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, f i i  

> - 
T h i s  t h e s i s  is an a t t v t  to ohow t h r t  s v  of Paul  

yr 
H i r s t ' s  v iews fm t h e  cmcm~t of l i b e r a l  e d u c a t i m  are 

mistaken.  

ttirat bpl iw-es  t h a t  (a) t h e  a t t a i n m t  a# a l i b e r a l  

education is e q u i v a l e n t  t o  an i n i t i r t i m  i n t o  t h e  v a r i o u s  

f w m a  of knonlgdge;  ib) the a c q u i s i t i o n  of knorrledge is 

logically n e c m s a r y  to the development of rational i t y f  m d  

t c )  t h e  development  of r a t i o n a l i t y  t a n  be sham w i t h  a 
, 

/ 

t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  argu,arent t o  b e  i n t r i n s i c a l l y  v a l u a b l e .  

Thwef o r e ,  ( d l ,  1 i b w a l  e d u c a t i o n  is s i g n i f i c a n t ,  i n  

H i r s t ' s  view, because  i t  is tan tamount  t o  a c h i e v e m e n t s  

whirh are c e n t r a l  to h w n  dcvolop- t .  

In t h i s  e s s a y  I c o n c e n t r a t e  on h i s  v i m  abwt t h e  

relation bet- t h e  a c q u i s i t i o n  of knowledqm a d  t h e  

development of r a t i o n a l i t y .  I n  p a r t i ~ u l a r  I a t t e m p t  t o  

shm t h r t  i t  is o n l y  p a r t l y  t r u e  t h a t  t h e  acquisition of 

k n o c r l d g e  is l o g i c a l l y  necessary to t h e  development  af 

r a t i o n a l i t y ;  t h a t  an t h e  c o n t r a r y ,  a t  l m r s t  

r a t i o n a l i t y  is l ~ g i c a l l y  presupposed by t t m _ a c q u i s i t i m  of 

knculedge.  I n  a s e n t m c e ,  t h e ,  a c q u i s i t i o n  of k n o n l d g e  
I 

cannot be an essential  elersmt i n  t h e  development  of. a l l  



position ta acquire kncmledqc. 

I n  the  f i r s t  chapter I attempt t o  shou howHirst  - 

conceives o+ t h e  r e l a t i o n  b d t n n n  the a c q u i s i t i m  of 

knowledge and- the  develapknt  of rat imaEi ty ,  and how 
PA 

th- v i m  f i t  into' h i s  overal l  ecjucdic*r+ th-y. In 
k 

t h e  second chaptw I attempt' t o  show that he is mistaken 

in  ecpatinq the acquis i t ion of knowledge t o  thm P 

development of r a t i o n a l i t y .  This I attempt t o  achieve with 
* .  

partial  a n a l y s e s  of the coclcepts of knowledgw and 
i 

r a t i o n a l i t y .  



TABLE OF W T E N T S  

~ - 

ABSTRACT . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  i i i  
2 

I 

TABLE W CONTENTS . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  v 

. 
INTROWCTION . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  .- . . .  1 

. . . . . . . . . . . .  Statement of the problem 1 

. . . .  Hirrt's conception of liberal education ; 4 
m 

f h e f w m s o f  knowledge . . . . . . . . . . . . .  9 2 

&ftionality, conceptual wheaes, and lang&ges - 13 

The ac$uisi tion of knowledge and the 

developagmt of rationality . . . . . . . . . .  20 



Educatirm and p r q w i t i m e l  knowledge . . .  ,24 
- J - 

The anhlysis of propositional knowfedpe . . . . .  28 * - ' A  

FInnis on knowledge, belief and rationality . . .  34 
- tl\ -& 

Rationality. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . -  41 

Rational i ty and knowledge . . . . . . . . . . . .  SO 

. Consequences, . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  63 
C ' 



. -' 
In  r numbw o-f papers i n  h i s  Knonledqr and tbe 

C u r r i c u ~ u r ,  Paul H i r s t  a t tmts t o  show t h a t  a 
- - 

c u r r i c u ~ u m  des igned  i n  w d w  to  p r o v i d e  a l i b u r l  

educa t i on  fw p u p i l s  w i l l  succeed  m1.y i f  i t  is 

n c o n s t r u c t e d  so as t o  i n t r o d u c e  p u p i l s  as f a r  as p o s s i b l e  j - >  

i n t o  t h e  interrelated aspects of each  of the basic f o r m s  

of knowledge, each  o+ the-several d i s c i p l i n e s n  < H i r s t ,  . 

1974, p, '47). 

H i s  argument relies on p w i t i m s  about (a) the 
r 

concept  o-f l i b e r a l  e d u c a t i o n ;  (b) the nature -0-f knowledgm 

(c)  t h e  s i g n i f  i'cance of knpwledgu? for the development of 
-. 

mind or r a t i m r l i t y ;  and ( d )  t h e  v a l u e  uf the deve lqmamt  

of mind w r & % i o n a l i t y .  
i 

H i r s t ' s  p r o j e c t  is t o  shaw the s i g n i f i c a n c e  of l i b e r a l  

educa t ion .  I n  h i s  "L ib -wa l  Educat ion m d  t h e  Nature uf 

. . . e w ~  s ince  e e e k  t i m e s  t h i s  idea of & u c a t i a r  
h a s  had its p l a c e .  Sowtirrtr i t  has bmm m o d i f i d  w 
extended i n  &tail to t c c W r t s  within i t s  #h- 
neu fwnr uf kncwledge: fw i n s t a n c e  C h r i s t i a n  



d o c t r i n e s  and t h e  v a r i o u s  branch- of d u n  -%c;ignc.). 
Sotasti- t h e  chcep t  h a s  bllm a i s i n t w p r a t c d :  rr i n  
R e n a i s s a n c e  humanism when classical l q r r n i n g  war 
eqcated w i t h  l i b w a l  e d u c a t i o n .  Wtim it  h a s  b m  / 
s t r o n g l y  opposed on phi  l u s o p h i c a l  g r ~ r : ~  rr by m y  
m d  t h e  pragmatists. Y e t  at c r u c i a l  p a i n t s  i n  the t 

i 
/ 

h i s t w y  03 e d u c a t i o n  the c o n c e p t  h a s  c m r t m t l y  
r e a p p e a r d .  I t  is q t  h a r d  to u n d e r s t a n d  uhy t h i s  -4' 
s h o u l d  b e  so. ( H i r s t ,  1974, pp. 31-2) 

H i r s t ' s  p o s i t i o n s  C K ~  (b ) ,  It), and (d l  c#priw m attmmpt 

t o  show t h a t  t h e  a c q u i s i t i o n  of a l i b w a l  e d u c a t i o n  tar - 
d e s c r i b e d  by p u s i t i m  (a)) is a w w t b r l h i l e  r c h i w m t .  

H i r s t ' , ~  r r w k  c o n s t i t u t e s  a t h e i r y  a b w t  e d u c a t i o n .  

L - 
Hirst b e l i e v e s  t h a t  h i s  vieus have  c u r r i c u l a r  

i m p l i c a t i o n s ,  b u t  I s h a l l  n o t  concern  mysmlf w i t h  t h o s e  i n  

t h i s  paper .  W e  I s h a l l  b e  concerned p r i a a r i l y  w i t h  him 

c o n c e p t i o n  o+ l i b w a l  e d u c a t i o n .  .. a 
H i r ~ t ' s  t h e r x y  is o f t e n  c a l l e d  t h e  "form of 

knowledge" t h e s i s .  He b e l i e v e s  t h a t  t h e r e  ere u v m  a 

' e i g h t  n a y s  ' i n  which w u . e x p w i e n c e  ~KPLIB s t f u c t u r d  

round t h e  use o+ accepted p u b l i c  s y s d o l s a  ( H i r s t ,  1974, 

p . 4 4 > .  These  fwns of knowlodge a r e  (1) m a t h e m r t i c r t  (2) 

t h e  p h y s e a l  sclmyces; (3) the human s c i m c e r i  (4)  

h i s t w y ;  ( 5 )  r e l i g i o n ;  (6) l i 2 t e r r t u r e  and t h m  f i n a  u t r i  

(7) . p h i l o s o p h y ;  and (8) morals ( H i r s t ,  1974, p. 46). [ I n  

h i s  "The Fwms of Knowledge Re-vis i teda  he cliirr that 

h i s t w y  and t h e  human s c i e n c e s  are n o t  r a r l l y  d i s t i n c t  

from each 0th- < H i r s t ,  1974, p.  86). 



In t h i s  e s s a y  I  w i  11 t r y  to shou that ~ i r s t  is w a g  
b 

to  equate t h e  a c q u i s i t i o n  o-f k w l e d g e  w i t h  the 
B 

- - 
d e v e l o p m t  o+ r a t i o n a l i t y ,  (which, fw Hirrt, is 

e q u i v a l e n t  t o  the developcrrmt o-f mind) ,  

( i  i ) S y n o p s i s  of the thesis 

Z 

I n  C h a p t w  I ,  I shall e l u c i d a t e  H i r r t 8 s  views on t h e  

a c q u i s i t i o n  o-f knowledgo m d  the development  pf 

r a t i o n a l i t y .  I  w i l l  t r y r t o  show t h a t  h r  b s l i s y  t h a t - t h c  

a c q u i s i t i o n  uf knowledge is necessary and wf f icient for, 

t h e  d c v e l ~ p n c n t  o+ r a t i o n a l i t y .  I n  ' ad t i i t ion ,  I sttali h o w  
' 

# 

h a ,  t h e w  v i m  f i t  i n t o  H i r a t ' s  o v e r a l l  d u ; a t i a n r l  

-In the mend _shaptmr  I shall shou that r a t i o n a l i t y  

is. r c o n d i t i o n  ,o-f t h e  accpisitim of knowledge. This w i l l  

haw t h a t  t h e  a c q u i s i t i o n  of knpnledgm is an a c h i e v n w o t  

of a d i f + u e n t  sort t h a n  t h e  d e v e l o p ~ t  r a t i o n a l i t y .  

In  t h e  ccmclus ion  I w i l l  t r y  t o  point  o u t  why H i r s t  - 
was lead t o  t h i n k  t h a t  e d u c a t i o n  is e q u i v d l m t  t o  t h e  
- 

deve lw- t  o+ r a t i o n a l i t y .  



(i! H i r s t ' s  concep t ion  o-f l i b e r a l  educa t i on  \ i 

H i r s t ' s  u o r k  d o e s  n o t  proceed from a d e s c r i p t i v e  
4 

5 

a n a l y s i s  of t h e  concep t  of l i b e r a l  , e d u c a t i o n .  H i r s t  dues  - 

n o t  beg in  h i s  work by examining how most- p e ~ l e ,  w even 

how most educa t ed  p e o p l e  t h i n k  of ti be ra l ,  education. H i s  
- 

' d e f i n i t i o n  o-f ' l i b w a l  educa t i on '  does n o t  rmpwt (w at 

any rate is not meant to report)  t h e  o r d i n a r y  u sage  pf 

t h a t  exp re s s ion .  I n  h i s  "The F o r m s  of Knouledgc 

Re-visi t e d " ,  h e  explains t h a t  " t h e  concep t  -& ' l i bmra l  

educa t i on '  I out1 i ned  was e x p l  i c - i t l y  s t i p u l a t i v e U  ( H i r s t ,  v 
1974, p.96>. Inso+ar as f t is p o s s i b l e  t& f i x  t h e  meaning, 

' , )  t 

of ' 1 i b w a l  educa t i on '  i n  p r d i n a r y  language,  H i r s t  wys ' 

; t h a t  i t  is "o-ftm n e g a t i v e l y  der ived :  ' mMha&kr ;lrc a 

l i b w a l  e d u c a t i o n  is, i t  is n o t  a v o c a t i o n a l  

e d u c a t i o n ,  not an e x c l u s i v e l y  s c i e n t i f i c  educa t i on ,  w 
I 

'r 

not a s p e c i a l i s t  education i n  any senseY < H i n t ,  1974, 

( I n  The Log ic  o f  Education, r work ca-authored ' 



with R.S. Petes ,  H i r s t  r e l i e s - o n  a de+ in i t ion  of . 

education which,' is r e p w t i v e  of ordinary language, The * 

analysis of education reached i n  tha t  t e x t  i s  very near ly 

equivalent t o  tha t  eraplopd by H i r s t  i n  h i s  omn work; I do 

not believe - t h i s  t o  b e  evidence of any deep 

misunderstanding on the pa r t  of H i r r t .  I suspect tha t  the  

chapter i n '  T b e  Logic o f  Education on t h b c ~ t  o-f 

i education w a s  cwapoPed caaknly by R.S. Peters, t ha t  H i r s t  

+ was qui te  happy t o  see t ha t  h i s  s t i p u l a t i v e  d e f i n i t i o n  bf + 

education w a s  nearly i n  complete agreement w i t h  PetersE > 

analysis, and tha t  H i r s t  would have been prepared t o  

abandon Peters' analysis .had i t  not been i n  agreement w i t h  

h i s  de f in i t ion .  I believe t ha t  H i r s t  was concerned t o  

i so l a te  some kmpwtant features of human development, and 

tha t  he attempted t o  do so by shouing tha t  a ce r ta in  . 

' achievement, defined s t i pu la t i vq l y ,  is cons t i t u t i ve  of the 

f lour ish ing  of persons.)' 

Hi r s t  bases h i s  d e f i n i t i o n  of: a l i b e r a l  education on 
8 

. a concept which, he claims, was the one held by the 

ancient Weeks. According t o  Hi rs t ,  the ancient e w k s  

conceived of  ed~vcati on ar ucpncemmd, simp1 y ' and d i r e c t l y  . 
with the pursu i t  of knowledgen <Hirst,  1974,. p. 31>. They 

conceived of k n o w f d g e  as d i v i s i b l e  i n t o  "savem l i b e r a l  



each of these areas of knowledge was justif i d  rctzording 

to the doctrines of episternologiral and metaphysical 

real ism. These doctrines held, rcspectlvely', that "the 

mind, in the r,ight use of reason, coMi+s to kncm the 

es3ential nature of things and can apprehend what is re.? 

and itiimPt&le'' c~irkt, 1974, p. 31); and that 'it is the 

-peculiar and distinctive activity vf the mind, because of 
/ 

its v w y  nature, to pursue knowledge" (Hirst, 1974, p. 

30>. I need not consider in detail these principles. It is 

iirelevant to my concerns whether the ancient Breaks 
7 

actually held them, which Greeks held t h m ,  whether they 
> 

aie $!rue, and whether they are the only doctrincb&f 

epistemological and metaphysical real i sm. My on1 y concern - 

here is with why Hirst conceives of liberal education as 
I< 

hc does.' 
. - 

Through the acceptance o-f these d o c t r i n ~ ,  knonlmdge 

was taken by the Greeks to be of great sighificancr 
.J 

because it constitutes the ideal relationship bet-- mind 

. -- 
and reality: 4 

The significance of €he concept wiginally came 
directly from the place the basic doctrines give to 
knowledge in a unified picture of the mind and its 
relation to reality. Knowledge is achieved nhm the 
mind attains its cmn satisfactian w good by 
corresponding to objective reality. <Hirrt, 1974, p. 
33 > 

b e o v e r ,  if a liberal education is defined in tt~h a 



- 
above way, t h a t  is, a s  e x p l i c i t l y  concerned  w i t h  t h e  

a c q u i s i t i o n  of knowledge, t h e n  t h e  p u r s u i t  of a 

l i b & &  e d u c a t i o n  is also j u s t i f i e d :  

b 

Here, t h e n ,  t h e  k e e k s  a t t a i n e d  the c o n c e p t  of an 
e d u c a t i o n  t h a t  was ' l i b e r a l '  not s i m p l y  b e c a u s e  i t  
w a s  t h e  e d u c a t i o n  of f r e e  m m  ra tW-thm slaves, 
but,  also b e c a u s e  t h e y  saw i t  as  f r e e i n g  theb mind 
k o  f u n c t i o n  a c c o r d i n g  t o  its t r u e  n twe, f r e e i n g  
r e a s o n  from wrw and i l l u s i o n  and f \ e e i n g  man's 
conduct  from mong. ( H i r s t ,  1974, p. 3) 

H i r s t  w i s h e s  t o  r e t a i n  a c o n c e p t i o n  of l i b e r a l  
. 

e d u c a t i o n  which is v e r y  much l i k e  t h a t  o f ' t h e  uncimt-  

Greeks, i n  t h a t  i t  is cu- tcwned  w i t h  an i n i t i a t i o n  ,' 

i n t o  t h e  v a r i o u s  f w m s  of kncmledge, b u t  h e  w a n t s  t o  

show ttpt t h e  p u r s u i t  of s u c h  an e d u c a t i o n  can b e  

j u s t i f i e d  w i t h o u t  resurt t o  t h e  above realist 

d o c t r i n e s .  I n  o t h e r  words, a t  t h e  end of  t h e  d a y  H i r s t  

w i l l  want c h i l d r m  t o i d  kno*ledpcablc  i n  the v a r i o u s  

d i s c i p l i n e s  of kncmledge h i c h  are p r c l m t l y  m m i f e s t ,  

namely, mathemat ics  and logic, t h e  p h y s i c a l '  s c i e n c e s ,  

t h e  human s c i e n c e s  afid h i s t o r y ,  l i t e r a t u r e  and t h e  
5 

f i n e  a r t s ,  morals, r e l i g i o n ,  and phii1"bsophy. But he 

also wants  t h e  j u s t i f i c a t i o n  of such  an education t o  
7 '  

be based om grounds  less s p e c u l a t i v e  t h a n  t h e  above  
. . 

d o c t r i n e s  abou t  the r e l a t i o n s  bet- mind, knon l rdge ,  

and r e a l i t y .  < H i r s t ,  1974, p. 

