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DO WE KNOW WHAT KNOWING IS?

YESEY: This programme is about knowing.
Do we know what knowing is? There

have been sole philosophers who have
said we do know what knowing is.
They'!'ve said that if we know some
proposition, P, then P is true, we
belicve P and we must be Jjustificd in
believing P. In other words knowledge .
is justified, true belief. DIut needw _
less to say there are other philosophers
who've disagreed with them., So do we
know what knowing is? To talk about
this we have Martha Kncale, formerly

of Oxford and A, Phillips~Griffiths

of the University of Warwick. Martha,
could I begin by asking you, do we know

whét knowing is.



2, (4.303/7)
MARTHA KNEALE: It scems to me an

extraordinary question, if we don't
know what knowing is, how can we

digcuss it?

PHILTLIPS<GRIFFITHS: Well, I think I

understand the gquestion, do we know
what knowing is, and I think I know that
we can't know what knowing is, er,
because we disagree about what is is and
I disagree with those philosophers
who claim that knowledge is justified
true belief. I won't cavil about
whother if you know something it has

to be true, I think there may be
problems about if you know gomothing
whoesher you have to believe it, bub I
myself am pretty convinced that we are
wrong in insisting that if someone
knows something he must be Jjustified

in knowing that it's true and I think
his is a very imnortant disagreement
because if I'm right then a great deal
of what has been sald in traditional
epistemology can't be right because if
knowlcdge er, must be denied to someone
who ig not justificd in believing what

he believes, then in order to know a



3. {4.303/7)
PHILLIPS—GRIFFITHS: (cont'd)

mnan must‘not merely know, he must know
that he knows and he must know how he
knows., And prosumably then if he knows
how he knows he must know how he knows
how he knows which suggests a kind of
regress until we find some incorrigible,
indubitable things that he cannot but
know, Er, I belicve the search for
these indubitablc starting'points has
been pretty unsuccessiul and insefar
‘a8 anybody hae ever found anything

that looks like indubitable starting
points they can never get from those

to the ordinary commensense knowledge

that we have.

VESEY: These indubitable starting
peints are er, scnsation statements or

something like that?

MAHL ENBALE: I should like to séy
something in defonece of the sceptics er,
who you've boen attacking. Um, after
all scepticism began er, as a way of
corrceting um unjuestificd claims to
knowledge., Feople, um, claimed Ho

know er uwost extraordinary things such

as what the gods were like er, and the



4, (A.303/T)
MARTHA ENEALE: (cont'd) sceptics

properly attacked them by mcans of
the guestion how do you know? Now I
don't think myself that er, this
question 'how do you know?'er, would
necessarily lead to an infinite regress
to, nor to um, a starting point nw, an
indubitable er, starting point. There
is, I think, that in order to know Just
as thé word is used we needn't know
how we know, um, we must be able to
say how we know, but this saying in-
volves only um, having a true belief
Phe way which we know is um, a
proper and reliable way of getting to
know, and I think, by the way, that

scapticism has had some useful by~

products. TYou need it to make people
sceptical, for example, about their
knowledge of the furniture objects
around them. Beforc the sceptics got
at them they all thought that they knew
all about the furniture objects, that
the whole truth was rovealed to them in
sight and touech and so forth and if
they'd stuck to that I doubt if we'd
have got, for example, the atomic

theory.



5. | (A.303/7)
MARTHA ENEATE: (cont'd) Er, or we

night not have got the er, helioccentric
aystem of the solar, of astronomy if
people had er, just stuck to sense
experience and say, yes I know, because
that's the way it looks. B0 scepticism
did have some useful function %o perform
even if it e¢r, as I don't deny, went to
extravagent lengths, er, in trying to
make people justify er, things Which
were perhaps incapable of further

justification.

PHILLIPS-GRIFFITHS: Well, I, perhaps

if I could svart er, answering with
what you finished with which is the
value of scepticism er, pcrhaps it

has a corrective value. I wouldn't
want to deny that false philosophical
pogltions can gsometimes be fruitful,
Although I wonder historically nhow far
wholesale scepticism has been useful..

