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- 1 -. (A .303/6) 

P/U 

1 . 

/S /B TK/ 

A 
VT CLOCK 

/RUN TK/ 

2* TK,1 (Purs 15") /MOTE/ 
Fi lms Opening t i t l e s 

3 . TJ±1 
DO WE KNOW WHAT KNOWING IS? 

TJ,2 
A d i s c u s s i o n "between,, . 

TJ.3 
I n t r oduced by 
P r o f , Godfrey Vesey 

4 . 2 
MS VESEY 

/VESEYs INTRODUCES THE HtOGRAMME. (Reading 

f rom set book ( p . 144 - G e t t i e r ) . Exp la ins 

the d e f i n i t i o n o f knowledge as j u s t i f i e d 

t r u e b e l i e f . 

I s t h i s d e f i n i t i o n t rue? 

Do we know what knowledge i s ? ) 

(3 NEXT) 

- 1 -. 



- 2 - (A.303/7) 

(SHOT 4 , on 2) 

5. 2 i . 

VESEY contds INTRODUCES MRS, MARTHA KNEALE 

and 
MS KNEALE 

S / I 
TJ.4s Mrs , Martha Kneale - i d e n t 
T /0 

PROP. A. PHILLIPS GRIFFITHS 

6« 1 A 
MS GRIFFITHS 

S / I 
T J . 5 ; P r o f . A, P h i l l i p s G r i f f i t h s -
T/O i d e n t 

7. 2 A 
3-S 

AS DIRECTED 

1 A MS, MCU, CU GRIFFITHS 
2-Ss, 3-Ss 

2 A MS, MCU, CU VESEY 
3-Ss 

3 A MS, MCU, CU KNEALE 
2-Ss, 3-Ss 

5-WAY DISCUSSION 

THE REST OF THE PROGRAMME IS UNSCRIPTED 

BUT THE FOLLOWING ARE THE POINTS THAT 

WILL BE COVEREDs-

(Par t 1) KNEALE: (Sure ly t h i s i s an e x t r a o r d i n a r y 

q u e s t i o n . We c o u l d n ' t even understand the 

ques t i on un less we know what knowledge i s , ) 

GRIFFITHS: (Ph i losophers have descr ibed 

knowledge as j u s t i f i e d t r u e "be l i e f , But 

epistemology i s empty. Knowledge needn ' t 

i n v o l v e b e l i e f and doesn ' t r e q u i r e 

j u s t i f i c a t i o n . ) 

(AS DIRECTED) 



- 3 - (A.503/7} 

(Part 2) KNEALE; (Discussion on the use of 

scepticism i n construct ing a framework of 

knowledge•) 

GRIFFITHS: (Qual i f ied agreement.) 

(Part 3) KNEALBs(Where scepticism has "been 

disastrous i s when j u s t i f i c a t i o n has been 

taken i n too narrow a sense.) 

GRIFFITHSi (Agrees and goes f u r t he r . The 

'knower' may not be i n a s i t ua t i on to 

give a j u s t i f i c a t i o n . Explains how h is 

view of knowledge enables us to have 

reasonable s c i e n t i f i c grounds fo r th ink ing 

someone knows something.) 

(?ar t 4) VESEYs (Asks fo r an example of the 

subject not being able to j u s t i f y h is 

knowledge.) 

GRIFFITHS; {The chicken-sexing example,) 

(AS DIRECTED) 

(AS DIRECTED) 

- ? -



- 4 » (A.303/7) 

(AS IDIK2CTED) 

(Part 5) Ma.jor discussion & c l a r i f i c a t i o n of 

pos i t ion of protagonists. 

KflBALEs (Requires fo r knowledge that a 

person t r u l y believes tha t he knows.) 

GRIFFITHS s ( A person can know without 

r e a l i s i n g i t . ) 

(Part 6) ALTERNATIVE HIDINGS 

(A - 1Q')VESEY: (APG has said knowledge need not 

involve be l i e f but has been t a l k i n g i n 

terms of b e l i e f . DOBS you disagreement 

over knowledge ar ise from d i f f e r i n g views 

of be l ie f? Please def ine b e l i e f . ) 

GRIFFITHS;(Brief d e f i n i t i o n of enter ta in ing 

an idea w i th addi t iona l f e e l i n g appropriate 

to t r u t h . ) 

KKEALEs (Major account of nature of b e l i e f . 

Conclusion (Disagrees both w i th APG*s 

account of be l i e f and of knowledge.) 

(B) (5 '00") - /over 

(AS DIRECTED) 

- 4 



- 5 - (A .303/7) 

(AS DIRECTED) 

(Pa r t 6 con t inued) 

(B - 5*) VESKYs (The narrow v iew o f j u s t i f i c a t i o n 

leads t o scep t i c i sm bu t does not AFG-'s v iew 

l e a d t o c r e d u l i t y ? 