H i r s t  sees t w o  mjw pr04lems t o  be solved i n  



t h i s  t a s k .  F i r s t ,  h e  must show whyf w e  ought  t o  
- +  -, 

c o n t i n u e  t o  t h i n k  of e d u c a t i o n  as a n  i n i t l a t i o m  i n t o  
\ 

c e r t a i n  d i s c i p l i n e s .  I f  w e  b e g i n  t o  doub t  t h e  p o s i t i o n  

t h a t  knowledge must d e v e l o p  t h e  mind "must n o t  l i b e r a l  
t 

e d u c a t i o n  be r e d e f i n e d  s t a t i n g  e x p l i c i t l y  t h e  

F q u a l i t l e s  of mind and t h e  -11 v i r t u e s  t o  h i c h  i t  is 

d i r e c t e d ? "  < H i r s t ,  1974, p. 33>. T h i s  f i r s t  %oblan, 

t h e n ,  is t h a t  of showing t h e  F w t a n ' c c  of knowledge 

f o r  t h e  development  of mind. I f  i t  is p o s s i b l ' e  t o '  

d e v e l o p  one's mind w i t h o u t  t h e  a c q u i s i t i o n  of 
\ 

knowledge, !f ,  tha t  is t o  s a y ,  one  eou . 
c r e a t i v e ,  c r i t i c a l ,  autonomous t h i n k e r  w i t h m t  

"' a c q u i r i n g  knowledge, t h e n  perhaps e d u c a t o r s  ough t  t o  

- b concern  t h e m s e l v e s  w i t h  d e v e l o p i n g  t h e  v i r t u e s  of 

c r e a t i v i t y ,  c r i t i c a l  t h i n k i n g ,  and autonomy i n  

s t u d e n t s .  Perhaps we ought to b e g i n  t o  t h i n k  of 

i* 
e d u c a t i o n  n o t  a s  t h e  a c q u t s i  t i o n  of knou ledgr ,  , b u t  as 

the a t t a i n m e n t  of t h e  v a r i o u s  " c o g n i t i v e  v i r t u e s " .  

The second p_roblem f a c i n g  H i r s t  is t h a t  of 

showing t h e  i m p o r t a n c e  of a c q u i r i n g  a l i b e r a l  

e d ' u c a t i m ,  w i n  h i s  e y e s ,  t h a t  of j u s t i f y i n g  t h e  

development  of mind. That  an e d u c a t i o n  is w w t h  
e 

p u r s u i n g  d o e s  n o t  f o l l o w  f rom t h e  f a c t ,  i f  i t  is r 

+ a c t ,  t h a t  an e d u c a t i o n  is e s m t f  a1 to t h e  -- 



development of r a t i o n a l i t y  cr mind. This 

achievement  must 1 i k m i s e  be argued t o  be m t h  

pursu ing .  But H i r s t  is concerned main ly  w i t h  t h e  f i r s t  

problem, p r o b a b l y  b e c a u s e  h e  cor i s iders  t h e  second  , - 
i r s u e  r a t h e r  u n c o r t t r o v w s d a l  . 

[i  i The f  wms of  kn&l edge 

H i r s t  b e l i e v e s  t h a t  t h e r e  are s e v e n  w e i g h t  l o g i c a l l y  
& 

d i s t i n c t  forms of know1 edge. Thpre domains exhaust the 

a r e a s  wherein i t  is p o s s i b l e  t o  have  knowledge. H i r s t  - < 

wi tes: 

. . . by a d i s t i n c t  f a n  of knowledge is tamant 
a d i s t i n c t  way i n  which &r e x p e r i e n c e  becomes 
s t r u c t u r e d  round t h e  u s e  of a c c e p t e d  p u b l i c  
symbols. The symbols  t h u s  having p u b l i c  meaning, 
t h e i r  u s e  is i n  same way t e s t a b l e  a g a i n s t  
e x p e r i e n c e  and there i f  the progressive 
development of series of t e s t e d  s y m b o l i c  
e x p r e s s i o n s .  In  t h i s  way e x p e r i e n c e  has b m  
probed f u r t h e r  and f w t h e r  by e x t e n d i n g  m/ 
e l a b o r a t i n g  t h e  u s e  of t h e  symbols  and by mews of 
t h e s e  i t  h a s  become p o s s i b l e  for t h e  perllonrl 
e x p e r i e n c e  of  t h e  i n d i v i d u a l s  t o  becorn m e  f u l l y  
s t r u c t u r e d ,  rswa f u l l y  understood. ( H i r s t ,  1974, 
p.  44> 

Forms o+ knonledge  are d i s t i n g u i s b r b l e  by  t h r e e  

tri terla.  F i r s t ,  each form o-f kncmledqe is- c h a r a c t e r i z e d  

/by c o n c e p t s  which are " p e c u l i a r  n c h a r a c t e r  t o  t h e  f w m u  i 
< H i r s t ,  1974, p .  44>. Each f o r m / & +  k n o w l H g s ,  H i r s t  

be1 i w - ,  is d i s t i n g u i s h a b l e  a c c o r d i n g  t o  its c s n t r a l  



c o n c e p t s .  For e x a w l e ,  i n  science w e  h a v e  the concepts of 

" g r a v i t y ,  acceleration,  hydrogen ,  a n d  p h o t o - s y n t h e s i s ;  " i n  

m a t h e m a t i c s  ue h a v e  t h e  concepts o f  "number, i n t s g r a l ,  and  ' a 
-? 

m t r i x j Y  w h i l e  &n r e l i g i a n  w e  h a v e  t h e  c o n c e p t s  of "Bod, 
i 
/ 

s i n ,  and  p r e d e s t i n a t i o n "  < H i r s t ,  1974, p. 44). \ 

\ 

Second, e a c h  f w m  of knowledge can be d i s t i n g u i s h e d  
\ I 

b y  t h e  way i n  which t h e  concepts c m s e i t u t i v e  o f  t h e  f w m  

o f  knowledge " f o r m  a n e t w r k  of poss i t~ le  r e l a t i m s h i p r  i n  . 
which e x p e r i e n c e  can be u n d e r s t o o d "  O.lirst, 1974, p. 44). -- 
A form of knowledge  has a " d i s t i n c t i v e .  loqicpl s t r u c t u r e u  

( H i r s t ,  1974, p ,  44> ,  s u c h  t h a t  "statements c a n  be - 
I , - 
i m e a n i n g f u l l y  r e l a t e d  i n  c e r t a i n  s t r i c t l y  l i m i t e d  nays 

o n l y "  < H i r s t ,  1974, p. 44). I t  is n o t . m e a n i n g f u 1 ,  fa r  

i n s t a n c e ,  t o  say t h a t  a number,  say t h e  number t h r e e ,  has 
u 

a p a r t i c u l a r  mass. Numbers are n a t  t h e  sort of  t h i n g s  

which m a y  h a v e  mass. 

I d o  n o t  be1  ieve t h a t  t h i s  second f e a t u r e  of  a f o r m  - 
o f  knowledqe is i n d e p e n d e n t  o-f t h e  f i r s t .  R a t h e r ,  I t h i n k  

r 

t h a t  i t  is o n l y  by e x p l i c a t i n g  the re la t ions  bet- 

c o n c e p t s  t h a t  c o n c e p t s  c a n  b e  d i s t i n g u i s h e d .  

T h i r d ,  a t o r n  of  knowledge can be d i s t i n g u i s h m d  by 

t h e  ewt o f  tests by  which t h e  statmmmts w i t h i n  t h e  fwm 

are assessed with respect t o  t h e i r  t r u t h  value. E w  

example, t h e  s c i e n c e s  are c h a r a c t e r i o a c l  b y  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  

t 



w e  test s c i e n t i f i c  claims etcnpir ical ly -- WB u s e  our m s e  

e x p e r i e n c e  t o  test t h o s e  'claims. Ue test mathemt ica l  

c l a i m s  t h r o u g h  r a t i o c i n a t i o n .  T h i s  t h i r d  f e a t u r e  of a form 

of knowledge, H i r s t  claims, is "central" to d i s t i n g u i s h i n g  

thC v a r i o u s  forms. By t h i s  I  take H i r s t  t o  be s a y i n g  (a) 

t h a t  i t  is t h e  m o s t  i m p o r t a n t  of t h e  t h r e r  criteria, and - 
(b) t h a t  t h e  o t h e r  c r i t e r i a  c a n  be u n d e r t s t d  . i n  t e r m s  of 

t h i s  one. F w  example, t h e  c e n t r a l  c o n c e p t s  of t h e  

p h y s i c a l  sciences can be d i s t i n g u i s h e d  by t h e  fact  t h r t  i n  
% -/-- 

wct# t o  d e t w m i n e  whether  t h e y  are correctly w 

i n c o ~ e c t l y  a p p l i e d  w e  must employ aur senses. t b r e o v w ,  
\ 

the reason t h a t  c o n c e p t s  c a n  be related i n  some nays b u t  

n o t  ia  o t h ~ s  is t h r t  i t  is n o t  clear how w e  s h o u l d  

a s c e r t a i n  whether  s t a t e m e n t s  *ich v i o l a t e  t h e ' l o q i c  of a 

d i s c i p l i n e  are true w not. F w  example, t h e  reason a 

s t a t e m e n t  s u c h  as ' c o l b u r l e s s  breen i d e a s  s lv  f u r i o u s l y *  

can be s a i d  t o  be i n c o h w t m t  is because i t  I s  u n c l e a r  how 

w e  should begin t o  a s c w t a i n  its t r u t h  v a l u e .  

In " L i b e r a l  Educa t ion  a n d  t h e  N a t u r e  of Kacwledgem, 

where H i r s t  f i r s t  p r e s e n t e d  h i s  t h e s i s ,  h e  i n c l u d e d  a 

f o u r t h  c r i t e r i o n :  v a r i o u s  form of knonledge  u y  be 

d i s t i q u i s h e d  by t h e  methodology of i n v e s t i g a t i o n  

c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  of u e w k  i n  t h a t  f o r m .  L a t w  hr, c r m  to see 
1 

t h a t  t h i s  critwicjn is n o t  essential: " D i f f e r e n c e s  i n  thm.  



methods used to establish true propos'itians not 

surprisingly nil1 follow d i f f w m c e q  in the c h u r c t w  of + 

those propositions. ... But they do not thmnselves add 
anything to the strictly logical distinctions which mark 

I 

out possible forms of knowledgen (Hirct, 1974, p, 86>. 
P 

.'~irst arri.ved at these criteria by noticing what he 

took to be logically necessary features of propositions: 

. . . (a)  concepts appropriately related in r 
logical structure so that propositions can be f o r d  
and (b) criteria for judging the propmiticns to be 
true. If we are t o  logically distinguish types of 
knowledge we must in fact distinguish areas which are 
different -in respect o+ their conceptual systems and 
truth criteria. <Hirst, 1974, p. 60) 

The second #eature is not really a logically 

necessary feature of propositions. The criterion f a  the 
. . 

truth of a proposition i s  not a logical but an 
. . 

epistemological pr~perty of a proposition. M d  O 

moreover, it is dubious that all proposition6 have a truth 

criterion. What is the criterion for the truth o-f 

4 
proposition (3.30)? 

(3-30) "On April 13, 1974, an extraterrestrial 
being, who has the ability, and a l ~ y s  
exercises it, to t h w t  our a t t m t s  to detect 
him, ,stood on the tower of the Empire State 
Building." <Bradley and Suartz, 1979, p. 167> 

A 

But although Hirst may not be distinguishing logically 

necessary properties of propcrsitims, he doer r p p e u  to be * 

distinguishing logically nec&sary prcrputios of k k a b l e  . 



p r o p w i  t i o n s .  - 

I f  t h e r e  are t h e s e  fa=,  and i f  knowledge is r e l a t e d  ' 

t o  the developm@nt o+ r i n d  i n  t h e  way i n  which H i r s t  

s u g g e s t s  t h a t  .it. is, t h e n  w e  are ve ry  nea r  t o  a 
7 

j u r t i f i c a t i &  f b r  t h e  p u r s u i t  of a l i b e r a l  educa t ion  as - 
H i r s t  conce ives  of it. 

Mat remains  t o  b e  s h o w  is t h a t  t h e  develop-t of 

mind is w w t h  pursuing.  H i r s t  o f f e r s  a t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  

argument to sh'bu t h i s .  I s h a l l  not concern myself i n  t h i s  

e s s a y  with  d i s c u s s i n g  h i s  argument because {t presupposes  

t h a t  H i r s t ' s  'conception of t h e  r e l a t - i o n s h i p  between t h e  

development of  r a t i o n a l  i t y  and t h e  a c q u i s i t i o n  of 

knowledge is correct. Ths? purpose  o-f t h i s  pMw is t o  show 
r 

t h a t  H i r s t  is wrong about t h i s  r e l a t i o n s h i p .  

( i  i i R a t i o n a l i t y ,  conceptua l  schemes, and language% 

H i r s t  b e l i e v e s  t h a t  t h e  development of mind r e q u i r e s  t h e  
> 

a c q u i s i t i o n  of knowledge. T h i s  p o s i t i o n  is of g r e a t  

. - importance for h i s  educa t iona l  - theory. If kncmledge is 
' ,  

seen as n o t  l o g i c a l l y  neces sa ry  f o r  the development of 

mind, t hen  h i s  argument t h a t  l i b e r a l  educa t ion  is 

i i g n i f i c a n t  for t h e  devr lopmmt  of ra t imkl i  t y ,  and hence, 

h i s  argument f o r  the worth o+ eduer f ion ;  both f a i l .  But 



what d o e s  H i r s t  mean by t h e  development  o+ mind? 

kirst '  b e l i e v e s  t h a t  pas-ssing r r i n d ,  p o s s e s s i n g  'a - 

r a t i o n a l  mind, p o s s e s s i n g  a c o n c e p t u a l  schemm, and 

p o s s e s s i n g  a l a n g u a g e  are no4 s e p a r a b l e  d e v e l ~ l w w r t s :  

Being r a t i o n a l  I see as a matter of  d e v e l o p i n g  ' t o n c e p t u a l  schemes by means o-f p u b l i c  l a n g u a g e  i n  
which 'words  are r e l a t e d .  t o  our f o r m  of l i f e ,  so t h a t  
w e  make o b j e c t i v e  judgments  i n  r e l a t i g  t o  some a s p e c t  
of t h a t  +arm of  life. (Hi rst ,  1974, p. 93) - 

I a m  u n c e r t a i n  what t o  make of t h e  i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  of b e i n g  

' r a t i o n a l  w i t h  developing c o n c e p t u a l  schernps. Sure1  y  h e  

d o e s  n o t  be1 ie t h a t  t h o s e  who possess a ' c o n c e p t u r l  

- scheme and are l o n g e r  d e v e l o p i n g  one are not rational. 

( P e r h a p s  H i r s t  e l i e v e s  t h a t  w e  are a l w a y s  d e v e l o p i n g  our I - 
c o n c e p t u a l  s c h  s, o n c e  we p o s s e s s  them. I shall treat 

the above  r e m a r k s  as  i f  h e  had s a i d  t h a t  these ' ,/ 

a c h i e v e m e n t s  ( t h e  development  of r a t i o n a l i t y ,  t h e  
S 

a c q u i s i t i o n  o-f a language ,  and t h e  a c q u i s i t i m  of a 

c o n c e p t u a l  scheme) are e q u i v a l e n t .  M o r e  a c c u r a t e l y ,  

a c q u i r i n g  a p u b l i c  l a n g u a g e  ( such  as E n g l i s h ,  Hind i ,  or 

French)  i n v o l v e s  t h e  a c q u i s i t i m  of a c o n c e p t u a l  scheme 

and t h i s  is j u s t  t h e  saw as  t h e  development  of 

r a t i o n a l i t y .  

Conceptual  schemes are "nays of w g a n i z i n q  

e x p e r i e n c e ;  t h e y  a r e  s y s t e m s  of  c a t e g o r i e s  f rom e h i c h  

i n d i v i d u a l s ,  c u l t u r e s ,  .or p e r i o d s  s u r v e y  the p r s s i n q  



=men ,<Davidsc#,, 1 9 7 3 ,  p.- ,5>. One's conceptual schmme 

ii 

, dete&minas'how the  world appears, w a l t k n a t i v a l y ,  i t  

deter l ines 'what i s  t o  count as the wwld. People w i th  M o m  

-1. m e  does not share a conceptual scheme w i l l  see t he  w w l d  
\ 

al te rna t ive ly ,  they w i l l  see a d i f ferent ,  
' a 

f a c t  that, for the k t  part ,  people 

concepts as each o t  nhich enables 
t 
\ 

thoughts. Mere two p e o p l e  t o  share 
I 

no concepts there, would be no p o s s i b i l i t y  t h a t  the  two 4 - 
could th ink the same thoughts. - 

For example, r i g h t  non there is & wange hat m t he  

tab le be fwc  me. I am entertaining, c w r e c t l y ,  t ha t  there 

i s  m wange hat on the  t ab l e  before m e .  It i s  the  f a c t  L 

tha t  I possess ce r ta in  concepts, namely the concepts of 

orangeness, hat, and tab le  which enables m e  t o  enter ta in  

that  thought. A v i s i t o r  -without those 'cone-ts , would not  

be able t o  enter ta in  prec ise ly  tha t  thought. For example, $ . 
suppose tha t  'the v i s i t o r  i s  a man who has been b l i n d  since 

b i r t h .  Such a man would sure ly  not have the  cmcept of the  

colwr orange, a t  leas t  not i n  a fu l l -b lown smw. He 

would not be able t o  use the  cmcept t o  d is t ingu ish  the 

wange from the not-wangc objects. The b l i n d  m a n  might 

coma t o  en ter ta in  tha t  there i s  a hat  cm the  table (by 

twch inq  the hat and tab le  wi th h i s  hands), and, h i l e  he d 



r a y  bel ieve tha t  the hat i s  wange, he uauld do so 
P 

pnly  i n  a weak sense. Shw ld  s m  re l i ab le '  pwson tall h i m  

tha t  the hat i s w a n g e ,  he might coma t o  bel ieve tha t  the 

t 

hat i s  wangc, but  he would do SO even i f  thm mprr~rion 

'wange' had. no sense or  a sense ent i re1 y d i  f f =rent from 

i t s  present sense. Thwe i s  a g o d  sense i n  h i  ch i t  is 

correct  t o  say tha t  he cannot bel ieve tha t  the  hat is 

wange i n  the same way as can a sightmd person. This po int  

might be c l a r i f i e d  w i th  the d i s t i nc t i on  between da 

0 

d i c t o  and d e  re be l ie fs .  The b l i n d  man may have the  

de d i c t o  b e l i e f  t ha t  there i s  an orange hat on the 

table, but he cannot have the de re be l i e f  that there 

i s  an orange hat  on the table. He mi-ght bel ieve tha t  the 

sentence ' there i s  an orange hat on- the table '  

( r e l a t i v i zed  t o  t i m e  and place) i s  a t r u e  sentence, but ha 

T cannot believe, of the  hat  on the  table, that ,  fw any w a y  

of describing or  conceiving of  the colour wange, i t  i s  

orange. ( S e e  T y l w  Burge's (1977) "Bel ief  De Re' fw  a 

discussion o f  the d e  re/de dicto d is t inc t ion .  

