o  account  

f o r  t h e  measurement of d i f f e r e n t  k inds  of achievement. It i s  a  mis take  t o  
, 

t h i n k  t h a t  empi r i ca l  i n v e s t i g a t i o n s  can y i e l d  u s e f u l  c r i t e r i a  f o r  t each ing .  

This  kind of th inking  presupposes t h a t  teaching  i s  always ' s u c c e s s f u l  teach- 

i n g ' .  I f  one has  n o t  achieved any success  i n  one ' s  t each ing ,  one has n o t  

t augh t  a t  a l l ,  f o r  measuring teaching  from t h i s  p o i n t  of view i s  measuring 

i ts  success  and noth ing  e l s e .  But what about  t h e  u s e  of ' t e ach ing '  which does 

n o t  imply success?  Suppose John i s  s t and ing  b e f o r e  h i s  s t u d e n t s  and is  en- 

gaged i n  v a r i o u s  a c t i v i t i e s .  Tom who i s  s t and ing  n e a r  John ' s  c l a s s  i s  asked,  

"What is  John doing?" Tom w i l l  i n s t a n t l y  answer, "John i s  teaching ."  Tom 

does n o t  make s u r e  whether t h e  s t u d e n t s  ach ieve  something be fo re  answering 

t h a t  way. For Tom i t  i s  s u f f i c i e n t  t o  s e e  John ope ra t ing  i n  a  c e r t a i n  con tex t  

t o  pronounce t h e  s ta tement  t h a t  John is teaching .  He makes no r e f e r e n c e  what- 

soever  t o  success .  Consider another  example of a  p r i n c i p a l  of an  elementary 

school  who makes t h e  s t a t emen t s :  "John t eaches  i n  h i s  school" and "John i s  a  

ve ry  s u c c e s s f u l  teacher . ' '  The las t  word ' s u c c e s s f u l '  d e f i n i t e l y  adds some 

more informat ion  r o  ' t e ach ing ' .  So i t  i s  erroneous t o  t h i n k  t h a t  ' t e ach ing '  

i s  always s u c c e s s f u l .  'Teaching'  and ' success '  a r e  two d i f f e r e n t  concepts  and 

t h i s  r e a l i z a t i o n  should a t  once put an end t o  t h e  argument t h a t  t h e  measure of 

success  i n  teaching  i s  t h e  measure of ' t e ach ing ' .  It is  obvious ly  a  mis take  

t o  pursue empi r i ca l  i n v e s t i g a t i o n s  about  s u c c e s s f u l  o r  e f f e c t i v e  teaching  i n  

o rde r  t o  a r r i v e  a t  some c r i t e r i a  f o r  t h e  concept of teaching .  What c o n s t i -  

t u t e s  teaching  i s  no t  an empi r i ca l  ques t ion  and any d e f i n i t i o n  of teaching  



based on empi r i ca l  grounds w i l l  e r roneous ly  involve  c o n s i d e r a t i o n s  of success  

o r  e f f e c t i v e n e s s  o r  some such n o t i o n  a s  p a r t  of t h e  concept of teaching .  

Another example of t h e  d e f i n i t i o n  of ' t e ach ing '  may b e  cons idered  he re .  

S c h e f f l e r  seems t o  t h i n k  t h a t  he  has  a  very  c l e a r  i d e a  of t h e  concept  of 

teaching .  He w r i t e s :  

The n o t i o n  of " teaching",  u n l i k e  " learning",  h a s ,  t y p i c a l l y ,  
i n t e n t i o n a l  a s  w e l l  a s  success  u ses . . .  To say  of someone 
t h a t  he  is  teaching  conveys normally t h a t  he  is  engaged i n  a n  
a c t i v i t y ,  r a t h e r  t han  caught up i n  a  process .  It is  t o  imply 
c o n t e x t u a l l y  t h a t  what he  i s  doing i s  d i r e c t e d  toward a g o a l  
and involves  i n t e n t i o n  and c a r e .  He i s ,  i n  s h o r t ,  t r y i n g ,  
and what he  is  t r y i n g  t o  b r i n g  about  r e p r e s e n t s  success  i n  t h e  
a c t i v i t y ,  r a t h e r  t han  simply t h e  end s t a t e  of a  process .  7 

Thus he s e p a r a t e s  t h e  succes s  u s e  of t h e  term teaching  from i t s  in t en -  

t i o n a l  use .  S c h e f f l e r ' s  success  u s e  imp l i e s  l e a r n i n g  wh i l e  t h e  i n t e n t i o n a l  

u s e  has  l e a r n i n g  a s  i t s  goal .  Unless  what one does i s  done i n  t h e  a t t empt  t o  

g e t  John t o  l e a r n ,  one cannot be  s a i d  t o  be teaching .  Thus teaching  i s  a kind 

of a c t i v i t y  aiming a t  l e a r n i n g .  But a l l  e f f o r t s  t o  ach ieve  l e a r n i n g  a r e  n o t  

t o  be  reg;; rded as teaching .  S c h e f f l e r  warns: I 

Furthermore, we must no t  suppose t h a t  teaching  can  be  reduced 
t o  t r y i n g  t o  ach ieve  someone's coming t o  b e l i e v e  something. 
One may t r y  t o  propogate  a  b e l i e f  i n  numerous ways o t h e r  t han  
teaching--for example, through decept ion ,  i n s i n u a t i o n ,  adver- 
t i s i n g ,  hy n o s i s ,  propaganda, i n d o c t r i n a t i o n ,  t h r e a t s ,  b r i b e r y ,  
and f o r c e .  I 
M t e r  s e p a r a t i n g  ' t e ach ing '  from a l l  o t h e r  k inds  of goal-seeking a c t i v i -  1 

t i e s  aimed a t  e f f e c t i v e  l e a r n i n g ,  he f u r t h e r  q u a l i f i e s  ' t e ach ing '  by r e l a t i n g  1 I 
i t  t o  r a t i o n a l  exp lana t ion  and c r i t i c a l  d ia logue .  He t h i n k s  t h a t  teaching  i n  

t h e  success  s ense  imp l i e s  n o t  on ly  ' l e a r n i n g '  b u t  a l s o  'knowing'. He t h i n k s  

t h a t  t h e  teacher  wh i l e  t each ing ,  r e v e a l s  h i s  reasons  f o r  a  p a r t i c u l a r  b e l i e f  

which he wants t o  t r a n s f e r  t o  h i s  s t u d e n t s  and t h i s  develops h i s  s t u d e n t s '  

power of c r i t i c a l  t h ink ing  through d ia logue .  This  i s  c l e a r l y  poin ted  ou t  i n  

t h e  fol lowing ~ a r a g r n p h :  