8 . TJ.6 
Tak ing p a r t w e r e . , . 

TJ-7 
P roduc t i on P a t r i c i a Hodgson 

TJ .8 
A p r o d u c t i o n f o r , . . 

FADE SOUND & VISION 
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K3Q3J7 *f 
NOT TO BE TAKEN FROM THE LIBRARY 

raogRgMHB m^SCKIH1 (A. 303/7) 

OPM UNIVERSITY - ARTS 

P r o j e c t No: 00525/3023 

DO WE KNOW WHAT KNOWING IS? 

VESEY: Th is programme i s about knowing. 

Do we know what knowing i s ? There 

have "been softe ph i l osophe rs who have 

sa id we do know what knowing i s * 

They've sa id t h a t i f we know some 

p r o p o s i t i o n , P, t hen P i s t r u e , we 

b e l i e v e P and we must bo j u s t i f i e d i n 

b e l i e v i n g P. I n o t h e r words knowledge 

i s j u s t i f i e d , t r u e b e l i e f . But need­

l e s s t o say t h e r e are o t h e r ph i l osophe rs 

who've d isagreed w i t h them. So do we 

know what knowing i s ? To t a l k about 

t h i s we have Martha Knoa le , f o r m e r l y 

o f Oxford and A. P h i l l i p s - G r i f f i t h s 

o f the U n i v e r s i t y o f Warwick. Mar tha , 

cou ld I beg in by ask ing y o u , do we know 

what knowing i s . 



2 . (A. 303/7) 

ttAMHA. KNEALE: I t seems t o me an 

e x t r a o r d i n a r y q u e s t i o n , i f we d o n ! t 

know what knowing i s , how can we 

d iscuss i t ? 

PHILIiIPS^G-RIFglTHS: W e l l , I t h i n k I 

unders tand the q u e s t i o n , do we know 

what knowing i s , and I t h i n k I know t h a t 

we c a n ' t know what knowing i s , e r , 

because we d isagree about what i s i s and 

I d isagree w i t h those p h i l o s o p h e r s 

who c l a i m t h a t knowledge i s j u s t i f i e d 

true b e l i e f . X w o n ' t c a v i l about 

whether i f you know something i t has 

t o be t r u e , I t h i n k t he re may be 

problems about i f you know something 

whofchnr you have t o b e l i e v e i t , bu t I 

myse l f 'am p r e t t y convinced t h a t we are 

wrong i n i n s i s t i n g t h a t i f someone 

knows something he must be j u s t i f i e d 

i n knowing t h a t i t ' s t r u e and I t h i n k 

t h i s i s a v e r y impo r t an t d isagreement 

because i f I 'm r i g h t t hen a g r e a t dea l 

o f what has been s a i d i n t r a d i t i o n a l 

ep is temology oan T t be r i g h t because i f 

knowledge e r , must he denied t o someone 

who i s no t j u s t i f i e d i n b e l i e v i n g what 

he b e l i e v e s , then i n o rder t o know a 



3. (A .303 /7 ) 

PHILLIPS-aRIffff lTHS; ( c o n t ' d ) 

man must no t mere ly know, he must know 

t h a t he knows and he must know how he 

knows• And presumably then i f ho knows 

how he knows he must know how he knows 

how he knows wh ich suggests a k i n d o f 

regress u n t i l we f i n d some i n c o r r i g i b l e , 

i n d u b i t a b l e t h i n g s t h a t he cannot bu t 

know, Er , 1 b e l i e v e the search f o r 

these i n d u b i t a b l e s t a r t i n g p o i n t s has 

been p r e t t y unsuccess fu l and i n s o f a r 

as anybody has ever found a n y t h i n g 

t h a t l ooks l i k e i n d u b i t a b l e s t a r t i n g 

p o i n t s they can never ge t f rom those 

t o the o r d i n a r y commensense knowledge 

t h a t we have. 

VESgY: These i n d u b i t a b l e s t a r t i n g 

p o i n t s are e r , sensa t i on s ta tements or 

something l i k e t h a t ? 

tyaPH/i S ^ X E : I should l i k e to say 

something i n defence o f the s c e p t i c s e r , 

who you ' ve been a t t a c k i n g . TJm, a f t e r 

a l l s c e p t i c i s m began e r , as a way o f 

c o r r e c t i n g urn u n j u s t i f i e d c la ims t o 

knowledge. Peop le , urn, c la imed t o 

know er most e x t r a o r d i n a r y t h i n g s such ^ 

as what the gods were l i k e e r , and the 



4 . (A . 303/7) 