Of course, sharing a conceptual achmam is not an a l l  

or nothing a f f a i r .  Two i nd iv idua ls  might share scme proper 

subset of each other 's concepts, w they dight h a r e  no L~ 

concepts. Scr whi le sumerne who dues not  have the concept 

& C 

* .oi  a hat could not th ink  tha t  there is a hat on t h r  table, 



h e  might be  able t o  t h i n k  t h a t  t h e r e  is a uool  a r t i f a c t  of 

a c e r t a i n  s h a p e  ui t h e  t ab lw.  H e  would mere ly  n o t  know 

what t h e  a r t i f a c t ' s  f u n c t i o n  is -- h e  would n o t  know t h a t  
- 

t h a t  a r t i f a c t  is u s u a l l y  used  t o  cover, me's h a d  ( though 

" i t  may b e  employed i n  panhand l ing ,  or i n  b a i l i n g  w a t e r  out 

of a leaky d i n g y ) .  But  i n  t h e  e x t r e m e  case, w h e r e  

i n d i v i d u a l s  s h a r e  n o  c o n c e p t s ,  t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  of t h i n k i n g  
- - -- 

even similar  t h o u g h t s  is n i l .  

Kant was t h e  f i r s t  t o  s u g g e s t  t h a t  w e  e x p e r i e n c e  t h e  
i 

world a c c o r d i n g  t o  a c o n c e p t u a l  scheme w -frr-ku as 

- i t  is s o m e t i m e s  known. A mind, h a  t h w g h t ,  is d i v i s i b l e  

i n t o  a c t i v e  and p a s s i v e  f a c u l t i e s :  * t h e  f a m e r  u s i n g  

c o n c e p t s  t o  ' i n t e r p r e t '  h a t  ' t h e  world '  impusem on t h e  

la t ter ,"  as Richard  R a t y  (1969, p. 649) p u t  it. Here w e  

have  a nodel of e x p w i m c e  which s u g g e s t s  t h a t  t h u e  is 

some s a n s w y  "g iven"  which is * i n t e r p r e t e d m  a c c o r d i n g  t o  

wr c o n c e p t s  t o  be, s a y ,  t h e  r i n g i n g  of a school b e l l ,  or 

a  t a b l e -  s u r f a c e  w i t h  an o r a n g e  h a t '  n e a r  t h e  f a r  r i g h t  hand ' . 

c w n w .  I t  is our c o n c e p t u a l  schemes which make it 

p o s s i b l e  f o r  us t o  h a v e  experience 
/"c\ 

. , 

\ The a c q u h i t i m  of a c o n c e p t u a l  s c h w  is n t i m s  

P 
t h o u g h t  t o  be r e l a t e d  t o  t h e  b c q u i s i t i o n  a language.  

Donald David- e x p l a i n s ,  t h e  r e l a t i o n ,  b r t m n  t h r  
P .. 



, l a n g u a g e  i n  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  nay:  - 
4 

, . . i f  conceptua1 schemes d i f f e r ,  

- l anguages .  But s p e a k e r s  &f d i f f e r e n t  l anquag  s m a y  
s h a r e  a ccmceptual  scheme p r o v i d i n g  t h w e  is a uay of 
t r a n s l a t i n g  m e  l a n g u a g e  i n t o  t h e  o t h e r .  (Davidscm, 
773, p. 6)' 

P 
So, while Frenchmen and Englishmen d o  not shue r 

l a n g u a g a - t h e y  may, and no  d a r b t  f o r  t h e  most p a r t  do, 

s h a r e  a c o n c e p t u a l  sheme; b u t  t h o s e  w i t h  whom m do n o t  0 

share a c o n c e p t u a l  scheme ( for  example, extraterrestrials 

and rpts) w i l l  s u r e l y  p o s s e s s  d i f f e r e n t  l a n g u a g e s  i f  t h e y  

p o s s e s s  l a n g u a g e s  a t  a l l .  - 
f . H i r s t  seems, t o  , s u b s c r i b e  t o  a p o s i t i o n  v e r y  1 i k e  

Davidson's:  - 

. . . whatevw p r i v a t e  forms mf awueness t h m r e  
might  be ,  i h  ir  by means of symbols, p a r t i c u l a r l y  i n  
l anguage ,  t h a t  cmcspt~rl  a r t i c u l a t i o n  b ~ o m r s  
o b j e c t i f i e d ,  for the symbols  g i v e  p u b l i c  srnbodirrrent to 
t h e  concept%. The result u# t h i s  i a  t h a t  rm are ablr 
t o  come t o  u n d e r s t a n d  b o t h  t h e  e x t e r n a l  ue#;d and 
t h e i r  ann p r i v a t e  s ta tes  OY mind i n  c- ways, 
s h a r i n g  t h e  same c o h c e p t u a l  schemata  by l e a r n i n g  to  
use syptbols  i n  the same manner. The a b j m z t i f i c a t i o r r  of 
u n d e r s t a n d i n g  is p o s s i b l e  b e c a u s e  commonly accept& 
c r i t e r i a  !w u s i n g  t h e  t u a s  are r e c w n i w d  wen i f  
t h e s e  are never m p l i c i t l y  e x p ~ e s s e d .  ( H i r s t ,  1974, p. 
39) 

Davidson seemi to commit h imse l f  t o  t h e  p o s i t i o n  t h a t  

t h i n k i n g  r e q u i r e s  both a c o n c e p t u a l  scheme wtd a l a n g u a g e  

by which that con e p t u a l  s c h e a c  is c o n s t i t u t d .  l-h claims 

i \ 
t h a t  i f  w e  do no accept t h a t  c o n c e p t u a l  wh- ar. 

related to l a n g u a g e s  i n  the above nay, t h m  oruk of two 



unaccep t  a b l e  consequences f o l l o u .  E i t h e r  w e  a c c e p t  t h  

wr minds operate w i  dh l a n g u a g e s  d i f f - w e n t  froa wr 
6 

at 

n a t u r a l  l anguages ,  i'n which case we, as Davidron. s a y s ,  

" n e e d l e s s l y  double '  o u r  p r o b l d  - n o  problems would b e  
P 

solvpd by t h e  a c c e p t a n c e  of t h i s  p o s i t i o n  and i t  seeras t o  

I con+ l i c t  w i t h  our c o n c e r n  f o r  s i m p l i c i t y  -- w we accmpt 

t h a t  minds can  o p e r a t e  w i  t h w t  1 anguage,  and t h a t ,  , - insWar 

as l anguage  af fec ts  p e r c e p t i o n  and 0th-  menta l  events; it . 
h a s  a p e r v e r t i n g  e f f e c t .  This second  p o s s i b i l i t y  is 1 

o b v i o u s l y  u n t e n a b l e  i f  o n l y  b e c a u s e  it is u n a b l e  t o  
- 

a c c o u n t  f o r  t h e  f u n c t i o n  of  l a n g u a g e  and f o r  how such a n  

i n t r i n s i c a l  1 y harmful  t h i n g  c o u l d  have evo lved .  

H i r s t  d o e s  n o t  c o m m i t  h imse l f  t o  t h e  p o s i t i o n  t h a t  ' 
- 

t h o u g h t  is r e l a t e d  t o  l a n g u a g e  and t o  -a c o n c e p t u a l  schme 

i n  t h e  way i n  which D,avidson s u g g e s t s .  H i r s t  seems t o  

c o m m i t  h imse l f  only' t o  t h e  p o s i t i o n  t h a t  most t h ~ g h t  

r e q u i r e s  a c o n c e p t u a l  scheme and a language:  i n '  "Language i 

g h t n  H i r s t  r e m a r k s  t h a t  

. . it seems t o  A# beyond d i s p u t e  t h a t  s u c h  of  
is i n  syarbols  r a t h w  t h a n  i n  a n y t h i n g  

m a j o r i t y  of it is i n  y d s  and 
senten\?. . . . I n t e l l i g i b l e  t h o u g h t  is of someth ing ,  
and I t a k e  t h a t  t o  imply  t h a t  b e i n g  of something,  it 

i n  c h a r a c t e r .  < H i r s t ,  1974, p. 71) 
, 

L 
I n  "LibeWal ~ d u c a t h o n  and t h e ' N a t u r e  of Knouledgem H i r s t  

\ 

d i d  not + i t - h i m s e l f  t o  s a y i n g  t h a t  a l l  t h i n k i n g  

r e q u i r e s  a c o n c e p t u a l  scheste. He s a i d  only t h a t :  



The v a r i o u s  m a n i f e s t a t i o n s  of conriousnms, i n ,  for 
i n s t a n c e ,  d i f f e r e n t  oenae p e r c e p t i o n s ,  d i f f e r e n t  
emot ions ,  w d f i + f w e n t  e l e m e n t s  of i n t e l l e c t u a l  

I u n d e r s t a n d i n g ,  are i n t e l l i g i b l e  o n l y  by v i r t u e  of t h r  
con'ceptual  a p p a r a t u s  by which t h e y  are a r t i c u l a t e d .  
< H i r s t ,  1974, p. 39) 

1k w w l d  5-, t h e n ,  t h a t  H i r s t  is n o t  cancerhd  t o  
t 

5ay t h a t  all mental  a c t i v i t y  requires language  and a  

c o n c e p t u a l  scheme. He wants t q  say o n l y  t h a t  rational 

t h o u g h t  i n v o l v e s  a l a n g u a g e  and a c o n c e p t u a l  xhe tne .  
J 

Although,  f o r  H i r s t ,  t h e  d e v e l o p d n t  of a r a t i o n a l  
\ 

mind and t h e  development  of a mind are n o t  q u i t e  t$e s a m e ,  

- h e  a 1  l o w s  h i m s e l f  t o  u s e  the expressions synanymausly 
0? \ 

b e c a u s e  h e  is n o t  e s p e c i a l l y  concerned w i t h  n o n - r a t i o n a l  

m e t i t d l  a c t i v i t y .  

9" 
So t h e  p o s i t i o n  H i r s t  h o l d s ,  is t h a t  t h e  deve lopmt  

of r a t i o n a l i t y  r e q u i r e s  t h e  a c q u i s i % i o n  of l a n g u a g e  and 
%=. 

t h e  a c q u i s i t i o n  of a c o n c e p t u a l  scheme. These achievements 

a r e  e q u i v a l e n t  t o  e a c h  o t h e r  i n  t h e  s&s3 t h a t  t h e  

' I-' 

a c q u i s i t i o n  of any o n e  of t h e s e  ach'ievemmnts inpliei t h e  

a c q u i s i t i o n  of  t h e  o t h e r s .  

( i v )  i he a c q u i s i  ti,m of knowledge and t h e  develop&? D+ 

r a t i o n a l i t y  

H i r s t  b e l i e v e s  t h a t  a c q u i r i n g  a c o n c e p t u a l  =he# and 
b 

A- a c q u i r i n g  know1 edge are n o t  d i s t 4 n g u i r h a b l e .  C l e ~ l y ,  t h e  



a c q u i s i t i o n  of knowledge  w i l l  sometires i n v o l v e  t h e  

a c q u i s i  t im  w deve lopmen t  of  a c o n h p t u a l  scheme. 

whet is i n v o l v e d  i n ,  say, a c q u i r i n g  g e o m e t r i c a l  knonledqm 

is t h e  . a c q u i s i t i o n  of c e r t a i n  c o n c e p t s .  and  t h e  a c q u i s i t i o n  

of t h e  a b i l i t y  t o  a p p l y  t h o s e  c o n c e p t s .  One would, f o r  

i n s t a n c e ,  r e q u i r e  t h e  c o n c e p t s  of  t r i a n g l e ,  $01 ygon, 1 i n e ,  

a n g l e ,  and l e n g t h .  

The m o s t  c o m p l e t e  *ccm.int o f  t h e  a c q u i s i t i o n  of  - 
P v o w 1  e d g e  H i  rst o f f e r s  . i s  i n  h i s  *The N a t u r e  a n d  S t r u c t u r e  

of C u r r i c u l u m  O b j e c t i v e s " .  The a c q u i s i t i o n  o f  knonledgm, 

R e  claims, , 

. i n v o l v e s  l e a r n i n g  many d i f + w m e n t  concepts, 
u s i n g  t h k e  i n  a g rowing  a w a r e n e s s  o f  f a c t s ,  t r u t h s ,  
and n w m s  o f  many k i n d s ,  m a s t e r i n g  many logical 

,/ o p s c c a t i u v  and p r i n ' c i p l e s ,  a p p l y i n g  t h e  cr i ter ia  of  . d i f f e r e n t  t y p e s  of .judg-t and  so on. < H i r s t ,  1974, 
p. 22> 

S e v e r a l  p o i n t s  are r e l e v a n t  here. 
* 

F i r s t ,  i t  is o b v i o u s  t h a t  H i r r t  is c o n c e r n e d  less 

w i t h  t h e  a c q u i s i t i o n  of i s o l a t e d  items of knonledge t h a n  , 
"'J 

he is w i t h  t h e  a c q u i s i t i o n  of  bodies of  k n w l e d g r .  That is A - , 
to say, H i r s t  is c m c w n e d  #we w i t h  t h e  l e a r n i n g  of 

h i s ; t w y ' ,  s c i e n c e ,  and  m a t h e m a t i c s  hs a w h w l e ,  t h a n  h e  

is  w i t h  l e a r n i n g  of i n d i v i d u a l  f a c t s ,  such as t h e  f ac t  

t h a t  v i x e n  are carnivarous, and  t h a t  t h e  four angles u-f a 
d 

rectangle, are r i g h t  a n g l e s .  P h q u i r i n g  k n d l e d g e  of a n y  of 



t h e s e  p r o p o s i  t i  oms w i  1 1  o n l y  sorttimes require 
, . 

a c h i e v e m e n t s  o+ t h e  sorts l i s t e d  by H i r s t  above. O f t e n ,  , in  

c a s e s  whks S a l r e a d y  p o s s e s s e s  f a l l  t h e  r e l e v a n t  

c o n c e p t s  and  is f a m i l i a r  w i t h  t h e  r e l e v a n t  t r u t h  c r i t w i a ,  

B 
S w i l l  n o t  need t o  d o  a q r e a t  d e a l  o i  l e a r n i n g  i n  

w d w  t o  acquire kn-pwledge of  t h e  above p r o p o s i  t ims 

( 'about A r i s t u t l e ,  v i x e n ,  and r e c t a n g l e s ) .  

Second ,  i t  seems c l e a r  t h a t  Hirst is cwruct t o  say . 
- .  

t h a t  i n  ' l e a r n i n g  a boc!.r. of kncwledge,  such as h i  s t o r y ,  o n e  
,? 

will require l e a r n i n g  of t h e  surt H i r s t  m e n t i o n s  on h i s  

page 22. To l e a r n  h i s t o r y  o n e  must l e a r n  many c o n c e p t s ,  

m a n y  f a c t s ,  many nw-, and 60 on. I n  &her  m d r ,  H i r r t  - 
is corrzct i n  b e l i e v i n g  t h a t  t h e  acquisi t ion of  a body of  

k n w l e d g e  n e c e s s i t a t e s ' l e a r n i n g  of t h e  sort he m e n t i o n s  -- 

H i r s t  does list necessary c o n d i t i w i q  of l e a r n i n g  a 

'? 
T h i r d ,  i t  s e e m s  clear  t h a t  a c q u i r i n g  asbody of  

knowledge-, o r  even knowledge of a  s i n g l e  p r o p o s i t i o n ,  is 

s u f f i c i e n t  for  t h e  possession of a c o n c e p t u a l  scheue. I n  

o t h e r  words ,  anyone  who possesses knowledge must a lso,  a t  

Ieast t o  some e x t e n t ,  p o s s e s s  a c o n c e p t u a l  scheme. W i t h ~ t  

concepts a n d  c r i t w i a  f w  t h e i r , a p p l i c a t i o n  r m a n  c w l d  

n o t  even  t h i n k  t h w g h t s ,  let alone a c t u a l l y  have 

know1 e d g e .  



But H i r s t  c a n n o t  be c o n t e n t  w i t h  s h o n i n g  t h a t  

kncmledge requires a c o n c e p t u a l  scheme. H i r s t  mu& i n  

a d d i t i o n  shcm t h a t  m l y  th rough  t h e  a c q u i s i t i o n .  of 
;;z 

knowledge - nay a n  i n d i v i d u a l  a c q u i r e  a conceptual s c h c ~  w 

P' develop a r a t i o n a l  mind. H i r s t  d o e s  n o t  a r g u e  anywhere, so 

- f a r  as I can determine, for t h i s  p o s i t i o n .  

I do not t h i n k  t h a t  H i r s t  is correct t o  b e l l e v e  t h a t  

a c q u i r i n g  kncmledge is n e c e s s a r y  f o r  t h e  a c q u i s i t i o r ,  of a 

c o n c e p t u a l  scheme w for t h e  development  of r a t i o n a l  i t y .  

I n  Chapter  11, I w i l l  a t t e m p t  t o  show t h a t  r a t i o n a l i t y  is 

actual l y  a pre-condi t i  on of  the a c q u i s i t i o n  of k n m l d g e .  