Teaching, i t  might b e  s a i d ,  involves  t r y i n g  t o  b r i n g  about  
l e a r n i n g  under s eve re  r e s t r i c t i o n s  of manner--that is t o  s ay ,  
w i t h i n  t h e  l i m i t a t i o n s  imposed by t h e  framework of r a t i o n a l  
d i scuss ion .  S ince  teaching  t h a t  Q presupposes t h a t  t h e  
t eache r  t a k e s  "Q" t o  be  t r u e  ( o r  a t  l e a s t  w i t h i n  t h e  l e g i t i -  
mate range of t r u t h  approximation a l lowable  f o r  purposes of 
pedagogical  s i m p l i f i c a t i o n  and f a c i l i t a t i o n )  and s i n c e  t h e  
a c t i v i t y  of teaching  appea l s  t o  t h e  f r e e  r a t i o n a l  judgment 
of t h e  s t u d e n t ,  we might say  t h a t  t h e  t eache r  i s  t r y i n g  t o  
b r ing  about  knowledge, i n  t h e  s t r o n g  sense  e a r l i e r  d i scussed .  
For t h e  presumption i s  t h a t  a person who is  encouraged t o  
form h i s  b e l i e f s  through f r e e  r a t i o n a l  methods i s  l i k e l y  t o  
be  i n  a  p o s i t i o n  t o  provide  proper  backing f o r  them. The 
t eache r  does n o t  s t r i v e  merely t o  g e t  t h e  s t u d e n t  t o  l e a r n  
t h a t  Q ,  b u t  a l s o  t o  g e t  him t o  l e a r n  i t  i n  such a  way a s  t o  
know i t - - i . e .  t o  b e  a b l e  t o  suppor t  i t  p rope r ly .  9 

S c h e f f l e r  proceeds by f i r s t  s t a t i n g  t h a t  ' t e ach ing  t h a t  Q '  presupposes 

t h a t  t h e  t eache r  t a k e s  ' t h a t  Q '  t o  be  t r u e .  Is t h i s  a  s t a t emen t  of f a c t  o r  i s  

i t  S c h e f f l e r ' s  s t i p u l a t i o n ?  I f  a t eache r  wants t o  proceed w i t h  h i s  a c t i v i t y  

of teaching ,  i s  i t  q u i t e  necessary  f o r  him t o  t a k e  t h e  s u b j e c t  matter which he  

wants t o  t each  t o  b e  t r u e ?  It i s  q u i t e  obvious t h a t  i t  i s  n o t  t r u e  i n  t h e  

c a s e  of every t eache r .  Sometimes a t eache r  may n o t  b e l i e v e  i n  t h e  t r u t h  of 

what he t eaches  and y e t  h e  may b e  c a r r y i n g  ou t  h i s  d u t i e s  a s  a  t eache r  by 

employing a l l  t h e  r equ i r ed  teaching  dev ices  a v a i l a b l e .  For example, a  t eache r  

may n o t  b e l i e v e  t h a t  t h e r e  i s  a  God a s  desc r ibed  i n  t h e  B i b l e  and y e t  he may 

be descr ibed  a s  teaching  t h a t  t h e r e  i s  a  God t o  h i s  s t u d e n t s  i n  t h e  pe r iod  

ass igned  f o r  t h e  B i b l e  reading .  I f  anyone asked him about  what he  was doing,  

he  would answer t h a t  h e  was teaching  t h e  B i b l i c a l  knowledge t o  h i s  s t u d e n t s .  

I remember my o ld  geography t eache r  who t augh t  t h a t  t h e  e a r t h  i s  round by pro- 

v id ing  a l l  t h e  necessary  proofs  b u t  h e  confessed t h a t  he d i d  n o t  b e l i e v e  i n  

them. And t h i s  can happen w i t h  many a  t eache r  b u t  i t  would be wrong t o  say  

t h a t  such t eache r s  d i d  not  t each  i n  t h e  s t r i c t  s ense  of t h e  term. I s r a e l  

S c h e f f l e r  would a rgue  t h a t  such t e a c h e r s ,  a s  a  ma t t e r  of f a c t ,  d i d  n o t  teach  

bu t  followed a  s o r t  of r o u t i n e  l a i d  down by t h e  a d m i n i s t r a t i o n ,  f o r  teaching  
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i n  t h a t  manner w i l l  n o t  l e a d  s t u d e n t s  t o  knowledge. He has  reduced teaching  

t o  some s p e c i a l  kind of a c t i v i t y ,  some s p e c i a l  kind of s t r i v i n g  under "severe  

r e s t r i c t i o n s  of manner" which d i s r e g a r d s  s e v e r a l  c a s e s  of i t s  u s e  i n  o rd ina ry  

language. 'B ib l e  teaching '  i n  t h e  above example won't be c a l l e d  ' t e ach ing '  

accord ing  t o  t h i s  d e f i n i t i o n .  This  is a c l e a r  atcempt t o  change t h e  meaning 
I , 

of ' t e ach ing '  o r  promoting an  i d e a l  under t h e  g u i s e  of analfsin:: a e o n c G t .  

According t o  S c h e f f l e r ,  any a c t i v i t y  t h a t  smacks of sugges t ion ,  pe r suas ion ,  

propaganda, preaching o r  counse l l i ng  and s o  on i s  a non-teaching a c t i v i t y .  

But a  c l a s s  s i t u a t i o n  where a  s e r i e s  of a c t i v i t i e s  a r e  c a r r i e d  o u t  makes i t  

very  d i f f i c u l t  t o  s e p a r a t e  S c h e f f l e r ' s  t eaching  a c i t i v i t i e s  from non-teaching 

ones.  Persuading,  exp la in ing  and r e p o r t i n g  a n  event  go a long  w?th  preaching,  

reasoning  and emphasizing. Even w h i l e  r e p o r t i n g  a n  event  t h e  t eache r  by 

s t r e s s i n g  t h i s  word o r  t h a t  may b e  pas s ing  on h i s  judgments and h i s  v a l u e s  and 

thus  c l e a r l y  persuading o r ,  i n  s t r o n g e r  terms,  brain-washing h i s  s t u d e n t s .  

How can  one make teaching  e n t i r e l y  f r e e  from sugges t ing  o r  persuading? 

