PART THREE: KNOWLEDGE

Lor Purther Reflection

1. Hume’s empiricism is more radical than Locke’s because it leads to skepticism over
metaphysical issues which Locke thought safe (for example, the nature of the self, causality,
the existence of God). Hume closes the book from which our selection comes with these
words: “By way of conclusion to these reflections on diverse questions: When we run over
libraries, persuaded of the principles here expounded, what havoc must we make? If we take
in hand any volume, of divinity or metaphysics, for instance, let us ask: Does it contain any
reasoning concerning quantity or nuthber? No. Does it contain any experimental {probabie)
reasoning concerning matter of fact? No. Commit it then to the flames: for it can contain
nothing but sophistry and illusion.” Are you convinced by Hume’s reasoning? If not, how
would you go about arguing against him?

2. How might a rationalist try to refure Hume?
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Study Questions

1. What are the three senses of “know™ that Hospers describes? Which is the most important
philosophically?

2. What are the three conditions for propositional knowledge?

3. Why is it important to have good evidence before one can rightly be said to know?

4. What are the weak and strong senses of knowledge?

5. How does this distinction bear on the claims of skepticism?

I. REQUIREMENTS FOR KNCWING [ Semsés of “kmow”™] 1. Sometimes when we
talk about knowing, we are referring to acqguain-

THE WORD “KNOW?” 1S SLIPPERY. It is not always  tamce of some kind. For example, “Do you know
used in the same way. Here are some of its prin-  Richard Smith?” means approximately the same
cipal uses: '

Erom John Hospers, An Introduction to Phitosophical Analysis, 204 ed. © 1967, pp. 143-145,
148-155. Reprinted by permission of Pearson Education, Inc., Upper Saddle River, NJ.




as “Arc you acquainted with Richard Smith?
(have you met him? etc.) . . .”

2. Sometimes we speak of knowing hew: Do
you know how to ride a horse, do you know how
to use a soldering iron? We even nse a colloquial
noun, “know-how,” in talking about this.
Knowing how is an ability -we know how to
ride a horse if we have the ability to ride a horse,
and the test of whether we have the ability is
whether in the appropriate situation we can per-
form the activity in question. . . . ¢

3. But by far the most frequent use of the word
“know”—and the one with which we shall be pri-
marily concerned—is the propositional sense: “I
know that . . .” where the word “that” is followed
by a proposition: “T know that T am now reading
a book,” “I know that I am an American citizen,”
and so on. There is some relation between this last
sense of “know” and the earlier ones. We cannot

be acquainted with Smith without knowing some 7

things about him (without knowing #hat certain
propositions about him are true), and it is difficult
to see how one can know how to swim without
knowing some true propositions about swimming,
concerning what you must do with your amms and
legs when in the water. (But the dog knows how
to swim, though presumably he knows no propo-
siions about swimming.), ..

[ Conditions for knowing that] Now, what is
required for us to know in this third and most
important sense? Taking the letter 2 to stand for
any proposition, what requirements must be met
in order for one to assert truly that he knows »
There are, after all, many people who claim to
know something when they don’t; so how can
one separate the rightful claims to know from the
mistaken ones?

a. p must be true. The moment you have
some reason to believe that a proposition is not

true, this immediately negates a person’s claim

to know it: You can’t know p if pisn’t true. If [
say; “I know g, but p is not true,” my statement
is self-contradictory, for part of what is involved
in knowing p is that p is true. Similarly, if 1 say,
“He knows p, but pis not true,” this too is self-
contradictory. It may be that I thomgir 1 knew p;
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but if p is false, T didn’t really know it. I only
thought I did. If T nevertheless claim to know 7
while admitting that p is false, my hearers may
rightly conclude that I have not vet learned how

- to use the word “know.” This is aiready implicit

in our previous discussion, for what is it that you
know about p when you know 2 You know zhaz
P 15 true,of course; the very formulation gives
awdy the case: Knowing p is knowing that pis
true. ., . '