, 



I n  t h i s  c h a p t e r  I  w i l l  t r y  t o  show t h a t  H i r s t ' s  wsition 

on t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between t h e  a c q u i s i t i o n  of knowledge 
- 

and t h e  development  of r a t i o n a l i t y  is m i s t a k e n .  I s h a l l  do 

so by shcminq t h a t  t h e  a c q u i s i t i o n  of knowledge 

p r e - s u p p o s s e s  r a t i o n a l i t y .  H i r s t ' s  argument  f o r  t h e  

wor thwhi . leness  o+ l i b e r a l  e d u c a t i o n  r e q u i r e s  t h a t  t h e  ' 

.J 
a c q u i s i t i o n  of  knowledge is a n e c e s s a r y  c o n d i t i o n  o f  t h e  

development  of r a t i o n a l i t y .  I f  i t  is t r u e  t h a t  r a t i o n a l i t y  

1 

i s a p r e s u p p o s i  t i  on o f ,  y e t  d o e s  n o t  i tsel f  pre-suppose, 
% 

t h e  a c q u i s i t i o n  of knowlMge,  t h e n  H i r s t ' s  a r g u m t  fails.< 

4 
I t  is n o t  p o s s i b l e ,  i f  I a m  r i g h t ,  t o  show t h a t  e d u c a t i o n  

is w w t h w h i l e  by showing t h a t  r a t i o n a l i t y  is war thwhi le .  

I i  E d u c a t i o n  and p r o p o s i t i o n a l  knowledge 

One c o u l d  b e  s a i d  t o  know p r o p o s i t i o n s ,  p w m s  and 

- p h y s i c a l  o b j e c t s ,  and haw t o  do c e r t a i n  t h i n g s ,  CI man *Iho 

knows t h a t  R o m e  is i n  I t a l y ,  nho s to l e  t h e  A l b i n i m i  

phonoqraphs., how t h e  eye works, what it takes to  b r i b e  r 



m a g i s t r a t e ,  w why tne s t u d e n t  1 i e d  'to her p r o f r s s w ,  h a s  

what I w i  11 call  p r o p o s f  tional knowledge. The logical 

object of p r o p o s i t i o n a l  kncmlodge is a p r o p o s i t i o n ;  when 

scnneone has p r o p o s i  t imal knowledge what he knows is 
, 

t h e  bearer of a t r u t h  va lue .  A man who knows P r e s i d e n t  
- 

Reagan or t h e  c i t y  of  Victoria, B r i t i s h  Columbia, h a s  what 
' 'w 

I w i l l  c a l l  know1 edge b y  acquaintance or I 

a1 t e r n a + i v e l  y, knowledge with a direct object .  A m a n  .. 

who knows how t o  repair an  au tomobi le ,  how t o  s k i n  a cat, 

w how t o  secure a c o n f e s s i o n  from a p r i s o n e r  has 

procedural knowledge. A f o u r t h  sort of knowledge which 

may or may n o t  be a k ind  of knowledge by a c q u a i n t a n c e  is 

carnal know1 edge. , 

I t  is p l a u s i b l e  t o  s u g g e s t  t h a t  a c q u a i n t a n c e  . 

know1 edge  is r e d u c i b l e  t o  propmi t i  ma1 know1 edge.  Wen a 

map knows P r e s i d e n t  Reagan h e  k n o m  a number of 
I 

propcssi t i o n s  a b o u t  Reagan's  p h y s i c a l  a p p e a r a n c e ,  h i s  p a s t  

l i f e ,  h i s  c h a r a c t e r ,  h i s  a b i l i t i e s ,  h i s  i n a d e q u a c i e s ,  and 

h i s  v a l u e s ,  b e l i e f s ,  and  d e s i r e s .  To be s u r e ,  knowing 

Reagan s u g g e s t s  n o t  m l y  t h a t  m e  knows a nu&&# o-f t r u t h s  

about Reagan, b u t  a l s o  g h a t  me h a s  m e t  and become 

a c q u a i n t e d  wi th  Reagan. Mat a c q u a i n t a n c e ,  &powlmdge 

s u g g e s t s  is, i n  H i r c t ' s  wcwds, a n  ' e x i s t e n t i a l  a w a r  d-=" 
Wirs t ,  1W4, p. 97) of t h e  abject, i n  t h i s  case P r e s i d e n t  



Reagan. Acquaintance knowledge di f  f w s  f rmr proposi t i o n d  . 

knowledge' not w i th  respect t o  w h a t  i s  known so much as 

with resbect t o  the manner i n  which one acquired tha t  
d 

Procedural kncmledqe does not seem t o  be redbcible t o  

. proposi t ional  knowledge. Knowing how t o  sw im,  f~~ example, 

m a y  invo lve knowing tha t  a number of  propositicms are 

"9 
true, ( f o r  example, tha t  one should cup me 's  palms, tu rn  

- one's headsto breathe, and so on), but i t  also involves 

having the a b i l i t y  t o  gek i n  the water and swim. I once 
F 

heard a story, t he  verac i ty  of which cannot be guaranteed, 

of a Yale Univers i ty  swim coach who, t hwgh  qu i te  

successful as a coach, could no t  hirnse1.f s w i m .  One cwl ld  

a lso im$gine a man,, who, though once an excel lent  s w i m d ,  
- 

i s  now a quadriplegic and would drown i f  dropped i n ' t h e  , 

pool. Do these people know how t o  mim? I a m  not c e r t r i n  

' ' w h a t  t o  say here. But i n  as procedural knowledge , 

d i f f e r s  from proposi t ional  knonledge i t  i s  not included i n  

H i r s t ' s  conception of  l i b e r a l  education. 

I -0 

H i r s t  claims tha t  as duca to r s  w e  are not concsr"ed 
Y 

with procedural know1 edge (w practical h o w l  edge as 

he c a l l s  i t  <Hiyst, 1974, p. - > . I  I f  edtication i s  . 

conceived o f  as an i n i t i a t i o n  i n t o  the  various fwm of 

knowledge, then i t  seems t ha t  ha i s  correct.  To learn a 



subject such as history is to learn a num4w of true 

propositions,- how tho& propw 6 are intwcgnnected, 

and how they are to be verified. T can all be described 

in t w m s  of propositional knowledge. 

Hirst explicitly denies that kh,ming how to g m w a t e  

nore knowledge in a discipline is a requirement of li'bkal 
0 

education: 
,-, . . . (Liberal education> is not after the 

speci a1 i st knonl-edge of the person f ul 1 y trained in 
- all the particular details of, a branch of knowledge. 

Such a specialist can not only accurately errrploy'the 
concepts, logic, and criterip of a domain but also 
knows the skill5 and techni&es involved in the 
pursuit of knowledge quite beyond the immediate areas 
of common human experience. <Hirst,y74, p. 47, 

So t h e  exclusion of the concern for procedural knonledge 

\ 
from the &ducator is a consequence of Hirst's stdpulative 

2' 
definitipn of a liberal education. 

O f  course, Hirst or a n y m e  else would be silly ta say 

that as'libwal educators rn ape ent'ircly uninterested in 

the .acquisi ti an a+ procedural knowledge. Clt least some 

s w t s  of procedural knowledge are pre-requisi tes of 

education. We need mention only the abilities of reading 
t 

and writing q d  counting. These abilities are not 

constitutive of a liberal education (that ig ,  unless one 

believes that the ability to c a n t  involver mathematical 

knowledge) .  T h e s e  abilities are skills td~ich, while not 
9 

l & ~ i c r l l  essential to a liberal education, are 



virtually ckusal l .y  essential in bcqthring me. CSn 

illiterate may even come to understand the philosophy of 

David Hume, but such an achievement would obvidusly be so 
J 

much easier were one to poesess good reading ski 11s. For 

an illiterate coming to undestand Hume would be diSficult 

inasmuch as illiteracy would rule out attending most 

universities, and would require that romeone~ else either 

read Hume's philosophical works to one, w teacher one 

Hume's thought on various philosophical problems. M a t  

should be said, I think, is that certain skills and 

abilities are practically necessary for the attainment 

o+ a liberal education. 

It is proposition'al knowledge with which I shall be . 

concerned in this chapter. The problem with which I am 

concerned is that of showing that Hirst is wrong to ' 

identify the acquisition of propositional . kncwledge with 

the development of rationality. 7 

(i i The analysis of propositional knowledge 

R complete account of proposi t i m a l  knonledgm (which shrll 

hence-foward be referred to simply as 'knowledge' is far 
- - 

beyond my requirements. In this section I will content 
0 .  

myself with decribing some of the necessary cmditiocs of 



the p ~ ~ e ~ ~ i d  of  knowledge. 

'Proposit ional knowledge' i s  not univocal. In 

Possible k'arlds Bradley and Swartz show tha t  the 

expr-esHian could be used t o  refer t o  acquaintance wi th  a 

proposit ion w t o  r e fe r  t o  knowing tha t  a proposi t ion has 

a pa r t i cu la r  t r u t h  value (1979, pp. 130-I>. A nan c w l d  

know,. t o  use one of Bradley and S u u t z ' s  examples, al l  the  

axioms of Euclidean Geometry i n  the sense, (a) t ha t  he" has 

b e c o m e  acquainted w i th  those axiom, or 4b) t ha t  he 

knows the t r u t h  value of  tho= a x i o m s .  The for- is a 

sample oS uhat I have ca l l ed  'knowledge by acquaintance', 

whi le the l a t t e r  i s  a sample of *at I have named 
, 

- 'proposit ional knowledge' And i t  i s  the l a t t e r  w i th  whfeh - J 

. , 

I am concerned. 

In Conditions of Knowledge I s rae l  Scheff ler 
' ', r- 

'\ 

introduces a sample d e f i n i t i o n  o f  *knuwing t ha t "  (which i s  

. h is  term f o r  proposi t ional  kn-ledge) , then goes on i n  the  

ensuing chapters t o  elaborate upon and adjust  tha t  

de- f in i t im.  A person, X, knaws tha t  Q, he mays, 

i f  and only i f  
t i )  X b e l i e v ~ l  tha t  Q, 

i lii X has adequate evidence t ha t  Q, 
and (iii) Q <Sch&fler, 197!5, p. 21) 

The f i r s t  condi t ion is called the  belief condftion, 

the  second i s  ca l led  the  evidence condition, and t he  

t h i r d  i s  ca l led  the trut-b condition. 
* '  

6 



\ Schekflcr borrows f r o m  Jaakko Hint ikka (1962, pp. 
\ 

18-9) a d i s t i nc t i on  between a weak and a strong -re of 

know1 edge that  : 

I n  the ueak sense, knowing that depends so le ly  on 
having t r ue  bel ie f ,  i n  the strong sense i t  requires 
samething fu r ther  -- fw example, the a b i l i t y  t o  back 
up. the  be l ie f  i n  a relevant manner, t o  br ing evidence 
i n  i t s  support, or t o  show &hat one i s  i n  h pos i t ion  
t o  know what i t  affirms. <Sch&flw, 1975, p. 9 )  '"\ 

C 

(kcordingly, Sche f f lw  would, for the ueak sense of 

knowledge that,  withdraw the second condit ion of the above 
. . -  

de f in i t ion .  An example of knowledge i n  the weak sense 

would be a man who believes very strongly tha t  h i s  

estranged .wi+e w i  11 re turn  t o  him. T h i s  he .be1 icver n i t h  

no evidence w reason whatsoever. When a t  l a s t  h i s  w i f e  

does re turn  t o  him he t e l l s  us khat he " j us t  knm" that 

she would re tu rn  t o  him. 

There appear t o  be two p o s s i b i l i t i e s  h a r m .  It could 

be ins is ted tha t  t h i s  man, despite % i s  protests, r e a l l y  

has no knowledge. It could be said tha t  the man d m  not , 

-1 
r e a l l y  know whae i t  i s  t o  have kn&ledqe.. To c i t e  a 

pa r ra l l e l ,  students often make the mistake 

inference n i t h  implication. They of ten say 
C- 

-- 

"Hobbes* statement i n f e r s  tha t  he assented 

psycholagical hedonism" h e n  they ought t o  

- 

of  confusing 

such things as 

t o  

h a w  said 

"kbbes' statement implies tha t  he assented t o  

psychological hedonism." j;iz frequency of the error d m  



L 

7 

not rake the crra permissable. SO' insidtincf thaf 
- I 

knarledg$ involves evidence f a  one* s be1 ief, d-ite the 

fac t  that much of what people say c o n f l i c t s  n i t h  th is ,  

need not be arb i t ra ry .  Moreover, there are good r e a m s  

for  i ns i s t i ng  tha t  the possession of  knowledge requires 

the posbessiam of rdasonr fo r  one's belie+=. I f  it i* not 

a requirement of the posse'ssion of  knowledge tha t  knowerr 

have r'easons for t h e i r  knawledga be1 iefs, t h rn  there would 

be nothing t o  d i s t i n i u i s h  knowledge f ron correct  be1 icf. 

And there are g o d  r e a m s  for  wishing not t o  b l u r  this,, 

d i ' s t inc t im.  The concept of knowledge i s  Inrpcktaht i n  th* 

-5-- 
a t t r i bu t ion ,  of' author i ty  and expevkisr t o  individuals. It 

I' 
i s  important tha t  those wi th mere correct b e l i e f s  are 

distinguished f r w a  those n i  t h  knowledge buause it is 

l a t t w  t o  whom q u t h w i t y  i s  r%saswrrbly assigned.  he b 

p-ossession of knowledge suggests a sort oC c w e t e n c e  i n  a. 

domain; the possession of mere correct be l i e f  does not 

suggest th is.  The idea of competence is ,  i n  turn, 

important i n  the assignment o f  a u t h w i t y  t o  individuals. 

Perhaps I am correct  t o  i n s i s t  tha t  knonledge involve 
r- 

evidence. The second p o s s i b i l i t y  i s  that, nith Hint ikka " 

and Schefflw, i t  is a g r d  tha t  there are tm w t s  af 

know1 edge. 

I do not th ink tha t  i t  i s  necessary t o  resolve t h i s  
w 



issue here. I f  i t  d m  make Q& %en- t o  %peek of two 

sen- of knwledge, then educators are concernmi with the 

9 
strong sense of knowledge. Educators want c h i l d r m  (and 

adults) t o  bel ieve what they bel ieve fm rmallons. Knowing 

a subject such as History means rnwe than b e l i w i n g  v u y  

strongly cer ta in  facts. I t also involves hrvinp r e a m s  

f o r  t hose  facts. 
. . 

I think tha t  -Schsff l e ' s  requir-t t h r t ,  fm the 
L" 

4 

posscssim of knowledge i n  the strong sense one must be - 
abl'e t o  back up one's be l ie f  i n  the relevant u n n w ,  or 

- 

br ing evidence t o  bear i n  i t s  suppwt, o r2hou  t h r t  one is 

i n  a p q s i t i m  t o  know what i t  a f f i r k ,  i s  tao res t r i c t i ve .  

The c r i t w  
i kT the 'porses~ion of knoulcdpc i n  the 

'. ,- 

strong sense i s  sl i g h t l y  weaker than tha t  suggs~rtrd by 

*he++ le r .  SCheff 1 W'S analysis ry l e s  out tha t  &i!drm, 

f o r  example, who are notdr iously unable t o  justify t h e i r  

be l ie fs ,  can possess knowledge i n  the strong m o o .  But 

c lea r l y  ch i ldren can possess knowledge i n  the strong 

sense. CI saf.er w a y  of s ta t ing  the re l a t i on  which must * 
73 

& t a n  between one's be l ie f  and the evidmcm w ' r r a m s  

fo r  tha t  bel ie+, i f  tha t  be l ie f  is t o  c w n t  as a kncmlcdge 

be l ie f ,  is t o  say tha t  - h e  must see the evidrncr as 
L - 

evidence: One need not be able'to a r t i cu la te  the reams 

which suppwt the proposition. 



( I  ought  to  mention,  p a r e n t h e t i c a l l y ,  t h a t  I a m  a w a r e  

t h a c  t h e r e  is a +air  iuwwnt of agr-t t h a t  t h e  / 

"seandard  a n a l y s i s "  is i n a d e q u a t e  i n  a t  least o n e  - 
r3 

i m p w t a n t  r e s p e c t .  -3 a m  t h i n k i n g  of Edmund get tier,'^ 

counter -examples  t o  def  i n i t i m s  d m i  lar  t o  S c h e f f  ler's. I n  

h i s  "Is J u s t i f i e d  T r u e  Be1 i e f  Knowledge?" Bettier < l%3> 

shows . t h a t  t h e  above, s t a n d a r d ,  a n a l y s i s  s u g g e s t s  cmly 
$. 

t h r e e  n e c e s s a r y  c o n d i t i o n s  of knowledge and t h a t  t h o s e  

t h r e e  c o n d i t i o n s  a r e  not s u f f i c i e n t .  I need n o t  u n d e r t a k e  

t o  d e t e r m i n e  what t h e  f o u r t h  c o n d i t i o n  of knowledge is. 

There  is a n o t h e r  w a y  i n  h i c h  t h e  d e f i n i t i o n  is 

inadequa te .  The  def i n i  endwn, ' k n o d e g e '  , is def i n &  as 

R d  

j u s t i f i e d  (or> e v i d e n t )  t r u e  b e l i e f .  But t h e  t e r m s  i n  t h i s  

d e f i n i e n s  are n o t  p a r t i c u l a r l y  b e t t e r  u n d w s t c m d  than, t h e  
4 

definiendum. If one d i d  n o t  u n d e r s t a n d  t h e  n o t i o n  of  , 

& 

b e l i e f ,  f o r  example, t h i s  d e - f i n i t i o n  would be of l i t t le  

h e l p .  l l o r w v e r ,  pru&lems a b o u t  t h e  n a t u r e  of b e l i e +  r u n  
4 . 

abou t  as deep as any probleuts  i n  ph i losophy .  I t  is r l s m  

smsgnhat u n c l e a r  what i s  meant by ' e v i d e n c e '  or 
- 

' j u s t i f i e d ' .  How d o e s  m e  d e t e r m i n e  n h e t h w  a p r o p o s i t i o n  

' is e v i d e n t  w n o t ?  Again, t h e  n a t u r e  of t r u t h  is f i e r c e l y  -. 
debated i n  ph i losophy .  Such d e b a t e  shows t h a t  t h e r e  is a. 

deep l e v e l  at which  t h e  c o n c e p t  of t r u t h  is n o t  v e r y  w e l l  

u n g u s ~ a d .  



