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P R E F A C E 

The concept of knowledge has a v i t a l ro le 

in Philosophical d i s scuss ions . History of Philosophy, 

the world over* has epistemology as one of i t s main a spec t s . 

In many Philosophical systems the metaphysical contention 

has been mainly based on t h e i r epistemological view po in t . 

But a proper understanding of knowledge from any point of 

view can not be possible without discussing'doubt emmxiH 

on the one hand and ' ce r t a in ty 'on the o ther , problem 

of knowledge i s a problem only for the Philosopher and hardly 

for the ccsnmon man. " Do we know what we claim t o know?" 

i s a question tha t c a l l s for a Philosophical j u s t i f i c a t i o n 

of e i l t ha t we say we know. The question of j u s t i f i c a t i o n 

leads , in i t s t u r n , t o quest ions l ike what kind of 

knowledge i s c e r t a i n ? , what do we know?, can we know 

something tha t i s not ce r t a in? and the l i k e . Thus in 

epistemology the concepts of 'knowledge* and ' c e r t a i n t y ' 

are inevi tably in t e r l i nked . 

I have t r i e d in my humble way t o analyse these 

and the r e l a t ed concepts . Discussions in t h i s d i s s e r t a t i on 

have mainly aimed at c l a r i f i c a t i o n of the c ruc i a l 

concepts in ques t ion . I carPhot delude myself in to 

claiming any amount of o r i g i n a l i t y ; but I hope my 

attempt a t ana lys i s and c l a r i f i c a t i o n of the relevant 

concepts and t heo r i e s i s a s tep in the r igh t d i r ec t i on . 
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C H A P T E R 

KNOWLEDGE 



1 . WHAT IS KNOWLEDGE ? 

The word *know* i s used in d i f f erent s ense s . 

sometimes *know' means being personal ly acgc^^nted 

with a person or a th ing e . g . I know Mr* X or I know that 

p lace e t c* This d i f f e r s from knowing about Mr. X or that 

p lace from other persons ©r from books, without meeting 

and t a l k i n g t o him or going t o and s tay ing In that p lace . 

Another sense of knowing i s what i s c a l l e d in 

contemporary terminology the case of knowing how. 

Knowing how means having an a b i l i t y t o perform some 

ac t ion e . g . I know how t o r ide a horse or I know how t o 

drive a car e t c . Contemporary terminology d i s t i n g u i s h e s 

another sense of knowing, e s p e c i a l l y in contrast with 

'knowing how*. This i s c a l l e d knowing t h a t . Knowing that 

i s used in the propos i t iona l sense of *know* when that i s 

fol lowed by a p r o p o s i t i o n . I t i s the most important sense 

of know and i s involved tLo some extent in the preceeding 

two senses of knowing. Taking P t o be a propos i t ion , 

in order t o asser t c o r r e c t l y , l know p, the fo l lowing 

condi t ions should be f u l f i l l e d * 

(a) P must be t r u e . 

' I know P • means • I know that P i s t r u e * , 

so • I know p * b u t ? i s not true i s a s e l f - contrad ic tory 

statement. This i s the objec t ive requlremait for the use 

of 'know*,Know in t h i s sense d i f f e r s from other verbs 

l i k e ' b e l i e v e s 'wish*,'wonder* 'hope* e t c . I may b e l i e v e 
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or wish or hope that p i s true, but, in fact , p may 

be f a l s e . These verbs indicate psychological s ta tes , 

which may be there in our mind, but they do not require 

that the proposition that follows from them must be true . 

It raay^oted , however, that there are many true 

propositions, but we do not know them to be true* So the 

truth of a proposition i s a necessary condition for knowing 

i t to be true, but i t i s not a suff icient condition for 

knowing i t t o be so , 

(b) p must be believed to be true i This i s said to be 

the subjective requirement for the use of 'know*, 

• I know that p Is t»ryj?p3at I do not bel ieve i t *, i f 

said sincerely, i s also a self-contradictory statement, 

since knowing necessarily implies bel ieving. 

Many propositions are true, but we do not believe 

them. The earth i s round and rotates on i t s axis ; i t 

was true two thousand years before, but people did not 

bel ieve i t then. 

But one can_not sincerely say p t o be true, but 

s t i l l does not believe i t , because sincerely saying 

p to be true in$>lies believing i t ; and so i t comes t o 

• I say and believe p, but s t i l l l do not believe i t * . 

The world* bel ieve*, some31n^s Is used in the 

rhetorical sense , and we say, *l knew I have won the 

f i r s t priote in lot tery , but 1 caB3ot bel ieve it* or 



* I knew the answers t o a l l the ques t ions , but i cannot 

be l ieve t h a t I know • • Barring such uses of 'bel ief*, 

i t i s se l f -cont rad ic tory t o say tha t • I know p , 

but I do not bel ieve ? ' • 

I t may seem tha t since the object ive and subject ive 

requirement of saying I know p are t h a t ' p must be t r u e ' 

and * p must be bel ieved t o be true*« knowledge can be 

defined as t rue b e l i e f . But i t i s not so , since a l l t rue 

b e l i e f s are not necessa r i ly knwowledge* 

Suppose a poor g i r l be l ieves t ha t she w i l l be one 

day married t o a r i ch man and a f te r f ive years she i s 

ac t aa l l y married t o a r i ch man. Did she know i t ? 

Surely she did not know I t f ive years before , i t was 

only a lucky guess . Lucky guess i s not knowledge, however, 

confidently the guess i s made. To be considered as 

knowledge, our b e l i e f s must be based on reason, 

c) We must have evidence for p ( reason t o bel ieve p ) 

when we guessed which t o s se s of t l ^ coin would be heads, 

we had to reason t o be l ieve tha t our guesses would be 

co r r ec t , so we did not know. But a f t e r we watched a l l 

the t o s s e s and care fu l ly observed which way the coin 

tossed each t ime, then we knew. We had the evidence of our 

senses — as well as of peple around as — tha t t h i s 

t^hrow was heads, t h a t one t a i l s , and so on* Similar ly, 

when we predic t on the b a s i s of t o n i g h t ' s red sunset 

t h a t tomorrow's weather w i l l be f a i r , we do not yet know 

t h a t our predic t ion w i l l be borne out Biy t he fac t s ; we 

_ha3;e__spme i;:eason t o bel ieve i t , but we catCnot be sure* 
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But tomorrow when we go outdoors and see for ourself 

what t he weather i s l i k e , we do know for sure ; when 

tomorrow comes we have the fu l l evidence before us, which 

we do not yet have t o n i g h t . Tomorrow •* the evidence i s 

in " ; t o n igh t , i t i s not knowledge but only an educated 

guess" . 

But a t t h i s point our t roub les begin* How much 

evidence must t he re be ? " Some evidence" would not suffice 

as an answer t There may be some evidence t h a t tomorrow 

w i l l be sunny but we do not yet know i t . How about" a l l 

the evidence tha t i s ava i lab le"? But t h i s would not do 

e i the r ; a l l t he evidence tha t i s now ava i lab le may 

not be enough. Al l the evidence t h a t i s now ava i lab le i s 

far from suff ic ient t o enable us t d know whether the re 

are conscious beings on other p l a n e t s . We j u s t do not 

know, even a f te r we have examined a l l the evidence at our 

disposal* 

How about " enough evidence t© give us good 

knowledge t o bel ieve i t ? " But the t roubled i s how much 

evidence would be"enough evidence"? I may have known 

someone for years and found him t o be scrupulously 

honest during a l l t ha t time ; by v i r t u a l l y any c r i t e r i o n , 

t h i s would cons t i t u t e good evidence t h a t he wil]pe 

honest the next time — and yet he may not be ; 

suppose t h a t the next time he s t e a l s someone's watch. 



I had good reason t o be l ieve tha t he would remain 

honest , but never the less I did not know tha t he woald 

remain honest« for i t was not t r u e . We are a l l 

famil iar with cases in which someone had good reason t o 

bel ieve a proposi t ion t h a t never the less turned out t© 

be fa lse* 

What then i s suf f ic ient ? We are now tempted t o say 

•• Complete evidence •" a l l the evidence the re could ever 
1 

be - t he works, everything". But i f we say t h i s , l e t us 

not ice at once tha t t he r e are very few proposi t ions 

whose t r u t h we can claim t o know. Most of those 

proposi t ions tha t we claim t© know without the s l i g h t e s t 

h e s i t a t i o n , we would not know according t© t h i s cri-feerlon. 

For example, we say •• I know tha t Mr. X *s house i s on the 

corner . I have l ived in tha t block a l l rny l i f e , I have 

seen the house a hundred thousand t imes, so I ought t o 

know", although we c e r t a i n l y do not have •* a l l the evidence 

there could ever b e . " How could we, since the 

accumulation of evidence never seems t o come t o an end? 

However much we have, we always could get more — i t ' s 

j u s t tha t in dai ly l i f e we do not be l ieve we need more; 

beyond a ce r t a in point we do not consider i t necessary, 

but we always could get more if we wanted t o . 

We might never the less , s t i ck t o our def in i t ion and 

say t h a t we r e a l l y do not know most of the proposi t ions 

t ha t in da i ly l i f e we claim t o know x perhaps I do not 
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know that this is a book before me that i am now reading 

sentences written in the English Language, or that 

there are any other people in the world. But this 

needs to be Justified. We are all convinced that we know 

these things ; we act on them every day of our lives. 

Surely we cannot accept a definition of "know" that 

would practically define knowledge out of existence? But 

if not, what alternative have we 7 

* Perhaps we do not have to go so far as to say 

* all the evidence,* complete evidence', and so on* All 
2 

we have to say Is that we must have adequate evidence" . 

But when is the evidence adequate 7 Is anything less than 

•• all the evidence there could ever be " adequate? " Well* 

adequate for enabling as to know". But this little addition 

to our definition lands us in a circle. But once ssa we 

have dropped the phrase " to know", we are left wittt our 

problem once more t how much evidence is adequate ^ 

evidence ? Is it adequate when anything less than all the 

evidence is in ? Surely it has happened often enough that 

a statement that we thought we knew, perhaps even would 

have staked our lives on, turned out in the end to be 

false, or just doubtful. But in that case, we did not 

really know it after all : the evidence was good, even 

overwhelming, but yet not good enough, not really adequate, 

for it was not enough to guarantee the truth of the 

proposition* 
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These l i m i t a t i o n s and t h e once l i k e them a r e 

o ld and f a m i l i a r . However, l i k e t h e l i m i t a t i o n s of any 

p h i l o s o p h i c a l t h e o r y , t hey do not j u s t i f y t h e cranplete 

e l i m i n a t i o n of t h e concept ©f toiowledge from t h e 

p h i l o s o p h i c a l l i t e r a t u r e . As in t h e case in with a l l 

p h i l o s o p h i c a l endeavours d e s p i t e t h e p o s s i b l e l i m i t a t i o n s 

t h e concept of knowledge has been reasonab ly c l e a r l y 

used by t h e e p i s t e m o l o g i s t s . Far from se rv ing as 

d e t e r r e n t f a c t o r t h e l i m i t a t i o n s have , a t d i f f e r e n t s t a g e s 

of e p i s t e m o l o g i c a l h i s t o r y , c a l l e d for sharper d e f i n i t i o n s 

of knowledge. E p i s t e m o l o g i s t s a t d i f f e r e n t t i m e s have 

t r i e d w i t h , or wi thout much success t o modify t h e concept 

of knowledge — perhaps In t h e face of l i m i t a t i o n s l i k e 

t h e s e . The r e s u l t h a s been t h e sharpening of t h e 

ep ts temology and t h e enrichment of e n q u i r y . 

2 . SOME VIEWS CONSIDSIED 

It is very important to realise that epistemology 

Is never to be undertaken from a completely naive 

position. By the time any philosopher comes to reflect 

on the problem of what human beings can be said to know, 

he has already acquired a reasonably formidable education 

and some degree of sophistication. It is impossible 

for a philosopher t© discover what he knows by simply 

thinking back t© the time when nothing was known to him 



and then slowly t r ac ing the acqu is i t ion of h i s knowledge* 

A great deal of t echn ica l epistemology has been 

developed by philosophers who have subjected the r e s u l t s 

of t h e i r own formal education or o f f i c i a l schooling t o 

severe and h o s t i l e c r i t i c i s m in an ef for t t o winnow out 

those claims which wi l l stand against any reasonable 

doubt. A philosopher may suddenly discover tha t he knows 

many th ings of palpably d i f fer ing c e r t a i n t y , ©r 

even tha t some of h i s information i s con t rad ic to ry . An 

obvious way of proceeding at t h i s point t o answer the 

question of the extent of h i s knowledge i s t o pick out 

from i t some examples which he i s c e r t a i n , a re most 

defensible in some i n t u i t i v e sense. Studing these 

examples, he can then look for seme q u a l i t i e s tha t d i s t i n ­

guish them from examples t ha t he f e e l s can be or should be 

questioned, if not dropped out r igh t from the information 

tha t he wishes t o take as defensible knowledge. On 

the ba s i s of t h i s inves t iga t ion , a philosopher usually 

ends by giving a de f in i t ion of knowledge, as d l s t l n s t from 

opinion or b e l i e f . Knowledge then c o n s t i t u t e s those 

claims tha t he th inks are u l t imate ly defensible , while 

opinion or be l i e f c o n s t i t u t e s those claims for which 

some j u s t i f i c a t i o n i s poss ib le , but not a complete 

defense. This way of looking at t he s t a r t of eplstemological 

Inves t iga t ion s t r e s s the i n v e s t i g a t o r ' s fee l ing of ce r t a in ty 

about some of h i s knowledge c la ims . Because of t h i s i t 
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would not be surprising that different investigators 

should select different examples of knowledge as the 

basis of their definitions, indeed the noti^on of 

reasonable objection is subject to the point that we 

would expect major philosophers to disagree over the 

examples that may be accepted as paradigm or model 

instances of human knowledge* We will look at the basic 

epistemological problem not as that of discovering the 

true extent of human knowledge, but as that ©f deciding 

which ©f our ordinary knov;ledge claims can properly be 

called examples of human knowledge, and then of 

investigating the difference between these examples and 

examples of opinion in an effort to justify the decision, 

in epistemology one does not try to build up a system of 

knowledge from nothing, but one tries to select some rela­

tively clear examples of knowledge in order to discover 

what else may reasonably be considered as knowledge. 

On such a basis it is possible to create a consistent and 

useful account of all human information • 

Plato attempted to pro\ide a theory of knowledge 

which sought to separate knowledge from opinion in 

all the major intellectual controversies of his time. 

The intellectual controversies of his time xasn were in 

many cases concerned with problems that are still the 

subject of intellectual dispute, and to the fact that his 
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solut ion of t he eplstemologlcal problems posed by these 

d isputes i s s t i l l thought by many people t o provide 

a j u s t i f i a b l e and log ica l ly consis tent pos i t ion for present 

day phi losophers . P la to was in t e re s t ed In es tab l i sh ing 

what cons t i tu ted human knowledge In any area , on the 

grounds tha t t h i s would enable a careful investigaUeo t o 

decide which problems connected with some pa r t i cu la r 

p o l i t i c a l , aes the t i c or e t h i c a l debate were de f in i t e ly 

soluble and which were merely confusions based on 

conf l ic t ing opinion. 

I t I s Impossible t o avoid assumptions In philosophy, 

but t h i s does not v i t i a t e phi losophical inves t iga t ion , 

since I t would be unreasonable t o demand tha t everything 

be proved. What I s In te res t ing t o the philosopher Is the 

quest ion of which assumptions i t would be best to adopt 

for sovae given purpose* One of P l a t o ' s assumptions seems 

t o have been tha t human beings do have some knowledge. I t 

Is p re t ty easy t o argue tha t t h i s I s a reasonJable 

assumption, and Pla to was given t o exhib i t h i s assumption 

as t rue by point ing out examples of human knowledge. Some 

of h i s examples^ and these are c r u c i a l examples for a l l 

of subsequent philosophy, are taken from familiar areas of 

Mathematics. Consider two simple examples : the Pythagorean 

theorem of elementary geometry and the ar l thematic sum 

" 4 -f 4 » 8? I t Is Important tokeep these examples In 

mind, since Plato uses mathematical examples t o make an 



u 

extremely Important point : t ha t t r u t h s of ar l th^matic 

and geometry seen t o be examples of unquestionsible t r u t h s , 

the c e r t a i n t y of which Is suff ic ient t o prove complete 

skepticism unwarranted. Pla to a lso used other examples from 

ordinary s k i l l s and he pointed out t h a t c r a f t s l ike 

p i lo t ing vesse l s and making shoes involve knowledge, in 

the sense t h a t successful p r a c t i t i o n e r s of these c r a f t s 

might be said t o know some th ings tha t o thers do not know. 

The p i l o t ; for example, knows tha t c e r t a i n areas of a 

harbour are too shallow for c e r t a in ships t o pass over* 

Argument about claims made in these a reas could be s e t t l e d 

by appeal t o someone with the appropriate knowledge. A 

s k i l l e d Mathematician, for example^ could s e t t l e any 

reasonable argument fiver whether the Pythagorean theorem 

was t rue by construct ing a proof of the theorem. P l a t o ' s 

problem was whether or not a l l genuine human disagreements 

might be resolved by appeal t o human knowledge, and in 

order t o answer t h i s specia l problem he had t o consider 

t he problems tha t we have previously charac ter i sed as 

epistemo l o g i c a l , 

»' The f i r s t c l a r i f i c a t i o n proposed by Pla to was t h a t 

something could be considered knowledge only if i t could 
3 

be said t o be ce r t a in" .This would ru le out a l l guesses 

about t he future as knowledge, on the grounds tha t n© 

one can be ce r t a in what w i l l happen in fu tu re . At t h e 
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same time i t would preserve the examples given e a r l i e r , 

since i t has been. I s , and always w i l l be the 

case , presumably, t h a t •• 4 "f 4 s 8" as well as t h a t 

p a r t i c u l a r ships ca r i3o t pass over a reas which are only 

of such and such a depth. There may be some doubt about 

the l a t t e r a s se r t i on , since we might argue tha t t he re might 

be developed a new system of propulsion which could enable 

a ship t o pass over a reas t ha t i t could not formerly 

pas s . But then one might argue t h a t t he new system of 

propulsion changed the nature of the ship and tha t t h e 

statement of the P i l o t would s t i l l hold t rue of the pa r t i cu la r 

ships t ha t i t t a lked about . Examples from p i lo t ing and 

shoemaking, however, do seem more tr©ablesome than the 

examples from mathematics with respect t o t h e i r c e r t a i n t y , 

and Plato had a tendency t o f a l l back upon the 

mathematical examples when he was pressed, since they 

seem t o be the strongest examples in support of h i s 

con ten t ions . We sha l l consider mathematical examples almost 

exclusively on the grounds tha t bonafide examples tha t 

support P l a t o ' s philosophy as strongly as possible are 

t o be looked for if any accurate assessment of i t s f i n a l 

worth i s to be made. In shor t , P l a t o ' s claim against 

skepticism t h a t thesse I s ce r t a in knowledge i s t r ue if 

mathematical examples are examples of ce r t a in knowledge. 

In P l a t o ' s philosophy, the world " knowbage" w i l l be 

appl ied only t o a claim t h a t i s c e r t a i n , a claim which 
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could not be said t o be t r u e today but fa l se tomorrow* 

Mathematical statements of a su f f i c i en t ly simple kind are 

obvious candidates for knowledge in t h i s strong sense. 