" Healthy scepticism where people have
recal and proper doubis about certain
claims er, in a given field, I think,
is jmmensely valuable, but I think that
the theory of knowledge is justified
true belief led to a wholesale sceptis

cism um, both in the Greeks and later



6. (4.303/7)
PHILLIPS-GRIFFITHS: (cont'd)

on er, in the particularly, in the 16th
and 17th centuries in Burope, er, which
was anything but healthy, because it
threw doubt on any way in which it
would be possible to claim to know.
something and in fact opened the flood-
gates to superstition, because what

else is there to fall back on but faith
and accepting the commonly er, the
traditional attitudes of the day, In
fact wany of the sceptics used their
gcepticism precisely to defend tradi
tional beliefs, but er, to get back, as
it were, to ths central issue, er if
knowledge is Jjustified true belief andif
that leads to scepticism then, er
scepticism is true, But the question I
think we must ask is er, is it justified
- true belief? Er, to what degree does

a person need to be justified in believing
what he believes in order to be said

to know? Now I know there is an
important problem. Er, it isn’t enmough
if someone believes something and what
he believes is true. It could be a
lucky accident that what he believes

is true,



7. (L.303/7)
PHILLIPS-GRIFFITHS: (cont'!d)

We wouldn't call this kmowledge and

there must be some way of distinguishing -~
given somebody believes something -
between his merelt believing it and his
in fact knowing it. But I think the
basie difficultyhas been that philoso-
phers have tliought that what the differenc:
is musgt be something that the person

who knows is hinself aware of, oxr himgelf
knows. You don't say knows, you say at
least believes. Whereas it seems to

e that one has an opportunity to think
er, of er, having scientific theories
about what people know and how they know
it, if one insists there must be some
factors; there must be some state of
affairs which must exist applying to

the person if he's to know something.
Say, theré must be some factors applying
to him which wouldn't hold if what he
believed er, weren't true, and which
explains his belief and also would ex-
plain his belief and alse would explain
his being reliable over some range of
matters of which ........ Wwhat he

believes in this particular case is one.



8., (A.303/7)
PHILLIPS-GRIFFITHS: (comt!d)

But I don't see that it's necessary in
order for him to know that he should

know what these factors are.

VESEY: Do you want to say that he must
know? I think you used the expression
the way he comes to his beliefs ﬁust be
a way which leads to reliable inform-

ation or something like that.

MARTHA XNBALE: Yes, he must believe

that. He must believe it truly, certainly
er, I do agree that um, of course
gecepticism went too far and I think

that er, this did arise from a sceptic
stating too narrow a view of what
oonstitutes justification, but er, I
wouldn't interpret the narrowness

quite in the way you de. The point was
that they um, some sceptics at least
allowed only one or at most two ways
of justification. Perhaps they allowed
um, only strongest sort of sceptics,
allowed only justification by deductive
reasoning er, from infallible first
points. Er, this is obviously %too

narrow,



9. {4.303/7)
MARTHA KNEALE: (comt'd) If you ask a

person how does he know, then he can
answer in a number of ways. He can say,
er, I know by just locking at it, I
know by hearing, er, some reliable
persen told me, or he may say, er I know
by induction, or er, in case of mathe~
maticians, well, I have in fact deduced
it er, from some axioms which are
universally acceépted and all these are
Justifications. His belief if founded
on these factors, if true, would then
er, be knowledge, but it seems to

me that if we're going to call it
knowledge, then he nust have the Justi=~
fication. It uust not just be, as you
say, that there is some justification

perhaps not known to him,

FHILLIPS-GRIFFITHS:

Well, isn't it possible for someone to
find with surprise that he is right
over a range of matters er, that he
thought he might nct he right about and
er, be surprised by this and say, I

wonder how I know that?

YESEY: I think we could really do with

an example here to illustrate this case?