Any a c t i v i t y  t h a t  i s  devoid of r a t i o n a l  exp lana t ion  cannot  l e a d  t o  

knowledge and, accord ing  t o  S c h e f f l e r ' s  d e f i n i t i o n ,  i s  n o t  teaching .  The 

t e a c h e r ' s  p e r s o n a l i t y  always e x e r c i s e s  some i n f l u e n c e  on t h e  s t u d e n t s  and h i s  

methods of d e a l i n g  w i t h  t h e  s t u d e n t s  and h i s  way of gu id ing  d i s c u s s i o n s  cannot  

s t r i c t l y  b e  sepa ra t ed  from h i s  a c t i v i t y  of teaching .  How can  one make h i s  

teaching  e n t i r e l y  f r e e  from sugges t ion?  I f  s u c c e s s f u l  t each ing  is descr ibed  

a s  t r y i n g  t o  ach ieve  someone's coming t o  b e l i e v e  something and know something, 

how can anyone guarantee  t h a t  such teaching  can  b e  e n t i r e l y  f r e e  from e i t h e r  

sugges t ion  and persuas ion?  What S c h e f i ' c r  t r i e s  t o  do by g iv ing  such a d e f i -  

n i t i o n  i s  t o  a t t empt  a  change i n  t h e  meaning of t h e  word ' t e a c h i n g ' .  By 

a s c r i b i n g  knowledge ( i . e .  " r a t i o n a l  exp lana t ion ,  c r i t i c a l  d i a logue ,  g iv ing  
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reasons  and welcoming ques t ions1 ' )  lo t o  teaehing  , he overlooks t h e  s imple  f a c t  

t h a t  every teaching  a c t  does n o t  l ead  t o  knowledge. 

S c h e f f l e r  p o i n t s  ou t  t h a t  ' t e ach ing '  i s  an a c t i v i t y ,  and i t  is  proper- 

l y  a p p l i c a b l e  only when t h e  t eache r  i s  seen  s t r i v i n g  t o  ach ieve  some end. But 

suppose t h a t  John who i s  a  g r e a t  a r t i s t  is  completely absorbed i n  making h i s  

pa in t ing  and a s tuden t  of h i s  e n t e r s  t h e  p l a c e  where John i s  doing h i s  work 

and q u i e t l y  watches what h i s  mas ter  i s  doing. He knows t h a t  John does n o t  

l i k e  t o  b e  d i s tu rbed  and s o  q u i e t l y  l e a r n s  some of t h e  f i n e r  p o i n t s  of making 

a  p i c t u r e .  A t  a  l a t e r  d a t e  i f  t h e  s t u d e n t  s ays  t h a t  i t  was John who t augh t  him 
3 

t hose  f i n e r  t r i c k s  of t h e  t r a d e  h e  w i l l  b e  p e r f e c t l y  understood and one would 

not  s ay  t h a t  he  had used t h e  term ' t a u g h t '  i n  a wrong sense .  Here John i s  n o t  

shown " t r y i n g  t o  teach" h i s  s t u d e n t  and y e t  i n  o rd ina ry  language people  would 

say  t h a t  he  h a s  taught  h i s  s t u d e n t .  Is such a u s e  of ' t e ach ing '  o u t  of p l ace?  

~ c h e f f l e r ' s  d e f i n i t i o n  w i l l  n o t  cover  t h i s  kind of u s e  of t h e  term ' t each ing '  

on t h e  grounds t h a t  John d i d  n o t  do anyth ing  wi th  t h e  i n t e n t i o n  of teaching  

p a i n t i n g  t o  h i s  scudent .  S c h e f f l e r ' s  d e f i n i t i o n  does n o t  t a k e  i n t o  account 

t h e  p a r t  played by con tex tua l  q u a l i f i c a t i o n s .  The meaning of John ' s  teaching  

a r t  t o  h i s  s t u d e n t  i n  t h i s  c a s e  depends upon t h e  con tex t  and such u n i n t e n t i o n a l  

teaching  must be  regarded a s  a  t r u e  cand ida t e  f o r  t each ing  and should be 

covered by t h e  d e f i n i t i o n .  I t  may be  f u r t h e r  argued t h a t  John a s  a n  ar t  

teacher  b e l i e v e s  i n  t h i s  p a r t i c u l a r  method of t each ing  a r t  which he ,  from h i s  

own exper ience ,  has  d iscovered  t o  be  very  e f f e c t i v e .  He does no t  t a l k  w i t h  

h i s  p u p i l s  a t  a l l  when h e  t eaches  a r t  t o  h i s  p u p i l s .  He does no t  l e a d  h i s  

p u p i l s  t o  any kind of d i s c u s s i o n ,  c r i t i c a l  d i a logue ,  g iv ing  r easons  o r  welcom- 

ing  ques t ions .  This  method does n o t  a l low any of t h e s e  and y e t  i t  i s  a  

genuine cand ida t e  f o r  teaching .  Another c a s e  of teaching  c h i l d r e n  t o  exper- 



i e n c e  and enjoy poe t ry  should be considered.  Teaching t o  exper ience  and enjoy 

poe t ry  is ha rd ly  a  ma t t e r  of g iv ing  reasons  and encouraging d ia logue .  The 

c h i l d r e n  a r e  simply t o  be l e d  t o  exper ience  t h e  poe t ry  and a r e  not  t o  be goaded 

by t h e  t eache r ' s  d i scour se .  I t  may be  t h a t  some c h i l d r e n  may d i s a g r e e  w i t h  

t h e  t eache r  and may n o t  enjoy t h a t  p a r t i c u l a r  p i e c e  of poe t ry .  But he  b e l i e v e s  

t h a t  h i s  teaching  technique  demands t h a t  he  should n o t  e n t e r  i n t o  any s o r t  of 

r a t i o n a l  e x p l a n a t i o n  o r  c r i t i c a l  d ia logue  and t h a t  h e  i s  p e r f e c t l y  w i t h i n  h i s  

r i g h t s  wh i l e  teaching  t h e  poem n o t  t o  i nvo lve  himself  o r  h i s  s t u d e n t s  i n t o  any 

of t h e s e  a c t i v i t i e s  which a r e  desc r ibed  a s  teaching  a c t i v i t i e s .  It appears  

t h a t  t o  S c h e f f l e r  who i s  a n  e d u c a t i o n a l  ph i losopher  t h a t  t h e  i d e a  of  teaching  

philosophy t o  u n i v e r s i t y  s t u d e n t s  weighs more than  teaching  a r t  and/or  poe t ry ,  

o r  t e a c h i n g  t o  younger c h i l d r e n .  One cannot  t each  i n  S c h e f f l e r ' s  terms t o  

very  young p u p i l s  who w i l l  n o t  be  a b l e  t o  g ra sp  r a t i o n a l  exp lana t ions  o r  

employ c r i t i c a l  th inking .  S c h e f f l e r  chases  away from t h e  f i e l d  of h i s  i d e a l  

teaching  n o t  on ly  t h o s e  who a t t empt  t o  brainwash t h e i r  s t u d e n t s  o r  i ndoc t r in -  

a t e  them bu t  a l s o  t h o s e  who t each  c e r t a i n  s u b j e c t s  which do no t  n a t u r a l l y  
3 1 , '  

