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It i.s:mmlly accepted view that respomsible edmcational

practice depends on an understanding of the intervelationships between
the child, the learmming procesns, and tho subject-matter to be learned,
It is not surprising, thoerefore, that throughout the ninetear-sixutics
western educational literature has directed comsiderabdble attomtiom o
changing views and practices in task amalysis, learner characteristics
in the light of teaching procedures, the teaching process itself, and
the evaluattion of learning outcomes, What is surprising and, as I
intend to show, disguieting, is that subject-matter which, in behavioural
toms, is supposed to provide the stinuli for learning and beconc 2
major part of the complex of respmses to be acquired, has bem given
abysoally low priority in terms of its epistemological status and
relinbility,

ihis lack oi epistemological comcerm is particularly poticeable
in the attitudes of educatiomaiists o clange aud develcopuent in
slucaticaal subjeci=aatter. ihere wiv, [or exapple, two extremne
reactiwns which the idea ¢f cliange and developaent seess to elicit from
practising educatiomalists: om the - onc band there is an emergetic if
sometimes watuiniing resistance Co anything that chailanges the
estabiisied order; while on the othor, there is an accoptance of the
Yinevitability?! of change within a franework of chought that presupposes
change ¢an ouly be for the better, Such veactions are, of course, not
new to theoretical educationalists who, for the most part, regard them
as further evidence of the contimming temsion between Yprogressive'
and Ytraditional! schocls of thought,
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There is a tendency, however, for some thﬂomﬁdml to liait thedr

analyses of the situation to am assertion about sources, a listing of

sinilarities and difforonces and a judgencat in historical perspective
as to vhether reasons X0 are greater than recsons MY, Little or no

attarpt, it scems, is mads to cxpose the epistenolegical isgmes vhich

underhie the views held -

It is ail too easy e categorize ove view as pivtagonist and
the othor ar antagenist, as theorists ave waat to do, alul assign the
wihole procons of changs and develojumit o the pigombole of aapixical
facte ikt is oftem ovorlookad is Wat ic tasias dotwoan
'mﬂe’ and Yereditionslt schwels of thougut, {os poactising
atlermpis todevonstvate dre supenovity oéomd-'-hod ocw

cducaticmalists, waniinue wwbatod la spite of w;cuim.;hw“ ]
othier, Tiw hlstory of clunatica i8 Jillad withi axauiplese b wost

aivesting @e sccurs in dd-ainctecath canvury Magland. About chiat

tine, a mumber of articles ind itcus of correspoudeance appeared in the
proge condonning ¢he toadicional cchoo!l swericuiwa, Hem as inflacntial

as Matthery Amold gnd Cardinnl Nowman werc defending am enlightened

1ibera® reform Based on the classzies against supporters of sclentific
stadies such as the than pomular Spenmcer, who would relegate classical
studies to the backgromnd, and the respectel T.H, luxley, who believed

in o balanced curriculma, In spite of the maging controversy, the
sajority of grammar scheol tcachers sisply coatinued to teach am old and
vestristed curviculus in ¢he sase mwmer it had beee taught for centuries.'!

Cne cowld hardly say that the grammar school teachers vere wninformed

1. for example, Braumer,C,J.and Burms,H.¥, Problens in Education and
o 56-79

Veiss . Hoover "

Verduin, J.R, Cooperative G

11, Gurtds, S.J. and Dowltwood, M.E.A. A Short History of Biucational
Xdegs p.428

P
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of the issuce vhich, by ninetcenth century standards, were quite well

publicised, Nox could one ladel 2 body of lcarmad men ignoramt, in the
strict sense of that word. Ilkow does ome expleipc cuch a asltwstion? lords
and plrascs like fcomplacent?, ‘authoritariant, YLolicvers dn oldwworld
valuos! and "umsciautific'! might holp to provide fitting Jdeserintions or
relicve Lue taasions o1 modern 'progressivet critics Inre ther do not
offer satlsfactory explanations,

What Y an suggesting 45 thet there are cudstonorogical issues
wderlying the ftmaditionad? toendeney to resdst chwaye, Thesc are
asually deep-seated 23 pot ~lynis obvious bat dlvy do become apparent
from time to time, Considor, far amunlc, o Wre wodesm kind of
resistance which Sclrmb (190°Y a0t in Lio 2EfLeie w help 2 group of
Anericon toachers, curriculim-tizliovs and adsbidiuit.ators revise cournes
in high sclicol biology., WHe renorts:

"(They) were prevared to bolieve that scioncc mipght grow by aceretion and
that ~icor corsrs of Jest roscarches wight be discaned and corrected.
They were Lorrified by the sugpestion that far acre vadical altergtions
of thiz nly of knevicdge hod been mode in the past twonty years,”

After outiining soue o the aajor conceptael chonges made in biology,
Sclwraly gocs on U0 seyt

"More than two yoars of intenvive effort wera rogulied to jereunde

school =men ond wonxm Tl such radical clenges hed occwrred, The problﬁx,
indeed, was to persuadc theu that such rodien) changes wero poseille,”
vhile this kind of resistance wight be disappeinting at o time vhem
considerable re-evaluation of educational anricnla needs te be made

in the light of increasing imowledge and teclmology, it is by no mcans
surprising if one considers that gonerations of teachers bave growm up
vith the impression, amplified by text-booiks, classroom cxperiences, and
saninations , thet vhat they thenselves leanad wes; somehov, aluays

le sy JoJe mfgﬁﬂc, and Issues" Iﬂw
aﬂ‘u‘ Pe
11. ‘pcdtn’ PeS



8.

imouledge - objeoctive, explicit, and certain,

© oust be appreciated that this impression of kmowledge im not
pecullar o t{eackers alome, As a group, they mercly reflect vhat has
boan and, T0 & iarge extant, still is, part of our westermn culturel
outicsl, The roots of this lind of thinking $ie in entiguity from
shemee staas the dreen of tuonifest truth!, As MajorieCreme (1966)
ns obsearvad, as a conception of lmoviedge it 'is the pattemm so
poverfully dmpressed upon western minds through the rise of modem
sciamoc,?” Uhat is imown is lnown objectively, it can bo stated in
final and porecice fomu and, i it is koowlodge, it is certain, We
aall have (o come to temms with this concept of laowledge, and see
waas tuare 4o im it of vaiue o aducation, not because it places grecat
voight ca roason mor simoly because it stens fron anciont wisdonm, but
bacause vhaacver and wherevor tac objectives of oducation are proclaimed,
@ JURTINRG i W waportance of the acguisiticn of snmowledge mearly
alvays heads due ddot, 4fvor wily ii teaching imwolves the toaching of
lmoviadgs, Low do we kpow we are bhandling the gonuine article?

The epistemclogical iscue exposed here can be stated muite eimply,
If lwilodge is objoctive, explicit apd cortain, how is change and
developuent in educaticmal subjcct-wuetier possible? Dare we assume that
lmoviedge changes, that wiwt vas !mown for certain new bocomes umcertain,
or that vhat once could be stated preciscly is no longer clear or oven
relovant? Could we be mistalon sbout whot has been universally accepted
as fact? If we feal uncertain aebout our position on the matter, it would
be a salutory experience to caauine some of the things we wnconditiomally
accept as being the case, How could we possible doubt the things we see

1. Grenc,M. The Knower snd the Known pe17
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and touch? Surely an apple is en apple, and a tree,a gree, How could

wve be mistelien about facts such 28 Yomygen is nocessury for ccabusticn’,
or Ienerpgy is conscrved?, or thot 'perailel liges nover intersoct vach
other?!? Wo slinll examine this issuc shortly but first, let us look at

the othor side 0f the Coili.

The typleal reacelion of any groun continumaily comfromted with
controdictiong of ite most chorished belieis is to adopt am altaraaiive
rodnt of view, JFt is little wvonder, thom, that baviag to cope as they
dn rith a mltinlicitr of ferercaching changes, ot aly informationnl
an Jorlmnlopical, et alsn socdo-political apd psyciwlogical, eouc
~peationlicts chonld abandon the idea of 'monilest truth' in fevour
ol smothing nore practicn] and accomodaving. One solution has besn
o ndomt *he nresticality of lestruncatslisn - ¢ho idea that lnovlodge
ie noraorel, opd shancd by an individual adapting hinself ¢o new
Sitwations.

T -.‘2'5.(’:!.!‘1‘.'{‘-0{‘31 Nowey. noither ¢he omly nor the first of the
oavrmessdve? refanars, von cortaluly ona of the nost infiuentisl in
emoraring ohwentioniliaen we rojoct the notion thint subject-mattor
ves sonoldny: Mived and Lwariabic, and t2 dcorporate vithie their
severnd thoowies the chdlds axmerience 3o £ wajor conpenent in the
learning process. e was not, of course, sdvocating the overthrow of
subjoct~atter per se, but ves nodncing out ¢thet it was the nature of
the cducational experience to vhich ofucaticanlists should direct thedr

i1
attention..