,The most i n f l uen t i a l theory t© account for human 

knowledge in P l a t o ' s time was t h a t i t was acquired 

through the senses or by experience. This seems, of course, 

qu i te n a t u r a l , on the grounds t h a t human babies do not seem 

t o know very much, yet learn more and more as they gradually 

acquire a g rea te r range of experiences. But Pla to was able to 

show tha t h i s t e s t case of mathematical knowledge could not 

have been acquired as a r e su l t of experience* There are 

two arguments which show t h i s convincingly : the f i r s t i s 

t ha t experience can never y ie ld c e r t a i n knowledge, and 

the second i s tha t the knowledge expressed by mathematical 

statements i s not aftout experienced objects* 

To demonstrate the f i r s t point i t i s only necessary 

t o show t h a t sense experience often leads t o unrel iable 

impressions* I t seems t o follow from the frequent 

u n r e l i a b i l i t y of sense experience t h a t we can never be 

ce r t a in t h a t sense experience has led t o ce r t a in knowledge 

in any pa r t i cu l a r case . How do we know when t o t r u s t 

our sense impressions ? The answer, in p la tonic terms, i s 

t ha t we can never be c e r t a i n when i t i s t ha t they can 

be t r u s t e d . To express the u n r e l i a b i l i t y of t h e senses 

in another way, and a way t h a t has proved in f luen t i a l 
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for the h i s to ry of philosophy. I t can be said tha t 

senses y ie ld only the appearances of t h i n g s , but not 

t h e i r r e a l i t y , so t ha t in order t o have knowledge about 

anything, we must know i t through some other means than 

the senses . The fact of i l l u s i o n , or conf l ic t ing r epor t s 

from the senses, proves t o the p l a t o n i s t s t h a t the 

senses canHhot be t r u s t e d t o provide knowledge In 

t h e i r sense* 

This conelusion does not qui te follow log ica l ly , 

sirce i t might be the case t ha t some sense impressions 

are accurate and others misleading ; but P la to seems t o 

be r ight in tha t no way o£ d is t inguish ing accurate from 

inaccurate sense experience i s r ead i ly avai lable and surely 

no way t h a t I s i t s e l f dependent upon sense experiences. 

If the re were some sign associa ted with every accurate 

sense experience, l ike a funny pain in the bra in , but t h i s 

sign was never associa ted with inaccurate sense 

experiences, then sense experience might be a r e l i a b l e 

guide, yie lding knowledge when the usasu pain was f e l t . 

But I t i s a convincing argument t h a t no such sensed 

c r i t e r i o n of an accurate sense experience can be found 

when we analyse the qua l i t y of our sense experiences. 

The other point In support of the claim tha t 

mathematical knowledge i s not derived from sense experience 

i s t ha t t he subject matter of the mathematical examples 
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appears an onaccessible t o sense experience* Although 

we see 4 qu i te often, we never see the number four . 

I t i s c l ea r t h a t 4 i s not a number four since the 

expression • 4 + 4 * would show tha t the re are a t l e a s t 

four number fours , but we know from elementary ax̂ UsiiufiBlutv 

a r i thmet ic t ha t t he re i s only one number four* 4 sometimes 

r e f e r s t o the number four, and i t i s considered by many 

t o be a name for the number four which we use t o re fe r t o 

the number four in the process of const ruct ing mathematical 

proofs* FjTOm arguments l i ke t h i s , i t i s easy t o show t h a t 

ne i ther numbers nor geometrical f igures are t he objects 

of any sense experience. Although we experience c i r c u l a r 

ob jec t s , we can not be said t o experience c i r c l e s * I t 

follows from these considera t ions tha t mathematical 

knowledge, being about non—experienced objec ts , could 

hardly have been acquired frcnt sense experiences of 

roathanatical objects* 

From the two es tab l i shed points t ha t human beings 

have c e r t a i n knowledge and tha t t h i s i s not acquired 

through the senses, P la to developed an idea tha t was already 

present in Greek cu l tu re in various r e l i g i o u s t r a d i t i o n s * 

This idea, qui te simple, i s tha t human beings remember 

or r eco l l ec t knowledge from a past l i f e , ra ther than 

acquire i t in t h e i r current l i ve s through experience* 

Thus i t i s c l ea r t ha t P l a t o ' s ideas are l ike some of those 
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which are normally associa ted with tranfi&ff^fation. 

Transroigrat ionists hold t ha t soals are immortal and pass 

from human body t o human body as these bodies die or wear 

ou t . Now if we read mind for soul we begin t o get an 

impression of what platonism i s l i k e . H i s to r i ca l ly , i t i s 

not e n t i r e l y accurate t o t r a n s l a t e t he appropriate Greek 

work as mind, but i t seems even more misleading in view of 
n 

Chr is t ian assoc ia t ions t o t r a n s l a t e i t as soul . P l a t o ' s view 

i s then t h a t the human mind i s the locus of human knowledge, 
and tha t the human body, through experience, can only 

4 
provide the kind of misleading sense impressions? We 

explain the fact t ha t the human baby becomes more and 

more sophis t ica ted not by the gradual acquis i t ion of 

knowledge through experience, but by the mind's gradual 

remembeance of knowledge due t o the product of sense 

experience. 

I t i s t o r e a l i s e t ha t the p la t on ic explanation 

i s comatible with the observed fac t s of ch i ld development. 

The fact t h a t a c h i l d ' s knowledge increases as h i s 

experience increases does not prove tha t the two are 

causal ly co r r e l a t ed , and i t c e r t a i n l y does not show tha t 

increasing experience i s the cause of increasing knowle dge. 

In f a c t , when human beings grow senile* t h e i r knowledge 

decreases a t the same time tha t they continue t o have 

more and more sense exper iences . 
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An explanation of the or ig in of the knowledge 

t h a t the mind r e c o l l e c t s i s now c l e a r l y required, since 

denying t h a t knowledge o r ig ina tes in sense experience 

does not explain t h e o r ig in of knowledge very s a t i s f a c t o r i l y . 

The s t ruc tu re of P l a t o ' s pos i t ion i s r a the r I n t e r e s t i n g . 

I t i s based on the powerful arguments t h a t be can bring 

t o bear t o show tha t we do have knowledge and t h a t i t can 

not be acquired through sense experience if i t i s t o be 

c e r t a i n l i ke t he mathematical knowledge exhibited In h i s 

examples. His theory of ideas i s offered as the theory of 

knowledge tha t w i l l save knowledge from skepticism or an 

Inadequate grounding in sense experience. When knowJaige 

i s taken t o be ce r t a in or indubi table , and i t i s shown 

t h a t the objects in the universe are too changing tobe 

objects ©f knowledge, i t follows tha t for knowledge t o be 

poss ib le , unchanging objec ts l ike P l a t o ' s forms must be 

the objec ts of knowledge. This pos i t ion i s supported by 

the evfience tha t math^natics I s about objects which are 

not found In the universe but i s aftout ideas or forms. 

P la to thus proposes a view tha t which I s compatible with 

our commonsense observations about mathematical knowledge, 

and he extends h i s view in proposing t h a t knowledge 

I s only possible where there are forms. Mathematics ^oes 

not exhaust the possible knowledge of forms, but only 

of c e r t a i n mathematical forms, among which i s the form of 
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the number four* If e t h i c a l and a e s t h e t i c knowledge 

i s t o be obtained, it must be founded on the In tu i t ed 

exis tence of e t h i c a l and aes the t i c forms. 

Fot Ar i s to t l e# " informed opinion i s a kind of 
5 

knowledge". All cases of knowledge exhibi ted in human 

claims t o knowledge are considered by A r i s t o t l e under 

two c l a s s i f i c a t i o n s , dependent on whether or not the 

knowledge considered represents what i s always t rue or 

what i s merely t rue in many cases , yet of value for 

p r a c t i c a l a c t i o n . Knowledge which represents what i s 

necessa r i ly t r u e independently of human des i r e s and hopes 

i s ca l l ed t h e o r e t i c a l sc ience . True statements of 

t h e o r e t i c a l sc i^ ice are always t r u e , and hence the 

range of t h e o r e t i c a l science i s qu i te s imilar t o the 

range of knowledge in P l a t o ' s defined sense. On the other 

hand, p r a c t i c a l science i s the r e s u l t of studying what i s 

qu i te often t r u e , but which need notbe t rue if 

human beings should des i re t o bring about some change. 

Theoret ica l xSxssw^is the study of what i s 

necessar i ly t r ue independently of human d e s i r e s . " The 

t r u t h s of t h e o r e t i c a l science are thus c e r t a i n ; and 

they may be taken t o be those universal t r u t h s which 

may be deduced from what A r i s t o t l e ca l l ed "self -evident 
6 p r i n c i p l e s " . Self-evident p r inc ip l e s are defied t o 

be those p r inc ip l e s which no properly d i sc ip l ined mind 
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could deny. This does not mean that everyone understands 

them and knows them to be true* or even that anyone 

whose at tention has been drawn to them sees them 

immediately to be t rue and universal but i t means t t e t 

these who give the matter sufficient at tention and take 

time t o learn the techniques of Inquiry will come to see 

the i r t ruth • Aris tot le concludes " that some knowledge 

of t h i s kind i s available to human beings as certain 
7 

t ruth" • This has the consequence that Aris tot le i s as 

impatient with "Complete Skepticism as Plato is . A 

consequences of the differences of approach of Aris tot le 

and Plato i s that although Platonic philosophy seems t© 

stand or f a l l with the acceptability of the theory of 

ideas, Aris tot le ' s analyses can often be accepted or 

rejected independently of one another, in particular* many 

philosophers accept much of Ar i s to t l e ' s logical speculation 

and large amounts of h is contributions t o practical science* 

while rejecting many conclusions of his discussions of 

topics in theoret ical science. 

A comparision of the classif icat ion of Ar i s to t l e ' s 

range of certain knowledge with P la to ' s range of certain 

knowledge i s sufficient to point up a marled difference 

between Plato and Ar i s to t l e , Whereas Plato fel t that the 

objects of cexi:ain knowledge must be unchanging, Aristotle 

held that we might have certain knowledge about changing 
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ob jec t s . Thus, a c r u c i a l difference between Plato and 

A r i s t o t l e i s tha t the l a t t e r f e l t t ha t an adequate 

philesophy would have t o explain knowledge of changing 

t h i n g s . I s the re such knowledge ? Evidently A r i s t o t l e 

f e l t t h a t one could knew j u s t as c e r t a i n l y tha t some 

a r b i t r a r y -acorn would grow, in proper circumstances, in to 

an oak t r e e , as t h a t one could know t h a t the a r l t h o e t i c a l 

sum of four plus four i s eight* 

Since P la to and Aris t&tle d isagree , we might 

inquire which of them i s r igh t and which of them i s wrong. 

The point a t issue between p la tonic and Aristoftelian 

philosopAiy i s t h a t of t he de f in i t ion of knowledge. I t i s 

not genera l ly thought t h a t de f in i t i ons are t r u e or f a l s e . As 

our cha rac te r i sa t ion of epistemology has shown, a bas ic 

problem of epistemology i s t o decide which of the knowledge 

claims t h a t we make are phi losophical ly deserving of the 

honorif ic term knowledge. I s I t as ce r t a in tha t an acorn 

can not grow in to a l ion as i t i s t ha t eight i s the sum of 

four and four. The choice between philosophies which asse r t 

and deny, r e spec t ive ly , t h a t the one claim i s as 

c e r t a i n as the other i s somewhat d i f f i c u l t . While one can 

say tha t t o accept both t he Pla tonic and Ar i s to t e l i an 

Philosophies i s t o cont rac t sauis&&£y oneself, t o say 

t h a t one of them must be fa l se i s t o make a mistake. 

The strongest claim i t i s reasonable t o make i s t h a t 

one or both of them does not def ire knowledge in a way 

ccmipatible with what we consider a f r u i t f u l way of 
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explaining human experience* 

KnoTdedge i s not knowledge of primary substances 

but of somethlngelse which i s developed from an ana lys is of 

primary substances. If primary substances are the objects 

of sense— experience* A r i s t o t l e ' s point can be gathered 

from h i s observations t h a t sense experience i s not 

knowledge. On t h i s po in t , although not on i t s significance* 

A r i s t o t l e and Pla to agree . In an in t e re s t ing argument 

which occurs a t the beginning of the metapiiysics* A r i s t o t l e 

notes t h a t a l l men have the power of sense —experience 

and tha t indeed, they may share t h i s with other animals* 

Yet knowledge i s so unevenly d i s t r i b u t e d among human beings 

t h a t i t can not be equivalent t© sense experience* Memory 

must be added t o sense experience* as well as experience 

in a broader sense* which enables man t o prof i t by not&ng 

s i m i l a r i t i e s between remembered sense experiences and 

present experiences, in effect making present sense 

experience more sophis t ica ted than i t woald otherwise b e . 

This point i s supported by the genera l ly superior 

judgements of humans compared with the judgements tha t we 

may impute t o animals. Even t h i s kind of human experience* 

however* i s not equivalent t o knowledge, for the a b i l i t y 

of men * t o perform ef fec t ive act ion i s more evenly 

d i s t r i b u t e d than the a b i l i t y t o ass imi la te t h e o r e t i c a l 

knowledge* The point here i s tha t two men may be equally 

good a r t i s a n s of some kind but qu i t e unequal in the degree 

in which they can explain t h e i r art—knowledge Is r e a l l y hB 
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the a b i l i t y t o understand and explain why th ings are as 

they are# and knowledge must be knowledge, not ©f th ings 

themselves, but of the causes , p r i n c i p l e s , e t c , which 

account for t he way th ings a r e . Knowledge I s thus knowledge 

of the dlffeence , say, between the accidenta l and e s s e n t i a l 

p rope r t i e s of something. Clear ly two men may be able t o deal 

with Socrates•s ac t ions with roughly equal p r ac t i ca l success, 

while only one of them can explain Socrates and h i s ac t ions 

In terms of Socrates*s accidenta l and e s s e n t i a l p rope r t i e s , 

as well as in terms of the r e l a t i o n s of these proper t ies t o 

the p roper t i e s of other Indiv iduals . Thus I t Is not 

surpr i s ing In A r i s t o t l e t h a t the Individual^ I s not the 

subject of knowledge , even though only Individuals are 

said t o ex i s t the Individual can be known only by comparing 

I t s p rope r t i e s with the p roper t i e s of other t h i n g s . 

But t h i s I s knowing by e s s e n t i a l p rope r t i e s , since I t I s 

through e s s e n t i a l p roper t i e s tha t th ings are cesnpared. 

The r e s u l t ©f t h i s A r i s t o t e l i a n scheme Is t ha t what e x i s t s 

I s dependent on Indiv iduals , or primary substances, at the 

bottom of the h ierarchy. .Jtoowledge, however. I s not 

knowledge of these primary substances, but knowledge I s 

about the hierarchy, t h a t I s , the e s s e n t i a l p roper t i e s t ha t 

l ink Individuals t o other Indiv iduals , 

But Descartes , l ike P la to , r e s t r i c t s knowledge t o what 

Is c e r t a i n , and by doing t h i s r e j e c t s any slmplemlnded view 

t h a t knowledge I s obtained through sense experience, since 
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sense experience proves t o be misleading* But, l ike 

Aris to t le j^ , Descartes i s in te res ted in bringing a l l t h e 

areas of na tu ra l science within the domain of knowledge, 

and he i s i n t e res t ed in various problems of change* 

Fur ther , he i s i n t e re s t ed in r e l a t i n g ^areas of s c i e n t i f i c 

inves t iga t ion , so tha t c e r t a in more spec ia l i sed sciences wi l l 

be dependent on general sciences , in the sense tha t the 

laws of t he more general sciences w i l l be t r u e in the domains 

of the more spec ia l i sed sciences* 

We have seen tha t Plat© and A r i s t o t l e begin with the 

assumption tha t the re i s knowledge, and tha t an important 

phi losophical a c t i v i t y i s t o study i t s na tu re , and extent* 

To do s©, p l a t e and A r i s t o t l e each s t a r t with paradigm 

cases of indisputable knowledge, and an attempt t o answer 

broader quest ions by extending whatever r e s u l t s they can 

get from an ana lys i s of t he r e l a t i v e l y l imited examples of 

knowledge tha t they s t a r t wi th . Descartes has observed 

for reasons not much d i f ferent from those tha t had convinced 

Pla to and other e a r l i e r phi losophers , t h a t in many cases 

statements t ha t had been thought t o cons t i t u t e knowledge 

would tu rn out t o be uncertain or fa l se under scrutiny* 

These examples were usually examples from sense experience 

r e p o r t s , but tha t i s not c ruc i a l here* In order t o show 

t h a t human beings have some knowledge, so t h a t they can 

obtain sa t i s f ac to ry axioms for a deductive system of human 

knowledge, i t i s necessary t o show t h a t not every case in 
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which they bel ieve themselves t o possess knowledge i s in 

fact uncertain or mistake. The proof of the exis tence of 

one such piece of knowledge i s suf f ic ien t t o s e t t l e t h i s 

ques t ion . Let p be " t he re i s some human knowledge". 

I t s den ia l , not p , i s SKBOsxti then " There i s no human 

knowledge". In both t he cases , knowledge i s t o be read in the 

t echn ica l sense of indubitable t r u t h . To prove p , the re fore , 

i t i s suf f ic ient t o show tha t not p. If assumed, leads t o 

an obvious falsehood. This , in e f f ec t , was the way tha t 

Descartes a rgues . I t i s c lea r t ha t h i s argument i s not e n t i r e l y 

s a t i s f ac to ry , since in order t o look for the consequences 

of some statement, according t o the def in i t ion of deductive 

argument, one has t o know how t o look for consequences, and 

hence i t i s d i f f i c u l t t o see fcJao how one might assume tha t 

he knows nothing, and then look for consequences which 

follow from tha t assumption. Nevertheless, i t i s of 

i n t e re s t t o see whether or not , absurd conseqaences do follow 

from such an assumption as the one t h a t the re i s no knowledge, 

using only log ica l ly va l i d s teps of inference . We might 

suppose for the course of inves t iga t ion tha t we are not 

human be ings . Then, j u s t as the na tu ra l s c i e n t i s t , who i s 

not a f i s h , may th ink about f i sh , so we may imagine 

ourselves temporari ly as higher beings who are sc ru t in i s ing 

human a c t i v i t y t© see whether any of i t might lead t o 

knowledge. Descartes removes himself fromthe problem in 

such a manner by supposing tha t the re i s some e v i l power 

who has deceived him aboct everything. The question for 
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Descartes Is then whether or not the existence of such 

a power can be consistently held. 

There is no difficulty In showing that no knowledge 

obtained through the senses could be knowledge In Descartes's 

philosophical sense • An Interesting argument that 

Descartes employed to Indicate this Is the argument from a 

seeing Inability to determine whether or not we are awake. 

The distinction between being awake and being asleep, which 

may be clear enough to most of us most of the time. Is open 

to potential confusion. Descartes, as well as most of us, 

occasionally mixed up some Impressions from a dream with 

those from reality. Surely dreamers often experience terror 

and other emotions In their dreams and it is clear that 

some times dreamers suppose that they are awake at the 

time of these experiences. If the dream state and the waking 

state are confused occasionally, how can it ever be 

known by someone with certainty that he is awake or 

dreaming at any given movement? It appears that he can 

never know for certain, since a sufficiently evil power 

might cause him to be confused about the distinction with 

great frequency. Descartes supposes that a distinction 

can be made although perhaps he does so in a manner 

which Is not entirely satisfactory. Empiricists will 

contend that even If one carPpot know with certainty, 

there are ways of distinguishing the two states which are 

adequate for the purposes of scientific investigatlon* 
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and hence de r iva t ive ly adequate for philosophy. 