/ 1 /1 /1  

y i e l d  t o  d i s c u s s i o n  and reasoning  as w e l l  as t h o s e  who teach  very  young c h i l -  

d ren  o r  who fo l low c e r t a i n  tea-hing techniques .  

It seems t h a t  S c h e f f l e r  i s  advancing a n  i d e a l  which could be  followed 

wi th  d i f f i c u l t y  even i n  s choo l s  w i t h  a democrat ic  set-up.  H i s  s t i p u l a t i o n  

of s t r i c t e r  cond i t i ons  under which t h e  term ' t each ing '  should be  used c l e a r l y  

i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  he has  succumbed t o  t h e  tempta t ion  of promoting an  i d e a l .  He 

i s  n o t  r e p o r t i n g  t o  u s  what teaching  means b u t  t e l l i n g  u s  what teaching should 

r e a l l y  mean. We can cons ide r  ano the r  example which w i l l  s u r e l y  n o t  b e  

covered by S c h e f f l e r ' s  s t i p u l a t i o n .  Suppose John teaches  Tom some s c i e n t i f i c  

g e n e r a l i z a t i o n  - say ,  f o r  example, wood is  a bad conductor of hea t .  John has  



78 

not  enough t i m e  t o  c a r r y  o u t  t h e  whole ope ra t ion  of teaching  t h i s  s c i e n t i f i c  

f a c t  by g e t t i n g  t h e  s tuden t  t o  perform va r ious  experiments.  John does n o t  

even in t end  t o  t r y  t o  g e t  h i s  s t u d e n t  t o  b e l i e v e  t h e  g e n e r a l i z a t i o n ,  much l e s s  

t o  know i t .  H i s  main purpose i s  t o  p repa re  Tom f o r  h i s  examinat ion and he  

would do only t h a t  which i s  q u i t e  e s s e n t i a l  f o r  h i s  s t u d e n t  t o  pas s  t h e  
. , 

examination. John h e r e  does n o t  c a r e  t o  know whether o r  n o t ' h i s  s-tudent-has 

come t o  know t h a t  wood i s  a bad conductor  of hea t .  H i s  main concern i s  t o  

s e e  t h a t  h i s  s tuden t  should know how t o  handle  t h e  examination q u e s t i o n s  re-  

l a t i n g  t o  t h e  p a r t i c u l a r  t o p i c .  How does t h i s  example f a r e  a g a i n s t  S c h e f f l e r ' s  

Thes is  of " s e v e r e  r e s t r i c t i o n s  of manner"? Th i s  kind of t each ing  does not  

l e a d  s t u d e n t s  t o  f r e e  r a t i o n a l  judgment. The t e a c h e r ' s  a c t i v i t i e s  i n  t h i s  

p a r t i c u l a r  c a s e  cannot be  desc r ibed  as teaching  a c t i v i t i e s  f o r  i t  i s  presumed 

t h a t  a person who is  encouraged t o  form h i s  b e l i e f s  through f r e e  r a t i o n a l  

methods i s  l i k e l y  t o  b e  i n  a p o s i t i o n  t o  provide  adequate  evidence f o r  holding 

h i s  b e l i e f s .  Here t h e  s tuden t  w i l l  be  i n  no way q u a l i f i e d  t o  s a y  t h a t  he has  

acqui red  knowledge f o r  he  w i l l  n o t  be  a b l e  t o  back up t h e  acqui red  b e l i e f  w i th  

adequate  evidence.  I f  S c h e f f l e r  t h i n k s  t h a t  " teaching  t h a t  Q i nvo lves  knowing 

t h a t  Q" 11 then  how should t h e  a c t i v i t i e s  of John b e  c h a r a c t e r i z e d  who i n  t h i s  

c a s e  t augh t  h i s  s tuden t  t h a t  wood i s  a  bad conductor  of h e a t ?  

S c h e f f l e r  has  poin ted  ou t  more than  once t h a t  teaching  a c t s  a r e  in'ten- 

t i o n a l  a c t s  and h i s  f u r t h e r  e l a b o r a t i o n  l e a d s  one t o  b e l i e v e  unmistakably t h a t  

such a c t s  must be c a r r i e d  ou t  i n  such a  way a s  t o  b r i n g  about  ' l e a r n i n g  t h a t '  

and 'knowing t h a t 1 .  It seems t h a t  S c h e f f l e r  i s  unconsciously mixing up two 

ques t ions :  What a r e  t e , c h i n g  a c t s ?  How should one c a r r y  o u t  such teaching  

a c t s ?  It i s  q u i t e  s imple t o  accep t  t h a t  teaching  a c t s  a r e  i n t e n t i o n a l  a c t s .  

When he goes f u r t h e r  t o  suggest  t h a t  " teaching involves  t r y i n g  t o  b r ing  about  



7 9 

knowledge u nder s eve re  r e s t r i c t i o n s  of manner", l2 he is  answering t h e  ques- 

t i o n :  How should teaching  be c a r r i e d  ou t?  Such an  impos i t ion  of a c e r t a i n  

kind o f  "manner" on teaching  creat i rs  f u r t h e r  d i f f i c u l t i e s .  The method of 

teaching  g e n e r a l l y  depends on t h e  kind of i n t e n t i o n  one has  i n  fo l lowing  a 

c e r t a i n  a c t i v i t y .  I f  t h e  teaching  a c t i v i t y  i s  i n t e n d e d  t o  b r ing  about  a 

c e r t c i n  f a c i l i t y  i n  t h e  r ep roduc t ion  of l ea rned  f a c t s ,  t h e  t eache r  may fo l low 

a manner which would invo lve  encouraging t h e  s t u d e n t  t o  r e p e a t  h i s  perform- 