1. wmm&awmmma
Ve James C.8.
1 wvide, Devey, Diperience and Blwcetion

LIBRARY
MASSEY UNIVERSITY
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How Denyts mroguetic viewpoint roguires some eplamation, not only

bhecause it provides o coherent and widely acecpted cpistemcleogiond
altermetive to the conservative viow of laeuvlalge, Lut else beocaune as
e inflemtls] body of thought 2t hoes beon ¢2llel won to cover a

meyder of adoentionn? pelpractices,

1 s & »
Dovey attacks wliat Lo ooiis fthie spectator decry of Looedodget,

the view tint lawwiadpe 1o the pesaive cantaxplation ol am ctowmal and

ircartoblo realdicy, il domdes ¢hat thore is such o panvancat onlity
and thot the Yimower? plays & spectaterts role. 'dat 1o wacorialr des in

notw'e = ot aselves, ¢ i oting €0 tares vid v GSpor Wenses wo
are 2ble to chanpe ond medily etare, By the wsc ol thw =poriacutal
nethad po ean deterndne and honce contin? ur eavirenment 1ot viich
is doubtial or coniused, can be clarificd amd sottled accenling o our
necd:, interceen ond desires, "nowlodpnt, ¢hen, conedsts of tn
IrteYliechwl areon of n adtoetio, ddcl grovs ont o7, Dt 1 not
$dentien? 1ith, e&?&‘imn Evpervience - nyt ¢~ be eon™inud with

velectipan on expeyiencn, i7 i 40 bo dmtorrroted 2t nroviding tho

situotin for Hmwiadpge? avtoanee, T probler-selving torrs, ciperience
nddld: vwee a roblo: - i Al cornitive, affective o yalenl Jocin,
Ity recognition, anelynis, and on eseintion of the means of decling
with it provide a ’-ter tovmnls Tinowledge!, "Tnowiedaet 4s attained whem
the moblameclver has co redrganized the problen situeetion as to
overcone 211 its difficulties, It ver in chls kind of context that
Dewey defined Mimowviedge! as successfil practice, Mso,bead&d.
other provisions, Vhile thoory itself was to be arrived at by the

saue process - perimsriation, Dovey eckmowledged tiut it veo fatal

L. Devey, Jo  Zhe Sueet Lor Cortaity.
11, Passuore, J. 4100 Yeore of Plilloseply mpe117-121
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to sharply ddvide theory from pracidoce, Tho true, imsefar as the

tera §§ auplicable, pust sotlsy tho goiemtiat wmd not just cayone.
Tntems of its modorn spplication, Dewvoy's eplstamlogy sresonts ue
wich sooctldag of o commdraes. "n the onc hand it geemdts Lo gouamally
acoeptal av the thesretioal lovel, but docs uot appear bo alfoct the
praeticeg wivlic ou the other, 1%s practical applicetioas cre coea oo
indispegdble uhile the thesrotical fmplications are igural, fuere are
also cases vhiere both the thoorotioal amd pracvical as iCts ¢ roduced
in tems of eithior one or the cthers waxids {ivi50), lw cmizle, coos
the 'operioantal dncuiry? oo the vedo-noetzs Lo asd Wil Cotceis,
locatdng it in o fdemocratic?! sctting, Lo doscrinas We wocess in o
sevics o1 nogntivos:
Teeeono olianee on evbernal authority i suppression -
dlwe not by persuwasion throush propoguxda, uot by L
'ﬂ.dzm_.i"zic NTOSESs oL ueey antuition, but a_‘?tvmj&ing

éhe community of dmemiyer, h, copfronting and utilizing
amdit to test wd edpand beliels. ... .cic, (i)

AsSuwimg [0 ¢ oot thal o forodleut cou'd ardsc in so Ydemocratic!

& uttma, Lo uauld e Magadey roedls o Tl conclucsion in torus

-

". f A% ’u.. - :{_,L '?-4..5-- Re-+5) CM"L\M

Tesatutd DAiC postulinve of eupuinmhl pethode 15 that wo
get neandnes - ol *l;v b the ovrocess of referring
consequences .o ~onditiors oul condluitns GO0 CONSeQquentes)
and by 0o othar nethols vhmesocver,” (2)

Sramor end Buvms (1965) ccho Devayts pragoatiss with the
persuasive statoment: That gtudeads must not mindlessly cooopt
Juigamamts -

o{projudgonents; pwejudlces) offered vo then by “commmnsense”,

I shoat, to tiein the alnd neaus to develop habits of inguisy

m,wmmmmofm,Wam's

control ovor futwre cparionce, Mach of involves
Soubting the fixad truths that the tion hanmds

PPe 170177
pe 169
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down as laowledge, Thic sets the £2113bilst agninot the
dogratist, the absolutist against the relativist....? (1)

But sec nothing incongruous in prefocing thedr statonent with: Educetion
involves " providing peoplie with the conceptual tools” in oxder to
aajyoc (e doto? to dioctipenish beliefs gromdod in experienco fron
those Loposal by amthbority.!

In offeck affinging Darey¥c agporinartol *W‘O(.Uﬁuﬂ(:%ﬂé'ﬂlﬁn

(19G7) peints out tho peecssity of the owtedds expert wivm he describes

as:
i, .82y Do & colleno mofeonor of smk acadenmic discinline or,
occacionally a currdcnlim specialist..." {3

and in torns of kis responsibility:

mThe export ic the solc judre of currionlur: chances. e moy
anke Ila ng,azm" Qfees n COrSory oOF "mﬂ't"y oblcﬂlltion c‘“

thic mclet 1".‘; s st £ 9l s By ST By o il pa JAY | ;'\‘..n.‘g SR AT . o SO
expmiipation of cwriculaw 0_.:c"1w_,3. 1 K t*:’.uinm o curricnimn
‘1’1{‘0”\ ml—;: -.‘::-\ - v--n.r\(-""'r f"ﬁ“r’\"‘" o i "_‘:J'ﬂ‘"(_' 'y 5 g ‘1_(" .]L.,"

atteut to rove Ancviow ohicesion in SEMOTal..es” (-;)

starf wonid consider the proposais, of course; it we arc left vith
the gean ox o thoughts
"sapsince there is uuch' ewpert'opinion on tic oducatiocnal scene
o8 preomm, the c.;"c:.b apprcach sbould receive conniderallo
citoatit.eee® (3)
Accopting, theorciicelly, the chondonneat of gertodp knovlcdge, Ly
progticioacys pevertheless like o provide a gorgain cwwiculug, Tlere
is mﬂdngq,dd'zli.‘ce L:m‘ma a clcar, wma;n:lnatarl, and delindtive
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deseription of what the fworld ig in vams of the disciplinawy viaspoints

thot night 19itt comfortably into a Yprogreccive? cunriculup and we
seen ©n got the sitwation Redd(1992) merore to emd corments on as £ollowss
fjdeny chilldren ore miven e imoresslon et rou t::um' begln
selancu by loammxingg, in teve bm!u defiaitions vhish e n
- falt tic result of the hishest ob stroeions of the moss advuncal
charidng.t (1)
Or, in terus of the expordncntel nethol which begins with the forvlaown

wesuitl

U,,.0dt i3 not awporiment or diszcovery at all: thov are N0
Cwasclves fiadiag ont sartiing, but ohedlontly conloviaing.” (2)

JLtnns G woest duportant roeowee Redd refars we, particularly vhere
cooriamuts all aad arc passcd over.
UTHC Lullse Ga cuadduy ds naosced: psaudo atticades are bred. And,

28 1 have said. bow oiten Joes ime hany taachars Int~tdos a
Itlawdlua et ug S orovest yere thore 3o 40 sach ._m"r(?gf?"

{ The dem that iziou cdge 1o rersonsd, and shapod by an individual
sl ming Ansels w noy siduodions night be 2 sclutiom dn pext to the
paeutas pueerana! Uy tho v ion gt Ymovisdget Ls cbjooiive, ond
cevimibng it E€ I iwi Cicos in Uk practice of cducation vhether this
b cose Lo 0o seoepiad a5t cize, For muay odugators, there is
suuctlang weow ortable about the subjuctivity impliad in such a viaw,
Ixperiauce 18 oxporience, but deo nrobleus, copilicts and censioms
autoaavically ardse within it? If they do, are they cendliots, teusions
and problens worthy of the tine, wergy and rocources roguired to solive
thea? What soluions vould be cducatimnlly werdoahile « ia cems of
moGern ocoooling? ‘hore would they Jend? Are not some probicms more
easily resolval by model solutioms put forward by those who lave aiready
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exporiencod them? flov istimowlodget cetwaly derived from peflections on

gncrionce after the opericnce? Imt sone lmovledge certain - boyond all
doubt? The instiumentalist would be able to solve all these problems,
of course, simiy Sy agasing In evrerdsental inguirvy, Maodledge! would
arise out oFf seeessful nroctise, Dut for many clucatiws this wontt do,
For somgfinovlalget o tore Tikely to be fommd im the reepective
1

distiplines, “Lomix waintning that schools and other éducatiomal
dnaticucions showdd drev thelr subject-matter fron the discioliaes
rachar ¢then fron the nools, emecorns, and eoblens of Jewwners, According
to Phends: &mz‘nin:_' con Lo nede _simpio and pasfu: by
1. Providing anelytic sinniilication, through wiiich we cau <ake umderstandable
the clasoes and pgreacralications +Adceh arc Zomod by porticnlars:
2o DUividEiye gymtlictic co-oxdinction, & widel we nelic ovidant die patterns
ad vationsitns that acdet in subjeci-tmtior; and
e TO astwe (. presemoe oI dyuanisy, the “lure to discowves;", or the
Corov whilc) beods us on to nov knowledge. Iu is in the dioscizlinss,
Phendx thinl'ec, cpe e find the gnswers to his noeds, concerns and
seh ens,

coronyt chdming oo sticosel ¢t Inovladge eon be obtained nore
casily Uy roioving fact8, comeepts wuc uinus principlos to mnjor
significont cava?b Tmes ayl othars Mave pratrpted tids viey, In
teius of ecomowies, 0 oxauplc, thore ares

owr prineiples on vitdeli 21X of economics doponds, Enow these

and youn havs the "hoolie" on wiich the rinor principles and the

lacts of ecomomics Lang, Thc details of econonics nny change,

i.c, tine noy cetire some of then; and new details nay

old omes; Lut the fundanental ctwuctize of cconomigs will remnin

and it is the fundamentel structure that counts...V(2)

Came back ¢o Sclwmbls difficulty in trying to pevsuade curriculum-
makers, adninistrators and teachers of the major copceptuel changes made

in biology and we soem to bave travelled a full circle,

i, Phonix,P.H. "The Use of the Disciplines as Cwrriculum Content®
Qiucotional Fo No. 3, &gs, 1962 ppe273-280
: =t o,
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Is j¢ possible to break it amywhere £o clarify the fimdanental

er:‘.ch.-n‘lo.iml issnes?