0-f c o u r s e ,  to d e a l  w i t h  t h e s e  problems f u l l y  would 

; i n v o l v e  r e c a p i t u l a t i n g  epist-l&y. And &t is d o u b t f u l  
, w 

t h a t  any of the problems c a n  be solved once and for  a l l .  
, 

( H i l a r y  Putnaar < 1 ~ . 1 >  h a s  gone so  f a r  as  ta  u q u e  t h a t  

t h e r e  are no  i r r e f u t a b l e  p h i l o s o p h i c a l  p o s i  tims. In any 
- 

e v e n t ,  i n  d u e  c o u r s e  I Hill t o u c h  on thew u t t e r s  again. 

.. 
4 ' 

r- 
( i i i )  h n i s  on Knowledge, B e l i e f ,  and R a t i o n a l i t y  

In  " ~ n d l e d g e ,  B e l i e f  ,. and R a t i o n a l i t y H  David h n i s  a r g u w  , 

t h a t  what h e  cal ls  t h e  e n t a i l r d n t  thesis is fal/$ic. The 

% R t a i l m e n t  t h e s i s  s ta tes  t h a t :  

N e c e s s a r i l y ,  fw any p e r s o n  S, tias t ,  and 
p r o p o s i t i o n  h, i f  S knows that h a t  t ,  
t h e n  S b e l i e v e s .  t h a t  h a t  t. (Clnnis, 1977,, 
p. 217> 

I n  c o n t r a s t  t o  t h e  e n t a i l m e n t ,  t h e s i s ,  Annis  a r g u e s  t h a t :  

The r e l a t i o n  betwean knonlcdge  and b e l i e f  is more 
complex t h a n  s i m p l e  e n t a i l m e n t .  I n s t e a d  it is a 
n o r m a t i v e  r e l a t i o n  governed by p r t n c i p l  es of r a t i o n a l  
b e l i e f  and what c o n s t i t u t e s  t h e  n q r a a l  c a w .  (Annis,  
1977, p. .224> 

Hence, 

. . . when &e d i s c o v e r  t h a t  <a> p e r s o n  is n o t  
r a t i o n a l  . . . m are w i l ? i n g  t o  s a y  t h a t  h e  knows 
even t h w q h  h e  me$ n o t  b e l i ~ v e .  <finnis ,  1977, p. 224> 

Annis'  argument  is by counter-exampl though h e  S 
s u p p w t s  h i s  c o n c l u s i o n  w i t h  e x p l a n a t i o n .  Clnn'is, in 

p r e s e n t i n g  h i s '  a rgument ,  employs t h e  n o t i o n  of a 



h . '  Tfie s t a t e m e n t  o+ a p e r m ' s  e v i d e n t i a l  p o r i t i m  

w i t ! ?  r e s p e c t  t o  a p r ~ o s i t i m  h is a statement of 

& e t h e r .  w n o t  t h a t  persen is i n  a p w i t i m  t o  *knon h. 

Annis says t h a t :  

S's rmnbasic b e l i e +  t h a t  h is c p i s t e r r i  c r l l y  
j u s t i f i e d  i f  and only i f  t h w e  is a set of 6 

* ,  
p r o p w i t i o n s  e,,ep , , ,,e,such t h a t  - 

(1) F w  each e, ( i  = 1 , 2 , . . ' - n )  S 
be1 i eves t h a t  e. * 

(2) F w  each e', S is j u s t i f i e d  i n  
be1 i pvi ng eL. 

( 3 )  S b e l i e v e s  t h a t  h on t h e  basis of r 

9, eL, - - - %- 
r /  ( 4 )  The set ~,t,...e, p r o v i d e s  a d e q u a t e  support 

r 

f w  .h. 
( 5 )  Thwc is n o  0th-  set o-f p r o p o s i t i o n s  

e,',e;,- ,,y7 s u c h  t h a t  S b e l i e v e s  t h e  
e l m t s  o+ % t h e  s& m d  t h e  c o n j u n c t i o n  o-f 
t h e s e  elenents w i t h  e,,e,~:~e,does n o t  d 

\ -  p r o v i d e  a d e q u a t e  wppor% for h. <Armis, 
1977, p. 218> I 

\ 
d 

( l ) - ( S )  s p e c i f y  t h e  relat'im which amst  o b t a i n  between 

S ' r  b e l i e f  h and t n e  evidence whic?R'can be b r o u g h t  

t o  b e a r  i n  j u s t i f y i t q  t h a t  b e l i e f .  I n  t h e  fwwlatik 

o + f w &  by Schef f  ler t h w e  'nas n o  mention o-f t h e  f a c t  

t h a t ,  i f  S knows h ,  t h e n  S must b e l i e v e  h . 

i n  v i r t u e  of t h e  evidence which s u p p o r t s  h. I b e l i e v e  

t h i s  t o  be a shor tcoming  of SchHf ler'q analysis. . 

Annis n o t e s  t h a t  (3)  must be ammended t o  d e l e t e  its 

d o x a s t i c  impwt. F h n i s  wan t s  t o  argue t h a t  S might  



w i l l  n o t  do,  t h e n ,  t o  mite i n t o  h i s  account of e p i s t n r i c  

- j u s t i f  i c a t i c m  t h a t  S must b e l i e v e  h. C k c w d i n g l y  

(3 )  is t o  b e  replaced by  (3' : 

(3' ) If  S were t o  b e l i w e  t h a t  ' h ,  t h e n  h i s  
be1 i e f  w a u l  d be based .  on e,, s., . . .ex < h n i  s, 
1977, p. 219>, 

d. 

I t  m i g h t  b e  n o t i c e d  t h a t  t h i s  a c c o u n t  of 

j u s t i f i c a t i o n  is propositionai. h n i s  a s s u m e s  t h a t  a 

p r o p o s i t i o n  i s  a l w a y s  j u s t i f i e d  by roam o t h e r '  p r o p o s i k i o n .  

T h i s  p o s i t i o n  n d  n o t  be a c c e p t e d .  A s  B r a d l e y  -and S n a r t z  

p o i n t  o u t :  -A 
1 

If w e  w e  t o  a l l o w ,  f& i n s t a n c e ,  t h a t  m x p e r i 6 i b  ' 
i t s e l f  -- n o t  j u s t  p r o p o n i t i o n s  abwt e x p s r i m c m  -- 
could j u s t i f y  b e l i e +  i n  t h e  t r u t h  of a p r o p o s i t i o n ,  
t h e  b o n d s  o+ p r o p p s i  t i o n a l  j u s t i f i c a t i o n  would _ b e  
broken .  Or a g a i n  i f  ue ,were to  allow t h a t  t h e - e x e r c i s e  
or r e a s o n  -- n o t  j u s t  p r o p o s i t i o n s  about t h e  e x e r c i s e  

I of reason -- c o u l d  j u s t i f y  b e l i e f  i n  t h e  f r u t h  of r - 
p r o p o s i t i o n ,  o n c e  m o r e  w e  could a v o i d  b o t h  c i r c u l a r i t y  
and  i n f i n i t e  rpgressim, (Bradley and  S n u t z ,  1979, p. 
137> 

Anni s '  employment o f  a p r o p o s i t i o n a l  a c c o u n t  of 

j u s t i f i c a t i o n  need  n o t  p r e v e n t  a more d e t a i l e d  e x a m i n i t i o n  

o-f his a rgumen t .  ( P e r h a p s  Flnnis'. a c c e p t a n c e  of 
/ 

/ 

- 
p r o p o s i t i o n a l  j u s t i f i c a t . i c # r  is app l i c ;b l r  o n l y  t o  n o n b r s i c  

r 

p r q o s i t i m s ,  B u t  h e  d o e s  n o t  e x c l a i n  what he mums by 

' n m b a s i e - p m a p o ~ ~ i o r r ' .  1 The p o i n t s  h e  m & e s  are j u s t  as , _- 
' .. 

\ 

a p p l i c a b l e  t o  n m - p r ~ c s p i t i o r p l  a c c o u n t s  of j u s t i f i c a t i o n  * . -- _I 
-* 

such as t h e  m e  s u g g e s t e d  by B r a d l e y  and S u a r t z .  \ 

- 
- 

SoAe e v i  d m t i a l  p o s i t i o n s  arc knowledge-givfng: 



" F I  knowledge-giving e v i d m t i a l  p o s i t i o n  f o i  a person 
S a t  t wi th  r e s p e c t  t o  t h e  n o n b a s i c  s t a t m t  
h is a p o s i t i o n  t h a t  j u s t i f i e s  S i n  b e l i e v i n g  
h a t  t ( t h a t  is, r p o s i t i o n  t h a t  s u t i s f i m  t h e  
above f i v e  c o n d i t i o n s  <(I), (21, 3 ,  (41, and ( 5 ) ) )  
so t h a t  i f  t h e  o t h e r  c o n d i t i o n s  of k n o n l w g e  o b t a i n e d ,  
S would know t h a t  h. ( I  assume t h a t  t h e s e  

' I .  

o t h e r  c o n d i t i o n s  W u l d  at least i n c l u d e  t h e  t r u t h  of 
h and S's e v i d e n t i a l  p o s i t i o n  b e i n g  
i n d e f e a s i b l e .  ) <CSrrnis, 1977, p, 219> 

Annis ' s  argumimt, as  I s a i d ,  i s  by c o u n t w - e x a s p l e ,  

He s u g g e s t s  case.uhere a p w s m  who i s  i n  a 

knon ledge-g iv ing  e v i d e n t i a l  p o s i t i o n ,  wf t h  respect to  a 

t r u e  p r o p o s i t i o n  (*we t h a t  e v i d m t i a l  p o s i t i o n  is 

i n d e + e a s i b l e )  . The person, however, d o e s  n o t  be1 i e v e  t h a t  

p r o p o s i t i o n :  . 
Fw exaaple, ' suppose  t h a t  I n s p e c t w  Smith  is a s k e d  t o  
i n v e s t f q a t e  a murder. He d i s c o v e r s  c u t a i n  f a c t s  
( f i n g c i p r i n t s ,  mot ive ,  o p p o r t u n i t y  and w on) and 
r e a s o n s  p r o p e r l y  from them to t h e  c o n c l u s i o n  t h a t  
Jmes k i l l e d  the v i c t i m .  As a r w l t  o-f t h i s  3mi th  
comes t o  b e l i e ~ e  t h a t  J o n e s  is g u i l t y  ( h ) .  
C o n d i t i o n s  1, 2, 3', 4, and 3 are thus s a t i s f i e d ,  If 
w e  assume t h a t  t h e  o t h e r  c m d i t i m s  f w  knouledge  
o b t a i n ,  t h e n  S i t h  knows t h r t  h. 

Mow s u p p a s e  Jones Jr. is S m i t h ' s  a s s i s t a n t .  He too 
is anare of a l l  t h e  evi-ce and t h a t  it i n d i c a t e s  h i s  
f a t h e r  is g u i l t y ;  t h a t  is, h e  has c w r h c t l y  a p p r a i s e d  
the ev idence .  N o r  d o r s  h e  have  any  coun te r -ev idence .  
F u r t h e r m e ,  i f  h e  w e  t o  b e l i e v e  h,  them t h e  
r e a s o n s  w u h i c h  h e  would b e l i e v e  i t  would b e  t h e  f e v i d e n c e  t h a t  bcrth h e  and Smith  p ~ p e p s .  S i n c e  t h e y  
are i n  t h e  same knowledgs-giv inq c v i d m t i a l  p o s i t i o n  
wi th  r e s p e c t  t o  h and Smith knows, i t  seams t h a t  
Jones Jr. knous too. Wlt s u p p o s e  t h r t  h e  docs n o t  came 

* t a  have  t h e  b e l i e +  t h a t  h. <Amis, 1977, p. 220> 
I 

The problem which this example p r e s e n t s  is t h a t  c% 



would b e  the.tmK.e a p p r o p r i a t e  e x p r e s s i o n )  t h a t  Jon- Jr. 

doqs 'not  real l y know c a n  b e  suppor ted .  h n i  s bml4evms 

t h a t  t h i s  e x a w l e  c a n n o t  b e  r e c o n c i l e d  w i t h  t h e  m t r i l n m t  

t h e s i s ,  and moreover, h e  b e l i e v e s  t h a t  h e  can mxpl'rin the 

i n t u i t i o n  t h a t  i f  J o n e s  J r .  knows h t h e n  h e  must 

b e l i e v e  h. - 
CSnnis b e l i e v e s  t h a t  w e  are i n c l i n e d  t o  i n f w  frm'the 

f a c t  t h a t  J o n e s  Jr.  does n o t  b e l i e v e  t h a t  h t o  t h e  

c o n c l u s i o n  t h a t  h e  does n o t  k n o w  h b e c a u s e  csa assume 

t h a t  J o n e s  Jr.. is r a t i o n a l .  I f  the assumpt ion  p r o v e s  

e r r o n e o u s , .  t h a t  is, i f  w e  l e a r n  t h a t  Jonm Jr.- is 
G 

i r r a t i o n a l ,  then - t h e  p o s i t i o n  t h a t  J o n e s  Jr. knmws h 

b u t  d o e s  n o t  b e l i e v e  h is n o t  so d i s t u r b i n g .  A 

r a t i o n a l  p e r s o n  n i  11  b e l i e v e  what h e  knows b u t  a n  

i r r a t i o n a l  p & o n  m a y  n o t .  

But h n i s '  p o s i  t i m  is i n a d e q u a t e  on a t  leret t w o  

p o i n t s .  F i r s t ,  h n i s  does mot f u l l y  a p p r e c i a t e  t h e  

consequences of t h e  a s s u r r p t i m  of r a t i o n a l i t y  i m p l i c i t  i n  

t h e  .qssessment  of an  a g e n t ' s  e p i s t c n r i c  and d o x a s t i c  s t a t e .  

There  are some t h i n g s  which an i r r a t i ~ m a l  p u s o n  cannot I .  

do. T h i s  is t h e  p o i n t  Kenneth S t w n  kas  i n  h i s  ;eply t o  ' Y .  

. . . i t  can, I t h i n k ,  b e  p l a u s i b l y  a rgued  t h r t  i n  
the examplm g i v m  by h n i s ,  t h e  f a c t  t h r t  Jones  Jr. 
d m s  n o t  b e l i e v e  h g i v e s  good reasrn to suppose 
t h a t  he does n o t  knoo h e i t h e r .  The rmasun is j u s t  - 



- t h a t  g i v e n  by Annis ,  namely t h a t  g i v e n  t h e  presurrab,ly 
overwhelming e v i d e n c e  Jwtaw Jr. has far h, h i e  
d i  s b r l  ie+ w non-be l  ief o-f h is v e r y  good e v i d e n c e  
for h i s  (Jmerr Jr.'s) i r r a t i m a l i t y ,  except t h a t  s u c h  
i r r a t i o n a l i t y  is, I w l d  a r g u e  rmasan t o  t h i n k  t h a t  
h e  does n o t  d e s p i t e  h i s  e v i d e n c e ,  r e a l l y ' k n o w  h. 
M t e r  a l l ,  i f  J o n e s  Jr. is r e a l l y  so trratimrl a; n o t  
t o  b e l i e v e  *!at h e  is overwhelmingly  warrentid i n  
b e l i e v i n g ,  t h e n  j u s t  t h a t  i r r a t i o n a l i t y  is aaple 
r e a s o n  t o  t h i n k  t h a t  h i s  a p p r e c i a t i o n  w e v r l u a t i m  of 
t h e  e v i d e n c e  is d e f e c t i v e  enough fw us t o  h a v e  g r a v e  
d o u b t s  as t o  whether  h e  d o e s  i n  f a c t  know what h e  h a s  L 
so much e v i d e n c e  fw. < S t e r n ,  1979, p. 214) 

3 
Anni s' d e s c r i p t i  cm of a knowledge-giving e v i d m n t i a l  

p o s i t i o n  demands n o t  t h e  ;ere p o s s e s s i o n  of e v i d e n c e  b u t  

a l s a  t h e  a s se s smt  of  t h a t  e v i d e n c a ,  S t e r n  c o n t i n u e r :  

\ -. . . <Flnnis> fai ls  . . . p r o p e r l y  t o  a p p r e c i a t e  
how S ' s  i r r a t i o n a l i t y  might  p r e v e n t  w c h  proper 
a p p r a i s a l .  I n  w d w  p r o p e r l y  t o  a p p r a i s e  t h e  e v i d e n c e ,  
i.e. p u t  t h e  f a c t s  t o g e t h e r ,  u n d e r s t a n d  t h e i r  
s i g n i f i c a n c e ,  and so m; r a t i o n a l i t y  is n u e s s a r y ,  and 

' t h e  f a i l u r e  on t h e  part o-f S t o  b e l i e v e  h whm 
t h e  f a c t s  i n  his p o s s e s s i o n  p o i n t  im p v w & m l a i n g l y  t o  
h i n d i c a t e s  s t r o n g l y  t h a t  S d o e s  nclt h a v e  t h e  
r e q u i s i t e  rat imaf  i t y .  <Stern,  '1979, p. 214-5) 

In t h e  e n s u i n g  s e c t i o n s  I G i l l  examine t h e  assumptior,  of 

r a t i o n a l i t y  i,n a p p r a i s i n g  a n  a g e n t ' s  w,isttaic and 

d o x a s t i c  s t a t e .  F w  now I n w  w e l y  p o i n t  o u t  t h a t  t h e  - 
< 

a s s u n p t i w ,  o+ r a t i o n a l i t y  i n  t h e  a s c r i p t i o n  of knonledgc  

is much d e e p e r  t h a n  h n i s  n o t i c e s .  