But the truth-requirement, though necessary,
is not sufficient. There are plenty of true propo-
sitions, for example in nuclear physics, that you
and I do not know to be true unless we happen
to be specialists in that area. But the fact that
they are true does not imply that we know them
to be true. . . .

b. Notonlymust p be true: We maest believe that
P s true. This may be called the “subjective
requirement”: We must have a certain attitude
toward p—not merely that of wondering or spec-
ulating about p, but positively believing that pis
true. “lknow that pis true, but I don’t believe that
it is” would not only be a very peculiar thing to
say, it would entitle our hearers to conclude that
we had not learned in what circumstances to use
the word “know.” There may be numerous state-
ments that you believe but do not know to be
true, but there can be none which you know to be
true but don’t believe, since believing is a part (a
defining characteristic) of knowing.

“T know p” implies “I believe p,” and “He
knows p” implies “He believes 5,7 for believing is
a defining characteristic of knowing. But beliey-
ing p is mor a defining characteristic of s being
Frue: p can be true even though neither he nor I
nor anyone else believes it. (The earth was round
even before anyone believed that it was.) There is
0o contradiction whatever in saying, “He be-
lieved p (that is, believed it to be true), but p is
not true.” Indeed, we say things of this kind all
the time: “He believes that people are persecut-
ing him, but of course it isn’t true.” . . .

We have now discussed two requirements for
knowing, an “objective” one (p must be truc) and
a “subjective” ane (one must believe ). Are these
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sufficient? Can you be said to know something if
you believe it and if what you believe is trae? If so,
we can simply define knowledge as true belief, and
that will be the end of the matter.

Unfortunately, however, the situation is not
so simple. True belief is not yet knowledge. A
proposition may be true, and you may believe it
to be true, and yet you may not knew it to be
true. Suppose you believe that there are sentient
beings on Mars, and suppose that in the course
of time, after space-travelers from the earth have
landed there, your belief turns out to be true.
The statement was true at the time you uttered
it, and you also believed it at the time you
uttered it——but did you kxnow it to be true at the
time you uttered it? Certainly not, we would be
inclined to say; you were not in a position to
know. It was a lucky guess. Even if you had some
evidence that it was true, vou didn’t know that it
was true at the time you said it. Some further
condition, therefore, is required to prevent a
lucky guess irom passing as knowledge. . . .

c. You wmust bave evidence for p (reason to
beligye ). When you guessed which tosses of the
coin would be heads, you had no reason to
believe that your guessés would be correct, so
you did not know. But afier vou watched all the
tosses and carefully observed which way the coin
tossed each time, then vou knew. You had the
evidence of your senses—as well as of people
around you, and photographs if you wished to-
take them—that this throw was heads, that one
tails, and so on. Similarly, when you predict on
the basis of tonight’s red sunset that tomotrow’s
weather will be fair, you don’t yet kuow that your
prediction will be bome out by the facts; you
have some reason (perhaps) to believe it, but you
cannot be sure. But tomorrow when you go out-
doors and see for yourself what the weather is
like, you do know for sure; when tomorrow
comes you have the full evidence before vou,
which you do not yet have tonight. Tomoreow
“the evidence is in”; tonight, it is not knowledge
but ondy an “educated guess.”

[ Probiern] This, then, is our third requircment—
evidence, But at this point our troubles begin.

How much evidence nmust there bet “Some evi-
dence” won’t suffice as an answer: there may be
some evidence that tomorrow will be sunny, but
you don’t vet know it. How about “all the evi-
dence that is available”? But this won’t do either;
all the evidence that is now available may not be
enough. All the evidence that is now available 1s
far from sufficient to enable us to know whether
there are conscious beings on other planets. We
just don’t kknow, even after we have examined all
the evidence at our disposal.