But the r e s u l t s ©f assuming the exis tences of e v i l 

power a t much deeper than o b l i t e r a t i n g the ce r t a in 

d i s t i n c t i o n between dreaming and being awake. The 

s ignif icance of being unable t o make t h a t d i s t i nc t i on 

i s l a rge ly t ha t if sense experience i s taken as t he 

source of knowledge and if sense experience does not occur 

during s leep and dreaming although one fee l s himself t o be 

having sense experiences during dreams, then no feel ing 

having a sense experience can be taken as conclusive 

evidence t h a t one i s having a sense experience. The argument 

from the e v i l power i s apparently suff ic ient t o show tha t 

sense experience can not be the or igin of knowledge. But 

consider any statement of f ac t , t ha t Is , s igni f icant 

statement about the world, which i s such tha t i t seems t o be 

c e r t a i n . Clear ly any such statement must re fer t o some 

past events , and i t s c e r t a i n t y must be r e l a t e d t o sernie 

past observat ions , sense e x p e r i e n t i a l , or otherwise. To 

put t h i s another was, a judgement of c e r t a i n t y r e s t s upon 

previous knowledge tha t we have acquired, if for no 

other reason than t h a t we need t o have learned some 

language in order t o express any judgement tha t we would, 

l ike t© make. But t h i s view r a i s e s the question of the 

r e l i a b i l i t y or memory. If a present judgement or 

observation i s t o be c e r t a i n , ' a n d i t r e s t s upon past 

judgements or observat ions , then there must be some past 

judgements where are ce r t a in if the re are t o be any present 



2? 

judgements or observations which are c e r t a i n l y t r u e . 

Thus Descartes seeras t o have es tab l i shed tha t c e r t a i n 

knowledge can not be s a t i s f a c t o r i l y j u s t i f i e d or explained 

in terras of sense experience alone, although Descartes 

seems tT»?^<w^ incl ined t o allow sense experience a more 

important ro le in leading us t o t h i s c e r t a in knowle dge than 

Pla to d id . What i s important for Descartes i s t h a t knowledge 

i s p a r t l y mathematical and sc i en t i f i c^ and tha t sense 

experience can not explain the ce r t a in ty found in a t l eas t 

these areas of knowledge* I t i s assumed here tha t 

mathematical t r u t h s and t r u t h s of s c i e n t i f i c theor i s ing 

are c e r t a i n , a pos i t ion which i s obviously capable of a 

vigorous defence. 

Most contemporary Phi losoj^ers suppose tha t an 

adequate philosophy must a t l eas t j u s t i f y s c i e n t i f i c 

knowledge/ and then r e l i g i o u s knowledge« for example/ 

depending on whether or not the philosopher wishes t o give 

r e l i g i o u s knowledge s ignif icance apart from science . 

Mathematical knowledge has been taken by empi r i c i s t s as 

par t of s c i e n t i f i c knowledge# and i t i s not general ly 

t r e a t e d as a kind knowledge d i s t i n c t frcsn s c i e n t i f i c 

knowledge, in sp i t e of sound r a t i o n a l i s t i c arguments t o the 

con t ra ry . 

The ear ly at tempts at an empirical philosophy whth 

worxld j u s t i f y modern science are well represented in the 
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Philosophy of John Locke# who preceeded Berkeley* Locke's 

arguments against ra t ional ism are not crushing r e f u t a t i o n s . 

He merely noted tha t t he re were strong common sense 

grounds for doubting i t , and then contended tha t since 

sense experient:4al knowledge was necessary for s c i e n t i f i c 

knowledge/ and hence a necessary foundation for s c i e n t i f i c 

knowledge in any adequate phi losophical epistemology, and 

since a l l of the functions which innate ideas and i n tu i t i on 

had performed in r a t i o n a l i s t i c philosophies could be handled 

in an e m i r i c i s t i c philosophy, t h a t i t was possible t o 

demonstrate tha t ra t ional ism was superfluous. At tent ion 

t o Locke's pos i t ion focuses on the quest ion of whether or 

not he can demonstrate h i s claim tha t s c i e n t i f i c knowlsdge 

may be s a t i s f a c t o r i l y j u s t i f i e d on an empirical b a s i s , 

Locke's approach was t o adopt a kind of 

comrnonsense theory of knowledge similar t o tha t which 

many s c i e n t i s t s of h i s time impl ic i t ly adopted. This 

comrnonsense theory i s no doubt the ccxnraonsense theory of 

many people at present , although i t was not commonsenaa 

in Locke's t ime . 

Berkeley took as one of h i s most important t a sks t h a t 

of refu t ing the t h e o r i e s of knowledge of ordinary people 

and of past philosophers and s c i e n t i s t s . He contended tha t 

the re fu ta t ion of these t h e o r i e s would r e s u l t in the 

r e j ec t i on of fa lse views about var ious claims of r e l ig ion and 

sc ience . 



29 

We say tha t ordinary men know something and tha t 

Berkeley was cor rec t in point ing out t h a t we must explain 

t h i s knowledge in a manner compatible with what the 

ordinary roan might reasonably be said t o have at h i s command 

in the way of acquired knowledge. A good t e s t case would be 

young c h i l d who knows c e r t a i n f a c t s , but who could hardly 

be said t o know anything about episteroology. Such a ch i l d 

may know t h a t a book i s green, for example, without being 

able t o enunciate a theory as t o what gree?v means in 

sentences about the book's co lour . Berkeley's wi l l ingness 

t o i n s i s t t ha t such cases be discussed by philosophers 

is, in e f f ec t , construing knowledge much more broadly 

than p l a t o , A r i s t o t l e or Descarte d id . P la to , A r i s t o t l e 

and Descartes might a l l say tha t the ch i l d does not t r u l y 

know anything, and t h a t t h e t a sk of philosophy i s t o 

exp l ica te the knowledge t h a t the roost informed people have* 

who do not consider themselves t o know something u n t i l they 

und^s tand why tha t something i s what i s t o be known, and 

not something e l s e . Berkeley argues tha t Philosophy must 

exp la in . The case of knowledge of the young ch i l d , who 

t y p i f i e s ccanmon sense in being un re f l ec t ive . in t h i s sense 

Berkeley considers himself as a champion of common sense . 

But Hume, in accepting the empirical theory of the 

o r ig ins of knowledge/ drew conclusions IsSmsxyxsit more 

s t r ingent than those which were drawn by locke and 

Berkeley. Where Berkeley had taken empiricism t o refute the 

existence of mat ter , or mater ia l substance, Hume took 
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empiricism t o be inconsis tent with the exis tence of 

mater ia l and s p i r i t u a l substances. For Hume, sense 

impressions do not y ie ld knowfe dge of any kind of 

substance, which i s suf f ic ien t warning tha t Hume wi l l prove 

t o be more skept ica l than any of the philosophers tha t 

we have considered. 

One f r u i t f u l way of looking a t t h i s skepticism i s t o 

observe t h a t Hume bel ieved tha t impressions could only give 

us probable knowledge, but t ha t probable knowledge was 

a suf f ic ien t grounding for any s igni f icant knowledge tha t 

human beings might o rd ina r i ly be said t o be capable of 

having. Thus Hume i s the f i r s t philosopher t o suppose t h a t 

c e r t a in knowledge was not only a misleading goal for 

Hiilosophy, but In fact an unobtaindd-e goa l , i t i s t he 

pos i t ion t h a t c e r t a i n knowledge i s not possible tha t 

d i s t ingu ishes modern empiricism and t o some extent explains 

Hume's importance in the h i s to ry of philosophy. The 

r a t i o n a l i s t i c philosophers have been r igh t in holding tha t 

ce r t a in knowledge i s not a t t a i n a b l e through sense 

experience, but an adequate empi r i c i s t i c counter t o t h i s 

must be , not t ha t p a r t s of sense experience are c e r t a i n , 

but t ha t we have no c e r t a i n knowledge, so t ha t t he 

phi losophical quest for c e r t a i n t y must end in f a i l u r e . The 

problem for the empir ic is t thus bee one s tha t of demon st r a t i ng 

tha t science does not require ce r t a in knowledge for i t s 

a t t a inments . 
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Kant speaks of h i s philosophy as a synthesis of 

ra t iona l i sm and empiricism, but t h i s does not indicate 

t ha t s c i e n t i f i c knowledge cons i s t s of b i t s and pieces 

each of which can be accounted for e i t h e r in terms of Pre— 

Kantian ra t ional ism or of Pre— Kantian empiricism, 

Kant ' s point i s t ha t a l l important instances of s c i e n t i f i c 

knowledge are the r e s u l t of observation and thought, 

empi r i c i s t i c and r a t i o n a l i s t i c elements, ne i ther of which i s 

intelligfible without the o ther . In a way, t h i s may remind 

us of A r i s t o t l e ' s pos i t ion , t o which Kant owes some 

h i s t o r i c a l indebtedness. But where A r i s t o t l e took experience 

t o be analyzable in to mater ia l and formal aspec t s , and 

hence in to empiric i s t i c and r a t i o n a l i s t i c ccroponents, 

Kant took the d i f ferent pos i t ion tha t no observation could 

make sense or be meaningful unless p r io r thought not based 

on experience i s presupposed. Kant holds t ha t the pr ior 

concepts we bring t o experience may have the c e r t a i n t y 

and necess i ty t ha t r a t i o n a l i s t s before him had a t t r i b u t e d t o , 

what they ca l l ed knowledge.Kant's ana lys i s of the importance 

of adequate concepts of space and time i s a valuaoJe insight . 

Kant 's view i s t ha t space and time are not seen or heard 

l i k e other empirical p roper t i e s and he holds t h a t they are 

not abs t rac ted from immediate sense experiences ; he contends 

ins tead t h a t immediate sense experience would be meaning l e s s 

unless space and time are presupposed t o be known in 

immediate sense exper ience. We do not see space or t ime, 

we see th ings in space and t ime. We could not, in f ac t . 
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imagining what i t would be l i ke t o see something tha t 

i t was not in space and t ime. This ind ica tes t h a t we must 

know space and time pr ior t o experiencing objects in them, 

Kant says tha t space i s the form of outer i n t u i t i o n s , 
Q 

time the form of inner i n t u i t i o n s " . I n t u i t i o n was used 

t o r e fe r t o the facul ty invoked by r a t i o n a l i s t s t o account for 

c e r t a in knowfe dge about non experienced ob jec t s . Kant 

uses i n t u i t i o n as almost synonymous with xsa sensation/ 

in tha t i t suggests an immediate awareness of something. 

But i t must a lso be observed tha t what Kant c a l l s empirical 
i n tu i t i on corresponds more s t r i c t l y t o sensat ion, since 

Kant held t h a t we can have pure i n t u i t i o n s (immediate 

awareness) of the a p r i o r i p a r t i c u l a r s space and t ime . 

A problem for Kantian eplsteraology i s r a i sed by 

considera t ion of Berkeley 's point t ha t a theory of 

knowledge must account for the knowledge of chi ldren who 

are able t o know the re levant area of knowledge .in tha t they 

can apparently use i t . This r a i s e s some question as t o what 

i t may mean t o say tha t space and time are presupposed in 

percept ion, since knowledge of space and time may not be 

held In any s t ra igh t forward sense by many human beings 

who seem able t o make accurate r epor t s of t h e i r other 

percep t ions . Kant r ep l i ed t o t h i s by supposing tha t common 

sense, space and time underl ie ordinary percept ions . 
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Kant c a l l s " s e n s i b i l i t y or i n tu i t i on he regards as a 

facul ty of humans t o apprehend pa r t i cu l a r objects as given 
9 

in space and t ime" . The matter of these apprehensions i s 

given by empirical i n t u i t i o n of the sensible appearances of 

t h i n g s . Sens ib i l i t y , then , provides us with percept ions . 

But perceptions do not c o n s t i t u t e knowledge. Even the 

pure i n t u i t i o n of space and time does not give us s c i e n t i f i c 

knowledge. Knowledge a r i s e s when judgements about sense objects 

as given in space and time are made by the understanding, 

a d i s t i r c t facul ty of human beings , which provides 

knowledge through objec ts which are thought , by means c«£ 

the concepts used t o th ink them. 

Knowledge, for Kant, cons i s t s pr imari ly of synthet ic 

a p r i o r l judgements, which are Informative because they are 

syn the t i c , yet c e r t a i n because they are a p r i o r i and can 

not be contradic ted by experience. The importance of 

synthet ic a p r i o r i judgements in t h e i r ro le of p r inc ip l e s 

of s c i e n t i f i c and mathematical knowledge cons t i t u t e s 

one of the cntanftaaB claims upon which the adequacy of 

Kantian philosojAiy must be taken t o r e s t . 

Berkeley and Kant agrees t ha t i f the re are mater ia l 

ob jec t s , they can not be the objects of sense — 

exper i en t i ca l knowledge. But where Berkeley construed 

the not ion of mater ia l object t o be t ha t of an unperceived 

object , and hence a cont radic tory not ion, Kant construed 

mater ia l object t o be something tha t if i t did e x i s t , could 
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not be known a s i t was through human p e r c e p t i o n because 

©f t h e i n t e r a c t i o n between t h e human p e r c e p t u a l a p p a r a t u s 

and t h e ob jec t p e r c e i v e d . Berkeley supposed any apparen t 

o rde r in t h e world cou ld be accounted for by r e g u l a r 

sequences of i d d a s . But Kant f e l t t h a t t h e r e were more 

r e g u l a r sequences in expe r i ence than B e r k e l e y ' s t heo ry could 

account f o r . Kant would agree wi th B e r k e l e y ' s s t r i c t u r e s 

a g a i n s t an assumption of m a t e r i a l bod ie s on an e p i s t e m o l o g i c a l 

b a s i s of p a s s i v e l y r e c e i v e d ideas t h a t a r e o rgan ised in 

f a i r l y mechanical ways by t h e mind. But Kant f u r t h e r 

a rgues " t h a t t h i s account of human n a t u r e i s t oo poor ; 

when an a c t i v e mind i s swea^ coupled wi th sense e x p e r i e n c e , 

however, we may r a t i o n a l l y suppose t h a t t h e r e may be 

l e g i t i m a t e grounds for t h e a s s e r t i o n of o b j e c t i v e 
10 

e m p i r i c a l judgements" . 

3 . KNOWLEDGE, BELIEF AND OPINION 

SO f a r we have been d i s c u s s i n g , a t sc»ne l e n g t h , 

t h e n a t u r e and c o n d i t i o n s of knowledge and a l s o some 

of t h e _ prewilnent s enses in which t h e e x p r e s s i o n ' t o know 

i s used* I t has a l s o been seen t h a t accord ing t o t h e 

f a m i l i a r views t h e idea of c e r t a i n t y h a s been a normal 

accompanished of knowledge. However« t h e r e a r e 

c e r t a i n mental a c t s which have a c l o s e in t imacy wi th 

t h e a c t t h a t i s c a l l e d knowing. T h e i r c l o s e n e s s with t h e 

l a t t e r h a s o f t en r e s u l t e d in confusing between them and 

knowledge • Those a r e t h e concep t s of b e l i e f and o p i n i o n . 
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It may be objected here that the confusion between 

opinion and knowledge is much less explicit than that 

between knowle ge and belief. This objection notwithstanding 

it can hardly be denied that they are family words and 

at least in the degree of certainty there is scope for 

discussing their connectedness. So any Philosophical 

enquiry into knowledge must throw some light on its 

connectedness or otherwise with belief and opinion. 

Plato supposed that some estimates about future 

events in the universe* or evaluations of current events 

were better than others. But he gave claims about the world 

of becoming the status of opinion or belief, as opposed 

to Jcnowledge, because statements of opinion can not be said 

to be certain. Some opinions may be better than others, but 

none is certain. Better opinions will be formed by those 

who compare their mental knowledge of the forms with their 

sensual knowledge of the universe, for the world of becoming 

and the world of being are related* jseam somewhat like an 

image of an object as seen in a distorted mirror may be 

related to the object itself. Thus, a distorted image ©f a 

teapot may enable one to form an opinion about the 

qualities of the actual teapot that is more reliable than 

a guess based on no infoimatlon at all, but It can 

hardly compare with the knowledge that examining the 

teapot Itself can yield , We may now take plato to be 

effecting a definition of knowledge and opinion in the 
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following sense : he maintains t ha t a l l the occasions of 

someone's u t t e r ing • ! know tha t Z* are t o be divided 

in to two large groups. Those u t te rances which are based 

on sense experience and cons t i t u t e an expression of opinion 

would go in to one group and those u t te rances based on 

i n t u i t i o n s of the forms or ideas would go into the other 

group. In t h i s way knowledge and opinion become defined 

terms for Platonic philosophy, and th^ are not used 

in t ha t philosophy in qui te t he same way tha t many persons 

are l i ke ly t o use them. 

Knowledge c o n s t i t u t e s those claims tha t a 

Philosopher th inks are u l t imate ly defens ib le , while 

opinion or be l i e f ttKsnM£«:jd9a c o n s t i t u t e s those claims 

for which some j u s t i f i c a t i o n t s poss ib le , but not a 

complete defense. For A r i s t o t l e , however, informed 

opinion i s a kind of knowledge, 

•• According t o the t r a d i t i o n a l view, which 

der ives from P la to , Knowledge and be l i e f are mental 

f a c u l t i e s , each sui gener i s , no more t o be defined 

one in terms of the other than, a r e , say, love and 

f r iendship*. Indeed they are a l l i e d , a s love and fr iendship 

are a l l i e d . They are more l ike each other e i the r I s t o , 

say, doubt or love or d e s i r e . They are a l ike in t h a t 

what a man knows he w i l l express in the form of an 

a s se r t ion or den ia l , and tha t what he be l ieves he w i l l 

s imi la r ly express . Again, from many of a man's statements 
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one can not tell without further questioning whether that 

he asserts Is something which he claims to knew or 

something which he claims to believe* 

Knowledge and belief resemble each other In that 

what is known or believed Is normally expressible in an 

assertion ©r denial which does not contain the words •know' 

or 'believe' or their equivalents. On the other hand, 

the expression of a doubt can not be made without either 

saying, " I doubt . . . "or without using a phrase which 

operates in an equivalent way, such as " may or may not," 

12 
" just possibly," and so on. 

But although they are alike inthat respect, a 

respect which might roughly be covered by calling them 

both judging faculties, knowledge and belief have been 

held to be otherwise different In kind. About the exact 

distinction between them philosophers who have maintained 

that they are generically different activities have not 

always been as clear or helpful as could be wished. 

To say that in knowing the mind apprehends facts, but In 

believing it has propositions for its objects is totally 

unlnformatlve, and is merely a more long-winded way or 

saying that in knowing one knows, but in believing one 

believes. 