ance s e v e r a l  t i m e s  t o  ach ieve  t h e  r equ i r ed  f a c i l i t y .  It w i l l  b e  a poor 

d e f i n i t i o n  of teaching  i f  i t  does n o t  cover  t h i s  kind of a c t i v i t y  of t h e  

t eache r  who makes h i s  s tuden t  r e p e a t  h i s  performance s e v e r a l  t imes.  One 

f a i l s  t o  understand why one should m o r a l i s e  and say  t h a t  t each ing ,  t o  b e  

c a l l e d  r e a l  t eaching ,  should b e  c a r r i e d  ou t  on ly  i n  such and such a manner 

when answering t h e  q u e s t i o n ,  "What i s  teaching?" The sugges t ion  t o  exclude 

v a l u e  cons ide ra t ions  from t h e  concept  of teaching  i s  pu t  f o r t h  n o t  because 

they  a r e  unimpor tan t  o r  i r r e l e v a n t  t o  t each ing ,  b u t  on ly  because they  do no t  

answer t h e  q u e s t i o n :  'What i s  t each ing? '  In s t ead  of r e s t r i c t i n g  himself  t o  

t h e  t a s k  of answering t h e  ques t ion ,  'What i s  teaching? '  S c h e f f l e r  go t  in-  

volved i n  s t i p u l a t i n g  a method i n  which teaching  should b e  c a r r i e d  o u t  i n  

democrat ic  c o u n t r i e s .  It i s  methodology t h a t  has  become a l l  impor tan t  and s o  

i n s t e a d  o f  answering 'What' he  has  gone round about  and answered 'How'. H i s  

emphasis on "severe r e s t r i c t i o n s  of manner" l e a d s  one t o  t h i n k  t h a t  what 

S c h e f f l e r  is  doing i s  r e l a t e d  more t o  pedagogical  methodology r a t h e r  t han  t o  

ph i lo soph ica l  a n a l y s i s .  

S c h e f f l e r  imposes s e v e r e  r e s t r i c t i o n s  on teaching  and a t  t h e  same time 

he t r i e s  t o  f r e e  teaching  from l ea rn ing .  H i s  argument w i l l  be  s p e l l e d  ou t  i n  

t h e  f ol lowing manner: 



(1 )  Teaching a c t s  a r e  i n t e n t i o n a l .  

(2) These i n t e n t i o n s  are t o  b r i n g  about  l e a r n i n g  and 
fur thermore  knowing. 

(3 )  Because of t h e s e  i n t e n t i o n s  t h e  teaching  a c t i v i t i e s  
should b e  performed i n  a  c e r t a i n  manner. 

( 4 )  Whether o r  n o t  l e a r n i n g  t akes  p l ace  i s  immaterial .  

Consider  t h e  t h i r d  c o n d i t i o n .  It s u g g e s t s  t h a t  any a c t i v i t y  t o  e a r n  t h e  

t i t l e  of teaching  must fo l low a  c e r t a i n  manner. Methodology i s  g o a l  o r i e n t e d  

and i t s  j u s t i f i c a t i o n  l i e s  i n  i t s  achiev ing  a  goa l .  Methodology t h a t  f a i l s  

t o  achievc  a f i x e d  g o a l  i s  qu ick ly  r epud ia t ed .  I f  a  t eache r  fo l lowing  a 

c e r t a i n  method f a i l s  t o  a c h i e v e  h i s  g o a l ,  h e  i,s l i k e l y  t o  s a y  t h a t  though h e  

seemed t o  b e  teaching  he  w a s  n o t  a c t u a l l y  teaching .  I f  t h e  emphasis i s  

p laced  on t h e  methodology, t each ing  becomes g o a l  o r i e n t e d .  Teaching which 

does not  ach ieve  i t s  g o a l  is n o t  t each ing  i n  t h e  s t r i c t  sense  of t h e  term. 

I f  t eaching  a c t s  a r e  t o  b e  cons idered  d i s t i n c t  from t h e i r  outcome w e  must ex- 

c l u d e  t h e  c o n s i d e r a t i o n  of methodology from t h e  concept  of teaching .  

Teaching and Learning 

B .  0 .  Smith, i n  h i s  worry t o  s e p a r a t e  teaching  from l e a r n i n g ,  has  

h e a v i l y  leaned  on G i l b e r t  ~ y l e ' s  a n a l y s i s  of v e r b s .  G i l b e r t  Ryle has  n o t  

e x p l i c i t l y  analysed t h e  concepts  of l e a r n i n g  and t each ing ,  b u t  he has  poin ted  

o u t  d i s t i n c t  i ons  between achievement ve rbs  and t a s k  ve rbs .  Achievements a r e  

n o t  a c t s  o r  ope ra t ions  whereas t a s k s  a r e  a  way of being occupied,  a  kind of 

performance which has  a  c e r t a i n  outcome. According t o  him, achievement i s  

j u s t  one p i ece  of a c t i v i t y  w i t h  a  c e r t a i n  upshot .  Ryle says:  



But pe rcep t ion  ve rbs  cannot ,  l i k e  s e a r c h  v e r b s  b e  q u a l i f i e d  
by such  adverbs as ' s u c c e s s f u l l y ' ,  ' i n  v a i n ' ,  'me thod ica l ly ' ,  
' i n e f f i c i e n t l y r ,  ' l a b o r i o u s l y ' ,  ' l a z i l y ' ,  ' r a p i d l y '  ... They 
do n o t  s t and  f o r  performances,  o r  ways of being occupied;  
a f o r t i o r i  they  do no t  s t and  f o r  s e c r e t  performances,  o r  ways 
o r  be ing  p r i v i l y  occupied.  To pu t  i t  c rude ly ,  they  belong 
n o t  t o  t h e  vocabulary  of t h e  p l aye r ,  b u t  t o  t h e  vocabulary  of 
t h e  r e f e r e e .  They a r e  no t  t r y i n g s ,  b u t  t h i n g s  g o t  by t r y i n g  
o r  by luck .13  . -- 

Smith has  extended t h i s  a n a l y s i s  t o  t h e  examinat ion of t e ach ing  and l e a r n -  

i ng  by a s s i g n i n g  t h e  t a s k  r o l e  t o  t h e  former and achievement r o l e  t o  t h e  

l a t t e r .  H e  t h i n k s  t h a t  t e ach ing  s i g n i f i e s  proceedings between two o r  more 

i n d i v i d u a l s  i nvo lv ing  some s o r t  of d e l i b e r a t i o n  w i t h  ad jus tments  of mutual  

c la ims i n  e x p e c t a t i o n  t h a t  some r e s u l t  w i l l  i s s u e .  Th i s  d e s c r i p t i o n  re- 

sembles t o  some e x t e n t  John Dewey's exp lana t ion  of t h e  r e l a t i o n  between 

teaching  and l e a r n i n g  i n  terms of buying and s e l l i n g .  John Dewey writes:  