10, (4.303/7)
PHILLIPS~GRIFFITHS ¢

Well, I don't kmow how real this example
is, but er I believe there are people
who can tell the sex of a baby chicken
just by looking at it, and it takes
other people a great deal of trouble
with instruments and so on to find out
what ig the sex of a baby chicken., Er,
and if you ask them how they lmow, they
can say oh, by looking at it, but this
isn't a good enough answer because

there must be more than that because
other people can't tell by loocking at
it, and you say, well, I look at the
chicken énd I just know that that's a
male, and they are umable to say what

it is about the chicken which tells
them that it's a male and I presume what
is going on is that there are some small
subliminal sensory cues whiel effeot
them in some way sc that when they look
at it, they are convinced that it is a
male chicken rather than = femsle chicken
and I think that somebody might be able
to do that without mowing that they

can do it, And then, people say 'What
is that?!', and you say, 'I think it's

a male! 'Why do you think so?'! 'Well
I'm only saying I think it's a male ~

it seems to me to be a male.!



11, £4,303/7)
PHILLIPS-GRIFFITHS: (eont'd) '

And then after a while you are so
consistently right and you say, how

astonishing, I just know by looking.

MARTHA KNEALE: Yes, but the interesting

point here is that the man has got to
know that he's been consistently right,
and this is in fact the way the chick-
gexers are trained. They're shown
rhotograrhs of chickens and these are
photographs of chickens that hagve in
fact grown up, so that it!'s knowwhich
sex they are and er, the trainer says
yes or no, and rather mysteriously I
agree er, in the end the wan finde
himself getting it right more often and
more often and more often. But the very
nature of the case, he must have the
same justification as the outside

observer for saying that he knows.

PHILTLIPS-GRIFFITHS:

Well 1f that 18 vyesse

MARTHA ENEALE: Er, he knows that hels

been right over a number of times,



12, (4.303/7)
PHIILIPS~GRIFFITHS: If that's the

only way in which somebody can become

a chicken sexer then obviously by the
time he became a chicken sexer he wéuld
have been consistently right, er, because
of, as you say, the nature of the
training, but if I can say unplausibly
well, I don't know how anybody becomes
a chicken sexer, we Jjust find people
who can do this then ex, I thirk I'd
want to say that er, even on those
occasions when he didn't know that he
was consistently right, but that he was
convinced that it was a male just by
looking at it, on the first occasion
you tried it with him, this is a case
where the man knew thet it was a male,
Er, and I'm afraid this isn't plausible
because that isn't the way you tell me
chicken sexers are trained. But if ome
found that one could de this I think one
would find with surprise how on earth
is it that 1 know these things. ¥ow 1
think that one would have to believe

if one were a reasonable individual,
that there is soume way that one knows,

but one wouldn't have to kmowwhat it was;



13, (A.303/7)
MARTHA KNEALR: Well, I wonder if one

would ask that question. Would one say,
how on earth er, do I know this, or
would one say, er, how funny after all
I get it right. Um, now, um, can there
be um, something that nakes me right
the whole time and I think neither the
person himself, nor other persons would
er, say, now he knows until he er, had
either indentified the factor or the
thing had gone on so0 lomg that both
they and the person him - the knower,
the alleged knower himself were able

to say well, I must know.

PHILLIPS~GRIFEITHS: Yes, I.....

MARTHA KNEALE:

It can't be an aecident. But you see
the justification nmust be present to
him, as well as to them, er, or 1 think
he wouldn't know - well, I think he
wouldn't know because, I mean, suppose
you never told him the answsr, and.I
grant you it might be a case where he
did get it right over and over again,
but you never told him whether he got it
right, but just to amuse you he went on

a8 he thought just guessing then I think



MARTHA KNEALE: (cont'd) er, he wouldn't

know, um because he wouldn't believe
when - he'd never believe, he'd say,
you'd say, well, you think you got it
right? He'd say, oh, I don't know, er,
I can't tell. I've no reason to believe

ilve got it right.

PHILLIPS~GRIFFITHS

It's partly for that sort of reason

that I begin to wonder about the necessary
connection of knowledge and belief, but

I think, you see, that what you're saying
is true, if one is talking about under
what conditions I can rightly claim that
the chicken sexer kunows, or the chicken
seXer can rightly claim that he knows.