Perhaps the distinction which Is mainly adhered to 

is one which again goes back to Plato : that the only 
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th ings a man may know are necessary t r u t h s such as the 

t r u t h s of mathematics or of logic , while a l l e l se can 

at best be a matter of be l i e f , i may knav tha t tv7o 

Euclidean t r i a n g l e s having the same base and between 

the same p a r a l l e l s are equal in area# and I may know tha t 

if A i s l a rger than B and if B i s larger than c , then A 

i s la rger than C. They are necessary t r u t h s which could 

not conveivably be otherwise, which a man has only t o 

under Stan d t o perceive t h a t they must be t r u e . On isifosji 

the other hand, most of what coomonly passes for knowledge 

i s s t r i c t l y not knowledge at a l l — both SfittSSax singular 

p ieces , as tha t I am reading a book which I have wr i t t en , 

tha t he had two cups of coffee for breakfast t h i s morning; 

and general pieces as tha t stone thrown out of the window 

f a l l downwards* not upwards. 

These proposi t ions are not the objects of knowledge, 

not because they are not t r u e ( for they well may be , and 

the theory i s not concerned t o deny t h a t they are ) but 

because they are contingent t r u t h s which might conceivably 

be f a l s e . They carry no guarantee which provides cent 

percent insurance against t h e i r being fa l se ; and if they might 

conceivably be f a l s e , however remote the p o s s i b i l i t y 

may be , they can not be t he objects of knowledge, for 

knowledge can not be wrong. Impressed with the uncer t i f i ed 

charac ter of contingent propos i t ions , Descartes attempted 

by a sys tanat lc scrut iny t o find some s t r i c t knowledge 

which would underwrite than , v a l i a n t l y but s ignal ly f a i l e d . 
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and by h i s f a i l u re led on t o Hume's Ins is tence on the 

uncertain characterof a l l matter of fact — b e l i e f s , a 

form of scepticism which recent preoccupation with 

problems, of perception has done much t o perpe tua te . 

Hume's scepticism i s a r e s u l t of t he fact t h a t 

he l i m i t s c e r t a i n knowledge in a r igorous sense t o 

demonstrable mathematical t r u t h , Whateverelse we know, 

and t h i s includes a l l our s igni f icant information, 

we know only probably. This second and more impoirtant kind 

of knowledge has been ca l l ed belfcef by emp i r i c i s t s . 

Belief comprises probable opinion in experimental s c i a i c e , 

moral i ty , p o l i t i c a l philosophy, and a e s t h e t i c s . The 

appl ica t ion of assoc ia t ion t o Impressions and ideas can not 

r e s u l t in c e r t a i n knowledge .That two ideas are such t h a t 

they resemble one another , or tha t they are contiguous, 

or t h a t one i s the cause of the other can not be a necessary 

r e s u l t of the nature of ideas , but can only be some 

function of the way in which experience causes us t o frame 

the ideas . This point assumes specia l s ignif icance in 

connection with cause and effect since cause and effect 

i s the only r e l a t i o n of the th ree which could enable 

us t o reason t o exis tence and objects which we have not 

experienced. 

The prima facie theory of be l i e f derived from 
12 

Cook Wilsfcn • begins by d is t inguish ing bel ief from 

knowledge. In knowledge, t he xoksn mind i s d i r ec t ly 



4« 

confronted with a ce r t a in fact or with a ce r t a in 

p a r t i c u l a r . Knowledge i s by def in i t ion I n f a l l i b l e , 

though of course i t need not be exhaust ive . But I t 

can not I n t e l l i g i b l y be ca l l ed t r u e , because the a l t e r n a t i v e s 

t r u e or f a l se have no appl ica t ion t o I t . Nor can I t be ca l l ed 

e i the r ac t ive or pass ive , despi te the opinion of the 

w r i t e r s on t h e h i s to ry of philosophy. For even t o ask the 

question whether I t I s ac t ive or passive ( the question 

which the R a t l t o a l l s t s are supposed t o have answered In 

one way and the empi r i c i s t s In another and Kant In both ) 

I s t o commit an absurd i ty , the absurdi ty of regarding 

13 
knowledge as a causal r e l a t i o n . Knowledge Is something 

ul t imate and not fa r ther ana lysable . I t I s simply the 

s i t ua t ion In which some e n t i t y or some fact Is d i r e c t l y 

present t o consciousness. The fact may of course be of the 

form I tha t p e n t a i l s q • . The knowledge I s then ca l l ed 

In fe r r ing , But I t Is none the l e s s d i r e c t , though I t s 

object Is In t h i s case more complex. 

Bel ief ,onthe other hand,Is always f a l l i b l e . What I 

bel ieve need not be the case , however firmly I bel ieve I t , 

and however strong the evidence I have for I t , Moreover, 

t he r e I s a ce r t a in Indirectness about be l ie f when I 

bel ieve t r u l y the re I s a fact which makes my be l i e f t r u e . 

But t h i s fact I s not I t s e l f present t o my mind.That which Is 

present t o my mind Is somethingelse, something which 

in this case corresponds t o or accords with a f a c t , but 

in other cases does no t . 
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The distinction between knowledge and belief is 

obvious. That between knowledge and true belief is 

sometimes denied or questioned. Perhaps the following 

examples will make it clear. Suppose I am puzzled about some~ 

thing. Then I myself can know by introspection that I 

am puzzled. Another man observing my behaviour# and noticing 

the frown on my face and the groans that I utter, can 

believe that I am puzzled ; and his belief will be true. 

But it is obvious that his relation to my puzzlement is 

quite different from my relation oK to it. I do not mean 

merely that I am the vwner of the puzzlement and he 

is not. What I mean is that the puzzlement is not directly 

present to his consciousness* whereas it is directly 

present to mine. Something is indeed present to his 

consciousness, whatever that something should be called : 

not, however, the puzzlement itself, but soitethingelse 

which corresponds or accords with it — something which could 

perfectly well have been present to his mind even if the 

puzzlement had not existed tn-thê  at all. 

Further it is said that one is not reasonably said to 

know a fact unless one Is completely sure of it. This is one 

of the distinctions between knowledge and belief. One 

may be completely sure of what one believes, in cases where 

the belief is refused the title of knowledge on other grounds, 

viz. that it is false, or that although it is true, the 

reasons for which it is held do not come up to the standard 
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what one i s not completely sure of, so t h a t one can 

cons i s t en t ly admit t h a t what aas one be l ieves t o be t r u e 

may s t i l l be f a l s e , t h i s does not apply t o knowledge. 

I t can be said of some who makes a mistake tha t he r e a l l y 

knows what he i s showing himself t o be unsure of, 

the implication t h a t the ought t o be su re . But t o say of 

oneself t h a t one knew t h a t such and such a statement 

was t rue but tha t one was not a l together sure of i t _ 

would be se l f~contradic tory . On the other hand, while 

the respect ive s t a t e s of mind of one who knows some 

statement t o be t rue and another who only be l ieves i t may 

be d i f f e ren t , i t does not seem tha t t he re need be any 

difference between them when the be l i e f i s held with fu l l 

convict ion and i s d is t inguished from knowledge on other 

grounds. As Professor Austin puts i t , 'saying " I know •• 

i s not saying " I have performed a spec ia l ly s t r i k ing feat 

of logni t ion , super ior , in t he same scale as bel ieving 

and being sure, even t o being merely qu i t e sure •• : for the re 
14 i s nothing in t ha t scale superior t o being qui te s u r e ' . 

And i t may very well happen tha t even when people ' s 

b e l i e f s are fa l se they are as fu l iy convinced of t h e i r 

t r u t h as they are of the t r u t h of what they know. 

Thus the r e su l t ©f t h e foregoing discussions has been 

tha t on the score of being sure the re i s no difference of 

qua l i ty between knowing t h a t p and believing tha t p . 
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However, t he re might be a difference between once feel ing 

of c e r t a i n t y when we have a case of be l i e f and when one 

have a case of knowledge. This can not however be taken 

t o be t rue or c e r t a i n t y where ' c e r t a i n t y i s taken in the 

log ica l sense. In the l a s t sense* i t w i l l be general ly 

agreed, only what i s ca l l ed knowledge can be said t o be 

c e r t a i n and anything outs ide the dcroain of knowledge wi l l 

not be ca l l ed c e r t a i n . Scholast ic Ph i loso i^ers , as we have 

seen have, the re fore , reserved the concept of knowledge 

t o be appl icable ( on t he bas i s of c e r t a i n t y ) only t o 

what i s l og ica l ly c e r t a i n , i . e . statements of Geometry, 

mathematics and formal l o g i c . Hoever, contemporary 

eplstemology, qui te in keeping with standards of common 

usage* would consider t h i s account as a considerable 

departure from fac t s . Indeed, the term •• knowledge" i s not 

used and must not be , t o apply only t o formal statements; 

we a lso t a l k ©f fac tual knowledge or knowledge of mat ters 

of f a c t . To describe the l a s t as not knowledge or merely 

probale opinion would be a •* Parody of Philosophical 

caut iousness*. To use a t e l l i n g expression of A . J . Ayer, 

thus fac tua l knowledge i s a kind of knowledge, though i t i s 

charac te r i sed not by ce r t a iny ( logica l sense) , but by 

varying degrees of p r o b a b i l i t y . We sha l l see of course t h a t 

the idea of probability c a l l s for a d iscuss ional evidence* 

since t he varying degrees of p robabi l i ty of fac tual 

knowledge i s necessar i ly linked with t he varying degrees 

of s t rength or adequacy of evidences. To t h i s quest ion, 

t he re fo re , we turn to the following chap te r s . 



d 

R E F E R E N C E 

1 . John Hosperse , " An I n t r o d u c t i o n t o ^ h i l o s o p h i c a l 
A n a l y s i s " , A l l i e d B^^^&e^ P v t . L t d . , 
Bombay, 1975 ,P . 148 . 

2 . I b i d - P . 149 

3 . Robert Ackermann, " T h e o r i e s of knowledge ; A c r i t i c a l 
in t roduct ion '^ Ta t a Mc. Graw H i l l Pub l i sh ing 
CO. L t d . , New D e l h i , 1965, P . 1 5 . 

4 . I b i d , P . 17 

5 . I b i d , P . 57 

6 . I b i d , P . 58 

7 . Immanuel Kant, " C r i t i q u e of Pure Reason, 
Max Mul le r , 1855, P .69 

8 . I b i d , P . 71 

9 . Robert Ackermann, " T h e o r i e e s of knowledge ; A c r i t i c a l 
I n t r o d u c t i o n , Ta ta Mc Graw H i l l Pub l i sh ing 
Ccropany L t d . , New D e l h i , 1965 ,P . 228. 

1 0 . A, D. Woozley, Theo r i e s of knowledge. An I n t r o d u c t i o n , 
Hutchinshon & Co. ( p u b l i s h e r s ; L t d . 
London, 1957,P.176 

11. Ibid, p. ÎB 
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C H A P T E R - I I 

KNOWLEDGE AND EVIDENCE 
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1. PROBABILirY AND EVIDENCE 

Knowledge* as we used that concept in concrete 

situation, is judgemental in nature. It is in the 

form of a judgement or statement that we express knowledge. 

In the light of our last discussion it is to be understood 

that the statements that are relevant to discuss on 

probability are the statements expressing factual knowledge. 

There is widespread view that probability is most 

properly attributed to sts:«(̂«KtU5x;pcjSH]d statements : and 

that what is being asserted when it is said that a 

statement is probable, is that it bears a certain relation 

to another statement, or set of statements, which may also 

be described as confirming, or supporting, ©r providing 

evidence for it. There are some who maintain that this is the 

only sense in which it is correct to speak of probability ; 

that what we'really mean • when we assert anything to be 

probable Is always the case that some statement bears the 

requisite relation to such and such a piece of evidence. 

Thus Keynes* assumes that every significant probability 

statement can be fitted into this formula 'a/h = p', 

where a is the proposition which Is said to be probable, 

h is the evidence on which it is probable, and p is the 

degree of probability that h confers on a , a quantity 

which may or may not be numerically measurable. *id Kneale 

takes it for granted that probability is relative t© evidence 

and if this is often overlooked, it is because in 

talking about probability we seldom bother to specify the 

evidence on which we are relying : Our probability statements 
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are commonly elliptical* Other writers, like R. Carnap, 

distinguish this sense of probability from one in which 

to speak of the probability of an event is to attribute a 

nun^rical frequency to the distribution of some property 

among events of a given class, Carnap himself allows that 

we have a use for this conception of probability in terms 

of observed frequencies, or of the limits towards which 

they are supposed to tend* He calls it probability, to 

differentiate it from the other , logical, conception of 
4 

probability, which he calls probability. it Is, however, 

on the basis of probability, that he develops his 

Inductive logic. 

Not all the advocates of this conception of probability 

would agree with Keynes in regarding probability as an 

unanalysable logical relation. Certainly Carnap does not 

suppose his probability to be unanalysable. But he recognises 

that probability statements come to resemble statements of 

formal logic In the sense that If theyare true they are 

analytic. This might be disputed by philosophers like 

Kneale who wish to hold on to the synthetic aprlorl, and 

so to confine analytlclty within more narrow limits: but they 

would at least allow that statements of probability, in 

this sense, are not empirical. They are necessarily true, 

if they are true at all, it is characteristic of any view 

of this type that the existence of a probability relation 

between statements is made to depend, not on any contingent 

matter of fact, but solely on the meaning of the statements 
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concerned. Thus Ayer says, " the advocat^es of such 

views t r e a t p robab i l i ty as a log ica l r e l a t i o n , whether 

they assent t o t h i s form of words or no t " . 

Keynes says t ha t t o say tha t we have suff ic ia t for 

accepting a given statement must mean or i s made probable 

by another statements or set of statements which we have 

suf f ic ien t warrant for accept ing: and then one appears t o be 

threa tened with an i n f i n i t e r e g r e s s . Keynes meets t h i s d i f f i c u l t y 

by assuming tha t the re are ce r t a in statements which we can 

know d i r e c t l y t o be t r u e t and i t i s on statements of 

t h i s sojrt t h a t a l l r a t i o n a l judgements of p robabi l i ty must 

f i na l l y depend. This assumption may be questioned ; but even 

if i t be admitted, o r ig ina l object ion s t i l l holds* 

Once we have aesembled some trustworthy data by these means, 

the re can be no reason, on Keynes*s system, why we should 

t roub le t o carry the inves t iga t ions any fu r the r . The 

additid>n of more evidence may y ie ld a higher or lower 

p robab i l i ty for the statement in which we are i i±eres ted . But 

unless we have made some log ica l mistake, t h i s p robabi l i ty can 

not be said t o be more» or l e s s , cor rec t than the one tha t 

was yielded by the evidence with which we s t a r t e d . Neither 

can any sense be given t o the claim t h a t i t i s a b e t t e r 

es t imate of what i s l i k e l y t o happen. 

Carnap has seen t h a t t he re i s a d i f f i c u l t y here, and 

he has t r i e d t o meet i t by introducing what he c a l l s • the 

p r inc ip l e of t o t a l evidence*. 'Let c (h, e ) * , he says • be the 
degree of confirmation of the hypothes i shwi th respect t o 
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the evidence e . Let us suppose t h a t we VB ve a de f in i t ion 

fi>f the function c and, based upon t h i s de f in i t ion , a 

theorem " c ( h, e) • » q"* which s t a t e s the value of q 

of c for given h and e • A p r inc ip le which seems genera l ly 

recognised, although not always obeyed, says that if we 

wish t o apply such a theorem of the theory of p robab i l i ty 

t o a given knowledge s i t u a t i o n , then we have t o take as 

evidence e the t o t a l evidence ava i lab le t o the person In 

question at the time in quest ion, t ha t Is t o say, h i s t o t a l 
7 

knowledge of the r e s u l t s of h i s obseirvatlons: 

But why have we t o take as evidence the t o t a l 

evidence available t o us, whatever tha t may mean ? 

What sort ©f p r inc ip le i s t h i s 7 I t can hardly be a 

moral p r i n c i p l e . s© far as moral i ty goes, we might equal ly 

well choose t o r e ly on the evidence which yielded the 

highest degree of confirmation for t he hypothesis in which 

we were in te res t ed , ©r on tha t which yielded the lowest, or 

on whatever evidence we foand most p leas ing . Unless we 

misca lcu la te , the r e s u l t a t which we a r r i ve wi l l in each 

case be a necessary t r u t h ; and the re can surely be no 

moral reason for prefer ing any ofie of these necessary t r u t h s 

t o any other . i t might be thought t h a t these was a 

p r a c t i c a l reason t and indeed one may suppose tha t Carnap 

intended h i s p r inc ip le of t o t a l evidence t o be pragamatlc. 

The suggestion would seem t o be t h a t we should t r u s t hypotheses 

t o the degree t o which they are confirmed ; and tha t by 

taking a l l the ava i l ab le evidence into account, we diminish 
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the r isk of fall ing foul on the fac ts , that is of over 

or under — estimating the likelihood of the actual 

occurrence of the event to which our hypothesis re fe rs . 

This i s in accordance with commonsense : but how can i t 

possibly be just ic ied on Carnap's principles? The event wil l 

occur or i t wil l not be to say that there is a probabili ty, 

of a given degree, that i t wil l occur Is to say only 

that the hypothesis that i t will occur Is confirmed to that 

degree by such and such evidence. If t h i s proposition 

i s t rue . It i s necessarily true x but so are a l l the other 

true propositions which, on the basis cE greater, or Jess, 

or par t ly , or wholly different evidence, assign to the 

hypothesis a different degree of confirmation. There is no 

sense in which the proposition which brings in a l l the ava i l ­

able evidence can be superior to any of the others 

as a measure of probabil i ty. And t h i s being so, there can 

be no practical reason why we should take i t as a guide. 

Carnap xaxH might claim that what we must be understood 

to mean by saying that a hypothesis Is probable in t h i s 

sense, to a certain degree i s just that i t i s confirmed, 

to t h i s degree, by the total i tyof the evidence which i s 

available to us. But what i s t h i s t o t a l i t y ? if i t be only'the 

t o t a l knowledge of the resu l t s of our observations ' , 

then the difficulty wil l not be met . The probability i s to 

be defined by reference not to the resu l t s of a l l the 

relevant observatio-ns that one happens to have made, but 

to those of a l l the reievant observations that one could 
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make if one chose. The t o t a l i t y of evidence will not as a 

rule be limited t o the evidence. 

To say that a statement i s probable to such and such 

a degree will be t o say that i t i s confirmed to that 

degree by the t o t a l i t y of true statements. There i s no need 

to put in the provis(& that these statements must a l l be 

relevant, since xfcat the inclusion of irrelevant t ru ths wil l 

make no difference to the result . This does indeed yield 

an objective definition of probability, but i t has the 

fa ta l disadvantage that the probability of every hypothesis 

becomes ei ther O or I . For the t o t a l i t y of true statements 

must include either the negation of the hypothesis in 

question , or the hypothesis i t s e l f . 