Teaching may b e  compared t o  s e l l i n g  commodities. No one 
can  se l l  u n l e s s  someone buys. W e  should r i d i c u l e  a  m e r -  
chant  who s a i d  t h a t  he  had s o l d  a g r e a t  many goods 
a l t hough  no  one had bought any. But perhaps t h e r e  a r e  
t e a c h e r s  who t h i n k  t h a t  t hey  have done a  good d a y ' s  teach-  
i n g  i r r e s p e c t i v e  of what p u p i l s  have l e a r n e d .  There i s  
t h e  same exac t  equa t ion  between teaching  and l e a r n i n g  t h a t  
t h e r e  i s  between s e l l i n g  and buying.14 

Smith a c c e p t s  t h i s  analogy only  s o  f a r  a s  i t  p o i n t s  t o  t h e  i n t e r a c t i o n  be- 

tween t h e  t e a c h e r ' s  performance of  t h e  teaching  a c t i v i t y  and t h e  a c t i v e  en- 

deavour of t h e  p u p i l s .  H e  d e t e c t s  t h e  obvious mi s t ake  i n  t h i s  equa t ion  and 

p o i n t s  o u t  t h a t  s e l l i n g  e n t a i l s  buying whereas teaching  does no t  seem t o  en- 

t a i l  l e a r n i n g .  I n s t e a d  of t h i s  he tu rn : .  t o  t h e  d i s t i n c t i o n  which Ryle made 

between t a s k  words and achievement o r  succes s  words. Learning i s  c l a s s e d  by 

him a s  a n  achievement word t o  t h e  p a r a l l e l  t a s k  word t each ing .  He remarks: 

Achievement words s i g n i f y  occur rences  o r  ep isodes .  ... On t h e  
o t h e r  hand, t a s k  v e r b s  always s i g n i f y  some s o r t  of a c t i v i t y  
o r  extended proceedings ... We may t r e a t  a  p a t i e n t  s k i l l f u l l y  
o r  u n s k i l l f u l l y ,  b u t  t h e  r e s t o r i n g  of h e a l t h  is  n e i t h e r  s k i l l -  
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f u l  nor  u n s k i l l f u l .  I t  makes sense  t o  say  t h a t  we teach 
unsuccess fu l ly .  But i t  is se l f -con t rad ic to ry  t o  say w e  
l ea rned  French u n s u c c e s s f u l l y . l 5  

This  e x p l a n a t i o n  s c c  s t o  be l o g i c a l l y  t r u e .  But we should a l s o  consic'er 

whether i t  i s  adequate  t o  d e s c r i b e  i t  a s  a  c o n t r a d i c t i o n  i n  o t h e r  con tex t s .  

It can v e r y  w e l l  happen i n  t h e  c a s e  of a  s tuden t  who l e a r n s  French f o r  t h e  

sake  of pass ing  a n  examination.  Severa l  examples of unsuccessful  l ea rn ing  

can b e  pointed  o u t  i n  a n  examination-oriented school  s i t u a t i o n .  We hear 

people say ing ,  "He h a s  passed t h e  examination b u t  he  has learned nothing ." 
Secondly, h e  h a s  argued t h a t  ' teaching ' and ' l ea rn ing  ' a r e  l i k e  " t r ea t ing"  

a  p a t i e n t  and t h e  r e s u l t a n t  "cure". The p a t i e n t  i s  cured al though he  remains 

q u i t e  pass ive .  Can t h e  s t u d e n t  be  taught  i f  he remains i n a c t i v e ?  It i s  

pointed  ou t  t h a t  l e a r n i n g  i s  t h e  p o s s i b l e  outcome of teaching j u s t  a s  t h e  

c u r e  i s  t h e  outcome of a d o c t o r ' s  t rea tment .  But t h i s  is  not  t h e  case ,  f o r  

t h e  s t u d e n t  has  t o  remain e q u a l l y  a c t i v e  i f  ' l e a r n i n g '  is  t o  be  the  outcome. 

I n  t h i s  r e s p e c t  Pau l  Komisar 's c r i t i c i s m  of Smith 's  Thes is  i s  re levan t .  

Komisar p o i n t s  o u t  t h r e e  l e v e l s  a t  which t h e  term ' teaching '  i s  used i n  

o rd ina ry  language: 

(1 )  Teaching names an occupation o r  an  a c t i v i t y  
h a b i t u a l l y ,  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c a l l y  engaged i n .  

(2) Teaching r e f e r s  t o  a  genera l  e n t e r p r i s e ,  some 
a c t i v i t y  being engaged i n .  

( 3 )  Teaching c h a r a c t e r i z e s  an a c t  o r  a l l u d e s  t o  an  
a c t  a s  being of a  c e r t a i n  s o r t  (belonging t o  a  
c e r t a i n  e n t c r p r i s e  of t each ing) .  16 

t I Komisar's a n a l y s i s  shows t h a t  ' t eaching '  i s  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c a l l y  accommodat- 

ing"17 and h i s  aim is  t o  po in t  out  va r ious  d i s t i n c t i o n s  t h a t  show up i n  t h e  

u s e  of t h i s  concept  and u l t i m a t e l y  t o  a r r i v e  a t  the  most exclus ive  and p r e -  

c i s e  " d e f i n i t i o n  t h a t  succeeds i n  d i s t i n g u i s h i n g  teaching from those  a c t s  o r  



" A t  t h e  a c t i v i t i e s  which s t and  i n  c o n t r a s t  t o  i t  a t  t h e  v a r i o u s  l e v e l s  . 
occupa t iona l  l e v e l  teaching  inc ludes  s tandard  i n s t i t u t i o n a l  p r a c t i c e s  such 

a s  l e c t u r e s ,  c o r r e c t i o n  of assignments  and o the r  school ing  t a s k s .  A t  t h e  

e n t e r p r i s e  l e v e l  teaching  i s  viewed a s  an  end-chasing performance w i t h  

l e a r n i n g  a s  t h e  f i n a l  g o a l .  A t  t h i s  l e v e l  teaching  inc ludes  a c t i v i t i e s  such 

a s  i n d o c t r i n a t i n g ,  preaching,  t r a i n i n g ,  and s o  on. The sense  of ' t e ach ing1  

a t  t h i s  l e v e l  is  no t  t h e  most d i s t i n c t i v e  o r  exc lus ive  sense  of t h e  term and 

i t  is i n t e n t i o n a l  w i th  ' l ea ; i1 ing1  a s  a  goa l .  But a t  t h e  a c t  l e v e l  l e a r n i n g  

is n o t  t h e  g o a l  of teaching .  Komisar says :  