(me issue we have sc foar rafoscd - P Mmevlodes 35 objectdv,
evniicde sl cortain, hww is chinpe anxd devefopmemt in educaticual
oubjoot-antior possible? ID thars 3o wmother, and T think there is, it
nlgic be atatad as followss IF timonlalzet i 2o be contimually sibject
to chaaye urv.mﬁhﬂm npi 35 Vimovledget is gubjostive in the
aenso et it dopwids on tho inldvidunds adencing Sdmseld to pov sdtuations,
anl it ¢he mlnnhﬂiﬁ 5o uhe judgerands o1 tue post is always in doubt,
Lo o vhnt 4o 280t Propiaesucet pve sb onduad?

I the foligmiys soctiou, I have attegted to upl.on...n
ramifieations of hoth insies by persenalizing the armmaits in the
fovano: » dinlogie, T odr Wds el 2 view Lo clenring oo mmeh zrowmd
a8 Poss'\\:\a.

oot 5 39 dgended To represont
whole vange of < oiti i iiwh ﬁuvly bz fabelled gbjectivistic.
Speaker C i: Biiuulad Lo soprusar: et odd assovimend c: - positions
which mght 50y : label\ed subjectivigtic - =ich = Leaning goends
collectivism. pasicer B is incandad to be the devills advocote and to
clony © way fop the conclusions 7 [0 to drew, I meon nothds. ominous
by uy selectiom of theso tuo categories, opd the fuct thot Xtve sliccaved,
by duplicetion oducotionalists to cpe eide rether chon the cther is
sinply becouse it $e®w to e to be wore cowvemicnt to 4o it that vay.
i tipl ¢ is Yoae to soy that in epistemslegical discussioms, proponemts
vin bogin from ome podnt of view wvill seldwm el up in Quidie che same
place,
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Most of us are confident emough to assert that we kmow scme ”
things, and some of us might even be willing emough to assert
explicitly some of the things we would say we kmow, Now suppose person
A wvere disposed to draw up a list of spocific items of Yimowledge!, and
suppose someone else, B, were to query ecach item, What kind of
argment could A offer B in order to assure him that each item om his
list wvas, in fact, an item of lmowledge?

If bhe was prepared to offer argment in support of his
assertions, A might point to the claims of others as being confirmdory
of his own. "Experts in the various subject fields have discovered
Ylaws?, wncovered *facts?!, and invemted procedures that help us
describe and explain the world as it is. The list of lknowledge itenms,”
A might argue,” is part of the picture of our world znd its workings
built up through the investigatory and objective comtributions of
such thinlking nen,"

Accepting A's word that the items on his list are 'part of the
picture! supplied Ly experts, B might inquire of A whet justification
he has for his reliance on collective authority. "iho are the experts,”
B might ask, "and what grounds do they have for supposing that their
contributions are 'imovledge! contributions? More importantly, "B
might insist, "what grounds do you have for accepting them as such?"

A might retort that experts are in a position to 'imow' vhat
they are talking about, "As men of imtegrity in the main,® A might
point out,"experts in the various subject fields are mot likely to
make contributions they believe to be false, They believe what they say
to be the case, and they can produce good evidemce to show what they
say is true, Furthermore, as the term ‘expert! implies, they cam be
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adjudged competent in the matter. Their having read the literature,

each in his respective field, their undertaking of the relevant
experimental work or supervised enguiry, their having beem lectured
to by eminent uen, being granted degrees or diplomas by recognized

institutions, and so on, entitle them to be m.l From this point

of view, we can accept that the expert is in a position to Yimow!
what he is talkimg about,."

"But surely the expert?'s 'right to be sure?, as you call it,
does not guarantee that the world is what he says it is," B might
reply. "The expert could be mistaken., After all, we are all subject
to error, The expert may genuinely believe that what he says is true
and his beliefs may be confirmed by others, but they may be mistaken
too, Perhaps they have graduated from the wromg wniversities, rcad
the wrong literature,or are part of a political comspiracy to deceive
the public, Unlikely perhaps, but what assurance does one have that
this is not the case?"

1. It is sometimes assumed that success in a given domain of
imowledge' is sufficient groumds for granting a persom the 'right to
be sure that X is the case. A,J. Ayer (1957) goes so far as to say
that the pecessary and gufficicnt comditions for such ‘lmowledge' are:

1, Vhat ome is said to 'lmow' be true

2. That one be sure of it

3. That one should have the right to be sure

Yide Ayer, A.J. The Pxeblen of Knowledge,
. 31 £1,
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A might retort with,"An expert's statememts are verifiable,

They can be tested by approved procedures appropriate to the subject
field." This lime of argment, by no means unfamiliar in learmed
circles, seems plausible. B, however, might not be without some
objections.

"Let us suppose for the moment, that an expert's statenents
are, as you say, verifiable, "B might begin, "Who would verify them
- another expert? Vhat kind of procedure would another expert use -
the same that made the origimal statements possible? Arem't you
begging the question? If the proposition of your last statement is
to be umderstood as, 'expert's statoments about the world are correct
because they can be verified by expertst!, them you'rc assuming the
very point at issue. Om the other hand, if you're suggesting that
the expert!s statements are verifiable by me you'rc being wumreasomable,
Suppose that one of the items on your list is an alleged ffact! in the
domain of atomic phgsics, how would I or any non-physicist be able to
verify it? To do so would involve we in acquainting myself with the
literature and methodology of the subject-matter, and I would ipso
facto become an 'expert! and thereby subject to my own objectioms,”

In an effort to compromise at this poimt, A might reply with,
"You necedn't bocome an fexpert! im the stromg semue of that word.
True, you would need to Imow vhat you wers doing and which procedures
wvere necessary, but being able to verify a fac t, once it was lmown,
wvouldn't necessitate your becoming an expert,”

"That's all very well,” B might say, "but wvhat would
happen if I couldn't verify the fagt. Suppose I acted im good faith,

euployed the procedures usually thought necessary to investigate
vhether or not X is the case, and came to the comclusion that the
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experts vere wrong, Suppose I tried more thon once and in mamy

vays to obtain verification of an experttc statement and failed each
tine. UYouldn't you say that it was I who was wistaken and not the
cxpert? You would have to say he wvas qumlified and I vasnt't if your
preseut line of arguent is to hold,®

A might deny this. "Not neeessarily. You may have turmed
up something new. Perhaps your lack of experiemce uay have emabled
you to cuploy the givem procedure in a novel way. You may have
discovered a hitherto unlkmown variable, This is sometimes the way
nev discoveries are aede,"

B might press home his advantage here. "If I investigate
X as a non-expert, find that X is not the case the Yexperts! thought
it vas, and it is conceded that I am mot mistaken, doesn't that
support y main contention? Under such ciroumstances, how can you
accord 'experts' the right to be sure that they Yimow' vhat they are
talking aboutl *

Unwilling to dispemse with this line of argument altogether,
A wight add the following modification:"I'm not sugge ting that
experts are infallible, I agree that any one of us con make mistakes.
Perhaps vhat you say is true,based as it is om the hypothetical
situation you propose. Dut, "A might coatend, "surely you'll allow
that am expert in a particular field is more likely to 'imow' what he
is talking about tham not., Comsider scientists such as physicists
and chamists, Surely they are, in gemeral, the best people to decide
vhethor or not statements in physiecs and chemistry are 'imowledge!
stateamts, It may be true that they can make a mistake, but most of
the time they lkmow what is true. Thay employ rigorous methods to
shov that X is the case. The confirmation of X is followed by
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further confimations, You can hardly deny them the right to be sure
most of the time,"

B might concade that A has a point, "It is true that we more
often than not have to rely om the expert im a particular field for
confimation or not of vhether X is the case. It is also true that we
expect cxperts to be able to decide correctly which matters in their
respective ficlds are matters of 'lmowledge’., Dut how canm we be sure
that our expectations are being fulfilled? You have slready admitted
the possibility that experts can make mistakes. If it is possible that
they cen make ome, it is possible they can make more, [ow do we know
that they are not, in general, nistaken? I concede that it is
sometines wiser to put one's trust in an fexpert?! rather than a non-
expert, for cxample, if my car breaks dowm, I take it to 2 mechanic
- not the grocer, Vvhen I am ill I go to a doctor - mot a plumber.
Now it may be the case that neither the nechanic nor the doctor can
effect his respective cure, but I'd go to them just the same. I'm
not suggesting that expert opinion cught not to be givem serious
attention. Just as X camnot both be the case, and not the case at the
sane time, from the same point of vicw, so too, some opimions will be
more reliable than others. Opinions, however are opimions - not
Imowledge, and expectations are expectatioms - not certainties. You
are arguing that the items on yowr list can be comnfirmed as 'lmowledge!
itens by experts to wvhom, because of their specialization and
training, you accord the right to be sure. Becouse nome of us is
infallible , I recognize no such right. I concede that some opimions
will be more reliable than others, and that we cxpect experts to be
more often right than wvrong, but opinions and expectations do mot
guarantee "kmowledge', So far, you domn't seem to have bemm able to



provide me with any assuramces that the items om your list are
flmowledge! items,"