MARTHA PEALS: ( c o n t ' d ) s c e p t i c s 

p r o p e r l y a t t acked them by means o f 

t he ques t i on how do you know? 3tfow I 

d o n ' t t h i n k myse l f t h a t e r , t h i s 

ques t i on 'how do you know? 'e r , would 

n e c e s s a r i l y l ead t o an i n f i n i t e regress 

t o , nor t o umf a s t a r t i n g p o i n t utu, an 

i n d u b i t a b l e e r , s t a r t i n g p o i n t . 3?here 

i s , 1 t h i n k , t h a t i n o rder t o lpiow j u s t 

as the word i s used we n e e d n ' t know 

how we know, um, we must be ab le t o 

say how we know, b u t t h i s say ing i n ­

vo lves on l y um, hav ing a t r u e b e l i e f 

The way which we know i s um, a 

p roper and r e l i a b l e way o f g e t t i n g t o 

know, and I t h i n k , by the way, t h a t 

s c e p t i c i s m has had some u s e f u l b y ­

p r o d u c t s . You need i t t o make people 

s c e p t i c a l , f o r example, about t h e i r 

knowledge o f the f u r n i t u r e o b j e c t s 

around them. Before the s c e p t i c s go t 

a t them they a l l thought t h a t they knew 

a l l about the f u r n i t u r e o b j e c t s , t h a t 

t he whole t r u t h was revea led t o them i n 

s i g h t and touch and so f o r t h and i f 

t h e y ' d s tuck t o t h a t I doubt i f we !d 

have g o t , f o r example, t he atomic 

t h e o r y . 



5. (A.3®3/7) 
MARTHA KNBALJB; (cont'd) Er, or we 

might not have got the er, hel iocentr ic 

system of the solar, of astronomy i f 

people had er, just stuck to sense 

experience and say, yes I know, because 

tha t ' s the way i t looks. So scepticism 

did have some useful funct ion to perform 

even i f i t er, as I don !t deny, went to 

extravagent lengths, er, i n t ry ing to 

make people j u s t i f y er, things which 

were perhaps incapable of fur ther 

j u s t i f i c a t i o n . 

PHILLIPS-GRIFFITHS: Well, I , perhaps 

i f I could sxart er, answering with 

what you f inished with which i s the 

value of scepticism er, perhaps i t 

has a corrective value. I wouldn't 

want to deny that false philosophical 

posit ions can sometimes be f r u i t f u l . 

Although I wonder h i s t o r i ca l l y how f a r 

wholesale scepticism has been useful*. 

Healthy scepticism where people have 

real and proper doubts about certa in 

claims er, i n a given f i e l d , I th ink , 

i s immensely valuable, but I think that 

the theory of knowledge is j u s t i f i e d 

true be l ie f led to a wholesale scept i ­

cism urn, both i n the Greeks and l a te r 



6 . (A,k>3/7) 

PHILLIPS-GRIFFITHS: ( c o n t ' d ) 

on e r , i n the p a r t i c u l a r l y , i n the 16th 

and 17th c e n t u r i e s i n Europe, e r , wh ich 

was any th ing "but h e a l t h y , because i t 

threw doubt on any way i n which i t 

would he p o s s i b l e t o c l a im t o know 

something and i n f a c t opened the f l o o d ­

gates t o s u p e r s t i t i o n , because what 

e lse i s t he re to f a l l back on bu t f a i t h 

and accep t ing the commonly e r , the 

t r a d i t i o n a l a t t i t u d e s of the day. I n 

f a c t many o f the scep t i c s used t h e i r 

s cep t i c i sm p r e c i s e l y t o defend t r a d i ­

t i o n a l b e l i e f s , bu t e r , to ge t bade, as 

i t were, t o th3 c e n t r a l i s s u e , er i f 

knowledge i s j u s t i f i e d t r u e b e l i e f and i f 

t h a t leads t o scep t i c i sm t h e n , er 

scep t i c i sm i s t r u e . But the ques t ion I 

t h i n k we must ask i s e r , i s i t j u s t i f i e d 

t r u e b e l i e f ? Er , t o what degree does 

a person need t o be j u s t i f i e d i n b e l i e v i n g 

what he be l i eves i n o rder to be s a i d 

t o know? How I know there i s an 

impor tan t prob lem, E r , i t i s n ' t enough 

i f someone be l i eves something and what 

he be l i eves i s t r u e - I t cou ld be a 

l u c k y acc iden t t h a t what he b e l i e v e s 

i s t r u e . 