Unm, but I'm not talking about how I

would know that the chicken sexer knows,
but whether it is true that he knows,

and of course, I would either have to
know what factors made him right, in

order to say that he knows, or see that
he is so consistently right that somehow
there must be some factors which make

him conaistently right, in order that

I could discover that he knows, bu%?ouuld
¥now without wmy discovering that he knows,
just so those factors which would consist~

ently make him right are thare.



1%, (4.30%/7)
PHILLIPS-GRIFFITHS: (cont'd)

I mean, what about this kind of case..
Let!'s say we'lre discussing, oh, er, um
the 193%30'sg performance of Manchester
United Football team and I say, lock

I'm not interested in football, I know
nothing about it, and as the conversation
goes on I begin to say, yes, but wasn't
that the watech in which there was a
goal-less draw in the cup final and eo
on. And you say, vh yes, and it turns
out that I can tell you alll gsorts of
things about Manchester United in the
193013 and I discover that I know far
more about it than I thought 1 knew.

I must know, because it would be a
tremendous coincidence that all these
things I said were correct. I begin

to be more confident and go on and er,
now I know that if I know there must be
something. Perhaps I was as a schoolboy
interested in football and I've forgotten
about it, or perhaps 1!'d been watching
television Mateh of the Day and hearing
these remarks and not taking much notice
of them, but surely at this point, er
(1) I could say that I know because I'm

being consistently right, but not only



16.  (4.303/7)
PHILLIPS-GRIFFITHS : (cont'd)

can I say that I know that I'm being
consigtently right, it's because I'm
being consistently right that I know,
go that even before I got to the stage
of saying I, saying I know that I know
I knew; because the factswhich lead me
to be right in saying that I know, were
there before I'd noticed them.

MARTHA XNEALE:
Oh, I think that you might equally well

gay, um, oh, up to the point that I
realised I was getting consistently
right, er, I suspected er, I believed
but er, perhaps not with very great
confidence, but now that I see that I'm
getting consietently righty now I shall
know the next answer because, just as
it turns out oddly enough I'm zlways
right., However, this is an imaginary
and a very gqueer imaginery case, you'll
allow, and I like to keep the discussion
on real casSesand there seems to
be a kind of paradox in your position
in that I think that your conditions
might apply er, to er, a scientist when

he was firet formulating er, a theory



17 ¢4.,303/7)
MARTHA INEALE: (cont'd) which it later

" happened turned out to be the correct
theory er, say Darwin. When Darwin was
on the Beagle, when he first formulatedte
himself the hypotheals of evolution, we
all now think that he was right., I
should say that suiely was true that
there was some factors present er, that
made Darwin right, naitely objective
factors, the actual fact of evolution
and secondly, Darwin's exceptional
intelligence and insight, thét made him
right but Darwin himself would certainly
not have claimed at that time. 1 rather
think there's a sort of danger in pour
theory that if we follow it we might be
attributing a2 krowledge to people too

8001,

VESEY: Could I see if I've got the
difference between yom right? Um,
perhaps I've misrepresented - you'll

correct me if I do,

MARTHA ENEALB: Yes.

VESEY: But you are talking Martha about

um, the conditions under which it is



18. (4.303/7)
VESEY: (con‘t'dj'pr‘oper to say cf some-
body that he knows or of the person hime-
self to say that he knows,

MARTHA KNEATE: Yes.

VESEY: That's to say, you're talking
about when should we say somebody knows
whereas you Griff, are talking about
when does he know. You're treating
knowledge as something objective, not a
matter of our, of of language, of when

we 8ay people know and so on?

PHILLIPS~GRIFFITHS: When ig it true?

VESEY: True.that he knows,.. How arc you

thinking of knowing then? As a state

of mind, or ...%

PHILLIPS-GRIFFITHS: Well,it would inveolve

states of minds, but notonly internal
gtates of winds, becauwse it will, I mean
one accepts that soweone knows something
it must be true, and what he knows is
something about the world. For him to
know that the sun is bigger than the
garth ... the sun's got to be bigger than
the eorth, so it involves more than a

state of mind..



19, (A.303/T)
VESEY: You go along with this distinction

between knowledge itself and er, what
we say about people that they know or

not know?