Of course, A is not without a reply. "If you are mot going to

accept the judgements of experts about the world, what will you
accept? I have put it to you that the 'picture! we have of our world

bhas been built up by experts, who have discovered 'laws!, uncovered
tfacts!, and invented procedures to describe and explain it. I have
suggested that experts, and I am talking about men of integrity, not
only believe vhat they say is true, but alsoc that they have produced
evidence that supports those beliefs. Consider these steps in a little
more detail, Before an expert will admit to X being lmowledge X will
firstly, have to be true; secondly, be believed to be true; and thirdly,
be supported l;y the evidence, These are the accepted! conditions for

"imowledge®,

1. An increasing mmber of writers in philosophy and educatiomal
philosophy scem to be atteupting to short-circuit the problem of low
one can be said to ‘'imow' anything by postulating what they call 'the
conditions of lkmowledge!, IHaving stated them most writers go on to add
modifications about the nature of the 'evidence' requirement, The
examples used are drawm, f{or the most part, from ocur common stock of
'imowledge', and are ones with which nobody would want to disagreec.
The arguments used, thon, are more often than not persuasive rather
than logical in that the reader is asked to accept what in the writer's
opinion would be 'adequate evidence' for 'imowing! what the reader has
never doubted] Examples appear ing

Brown, L.M. Gemeral Philosophy in Rducation  p.92
Scheffler, I. W P02l ff

¢ 4
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"Now, on grounds that we are fallible, " A might comntinue,

"you deny the expert the right to 'kmow'. It would seem that you are
in the absurd position of carrying doubt too far, Either you will
have to deny a priori that imowledge is possible, or be prepared to
accept soue assurance that the itoms on my list are ‘kmowledge! items.
If you want to play the part of an out-and-out sceptic, our discussion
will be fruitless, I can say nothing that will comvince you, and you
vill merely assert doubt after doubt wmtil, perhaps, we'll end wp
with you doubting that our conversation is taking placel If, on the
other hand, you accept that lmowledge is possible, what asswrance could
you vant other than the ome I've givem you? After all, you yourself
have adaitted that we sometimes have to rely om experts! judgements,
and surely you can accept the fact that experts arc aware of the
conditions of lmowledge - their reputations will depend on iti"

Bnid:cmply.aafollm: "I am not an out-and-out sceptic as
you suggest, and I an surprised that you should suggest that I an.
Not only do I believe thut knowledge is possible, there are some
things of which I am certain, Ome of these is that if you believe what
you're gaying, it is you who has adopted the sceptic's position., If
scopticism cams your low esteem, be it on your own headi"

"Let us consider your 'accepted' conditioms for kmowledge."
B might suggest, "What you're saying is, in schematic form, that an
expert (E) lmows that X is the case, if and omly if:

1) X is true

2) E believes X is true

3) E can give adeguate evidence that X is true,
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Now the distinction between 2) and 1) is justifiable if you have in
mind the possibility that X is true vhen E does npot believe it, and
" believes that X is the case, vhem X isntt true, It would be agreed
thon, t}:ﬂt 1) and 2) together are necessary conditions for it to be
correctly said that T Jgovs X. Consider, hovever, the relationship
betwoem 2) and 3), and 1), Now cither © kmows X or he doesn't, I°
he novs that X is the case (i.¢. belioves that X is true, and it is),
what justification will there be for 3) as a2 condition for knowledge?
tn the other hand, if he doesn't lmow that X is true, how will 2) and
3) work to support vhat be does not in fact yot know?"

In oxder to clarify ks point B wight suggest, "If I give
somcthdng to someone and ask hin to tell ue vhat it is, and he
cerrectdy ¢o'1c me that it is an arn’e, what purpose would be served
be my demanding evidence for his judgaaent? Suppose that wvhen I ask
him hew he knows it is an apple, e Degins listing certain
characterictics as cvidence, Vould his doing so make it anr nmore
certain thgt it was an apple? OSurely he would have to lqoy it was an
apple before he listed its characteristics."

Anticipating A's disscnt Bymight continue, "Imagine I have
given you an apple and an asking you gquestions about it, Owr
conversation might go something like thist-

"flov do you kmow it'%s an apnle?” I asic,

"Becanse it's red,"you reply.

"A box can be red. How do you kmow it isn't a box?"

"Because it's round and red.”

THow do you lmowv it isn't a round, red ball?"

"Because it's round, red and it tastes sweet,"

"How do you lmow it ima't a large, red-coloured, round picce




of candy?? I askj; and s0 on.

An indefinite nmber of questions could be asked concerming the
evidence for your knowing that X is an apple. Consider the kinds of
characteristics you conld point to - colour, shape and size at ome
level, chemical componments et anvther, chromosomes and gemes at
another, and 0 on. How mauy characteristics would you have to tum
up, and of wvhat kinds would they have to be to ensure that you ‘lmew?
it wvas an apple? Clearly, you would have to kmow it yas am apple
before you could state any of these as apple characteristics. Notice
too, how you would reject each altemmative that fits each finite sct
of charactoristics. For example, you would choose apple over box,
ball, candy, peach.and so on, Clearly, cvidence for X is superfluous
vhen you lpow X already.”

"On the other hand, "B miglt point out,¥supposc that you
Jonft know that X is the case. How will 2) and 3) be conditions for
your knoving it? Using the clavants from our provious ciample, let us
workk it baciamids. You bhave something red. 'hat will it be? Perhaps
you look for amother characteristic and you recognize froundness',
Still not enough to tell you what it is? ‘Syectness?, ‘pulpy texturef,
and so on, are discovered in twiw. Even if you discover other
characteristics M, N, and O, and =0 om, how will you know vhat they
are characteristics of? As I have suggested earllior, if
characteristics such as M,N, and O are lmown by you to be seme of the
characteristics of X, then surely you alroady know X | Now you have
asserted that in ordor to kmow X certain conditions must be fulfilled;
but as I have suggested, if you fuifil only the conditions for X, you
can't lmov X, It would seem to follow, than, that if cxperts depended
on the ‘accepted' conditioms for kmowledge as you say they do,
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kmowledge would be imposaiblel ®

At this point A might reply, "As far as it goes, your amulysis
seenis quite reasoneble; but aran?t you couiusing two things here? Vhen
I suggested that experts depanded on these conditions Leing fuifilled
before they considored the matters in their respective subject ficlds
as matters of Mmovledge!; X was mot attaupting ©o describe how that
Imowledge was obtained in the first instance, In your analysis of the
conditions you scemto be confusing the product ‘lmowloadge?, with the
poocegs of attalning it. There are two gencral questions involving
kmowledge; one asks ylat kmovledge is, and the other ashs oy Imovledge
is possible, Now I concede that siaply 'moving, shall we cay,
characteriatics, in mo way ioplies you laow what they ars
characteristics of, I agree you wourld have to lmow X boefore you counld
say that !, H, and O,and so on, were characteristics of it,
Verification, lovever; althoughk it imvolves a process, dezonstrates
that what ic olroedy lknown to be the case is, in fact, the case. Up to
now we have not discussed how thase 'imowledge! statements on ny list
were obteined, 'hat T have been trying to do is to provide some
assarance that the items om my list are Vlmowledge! items."

You ask vhat Imowiedge is, and T give you some examples - a list
of things 'imown' about the world, You ask hewr I Vimow? them to be
*lmovledge! itens, and I suggest that thoy are becauwse they meet the
conditions for !mowledge - i.e¢. are true, are believed tc be true, and
are supported by adequate evidemce. How are we going to distinguish
between ‘imowlodge! statements and non-lmovledge statements? Shouldn't
ve have some criteria? I fully appreciate that we do not need
evidence ¢o support certain kinds of private




lmovledge.) I am avare of the fact that statememts like *This
looks white to me?, 'This tastes sweet', and so ongneced uwercly be
stated, But vhat about discrepancics between two or more judgememts?
Isntt there a2 nead for some criteria to settls public disputes?

How are we going to avoid authoritariam a2 priori aaan;nicnsnmless
ve heve sone nmeans for sorting out what is the case from what is not
the case? I suggest that the acceptod! conditions for imowledge
acrve 2 neccseary funotiom, not as a description of how lmowledge is
cbtained, but as a means of verifying that vhat has been obtained is
Haowedget.

% Your point is well taken,"B might admit, "Limiting owrselves
to the first of the two questions, hovever,iet us inquire as to
vhother your faccopted! conditicns for kmwledge really provide the
criteria vou are loclking for, You will be aware that Imowledge of the
various subjcect fields hay mderpone considerubie chenge ond
develommant over the 1aot fer decades. As veachiers and rescarchers
will comfimm, the subject-sattors, of say, sciunce, wathematics and
history, are cuite 2ifferent today from what thoy were some thirty
yoars 0gtecs .