How about “cnough evidence to give us good
rerson to believe it”? But how much evidence is
this? I may have known someone for years and
found him to be scrupulously honest during all .
that tdme; by virtually any criterion, this would
constitute good evidence that he will be honest
the next dme—and yet he may not be; suppose .
that the next time he steals someone’s wailet. I
had good reason to believe that he would remain
honest, but nevertheless I didn’t kzow that he
would remain honest, for it was not true. We are
all familiar with cases in which someone had
good reason to believe a proposition that never-
theless turned out to be false.

What then s sufficient? We are now tempted
to say, “Complete evidence~—all the evidence
there-could ever be—the works, everything.” But
if we say this, let us notice at once that there are
very few propositions whose truth we can clam
to know. Most of those propositions that in daily
life we claim ro know without the slightest hesi-

,tatton we would not know according to this cri-
terion. For example, we say, “I know that if I
were to let go of this pencil, it would fall,” and
we don’t have the slightest hesitation about it;
but although we may have excellent evidence
{pencils and other objects have always fallen
when let go), we don’t have somplete evidence,
for we have not yet observed the outcome of let-
ting go of it shis time. To take an even more
obvious case, we say, “I know that there is a book
before me now,” but we have not engaged in
every possible observation that would be relevant’
to determining the truth of this statement: We
have not examined the object (the one we take to
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be a book) from z#/ angles {and since there are an
infinite number of angles, who could?), and even
if we have looked at it steadily for half an hout,
we have not done so for a hundred hours, or a
million; and yet it would seem (though some have
disputed this, as we shall see) that if one observa-
tion provides evidence, a thousand observations
should provide more evidence—and when could
the accumulation of evidence end? . . .

We might, nevertheless, stick to our definition
and say that we really do #or know most of the
propositions that in daily life we claim to know:
Perhaps I don’t know that this is a book before
me, that 1 am now indoors and not outdoors, that.
I am now readiog sentences written in the English
language, or that there are any other people in the
world. But this is a rather astounding claim and
needs to be justified. We are all convinced that we
know these things: We act on them every day of
our lives, and if we were asked outside a philoso-
phy classroom whether we knew them, we would
say “yes” without hesitation. Surely we cannot
accept a definition of “know” that would prac-
tically define knowledge out of existence? But if
not, what alternative have we?

“Perhaps we don’t have to go so far as to say
‘@il the evidence,’ ‘complete evidence,” and so on.
Allwe have to say is that we must have “adequate

evidence.” Buat when is the evidence adequate? Is”

anything less than “all the evidence there could
ever be” adequate? “Well, adequate for enabling
us to know.” But this ittle addition to our defini-
tion lands us in a circle. We are trying to define
“know,” and we cannot in doing so employ the
convenient phrase “enough to enable us to
know”—for the last word in this definition is the
very one we are frying to define. But once we have
dropped the-phrase “to know,” we are left with
our problem once more: How much evidence is
adequate evidence? Is it adequate when anything
less than @/l the evidence is in? If not all the evi-
dence is in, but only 99.99 percent of it, couldn’t
that .01 percent go contrary to the rest of it and
require us to conclude that the proposition might
not be true after all, and that therefore we didn’t
know it? Surely it has happened often enough
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that a statement that we thought we knew, per-
haps even would have staked our lives on, wirned
out in the end to be false, or just doubtfirl. Butin
that case we didn’t really know itafter all: The evi-
dence was good, even overwhelming; but yet not
good enough, not really adequate, for it was not
enough to guarantee the truth of the proposition.
Can we know p with anything less than ail the
evidence there ever could be for p?

1I. STRONG AND WEAK SENSES
OF “ANOW”

[ Disputes About Knowing] In daily life we say we
know—not just believe or surmise, but know—
that heavier-than-air objects fall, that smow is
white, that we can read and write, and countiess
other things. If someone denies this, and no fact
cited by the one disputant suffices to convince
the other, we may well suspect that there is a ver-
bal issue involved: In this case, that they are oper-
ating on two different meanings of “know,”
because they construe the third requirement—
the evidénce requirement—differently.