TO escape from t h i s predicament, one would have t© 

r e s t r i c t the range of the available evidence in such a way 

that i t excluded any statement, or set of statement, which 

entailed ei ther the hypothesis or i t s negation. And then one 

might equate the probability of the hypothesis with the 

degree t o which i t was confirmed by the t o t a l i t y of true 

statements that sat isf ied t h i s condition. One objection 

to t h i s would be that in assessing probabil i t ies we could 

never draw an any universal statement of law. For if the 

event, t o which our hypothesis referred were subject t o 

causal laws, the relevant statements of law, when combined 

with the statements affirming the appropriate i n i t i a l 

conditions, would always enta i l the hypothesis or i t s 

negation. We covJld indeed keep the statements of law if we 
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excluded the singular statements which joined with them 

in producing the entailments ; but this would be an 

absurd proceeding since it 16 only through establishing 

singular statements that we ever acquire any evidence 

at all. And just for this reason, we can afford to 

forgo the universal statements of law ; for they draw all 

their support from the singular statemats which are derivable 

from them ; and these we shall have , moreover, statistical 

laws, with frequencies of less than a hundred percent, will 

not be excluded, though It may well be argues) that they too 

teill be superfluous, if ail true singular statements, 

are to be comprised in the available evidence* 

A more serious objection to this definition of 

probability is that it allows us to have very little 

confidence in any of the judgements of probability that 

we actually make* For it can very seldom be the case that we 

in fact know every true singular statement that is relevant 

to the hypothesis in which we are interested* But in so far 

as the evidence at our disposal falls short of the total 

evidence, we can not infer that the hypothesis which it is 

supposed to confirm are at all likely t© be true* 

For all that is meant by their being likely to be true is 

that they are confined, to whatever degree, by the total 

evidence ; and this is not in our possession. What we want 

to say is that, even if we can never be sure of having all 

the requisite evidence, nevertheless by acquiring more 

evidence, and incorporating it into our calculations, we 



52 

bring our estimates of probability nearer to the t ru th . 

And clearly t h i s i s the view thfet Carnap holds. It has been 

well remarked by Kneale that • no analysis of the probability 

relation can be accepted as adequate* i . e . , as explaining 

the ordinary unage of the word •' probability", unless i t 

enables us to understatd why i t i s rationale to take as a 

basis for action a proposition which stands in that 

relation t o the evidence at our disposal. ^ ife is true that 

one may select a sub class of these necessary propositions 

and decide to ca l l i t s members statements of probability ; 

but in so doing one will beg the question, Fdjr the use of the 

word • probability •, in tlajia connection, i tse l f implies that 

i t i s most rat ional to act on the basis of the propositions 

which have thus been selected : and t h i s has not been 

proved. It i s not to be said that probability is in no way 

relat ing to evidence. I t seems clear that an appearl to 

evidence is needed to just i fy the belief that such and 

such an event i s more or less l ikely t o happen ; and also 

that i t i s rat ional in such cases to take a l l the evidence at 

our disposal into account, the ground for t h i s being i s that 

experience has shown as that our forecasts are more often 

right when t h i s i s done than what i t i s not. It does not 

follow that statements of probability are statenents about 

the relat ions of hypothesis to the i r evidence. 



00 

2. MUST ALL KNOWLEDGE BE B/VSED ON EVIDENCE ? 

Our evidence for somethings consists of the 

fact that ve have evidence for otherthings. * My evidence 

that he will keep his promise is the fact that he said 

he would keep his promise.Must we say of everything for 

which we have evidence that our evidence for that thing 

consists in the fact that we have evidence for some 

other thing ? 

in investigating the theory of evidence from a 

Philosophical point of view, we have to make three general 

presuppositions.First, we presuppose that there is something 

that we know and we adopt the working hypothesis that 

what we know is pretty much that which, on reflection, 

we think we know. 

We presuppose that the things we know are just fled 

for us in the following sense s JS We can know what it is, on 

any occasion, that constitutes our grounds, or reason, 

or evidence for thinking that we know, if i think that 

I know that there is now show onthe top of the mountain 

then I am in a position to say what ground or reason I 

have for thinking that there is now snow on the top of the 
9 

mountain. Ludwlg Wittgenstein* says : " One says, • I know' 

when one Is ready to give compelling grounds. *l know* 

relates to a positIblllty of demonstrating the truth whether 

someone knows something can come to light, assuming that he 

Is convinced of it. But If what he believes Is of such 

a kind that the grounds that he can give are no surer than 
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h i s a s se r t i on , then he canljiot say tha t he knows what 

he be l i eves , " Of course , from the fact tha t the re i s 

ground for thinking tha t the re i s now snow theree from the 

f ac t , say, t h a t someone has been t h e r e , and seen i t , 

i t does not follow tha t I now have any ground or reason for 

the Bel ief . 

And we presuppose* t h i r d , t ha t if we do thus have 

grounds or reasons for the th ings we th4nk we know, 

then t he r e are va l id general p r i n c i p l e s of evidence — 

p r inc ip l e s s t a t i ng the general condi t ions under which we may 

be said t o have grounds or reasons for what we be l i eve . 
10 

C . I . JJewts says: •• The nature of the good can be learned 

from experienced only i f the content of experience be f i r s t 

c l a s s i f i e d into good and bad, or grades of be t t e r and worse" 

Such c l a s s i f i c a t i o n or grading already involves the 

l e g i s l a t i v e appl ica t ion of the same p r inc ip le which i s sought. 

In log ic , p r inc ip l e can be e l i c i t e d by genera l i sa t ion from 

examples only if cases of va l i d reasoning have f i r s t been 

segregated by some c r i t e r i o n . I t i s t h i s c r i t e r i o n which 

the genera l i sa t ion i s required t o d i s c l o s e . In e s t h e t i c s , the 

laws of the beaut i fu l may be derived from experience only 

if the c r i t e r i a of beauty have f i r s t been co r rec t ly appl ied ." 

And our concern in inves t iga t ing the theory of evidence Is 

t o find out what these general p r inc ip l e s are . 

We consider c e r t a i n th ings tha t we know t o be t r u e , 

or th ink we knew t o be t r u e , or c e r t a in th ings which we would 

be wi l l ing t o c a l l ev ident . What j u s t i f i c a t i o n do I have 
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for thinking I knew t h i s th ing t o be t r u e ? or « what 

j u s t i f i c a t i o n do I have for counting t h i s thing as something 

t h a t i s evident ? In beginning with what we think we knew t o 

be t r u e / or with what we would be wi l l ing t o count as 

being evident , we are assuming tha t the t r u t h we are 

seeking i s " already Implici t in the mind which seeks i t , 

and needs only t o be e l i c i t e d and brought t o c l ea r r e f l e c t i o n . 

There are some philosophers who point out with respect 

t o some th ings t h a t are qui te obviously known t o be t r u e , 

tha t quest ions concerning t h e i r j u s t i f i c a t i o n •' do not 

a r i s e " for ( they say ) t o express a doubt concerning 

Such th ings i s t o " v io l a t e t he ruJas of our language". But 

t h e i r object ions do not apply t o t he type of question 

t h a t we are discussing here ; for these questions need 

not be taken t o express any doubts or t o indicate any 

a t t i t u d e of scepticism. Designed only t o e l i c i t tnfoimation, 

the quest ions are not chal lenges and they do not imply 

or presuppose tha t t he re i s any ground for doubting, or 
12 

for suspecting tha t t o which they p e r t a i n . 

I t should be a l so noted tha t when we ask 

ourselves concerning what we may th ink we know t o be t r u e , 

" what j u s t i f i c a t i o n do i have for bel ieving t h i s ? •» or •• what 

j u s t i f i c a t i o n do i have for thinking I know tha t t h i s i s 

something tha t i s t rue ? We are not asking any of the 

following ques t ions : «• What further evidence can I find 
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In support of t h i s ? •• •• HOW did I come t o believe t h i s 

or find out tha t i t i s tuue?" •* How would I go about 

persuading some other reasonable person tha t i t i s t r ue?" 

We must not expect therefore# tha t answers t o these l e t t e r 

quest ions w i l l be , ipso fac to , answers to the quest ions 

t ha t we are asking. 

In many ii&ances the answers t© our questions w i l l 

take t he following form : •• What jus t i f i^ les me in 

th inking t h a t I knew t h a t a i s P I s the fact tha t i t i s 

evident t o me tha t b i s G." For example : • what j u s t i f i e s 

me in thinking I know t h a t he has tha t disorder I s t h e 

fact t h a t I t i s evident t o me tha t he has those symptoms ••• 

Such an answer, therefore , presupposes an eplstemic p r i n c i p l e , 

what we might c a l l a " ru l e of evidence". •• If I t i s evident 

t ha t he has those symptoms, then i t i s a lso evident t h a t 

he has t h a t d isorder* . Our j u s t i f i c a t i o n for counting one 

th ing as evident i s the fact t ha t somethlngelse i s 

ev iden t . I t I s a proposi t ion t o the effect tha t if ce r t a in 

condi t ions obtain, then something may be said t o be 

evident , one could sayof such a r u l e t h a t i t t e l l s us tha t 

OHB thing serves t o make another th ing evident . 

This sh i f t s t he burden of j u s t i f i c a t i o n from one 

claim t o another . For we may now ask ," what j u s t i f i e s roe 

In counting i t as evident t h a t be i s G? " or " what 

j u s t i f i e s me In thinking 1 know tha t be i s G ?" And 
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possibly we w i l l formulate, onceagain, an answer of t he 

f i r s t sor t i " what j u s t i f i e s me in counting i t as 

evident t h a t bR i s G i s the fact t h a t i t i s evident t h a t 

c I s H." ( •• what j u s t i f i e s in counting i t as evident 

t ha t he has those symptoms I s the fact tha t i t i s evident t h a t 

J«« h i s temperature i s recorded as being high". And t h i s 

answer w i l l presuppose s t i l l another ru l e of evidence : "If 

i t i s evident tha t c i s H » then i t i s evident tha t b i s 

-3̂ 36 G". But how long can we continue in t h i s way ? We might 

t r y t o continue ad indefinitum/ jus t i fy ing each new 

claim t h a t we e l i c i t by s t i l l axiother c la im. Sextus Empiricus 

remarked t h a t every object of apprehension seems t o be 
13 apprehended e i t h e r through i t s e l f or through another ob jec t . 

At f i r s t cons idera t ions , one might suppose tha t those 

statements tha t c o r r e c t l y describe our " experience", or 

formulate our " percept ions " or " observations", are 

statements expressing what i s d i r e c t l y evidence. But what i s 

expressed by such statements does not sa t i s fy the c r i t e r i a . 

In answer t o the quest ion, what i s my j u s t i f i c a t i o n for 

thinking I know t h a t Mr, smith i s here?" One may say, " I 

see tha t he i s he re" . A reasonable man wi l l not say. "what 

j u s t i f i e s me in counting i t as evident t ha t I see Mr. anith 

i s simply the fact tha t I do see Mr. Sn i th . " We can not 

say tha t what we know by means of perception or observation 

i s i t s e l f something tha t i s d i r e c t l y ev iden t . 
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There are those who wi l l say, •• what j u s t i f i e s tne 

in counting i t as evident tha t ^r. Smith i s here ( or 

t ha t I see Mr. Sinith ) i s simply my present experience / 

but the experience i t s e l f caiCnot be said t o be evli|ente , 

much l e s s t o have evidence conferred upon i t . " 

G.W, Leibnitz po in t s t o what i s d i r e c t l y evident ; 

'• our d i rec t awareness of our own existence and of our own 

thoughts provcdes us teith the primary t r u t h s a p o s t e r i o r i , 

the primary t r u t h s of f a c t , or , in other words, our 

primary experiences ; j u s t as iden t i ca l proposi t ions 

cons t i t u t e the primary t r u t h s a p r i o r i , the primary t r u t h s 

of reason, or , in other words, our primary i n s i g h t s . 

Neither t he one nor the other i s capable of being demonstrated 

and both canbe ca l l ed immediate - the former, because the re 

i s no mediation between the understanding and i t s ob jec ts , 

and the l a t t e r because t he r e i s no mediation between the 
14 subject and the p r e d i c a t e . " 

Thinking and bel ieving provide us with paradigm 

cases of the d i r e c t l y evident , consider a reasonable man 

who i s thinking about a c i t y be t akes t o be patna, or 

who be l ieves that patna i s in Bihar and suppose t o r e f l ec t 

on the Philosophical quest ion, " what i s my j u s t i f i c a t i o n 

for th inking tha t l know t h a t I am thinking about a 

c i t y I take t o be Patna, or tha t I be l ieve t h a t Patna i s in 

Bihar, The man could rep ly in t h i s way ; " My j u s t i f i c a t i o n 
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for thinking I know that I am thinking about a ci ty i take 

to be patna, ©r that I believe that Patna is in Bihar, 

i s simply the fact that I am thinking about a ci ty 

I take to be Patna, or that I do believe that i t is in 

Bihar. 

OttTP-man has stated his jus t i f ica t ion for a proposition 

merely by re i tera t ing that proposition. This type of 

jus t i f ica t ion is not appropriate to the questions that were 

previously discussed. Thus, In answer to " what jus t i f ica t ion 

do we have for counting i t as evident that there can be no 

l i fe on the MHiRJt moon?"It would be Inappropriate - and 

presumptuous - simply to r e i t e r a t e , " there canbe no 

l i fe on the moon •*. But we can s ta te our just i f icat ion for 

certain propositions abo i± our be l ie fs , and certain propositions 

about our thoughts, merely by re i tera t ing those propositions. 

They may be said, therefore, to pertain t o what i s direct ly 

evident. 

Borrowing a technical term from Meinong, let us say 

that if there is something that is diract ly evident t o a 

man, then there i s some s ta te of affa i rs that ** present I tself 

to him*" Thus my believing that Socrates i s mortal i s a state 

of affairs that Is •• self — presenting" t o me. If I do believe 

that Socrates i s mortal, then, ipso facto. It Is evident 

to me that I believe that Socrates i s mortal ; the state 

of affairs Is " apprehended throu—gh i tse l f" . 
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j u s t i f i e d BB9 may be j u s t i f i e d in one or another of th ree 

di f ferent ways. (& ) They may be j u s t i f i e d in v i r tue of the 

r e l a t i o n they bear t o what i s d i r e c t l y evident* (2) 

They may be j u s t i f i e d by c e r t a i n r e l a t i o n s they bear t o 

each o the r . And (3) they maybe j u s t i f i e d by t h e i r own nature 

and thus qu i te Independently ©f the r e l a t i o n s they may bear 

t o other proposi t ions* 

liooking back t o the general p r i nc ip l e s we have 

formulated, we may now note the way In which a l l th ree 

phrases of j u s t i f i c a t i o n are here exemplified. <1) Every 

proposi t ions we a re j u s t i f i e d in bel ieving i s j u s t i f i e d , in 

p a r t , because of some r e l a t i o n t h a t i t bears t o the d i r e c t l y 

ev iden t . (2) The reference t o concurrence recognises 

the Importance of the mutual support t h a t I s provided, in 

p a r t , by the log ica l r e l a t i o n s t ha t ce r t a in proport ions 

bear t o each o ther . And f i n a l l y (3) some proposi t ions 

are such t h a t , by t h e i r very na tu re , they tend t o provide 

a j u s t i f i c a t i o n for proposi t ions about what one th inks one 

i s perceiving and about what one th inks tha t one remtenbers* 

In t he l igh t of the foregoing discussion we may make 

the following general observat ions . Analysis of knowledge 

i s Int imately connected with the quest ions of j u s t i f i c a t i o n s . 

And the j u s t i f i c a t i o n I s obtainable In several ways. However, 

I t can not be denied tha t one Important way of jus t i fy ing 

knowledge I s by pointing t o , or c i t i n g t o , evidences for 

our knowledge c la ims . The l a s t Is so Important tha t 

often evidence and j u s t i f i c a t i o n c lose ly approximate each 



61 

Other, Our discussion in t h i s chapter , however, has 

general ly tended t o reserve t o use the concept of 

"evidence** as a species of •» j u s t i f i c a t i o n " , 

which i s b e t t e r regarded as a generic term. In other words, 

evidence or evidences are supplied, and are sought in case of 

empirical knowledge. And depending on the nature and s t rength 

of the evidences the hypothesis in quest ion can said t o be 

more, or l e s s , probable* We suggest t h a t such evidences a re 

j u s t i f i c a t i o n s of the knowledge in ques t ion . Besides t he 

empir ical knowledge, or what can be c a l l e d the knowledge 

of empir ical hypothesis , or# more t e c h n i c a l l y , a pos te r ion l 

knowledge ; the re i s a l so an Important kind of knowlege which 

i s said t o be necessary knowledge. As d i s t i n c t from 

knowlfedge of mat ters of f ac t , we have the knowledge of 

r e l a t i o n s of ideas . Such knowledge as i s well known, does 

not stand in any need of ve r i f i c a t i on with reference t o 

mat ters of f a c t . Natura l ly , t he r e fo re , i t i s not be j u s t i f i e d 

on the ba s i s oE any fac tua l evidences, AS s ta ted in t he 

l a s t paragraph such knowledge i s evident or ra ther 

j u s t i f i e d , purely on the ba s i s of r e l a t i o n s of ideas . In 

other words* the j u s t i f i c a t i o n here comes from reason • 

Since such knowledge i s a l so known as t r u t h s of reason. 

This i s t he type of knowledge which Pla to and r a t i o n a l i s t s 

in general have been aiming at and claiming t o be c e r t a i n . 

We sha l l argue l a t e r on t h a t t h i s i s not the only kind of 

knowledge t h a t we have and tha t therefore i t i s i r r a t i o n a l 
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t o claim c e r t a i n t y ( in the sense of log ica l ce r ta in ty) 

for a l l kinds of know^ge. We sha l l show tha t i t i s 

as i r r a t i o n a l as i t i s t o pleade the pr iv i lege of 

scept ic since no knowledge can be c e r t a i n ( in t h i s sense } 

in the realm of mat ters of f a c t . For t he present, i t i s 

our concern t o show t h a t in case of a p r i o r i knowledge 

we can not s t r i c t l y speak of them being i s based on 

evidence. We have however j u s t i f i c a t i o n , pertiaps a stronger 

one, for them. Such j u s t i f i c a t i o n s from reason may a l so be 

said t o be evidence in a wider sense. But i t would be 

b e t t e r for the purpose of c l a r i t y t© speak of evidence 

only in case of fac tual knowledge and l ink the concept of 

evidence with the concept of p r o b a b i l i t y . Obviously, a 

p r i o r i knowidge, or more appropr ia te ly , i s not exposed 

t o p r o b a b i l i t y . But obviously a l so empirical knowledge 

i s not t o be downgraded as Infer ior knowledge or no knowledge 

properly so ca l l ed simply because they are probable and 

not c e r t a i n in the r a t i o n a l i s t s sense. For a general 

discussion of t h i s question l e t us teriR, t o t he next chapte r . 

*»J** 
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t . DOGMA AND DOUBT 

•• Custom does not b r eed unde r s t and ing" , says 

Santayana« " but ta lces I t s p lace* t e a c h i n g people t o make 

t h e i r way contendedly th rough t h e world without knowing 

what t h e world i s , nor what t hey t h i n k of I t , nor what 

t h e y a r e » When t h e i r a t t e n t i o n i s a t t r a c t e d t o some remarkable 

t h i n g , say t o t h e ra inbow, t h i s t h i n g i s not ana lysed nor 

examined f r an v a r i o u s p o i n t s of view, bu t a l l t h e c a u s a l 

r e s o u r c e s of t h e fancy a r e c a l l e d f o r t h i n conceiv ing 

I t , and t h i s t o t a l r e a c t i o n of t h e mind p r e c i p i t a t e s 

a dogma ; t h e rainbow I s t a k e n for an «anen ©f f a i r wea the r , 

or for a t r a c e l e f t in t h e sky by t h e passage of some 
1 

b e a u t i f u l and e l u s i v e goddess" . Such a dogma I s a f r e sh 

and a d d i t i o n a l ob jec t In I t s e l f . The o r i g i n a l p a s s i v e 

p e r c e p t i o n remains unchanged. The t h i n g remains unfathaned* 

AS I t s d i f f u s e in f luence has by chance bred one dogma 

t o d a y , i t may b reed a d i f f e r e n t dogma tomorrow. Be have 

t h e r e f o r e , always g r e a t e r confusion* Bes ides t h e o r i g i n a l 

f a n t a s t i c Inadequacy of our p e r c e p t i o n s a new u n c e r t a i n t y 

a s t o whether t h e s e dogmas a r e r e l e v a n t t o t h e o r i g i n a l , 

or a r e themse lves r e a l l y c l e a r , or i f s o , which of them i s 

t r a e » 

A prosperous dogmatism i s indeed not Imposs ib le , 

We may have such d e t e r m i n a t e minds t h a t t h e sugges t ions of 

expe r i ence always I s sue t h e r e In t h e same dogmas ; 

and t h e s e orthodox dogmas, p e r p e t u a l l y r ev ived by t h e 

s t imu lus of t h i n g s , may become our dominant, or even our 
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so l e , apprehension of them. We sha l l r e a l l y have moved t o 

another leve l of mental discourse ; we shal l be l iv ing 

on ideas . The more perfect the dogma, the more i t i s insecure . 