A sercond pro4lem w i t h  h n i s '  a c c o u n t  of t h e  r e l a t i o n s  

bet- knowledge, b e l i d ,  and r a t i o n a l i t y  is h i s  

i d e n t i + i c a t i m  cf knrmledge t h a t  h w i t h  b e i n g  i n  m 
P 

i n d e - f e r s i b l e  k n o w l e d g e g i v i n g  e v i d h n t i a l  p o s i t i o n  w i  t h  



respect t o  b. Stern, i n  h i s  response to Fkrnir 

y i m p l i c i t l y  accepts such an identi+icat icm. Such an 

i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  a l lous  tha t  one could know a proposi t ion 

which one does not believe. But what is the purpoc,> of 

saying. tha t  s o m e o n e  has knowledge? Why is i t  considered 

important t o  determine whether w not an ind iv idual  has 

I '  knowledge? e t  leas t  pa r t  of the reason there i s  an 

I in te res t  i n  assessing a person's epistemic s t a t e  i s  t o  
1 

determine whether h i s  pronouncements In t ha t  domain are 

l i k e l y  t o  be true, Ck are interested i n  determining 

whether he i s  competent t o  m a k e  cer ta in  pronouncements. I f  

- 
we choose t a  allon that, fw example, Jones  Jr. and Smith --. 
both possess kncmledga w e  deprive, w r s e l v l n  of t h i s  

A i l  i t y .  It m a k e s  a great deal o f  d i f ference wh t h w  ne 

* 
- 

_P 
consult Jones Jr. or Smith. And that  i s  simply because 

Smith bel ieves but Jones Jr. does not. 

r This i s  not a #?re quertion-bagqing rep ly  t o  Annis. 

I O n e  of the condit ions we s h w l d  place on our account of r 
- 

concept is tha t  tha t  account s h w l d  capture a t  least  t h e  

c e n t r a l  functions of t ha t  cmcept. Annis' account of the 

L 

knowledge. I t  i s  very  important, rommtimes, tha t  we know 

nhethw Jones 3 r .  kn- w not. Annis' accamt  mruld f a c e  

us ta d e n y  t h i s .  \ 



4 

(iv) Rationality 

The principal reason fw rejecting Annis' account of the 

relation between knowledge and. be1 ie+ is that an - 

assumption of rationality on the part of S is as 

t mplicit in attributing knowledge to S as it is in the 
f l  
inference from S knowing h to S believing 

h. Irrational people, Annis wants to say, do not 

necessarily believe what they know. Against this I urge 

that without the assumption of rationality the attribution 

of knowledge is 1 i kewise undermined. 

Of ckrse, rationality and irrationality are matters 

o-f degree. People are irrational to varying degrees and 

most of 'us are irrational sometimes. S o m e  people are more 

rational in certain domains (such as science w ethics) . 
-than they are in other domains (such as religion). Some a 
people are more likely to be irrational in certain 

circuasfances ( w c h  as while engaged in an ice hockey 
I 

match) than they are in o t h w  circumstances (for example, 
7 

in a court of law). 

Clearly, m v w ,  one does nut lose ell one's 



knowledge on each and every occasion t ha t '  one f a1 1s short 

of t he  demands o-f r a t i ona l i t y .  Nw does  me suddenly 

regain a l l  the  knowledge one has l o s t  when one's 

r a t i o n a l i t y  i s  restwed. A person's knowledge is a more w 

l ess  permanent possession. For example, I learned years 

ago tha t  Canada i s  the  se~ond  largest  s ta te  in the n w l d .  

I have known t ha t  f a c t  f o r  many years. Obviously, though, 

I have not managed t o  r e f r a i n  f r o m  f a l l i n g  s h w t  .of the ' 

u 

demands of  r a t i o n a l i t y  fo r  a l l  these years. 1 have often, 

indeed v w y  often; f a i l e d  t o  s a t i s f y  those dmmands.'So how 

can i t  be maintained tha t  the  assumption of ' r a t i ona l i t y  is 
I 

necessary , in  the  a t t r i b u t i o n  of  knonldge? 
L, -4' 
The ans*r, I think,r i d  t ha t  i n  a t t r i b u t i n g  knowledge * 

t o  a person w e  do not assume t ha t  he i s  ra t i ona l  a t  a l l  
J 

times i n  every way, What i s  assumed i n  the a t t r i b u t i o n  of 

knowledge i s  t ha t  the  person t o  whom knowledge q 
a t t r i bu ted  i s  a rational person. By t h i s  I mea tha t  

h i s  l i f e  i s  governed by the nw-ms and concerns i m p l i c i t  i n  

r a t i ona l i t y .  R - S .  Peters ha5 wr i t ten  that: . 

In tegra l  t o  the  l i f e  o-f reason are r re la ted  set o f  
norms or  standards w i t h  a range of co r re la t i ve  
a t t i tude? and concerns. m a t  marks o f f  r a t i ona l i t y ,  as 
a leve l  of  l . i f e  d i s t i n c t  f rwr r  the non-rational, t h r  
i r r a t i o n a l  and the  unreasonable, is the ccmtinual 
inf luence and in te rac t ion  04 these nwms and concerns, 
(Peters, 1774, . p. 125) 

3 

Peters dist inguishes " three aspects of the operation of 



t h e  n w m s  of r eason '  ( P e t e r s ,  1974, p. 125>. I t  w i l l  b e  

A r a t i  m a 1  i nh# v i  d u a l  ,' s a y s  P e t e r s ,  h a s  5 c o n c e r n  f o r  

c o n s i r t e n r y .  Wh4 raiima] i n d i v i d u a l  ~ ~ S C O Y C S  a 

\ 
l e a r n s  t h a t  h i s  b e l i e f s  w v a l u e s  are i n c o n s i s t e n t  h e  

-5 7 
/ 

-kL. ; 
i 

t a k e s  s t e p s  t o  correct h i m s e l f ,  ,- ; 
I 

(. 

I f  something t u r n s  up which is nove l  h e  has 
h ,  
i 

l a t c h  on t o  some f e a t u r e  w s i m i l a r i t y  w h i c h h i l l  - i I 
e n a b l e  it t o  be  subsumed under  h i s  
assumptions,  or, i f  it is too 
i n ,  h e - h a s  t o  make a n  i 

assumpt ions .  < P e t e r s ,  1974, p. 125> l" 
Moreover, a  r a t i o n a l  p e r s o n  d o e s  n o t  

,- 
-2 /- 

i n c o n s i s t e n c i e s  f  rwn h i s  be1 i e f  s, h e / a l s o  a v o i d s  
A / 

/ 
i n c o n s i s t e n c i e s  i-n f o r m i n g  h i s  b e l b e f  s. 

I 

I d o  n o t  th iAk t h a t  t h i s  shduld b e  t a k e n  t o  marF t h a t  

a r a t i o n a l  person w i l l  a l w a y s  i n s i s t  t h a t  h i s  b e l i e f s  are 
> - 

I=- 

c o n s i s t e n t  w i t h  each  o t h w .  S o m e t i m e s  t h e  best a man c a n  

d o  is t o  allow sume i n c o n s i s t e n c i e s  i n t o  h i s  b e l i e + s .  A 

man may n o t  know how t o  remove a l l  i n c o n s i s t e n c i e s .  bJbat a 

r a t i o n a l  man m u s t  d o  is remove a n y  i n c o n s i s t e n c i e s  which 

h e  is a b l e .  t o  remove, and  h e  must f i n d  t h e  s ta te  of 
i 

- h o l d i n g  i n c o n s i s t e n t  b e l i e f s  o r  v a l u e s  p r o f o u n d l y  - - 
d i s a g r e e a b l e .  A r a t i o n a l  person w i l l  e x h i b i t  ,a serious 

concern t o  a v o i d  c o n t r a d i c t i o n .  - 

Second, t h e  ratimal p e r m ,  claims P e t e r s ,  

. . . h a s  a w e l l - d e f i n e d  s e n k e  of what c o u n t s  as a 



re levant consideration i n  the various cm tex t s  of 
belief-foPmaticx, and choice. What counts as relevant 
can be given i n  a generalization, as for  instance a 
metewological qmera l  i sa t i on  which indicates relevant 
grounds for a pred ic t ion  tha t  i t  i s  going t o  rain;  o r -  
i t  may be given i n  a r u l e  of conduct tha t  indicates, 
say, the circums+ances i n  q i c h  One ought t o  be 
po l i te .  To accept such standards of r e l r v m c e  i s  t o  be 
disposed t o  take account o+ the considerations i n  

.question when they crop up, an% t o  r e j ec t  as p a r t i a l  
or  a r b i t r a r y  choices or b e l i e f s  based on other 
considerations, such as may be suggested by e ~ t r i n s i c  a I /  

a t t rac t i ons  or aversions. (Peters, 1974, p. 125) 
b 

What Pe tws  appears t o  be saying here i s  that the  r a t i ona l  
, 

ind iv idua l  understands w h q a  con*ideration * i s  relevant t o  

, 
whether he ought t o  accept w r e j ec t  a given proposit ion. 

F w  example, the r a t i ona l  man understands tha t  i t  does not 

matter whether one checks on Tuesday or bkdnesday t o  & 
," 

tha t  an animal has teeth. An a 6 b a l - s  possession of teeth 

does not, i n ,  normal ci,rcuwstances, vary w i th  the day of 
?- 

the week. The day o f  the w e e k ,  i n  circumstances such as 
/ 

these, is i r re levant .  

Petws '  example of meteorological p red ic t ion  see- 

- . odd. Could i t  be tha t  P e t e ~ s  holds tha t  m l y  those nho 

understand meteorology are candidates for r a t i o n a l i t y ?  I f  

he does hold t h i s  h i s  accounk of r a t i m a l i t y ,  must, by m y  
< + reasonable c r i t e r i on ,  be judged t o  be too 2tr inqent. V e r y  , 

c'- 

feu people understand meteorology, and 1 doubt t ha t  

/ should want t o  say t ha t  those peop&q who do are r w a  fu ly 

I 

r a t i ona l  im that account, nor should ne say tha t  those who 
L 



do not understand meteorology are less  f u l l y  ra t tona l  
m 

that  account. But I do not be1 igve tha t  t h i s  i s  what 

Peters' holds. I th ink  tha t  Peters i s  saying something 

a b w t  what the r a t i ona l  person  i s  1  i ke when' ha holds 

be l ie fs .  f i  ra t i ona l  person does not hold b e l i e f s  for  

J 

o n .  
+ 

i r re levant  or  a rb i t r a r y  reasons. It is i r r a t i ona l ,  fw ' 
+ 

example, t o  bel ieve tha t  Chr is t  i s  the son o f  ,God 

(whatever tha t  might m e a n )  because of the  reasoning v 

involved i n  "Pascal's Wager". Those "reasmsn qre 

', i r re levant  t o  whethw Chr is t  i s  the son of  W. A r a t i ona l  

person is one who w i l l  r e j ec t  h i s  b e l i e f  t ha t  i t  

i s  going t o  r a i n  for r ~ l e v a n t  reasons. ' d  

Moreover, I do not be1 i eve tha t  Peters* means 

technical meteorological understanding. Such . 
/ 

generalisations as "black clouds i n  the'west .wan ra i n "  we" - 
s h w l  d  count as a meteorological gm,:eral i sat ion.  

& r a t i o n a l  man's b e l i e f  i s  held w i th  the  confidence 

that  the  evidence warrants. I f  h i  holds a great deal? of 
P 

f i rnt-hand evidence (he see4' dark r l w d s  i n  the  west, the  

$ 
I 

barmeter .,is f a l l i ng ,  andF& on) then he may a great 

deal of  ca i f idence, in  h i s  b e l i e f  t ha t  I t  is going t o  rain;  

but if he has weak s'econd-hahd evidence ( w c h  as the  .,. 
p red ic t ion  of an o l d  crank) his b e l i e f  w i l l  be held w i th  

-. 
less  confidence, The ra t i ona l  man w i l l  not believe t ha t  i t  

+ 



I 

i s  going t o  r a i n  fo r  crazy "reasons", such as the  f a c t  

Z 
t ha t  a long-lsgged black spider has just been drowned. The 

r q i m a l  man accepts tha t  there i s  no r e l a t i o n  betueen the 

of a 'sp ider  and the forthcoming weather. 

O f  course, the  statement o f  t h i s  aspect of 

raTi'lc~la1 ity i s  formal. A substantive statement of t h i s  

aspect o f  r a t i o n a l i t y  would make exp lxc i t  the  standards of  
-4 

, 
relevant evidence. Peters does not t e l  i FS h a t  counts as 

8 
a relevant consideration for. our varior.*a be1 i e f  s. To do so 

f 

w u l d  invo lve g iv ing  the  t r u t h  corrdi t ions, fw m a n y  
d 

proposit ions. Uhat Peters does do i s '  t e l l  us tha t  insafar 
8 

as one is ra t iona l ,  then one w i l l  ho ld  be l i e f s  i n  l i g h t  of 
.--I - 

re'l ev&h circumstances. 
,' 

- "An act ive  enquir ing and c r i t i c a l  s p i r i t *  < ~ e t k s ,  
- 4 

1974, p. -126> is the  t h i r d  aspect i n  Peters' account of  
-L__ 

ra t ionaLi ty .  The rat icmal  person i s  concerned not  only t o  

adjust h i s  assumptions and procedures i n  v i r t u e  of a 

discrepant evidence, he i s  a lso concerned t o  &k out n m  

evidence i n  1 i g h t  'o+ which 

, %d. procedures: 

he can assess those assumptions 

- 

* f. 
- \ - . . . the tendgncy t o  adapt assumpt&onr t o  novel 

s i t ua t ions  develops i n t o  t h e  conx ious  attempt t o  
check assumptions -- nurtufed, perhaps, by r caution 
b w n  of past experience of beiqg i n  wrw. . . . 
instead of  just heing brought up short by the  
givermess of the w w l d  and having t o  acctmmodet, to i t  
i f  the novel ty i s  t o  be deal t  with, the ind iv idua l  
b e c k s  much more cocrcwned a b w t  t he  warrants f a r  h i s  
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. 
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s t o c k  of ,assumpt i 'ons  and r u l e s .  < P e t e r s ,  1974, p. 126) 

m e  r a t i o n a l  man, s a y  P e t e r s ,  t " l o o k s  for e v i d e n c e "  

( P e t e r s ,  1974, p. 1272. - 3 7 ,  
B J  

For P e t e r s ,  t h h ,  r a t i a n a l i t y  is a ~ t t e r ' o f  C 

\ 
accepting t h e  "normat ive  demands of c o n s i s t e n c y ,  -7 
r e l e v a n c e ,  i m p a r t i a l i t y  <whi'ch f o r  P e t e r s  is i lp l ic i i  i n  

t h e  r e l e v a n c e  c o r k i t i o n  of r a t i o n a l i t y ) ,  and  t h e  s e a r c h  
I 

for grounds of b e l i e $  and d e c i s i o n "  < P e t e r s ,  1974, p. 

The r a t i o n a l  person7 of  course,, may not--always 
. h  2 , % 

s a t i s f y  a l l  t h e  above demands. R a t i o n a l  p e o p l e  are 

s o m e t i m e &  irrational. By t h i s  I mean t h a t  cm P 
"?>' 

. 
s 

p a r t i c u l a r  o c c a s i o n s  a ratimal p w s m  w$ 11 be1 i e v e  what 
44 

is i ' n c o n s i s t e n t  w i t h  h i s  0th- b e l i e f s ,  or' h e  may b e l i e v e  

what h e  wants  t o  b e l i e v e  r a t h e r  t h a n  what h e  h a s  good 

g r o u n d s  t o  b e l i e v e .  I r r a t i o n a l i t y  is a " d i s e a s e  w 

'&reason" CDavidsm,  1482, p. 321,. Me r a y  

is non-rational when its b e h a v i o r  is, 

y  t h e  d o l a n d s  of r a t i o n a l i t y .  A tree, 

-- it does n o t  d o  a6 it does 

b e c a u s e  i t  sees g o d  reason to d o  so, w even b e c a u s e  i t  

sees p o o r  r e a s u n  t o  do so. S i m i l a r l y ,  many of r pwson's 

mvements a r e  b e s t  u n d w s t d  a s  n o n - r a t i o n a l  -- f w  

example,  a man does n o t  r e g u l a t e  h i s  h e a r t b e a t  because h e  



sees good r e a s o n  te  d o  So ; n o r  does h e  p e r & r e  b ~ c a u ~  h e  

sees good reasons t o  do so. Huch oT our movement is t a k m  

c a r e  of w i t h o u t  the b a r e s t  c o n s i d e r a t i o n  a f  reasons. 

I t  is a p p a r e n t  t h a t  = r a t i o n a l  pe r son  w i l l  be 

i r r a t i o n a l  o n l y  as  t h e  e x c e p t i o n .  That  is, it- would b e  

d i f f i c u l t  t o  i n s i s t  t h a t ,  though Jane  o f t e n  c c ~ ~ t r a d i c * ~  

h e r s e l f ,  beLieves f o r  poor ,  i r r e l e v a n t ,  or ad howiner 

r e a s o n s ,  s h e  is nevertheless r a t i o n a l .  An analogous  case 
B 

a would b e  t h a t  Mary, though s h e  p r e f e r s  s t r a w b ~ ~ r y  ice 

c r e a m ,  se ldom chuosqs s t r a w b e r r y  ice cream. fCksmw? t h a t  

Mary is not b e i n g  f a r c e d ,  t h a t  she is n o t  mere ly  

e x e r c i s i n g  her w i l l  power, t h a t  s h e  is not a l l e r g i c  t o  

s t r a w b e r r y  ice cream, - o r  is n o t  o t h e r w i s e  pecu l  jar. ) 

R a t i o n a l  persons p r e f e r ,  ceteris p a r i b u s ,  t o  s a t i s f y  

the a b w e  conditions. Hence, when one s a y 5  t h a t  a man is 

r a t i o n a l ,  m e  is s a y i n g  t h a t  h e  h o l d s  c e r t a i n  bnluerj ,  
,"' 

namely t h a t  h e  s a t i s f i e s  the above c c m d i t i o n s  of 

rationality. . 
i i 

L I n  s a y i n g  t h a t  a  man is r a t i o n a l  b p  are also 

a t t r i b u t i n g  t o  him c e r t a i n  a b i l i t i e s . .  I t  .would - b e  useless . 

t o  s a y  t h a t  though S a l l y  is n o t  o f t e n  a b l e  to .deterrain-  
i 

w h e t h e r  o r  n o t  i n f o r m a t i o n  is r e l e v a n t  t o  h e r  b e l i e f s ,  rtie 

is nevertheless ratiunal i n  t h a t  she d d  l i k e  to h o l d  , . - 
h e r  beliefs on the b a s i s  of r e l e v a n t  r e a s o n s .  Rational 



. . 

p e r s o n s  d o  n o t  e e r e l y  l i k e  t o  b e  c o n s i s t e n t ,  i ~ a r t i a l ,  

a d  so m; fbCy m o r e o v ~ ,  a t  least some of  the tin#, 

p o s s e s s  t h e  c a p a c i t y  and  t h s . a b i l i t y  t o  be so. 