[ Case 1] Suppose 1 say, “There is a bookcase
in my office,” and someone challenges this asser-
tion. 1 reply, “I know that there is 2 boolkease in
my office. I put it there myself, and I've seen it
there for years. In fact, I saw it there just two
minutes ago wher I took a book out of it and left
the office to go into the classroom.” Now sup-
pose we both go to my office, take a look, and
there ig the bookcase, exactly as before. “See, I
Lnew it was here,” I say. “Oh no,” be replies,
“vou believed with good. veason that it was still
there, because you had seen it there often béfore
and you didni’t see or hear anyone rémoving it.
But you didn’t krow it was there when you said
it, for at that moment you were in the classroom
and not in your office.”

At this point, 1 may reply, “But I did know it
was there, even when I said it. I knew it because
(1) 1 believed it, (2) I bhad good grounds on which
10 base the belicf, and (3} the belief was true. And
T would call it knowledge whenever these three
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conditions are fuifilled. This is the way we use
the word ‘know’ every day of our lives. One
knows those true propositions that one believes
with good reason. And when I said the bookcase
was still in my office, I was uttering one of those
propositions.”

But now my opponent may reply, “But you
still didn’t know it. You had good reason to say it,
I admit, for you had not seen or heard anyone
remeoving it. You had good reason, but not suffi-
cient reason. The evidence you gave was still com-
patble with your statement being false—and if it
was false, you of course did not kwow that it was
true. [ Case 2] Suppose that you had made your
clam to knowledge, and I had denied your claim,
and we had both gone into your office, and to
your great surprise (and mine too} the bookcase
was no longer there. Could you #her have claimed
to know that it was still there?”

“Of course not. The falsity of a statement
always invalidates the claim to know it. If the
bookcase had not been there, I would not have
been entitled to say that I knew it was there; my
claim would have been mistaken.”

“Right—it would have been mistaken. But
now please note that the only difference between
the two cases is that in the first case the bookcase
was there and in the second case it wasn’t. The epi-
dence in the two cases was exactly the same. You had
exactly the same reason for saying that the book-
case was still there in the second case (when we
found it missing) that you did in the firsr case
(when we found it still there). And since you—as
you yourself admit—didn’t know it in the second
case, you couldn’t have knowr it in the first case

either. You believed it with good reason, but you

didn’t knew it.”
[ Solution] Here my opponent may have scored
an important point; he may have convinced me

that since I admittedly didn’t know in the second

case I couldn’t have known in the first case either.
But here I may make an important point in
return: “My belief was the same in the two cases;
the evidence was the same in the two cases (I had
seen the bookease two minutes before, had heard
or seen no one removing it). The only difference

was that in the first case the bookcase was there
and in the second case it wasn’t {p was true in the
first case, false in the second). But this doesn’t show
that I Aidn’t know in the first case. What it does
show is that although I might have been mistuken,
I wasn’t mistaken. Had the bookcase not been
there, I couldn’t have claimed to know that it was;
but since the bookease in fact was sdll there, I did
know, afthough {on the basis of the evidence I
had) I meight have been mistaken.”

“Yes, it turned out to be true—you were
lucky. But as we both agree, a lucky guess isn’t
the same as knowledge.”

“But this wasn’t just a lucky guess. I had
excellent reasons for believing that the bookease
was still there. So the evidence requirement was
fulfilled.” '

“No, it wasn’t. You had good reason, excel-
lent reason, but not sufficient reason—both
times—for believing that the bookcase was still
there. But in the second case it wasn’t there, so
vou didn’t know; therefore, in the first case
where your evidence was exactly the same, you
didn’t know either; you just believed it with
good reason, but that wasn’t enough: Your
reason wasn’t sufficient, and so you didn’t
know.”