A great high top—sail t ha t can never be refeed nor furled i s 

the f i r s t ca r r i ed away by the g a l e . Many obviously fabulous 

dograj,s, l ike those of r e l i g i o n , might for ever dominate the 

most ac t ive minds, except for one circumstance. In the 

jungle one t r e e s t r ang les another , and luxuriance i t s e l f 

i s muifiderous. So in luxuriance in the human mind, what 

k i l l s spontaneous f i c t i o n s , what r e c a l l s the Impassioned 

fancy from i t s improvisation, i s the angry voice of some 

contrary fancy. Cr i t ic i sm a r i s e s out of the conf l ic t of 

dogmas. Though the c r i t i c i s m may be expressed hypothe t ica l ly , 

as for ins tance, in saying tha t if any ch i ld knew SUSX&SK 

his own father he would be a wise c h i l d , yet the point on 

which doubt i s thrown i s a point of f ac t , and tha t the re are 

f a the r s and chi ldren i s assumed dogmatically, ssepticisra i s 

a suspicion of e r ror about f a c t s , and t o suspect e r ro r 

about f ac t s i s t o share the en te rp r i se of knowledge, in which 

fac t s are presupposed and error i s p o s s i b l e . The scept ic th inks 

himself shrewd, and often i s so ; h i s i n t e l l e c t may 

have some inkling of the t r ue hang and connection of 

th ings ; he may have pierced t o a t r u t h of nature behind 

current i l l u s i o n s . Since h i s c r i t i c i s m may thus be t rue and 

h i s doubt well grounded, they are c e r t a i n l y a s se r t ions ; 

and if he i s s incerely a scep t i c , they are a s se r t ions which 

he i s ready t o maintain s t o u t l y . Scepticism i s accordingly 
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only be revised in view of some more elementary dogma which 

i t has not yet occured to the scept ic t o doubt ; and he may 

be r igh t in every point of h i s c r i t i c i a n , except in 

fancying tha t h i s c r i t i c i s m i s r ad ica l and tha t he i s a l toge the r 

a s c e p t i c . 

I t i s a f a i r presumption tha t when people t r y t o solve 

a problem in order t o know something, the r e su l t wi l l be 

e i t h e r i t s discovery or a confession of non-discovery and 

of i t s non—apprehensibility or preservance in the search, 

perhaps t h i s i s the reason why in philosophical research 

some claim t o have discovered the t r u t h , while o thers 

find i t as Imposs ib i l i ty , and o thers s t i l l continue 

seeking i t .The scept ic i s nei ther of the f i r s t t;ppe ncr of 

the second one but belong t o the category who goes on 

searching and are not s a t i s i f l e d with the r e s u l t s of both . 

For t h i s reason they are ca l l ed the seekers . 

Scepticism Is no se lec t ion of dogmas. I t i s not 

a preference for ce r toc in propos i t ions , but only t h a t 

which leads or d i r e c t s us t o l ive r i g h t l y or th ink c o r r e c t l y . 

I t i s in t h i s way ra ther a method or manner by which 

unversal modes of tha t opposit ions are shown. Everything 

tha t i s f e l t or thought in order t o show t h i s i s not what i s 

Impl ic i t ly contained In i t but *nly in r e l a t i o n t o one 

another . So, I t thus appears in another and allows t h i s 
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other t o appear in i t * 

In t he sphere of knowledge, no knowledge I s possible 

without i t s being c e r t a i n because they are co - r e l a t i ve 

in n a t u r e . One without the other i s an imposs ib i l i ty . So 

a l s o , in case of c e r t a i n t y and scept icism, if there i s no 

c e r t a i n t y which Is the foundation of something basing 

upon which one cannot doubt t ha t t h ing , then one can not 

doubt anything at a l l . In the popular sense of the word, 

a scept ic i s one who doubts or quest ions what are usually 

ca l l ed t r u t h s . One may doubt very few th ings or may doubt 

a l l t h ings or may doubt c e r t a in kinds of opinion. But the term 

scept ie lan in i t s phi losophical sense means something 

much narrower than as i t i s used in the popular sense. 

I t i s the a t t i t u d e which can be ca l l ed t o lutKji lead 

the way t o more accurate aad s c i e n t i f i c knowfedge. I t always 

goes against dogmatic way of doing anything and simple 

acceptance of f ac t s without proper j u s t i f i c a t i o n . This type of 

scepticism s t a r t s with the question , how do i know 

tha t i t i s t rue? Sufficient evidences and j u s t i f i c a t i o n s 

ends the process of dounting. The c h a r a c t e r i s t i c mark of 

s c i e n t i f i c scepticism i s tha t i t i s p r a c t i c a l In nature and 

the doubt can be s e t t l e d by experience and f a c t s . 

" That scepticism should intervene in philosophy 

at a l l i s an accident of human h i s to ry , due tcrouch unhappy 
2 

experience of perplexi ty and e r r o r " . The brute necess i ty 
of bel ieving something so long as l i f e l a s t s does not sa t i s fy 
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any belief in particular ; nor does i t assure me that not 

to l ive would not be far safer and saner. To be dead 

and have no opinicn s would certainly not be to discover 

the t ru th ; but if a l l opinions are necessarily false , i t 

would at least be not to sin against intellectual honour. 

The philosophy of the ccmmon man i s an old wife 

that gives him no pleasure, yet he can not live without fter, 

and resents any aspersions that strangers may cast on her 

character .Of his homely philosophy the tender cuticle i s 

religious bel ief . People are not naturally sceptics, wondering 

if a single one of the i r intel lectual habits can be reasonably 

preserved ; they are dogmatists angrily confident of 

maintaining thero a l l , integral minds, pupils of a 

single coherent t rad i t ion , regard the i r religion as cer tain, 

as sublime* and as the only rat ional basis of morality and 

policy. Yet in fact rel igious belief is t e r r ib ly precarious, 

partly because i t i s arbi t rary, so that in the n e ^ t r ibe or 

next century i t will wear quite a different form ; and 

partly because, when genuine, i t i s spontaneous and 

contunually remodelled, l ike poetry, in the heart , f'hat gives 

i t b i r th . A man of the world soon learns t o discredit 

established religions on account of the i r variety and 

absurdity, althO';gh he may good — naturadly continue to 

confirm to h i s own / and a mystic before long begins fervently 

to condemn current dogmas, on account of h is own different 

inspirat ion. Without philosophical cr i t ic ism, therefore. 
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r e l i g i o n s are f a l s e , or a t l eas t tha t they are a l l 

f an t a s t i c and insecure . 

The pos tu la tes on which empirical knowledge and 

inductive science are based — namely, tha t t he re has been a 

pas t , t h a t i t was such a s i t i s now thought t o be , tha t 

the re w i l l be a future and tha t i t must, resemble the 

past and obey the same laws — these are a l l g ra tu i tous 

dogmas. The scept ic in h i s honest r e t r e a t knows nothing 

of a fu tu re , and has no need of such an unwarrantable 

idea . The world present t o the scept ic may continue t o 

fade in to these opposite abysses, the past and the future ; 

but having renounced a l l prejudice and checked a l l custcwiary 

f a i t h , he wi l l regard both as painted abysses only* l ike 

the opposite e x i t s to the country and t o the c i t y on the 

ancient s tage . T^e scept ic i s not committed to the 

implicat ions of other man's language ; nor he be convicted 

out of h i s own mOLth by the names he i s obliged t o bestow 

on the d e t a i l s of h i s momentary vision* Scepticism i s not 

concerned t o abolish ideas ; i t can r e l i s h the va r i e ty and 

order of a p ic tured world, or of any number cf them in 

succession, without any of the qualms and exclusions proper 

t o dogmatism. I t s case i s simply not t o c red i t these ideas , 

not t o posi t any of these fancied worlds, nor t h i s 

Ghostly mind imagined as viewing them. The a t t i t u d e of the 

scept ic i s not inconsis tent ; i t i s merely d i f f i c u l t , because 
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i t i s ha rd fo r i n t e l l e c t t o keep i t s cake wi thout e a t i n g 

i t very vo rac ious dogma t i s t s l i k e Spinoza even a s s e r t t h a t 

i t i s i m p o s s i b l e , but t h e i m p o s s i b i l i t y i s only p s y c h o l o g i c a l , 

and due t o t h e i r v o r a c i t y ; they no doubt speak t r u e l y for 

themse lves when t hey say t h a t t h e idea of a horse i f no t 

c o n t r a d i c t e d by some o the r idea , i s a b e l i e f t h a t t h e 

ho r se e x i s t s ; bu t t h i s would not be t h e case i f t h e y f e l t no 

impulse t o r i d e t h a t imagined h o r s e , or t o g e t out of I t s way . 

2 , PHILOSOPHY" AND KNOWLEDGE 

The world in which we l i v e i s f ac ing unprecented 

p rob lems . Philosophy oirfxht t o d e a l wi th t h e p r e s s i n g i n t e l l e c t u a l 

problems of our t i m e , and i t ought t o be r e l e v a n t t o everyday 

human s i t u a t i o n s . For most of i t s h i s t o r y phi losophy has been 

t h u s concerned, but in r e c e n t decades many ph i lo sophe r s in 

t h e wes t e rn wor ld have t u r n e d t h e i r a t t e n t i o n almost 

e x c l u s i v e l y t o pas t p h i l o s o p h i z i n g or t o a d i s cus s ion of 

t h e t e rms and language through whflih t h o u g h t s maybe expressed . 

A knowledge of t h e pas t i s c r u c i a l , s i nce he who n e g l e c t s 

t h e p a s t i s l i k e l y t o r e p e a t t h e mi s t akes of t h e pas t and 

t o fo rge t t h a t t h e p r e s e n t h a s grown out of t h e p a s t . 

A knowledge of t e rms and t h e s t r u c t u r e and uses of language 

i s a l s o impor tan t , but we must not s u b s t i t u t e t h e s tudy 

of i n s t rumen t s — l o g i c , semant ics and l i n g u i s t i c a n a l y s i s — 

for t h e s tudy of t h e b a s i c problems — t h e p e r e n n i a l problems 

of p h i l o s o p h y , AS Ph i lo sophe r s of t h e p a s t have t u r n e d away 

from t h e wor ld , t h e world has ceased t o look t o Phi losophy 
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for guidance in facing i t s new and pressing problems. 

" In the hour of p e r i i , the watch man who ought t o have 

kept us awake was himself as leep , and the r e su l t was 
3 

t h a t we put up no fiitrht at a l l on behalf of our c i v i l i z a t i o n " . ijh 

Every individual has a philosophy, even though 

he may not be aware of it.We a l l have some ideas concerning 

physical ob jec t s , our fellowmen, t he meaning of l i f e and 

na ture , death, god, r i gh t and wrong, beauty and 

ugl iness , And the l i k e . Of course these ideas are acquired 

in a va r i e ty of ways, and they may be vague and confused. 

Especia l ly , during the ea r ly years of our l i v e s , we are 

continuously engaged, with varying degrees of consciousness, 

inaequirlng views and a t t i t u d e s from our family* from 

companions, and from various other individuals and groups. 

These a t t i t u d e s may come t o us through custom and t r a d i t i o n 

as expressed by behaviour in home, school and place of worship, 

They may la rge ly be the r e s u l t of some thinking on our 

par t ; or they may be lax-gely the r e s u l t of convention 

and emotional b i a s . 

It Is by i t s methods and subject matter tha t Philosophy 

can be d is t inguished from other a r t s or sc iences . Philosophers 

cwmnonly r e l y on arguments both t o support t h e i r own 

t h e o r i e s . They a l so r e l y on arguments t o refute the theo r i e s 

of o the r s . The proof of the statement i s not l ike the proof 

of a mathematical s tatement. I t i s not l ike the proof of a 

statement In any of the descr ip t ive sc iences . P h i l o s o ^ i c a l 



n 

t h e o r i e s are not t e s t e d by observat ion. They are neu t ra l with 

respect t o pa r t i cu l a r mat ters of fact , This does not mean 

t h a t philosophers are not concerned with f a c t s . Al l the 

evidence which bears upon t h e i r problems i s already avai lable 

t o them. I t i s not fur ther s c i e n t i f i c information t h a t i s 

needed t o decide such philosoj*iical quest ions • Philosoprtiers 

are given t o asking such quest ions as what i s mind ? 

What i s the nature of self 1 What sort of a r e l a t i o n i s 

c a u s a l i t y ? I t must not be supposed tha t a Fhilosoj*ier 

who asks what sort of a r e l a t i o n i s c a u s a l i t y ? i s looking 

for the kind of information tha t a socio logis t might give 

him. His problem i s not t ha t he i s unable t o explain them. 

I t i s not as If Philosophers do not understand how words 

l i ke 'mind* or ( causa l i ty* or Kswxwsjusl self are ac tua l ly 

used* 

We may discover the sense of the Phi losopher ' s 

question by seeing what fur ther question i t incorporates^ 

and what so r t s of statement the attempt t o answer i t leads 

him t o make • Thus he may enquire whether the d i f ferent 

cases in which we speak ©f knowing have any one th ing 

in common ; whether they are a l i ke in Implying the presence 

of sortB special s t a t e of mlnd.He may maintain t ha t the re Is 

no difference In kind between knowing and be l iev ing , or* 

a l t e r n a t i v e l y , t ha t knowing i s a specia l sort of mental 
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a c t . If he th inks i t cor rec t t o speak of a c t s of knowing, 

he may go on t o enquire in to the nature of t h e i r ob j ec t s . 

Does knowing make a difference t o what i s known? I s i t 

necessary t o d i s t ingu ish between the s o r t s of th ings that 

can be known d i r e c t l y and those t ha t can be known only 

i n d i r e c t l y ? I t i s Phi losophical ly misleading t o t a l k of 

knowing objec ts at a l l , i t maybe poss ib le t o show t h a t what 

appears t o be an instance of knowing some object always 

comes down t o knowing t h a t something i s the c a s e . In t h i s 

sense what is known must be t r u e , whereas 19hat i s Ira 

bel ieved may very well be fa l se . I t i s a l so possible t o 

bel ieve what i s in fact t r ue without knowing i t . Surely 

someof our claiins t o knowledge must be capable of being 

j u s t i f i e d . But in what ways can we j u s t i f y than? The 

question i s whether the variotvs s o r t s of knowing have any 

one th ing in common and the suggestion i s tha t t h i s 

common fea ture i s a mental s t a t e or a c t . Very often we have 

no way ©f saying what i s common t o the th ings t o which 

the same word appl ies except by using the word 

i t s e l f • How should we describe t he d i s t i n c t i v e l y comiTion 

feature of red th ings except by saying tha t they are a l l 

red ? I t might be said t ha t what t he th ings t h a t we 

c a l l • games • have in cwnmon i s j u s t t h a t they are games ; 

The Oxford English Dictionary defines a game as*a 

divers ion of the nature of a con tes t , played according t o 

r u l e s , and decided by superior s k i l l , s t rength , or 

good fortune*• But not a l l games are d ivers ions , in the 
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sense of being played for fun# games of £>atience are hardly 

con t e s t s , though they are decided by s k i l l and lack ; 

ch i ld ren ' s^a re not always played according t o r u l e s / 
4 

ac t ing games need not be decided. Wit tgenstein, 

from whom I have taken t h i s example/ concludes tha t we can 

not f ind anything common t o a l l games, but only • a 

complicated net work of s i m i l a r i t i e s * which* overlap and 

c r i s sc ros s* In the same way as the resemblances between 

people who belong t o the same family. "Games", he says, 

" form a family." The point which Wi t tgens te in ' s argument 

br ings out i s tha t the resemblance between the th ings t o 

which the same word appl ies may be of d i f ferent degrees . 

I t i s looser and l e s s s traightforward in some cases than 

in o t h e r s . 

I t carTnot be held tha t knowledge i s always knowledge 

tha t something i s the c a s e . A dog knows i t s master, a 

baby knows i t s mother/ but they do not know any statements 

t o be t r u e . There i s a sense in which knowing something, 

in t h i s usage ©f the term»is always a matter of knowing 

what i t i s ; and in t h i s sense i t can perhaps be represented 

as kncwing a fac t , as knowing tha t something i s so . Much 

the same appl ies t o the cases where knowing i s a matterof 

knowing how. Cer ta in ly , when people possesses s k i l l s , even 

i n t e l l e c t u a l s k i l l s , l i ke the a b i l i t y t o act or t each , they 

are not consciously aware of the procedures which they 

follow. They use the appropriate means t o a t t a i n t h e i r 

ends. There are a grea t many th ings t h a t people hab i tua l ly 
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do well,without remarking how they do them. This does not 

mean that their performances are unintelligent • As 
5 

Professor Ryle has pointed out, the display of Intelligence 

lies in the manner of performance, rather than in its 

being acccanpanied or preceded by any conscious recognition 

of the facts. The performer does not need to tell himself that 

if such aid such things are done, then such and such will 

follow. He may do so, but equally he may not s and even 

when he does it is not because of this that his performance 

is Judged to be intelligent. This point is convincingly 

established by Professor Ryle. It may be taken to imply that 

the resemblances between the different ways of having, or 

manifesting, knew ledge are closer and neater than they really 

are. 

For the roost par t t h e th ings tha t we claim 

t o know are not presented t o us in an aura of r e v e l a t i o n . 

We learn t ha t they are so, and frcra then on we unquestionably 

accept t h a n . But t h i s i s not a matter of having any specia l 

f e e l i n g s . I t i s a net c e r t a i n t ha t t o have a feel ing 

of convict ion Is even a suff ic ient condit ion for being 

sure ; for I t would seem tha t a conscious feel ing of complete 

convict ion may co—exist with an unconscious feel ing of 

doubt. But whether or not i t ever i s su f f i c i en t . I t c l e a r l y 

i s not necessary. One can be sure without i t . And 

equally i t s presence i s not necessary for the possession, or 

even for the d i sp lay , of knowledge. 
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6 
The fact i s as Professor Austin has pointed out 

t h a t the expression* I know*, ccanmonly has what he c a l l s 

a • Performative * ra ther than a desc r ip t ive use . To 

say tha t I know t h a t something i s the case , though I t 

does Imply t h a t I am sure of i t , i s not so much t o report 

roy s t a t e of mind as t o vouch for the t r u t h of whatever 

i t may be . If I t e « l l you tha t I bel ieve something 

which I d© not I am misinforming you only about my mental 

a t t i t u d e ; but if I t e l l you t h a t I know something which 

I do not , the chances are t ha t I am misinforming you about 

the t r u t h of the statement whic^ I claim t o know, or if not 

about i t s t r u t h , then about my au thor i ty for making i t . 