7. (A.503/7) 

PHILLIPS-GRIFFITHS: ( c o n t ' d ) 

V're wouldn T t c a l l t h i s knowledge and 

the re must be some way o f d i s t i n g u i s h i n g *-

g iven somebody "believes something -

between h i s mere l t b e l i e v i n g i t ' a n d h i s 

i n f a c t knowing i t . Bat I t h i n k the 

bas ic d i f f i c u l t y h a s been t h a t p h i l o s o ­

phers have thought t h a t what the d i f fe rence 

i s must be something t h a t the person 

who knows i s h imse l f aware o f , or h imse l f 

knows. You d o n ' t say knows, you say a t 

l e a s t b e l i e v e s . Whereas i t seems t o 

me t h a t one has an o p p o r t u n i t y t o t h i n k 

e r , of e r , hav ing s c i e n t i f i c t h e o r i e s 

about what people know and how they know 

i t , i f one i n s i s t s the re must be some 

f a c t o r s , t he re must be some sta.te o f 

a f f a i r s which must e x i s t app l y ing t o 

the person i f he ' s to know something. 

Say, there must be some f a c t o r s app l y i ng 

t o him which wou ldn T t ho l d i f what he 

be l i eved e r , w e r e n ' t t r u e , and which 

exp la ins h i s b e l i e f and a lso would ex­

p l a i n h i s b e l i e f and a lso would exp la in 

h i s be ing r e l i a b l e over some range o f 

mat te rs of which what he 

be l i eves i n t h i s p a r t i c u l a r case i s one. 



8, (A.503/7) 
gjaiiiLiPSrjaiCTyim; (oont«a) 
But I don ' t see tha t i t ' s necessary i n 

order f o r him to know that he should 

know what these fac tors are. 

VJ3SEY: Do you want to gay that he must 

know? I t h i nk you used the expression 

the way he comes to h is be l i e f s must he 

a way which leads to r e l i a b l e in fo rm­

at ion or something l i k e t h a t , 

r-lARTHA XUEALE: Yes, he must bel ieve 
- I I | | - II ■■■MIL IUM ■ . — HI . IH . I fc . . * 

t h a t . He must "believe i t t r u l y , ce r ta in l y 

er, I do agree that urn, of course 

scepticism went too fa r and I th ink 

tha t e r , t h i s d id ar ise from a scept ic 

s ta t i ng too narrow a view of what 

const i tu tes j u s t i f i c a t i o n , but er , I 

wouldn' t i n t e rp re t the narrowness 

qui te i n the way you de» The point was 

tha t they um, some sceptics at leas t 

allowed only one or at most two ways 

of j u s t i f i c a t i o n . Perhaps they allowed 

um, only strongest so r t of scept ics, 

allowed only j u s t i f i c a t i o n by deductive 

reasoning er , from i n f a l l i b l e f i r s t 

po in ts . Er, th i s i s obviously too 

narrow. 



9. (A.303/7) 

MA&THA KNKAUB: ( c o n t ' d ) I f you ask a 

person how does "he know, then he can 

answer i n a number o f ways. He can say, 

e r , I know "by 311st l o o k i n g a t i t , I 

know "by h e a r i n g , e r , some r e l i a b l e 

person t o l d me, or he may say, e r I know 

by i n d u c t i o n , or e r , i n case o f mathe­

m a t i c i a n s , w e l l , I have i n f a c t deduced 

i t e r , f rom some axioms which are 

u n i v e r s a l l y accepted and a l l these are 

J u s t i f i c a t i o n s . His b e l i e f i f founded 

on these f a c t o r s , i f t r u e , would then 

e r , be knowledge, bu t i t seems t o 

me t h a t i f we1re go ing to c a l l i t 

knowledge, then he nus t have the j u s t i ­

f i c a t i o n . I t must no t j u s t be , as you 

say, t h a t there i s some j u s t i f i c a t i o n 

perhaps not known t o h im, 

PHILLIPS.-aKIglTHS: 

W e l l , i s n ' t i t poss ib le f o r someone t o 

f i n d w i t h s u r p r i s e t h a t he i s r i g h t 

over a range o f mat te rs e r , t h a t he 

thought he might no t be r i g h t about and 

e r , be s u r p r i s e d by t h i s and say, I 

wonder how I know t h a t ? 

VESBY: I t h i n k we cou ld r e a l l y do w i t h • 

an example here t o i l l u s t r a t e t h i s case? 