.... a s  we become more s t r i c t  regard ing  what i s  t o  count  as 
t each ing ,  t h e  l e s s  i t  is  t h e  c a s e  t h a t  l e a r n i n g  i s  t h e  g o a l  
of t h e  game, and more i t  is  l i k e l y  t h a t  teaching  does imply 
t h e  achievement of t h a t  which is t h e  goal.19 

He th inks  t h a t  i t  i s  a mis t ake  t o  suppose t h a t  a l l  t eaching  a c t s  ( a t  t h e  - a c t  

l e v e l  have one type  of outcome and t h e r e f o r e  t o  say t h a t  teaching  e n t a i l s  - 
l e a r n i n g  o r  does n o t  e n t a i l  l e a r n i n g  is  meaningless ,  f o r  l e a r n i n g  is  n o t  i n -  

tended a t  t h a t  l e v e l .  For example, i n  proving o r  demonstrat ing something 

one may succeed i n  one ' s  aim though t h e  p o i n t  proved o r  demonstrated may b e  

promptly f o r g o t t e n  by t h e  s t u d e n t .  I n  t h i s  ca se ,  he  a rgues  t h a t  l e a r n i n g  

has not  occurred  f o r  l e a r n i n g  w a s  not  a t  a l l  in tended .  Teaching a c t s  a t  t h e  

a c t  l e v e l  do no t  have one u n i v e r s a l  i n t e n t i o n .  Komisar p o i n t s  ou t  t h a t :  

It s t r i k e s  me t h a t  v a r i e t y  r a t h e r  t h a n  un i fo rmi ty  c h a r a c t e r -  
i z e s  ac t -goa ls  . 
... But t h e  p o i n t  about  v a r i e t y  i s  no t  one t o  b e  s t r i c t  about .  
I f  we must have a s i n g l e  exp res s ion  t o  impose u n i t y  on t h e s e  
outcomes, t hen  t h e  b e s t  I can draw from a  deprived imaginat ion 
i s  'awareness ' .  It d o e s n ' t  cover  very  w e l l  t h e  d i f f e r e n c e s  be- 
tween, f o r  example, s ee ing  a  s o l u t i o n  and pe rce iv ing  a f a c t ,  
bu t  i t  makes a  b r i e f  f i n a l  summary s t a t emen t  poss ib l e :  it i s  
not some kind of learning but some fom of awareness which i s  
the intended upshot i n  the teaching acts  under discussion. 20 

A t  t h e  a c t  l e v e l  l r a r n i n g  i s  not  a t  a l l  in tended;  and s o  t h e  ques t ion  



of t h e  en ta i lment  of l e a r n i n g  need not  a r i s e  a t  a l l .  But a t  the same time 

Komisar emphasizes i n  most c e r t a i n  terms t h a t  i f  no t  l e a r n i n g ,  teaching  

a c t s  do have a  v a r i e t y  of g o a l s  and they a r e  s o  b u i l t  i n  w i t h i n  t h e  concept  

t h a t  teaching  e n t a i l s  them. The new p o s i t i o n  may be  desc r ibed  as fo l lows:  

( 1) 'Teaching'  a t  t h e  occupat iona l  l e v e l  d e s c r i b e s  
some kind of occupat ion  which c a l l s  f o r  a  c e r t a i n  , 

g o a l  which i s  commonly named i n  o rd ina ry  language.- - 
a s  l ea rn ing .  I t  i s  common exper ience  t h a t  t h i s  
g o a l  may o r  may n o t  be  achieved.  I n  o t h e r  words 
teaching  does n o t  e n t a i l  l e a r n i n g .  -- 

(2) 'Teaching'  a t  t h e  e n t e r p r i s e  l e v e l  has  a l s o  some 
g o a l  i n  view which i s  commonly known a s  l ea rn ing .  
I t  is  common exper ience  t h a t  t h i s  goa l  may o r  may 
not  b e  achieved.  Therefore  a t  t h i s  l e v e l  a l s o  
teaching  -- does no t  e n t a i l  l e a r n i n g .  

( 3 )  Teaching a t  t h e  a c t  l e v e l  does n o t  have l e a r n i n g  a s  
t h e  g o a l  and s o  h e r e  t oo  t e a c h i n g  ----- does no t  a t  a l  l 
e n t a i l  l e a r n i n g .  

( 4 )  Ergo i n  NO CASE TEACHING ENTAILS LEARNING. 

It appears  t h a t  Komisar has  arrLved a t  t h e  same conclus ion  as Smith 

and S c h e f f l e r .  Where then  l i e s  t h e  c r i t i c i s m ?  It l ies i n  Komisar 's  empha- 

sis on t h e  po in t  t h a t  ( a t  t h e  a c t  l e v e l )  though teaching  a c t s  do no t  e n t a i l  

l e a r n i n g ,  they do e n t a i l  something which may be c a l l e d  "awareness". I n  o t h e r  

words, he  wants t o  make i t  c l e a r  t h a t  i f  one a r r i v e s  a t  t h e  "most excZusive 

and precise"21 rncening of teaching, then  m a r e n e s s  i s  t h e  in t ended  upshot.  

He thus  a f f i r m s  t h a t  teaching  e n t a i l s  awareness.  And from Komisar 's  p o i n t  

of view t h i s  i s  t h e  most important  i s s u e .  Awareness of what i s  t augh t  i s  

p re sen t  a l l  a long the  way t h e  a c t i v i t y  of teaching  i s  pursued. The s t u d e n t  

i s  l c d  through a maze by t h e  t eache r  and a s  he  pas ses  along t h e  pa th  f u l l  of 

t w i s t s  and t u r n s ,  of course ,  he i s  q u i t e  aware of t h e  way he i s  l e d  al-ong. 