Unless some s t a t e s of mind are cogni—tive 

i t maybe sa id how can we come t o know anything. We may 

make the t r u t h of some statements depend upon the t r u t h 

of o t h e r s , but t h i s process can not go on for ever . There 

must be some statements of empirical fact which are d i r e c t l y 

v e r i f i e d . And in what can t h i s ve r i f i ca t i on consis t except 

in our having the appropriate experiences 7 But then these 

experiences w i l l be cognit ive : t o have whatever experience 

i t may be w i l l i t s e l f be a way of knew ing something t o be 

tcjTU^.And a s imilar argument appl ies t o a p r i o r i s tatements , 

l ike those of tog ic or pure mathematics. We may prove one 

mathematical statements deducing if from o the r s , but the 

proof must s t a r t somewhere. There must be a t l eas t one s t a t e ­

ment which i s accepted without such proof, an axicro of 
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sonE sor t which i s known i n t u i t i v e l y . Even if we a r e able 

t o explain away ^as our knowfe dge of such axicins, by 

showing t h a t they are t r u e , by d e f i n i t i o n , we s t i l l have 

t o see t ha t a set of d e f i n i t i o n ' s cons i s t en t . To conduct 

any formal proof, we have t o be able t o see tha t one 

statement follows log ica l ly frcm another . 

The base of t h i s argument i s sound. We have t o see 

t ha t c e r t a i n proofs are va l id , and i t i s through having some 

experience tha t we discover t he t r u t h or falsehood of any 

statement of empirical fact • In the case of some such 

statements i t may be t h a t our having c e r t a i n experiences 

v e r i f i e s them conclus ive ly . But in any such case what 

v e r i f i e s the statement, whether conclusively or not , i s the 

exis tence of the experience, not the confidence t h a t 

we may hav€i some descr ip t ion of i t . This i s the ground for 

saying tha t if I have such an experience, I knew tha t I 

am having i t . But in t h i s sense my knw ing tha t I am 

having experience i s j u s t my having i t and being able t o iden-

4»UPL«« t i f y i t . I t maybe s t i l l correc t if i t i s a 

way of saying tha t the experience i s recognised for what i t 

i s by the person who i s having i t , though, such recogni t ion 

can be mistaken. I t i s not correct if i t i s taken as 

implying t h a t the experience e i t he r cons i s t s in or includes 

a process of i n f a l l i b i l i t y apprehending some statement t o be 

t r u e . 

Similarly* what makes i t t r u e tha t the conclusion 

of a syllogism follows frcro the premises i s tha t the 
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inference exempt-if i es a law of l o g i c . There wi l l come a 

point when we are reduced t© saying some log ica l 

statement simply tha t i t i s v a l i d . Now t o say tha t such a 

statement i s va l id i s t o see t ha t i t i s so, but i t i s not 

made v a l i d by our seeing tha t i t i s . I t i s va l id in i t s 

own r i g h t . If soineone th inks tha t he may have been mistaken 

in accepting some log ica l statement which had seemed t o him 

evident ly t r u e , the re may be nothing for him to do but jus t 

look a t i t again . And if t h i s second look confirms the 

f i r s t , h i s doubts may reasonably be put t o r e s t • But the 

t r u t h of t he statement does not l og i ca l l y follow from 

the fact t h a t i t cont inues t o s t r i k e him as se l f - ev iden t . 

Truths of logica make no refei^ace t o persons, they can not be 

es tabl i shed by any mere descr ip t ion of some person's 

maital s t a t e* 

This i s not t o say tha t we do not know the t r u t h 

of any a p r i o r i s ta tements , or even tha t we do not know 

some of them i n t u i t i v e l y . If t o know them i n t u i t i v e l y i s t o 

know them without proof. An a p r i o r i statement means a 

statement which i s necessa r i ly t r u e which needs no ve r i f i ca t i on 

by fur ther experience. I t holds t r u e everywhere and always, 

without inves t iga t ing a l l the var ious cases t o which i t 

a p p l i e s . For example if some one i s at Bhadrak we do not 

need t o inves t iga te fur ther t o discover whether he i s a l so 

at Balasore . 1§ we know tha t something i s red , we do not have 

t o inves t iga te fur ther t o discover whether i t i s coloured. 

Our argument no more implies t h i s than i t implies t ha t we 
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carOiot know any empirical statements to be true. 

Existentialist Philosopher have gone te deny the law of 

identity and even to speak of • the nothing' as if it were 

a special sort of agent, one of whose functions was to divide 

consciousness from itself. It depends upon the initial 

mistake of assuming that a naive analysis in termsof act and 

object yields an account of knowledge. Besides, existentia­

lists, other Philosophers have made the mistake of 

treating knowledge as though it consisted in the possession 

of an inner search light, some Philosophers have held that 

moral and aesthetic values can be objects of knowledge. 

Numbdrs and abstract entities have also been included. 

Plato indeed seems to have thought that these were the only 

things that could be really known. It is taken for granted 

that whatever the searchlight can illuminate must in some 

manner exist . Followers of Plato are apt to make such 

pronouncements as that • the perfectly real can alone 
7 

be perfectly known ; but Ayer points out, " it is not 

clear even what this means unless it is merely a 

g 
portentous way of saying tha t one can^not,** Know 

what i s not the case for example the fact tha t histork:al 

statements can be known does not conclude tha t the past i s 

r e a l , ' unless t o say tha t the past i s r e a l i s j u s t a way of 

saying tha t the re are h i s t o r i c a l statements which are 

t r u e " . 

The mistaken doctr ine t ha t knowing i s an 

i n f a l l i a b l e s t a t e of mind may have contr ibuted t o the view 
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t ha t the only statements t ha t i t i s poss ible t o know 

are those t h a t are themselves in some way i n f a l l i b l e . The 

ground for t h i s opinion i s tha t if one knows sanething 

tobe t r u e one can not be mistaken. There i s a necessary 

t r a n s i t i o n from being known t o being t r u e ; but tha t is not 

t o say tha t what i s t rue ; and known to be t r u e , i s necessary 

or c e r t a i n i t s e l f . If we are not t o be bound by ordinary 

usage, i t i s s t i l l open to us t o make i t a ru le tha t only 

what i s c e r t a in can be known. That i s not t o use the "'Word 

•know' except with the implication t h a t what was known 

was necessar i ly t r u e , or , perhaps ce r t a in in some other 

senge. The consequence would be tha t we could s t i l l speak 

of knowing the t r u t h of s^^iKts a p r i o r i statements, such as 

those of logic and pure mathematics ; and if the re were 

any empirical s tatements , such as those describing the 

content of one ' s present experience, t h a t were ce r t a in 

in themselves, they too might be included : but most of 

what we know co r r ec t l y claim t o know would not be 

knowable, in this a l leged s t r i c t sense. Every school boy 

knows t h a t i s i s poss ib le t o be unsure about a 

mathematical t r u t h whether the re are any empirical 

statements which are in any important sense indubitable i s 

a matter of d i spu t e . 
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3 , QUEST FOR CERTAINTY i AN ATTEMPT IN FUTHrlTY 

If a man knows t h a t a p r o p o s i t i o n i s t r u e / then 

he i s j u s t i f i e d in b e l i e v i n g t h a t t h e r e i s no t r u t h t h a t 

could d i s t u r b t h e cause t h a t he has fo r t h a t p r o p o s i t i o n . 

S c h o l a s t i c p h i l o s o p h e r s have put t h i s po in t by saying t h a t , 

i f a man knows a p r o p o r t i o n t o be t r u e , t hen h i s grounds for 

t h e p r o p o s i t i o n a re " s u f f i c i e n t t o exclude a l l prudent 

f e a r of e r r o r ; •* t h e man need not f e a r t h a t anything 

w i l l show t h e p r o p o s i t i o n t o be f a l s e . A . J . Ayer has 

s a i d , s i m i l a r l y , t h a t knowledge imp l i e s •• having t h e r i g h t 

t o be s u r e " . 

But does not t h i s l ead t o a k ind of dogmatism 

and i n f a l l i b i l i s m t h a t i s i n c o n s i s t e n t w i th the s p i r i t of 

f r ee i n q u i r y ? Thus John Dewey s a i d t h a t , s ince knowledge 

g i v e s us t h e r i g h t t o be s u r e , i t " t e r m i n a t e s i n q u i r y " ; 

i f a man knows a p r o p o s i t i o n tobe t r u e , t h e n , so f a r a s t h a t 

p r o p o s i t i o n i s concerned, he may r ega rd h i s i nqu i ry 

t o be c l o s e d , •• That which s a t i s f a c t o r i l y t e r m i n a t e s 

i n q u i r y i s , by d e f i n i t i o n , knowledge ; I t i s knowledge 

10 
because i t i s t h e a p p r o p r i a t e c l o s e cf i n q u i r y . 

In o the r words , i f we know, we need not i nqu i r e any 

f u r t h e r and t h e r e I s no need for us t o cons ide r any 

evidence i n d i c a t i n g t h a t we might be mis taken in t h i n k i n g 

t h a t we know. But Dewey took t h i s f a c t t o show, no t 

tlnat we ever do t h u s have t h e r i g h t t o t e r m i n a t e I nqu i ry , 

but r a t h e r t h a t t h e r e i s very l i t t l e , i f a n y t h i n g , t h a t 

we ever r e a l l y know. 
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If we know t h a t a c e r t a in proposi t ion i s t r ue * 

then we have the r i gh t t o use tnat proposi t ion, along with 

the other th ings we know, in ca lcu la t ing p r o b a b i l i t i e s . 

We have a r ight t o be sure t h a t , t o t he extent t h a t we re ly 

on tha t proposi t ion as a bas i s for ca lcu la t ing the 

p r o b a b i l i t i e s of other p ropos i t ions , our d ec is ion w i l l be 

reasonable ones. 

But ibcs t o say tha t we have t h i s r igh t t o be 

sure i s not t o say tha t we have the r igh t t o terminate 

inquiry or t o disregard any futuee evidence tha t seems t o 

t e l l against what i t i s tha t we are now j u s t i f i e d in 

thinking tha t we know. For i t i s one thing t o have the 

r igh t t o use a c e r t a i n proposi t ion in ca lcu la t ing 

p r o b a b i l i t i e s ; i t i s another th ing t o have the r igh t 

t o c lose one 's mind t o the p o s s i b i l i t y tha t one might 

be wrong. 

I t i s possible t o be complsbtely sure of something 

which i s in fact t r u e , but yet not t o know i t .?he 

circumstances may be t h a t one i s not e n t i t l e d t o be 

sure . If someone were fu l ly persuaded of a mathematical 

proposi t ion by a proof which could be shown t o be inva l id , 

he would not be said t o kna>; the proposi t ion , even 

though i t was t r a e . People may be c red i t ed with knowing 

t r u t h s of mathematics or logic if they are able t o give a 

va l id proof of them, or even if, without themselves being 

able t o set out such a proof, they have obtained t h i s 
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information from someone who can. Claims t o know 

empirical statements may be upheld by a reference t o 

percept ion, or t o memory, or t o testimony, or t o 

h i s t o r i c a l records , or t o s c i en t i f i c laws. But such 

backing i s not always strong enough for knowledge. 

Whether i t i s so or not depends upon the circumstances 

of the p r a r t l c u l a r case . 

There i s epistemic pra ise t h a t i s even higher than 

" beyond reasonable doubt". For example, we may say of a 

proposi t ion , not only t ha t i t i s beyond reasonable 

doubt, for a man at a c e r t a in t ime, but a l so tha t i t i s 

c e r t a i n , or absolutely ce r t a in , for t h a t man at tha t 

t ime . We could say tha t a proposi t ion i s ce r t a in if i t i s 

beyond reasoi-iable doubt and i f i t is a t l eas t as reasonaole 

as any other p ropos i t ion . 

It i s assumed tha t without a b a s i s cf c e r t a i n t y 

a l l our claims t o knowledge must be suspect unless somethings 

are c e r t a i n nothing can even be probable. 

The word '• c e r t a i n " i soft en used as a synonym 

for 'necessary ' or for ' a p r i o r i • • No empirical 

statements are certain.Because they are not necessary 

in the way tha t a p r i o r i statements a r e . They can a l l be 

denied without self —contradiction. An a p r i o r i statemant 

i s tha t whose negation i s self con t rad ic to ry . So some 

philosophers take a p r i o r i statements as t h e i r i d e a l . 



like leibnitz some philosophers put all true statements 

on a level with those of formal logic or pure mathematics. 

All empirical statements are contingent. Even if they are 

true they can be denied without self contradiction. Empirical 

statements would not be descriptive of anything that 

happens if they were certain in the logical sense. 

•• In demanding for empirical statements the safeguard of 

ligical necessity, these Philosophers have failed to see that 

they would rob them of their factual contents 

This is not the only way in which their ideal 

of a priori statements fails them. Such statements are 

unassailable, because if they are true there are no 

circumstances in which they could be falee. However# from the 

fact that a priori statements , if they are true, are 

unassailable in t h ^ sense, it does not follow that 

they are immune from doubt . It is possible to believe 

an a priori statement to be true when it is not. On the other 

hand, it is possible to make mistakes in mathematics 

or in logic. It is vain to look for an infalllable 

state of intuition, which would provide a logical guarantee 

that no mistake was being made, it may be objected that 

the only reason for any given a priori statement is false 

is that it contradicts some other which is true, as we 

can discover our errors shows that we have the power to 

correct them. If we find ourselves sometimes to be 

mistaken in accepting an a priori statement it is because 
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a l l t ha t we accept are f a l s e , i s inctanpatibte with i t . 

There i s no specia l set of a p r i o r i statements of 

which i t can be said tha t j u s t these are beyond the reach 

of doubt . the doubt would not be ser ious in some 

ins tances . If i t be suggested tha t the Proof of the 

v a l i d i t y of some • log ica l pr inc ip le i s suspect, one may 

II 

obtain reassurance by going over i t aga in . When one i s s a t i s f i e d 

tha t the re i s nothing wrong with i t , then t o in s i s t tha t i t 

may s t i l l not be va l i d , t ha t the conclusion may not 

r e a l l y have been proved i s merely t o pay lip—service 
12 

t o human f a l l i b i l i t y . " The doubt i s maintained 

inde f in i t e ly because nothing i s going t o (samusts count 

as i t s being resolved. And jus t for t h i s reason i t i s not 

s e r ious . To say tha t i t i s not ser ious i s not log ica l ly 

t o exclude i t • There may be doubt so long as the re i s the 

p o s s i b i l i t y of error.seik tl^ere must be the p o s s i b i l i t y of 

e r ro r with respect t o any statement, whether empirical or 

a p r i o r i , which i s such tha t from the fact tha t someone 

takes i t t o be so i t does not follow log ica l ly t ha t i t 

i s so . In the case of a p r i o r i statements the re maybe no other 

ground for accepting them than tha t one sees them t o be 

t rue» 

Philosophers took t o a p r i o r i statements for safe 

because they assume tha t in as much as these s ta tenents 

may themselves be c e r t a i n , in the sense of being becessary, 

they can be ce r t a in ly known.It i s maintained tha t only 
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what i s c e r t a i n l y t rue can be c e r t a i n l y known. But 

a p r i o r i statements canbe known not because they are 

necessary but because they are t rue and because we may be 

e n t i t l e d t o feel no doubt about t h e i r t r u t h . The reason 

maybe t h a t we can prove them, or even jus t tha t we can see 

them t o be va l id ; in e i t h e r case there i s an appeal 

t o i n t u i t i o n , since ise have at some point t o claim t o be 

able t o see the v a l i d i t y of a proof. If the v a l i d i t y of every 

proof had t o be proved in i t s t u r n , we should f a l l into 

an i n f i n i t e r e g r e s s . To allow tha t t he re are times when we 

may j u s t i f i a b l y claim the r igh t t o be sure of the t r u th of 

an a p r i o r i statement i s not t o allow tha t our i n t u i t i o n s 

are i n f a l l i a b l e . One i s conceded the r igh t t o be sure when 

one i s judged tcsi have taken every reasonable s tep towards 

making sure : but t h i s i s s t i l l l og ica l ly consis tent 

with one ' s being in e r r o r . 

The discovery of e r ro r refu tes t he claim t o 

knowledge ; but i t does not prove tha t the claim was not , 

in the circumstances, l eg i t imate ly made. The claim t o 

know an a p r i o r i statement i s s a t i s f i e d only if the 

statement i s t r u e . I t i s legi t imate if i t has the 

appropriate backing, which may incer ta in cases , consis t in 

nothing more than the s ta tement ' s appearing t o be sel f 

ev ident . Even so, i t may f a i l : but if such claims were 

legi t imate only when the re was no log ica l p o s s i b i l i t y of 

e r r o r , they could not properly be made at a l l , 
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Descartes regarded mathematics as the paradigm 

of knowledge. He was aware tha t i t s a p r i o r i t r u t h s are not 

indubi table in the sense t ha t he requ i red . He allowed 

i t t o be possible tha t a malignant demon should deceive 

him even with respect t o those mat ters of which be was the 

most c e r t a i n . The demon woid work upon h i s reason so tha t 

he took fa l se statements t o be se l f evident ly t r u e . 

Then Descartes r a i s e s a question whether* of a l l the 

proposi t ions whiiah we th ink we know, the re can be any 

tha t escape the demon's reach. His answer i s t ha t t h e r e i s 

one proposi t ion : the famous cog i to , QXB^ ergo sum ; 

I t h ink , the re fo re , I am . Even allowing that the 

expression I am doubting whether I am th ink ing ' 

descr ibes a poss ible s i t u a t i o n , the doubt must be 

unwarranted. If i bel ieve tha t I am th ink ing , then I must 

bel ieve t r u l y , since my believing tha t I am thinking 

i s i t s e l f a process of thought . Consequently, if i am 

th ink ing , i t i s indubitable fehat i am th inking , and 

if i t i s indubitable t ha t I am th ink ing , then, Descartes 

argues, i t I s indubitable t ha t I e x i s t , at l eas t during 

such t imes as I t h i n k . 

That I th ink and consequently, i ex i s t i s not a 

question for psychology. I t i s not the statement t h a t i 

am thinking I t s e l f the expression of a necessary t r u t h , i f 

i t seems t o be necessary, i t i s because of the absurdi ty 

of denying i t , To say • I am not thinking* i s self 

s t u l t i f y i n g , i am now thinking but I might eas i ly not 
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have been. And the same appl ies t o the statement 

t ha t I e x i s t . I t would be ansurd for rne t o den:ithat I 

ex i s t ed . If I say tha t I do not e x i s t , i t must be f a l s e . 

I t i s a fact tha t I e x i s t , but not a necessary f a c t . 

13 
As Ayer strongly poin ts out n e i t h e r ' I think* 

nor ' I ex i s t • i s a t r u t h of logic : t he logical t r u t h i s 

only t h a t I ex i s t if I t h i n k . Even if they were t r u t h s of 

l(l)gic they would not for t ha t reason be indubi table . 