11, "euthoritarian a priori cssuuptions?, i.e. asswmptions held as
true in spite of auy evidence that may tum up to the contrary.
1. People vho argue from A's positiom often overlook the fact that

it is owr private "imowlelge' that provides us with the basis for
certainty. 1In debates about public coriteria for Yimowledge$, the

a person tastes something, he can honostly swear that lmows it
hmummuhm,umeumw
the Grecks can him of that lmowledge,"
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The reasons for this scem fairly obvious, HFnowledge in the various

subject fields has increased at a tremendous rete, giving rise to the
accumlation of new 'facts' and new thooretical frameworks in which to
accommodate them, As the fact that an increasing mmber of text-books
are becouing out-dated seems to suggest, there is a continual
restructuring and recategorisation of subject-matter content wvhere,
because of their irrclevance or insignificance, a muuber of so-called
‘imovledge' items have been dispensed wvith, More importantly, perhaps,
in some instances, what was considered to be factual Imowledge or
theoretically reliable has since been discovered to be in error.®

"Now if lmowledge which is believed to be true, is true, and
is publically examinable on the basis of the evidemce for its truth,
changes , aren't ve involved in a paradox? Iiow cam what is truc at one
tine be false at amother? I am not concemed here with matters that
have not been labelled 'lmowledge'. Comventions per se arc neither
true nor false in a finmal sense. Jgliefs may change vhen new evidonce
iz brought to light; and statemcnts of lovalty depend more om attitudes
ond belief than actunl cvidence, and cam be logitimately maintained in
spite of evidemce to the contrary. Kpowledge,hovover, is another matter,
According to your ‘accepted! conditions, before X can be said to be
Yimovledge' £ must be true. How can X be true at one time and false
at another and still correctly be labelled 'lmowledge®?"

"Perhaps I should clarify this problen fimther,” B might suggest.
"iow it is trwe that vhat at one tine is a seed, at another is a flower,
Ve lmow that children grov into adults, and that copper sulphate
crystals grov larger wvhen suspended in a satwrated solutiom of the
substance of which they are composed., But these cases of change are
not the kind related to the problem I am posing. Seeds before
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they grow into flovers are surely seeds, children before they grow

into aduits arc surely children. Seeds, childrem, copper sulphate ,
etc., would not be comething else at the same time and from the same
point of view, To say so would be sclf-contradictory, Yet we seom

to be involved in o selfcontradictory situation wherc we try to
superimpose yeur Paccepted! conditioms for imowledge! on o backgromd
of changes Some items of Vimowledget, truc at e time have bem

found ©o be Talse at another, Uhat was Ytrue' at T1 has been found to
be false at T2, Tor eramle, we nov !mow that the carth is round and
not fiat, Tt is now lmom that the ninetocath contury surgen vas
misteken in his belief that inflammation of the brain comid be curad

by applying leoches to the temples, It is now lmown thet the planet
Hercury does not hove & year of the sane duretion as its day.
lintheseticdons no longer insist that Puclidean geomotry provides an
exact description of owr physical umiverse, Our nresent day view of
the atcu i3 vory much different tfrom what it was some twonty-five
years agos aid 5o ohle In cach case, what was thought to be Yimown? is
nov in fact umtruc, But the problem does not end here. Recognition of
this problem leads to another. ihat guarantee do we have thet what we
say we Yimow', will not turn out to be false in the future?"

"Let us restatc these problens in another way. I Yimowledge!
is to be understood in your terus, we would have to assume that the
conditions for somemme Vimowing' X at T1 were not fully met, Perhaps
someone had a stromg belief about X, and perhaps what he believed to
be sufficient owidence for X made, for him and others, X true at that
time, At 72, however, further evidence to hand shows that X is not
vhat it wvas thought to be, i.e, true, But wvhat puarantee do we have
that the evidence is sufficient for our ¥imowledge' now, at T2?



30.
Surely we must concede that in the light of increasing "lmowledge! (as
many describe it), it is always possible for more evidence to twm up
and that somec of it will contradict the things we say we Vlmout, If
the corditions for kmowledge are supposed to hold good, at what point
would we be certain that they had been correctly fulfilled? Could we
ever lmow? I suggeot that if you ingist on the Yaccepted! conditioms
beinz fulfillod bofore we could properly call the items on your list
lmowledge? itens, we could never be sure that our so-called Ylmowledge!
was even probablel "

AT tuds pednt it would sean that hoth A and B have reached an
impased’s Dts reguest for some assmrance that the items on Avs list
ere items of Ylmowiodge! Lave not boen satisfied, and A has been forced
into a situation viere eithor he aceepts that his line of argusant leads
to scepticisa, or hie adidts that the Yaccopted! conditions for knowledge
are inodequate, If A is to be emsistont, then ncither altemmative will
be satisiactory, Perhape the horns of the dilemna need to be examined

more closcly. Let us introduce a thinrd party, ¢, for this purpose.

Having heard the outline of tue previous déscussiom, C might try
to resclve the situation in a sot unfeniliar way, "How can you both
state that ‘Imovladge? is possible when the very argmments you bring to
bear an the problem show that tho case is otherwise?® C might ask.
"You both ought to accept the fact that there are no altemmatives. In
your respective ways you are stating the obvious « we can never be sure
of anything other than amalytical statoments vhich, because of their
intormal comsistency, would be sclf-contradictory to deny, Sow-called
wm@mmmmmmrw
them can nover be complete, Dut lock around yow. Ima't it the case
that vhat we say we Yimow? is only cver probable? Our owm cxperience




2.
teaches us that we can mever be certain of amything. Why do you
insist that 'kmowledge? is possible wvhen cverything is against its
being so?"

"1 thinlk you both take the verd *lamcwicdget too ef:r:lnualy."
¢ might continme, "y irplicaticn it would secm that you are using
it to stand for some special ctate of mind - an abstraction that has no
cash valwe in the orectice of daily living, UYe are all part of a busy,
evolving corramity - Jocul, pmotioped ond intermatiomal, Cur prior
experiences are rooted in public conventions and strong beliefs, and
these are vhrt influmee o judgenents, bBeliefs and comventions
chanre to mect the needs »nd nriorities that arise within the social
conteoxt, M12 balicfs arc vroplacwl Uy now, Shat is how we move forward.
Eoowledge? has no donctation outside these things. You lecamm that X
is called this or that - a noidse to discinguish it from something else,
You learn that this works and that docon't - such decisions ultimately
rasting op vhat is requived te survive. You leaum that this is painful
and that is plecsurable, this advances and that rotardsy and so on.
Life is a basiness mm on trial ond crror liucs. in order to survive,
one keeps one's eye on the probabilitics, "

"our diloma, "C might iwcist, "con be resolved siuply by using
the word imowledge? in 2 Joss formal wey. You are not able to say
vith gergainty ¢that X is the case, now and forover, Your ownn examples
shor that, On the other hand, it would be foolish to demy the
efficimcy of ow system of beliefs and conventions which, in the mainm,
work for the gemeral good, I' not advocating oubt-and-out scepticism
bere. I'm merely suggesting that adopting 2 uiddle-read positiom is the
sensihle thing to do, If you doth accepted the teru *imowledge! in a
veaker sonsc - sonothing like a2 symompym for YImformation' -« you would
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not get yourselves into logical tangles about its possibility, Of
course ‘knovledge? (in this weak cemse) is possibiel It consists of
informational itaus that arisc from sirang beliefs apd comventions
bound together by oots of stipulatad rales, This is what fpublic
lmovledge' s uoually cunsisted of, Now the sifectivaness of such
Imowledgo is judged within the Jemodcratic social contaxt. This not culy
explains viy changes occur, but also wiyy chonges at certain points dn
time are necossary, It could be argucd, Jor cuample, that the flat
earth hypothesis wvas not anly aporopriate to those carly times but was
efficacious as well, "tm chips and men wvoro wmcilcly to be stwrdy
emough to stand up o the dapgers of s wcharced scas, such a belief
probably balped to congcrve bwian roscurces ol aaterdals, The idea
that the carth night not be £2at becaue more crodibic in a social
convext mpropnated with aing of nolitical cxponaion and econonic gein,
The constructlon of sturdier vosscls, the luprovenent of mavigational
tocimicues, and so om, made the exploitation »f the new' iden pessible.
Thus progress begets progress. 71d beldefs aie overhauled or replaced
by new ones., IF this vamn¥t =0, how would we be able €0 sond nen to

the moon?0

"You can see tham, ""C might conclele, "that the laccepted!
conditions for Vlmowladge! are in fact, scceptable, The case X is true
wvhen it works for us in 2 particutor time and aé a parcicular place,.
Arising as it does Oroa the social contert, the uscfulncss of X within
that context is its own sulfickent evidence, ‘Yhom X is judged to be mo
longer effeotive, it is cither overhauled or replaced by cne or more
Vinfornational? items added to the gmmeral aystoa of beliefs and
cmventions, Truth, belief,and evidence, then, are useful conditions
for ‘imowledge', but they are always relative to tise and place. In
this vay you can justify X being true at e time and false at another,
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Vhat I am suggesting is that 'right' and *wrong' are not absolutes, and
that they are alvays relative to cwrrent sets of beliefs and conventions,
Your abilicy to malie judgements is not in doubt. (hen you make them,
hovever, you saoculd realize that they arce basad on your prior axpariomces,
and these in twn will be shapoed by the beliefs and convemtions of the
cultwre to which you belang. You scam to want ¢o bolieve that Ylmowledge!
is sococcluing nore then this -« a special statc of mind vhere you grasp,
serhaps, somc invioiable truth and bold it wvith cartainty. If you
Udai carciglly aboat it, you will see that Yimowluige! of this kind is
nover possibace I you believe that it is, you are simply confusing
tho octaphor and tiw casc it ds being used to describe. Just as our
language reslccis atiticudes whem, without asctuzily belicving it, we
andmte pon-living datier, o actialule mman guilitics t<o the lower
andsossy 59 oo VMaowiadge! is usad du such & way that it reflects our
nexd to be secure in cieting whee whc woitd is with o acosure of confidence.
THe oy you axw using Maewlcdgoe' sowus To suggest tlut you are
nesmeordlred by tle ccctmpanylag attitules wvhich arc part oi owr
nayehologioal nale-up. Unlurtuotoely, those kinds of attitudes, if
serdously maintnined, lead €0 agthoritaionise and doguotisa, Ve need
to be cecure, but we else aeed oo clioage cur vicwpeint vhen new evidence
copes to Innd, Progress deponds oo owr being able ¢o be receptive to
now ideas ond flewible in owr thinking. It would be o mistaie to regard
o sowcalled Ymowlodge' o3 belng true boyond all doubt, \lc cem nover
find gcertadnty In 'movladgo, I ds always susceptible to change - as
your own exaomles have indicatod,?