10. (A. 303/7) 

PHILLIPS-GRIFFITHS: 

Wel l , I don ' t know how r e a l th i s example 

i s , hut er I "believe there are people 

who can t e l l the sex of a hahy chicken 

jus t by looking at i t , and i t takes 

other people a great deal of t rouble 

w i t h instruments and so on to f i n d out 

what i s the sex of a hahy chicken, Br, 

and i f you ask them how they know, they 

can say oh, hy looking a t i t , hut t h i s 

i s n ' t a good enough answer because 

there must he more than that because 

other people can ' t t e l l by looking at 

i t , and you say, w e l l , I look at the 

chicken and I j us t know that t h a t ' s a 

male, and they are unable to say what 

i t i s about the chicken which t e l l s 

them tha t i t ' s a male and I presume what 

i s going on i s that there are some small 

subl iminal sensory cues whi»h e f fec t 

them i n some way so tha t when they look 

at i t , they are convinced that i t i s a 

male chicken ra ther than a famale chicken 

and I th ink that somebody might be able 

to do that without knowing tha t they 

can do i t . And then, people say 'What 

i s t h a t ? ' , and you say, ' I th ink i t ' s 

a male' 'Why do you th ink so?1 'Wel l 

I 'm only saying I th ink i t ' s a male « 

i t seems to me to be a male. ' 



11. feU 303/7) 

PHII^IPS-Gf-RIPglTHS: (con t 'd ) 

And then a f t e r a whi le you are so 

cons is tent ly r i g h t and you say, how 

astonish ing, I j us t know by looking* 

MARJHA KHBALE: Yes, but the i n te res t i ng 

point here i s that the man has got to 

know tha t he rs heen consis tent ly r i g h t , 

and t h i s i s i n fac t the way the ch ick-

sexere are t ra ined . They're shown 

photographs of chickens and these are 

photographs of chickens tha t have i n 

f a c t grown up, so tha t i t ' s know which 

sex they are and e r , the t ra ine r says 

yes or no, and rather mysteriously I 

agree er , in the end the man f inds 

himself ge t t i ng i t r i g h t more often and 

more often and more o f ten . But the very 

nature of the case, he must have the 

same j u s t i f i c a t i o n as the outside 

observer f o r saying that he knows. 

PHIIiLIFS-GRimTHS: 

Well i f tha t i s . , « . . . 

MAMHA KNEALB: Er, he knows tha t he 's 

been r i g h t over a number of t imes. 



12. (A, 303/7) 
PHILLIPS-GRIFFITHS: I f t h a t ! s the 
" ■ ■—■ ■» — iWi iH. in— |» in. ■ I 

on ly way i n which somebody can become 

a chicken sexer then obv ious ly by the 

t ime he became a ch icken sexer he would 

have been c o n s i s t e n t l y r i g h t , e r , because 

o f , as you say, the na tu re of the 

t r a i n i n g , bu t i f I can say i m p l a u s i b l y 

w e l l , I d o n ' t know how anybody becomes 

a chicken sexer , we j u s t f i n d people 

who can do t h i s then er, I t h i n k I ' d 

want t o say t h a t e r , even on those 

occasions when he d i d n ' t know t h a t he 

was c o n s i s t e n t l y r i g h t , bu t t h a t he was 

convinced t h a t i t was a male j u s t by 

l o o k i n g a t i t , on the f i r s t occasion 

you t r i e d i t w i t h h im , t h i s i s a case 

where the man knew t h a t i t was a male , 

E r , and ITm a f r a i d t h i s i s n f t p l a u s i b l e 

because t h a t i s n ! t the way you t e l l me 

chicken sexers are t r a i n e d . But i f one 

found t h a t one cou ld do t h i s I t h i n k one 

would f i n d w i t h s u r p r i s e how on e a r t h 

i s i t t h a t I know these t h i n g s . Now I 

t h i n k t h a t one would have t o b e l i e v e 

i f one were a reasonable i n d i v i d u a l , 

t h a t t he re i s some way t h a t one knows, 

but one wou ldn T t have t o knowvhat i t was. 



13. (A .303 /7 ) 

MARTHA KKEAKE; W e l l , I wonder i f one 

would ask t h a t q u e s t i o n . Would one say, 

how on e a r t h e r , do I know t h i s , or 

would one say, e r , how funny a f t e r a l l 

I get i t r i g h t . Um, now, urn, can t h e r e 

"be urn, something t h a t makes me r i g h t 

the whole t ime and I t h i n k n e i t h e r the 

person h i m s e l f , nor o ther persons would 

e r , say, now he knows u n t i l he e r , had 

e i t h e r i n d e n t i f i e d the f a c t o r o r the 

t h i n g had gone on so l ong t h a t "both 

they and the person him - the knower, 

the a l l e g e d knower h imse l f were afcle 

t o say w e l l , I must know. 