The sense in which I can not doubt the statement tha t I th ink 

i s ju s t t ha t my doubting i t e n t a i l s i t s t r u t h : and 

in the same sense I can not doubt t ha t I e x i s t . There 

was therefore no need for Descartes t o derive * sum' from 

' cogito* ; for i t s ce r t a in^ could be independently 

es tab l i shed by the same c r i t e r i o n . Descartes* argumoit does 

not prove tha t he or anyone, knows anything, i t simply 

makes the logica l point t h a t one sort of statement follows 

from another . What do you mean, how do I know tha t I ex i s t ? 

I am here , am I not , taMng t o you ? If a • Philosophical 

answer were in s i s t ed onj. i t might be said tha t I proved 

tha t I ex is ted and tha t I was conscious by appealing t o my 

experience. Any feel ing or perception tha t I cared t o 

instance would do equally we l l . When Hume looked for an 

impression of h i s self , he f a i l ed t o f ind one : he always 

stumbled instead upon some pa r t i cu l a r percept ion. He allowed 

tha t o thers might be luck ie r , but in t h i s he was i r o n i c a l . 
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I t i s not t ha t t o have an experience of one 's self 

i s t o perform a remarkably d i f f i c u l t feat of in t rospect ion j 

i t i s t h a t the re i s nothing tha t would count as having 

an experience of one ' s se l f , t ha t the expression • having 

an experience of one ' s self i s one for which the re i s no 

use . I t i s tha t the consciousness of one ' s self i s not 

one experience among o thers , not even, as some have thought, 

a spec ia l experience wht h accompanies a l l the o the r s . I t i s 

a matter of logic but not psychology. 

If the re i s no d i s t i n c t i v e experience of finding 

o,i± t h a t one i s conscious* or tha t one e x i s t s , t he re i s 

no experience at a l l of finding out t ha t one i s not 

conscious, or tha t one does not e x i s t . For t h i s reason i t i s 

tempting t o say tha t sentences l ike ' I e x i s t ' , • I am 

conscious, • I know t h a t I e x i s t ' , do not express genuine 

p ropos i t ions . That Mr, X e x i s t s or tha t Mr. X i s conscious 

i s a genuine proposi t ion ; but i t may be argued tha t i t i s 

not tohat i s expressed by ' I e x i s t ' or • I am conscious, 

even when I am Mr, X. Although I t be t rue tha t I am Mr, X, 

i t i s not necessar i ly t r u e , The word ' I ' i s not synonymous 

with • Mr, X ' even when i t i s used by Mr, X t o re fer t o 

himself* 

We see tha t c e r t a i n t y of one ' s own exis tace i s net 

the outcome of scxne primary i n t u i t i o n , an in tu i t ion which 

would have the d i s t i n c t i v e property of guaranteeing the 
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t ruth of the statement on which i t was directed. l t i s 

^tds Indeed the case that If anyone claims to know that 

he ex i s t s , or that he is conscious, he i s bound to be r igh t . 

It i s simply a consequence cf the purely logical fact that if 

he i s in any s ta te i t follows that he ex i s t s , if he i s in 

any conscious state i t follows that he i s consciax s. He 

might exist without knowing i t ; he might even be conscious 

without knowi g i t ; as Is presumably the case with 

certain animals s there Is at any rate no contradiction 

in supposing them to be conscious without supposing them to be 

conscious of themselves. But If anyone claims to know 

that he exis ts or that he i s conscious, his claim must 

be villd^ simply because I t s being valid i s a condition of 

i t s being made. Knowing that I exis t , knowing that t h i s i s 

here, i s having the answer to a question which Is put in 

such a form that i t answers i t se l f . The answer Is meaningful 

only In i t s context, and in i t s context the condition of i t s 

being meaningful is i t s being t r u e . This Is the ground for 

saying that statements l ike • I exist,' are cer ta in , but 

As Ayer, r ightly says**it isalso the proof of the i r 

degeneracy ; they have nothing t o say beyoni *hat is 

14 Implied in the fact that they have a reference**. 

It follows from the above discussion that no empirical 

statements are cer ta in . They are not necessary in the way 

that a p r io r i statements a re . I t i s possible t o believe an 
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pr ior i statements to be t rue when i t i s not , There is no 

special set of a pr ior i statements of which i t can be 

said that just these are beyond the reach of doubt. There 

must be the poss ibi l i ty of error with respect to any statement, 

whether empirical or a p r i o r i . I have discussed why the 

sentences like • i ssg. exis t» , • 1 am conscious • do not 

express genuine propositions • Mr. A exis t s or Mr. A Is 

conscious Is a genuine proposition. Statements like • i 

exist* are cer ta in . Thus quest for certainty i s an attempt 

in f u t i l i t y . 

* 
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Epistemology has been one of the major concerns 

of ai y phi losophical system through ages . Philosophy has 

been var iously described as love of wisdom, quest for 

knowledge e t c . It has been observed more often than not 

tha t systems of metaphysica have been ^e i ther based on, 

or c lose ly connected with, a sys temat ical ly developed theory 

of knowledge. Analysis of knowledge,ia therefore#*« 

i s an inevi tab le fea ture of philosophic enquiry. I have 

t r i e d 4n the fo rego i rg , to make a specif ic §ttempt;^ t o 

analyse knowledge in i t s var ious f a c e t s . What has caused ^ 

puzzling problems in the h i s to ry of Philosophy was the 

de f in i t i on of knowledge in terms of c e r t a i n t y . I t i s not 

tha t t he idea of knowledge and that of c e r t a in ty are 

a l i en to each o ther . On the contrary , i t makes perfec t ly 

good sense t o say that every knowJedge i s c e r t a i n . Moreover, 

t o say t h a t something i s known^ and yet one i s not sure of 

i t -is a very add way of t a lk ing if not , a s t r a i g h t f o r w a r d 

con t r ad i t i on . However, the sense of c e r t a i n t y i s in need 

of a more e l a s t i c i n t e rp re t a t ion and understanding thop 

paf^ t radi t ionV^s made i t out t o be . This i s the way 

in which, following, the lead of recent day functional 

ana lys i s , pioneered pr imari ly by Wittgenstein in 

h i s l a t e r wr i t i ngs , i have t r i e d t o in terprets t he 

idea of knowledge and c e r t a i n t y in the above discuss ion. 

Perhaps a more e laborate account of c e r t a i n t y i s s t i l l 
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necessary. This I propcse t o do in t h i s chapter . In t h e 

l igh t of my discussion on c e r t a i n t y the concept of knowledge 

as analysed in the previous chapters w i l l be e luc id i t ed 

more poin tedly . 

I t has been fashionable^ amongst the r a t i o n a l i s t s 

in p a r t i c u l a r and metaphysicians in genera l , to emphasise a 

d i s t i n c t i o n between what i s ce r t a in and wtet i s probable . 

I t can be ea s i l y seen that t h i s d i s t i n c t i o n i s based on 

another famil ies dichotomy tha t has been made by Philosophers 

between the ana ly t ic and synfehetic statements or between the 

necessary and contingent t r u t h s . The property of c e r t a i n t y 

was spec i f i ca l ly reserved for a t t r i b u t i o n t o the formaJT, in 

«iother words, only " t r u t h s of reason" I . e . t r u t h s of 

mathematics, geometry formal logic and the l ike ones were 

allowed t o be ca l l ed ce r t a in and t r u t h s regarding matters 

of act were only t o be described as probable hypothesis . 

This was not merely a legacypf log ica l empiricism of the 

type advocated by log ica l p o s i t i v i s t s and e a r l i e r by Hume • 

This strirge,n«t idea of c e r t a i n t y was a l so ideal ised by the 

r a t i o n a l i s t s and P l a t o n i s t s . The t r a d i t i o n a l r a t i o n a l i s t s 

were so much obs~^ssed by t h i s idea of ce r t a in ty tha t they 

refused t o c a l l anything^^ tha t r e l a t e s t o a matter of fact 

obtainable through sense perception ; knowledge properly 

so c a l l e d . All knowledge must come through reason and 

reason alone and thus t r u t h s of reason are only ,ca l led as 

knowledge. In t h i s t r a d i t i o n anything tha t i s knowable must 
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be c e r t a i n in the sense of ' absolute ly ce r t a in* . Of course 

they considered tha t besides reason t he r e i s another source 

of knowledge, i . e , sense perception, but they de l ibe ra t e ly 

describe such knowledge as knowledge improperly so c a l l e d . 

TO these philosophers t h a t which i s absolutely ce r t a in 

can only be knowible. consequently the word knowledge was used 

in t h i s l imited sense t o be applied within the confines of 

t he necessary t r u t h s or the t r u t h s of reason. The empi r i c i s t s , 

on the other hand, were not t o lag behind. The empi r i c i s t s / 

i n s i s t i ng tha t the only source of knowl^e i s sense 

perception can give us probable hypotheses, no knowledge 

i s poss ib l e , in t h i s thay were displaying the same quest 

for c e r t a i n t y which t h e i r r a t i o n a l i s t adversar ies were a f t e r . 

Both o€ them,in e f fec t , were looking for logica l c e r t a i n t y 

as the standard of c e r t a i n t y as the standard of c e r t a in ty 

and both were a l so making t h i s the touchstone of 

knowledge. As .a r e s u l t , t he one ended in scepticism and 

the other in onesided view of knowledge. We have seen 

In the l a s t chapter tha t the s c e p t i c ' s achievement was a 

vacuous trimmph. Following A.J . Ayer, we feel l ike 

dec la r ing , not only with respect t o scept ic as Ayer 

did, but a lso with respect t o r a t i o n a l i s t s as he did not , 

t h a t the philosophers set t h e i r standards too high. 

Ironcal though i t may sound, i t was i r r a t i o n a l on t h e i r 

part t o look for c e r t a i n t y ( logica l c e r t a i n t y ) where 

c e r t a i n t y i s not ob ta inable . We know p re t t y wel l , 

and the empi r i c i s t s were r ight in t h i s , t ha t fac tual 
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knowledge i s one and a l l probable hypothesis . As such 

i t i s absurd and f u t i l e t o declare t h a t , since none of 

t h i s i s log ica l ly c e r t a i n , the re can be no knowledge 

regarding mat ters of f a c t . 

By contras t i t can not but be admitted tha t ne i ther 

''knowledge^ nor certainty^ i s used in t h i s s t r i c t sense as the 

philosophers — r a t i o n a l i s t s and empi r i c i s t s a l ike — 

have deluded themselves into thinking as we haae seen 

in the discussion above. I t makes perfect sense t o say 

tha t one know tha t 2 + 2 i s equal t o 4 as well as -VŴifc 

the ear th goes round the sun. I t w i l l be a parody of 

phi losophical caut iousness tha t the f i r s t i s ca l l ed ^ 

knowledge And the second i s no t . Sc ient i f ic knowledge i s 

as good knowledge as the knowledge of mathematics and 

^ r m a l Logic . P la to was only displaying one sided theory 

of knowledge in claiming tha t the only thing tha t can be 

known are those tha t are log ica l ly c e r t a i n . The use of words, 

as Wit tgenstein^ has convincingly shown i s not something 

fixed and unchanging nor i s i t something tha t i s absolute . 

If ordinary language ana lys i s has anything t o teach us 

i t i s the lesson tha t words may and do have various senses 

as applied in various con tex t s . If the idea of 'Open 

t ex tu re • has anything teachable I t Is the r e l a t i v i t y 

of the function of our words as r e l a t i v e t o the contexts 

of t h e i r use . The word 'know* i s no exception t o i t . I t 

Is a famil iar fact of language and common knowledge of 

every educated user of language tha t kpo*»»* and 'knowledge' 
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are applied with perfect sense t o both the contexts of 

formal t r u t h s and mater ia l t r u t h s . I t i s a l so a famil iar 

feature of such words t h a t they do not make the mat ters 

of fact knowable in any infer ior way than the fac t s of 

mathematics and formal logic* i t i s per fec t ly in keeping 

with the p rac t ice of ordinary usage tha t we know matters 

of f a c t . We know them despi te our conscious awareness tha t 

they are highly probable hypotheses, purely contingent t r u t h s 

and can be denied without self-^contradiction. We a lso know 

i t fu l ly well tha t these t r u t h s . f a l l i b l e as they are..do not 

cons t i t u t e a body of infer ior knowledge. On the contrary 

our knowledge of the ex te rna l world i s r i ch with contents^ 

i s fu l l of s ign i f icant information and a ids the progress 

and development of human knowledge. In t h i s respect perhaps 

they are autonomous in t h e i r own f i e l d , superior , in some 

sense, t o our knowledge of mathematics and formal l o g i c , i t 

i s superior because the knowledge of the l a s t i s fac tua l ly 

empty. As Ayer has Ksxeaita^ pointed out in h i s otherwise 

famous book language. Tru th and Ipgic ^^e^^& ^^, our 

knowledge of mathematics and formal l og ic , indeed of a l l 

ana ly t ic t r u t h s , i s a body of t a u t o l o g i e s . They are e i the r 

obvious or e x p l i c i t t au to log ie s or implict t a u t o l o g i e s . 

In many case they do not give us any knowledge of fact . 

No information i s added , no progress in knowledge i s 

achieved. As Wittgenstein so t e l l i n g l y put i t in h i s 

3 
Tractatus^Logico,_philosophicus, t au to log ie s and contradic t ions 
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say the same th ing . I . e . * nothing. Because while one 

includes a l l p o s s i b i l i t i e s the other excludes them a l l . 

Factual t r u t h s t e l l us nothing. So t h e i r being log ica l ly cer­

t a i n or absolute ly ce r t a in becomes epis temical ly 

unhelpful as a body of knowledge t h e r e f o r e they can be very 

well described as a degenerate knowledge, t o borrow tha t 

In te res t ing adject ive^ ««c- Ayeri Al l t h i s makes i t c l e a r 

t h a t at l ea s t in some sense we can speak of the knowledge 

of mat ters of fact as knowledge proper ~ in sharp con t ras t 

t o the r a t i o n a l i s t s ^ d e s c r i p t i o n of them as knowledge 

Improperly so c a l l e d . I t i s i n t e res t ing how a proper 

desc r ip t ive ana lys i s of the concept of knowledge revea ls 

u t t e r vacuousness of the metaphysicians* descript ion of 

knowledge. I t a l so enl ightens us regarding the j u s t i f i c a t i o n 

of t he concept of knowledge as applied t o the cases of 

mat ters of fact.We do not say, i t would be indeed very 

odd t o say, we have merely probable opinion about the e x t e r ­

nal world* We do say, and we are j u s t i f i e d in saying, 

tha t we have knowledge of our [gxternalj world, tha t we know 

the ex terna l world beyond any reasonable doubt. 

But do we know the external world r ea l ly ? 

I t may be objected. Can we have the knowledge of external 

world which obviously i s not ce r t a in 7 Are oar knowledge 

of the external world,probablep^^ as they a re , not t o be 

ca l l ed c e r t a i n ? Can we use the wordfeknowledge' in a 

context where we can not use the word c e r t a i n . This 

br ings us t o the crux of the problem. They reply t o t h i s i s 
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t ha t we may not and need not have t o be that circumspect. 

We can s t i l l s t i ck t o the phi losophical requirement tha t t o 

know something i s t o be sure of i t - To know X i s t o Jp̂ v̂ NUi). 

Bight t o be sure of i t . An uncertain knowledge i s c e r t a in ly 

not t o be knowledge proper perhaps the two words 'knowledge' 

and •certainty* are a f t e r a l l family words. Perhaps they must 

go t oge the r . Surely t o say that I know tha t p but tha t 

I am not sure of i t i s self - s t u l t i f y i n g . How then can we 

describe t h i s s i tua t ion ? Are we to look for absolute c e r t ­

a in ty in the realm of mat ters of fact and end in scepticim 

in default thereof? I suggest t ha t the s i tua t ion i s not 

as depressing as i t appears . As we have seen above in the 

l a s t chapter , i t i s a dogmatism tha t leads t o scepticism. 

The dogmatism i s the be l ie f tha t a l l knowledge must be 
5-

absolute ly c e r t a i n . This i s the dogma tha t found expression 

in P l a t o ' s claim tha t one can know oniy tha t which i s 

absolute ly c e r t a i n . I t i s easy t o see tha t t h i s dogma i s a 

myth and tha t the knowledge s i tua t ion can be properly 

explained by exj^ladmg the myth. The myth can be exploded by 

put t ing pressure on the concept cf c e r t a i n t y . Wittgenstein 

said tha t the proper task of philosophy i s t o being words 

back from t h e i r metaphysical use t o t h e i r everyday use -

which i s the re o r ig ina l home. Our task here would be 

p rec i se ly t h i s with regard to the word Wrta in .^ I t has 

t o be brought back from i t s metaphysical use t o i t s every 

day use. I t can be said without much d i f f i cu l t y tha t the 

word c e r t a i n i s used in several senses. " Logically cer ta in* 
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i s only one of i t s uses ,not i t s only u se . I t i s once again 

a famil ier fact of ordinary usage tha t we are ce r t a in 

t ha t nature i s uniform, t ha t under s imilar circumstances 

the same cause wi l l give r i s e t o the same effect — tha t 

the sun wi l l r i s e tomorrow tha t the ear th goes round the 

sun and so on. These are ca l led ce r t a in or we are ce r t a in 

about them despi te our awareness t ha t they can be possibly 

o t t e r s iee .But regarding such t r u t h s tbe re are reasonable 

grounds for doubt and the mere t h e o r e t i c a l p o s s i b i l i t y 

of doubt need not be taken se r ious ly . This i s how ' c e r t a i n t y ' 

can be applied without hes i t a t i on t o factual knowledge ; 

for t h i s i s the ru l e of t h i s language game. Wittgenstein had 

t h i s in mind when he said tha t the kind of ce r t a in ty i s the 
7 

kind of language game. Thus, the word ' c e r t a i n t y ' i s more 

e l a s t i c in i t s use than Philosophers te ve made i t out t o be . 

In the languageof the formal scie; ces " ce r t a in ty" has one 

use and in the language of science and commonsense, i t has 

another use . Similar ly, perhaps in the language of r e l i g i o n , 

' c e r t a i n t y ' has likewise a different use, as when i t i s 

said tha t God i s c e r t a i n l y good. I t i s not tha t the uses of 

• c e r t a i n t y ' display r a d i c a l l y d i f ferent senses of the 

word. I t i s fa ther the same word having th ree d i f ferent 

uses each of which i s a part of our language. There i s no 

one model of c e r t a in ty namely, the mathematical 

c e r t a i n t y . To run af ter t h i s model as Philosophers -

r a t i o n a l i s t s and empi r i c i s t s alike— have done and 

consequently t o plead the p r iv i l ege of the scept ic as Hume 
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did with regard t o mat te rs of fact or t o plead tha t 

mat te rs of fact are not knowledge properly so ca l l ed i s 

a ser ious phi losophical mista\aebased on gross misunderstaning 

of the logic of the words " c e r t a i n t y •» and " ce r t a in " . 

Considered from t h i s point (bf view 

fac tua l knowledge i s as much c e r t a i n as the knowledge of 

mathematics and formal l o g i c . Thus we a re not required t o 

say tha t t he r e can be knowledge ( e . g . of matters of facts) 

which i s not ce r t a in ( log ica l ly c e r t a i n ) • So our 

o r ig ina l requirements t h a t knowing means having fe»=sfee^e 

r ight t o be sure i s re ta ined without much a l t e rna t ion 

Philosophy, here^has not changed f a c t s , i t has only 

described them. 

• * • * * * 
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