et awely we can be cortain of scme statcuemts other than
amelytical wmesy” 4 might insists "There arc many occasions vhen our
stnges provide us with wnndstakable evidence that X is the case,
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It would be simplo-ninded simply to attribute the things we see, hear,

touch and taste to strong belief or comvemtion @ Owr attitudes to, and
appreciation of the things ve semse will to some extent be determined
by the social context in which we live; but we jmoy what those things
are, and we lmow that they are, With all your talk about the social
context you're forgetting about imdividual perception. The basis of
our knovledge is the totality of actual, particular semsory perceptioms.
I would concede that there is & tendemcy for people to rest comtent with
thoe ‘quthority! of public belief end comvemtion in matters of kmowledge
rather than make the effort to find out for themselves, Om the other
hand, it is obvious that all of us noed to supplement owr own percgptions
vith those of others. Dut when you come right down to it, what ve call
‘imowledge! begins with our own certain, particular, semsory peregptioms,
Ve lgow what we see with owr owm cycs, ve moy what we hear with our own
cars, ond we oy what we touch with our bodyl®

"If you believe that your Yimowlodge' is based on particular,
sensory perceptions in the woy you say they are, what kind of thing can
your 'kmowledge! be?® C might inquire. %Consider the mature of your
organs of perception., You scem to be saying that you lmow X because you
can see it, touch it; and so om. I suppose you would state that X is a
tree because the light waves emamating from it impinge upon the retina
of cach of your eyes, causing an cloctro-chexical impulse to be comveyed
along the optic merve from the eyes to the occipital lobe of your brain,
But suppose it was part of the hnman comdition that our eyes did not
focus on to one image and we sav everything double. Or suppose, like
sone animals, we had one eye on each side of owr heads, so that we could
munuﬂ-dmblmodﬂnmm Or suppose like
most other naumals, wve vere umable to distinguish cune colour from
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anotherg or, lil:ie some insects, we had a thousand eyesy or like bees,
ve could see what we camot nov imagine - ultra-vicolet light, tould
not the worid look much different to us thau it does now? How can

you rcly on the omnstuction of your own percoptual orgens in onder to

Yimow? what the wordd xeally is 2 *

*Connidor the hwen organs of perception gs they stapd, "C xight
contimuc, TAve thoy really rcelieble? The iliusionist can trick us
cren vhen we are imAdlling ©o suspond our disbeliedf. A stick looks
Lant when it 49 imorsed 3n a gloss of water, In arsazizial light a
hlue svde dools binck, In the clessical MuillopZyor iilusim, two
ozl linar annear moqne! beecause of their sarrounding ecrrovheads. In
sone instonces, ve nmey not be avare of the fact that ve 2re exporiancing
ann llusion, Cantinuel exposure to colamr - say el.on - mmdor bright
lirkt lends us to nerceive o nore waterci-down sbadce than that viich
we choorvod at the outset. Than ghore arc paccpiions vo have of
things that are pot there at all. It is Dot cicar vint part Sur organs
of porcentioa play, if any, wien we copericuce Luliucinations, Agide
frem induced hallucinations brought on by dirugs zad 2lo0h:0] - although
the sitvation is very real for those that talke i ~ (Lo laman psyche
is subject to envirommemtal conditioning. Tiryodacsc and set attitudes
affect our julgoamss., A porson may el padn in o linb although it
has been auputated some time before. Fovple sedd to Lo on the verge of
neurosis perceive objects in s wost wmmsual woy. Hittens, for example,
can be perceived as il they were as {earsouc as lions, Yo can have
perceptions of a kind wvhen our sease organs arc uot Tumctioping. For
example, sensations can be arocused im 2 camscious person, by electrical
stiomlation of the pelevant port of e corcbrud cortex, The world,
then, is not civays wiet is cxporianced. llow is the kind of timovledge!
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you want possible through particular semsory perceptions?®

"Ists all very well to talk about vhat our organs of perception
might have been," A might reply. "Hoy do you imagine that they might
have been wvhat you suggost? The fact that you can compare the luman
organs of perception with those of other emtities in the animal kinglom
already presupposes that ‘lmowledge! is possible, You would have to
rely on your own organs of perception to make the comperisens in order
to pose the pessibility of them being other than what they are, I do
aduit that our perceptioms are mot infallible, Ve sometimes do wee
visions, hear tvoices', and suffer hallucinations in the way you suggest.
But the 'reality! of these experiences is questioned because they are
in disagreement with other smmsory experiences, or with the regularities
wvithin perceived events of the same kind. The very fact that you vere
able to list what might be termed 'umreal! events suggests that you
already ‘lmow' how to distinguish between 'reality' amd illusion,”

You have already hinted at how 'imowledge! is possible in your
reference to 'sceing a treet. The semsory information about extemmal
objects comes intoe the brain through the various afferent noural
patisaays and reaches the cerebral cortex where it is stored and/or
processed by the operation of the mind, then we look at a tree, we
perceive £ts primary qualities - such as solidity, extension, figure;
and g0 ong and the secondary qualities which depend om these - such as
colour, smell, the sound it mekes in the wind; and so oms The
accumlation of qualities such as these from all the objects of our
totality of eaperiences are the building blocks of our 'lmowledge®.
They provide the material in temms of vhich the mind reflests, wills,
doubts, reasons amd thinks, Our 'kmovledge' of the extermal wokld, them,
begins with these simple qualities, and develops as the mind comstructs
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more complex ideas from then. Comsider the 'tree' cxample omoce more.

Percedving its gualitios as we do through more tham one semse organ, wo
arrive at concepts such as *hardnesst, 'thicdmess';and so oane Some of
owr knowledge is possible by degrees as owr minds tum iowasds, s0 to
spaak, and refiect oo the objects or our experiemces, repeating, comparing
and wmiting chon, Our "loowledget of the extermal world is possible in
the sense thet it consists of an agreement or disagrecuent between the
gualitics we are parcclving at a particular time and the simple or
canplex quelitics ve have already cxperionced, retainod and processel
in the mind, There is ¢ ono-to-one correspondance between cach object
and the idee we have of it in the wnderstanding."

"A plausible argunent fram one point of view," ¢ might reply.
"But if you comsider it more carefully, you will nmotice o mmbur of
flaws in it. In the first place, how do you lmov that your perceptual
Sperionce of an extermal dbject actuelly is on axperience of an
Sctemal object? Flow would you lumow they were the sase, or where would
you begin to look for the resesblange? Surely it would be impossible
to compare a porception, actuel or remcsbered, with o non~perception -
the axtamal object iteclfl, Sccondly, how are your perceptions possiblc
at all? Are you suggesting that the extermal gmlitics are in some way
emitted fron the chject amd thoy are the cause of the semsations you
bhave of them? How could you prove cither commection? In the very
process of trying to show tiat the cbjects of owr thinking are the
qualities produced by am extermal wordd, you have to assume beforchand
that there is an extermal world, and that we already bave fimowledge!(in
your semse of the word) of it. Omly by'lmoving that an extemal world
exists would wvhat you're saying make semse; but if wvhat you say is true,
you can never lmov’ that there is an external world,”
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"Remove the flaws and you'll see I've beem right all alomg, " C

might suggest, "We canpot prove that there is an extermal world deyond
ourselves, on the other hand, it would be foolish to categorically deny
its possibility. The semsible thing to do is to aceept the external
world?s cxistence as & working hypothesis., All we can ever Ylmow! are
our own perceptioms. I agvoe that these perceptioms are the basis of
our 'imoviedge! and I agree that our Ykmowledge! (in the weak sense) is
built up from these basic perceptual umits asz you suggest. Ve must

not suppose, however, that there is a necessary comnexion here betwoen
our impediate perceptions and our past ideas of them. The firet ic
nerely a sufficient condition for the second, You will appreciate the
power of imegimation. Sometines with and sametines without ocwr avaroness
of it, our imaginations and memories work on our stored perceptians,
prosanting us with both vworiable and wworkable comuplex ideas, Compare,
for example, owr ideas about, say, atoms, and cells, with, say umicorms
anc spectres. As you heve alrecady hinted, ve do distinguish betwoen sets
of idees, but not because we can check them against something cutside
of omrselves. As I have shown, this is prociscly vhat we camot do,
There are, however, soue distingnishing characteristics of vorkable
sets of idens that sewve as guide limes, vorkable scts of ideas arc
more vivid in thet as the nosory preserves the pereeptunl eclenemts of
vitich they coamsist, it also jreserves their matursl ordor ond position.
Ideas comsisting of perceptunl elements wnited through fancy de mot
have the same vividness. Another feature is that our workable ideas seem
to ovour for each of wm in a simdlarly reguler way, which explains
vhy ‘hmovledge' in several differemi cultwros sometimes corresponds,
Hore importantly, perhaps, the constant comjumctions of the elememts
maling uwp owr more complex ideas and theories are such
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that wo can suppose Qusther ovr futwre regularities. Ve can uever be

swre tiat X wvdll always ocour oiuply becauwse it regularly follows Y now,
but wo can act an the assmuption thet i¢ is likely to. Now whem our
acswpcdons tum ouwt o bo false, we can cxmiine other reguiarities. If
LICUG LUOVO G0Te Ussley chen Mmovledget ohanges, It follows then,
et Vaoowvlouge? e uot o steve ol ndnd of the Idnd you seem to imagine
3 1O vce 1T 15 pot ciwe aporohcanion of oboolhiute and cortain truths,