MARTHA KNEALE: Well, I think er, I wasn't

wanting to draw this distinction um, just
as you attributed it to me. I was
wanting to say when it would be correct
to say that Darwin knew the theory of
evolution to be true, assuming that he

did.

VESEY: When it would he correct to say

he knew ..a

MARTHA ENEALE: +.... and that is the

same question in wy mouth as when he

actually d4id know., When did he actually

LB B S A ]

VESEY: But it's not in yours.

PHIILIPS~GRIFFITHS: Oh no, I mean, er

it may be incorrect to say things for
all sorts of reasons, I mean, apart from
the fact that it might be impolite, it
may be incorrect for me to say it,
hecause it's the sort of thing that 1

oughtn't to say until have evidence for,



20. (£.303/7)
PHILLIPS-GRIFFITHS: (comttd)

but nevertheless it may be true that
it's the case, while it's not correct
for me to say it. But I think actually
we are talking about the same, we are
talking about what has to be the ease

if somebody knows some%hing.

MARTHA ENGATE: If somebody knows,

certainly, and this, this last minoxr
difference is really about the use of
the word correctness, and I was uging

it in a very €r .....

PHITLIPS-GRIFFITHS: Should I perhaps

respond to that very ehallenging case
about Darwin., BEr, I agree with you about
the difficulty of using weird examples -~
things that don't happen, it's a bad
habit of mine, also, but I think if
necessary one could give lots of ordinary
cases about people who say things like
er, 'I suppose I knew all along he was
not a friend of mine, but I couldn't
bring myself to admit this'!, or some-
thing, but the Darwin case is really
interesting and it's one that I find
difficult to deal with and my diffie

culties interest me.



21, | (4.303/7)
PHILLIPS-GRIFEITHS:{conttd)

Er, at the moment when Darwin began to
suspect-his theory about the origin

of species and about natural selection
er, it may well be that much of the um,
evidence that he needed he'd already
got, What I think he was doing at this
point was excrecising hie brilliant
gcientific imagination. He formulatad

a brilliant hypothesis which seemcd
plausible in the light of the facts,

Er now, he would have said at this point
that he didn't lmow, this for me isn't
sufficicnt evidence that he didn't kmow.
because I don't believe thot if somebody -
says they don't know something it follows
that they don't lknow, but I, of course,
would agree that at this point we.. 1t
would be falss to say of him thet he
knéw. Now how can I fit that in with
what I've been saving about factors
which make him right, because the factors
were there and he was right. Well, I
wanted to say wut these must be factors
which make somebody right not only in
thinking'that, but over scue reglevant or
significant range of matters of that

gort.



22, ‘ (4.303/7)
PHILLIPS~GRIFFITHS: (cont'd)

Now, why I'm in difficulties is bacause
I don't know how to specify any further
uatters of that sort, but I suppose
matters make a shot at it in this case:
the sort of matters here are very high
level scientific theories., Now 1t seems
quite clear that the mere exercise of
gcientific imaginetion in the situation
that Darwin was in, ¢m, is in fact, not
a sufficient factor to meke him or any-
body else gencrally right about what is
the case. One needs, one thinks in the,;
depending on one's view of the philo-
sophy of science -~ to do more that perhaps
the attewpt to do one's best to refute
this theory er, by lcooking for conse~
guences of it, which one then goes to |
gee whether they're true and after onels
gone a long way doing that onc then is
perhaps ° in a better position to sgy,
one is more 1likely, sorry, onc isg more
likely given these extra factors that
what one says is true. The only thing
here is that I'm not even sure that I
want to say now that Darwin khew the
theory of evolution was right, or indeed

that anybody clse knows this.



23. (4.303/7)
MARTHA KNEALE: It secems to me you'lre

agrecing with me more than you allow;
because you do think that er, belief
must be justified in order to be
knowledge. All the disagrecment between
ug is you think the justification may
be outside the knmower. I think he must

have it himself.

PHILLIPS—GRIFFITHS : Yes.

VESEY: Griff, wo have to leave Martha
with the lagt word, I'm afraid, Martha
Kneale, A. Phillips-Griffiths, thank

you.

MARTHA KNL.ALE:  Thank you,