P e t w s  is c o n c e r n e d  w i t h  a s p e c t s  of rational 

i n d i v i d u a l ,  n o t  w i t h  c r i t e r i a  f o r  r a t i o n a l  b e l i e f .  Of , 

c o u r s e ,  t h e  t w o  n o t i o n s  are c m n e c t c d ,  b u t  they need n o t  

b e  e q u a t e d .  R a t i o n a l  i n d i v i d u a l s  w a n t  t o  possess, and  

o4iten i f  n o t  u s u a l l y ,  w i l l  p o s s e s s  r a t i o n a l  b e i i e f s .  

Peters is c o n c e r n e d  t o  d e s c r i b e  some d i s p o s i  t ims or 

v i r t u e s  of  t h e  r a t i o n a l  p e r s o n .  The r a t i o n a l  person w i l l  
\ 

a t t e m p t  t o  h o l d  b e l i e f s  on t h e  b a s i s  o f  r e l e v a n t  

c o n s i d e r a t i o n s ,  b u t  t h i s  is c o m p a t i b l e  w i t h  %hpy nunbw of  
--. 

c o n c e p t i o n s  of what c o u n t s  as a r e l e v a n t  c o n s i d e r a t i o n .  

Petws d o e s  n o t ,  i n  t h e  a b o v e  a c c o u n t ,  commit h i m s e l f  t o  

any p a r t i c u l a r  a c c o u n t  o i  what c o u n t s  as'-a r e l e v a n t  

c i s i d e r a t i a n  i n  be1 i e f  - f w m a t i o n .  P e t e r s '  a c c o u n t  is, as 

I s a i d ,  formal i n  t h a t  h e  says o n l y  t h a t *  a rational 

man must possess a w e l l - d e f i n e d  s e n s e  of  r e l e v a n c e ;  Peters 

d o e s  n o t  o f f e r  a substantive a c c o u n t  Of t h a t  s e n s e  of  

r e 1  e v a n c e .  

P e t w s '  a c c o u n t  of r a t i o n a l i t y  is a d e q u a t e  i n  t h a t  i t  

o f f e r s  s t a n d a r d s  which a n y  c m c c p t i ~  o f  r a t i o n a l i t y ,  

wor thy  of  t h a t  title, must s a t i s f y .  B u t  i t  is i n a d e q u a t e  



n o t  pabstzss the a b i l i t y  t o  assess e v i d e n c e ,  be cri 

and 50 m. Ck t o  n t r a t h w  P e t e r s  h a s  o + f e r e d  
+, . d 

c o n s t r a i n t s  on a c o n c e p t i o n  of r a t i o n a l i t y ,  I t h i n k ,  t h e  
r- prOpbr r e p l y  i: t h a t  w i t h o u t  t h e  c ' o n c w n s  of consistmcy, 

r e l e v a n c e ,  i m p a r t i a l i t y ,  and so on, t h e  a c t i v i t y  o f l  

a r g u i n g  would b e  chimSrica1 .  I n  Reason, T r u t h ,  and 

History Putn- s a y s ,  
L> 

I "ant t o  u r g e  t h a t  t h & e  is a l l  t h e  d i f f e r m c e  i n  
t h e  wor ld  between an opponent  who h a s  t h e  fundqmental  
i n t e l  l e c t u a l  v i r t u e s  of open-mindedness ,  r e s p e c t  f w 

I r e a s o n ,  and s e l f - c r i t i c i s m ,  and o n e  who does n o t ?  
between an oppcment who has an  imprd 'ssive m d  
p w t i f i e n t  stdre of  f a c t u a l  knowledge, .and me who does 
n o t ;  bet- an  opponent who mere ly  g i v e s  v e n t  t o  h i s  
f e e l i n g s  and f a n t a s i e s  (which is a l l  p e o p l e  commonly 
d o  i n  what bas-s *or p o l i t i c a l  d i s c u s s i m ) ,  and m m  
who r e a s o n s  c a r e f u l l y .  <Putnam, 1981, p. 166) 

Without t h e s e  v i r t u e s  a b o u t  which Putnam and P e t e r s  

are ;concerned there c o u l d  b e  no  such t h i n g  as argument,  
IF 

a n d  a r g u m t  is a t  least a c e n t r a l  a s p e c t  of t h e  r a t i o n a l  
., 

l i f e .  
- .  

( v )  R a t i o n a l  i t y  and  knowledge \ 

H i r s t ' s  argument  r e q u i r e s  t h a t  o n l y  b y ' a c c p i r i n g  knouledge 

is i t  p o s s i b l e  f m  a  man t o  become r a t i o n a l , - a n d  t h a t  d l y  
b 

by  ' a c q u i r i n g  more knowledge is i t  p o s s i b l e  t o  become more 

ration&. I t h i n k  t h a t  Hirst is wrong about: t h i s .  I - 
b e l i e v e  t h a t  i t  is on1 y b y  b e i n g  r a t i o n a l  * t h a t  m e  can  



acquire any knowledge whatsoever. 
'4 

I have said that S knows that p only if Ci) 

p ;  ( i i )  S believes that p; and ( i i i )  S ' s  

be1 ief that p is held in virtue of good evidence. -It 

is the third condition of knwledge which necessitates 

that S be rational, though a fair degree 0-f 

consistency in one's be1 iefs may ,be a requirement of 

possessing any beliefs at all. (See h a l d  Davidson 

<1982>, "Rational Animalsu, for a dimrcussim of -this 

point. Rationality, it has been said, has three aspects: 

(a) thi disposition to avoid inconsistency;. <b) the 
6 

disposition and ability to assess and evaluate evidence; 
/ 

and (c) a critical attitude tgward me's beliefs and 

It is readily agparent that (b) is 8 requir-nt of 

the acqbi.sitiwr of knowledge. Condition ( i i i )  of knwledge 

demands that one hold mh7s beliefs in virtue of good 
C 

evidence. This aspect of rationality must be satisfied by 

anydne who has knowledge. I 

- .  
To see why a man who does not have the disppsiti'm to 

hold consistent beliefs c w l d  not be said to satisfy the 

evidence c m d i t i m  of knowledge, consider r man who dm- 

h o t  have such a disposition. Suppose that he believes tha? 

t h e  m'inwal  b e f w e  him is F3wr$te. Just to be sure, he 



c h e c k s  t h e  s a m p l e ' s  h a r d n e s s  and s p e c i f i c  g r a v i t y .  Ha 

l e a r n s  t h a t  t h e  sample  has a s p e c i f i c  g r a v i t y  of 2.8 and a 

h a r d n e s s  (on t h e  Hahs scale) of a b o u t  2.3. F l o u r i t e  is 

known t o  have  a s p e c i f i c  g r a v i t y ' o f  3.18 and r h a r d n e s s  of 
4 

4. The r a t i o n a l  man w i l l  come t o  b e l i e v e  t h a t  t h e  sample ' 

# 
is n o t  F l o u r i t e .  But a man who d o e s  n o t  have  the 

d i s p o s i t i o n  t o  be c o n s i s t e n t  may n o t  come t o  t h e  b e l i e f  
, 

t h a t  t h e  sample  is n o t  F l o u r i t e .  For  s u c h  a man t h e r e  

would. be no  problem i n  b e l i e v i n g  (a) F l o u r i t e  has a 

s p e c i f i c  g ~ a v i t y  of 3.18 and a  hardness of 4f (b f  the 

sample  is F l o u r i t e ;  and Ic) The sample h a s  a s p e c i f i c  

g r a v i t y  of 2.8 and a h a r d n e s s  of 2.3. T h i s  man's l a c k  of a 
ti 

d i s p o s i t i o n  t o  form c o n s i s t e n t  b e l i e f s  p r e v e n t s  him from 

u s i n g  t h e  e v i d e n c e  h e  possesses t o  come t o  t h e  correct 

bel ie- f  t h a t  t h e  sample  is n o t  F l o u r i t e .  

I t h i n k  t h a t  t h e  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  of rnvidence, w i l l  . 

a lways  i n v o l v e  t h e  assumpt ion  t h a t  i n c o n s i s t e n c y '  is r v e r y  

poor s t a t e  i n  which t o  be. S e e i n g  something,  e, as 
'1 

e v i d e n c e  f o r  a  p r o p o s i t i o n ,  p ,  is t o  see t h a t  e B 

s a t i s f i e s  a s t a n d a r d ,  E ,  such t h a t ,  w e  t h a t  s t a n d a r d  

s a t i s f i e d ,  i t  is p ~ o b a b l e  t h a t  p is t r u e .  B u t  a man 

who'did n o t  have  a  d i s p o s i t i o n  t m r d  c*istmcy would 

have  no problem b e l i e v i n g  (a l ' t ha t  p l o  probabilified 
u 

o n l y  by e v i d e n c e  which s a t i s f i e s  s t a n d a r d  E ;  (b)  t h a t  



E is n o t  s a t i s f i e d ;  and  (c) p is p r o b a b l e .  But 

t h e s e  t h r e e  b e l i e f s  are i n c o n s i s t e n t .  One of them must be 

r e j e c t h d .  But a l a c k  o f  c o n c e r n  f~ c o n s i s t e n c y  n i l l  

p r e v e h t  one from s e e i n g  t h i s ,  and h e n c e  w i l l  p r e v e n t  m e  I . " 

f rom r e j e c t i n g  tw a c c e p t i n g )  b e l i e f s  on t h e  b a s i s  of 

I n  w d e r  t o  have knowledge t h a t  p i  S rewt ~ 
il 

b e l i e v e  t h a t  p is t r u e  i n  v i r t u e  of  g w d  e v i d e n c e .  I t  

is n o t  s u f f i c i e n t  t h r t  S p o s s e s s  t h r t  good w i ' d e n c e .  

S wst a l s o  see t h a t  e v i d e n c e  as good evidrnce. 
- 

T h i s  r e q u i r e m e n t  of knowledge is what makes a c r i t i ca l  

a t t i t u d e  essyti a1 t d  t h e  a c q u i s i t i o n  of knowledge.  

I n  r e q u i r i n g  e v i d e n c e  fw o n e ' s  b e l i e f  t h r t  a 

p r o p o s i t i o n  p is t r u B  one b e l i e v e s  t h a t  t h e  

p r o b a b i l i t y  o+ t h e  t r u t h  of p is r a i s e d  i f  p a r t i c u l a r  

states of a f f a i r s  cbbtain. Fw rxampde, the p r o p o s i t i o n  

t h a t  the K i n g ' s  d e a t h  is n o t  an  a c c i d e n t  is amre p r o b a b l e  

,? 
i f  there are t races o-f r a t  p o i s o n  i n  h i s  body. Trace*  of 

r a t  poism i n  t h e  K i n g ' s  body is e v i d e n c e  t h a t  h i s  d e a t h  

was n o t  a c c i d e n t a l  because a normal  body w i l l  n o t  r e v e a l  

s u c h  t r a c e s  and because i t  is n o t  l i k e l y  t h a t  t h e  ra t  -- 
p o i s o n  g o t  t h e r e  by  a c c i d e n t .  (Few p e o p l e  would stwe r a t  

poison  i n  a p l a c e  w h e r e  i t  is l i k e l y  t o  be e i s t a k m n  for  
P 

p , ,--7 

the s a l a d  d r e s s i n g .  ) #ere i t  l a t e r  d i s c o v e r &  t h a t  t h w e  



w a s  an error made i n  t h e  a u t o p s y  of the King's body, t h a t .  

e a t  was t h o u g h t  t o  be r a t  poiqon w a s  as a matter of f ac t  

r e a l l y  lw q u a l i t y  whiskey, .  t h e n .  m e  shmld ( b a r r i n g  t h e  

p o s s i b f  l i  t y  t h a t  t h e r e "  is o t h e r  ' s u f f i c i e n t  e.videnc.r f o r  

t h e  p r o p o s i t i o n  ' t h a t  the King 's  d e a t h  w a s  n o t  a c c i d e n t a l  > 

r e v i v e  t h e  b e l i e f  t h a t  t h e  King ' s  death ,- 

a c c i d e n t a l ,  or at least h o l d  t h a t  

s u r e n e s s .  To r e q u i r e  e v i d e n c e  f w  t h e  p r o p o s i t i o n  t h a t  t h e  

King ' s  d e a t h  was a c c i d e n t a l  is t o  - b e l i e v e  : t h a t  i f  

- p a r t i c u l a r  s t a t e s  o f r % f f a i r s  o b t a i n  t h a t  p r o p s i t i o h  is 

l i k e l y  t o  be t r u e ,  and t h a t  i f  o t h e r  s tates of a f f a i r s  - - 

o b t a i n  t h a t  p r o p o s i t i o n  is less l i k e l y  t o  bs t r u e .  

The person who a d j u s t s  h i s  b e l i e f s  i n  virtue o-F 

e v i d e n c e  h a s  a c r i t i ca l  a t t i t u d e .  Hence, knowledge t h a t  

p r e q u i r e s  a c r i t i c a l  a t t i t u d e  toward p. This does. 

n o t  mean t h a t  one wbo knows t h a t  p must a l s o  doubt 

t h a t  p. I t  means p a t  one  wttd knw; t h a t  p-  h a s  an  
. ' \  

open mind f o  evi ,dence f o r  and a g a i n s t  p .  W e o v e r ,  

while I t h i n k  t h a t  i t  would  be - f a r  too s t r i n g e n t  'to dnnand . 

t h a t  one rnu~t c o n s t a n t l y  be s e a r c h i n g  f w  evic)a?nce t o  
--I 

undermine what o n e  believes meself t o  knou, one must be - 
d 

concerned  t h a t  t h e  r e a s o n s  i n  v i r t u e - o f  which one b e l i e v e s  

t h a t  p a r e  i n d e e d  good reasms d w  b e l i e v i n g  p. 

T h i s  is t o  possess a  c r i t i c a l  a t t i t u d e .  
'7 



I f  t h e  f p r e q p i n g  is correct, i t  is p o s s i b l e  t h a t  

1, 

S a c q u i r e s  t h e  .knowledge e t h a t  p o n l y  i f  S is 
f 

r a t i o n a l .  I  a rgued  t h i s  by a r g u i r ~ g  t h a t  S knows t h a t  '. 
p o n l y  i f  t h r e e  c o n d i t i o n s  o b t a i n ,  and by arguing t h a t  

> .  

t h e r e  are t h r e e  a s p e c t s  of ' r a t i o n a l i t y .  Dnly if S 

'=- 
d .,' 

sa t i s f ies  a l l  t h r e e  a s p e c t s  of r a t i o n a l i t y  is it p o s s i b l e  
r !. 

f o r , m 6  k o  acqd=re knoyledge.  I f o c u s s e d ,  i n  my 

. - d i s c u s s i o n ,  on o n e  c o n d i t i o n  of knowledge, t h e  e v i d ~ n c e  . 
- - 

- c o n d i t i o n .  R a t i o n a l i t y ,  then, is a c o n d i t i o n  of  the- 

a c q u i s i t i o n  o-f knowledge. 
, - 

I t  m a y  a t  t h i s  p o i n t  be o b j e c t e d  t h a t  showing t h a t  

o n l y  r a t i o n a l  a g e n t s  c a n  a c q u i r e  knowledge d o e s  not-_show 
-- 

t h a t  r a t i o n a l ' i t y  can be deve laped  a p a r t  f r o m  t h e  

a c q u i s i t i o n  of knowledge. (It may be, t h i s  objection r u n s ,  

t h a t  knowledge and r a t i ~ a l i t y  are a c q u i r e d  

si mu1 t a n e o u s l  y. 

- A l i t t l e  r e f l e c t i o n ,  hpcrevtb, shows the o b j e c t i o n  

h i s s e s  t h e  mark.  My argument is that r a t i o n a l i t y  is 

l o g i c a l l y  presupposed by t h e  a k ~ u i s i t i o n  o f  knowlrdpe. 

Had I  a rgued  t h a t  r a t i o n a l i t y  is l o g i c a l l y  p resupposed  
h 

the p o s s e s s i o n  o f  knonledge ,  t h e n  p&hrps  r case c w l d  

b e  made f o r  s a y i n g  t h a t  kn-leage and r a t i o n a l i t y  are 

e q u i v a l e n t  a c q u i s i t i o n s .  A t  any rate, ry argument 
- b  

would n& have r u l e d  w t  such a p o s i t i o n .  Hy'argument. is 
- 



that m e  must have the disp~sitions m d  abil'itiq 

characteristic of the rational 'individual in order to 

acquire beliefs which satisfy the criteria of knowledgo. 

Let m e  make this point in anothew way. The 

acquisition of knowledge is an event. At one tine S 

does not know That p and at a later time S does - 
know that p. In order that this event occur, S 

must have the dispositions and abilities characteristic of 

rationality.,Otherwise, S wi 1 1  not be able to perform 

the mental acts required in coming to know that p. For 

8 

this reason, S must be rational in w d e r  to 
* 

acquire knowledge. 

It may also be objected that reasoning, rrhich is at 

least a central feature of rationality, requires 

knowledge. Reasoning requires, the objector may insist, 

knowing princi-ples of reasoning and it wi 1 1  r e v i r e  

knowledge from which to reason. But if reasoning (a) in a 

central feature of rationality, and (b) involves - 

- knowledge, then rationality involvds knowledge. That is to 
1 

say, the possession of knowledge is a necessary condition 

of rationality. But if it is true that the possession of 
- 

knwledge is a necessary condition of rationality, then 

because, as has already been shown, the possession of 

knowledge implies rakimality, rationality is ~ t e r i a l l y  



the possession of knowledge. And if this is I 

's position, that one is raPeiOnal just ,J 5 

insofgr as one possesses k n o w l e d g e ~ s t  be agreed to hold. 
9 -  

But the argument fails on at least .three points. 