Cur Vaeowlodget s anly ever of pavbabiliries,¢

sowr attapt ©o sixe thet it is wo¢ possibic ¢o demonstrete the
existance oF an cxtommal vosdu o wady selves Zictic, but mises nore
diiticulte =_:e‘cb,'hx":~:," 2 aight sugeeste “Javotly, your aethodology presents
us with soucviiuyg © a4 pasndoxe I is Oy agpecilng o0 cwr assumptions
aboat the colstaace of m extermal uorid that you hepo te show thet we

Sense

Lan have o Ymouiedget of it., Time by apnaling o upobicctivity,
you try €o canvinee v that aurs 1 2 totadly subjcotlivee wadverse, But

g (]

wilcsee ee e ddoae o objectivigy? Arc thote nat warv vivid then
these ol our luaghweion?  Cecondly, and vaiding this mattor further, if
faoviedget is ulls nwp 110 awr pereoptions, vhat ane our perceptioms
parcepcions of?  IF they are not percoptions of ooytiiag, how do they
ooz ~ by chance? If go, bow vould von Ymowt i cxweh? How would
you apinin the reguicrities, vividoerss, ond so on thet supposedly
distinguich the veridicnl fwem the illusery? Thindly, vhen you talk
about thc rogolerities and vividness of worimble ideas, how are you
able to suggest that the wificetion of their coustitumes is
attributable to seuory? Surely some of the idees of imagination can be
more vivid than and/or, in & naenccesgary miverse, at least as
worlichle 20 those of mesory, If memory ond dnaginatiop work in the way

you suggest, we conldntt ueie aistalee; but this, cicerly, is abswd,
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Fipally, it's all very well ¢o suggest, as you do by implication, that
our geatest discuveries ave little wore than the rosult of regular
associotions of porcopiual Cloxats gaaesacing rwughly satisfactory sots
of belicls, and v'wachy voiegaiv yo alli oo 2 weiable wordd of
wrkbnghtive custon) bul vho would eldove id  ilat youlre i’orgﬁtting

B

& dhet Maadiadzel, cven & Lo pmbabls, wouid bawe Jirst o be

PO&‘ble“Q”

At thic podnt A might iatenject. Vi would agree with tiet
chatention, Unloss thare is LUmowiadge? wortly of tho napy, then evon
provable Haoielge! buc no justalicaticu. Lut wiere do we go from
bere? Tou eantt lcave parccpiions waghag e the adr, so to speak,

Porcopiions tmot U0 UL g aliey 36 1 LaVe sayoody daplied,

sonctlung senl. fo lonte hove (o cadd i an fextemnal worllt, othor

SYDOMySs weadd fo Suet oo el - the Tgivant, Yolyodconl datat, and 80

. Yo can vEns the woud foeelt with quote aaricss oo shiee dhat ve

wmderstamd socic o the Zsuacs dawvolved dn o asc, (T e got down O
.2

it, hovover, ve deatt doubt i practice thot thors iz o orid outside of

uo, and gdne woe Nt e taoagl ouwr sancs.”

"t 25 we hove alhoady scan, YO adget phdad out, 'wo eamot
rely mm ow® sensos alane. Thot uny, dhore would indeod be oo Yiaowlodge!
wortly: of thoe mane, The diamsion we seau o bave bomm igaoving in owr
discussion so fav, is the rulow-giving activity of mind. Wwe are not
passive beings who automatically file away st romdom the perceptual
elenents with which we boppen to be caufronted. It is true that soue
of us are, at tinos, uore veceptive than active in tamss of our Yimowing';
but owr perceptions 4o not, by themscives, build wp into items of
Yimowledge?. It 15 yo, as authors of language ond othor syubolic forms
through whioh we wgross the content of owr cxporiences, vio mske sense



of our world, Owr parceptions, Hmmwmmmh&.
given shape and siguificance by ourscives as experiencing persons, lLet
us not ask how the world osul cheere soawchow gets into us, To that kind
of question, 26 C has shom, we can uly get & partial and wnsatisfactory
ansue's ACE US LB, rathor, whnt we as axperioncing persons, tknowess?

-

and potentdal Umavorst, gomtdklorte to the objoctivity of owr experiences.”
"That somds vothor peredexicaly © might remiy, "How is the

mind able to contribute caything that is not given it through cxperience?
Saely youtre not poing €0 sugrest that we beve inberent in an make wp
pome natwial Jight, o lpatc adeas? i opicccdate tiie fact thas we
soactines behove an Hiough wict vo tasic to ve Hawowiodge! is based on

e godiilc sorddmovicdgr of pracdpies: mut as owr dAnteiloctual history
es thovm an, we »ely very ameh on e & dricaly

aGar dntclicctunl Ldstery has oloo suCm thoe such axpirionle

-

thtmselve. eely ap Srantrinhn ae wrrridey ¥ DAt :-—:‘_‘.5.3-.“. ¢ do not
ShIa At wore fhercin ony padlike roramensiolns of _mincisics, Bud we
do finc manm, shaning g orvamizing bis eparimce o cake it intelligible
o hdnsoil, Jonzidor ke devclogsant of a widoretical congertion abent
the notapr: of wateer et Cconcs dowa U0 a5 Jraa eattiquiove Tlato, dn his
dialogue, the Tlwgus , atvants $o give a plausibic accoumt of the
sawre of mtcrial tiings by waucldng U Chan lamdiics proscrties and
wanuformations of tiivat, fsoiad?, fairt aud tdguid! wEidh the aore
dmxdancnta! pedncdplics of geonwetyy, TReh limized ownceptunl materials
~ the mathematios of Pythagoras, the atoulm of Demokritons, and the
taiements' as postulatal by Bapedoitles, Plate ottoupts & synthesis in
an effort vo ectablish a body of Vkmoldledge!, tuc volidiy; of which in
turn eipht be established by roncon. e procecds by w-:l-.-::c:ing_ as a
starting podnt the fact dmt %heye ave andy Uive roguler convex eolids
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- tetra~hedron, cube, octahedrem, dodecahedron, and icosahedron.

Arguing that if moterdal substances are tlwco-dimensiopal, the ‘atoms?
of wikxdch they are cooposed aust hove similay Gluenatons; Plato essigns
$he gecmetrica? chanes €0 thie vorious latuwiais accorling to the latters!
fimovm® oo mprraod chamaot: ""‘i.:‘t‘.'.l(‘-f::.i T 4o set of immancsable
teianeioe | Wate scleenn ol woer wwe wilkh whach to dook sor
corveenondacnt between constouctinrns wnd Cotuaciucnans of the groups
of makeried cubstoncos oo he wderseood tlag, wad the goouetrical shapes

be has frmaend, "

"bele ot o .ocosesyie loved, fL aiget sagne, YPlotols attempt
o oAcemart [Lr e vay Al whicu nature woiks provides uws -uh clues to
the acsure of Laualingl, L0 ot aocph. o wxearstand our world just
pinole Ip lodidng ot i, 6wt activedy seclk o viud vhatover is
fntellioidlc dhaetce u vhe other hend, cwr uost for Yinowiadge' camnot
bo walortilen Paanlive Pito we miet el o oW onperiance of the
world, oo rgndaotrots ol ovovericnldcl patticnlers will muvice us vith
ENSWCre ¢ paestions W Lavealt asueds WO Lave 27 chu,l s gquestions
Is o w3y that aakic aatusoty ahouess antciligible, Cucciously or
wmeonseioucly sur o lnts are acderated Ly suca fuectors o5 om orlor
aperionce, tie gyuiais of Nmoewledgot with widclh we avre laciliar, and
the relevancics ef the Intellectund clinuic of our tlies TR AT wo ave
not merely 4o wark ting, we most cwie cxplicit the wdoriying assmptions
in our woold of whilch we may hove only the barest suspicisns, Plato
say pesoibilitles his prodegessors pever furesuw, and succceded dn ordering
their rivel views into a more eomprohensive francvorit, e bogaa from
the viowpoint of a wethomaticiap, and woridng with the ‘obsmvalt

1 Se ond . lain the dotails of this
h.!‘m]{:ln, Goodﬂom,w:.l_’w theory
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properties of matter, he eoncoived a mathemtical structure of invisible
mite o acemmt for Yher - a wocoture that has gince beem revived by

-

nedarn plesiciets, 7t 211 of this he was douned to failwree - a risk
a fact which qualifies but does
nwyived 4R ary Brno -..'.?..;-:! cucst cndpnof negate the Ivsscus ivhercnt
in hic cftern b, (we reniimation of the theory?s faflure aight preupt
e o ol vhog rromeed Tiatefs oxpoctotions of suecess, Lt ebould be
mdarstaad that the mwibesis obtednad wes nterpreted Ly Plato himself
as omlv a "lilely geory¥, Hovewcheloss ho did begin Trom whet he would
have amworigead ro o susivion of sirongth - the cortainty of a
nathenatieal oyotes of VaouTodge? with its own necessity and
tiversality, and itscold Lovend the Tius of Ghe cuoiiical uorid. He
vonld redy ton, Drdng She poilosurher Le was, <t ids coniidcnce in the
sed fepellective pover of Guaigut, wviicl: aclnowlodges identities,
diffarences, and soliwConsvadiciluws, Jistingdsieble fron, yet

dneectricably dnwoldvad S0 Wi acl o Nnean! nre dwsc not so casily

SHeSAIRabRC Rt wsniodt iyt by dewed e L
TUose WO e rocugilue Ao oo cliot - Lis huovlcdge oi the wvay of
dodng thingr, «ie roecgaision o what B other situncion: vould be
asigalolcant, aul it sy ol Inetcentdon Andl coindtcat that uade

the wicle @ilomrise possibie. It was these forme of a priori tlmowing',
topetiuer with ko inalicls wrlebies -~ not all of wiichk wve can specify -
that rlato brought ©0 tae teck of umdlerstanding he natter deccmposes and
becoues recmscituted in other foms. It ws thoough those he nlght

axpect to see the workings of natwe in a wore intelligible light."