Now the difference in the criterion of know-
ing berween the two disputants begins to
emerge. According to me, I did kaow p in the
first case because my belief was based on excellent
evidence and was also true. According to my
opponent, I did not know p in the first case
because my evidence was still less than com-

plete—I wasn’t in the room seeing or touching
the bookcase when I made the statement. It
seems, then, that I am operating’ with a less
demanding definition of “know™ than he is. I am
using “know™ in the wenk sense, in which I know
a proposition when I believe it, have good reason
for believing it, and it is true. But he is using
“know” in a more demanding sense: He is using
it in the strong sense, which requires that in order
to know a proposition, it must be true, I must
believe it, and I must have absolutely conclusive
evidence in favor of it.
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[ Exameples] Let us contrast these two cases:

Suppose that after a routine medical examina-
tion the excited doctor reports to me that the
X-ray photographs show that I have no heart. I
should tell him to get a new machine. I should
be inclined to say that the fact that T have a
heart is one of the few things that I can count
on as absolutely certain. T can feel it beat. I
know it’s there. Furthermore, how could my
blood cireulate if T didn’t have one? Suppose
that later on [ suffer a chest injury and undergo
a surgical operation. Afterwards the astonished
surgeons solemnly declare that they searched

my chest cavity and found no heart, and that

they made incisions and looked about in other
likely places but found it not. They are con-
vinced that I am without a heart. They are
unable to understand how circufation can occur

- or what accounts for the thumping in my chest.

But they are in agreement and obviously sin-
cere, and they have clear photographs of my
interior spaces. What wouid be my artitude?
Would it be to insist that they were all mis-
taken? I think not. I believe that I should even-
tually accept their testimony and the evidence
of the photographs, I should consider to be
false what I now regard as an absolute certainty.
{When T say I know I have a heart, I know it in
the weak sense.

Suppose that as I write this paper someone
in the next room were to call out to me, “I can’t
find an ink-bottle; is there one in the house?” I
should reply, “Here is an ink-bottle.” If he said
in a doubtful tone," “Are you sure? [ looked
there before,” I should reply, “Yes, 1 know
there is; come and get it.” .

Now could it turn out to be false that there
is an ink-bottle direcdy in front of me on this
desk? Many philosophers have thought so.
They would say that many things couid happen
of such a nature that if they did happen it would
be proved that ¥ am deceived. I agree thatr many
extraordinary things could happen, in the sense
that there is no logical absurdity ir: the supposi-
tion. It could happen that when I next reach for
this ink-botde my hand should seem to pass
through it and T should not feel the contact of
any object. It could happen that in the next
moment the ink-bottle will suddenly vanish
from sight; or that I should find myself under a

tree in the garden with no ink-bottle about; or
that one or more persons should enter this
room and declare with apparent sincerity that
they see no ink-bottle on this desk; or that a
photograph taken now of the top of the desk
should clearly show all of the objects on it
except the ink-bortle. Having admirted that
these things could happen, am I compelled to
admit that if they did happen, then it would be
proved that there is no ink-bottle here now?
Not at all. T could say that when my hand
seemed to pass through the ink-bottle T should
then be suffering from hallucination; that if the
ink-bottle suddenly vanished, it would have
miraculously ceased to exist; that the other per-
sons were conspiring to drive me mad, or were
themselves victims of remarkable concurrent
hallucinations; that the camera possessed some
strange flaw or that there was trickery in devel- .
oping the negative: . . . Not only do I not hars
to admit that those extraordinary occurrences
would be evidence that there is no ink-bortle
here; the fact is that [ de not admit it. There is
nothing whatever that could happen in the next
moment or the next year that would by me be
called evidence that there is not an ink-bottle
here now. No future experience or investigation
could prove to me that I am mistaken. There-
fore, if T were to say, “I know that there is an
ink-bottle here,” I should be using “know™ in
the strong sense.?