The s t u d e n t  may not  be a b l e  t o  r epea t  h i s  performance f o r  l a c k  of p r a c t i c e  

b u t  he is  Lully convinced of t h e  f a c t  t h a t  he i s  l e d  ou t  of t he  maze by h i s  
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t e ache r .  H e  has  caught t h e  p o i n t  o r  he  i s  aware of t h e  exper ience  h e  has 

passed through and accord ing  t o  Komisar's view i t  is t h e  awareness t h a t  is  

e n t a i l e d  by teaching .  One cannot s e p a r a t e  t he  s e n s e  of be ing  aware of what 

i s  taught  from the  teaching  a c t .  Suppose John wants  t o  show Tom t h a t  t h e  

sum of t h r e e  ang le s  of a  t r i a n g l e  i s  equal  t o  two r i g h t  ang le s .  John l e a d s  

Tom by a n  i n t e r e s t i n g  l o g i c a l  s t a i r c a s e ,  s t e p  by s t e p ,  t o  t h e  f i n a l  po in t  

where Tom s e e s  f o r  himself  t h a t  t h e  sum of t h r e e  ang le s  of a  t r i a n g l e  i s  

equal  t o  two r i g h t  ang le s .  According t o  Komisar, t h e  purpose of John i n  

t h i s  case  was j u s t  t o  make Tom aware of  a c e r t a i n  l o g i c a l  r e l a t i o n s h i p .  

"Being aware of t h e  s i t u a t i o n "  o r  "seeing t h e  poin t"  i s  a necessary  condi- 

t i o n  b u t  no t  s u f f i c i e n t  f o r  one t o  be e n t i t l c d  t o  claim ' l e a r n i n g ' .  

Both Komisar and Smith accep t  t h a t  teaching  i s  a n  i n t e n t i o n a l  

a c t i v i t y .  They a l s o  a g r e e  t h a t  teaching  is  procedura l  though Komisar does 

not  u se  t h i s  term. S ince  Komisar uses  t h e  term "teaching a c t s "  ( i . e .  more 

than  one s i n g l e  a c t )  and t h a t  t h e r e  can be  some kind of r e l a t i o n s h i p  between 

t h e s e  a c t s ,  i t  i s  s a f e  t o  conclude t h a t  h e  conceives teaching  a s  procedura l ,  

meaning thereby  a  number of teaching  a c t s  a r ranged  i n  some kind of sequence. 

So f a r  t hey  agree .  The d i f f e r e n c e  i n  t h e i r  s t andpo in t s  r e f e r s  t o  t h e  ques- 

t i o n  of en t a i lmen t  of l e a r n i n g  i n  teaching .  For Smith l e a r n i n g  is  a n  achieve-  

ment and teaching  may o r  may n o t  succeed i n  b r ing ing  i t  about .  I n  s h o r t ,  

Smith t h i n k s  t h a t  l e a r n i n g  is  n o t  b u i l t  w i t h i n  t h e  concept  of teaching .  For 

Komisar, on t h e  o t h e r  hand, l e a r n i n g  i s  n o t  t h e  aim of teaching  a t  t h e  a c t  

l e v e l  and s o ,  i t  is  no wonder t h a t  l e a r n i n g  is n o t  e n t a i l e d  by t each ing .  

But h e  i s  not  prepared t o  s ay  t h a t  ' t e ach ing '  e n t a i l s  no th ing  a t  a l l .  He 

r a t h e r  a rgues  t h a t  awareness i s  t h e  l o g i c a l  consequence of  ' t e a c h i n g ' .  

Komisar is  r i g h t  when he  says  t h a t  teaching  involves  some kind of s i g n i f i -  
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cant  consequence. He sugges t s  t h a t  awareness is t h e  consequence. Mc thinl is  

t h a t  awareness may be  t h e  umbrel la  term which covers  up ph rases  l i k e  'prov- 

i n g  t o  t h e  s t u d e n t ' ,  ' g e t t i n g  t h e  s tuden t  t o  grasp  t h e  p roo f ' ,  'making t h e  

s t u d e n t  aware of t h e  p o i n t ' ,  and so  on. Komisnr admits  t h a t  t h e  term 

'awareness '  seems inadequate  b u t  he  does not  sugges t  any o t h e r  more s u i t a b l e  

term t o  cover t h a t  which teaching  e n t a i l s .  It is f i n e  t o  accep t  Komisar's 

a n a l y s i s  and h i s  terminology and say  t h a t  "being aware of t h e  s i t u a t i o n "  o r  

11 s ee ing  t h e  poin t"  i s  not  a s u f f i c i e n t  cond i t i on  f o r  c laiming l e a r n i n g .  

11 Seeing the  poin t"  i s  something t h a t  happens t o  a  person whereas l ea rn ing ,  

a s  is  shown e a r l i e r  (pp. 63-66) imp l i e s  a c t i v i t y .  It i s  i n t e n t i o n a l  and 

i m p l i e s  success  o r  f a i l u r e .  One may work hard a t  l e a r n i n g  something and 

y e t  f a i l  t o  l e a r n  i t .  It i s  q u i t e  p o s s i b l e  f o r  John, accord ing  t o  t h e  

e a r l i e r  example, t o  make Tom aware of a  c e r t a i n  s i t u a t i o n  and y e t  Tom may 

n o t  c la im l e a r n i n g .  Tom needs f u r t h e r  e l abo ra t ion ,  performance of some kind 

of menta l  a c t i v i t y  t o  claim knowledge. What d i s t i n g u i s h e s  ' l e a r n i n g  from 

'awareness '  is  t h a t  l e a r n i n g  i s  d i s p o s i t i o n a l  whereas awareness is not .  

While John is l e a r n i n g  t h a t  something i s  t h e  case ,  what h e  i s  a c t u a l l y  doing 

i s  l i n k i n g  the  n w  f a c t s  w i th  t h e  knowledge a l r e a d y  gained.  He i s  perform- 

i n g  a n  a c t i v i t y  t o  l i n k  some compatible  f a c t s  w i t h  h i s  b e l i e f s .  I f  t h e  new 

knowledge i s  not  compatible  w i th  t h e  b e l i e f s  a l r e a d y  he ld ,  he  i s  most l i k e l y  

t o  f a i l  i n  l e a r n i n g  i t .  When John claims t h a t  he  has l ea rned  t h e  proof of 

a  geometr ica l  theorem, what he  c la ims  i s  t h a t  he  has  understood t h e  proof 

and no gaps a r e  l e f t  between h i s  prev ious  knowledge and t h e  proof newly 

l ea rned .  Bridging t h e  gap between t h e  b e l i e f  a l r e a d y  he ld  and t h e  proof of 

t h e  theorem i s  t h e  a c t i v i t y  of l e a r n i n g  which mind performs. 
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