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If we are not 1o be bound by ordinary usage, it is still open 1o us o proofthat one can know an object. in the sense of |
make it a rule that only what is certain can be known. That is. we could
decide. at least for the purposes of philosophical discourse, 1ot to use the
word "know” except with the implicati at whai was 1 Was Becs
essarily true, or. perhaps, certain in some other sense. The consequence
wotllthbe that we could still speak of knowing the truth of a priort state-
ments, such as those of logic and pure mathematies; and if there were any
empirical statements. such as those describing the content of one’s pre-
sent experience. that were certain in themselves. they too might be
incladed: but most of whai we now-eetre He-elain to knose would not be
knowable. in this allegedly strict sense. This proposal is feasible. bur it
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not have known it, he only believed it. But there is no suggestion tha
his mental state was different from what it was supposed 1o be. Had what
1e claimed to know béei e Tie would. in these ciroumstances. have
known it. In such cases we show that what might be thought to be a
necessary factor in a given type of situation is really not necessary, by
finding examples in which it does not occur. This is ess‘mnvially a method
of disproof: we cannot so decisively show that a certain factor is neces-
sary. merely by finding examples in which it does ocenr: we have to _be
able 10 see that its presence is logically required by the fact l'hm. the sit-
uation is of the given type. At the same time we miay test the view that
itis 50 required by searching for cc;;un.tct'wexamplfi-si. l’ha} none are forth-
coming is at least an indication that it is f.‘ormzl:t.‘i here is a certain an_ai-
ogy here with scientific reasoning, except that it is not so mueh a matter.
as in the scientific case. of discovering whether there are any counter-

< examples as of deciding whether theve could be. The question is whether
—ythere is anyehing that we should be prepared (o count as an exception

10 the suggested rule. Thus the proof that knowing. in the sense of “know-
ing that', is alwavs knowledge of some 1ruth is ihat it would not other-
wise be reckoned as knowledge. But it is not always so clear \\'hmhe‘?r or
not we should be prepared to admir exceptions. And one way 1o {inf'l-
ing out is 1o examine carefully whatever might appear 1o be a doubttul
case. ' .
It does not marter whether the examples taken are actual or imagi-
nary. Io either case we deseribe a situation in order 1o see how it should
be classified. Or if there be no doubt as to its classification. we may
redescribe it in such a wav as to bring to light certain features of it which
might otherwise be overlooked. The argument therefore depends upon
considerations of language: in the present instance upon the wavs in
wm the verh “to know”. But this does not
mean that it is an argimment about words, in any trivial sense. or that
it is especially ted w the English language. We are (‘nnf'm.‘uf‘r_!‘ with I.ht‘
work that the word “know’ does. not with the fact that it is this partie-
ular word that does it. It is for this reason that we can spare ourselves
a sociological investigation into the ways in which people a(fum]l‘\; .l‘{l) tse
words. For it would not matter il the popular practice were different
from what we took it 0 be. s0 long as we were clear about I?w uses
that we ourselves were ascribing to the word in question. And in talk-
ing about these uses we are talking about the uses of any words in any
L‘i:l:_’,l.lii;l'(‘. that ave. or may be. used in the same wav. It is therefore indif-
ferent whether. in this manner of philosophizing. We represent our-
selves as dealing with words or as dealing with facts. For our enquiry
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into the use of words can equally be regarded as an enquiry into rhe
nature of the facts which they describe.

Although we have not been in any way concerned with setting up a
formal system, the argument Lias also been developed by means of de
tive logic. Thus the proof that no cognitive state of g could be infal-
ible depends upon the logical truism that if two states of affairs are
distinet a statement which refers 1o only one of them does not entail any-
thing about the other. If the statement that someone is apprehending,
or intuiting, something is 1o be regarded purely as a description of his
state of mind it cannot follow from it that what he apprehends is true,
A similar argument was used by Hume 10 prove that knowledge of causal
relations “is not. in any instance, attained by reasonings a priori’ ! “The
elfect’, he says. “is totally different from the cause, and consequently
canwever he discovered in it.2 Oy again. “there is no object. which implies
the existence of any ather if we consider these objects in themselves,
and never look bevond the idea which we form of them. ™ As Hume puts
them these statements are nog obviously tautological; but they become so
when it is seen that what he is saying is that when two objects are dis-
tinct. they are distinet: and consequently that to assert the existenee of
either one of them is not necessarily to assert the existence of the other,

When they are formulated in this way such statements may seem
o rivial to be worth making. But thejr consequences are important and
casily overlpoked. The proof of this is that man v philosophers have in
et maintained that causality is a logical relation and that there can be
infallible acts of knowing™T6 refute therm satislactorily, we may need
o do more than merely point out the logical mistake. We may have (o
consider how they could have come to he misled, what are the arguments
which seem 1o support their view, how these arguments are (o he et
In general, it will be found that the points of logic on which philosoph-
ical theories turn ape simple. How much of moral theory, for example.
is centeed upon the truism, again remarked by Hume, tha ought” is
not implied by “is”, that there can be no deductive step from saving how
things are to saying how they ought o be. What is ditficult is to make the
consequences of such wnisms palatable, 1o discover and neurralize (he
motives which lead 1o thejr being denied. 1t is the fact that much phi-
losophizing consists in persuasive work of this sort, the fact also that in