First, while reasoning does involve the employment .of 

principles of reasoning, such as rodus ponens w 

principles of induction, it does not imply the-possession 

of  proposi t i m a 1  knowledge yi th r t~ ;~ec t  f o those 

principles. One can employ the principle w d u s  ponens CJ 

in one's thinking without having any idea hou to justify 

its employment. Indeed, the principlp is employed daily by 

w l t i  t u d e s  of peuplp who have never eve," considered the-\ 
1 

principle in the abstract. Reasoning with the principle 

w d u s  ponens involves being able to apply the 

principle; it involves the application of a skill. 

man may b e  able to r e a m  with principles such as wodus 

ponens without knowing that those principles are truth 
- I- 

preserving or in any other sense valid. O t h e r w i s e ,  only 

phdlosophers would be able to reason, and even they w w l d  

have a great 'deal A+ difficulty. 
1, 

CI difficulty with the 6bjcctio-n i s  that it 

a s s u m s  that my thesis is that m e  can ns--er know that 

certain principles of reasoning are truth preserving. But 

my p ~ ~ l t i m  is that one eus: h$ to ro# ewtmt rational if 
,&==J 1 



cne has .propositional knowledge. Once one is ra P=--- 
,' can learn m u r e  principles of rationality md,can sharpen 

up the ones already in on@'s 
- 7 

what happens in the learning of a disciplin.. Uhm one 

learns a subject w c h  ,as History me t a k k  principles uf 

reasoning which one already passesses and refine thmt. m e  

also learns principles which were not previously part of 

our reasoning, such as "don't trust Canadian nmsprpus 

from the thirties on political topics". This principle 

(pwhaps it is m w e  aptly twmb a "ruf e o-f thumb", but at 

any rate it could be employed as a principle of rearming) 

w w l d  be learned through the learning of a n d ~ w  of 

historical facts abqut the politics of Cmadr at the t i m e  

and the state of the newspaper industry in C,mada at the 

time. My point was merely that not all principles of 
*- 

rationality can be learned in this way. Indeed, the 
! / , 

learning of this principle presupposes that m e  is 

already rational, 

The argument fails, third, in supposing tha t  it is 

always knowledge from which m e  reasons. Of course, one 

does sometimes reason from knowledge. F w  e x a m p l e ,  Jack 

who knows that T w o n t o  is the mast populated city in 

Canada, reasons from that knowledge ts the b r l i d  that  

Vancouver is not the most populated city in Canada. But 



ne& m e  always r e a m  f r o m  one's knowledge? I t . * i s  

apparent that  w e  s h o u ~  be i n  grave t rouble w e i i t  t r ue  

that  reasoning always begins from knowledge. We would be 
f 

involved i n  an i n f  i n i t e  regress. Knowledge, I have said, 
* 

invo l  ves reasoning. -So i f reasoni nq involved know1 edge i n  

. t h i s  w a y  w e  would have the fol lowing sort o f  series: 

Knowing that p involves reasoning that  p from 
f=h 

q .  Reasoning tha t  p +ram q involves knowing 
1 

that  Q. Knowing that  q involves reasoning tha t  

q f r o m  r .  This, i n  turn, involves knowing tha t  

r. The series i s  v ic ious because i t  requires tha t  an 

i n f i n i t e  number of propwi t ions  be know i f  m e  i s  known. 

And t h i s  would render kn&ledge impossible. 
,JJ 



This 

reasmi  ng 

ser ies can be avoided by rgcoqnisinq tha t  

does not always proceed f r o m  a proposition, m d  

by recognising tha t  when~ i t  does proceed f r o m  a I - 

Y 

proposition, tha t  tha t  preposit ion need not be known. 

f w m w  I recagnised above, i n  m y  account of Annis' 

C r 

argument,. Jus t i f i ca t ion  need not be p robw i  t ional :  Reason 

w experience may provide a j u s t i + i c a t i &  fo r  a 

proposition. 'Simi lar ly,  one, can reason +rod thm experirnce ' 

of r e a m i n g ,  as when m e  accepts, a f t e r ~ x a m i n i n g  a 
\ 

proof, tha t  the proposit ional calculus i s  complete, w 
- ,  

from experience, as when one leaps out of the w a y  of a 

r o l l i n g  boulder. (See flax Black's "Why Shmld.1 Be 

Rational?"; especial l y  'h is discussion on m8asic ~casdn 

Using") 

N w  need one the proposit ions f r o m  which 

reasoning proceeds. F i rs t ,  m e  may reason +ram 
, -x 

proposit ions which orfe knows t o  be false. this i s  what i s  
r *  

known as "counter-f actual reasoningn. For example, a 

d l i v e r  tntoxicated wi th alcohol may br b l e r d  not for  what 

harm he ac tua l ly  caused but f o r  what harm he may  have 

causd  had the p o l i c k e n  not arrested him. ("What i f  S I i t h  

had struck a pedestrian? Think of  how unfortunate the 



. consequenes  may h a v e  been. "1 ~econd, one3 may r eason '  f  &om 
I 

p r q o s i t i o n s  which one b e l i e v e s  o n e  k n o w s  but which are 
' . 

a c t u a l l y  f a l s e .  F w  e x a m p l e ,  m e  nay r e a s o n  +ram the +rise . 

- p r o p o s i t i o n  (which m e  b e l i e v e s  t o  b e  t r u e )  t h a t  Mtrea l  

is t h e  c a p i t a l  c i t y  of -Quebec t& t h e  p r o p o s i t i o n  t h a t  t h e  . i . 'r 

must p o p u l a t e d  ci  by i n  t h a t  provimce is its capita+.  

T h i r k  me may reason + r i m  , p r o p o s i t i o n s  which m e  n e i t h e r  
4 - -u 

' b e l i e v e a s  n o r  d i s h e l  i e v e s .  Sometimes i t  is found  h e l p f u l ,  
< \ 

i n  d e t e r m i n i n g  t h e  t r u t h  v a l u e  of a p r o p o s i t i o n  p t o  
'C 

reason a s  i f  i t  were t r u ~  I f  w c h  r e a s o n i n g  leads u s  t o  

p r a p w i t i o n s  which one k n o m  to b e  f a l s e ,  t h e n  one rejects 
a I 

p.  This is sautetimes c a l l e d  wodus d l l e n s  1 .- - 

r e a s o n i n g .  A f w r t h  b o s s i b i a l l t y  8s t h a t  dne might  r e a s o n  1 
from p r o p o s i t i o n s ;  which are unknowable i n  one of  t h r e e  

m - 

senses. F l r s t ,  t h e r e  a r e * c o n t i n g e n t  p r o p o s i  t ims  which are I 
I 

unknpwable. B r a d l e y  and Swar tz  o f f e r  t h e  f  01 lowing 

I 
exampl eL 

6 

(3.30) "On A p r i l  13, 1974, an extratwrAtria1 
b e i n g ,  who h a s  a b i l i t y ,  and a l w a y s  

7 e x e r c i s e s  i t ,  o u r  a t t v t s  to  d e t e c t  
him, stood on t h e  tower  of th re  Empire State 

, W i l d i n g .  ". <-adley and S w a r t z ,  1979, p. 167> 

C l e a r l y ,  i t  is p o s s i b l e  t o  r e a s o n  from t h i s  propt5ziit ion, I 
i n  t w o  of t h e  above  ways ,  (Me c a n  n e i t h e r  know, 3-30 t o  

be  trire n w  h o w  i t  t o  b e  Talse. 1 Sccond, t h e r e  are 
2 



d'Yi 
C e r t a i n l y ,  i t  is -ntzt p o s ~ i b l e  t o  know a l l  t h e  t r u e  

p r o p o s i t i o n s  OT a r i t h m e t i c .  (See' B r a d l e y  and Snartz,  

p. 173-4) Suppose  t h a t '  ~ o l d b a c h ' s  C o n j e c t u r e  ( t h a t  e v e r y  -. 

even number g r e a t e r  t a n  t w o  is t h e  sum of t w o  p r i m e s ) ,  is 
.& P 

o n e  o f .  t h o s e  prc5&i t i o ~  - (as; i t  j " ~ t  may b e ) .  " I t  is 
- 

/ 

p o s s i b l e  to r e a s o n  f ram, t h a t  p r o p o s i t i o n .  Hence, -'it is 

p o s s i b l e  t o  r e a s o n  from non-con t ingen t  unknowable 

p r o p o s i t i o n s .  ThPrd, t h e r e  may, b e  p r o p o s i t i & s  which are 

unknowable i n  t h e  s e n s e  t h a t  t h e y  c a n n o t  b e  j u s t i f i e d .  For 

example,  a p r o p u s i t i o n  w t h  as " a u t o m o b i l e s  d m ' t  g r o n ' c w t  

of t h e  e a r t h "  which w a s  ment ioned by W i t t g e n s t e i n  <1969> 

i n  O n  Certainty may b e  a p r o p o s i t i o n  which s t a n d s  

beyond juitification as  i t  w e r e .  One c a n n o t  j u s t i f y  

s u c h  a p r o p o s i t i o n  b e c a u e  a n y t h i n g  whichJmigb t  be brough t  

to b e a r  i n  s u p p o r t  of  i t  is no m o r e  c e r t a i n  t h a n  i t .  For 

example,_ as W i t t g e n s t e i n  p o i n t s  out ,  t h e  claim t h a t  me 

can j u s t i f y  t h e  p r o p o s i t i o n  by a p p e a l  to the. senses can be 

c o u n t e r e d  with;  t h e  c l a i m  t h a t  p e r h a p s  i t  i5 one's senses 
- 

which ought  t o  b e  a s s e s s e d  by c h e c k i n g  whether  or n o t  t h e y  

lead one t o  t h e  a c c e p t a n c e  of t h e  above  p r o p o s i t i o n .  Mme . . . ,  
propositisns rani?& be - j u s t i f i e d  b e c a u s e  t h e r e  is nat f i ing  

mare c e r t a i n  t h a n  them aga . ins t  wh i th  t h e y  c a n ' b e  

j h s t i f i e d .  If so, then it- is, s t r i c t l y  s p e a k i n g ,  n o t  

p o s s i b l e  to know them. C l e a r l j r ,  howevw,  i t-  is p o s s i b l e  t o  



reason from such prqositions. There may also be other 

H a y s  in which reasoning can proceed frotspropositims 

which are not know, but clearly this suffic- for our 
w 

I purposes. 

Knowledge and rationality are related in *he +dlowing 

way. Rationality is a condition of the acquisition of 

,knowledge. Only rational agents are in a position from 

which it is possible to acquire knowledge. It is through 

exercising me's rational abilities in certain nays that 

one acquires know1 edge. 

This ought not to be taken to suggest that one never 

becomes more ratiunal through the acquisition of 

knowIpdge. fit least sometimes knowledge may play .a vital . 
role in the formation of rational beliefs and desires, as .- 
well as in the conmision of rational actions. 9s I 

\ 

mentioned in the preceeding section, learning a discipline 

involves learning new principles of reasoning and 
e 

sharpening ulj.those pri.nciples of reasoning alrekdy in 

me's repertoire. T h w e  is good sense in saying that such 

achievements contribute t p  me's rationality. 

* 
Hence Hirst must be wrong in his belief that it is 



only through the acquisition o+ knowledge that one becomes 
- 

rational. And so he must likewise be W o n g  to believm that 

the reason education is significant is that it p l a y s  so 

vital a,role in the development of rationality\' 

Rationality is an achievement of a different ziprt than 
9 

education. A 1 1  educated people are, on that account, 

rational. But thwe  are many amongst us to whom the 

epi$het 'rational ' c w l d  not. reasa-kbl be ni thheld, but 

to whom .'educat&' obvi.ous1 y does not apply. Most people 

a6e in this category. 



( i ) H o w  H i  rst goes wrong 

\ I have  shown t h a t  H i r s t ' s  argument t h a t  t h e , a c q u i s i t i o n  of 

an e d u c a t i w t  is i m p o r t a n t  because it is essential t o  the 

of r a t i o n a l  i t y  is unsound. H i  rst * s argument '  
! 

r e l i e d  on t h e  p r e m i s e  t h a t  i t  is on ly ' th ra igh  t h e  . 

a c q u i s i t i o n  of kncm 'f edge t h a t  one's r a t i o n a l i t y  c m  be 
J 

developed.  W e  have seen t h a t  t h i s  p r e m i s e  is f a l s e ,  h m c e  

his argument is unsound. ' 

. k 
I a g r e e  w i t h  H i r s t  t h a t  e d u c a t i o n  i n v o l v e s  t h e  

a c q u i s i t i c i n  of kn&ledqe i n  &atww d i s c i p l i n e s  are 

- 

m a n i f e s t ,  w a t  least i n  a g r e a t  many of t h o s e  

d i s c i p l i g e s .  R-hly, i t  n i l 1  i n v o l v e  ~ n c m l e d g r  i n  e a c h  of 

what H i r s t  has c a l l e d  t h e  ' f o r m s  of knowledge', t h w g h  I 

s h o u l d  d i s p u t e  t h a t  t h e r e  is knowledge i n  r e l i g i o n ,  and 

t h a t  the '  objects of k n o d e d g e  i n  t h e  a r t s  are t h e  a = t u a l  

k k s  of a r t  ( H i r s t  b e l i e v e r  t h a t  a wwk oF a r t  is a 

p r o p o s i t i o n ,  capable. of b e i n g  true or, f a l s e ) .  Of course, . - .  
the c o n c e p t  of education is vague. I t  is vague i n  two 

- 
senses. F i r s t ,  i t  possesses Iinaar vagueness I t  is n o t .  



clear how much knowledge one  must p o s s e s s  i n  order t o  be 

t e d u c a t e d .  S e c m d ,  t h e  concept! of e d u c a t i o n  ha* 

corbinatoriai vagueness. (s& U i  11 i a m  A l s t o n p s  < 1967> 

ar t ic le  "~aguene&". That  is t o  s a y ,  it is n o t  clear 

which areas o-f knowledge w d i s c i p l i n e s  are of t h e ,  
' ', 

g r e a t e s t  i a p c r t q w e ;  I s  x i e n c e  mare i m p o r t a n t  t h a n  t h y  
r b' y 

arts? Might t w o  m e n ,  one who knows a g r e a t  deal a b w t  t h e  
< 

s c i e n c e s  b u t  n o t  much a b o u t  h i s t o r y ,  and t h e  0th- nho 

knowsea  g r e a t  d e a l  a b w t  h i s t o r y  b u t  n o t  much a b o u t  the 

O r  v i l ~  t h e  &.. one who knows amre abou t  t h e  sciences be n o r m  
4 * .  

w e l l  e d u c a t e d ?  But ,  r o u g h l y ,  rst's c o n c e p t i o n  mf "t 
, 

N o t  a l l  t h o u g h t  i n v o l v e s  or p r e s u p p o s e s  t h a t  &e . 

p o s s e s s e s  knowledge, h o n e v w ,  and i t  is t h i s  f a c t  which 

-4 
p r e v e n t s  H i r s t ' s  a r g u e *  from b e i n g  s u c c e s s f u l .  Chd 

# 

e s p e c i a l l y ,  n o t  a1 1 tho!..t$ht p r e s u p p o s e s  knowledge from t h e  = . ,  

d i s c i p l i n e s .  Even were it t r u e  t h a t  ' t h i n k i n g  pyrsupposes - . . 
knowledge, i t  o b v i o u s l y  is n o t  t r u e '  t h a t  t h i n k i n g  ; . 
p r e s u p p o s e s  knowledge from t h e  d i s q i p f i n e s ,  i.e., 

e d u c a t i o n a l  knowledge. Much, i f  n o t  m o s t ,  o f ,  OUT t h o u g h t  

is o+ a v e r y  ord'in-ary, u n s o p h i s t i c a t e d  v a r i e t y .  Chd 

whatever  else e d u c a t i o n  i n v o l y e s ,  i t  at least involves 

s o p h i s t i c a t e d  t h i n k i n g .  .... 
.-a- 
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m a k e  a d i s t i n c t i o n  which is re levan ' t  

and P e t e r s  <1970> 

h w e .  Had H i r s t  bwne 

t h a t  d 4 s t i n c t i m  i n  mind i n  h i s  own work, t h e n  he mid 

f l  P 
b m  l e a d  t o  the c w c l u s i o n  t h a t  e d u c a t i m  is 

e q u i v a l e n t  t o  t h e  development  of r a t i o n a l i t y .  M i r s t  and 

P e t e r s  d i s t i n g u i s h  between t h e  L.C.H. ( ~ o w e ' s t  C u m o n  

M u l t i p l e )  of pwsonal d e y ~ l o p m e n t  k d  t h e  H.C.F. ( H i g h e s t  
7 '  

~ o m m 6 a c t o r )  of  p e r s o n a l  development: ; 
In b r i e f ,  i f  w e  ask t h e  q u e s t i o n  +ou t  t h e  ' 

e n d - s t a t e  o+ p e r s o n a l  develapment ,  as d i s t i n z t  f rom 
p a r t i c u l a r  W c s  o+ development ,  i t  might  b e  p o s s i b l e  
t o  produce  a f w s s a l  ,account  of b o t h  an H.C.F. and pn 

L.C.M. of p w s u n a l  development.  The l a t tw  c o n s i s t s  i n  
m a i n t a i n i n g  the b a s i c  ~ t r u c t u r e  of man as a ratmal 
animal ;  t h e  f w -  c o n s i s t s  i n  d e v e l o p i n g  these 
r a t i o n a l  capacities to- t h e  f u l l .  < H i r s t  and ~ a t e k ,  
1970, p.%> 

In ~ i & t ' s  work t h e w  two a s p u t s  of pwsunal development  

ake c m f l a t e d .  I n  n o t  d i s t i n g u i s h i n g  t h e a  H i r s t  was lead 

t o  t h i n k  of e d u c a t i o n  as t h e  development  o-f r a t i o n a l i t y .  

.Accordingly ,  he came t o  b e l i e v e  t h a t  t h e  a c q u i s i t i o n  of 

knowledge, which is an e s s e n t i a l  e lesrent  i n  t h e  
a~ 4 

a c q u i s i t i o n  o+ e d u c a t i o n ,  is n e c e s s a r y  t o  t h e  development  

of  ratima! i t y .  I b e l i e v e  myself t o  have shorm him t o  be 
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