It is in the weak sense that we use the word
“know” in daily life, as when I say I know that T
bave a heart, that if I let go of this piece of chalk
it will fall, that the sun will rise tomorrow, and so
on. T have excellent reason (evidence) to believe
all these things, evidence so strong that {so we
say) it amounts to certainty. And yet there are
events that could conceivably occur which, if
they did occur, would cast doubt on the beliefs
or even show them to be false. . ..

I1I. ARGUMENT AGAINST
SKEPTICISM

[ Skepticism] But the philosopher is apt to be
more concerned with “know” in the strong
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sense. He wants to inquire whether there are any
propositions that we can know without the
shadow of a doubt will never be proved false, or
even rendered dubious to the smallest degree.
“You can say,” he will argue, “and I admit that it
would be good English usage to say, that you
know that you have a heart and that the sun is
more than 90 million miles from the earth. But
you don’t know it until you have absolutely con-
clusive evidence, and you must admit that the
evidence you have, while very strong, is not con-
clusive. So 1 shall say, using ‘know’ in the strong
sense, that you do not know these propositions.
I want then to ask what propositions can be
known in the strong sense, the sense that puts the

proposition forever past the possibility of doubt.”.

And on this point many. philosophers have
been quite skeptical; they have granted few if any
propositions whose truth we could know in the
strong sense. . .. Such a person is a skeptic. We
claim {he says) to know many things about the
world, but in fact none of these propositions can
be known for certain. What are we to say of the
skeptic’s position?

{ Criticism] Let us first note that in the phrase
“know for certain” the “for certain” is redun-
dant—how can we know except for certain? Ifit is
less than certain, how can it be knowledge! We
do, however, use the word “certain™ ambigu-
ouslty: {1) Sometimes we say “I am certain,”
which just means that I have a feeling of certainty
about it—*1 feel certain that I locked the door of
the apartinent™—and of course the feeling of cer-
fainty is no guarantee that the statement is troe,
People have very strong feelings of certainty
about many propositions that they have no evi-’
dence for at all, particularly if they want to believe
them or are consoled by believing them. The
phrase “fecling certain,” then, refers simply to a
psychological state, whose existence in no way
guarantees that what the person feels certain
about is true. But {2) sometimes when we say “I
am certain” we mean that it 4 certain—in other
words, that we do know the proposition in ques-
tion to be true, This, of course, Is the sense of
“certain” that is of interest to philosophers (the

first sense is of more interest to psychiatrists in
dealing with patieats). Thus we could reformulate
our question, “Is anything certain?” or “Are any
propositions certain?”

“7 can well understand,” one might argue,
“how you could question some statements, even
most statements. But if you carry on this merry
game until you have covered aflstatements, you are
simply mistaken, and I think I can show you why.
You may see someone in a fog or in a bad lightrand
pot know (not be certain) whether he has a right
hand. But don’t you know that yeu have a right
hand? There it is! Suppose I now raise my hand and
say, ‘Here is a hand.” Now you say to me, ‘I doubt
that there’s a hand.” But what evidence do you
want? What does your doubt consist of? You doa’t
believe your eyes, perhaps? Very well, then come up
and touch the hand. You still aren’t satisied? Then
keep on looking at it steadily and touching it, pho-
tograph it, call in other people for testimony if you
like. If after afl this you still say it isn’t certain, what
muore do you want? Under what coaditions would

'you admit that it 4 certain, that you do know it? T
can understand your doubt when there is some
condition left unfalfilled, some test left uncom-
pleted. At the beginning, perhaps you doubted
that #fyou tried to touch my hand you would find

* anything there to touch; but then you did touch,

and so you resolved zhat doubt. You resolved fur-
ther doubts by calling in other people and so on.