D Hume, A FErgrivy: Conee ot Hismen Undderstanding. seciion [V part L para. 23,
bicd, <ection IV, part L para, 25,
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all philosophy so much depends upon the way in whitj'h liiﬁlin.gs ?1: pl‘xz.
that gives point 1o the saying that philosophy is an exercise :‘nhx: u,t.orf
But if this is to be said. it must be understood that ‘iTﬂ word ‘rhetoric
is not 1o be taken. as it now very often is, in a p(—.‘.jt)mtwf sense. |

[t is not my purpose o give an exhaustive list ui: ph[}osnphtf:at pm»v
cedures. Those that | have deseribed are tvpical and important. 'i.Hl[ lhu}
are not the only ones that will come within our notice, In partw.lllan it
will be scen that philosophers do not limit tiw.‘;.nstflvcs 1o imcovering the
eriteria which we actually use in assessing different types of slul:mnen.l..-
They also question these eriteria: they may even go so far as 1o dt%n}hliw.ru
validity. In this way they come to put forward paradoxes, such as ‘hf“
matter is unreal or that no one can ever really know what goes on in
the mind of another. In themselves such statements may sectn r_‘neml.y per-
verse: their philosophical importance comes out in the discussion of what
lies behind them.

Knowing as Having the Right to Be Sure

The answers which we have found for the questions we have so far heen
discussing have not vet put us in a position to give a complete },.'M‘{ ount
of what it is to know that something is the case. The first requirement
is that what is known should be true. hut this is not sufficient: not even
if we add 1o it the further condition that one must be completeh sure
of what one knows. For itis possible o e coplerely suge of a:mnrlhu_lg
. Jut #—Hie circimmstances may he

which is in fact frue, but ver no L1 - a3
such that one is not entitled 1o be sure. For instanee. a superstitions
person who had inadvertendy walked under a l{lll({:.‘l' might be t‘.c.a:':v:u'cmi
as a result that he was about 1o sulfer some misfortne; and he mighit
in fact be right. But it would not be correct to sav that he knew that
this was going to be so. He arrived at his belief by a process of reason-
iny which \xe“;uid not be generally reliable: so. although his prediction

vame true. it was not a case ol knowledge, Again, if suﬁrrwm'nr were lnll_\l'
persuaded of a mathematical proposition by a pr:m? which 4‘(\Vulf,| I.)t‘
shown 1o be invalid. he would not. without further 1_‘\’!(‘Ei‘.ll:’l'(:.‘ he said sz;
know the proposition. even though it was tme..iifn w[}ulc it 1:5 mlj h!i:lryt,.
to find examples of true and Qlly confident beliefs \x.-‘hllf.‘i'e 11 S0I a?’a
fuil to meet the standards required for knowledge, it is not at all casy
to determine exactly \\'th S are, . -

One wav of n‘)"h.}fﬁ: discover them would be to consider what would

count as satisfactory answers to the gqueston How do vou know? Thus
: ) - o 2 h W—'———““‘—-‘l—-‘
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people may be eredited with knowing truths of mathematics or logic if
they are able to give a valid proof of them, or even if. without them-
selves being able to set our such a proof. they have obtained this infor-
mation from someone who can. Claims to know empirical statements may
be upheld by a reference 1o perception. or to memory. or to testimony,
or to historical records. or to scientific laws. But such backing is not
always strong enough for knowledge. Whether it is so or not depends
upon the errcamstances of the particular case. If [ were asked how [ knew
that a physical object of a certain sort was in such and such a place, it
would. in general. be a sufficient answer for me (0 say that I could see
it: but if my evesight were bad and the light were dim, this answer wight
not be sufficient. Even though I was right, it might still be said that |
did not really know that the object was there. If | have a poor memory
and the event which I claim to remember i remote. my memory of it may
still not amount 1o knowledge. even though in this instance it does not
fail me. If a witness is unreliahle
enable us to know that what he

. his unsupported evidence mav nm
SAYs 15 true, even in a case where we com-
pletely trust him and he is not in fact deceiving us. In a given instance
it is possible to decide whether the backing is strong enough to jusrify
a claim o knowledge. But to say in general how strong it has ro be would
require owr drawing up a list of (e con B Tl which percepiion,
el mamory. or testimony, or other forms of evidence are relal, < And this
would be 3 very complicated matter, if indeed it conld be done at all.
Moreover, we cannot assume that. even in particular instances, an
answer to the question How do vou know? will alw ays be forthcoming.
There may very well be cases in which one knows that something is so

without its heiye
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s St A onge k.mm;.:*_il. Iam not so much
thinking now of claims 1o know facts of immediate experientce, statements
like T know that [ feel pain’, which raise problems of their own into which
we shall enter later on.* [n cases of this sort it may be argued that the
question how one knows daes not arise. But even when it clearly does
arise. it may not find an answer. Suppose that someone were consistently
successinl in predicting events of a certain kind, events, let us sav. which
are not ordinarily thought to he predictable. like the results of a lottery,
If his run of successes were sufliciently impressive, we might very wel|
come 1o say that he knew which numher would win, even though he did
not reach this conclusion by any rational method, or indeed by any
method at all. We might say that he knew it by intuition. but this would
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be to assert no more than that he did know it but that we could not say
how. In the same way. il someone were consistently successful in read-
ing the minds of others withont having anv of the usnal sort of evidence.
we might say that he knew these things telepathically. But in default of
any further explanation this would come down to saying merely that he
did know them. but not by an ordinary means. Words like “intuition” and
‘telepathy” are brought in just to disguise the fact that no explanation has
been found.