EHIHiIPldffl lEaeiaiBa: Yes, I 

MARSHA E^EAIJS: 

I t can T t he an a c c i d e n t . But you see 

the j u s t i f i c a t i o n must he present t o 

h i m , as w e l l as t o them, e r , or I t h i n k 

he wou ldn 1 t know - w e l l , I t h i n k he 

wou ldn ' t know because, I mean, suppose 

you never t o l d him the answer, and I 

g ran t you i t might he a case where he 

d i d ge t i t r i g h t over and over a g a i n , 

but you never t o l d him whether he go t i t 

r i g h t , bu t j u s t ^o amuse you he went on 

as he thought j u s t guessing then I t h i n k 
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MARTHA KNEALE: (cont 'd) er , he wouldn't 

know, um because he wouldn' t bel ieve 

when - h e ' d never "believe, he<d say, 

you'd say, w e l l , you th ink you got i t 

r i gh t? He'd say, oh, I don' t know, er , 

I can ' t t e l l . I ' ve no reason to bel ieve 

I 've got i t r i g h t . 

PHILLIPS-GRIFFITHS: 

I t ' s p a r t l y f o r t ha t sor t of reason 

that I begin to wonder about the necessary 

connection of knowledge and b e l i e f , but 

I t h i nk , you see, that what you're saying 

is t r u e , i f one i s t a l k i ng about under 

what condit ions I can r i g h t l y claim that 

the chicken sexer knows, or the chicken 

sexer can r i g h t l y claim tha t he knows. 

Urn, but I 'm not t a l k i n g about how I 

would know that the chicken sexer knows, 

but whether i t i s t rue tha t he knows, 

and of course, I would e i ther have to 

know what fac tors made him r i g h t , In 

order to say that he knows, or see tha t 

he i s so cons is tent ly r i g h t tha t somehow 

there must be some fac tors which make 

him cons is tent ly r i g h t , i n order that 

I could discover that he knows, birT/oould 

know wi thout my discovering that he knows, 

jus t so those fac tors which would cons is t ­

en t l y make him r i g h t are there. 



15- (A.303/7) 

PHILLIPS-gRISTITHS: ( c o n t ' d ) 

I mean, what about t h i s k i n d o f case. 

L e t ' s say we1 re d i s c u s s i n g , oh , e r , um 

the 1930Ts performance of Manchester 

Un i ted F o o t b a l l team and I say, l ook 

I 'm no t i n t e r e s t e d i n f o o t b a l l , I know 

n o t h i n g about i t , and as the conversa t ion 

goes on I begin t o say, yes , but wasn r t 

t h a t the caatch i n which the re was a 

g o a l - l e s s draw i n the cup f i n a l and so 

on* And you say, oh y e s , and i t t u r n s 

out t h a t I can t e l l you a l l so r t s o f 

t h i n g s about Manchester Un i ted i n the 

1930's and I d i scover t h a t X know f a r 

more about i t than I thought I knew. 

I must know, because i t would be a 

tremendous co inc idence t h a t a l l these 

t h i n g s I sa id were c o r r e c t , I beg in 

t o be more c o n f i d e n t and go on and e r , 

now I know t h a t i f I know the re must be 

something. Perhaps I was as a schoolboy 

i n t e r e s t e d i n f o o t b a l l and I ' v e f o r g o t t e n 

about i t , or perhaps I l d been watch ing 

t e l e v i s i o n Match of the Day and hea r i ng 

these remarks and no t taking much n o t i c e 

of them, bu t s u r e l y a t t h i s p o i n t , er 

(1) I could say t h a t I know because ITm 

be ing c o n s i s t e n t l y r i g h t , but no t on l y 



16. (A.303/7) 

PHIHiIPS-GRIgPIJHS: ( c o n t ' d ) 

can I say t h a t I know t h a t I 'm be ing 

c o n s i s t e n t l y r i g h t , i t ' s because I*m 

be ing c o n s i s t e n t l y r i g h t t h a t I know, 

so t h a t even before I go t t o the stage 

of say ing I , say ing I know t h a t I know 

I kn eWj because the f a c t s ■which l ead me 

t o be r i g h t i n say ing t h a t I know** were 

t he re be fore I ' d n o t i c e d them, 

MARTHA KNEAIrE: 

Oh, I t h i n k t h a t you might e q u a l l y w e l l 

say, urn, oh , up t o the p o i n t t h a t I 

r e a l i s e d I was g e t t i n g c o n s i s t e n t l y 

r i g h t , e r , I suspected e r , I b e l i e v e d 

bu t e r , perhaps no t w i t h very g rea t 

con f idence , bu t now t h a t I see t h a t I 'm 

g e t t i n g c o n s i s t e n t l y r i g h t > now I s h a l l 

know the nex t answer because, j u s t as 

i t t u rns out oddly enough I 'm always 

r i g h t . However, t h i s i s an imaginary 

and a ve ry queer i rnaginery case, you T 11 

a l l o w , and I l i k e t o keep the d i scuss ion 

on r e a l cases and the re seems t o 

be a k i n d of paradox i n your p o s i t i o n 

i n t h a t I t h i n k t h a t your cond i t i ons 

might appljr e r , to e r , a s c i e n t i s t when 

he was f i r s t f o r m u l a t i n g e r , a t heo ry 
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MAMHA SMSAEEi ( c o n t ' d ) which i t l a t e r 