" You performed all the relevant tests, and they

turned out favorably. So now, at the end of the
process, what is it that you doubt? Oh, I know what
you say: ‘I still doubt that that’s a hand.” But isn’t
this saying ‘I doubt’ now an empty formula? I can
no longer attach any content to that so-called
doubt, for there is nothing left to doubt; you your-
self cannot specify any further test that, if performed,
would resolve your doubt. ‘Doubt’ now becomes an
empty word. You’re not doubting now that #fyou
raised your hand to touch mine, you would touch
it, or that 7Smith and others were brought in, they
would also testify that this is a hand-—we’ve already
gone through all that. So what is it specifically that
you doubt? What possible test is there the negative
result of which you fear? I submit that there isn’t
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any. You are confusing a situation inwhich doubt is
understandable (before you made the tests) with
the later situation in which itisn’t, for it has all been
dispelled. . ..

“But your so-called doubt becomes meaning-
less when there is nothing left to doubt—when
the tests have been carried out and their results
are all favorable. Suppose a physician examines a
patient and says, ‘It’s probable that you have an
inflamed appendix.” Here one can still doubt, for
the signs may be misleading. So the physician
operates on the patient, finds an inflamed appen-
dix and removes it, and the patient recovers. Now
what would be the sense of the physician’s saying,
It’s probable that he had an inflamed appendix’?
If seeing it and removing it made it only probable,
what would make it certain? Or you are diiving
along and you hear a rapid regular thumping

-sound and you say, It’s probable that I have a flat

tire.” So far you're right; it’s only probable—the
thumping might be caused by something else. So
you go out and have a look, and there is the tire,
flat. You find a nail embedded in it, change the
tire, and then resume your ride with no more

probable that the car had a flat tire’? But if given
all those conditions it would be merely probable,
what in the world would make it certain? Can you
describe to me the circumstances in which you
would say it’s certain? If you can’t, then the
phrase ‘being ¢ertain’ has no meaning as you are
using it. You are simply using it in such a special
way that it has no application at all, and there is
no reason at all why anyone else should follow
your usage. In daily life we have a very convenient

For Euvther Reflection

thumping. Are you snow going to say, “It’s merely -
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and usefinl distinction between the application of
the words ‘probable’ and ‘certain.” We say appen-
dicitis is probable efore the operation, but when
the physician has the patient’s appendix visible
before him on the operating table, now it’s cer-
tain —that’s just the kind of situation in which we
apply the word ‘certain,’ as opposed to ‘proba-
ble.” Now you, for some reason, are so fond of the
word ‘probable’ that you want to use it for every-
thing—you use it to deseribe both the preopera-
tive and postoperative situations, and the word
‘certain’ is left without any applicaton at all. But
this is fothing but a verbal manipulation on your
part. You have changed nothing; you have only
taken, as it were, two bottles with different con-
tents, and instead of labeling them differently
{*probable’ and ‘certain’), as the rest of us do, you
put the same label (‘probabie’} on both of them!
What possible advantage is there in this? It’s just
verbal contrariness. And since you have pre-
empted the word ‘probable’ to cover bosh the sit-
uations, we now have to devise a different pair of
words to mark the perfectly obvious distinction
between the situation before the surgery and the
situation during the surgery—the same difference
we previously marked by the words ‘probable’
and “certain’ until you used the word ‘probable’
to apply to both of them. What gain is there in
this verbal manipilation of yours?” . . .

NOTE

1. Norman Malcofm, “Knowledge and Belief,” in
Knowledge and Certainty, PD. 66-68.

1. Do you think that Fospers® conditions for knowing are adequate? Do you see how they

differ from Descartes’, who would only aliow absolute certainty to count as knowledge? Who

is right?

strong a sense) of knowledge?

2. Is Hospers correct in saying that the skeptic holds up an uarealistic standard (too

3. In Hospers’ sense of kmowledge can we ever “know that we know”? Or can we be jusd-
fied only in believing that we know? If this is so, then should the focus of discussion be on the

adequacy of justified belicf? :