But if we allow this sort of knowledge 1o be even theoretically pos-
sible. what hecomes of the distinction between knowledge and true helief?
How d6es onr han who Kiows what Teressrhts-—eofthr TV will e
differ from one who only makes a series of Incky guesses? The answer
is that, so far as the tmseisie concerned, there need not be any
difference”Fis procedure and his state of mind, when he is sad 76
it will happen. may be exactly the same as when it is said that he is
only guessing. The dilference is that to say that he knows is o conecede

to him the right to be sure. while to say that he is only guessing 1510 Wil
WAL, £ : ¥ E

hold it. Whether we make this concession will depend upon the view
which we take of his performance. Normallv we do not say that people
know things unless they have followed one of the aceredited routes 1
knowledge. lf someone reaches a true conclusion withow appearing o
have anv adequate basis for it. we are likely to sav that he does not really
know it, Butif he were repeatedly successful in a given domain. we migh
very well come 1o say that he knew the facts in gquestion. even though
we could not explain how hie knew them. We should grant him the right
10 be sure. simply on the basis of his success. This is. indeed. a point
on which people’s views might be expecteitrdiffer. Not evervone would

regard a successful run of predictions. however long sustained. as being
by itself a sufficient backing for a claim 1o knowledge. And here there
‘an be no guestion of proving that this atitude is mistaken, Where there
are recognized criteria for deciding when one has the right to he sure.
anvone who insists that their being satisfied is siill not enough for knowl-
edge may be aceused. for what the charge is worth. of misusing the verh
‘to know”. But it is possible to find. or at any rate to devise, exatples
which are not covercd in this respect by anv established rule of usage.
Whether they are to count as instances of knowledge is then a question
which we are left [ree to decide.

It does not, however. matter very greatly which decision we take. The
main problem is to stare and assess the gronnds on which these claims
to knowledge are made. 1o settle. as it were, the candidate’s marks. It is
a relatively unimportant question what titles we then bestow upon them.
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8o long as we agree about the marking. it is of no great consequence
where we draw the line between pass and failure, or between the dif-
ferent levels of distinetion. If we choose to set a very high standard, we
may find ourselves commirred to saving that some of what ordinarily
passes for knowledge onght rather to be described as probable opinion.
And some crities will then take us o task for flouting ordinary usage. But
the question is purely one of terminology. It is 0 be decided, ii‘,f.j at all,
D grounds of practical convenience. . )
Une mustnot confuse this case. where the markings are agreed upon,
and what is in dispute is onl v the bestowal of honours, wii'}: the case
where it is the markings themselves that are put in question. For this sec-
ond case is philosophically important. in a way in which the other is
not. The seeptic who asserts that we do not know all that we think we
know. or even perhaps that we do not strictly know anything ar all. is nos
suggesting that we are mistaken when we conclude that the recognized
eriteria for knowing have been satisfied. Nor is he primarily (_‘,on:emm‘i
with ZeTTing us to revise our usage of the verb ‘to know’, ;m{' tmore than

T

one who challenges our standards of value is trving 1o make us revise OUr
usage of the word “good”. The_dis Agreement is_abourt the application of
the word. rather than its meaning. What the sceptic mn:ffmh is that
aur markings are 100 high: that the grounds on which we age normaltly
ready to concede the right 10 be sure are worth less than we think; he may
even go so far as 1o say thai they are not worth anything at all, The attack
is direcred. not against the ay in which we apply our standards of prool.
but against these standards themselves, It hits. as we shall see. 1o be taken
serionsly becanse of the arguments by which it is supported.

. Feonclude then thar the necessary and sufficient conditions for know-
ing that something is the case are first that what one 1= said 1o know e true.
secondly that one be sure of it and thivdly that one should have the righ
to be sure. This vight may be earned in various wavs: but even if one mzld
gi\'e a complete description of them it would be a mistake o v to huild
it into the definition of knowle lze. just as it would be a mistake 1o try 10
meorporate our actual standards of goodness into a definition of zood.
And this being so. it turns out that the questions which philoso hers raise
about the pussibiliey of knowledge are not all to be settled by discovering
?\hm knowledge is. For many of them reappear as questions abour the fef..{i‘:
macy of the tide to he sure. They need to be severally examined: and (his
is the main concern of what is called the theory of kx.;f'rx\’ifrtig(-*.