' happened tu rned out t o he the c o r r e c t 

theory e r , say Darwin , When Darwin was 

on the Beagle , when he f i r s t f o r m u l a t e d * * 

h i m s e l f the hypothes is of e v o l u t i o n , we 

a l l now t h i n k t h a t he was r i g h t , I 

should say t h a t s u r e l y was t r u e t h a t 

t he re was some f a c t o r s present e r , t h a t 

made Darwin r i g h t , namely o b j e c t i v e 

f a c t o r s , the a c t u a l f a c t o f e v o l u t i o n 

and second ly , Darw in 's excep t i ona l 

i n t e l l i g e n c e and i n s i g h t , t h a t made him 

r i g h t but Darwin h imse l f would c e r t a i n l y 

no t have c la imed a t t h a t t i m e . I r a t h e r 

t h i n k t h e r e ' s a s o r t of danger i n your 

theory t h a t i f we f o l l o w i t we might be 

a t t r i b u t i n g a knowledge t o people too 

soon, 

VESEY: Could I see i f I ' v e go t the 

d i f f e r e n c e between you r i g h t ? Dm, 

perhaps I ' v e misrepresented - you M l 

c o r r e c t me i f I do. 

MARSHA KNEAEB: Yes, 

VESEY: But you are t a l k i n g Martha about 

urn, the c o n d i t i o n s under which i t i s 
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VESEY: (cont 'd . ) proper t o say c f some­

body t h a t he knows or of the person h i m ­

s e l f t o say t h a t he knows. 

MAfaEHA KNEALEs Yes. 

VSSSY: That*s to say, you 1 re t a l k i n g 

about when should we say somebody knows 

whereas you G r i f f , are t a l k i n g about 

when does he know. You ' re t r e a t i n g 

knowledge as something o b j e c t i v e , n o t a 

mat te r o f ou r , of of language, of when 

we say people know and so on? 

PHII&IPS-GRIPFITHS: when i s i t t r ue? 

VESEY: T r u e . t h a t he k n o w s . . . How are you 

t h i n k i n g of knowing then? As a s t a t e 

o f mind, or . , . ? 

PHIIdjIPS-ftRIPPITHS: W e l l , I t would i n v o l v e 

s ta tes of minds, but not on ly i n t e r n a l 

s t a tes of w inds , because i t w i l l , I mean 

one accepts t h a t someone knows something 

i t must be t r u e , and what he knows i s 

something about the w o r l d . For him t o 

know t h a t the sun i s b igger than the 

e a r t h . . . the sun 's got t o be b igge r than 

the e a r t h , so i t i n v o l v e s more than a 

s t a t e of m ind* . 



19. (A. 303/7) 
YESEY: You go a long w i t h t h i s d i s t i n c t i o n 

between knowledge i t s e l f an4 e r , what 

we say about people t h a t they know or 

not know? 

MARTHA KHEALE: W e l l , I t h i n k e r , I wasn ' t 

want ing to d r a w ' t h i s d i s t i n c t i o n um, j u s t 

as you a t t r i b u t e d i t t o me. I was 

want ing t o say when i t would be c o r r e c t 

t o say t h a t "Darwin knew the theory o f 

e v o l u t i o n to be t r u e , assuming t h a t he 

did** 

VESEY: When i t would be c o r r e c t t o say 

he kn ew .* * 

MARTHA OTEALE: * * . . * and t h a t i s the 

same ques t ion i n my mouth as when he 

a c t u a l l y d i d know. When d i d he a c t u a l l y 

VESEY: But i t ' s n o t i n y o u r s . 

PHILLIPS-GRIFFITHS: Oh no , I mean, er 

i t may be i n c o r r e c t t o say t h i n g s f o r 

a l l s o r t s of reasons, I mean, apar t f rom 

the f a c t t h a t i t might be i m p o l i t e , i t 

may be i n c o r r e c t f o r me to say i t , 

because i t ' s the s o r t o f t h i n g t h a t I 

o u g h t n ' t t o say u n t i l have evidence f o r , 
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PHILHPS-G-RIEff ITHS: ( con t *a ) 

"but -nevertheless i t may "be t r u e t h a t 

i t ' s the case, w h i l e i t ' s no t c o r r e c t 

f o r me t o say i t . But I t h i n k a c t u a l l y 

we are t a l k i n g about the same, we axe 

t a l k i n g about what has to be the case 

i f somebody knows something. 

MARTHA IQESAIff: I f somebody knows, 

c e r t a i n l y , and t h i s , t h i s l a s t minor 

d i f f e r e n c e i s r e a l l y about the use of 

the word co r rec tness , and I was u s i n g 

i t i n a ve r y er 

PHILLIPS-GRIFPIJHS: Should I perhaps 

respond t o t h a t ve ry c h a l l e n g i n g case 

about Darwin . B r , I agree w i t h you about 

the d i f f i c u l t y of us ing we i rd examples -

t h i n g s t h a t d o n ' t happen,' i t ' s a bad 

h a b i t of mine, a l s o , b u t I t h i n k i f 

necessary one could g i ve l o t s o f o rd i na r y 

cases about people who say t h i n g s l i k e 

e r , T I suppose I knew a l l a long he was 

no t a f r i e n d of mine, bu t I c o u l d n ' t 

b r i n g myse l f t o admit t h i s 1 , or some­

t h i n g , but the Darwin case i s r e a l l y 

i n t e r e s t i n g and i t ' s one t h a t I f i n d 

d i f f i c u l t t o dea l w i t h and my d i f f i ­

c u l t i e s i n t e r e s t me. 
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PHIHi IPS^Rin iTBS: ( cont * d ) 

Er, at the moment when Darwin began to 

suspect h i s theory about the o r i g i n 

of species and about na tu ra l se lect ion 

er , i t may w e l l he tha t much of the um., 

evidence that he needed he rd already 

got . What I t h ink he was doing at t h i s 

po in t was exerc is ing h is b r i l l i a n t 

s c i e n t i f i c imaginat ion. He formulated 

a b r i l l i a n t hypothesis which seemed 

p laus ib le i n the l i g h t of the f a c t s . 

Er now, he would have said at t h i s po in t 

that he d i d n ' t know, t h i s f o r me i s n ' t 

s u f f i c i e n t evidence tha t he d i d n ' t know. 

because I don ' t bel ieve that i f someboply 

says they don ' t know something i t fo l lows 

tha t they don ' t know, but I , of course, 

would agree that at t h i s point we, , i t 

would be fa l se to say of him tha t he 

knew. Now how can I f i t tha t i n w i th 

what I*ve been saying about fac tors 

which make him r i g h t , because the fac to rs 

were there and he was r i g h t . Wel l , I 

wanted to say vut these must be fac to rs 

which make somebody r i g h t not only i n 

th ink ing t h a t , but over some re levant or 

s i g n i f i c a n t range of matters of that 

s o r t . 
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PHIH.IPS.-gRICTI!CHB: ( c o n t ' d ) 

Now, why I ! m I n d i f f i c u l t i e s i s because 

I d o n ' t know how t o s p e c i f y any f u r t h e r 

mat te rs o f t h a t s o r t , hut I suppose 

mat te rs make a shot a t i t i n t h i s case* 

the s o r t o f mat te rs here are very h i g h 

l e v e l s c i e n t i f i c t h e o r i e s . Now i t seems 

q u i t e c l e a r tha+ the mere exerc ise o f 

s c i e n t i f i c imag ina t i on i n the s i t u a t i o n 

t h a t Darwin was i n , c r , i s i n f a c t , no t 

a s u f f i c i e n t f a c t o r to make him or any­

body e lse g e n e r a l l y r i g h t about what i s 

the case. One needs, one t h i n k s i n t h e ; 

depending on one !s v iew o f the p h i l o ­

sophy of sc ience - to do more that perhaps 

the at tempt t o do one's bes t t o r e f u t e 

t h i s t heo ry e r , by l o o k i n g f o r conse­

quences o f i t , which one then goes t o 

see whether t h e y ' r e t r u e and a f t e r one18 

gone a l ong way do ing t h a t onG then i s 

perhaps ' i n a b e t t e r p o s i t i o n t o say , 

one i s more l i k e l y , s o r r y , one i s more 

l i k e l y g iven these e x t r a f a c t o r s t h a t 

what one says i s t r u e . The on ly t h i n g 

here i s t h a t I 'm no t even sure t h a t I 

want t o say now t h a t Darwin knew the 

theo ry of e v o l u t i o n was r i g h t , or indeed 

t h a t anybody e lse knows t h i s * 
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MARTHA KNEAIiE: I t seems to me you' re 

agreeing w i th me more than you a l low, 

"because you do th ink tha t er , b e l i e f 

must he j u s t i f i e d in order to he 

knowledge. A l l the disagreement between 

us i s you th ink the j u s t i f i c a t i o n may 

he outside the knower. I th ink he must 

have i t h imsel f , 

PHILLlPS-GRIffglTHS: Yes. 

VESEY: G r i f f , we have to leave Martha 

w i th the l a s t word, I 'm a f ra id * Nartha 

Kneale, A. P h i l l i p s - G r i f f i t h s , thank 

you. 

KARTHA 30ELAEE: Thank you* 