"o leavn something fron the foct of his fallurc Coo.® B might
contanl, "ran anongst the factors that esmtributed to he inadequasy
nfu&te!s theory, we might isoletc two, which relate cach to the other,

I.mmﬁmafmmmsmmc.m
l. Tw\mmas.mdaw&ﬁe[d, J. o?.cd'
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by mo means sophisticeted - indoed, shapes were attributed to the

conpononts of substances according to their states of matter by pure
gucsswork; and the order Plato attempted to impose by reasom om the
propertics of matter clicited by such Yobservationst, prodicted no
anpivical evemts., Ffor want of a better amalogy, it might be suggested
that Plato fornmlatcd o complex banking operction for a currancy that
didn't cxist, van the components of the operatiocn itself, from the
modem viewpoint, were wenting., The gecmetry in which Plato placed
such great faith has, on the one hand, been refined and cctanded, and
on the othor, bemm supplanted by a mmber of geoactrical systens he
could never have envisagod., Dut to the alert mind, vhatover scens
intelligible, stirs it to disgover, Ixpectations might not be alvays
realised; but wnless such attempts are made, there could never be
lnowledge? "

"Dut there could be no Ymowiedge! here? A might point ouc.
¥As you yowrself sadd, Platots theory vredicted no ecmpdrical eveats.
To be apuropriately labollod Yimowledget, a thoory would have to
correspand with reality - Le dndependently supported Ly the ¥facts?,
Platots effort was pure theoretical guesswork. Such o theory could
never be 3 candidate for 'moulodge?, because it belongs ©o the
subjoctive werdd of ficticn., Owr really vortlwhile "mowledge' arises
fram o direct contact with the phyeicel world, At amy rate, if your
account of Plate's acoount is correct, Le belioved his effort to be only
a "likely story’. He may have bad expoctations, but they were mot all
false mes. Ve have mothing o laam about Yimowing! here,”

"Novertheless, you will appreciate that expectations o not
arise fron the inanimate physical world, * B might argue, "They are
pert of our lnman condition and our persopal guest for Yimowledge®.
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Nov I do mot demy that our 'imowledge! of the world depends on our

experience of it. what I an suggesting is that we need to ciarifly
vhat kind of experiemce our ecxperience will have to be if Yimowlodge' is
to be at all possible. As I have already stated perceptun) exporience
alone cammot provide us with bhe basis for Mlmowladget. Cur perceptions
if they are to mean anything must be givem shape and significence by
oursclves as oxperiencing persons, If we rocognize vhat we do in Plato
and his enterprise, it is bocause it fits the familiar pattern of owr
intellectual history, and is simllar to what we recognlze in owrsclves
and our own undertalkings. Cemsider, for emnmple, owr sclf-refloctive
power of thought which cmables us to idemtify, differentiate, and
categorize the objects of our esperience. Comsider cur capacity to
define, mmber and qualify what in our world we take to be wnifcmmitics,
There is, I am suggesting, a subjective dimemsion to our Wmowing?
wvithout wirich our otherwisc umsorted experience would be wnintelligible

to us."

"Now'B might point out it has so far boen argucd that all we
can 'kmow! are owr own perceptions; but attending to our pecrceptual
receptivity alome, provides us vith no grownds for Yimowlcdge? whatsoever,
as C has amply demomstrated., In attemding to the objccts of owr
experience and accenting the extermal frealities? we have forgotoen the
fact that no Ykmowledge! would be possible vithout the active co-operation
of the Yimower', It is ourselves who are engaged in Ylmowing', It is
our active, imaginative and rensoming participation with and within cur
experience that makes our total experience meaningful., Unless we had
a priori frameworks to receive it, owr experiemce would be ome boauing
buzs of undifferentisted semsation., But in fuct we already contribute
order to our axperience. In terms of our concepts of quantity, and
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quality we perceive objects as having specific dimensions and
characteristics. In owr total experiemece, we sort out foreground from
background, we recoguize what comstitutes X rather than Y, and wve
detemine vhat magnitudes in terms of space and time shall be applied
and in vhat circumstances. It is we who recognize relatioms between
the objects of our experience, and deterumine wvhat explamations, their
extent and range, will be required to make them imtelligible to us.

Our comcept of cause emables us to enquire into the comnections
presupposed in the phenmomena of mature. Our comcept of substance emables
us to suppose the entities whose stability and permanence we are disposed
to exanine, Indeed, phemomema which did not operate within the frameworks
our ninds imposed, would not fimction as the objects we stabilize, in
this world of flux, and retain in a recognizable way as the objects of
our experience,”

PAre we to take it then that it is tho mind that makes the
world’® A might inquire. "Are we to be deprived of the efficacy of our
semses? In all your talk about the nind's so-called rule-giving activity
the most important feature in our 'kmowing! that you have failed to
stress is the requirenent of objectivity., Let's face facts] Our
subjective world indeed provides us with theories, suppositions and
inaginings that are the very spice of life, Ve see the subjective
world explored in our literature, owr music and our arts; but "imovledge'
of our physical world is clear, objective and checkable in a way our
subjective world is mot, I appreciate your remarks about a priori
framevorks, implicit variables; and so on. We do sometimes overlook the
fact that 'lmowing' involves the total person. Unless we tinged our
lives vith a little inventivemess and creativity, we should indeed
become wninteresting automatons, But these comtributions of mind do
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not alter the 'facts! of our empirical world ome scrap. Our 'lmowlddge?

is vhat is imprinted in the mind by the cold, hard, facts of reality,"

"Now all of what you say seams to be based om a theory that
failedy," A might point out. "If you were supposed to be finding clues
to 'kmowing!, then your example wasu't a very good ome. Surely you'd
agree that to be correctly labolled timowledge' something would have to
at least be true - something that could be verified by the semses, or
that at least corresponded with the *facts'. Now im spite of owr
carlier discussions, I think I can pow objectively demomstrate the
usefulness of the 'conditiomns' for kmowledge', To be tkmowledge!
something would have to be true, believed to be true, and there should
be adequate evidence for its truth, Now vhile your sympathetic appreach
to Plato's theory can be appreciated from an aesthetic point of view,
the plain fact of the matter is that his theory was false., Not only
vas it false, there is no evidemce to support it. As you yourself
said, Plato's theory predicted mo cmpirical evemts., But, even more,
Plato himself did not actually believe that he had achieved 'imovledge®.
He interpreted his effort as omly a 'likely story'. You present us with
a theoretical conception which is false, wsupported and umbelieved. It
would seem that you are eguating 'lmowledge' with pure invemtion,®

"I'n not suggesting that ouwr ‘imowledge' of the world is
either invented or made by mind, * B might reply, "merely that we
contribute something to owr wnderstanding of it. Our quest for
Vimovledge' is a ventwre, an enterprise embarked upon to make comtact
with the realities of which you speak, Ve do attempt to ‘objectively!
vorify that vhat weo obtain is "imowledge'; but the whole emterprise is
governed by two conditioms. We have to Ylmow' on the one hand, in vhich
direction owr search is to be conducted; and, om the other, we have to
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know?! that wvhat we find has or has not satisfied owr search, In toms

of the first comdition, it is our a priori frameworks that give direction
and meaning to our search; and, in torms of the second, we can only
wderstand the answers that owr world provides in the light of the
questions we have asked. By way of amalogy, comnsider yoursclf as a
spectator who views his enviromment through green spectacles. If asked
viy the world looked greom , you might reply that yowr awaremess of
'grean-nesst vas attributable to the spectacles you were wearing. Your
response would be a correct onej but when pressed, you would have to
agree that the spectacles by themsclves would not determine the differences
in the shades of gremm attributable to the objects in the enviromment
you vere swrveying., Similarly the mind contributes to ouwr experience
of the world the clement of order, of classification, category and
definition; but the contributiom it makes does mot,by itself, determine
vhat our cxperience of the world shall be,."

YAs far as Plato was concemmed, " B might continue, "he had a
conceptual franework that made his undertaking pessible; but in temms of
the problem he vas trying to solve, the world had no amswers to the
questions he was shaping. For the reasons we have already discussed,
bhis was an incomplete attempt at a solutiom, You were able to dismiss
Plato's theory as ‘imowledge' quite simply because no 'imowledge' was
clained there; but comsider, now, something a little more thought-
provolcing®,

"The phlogiston theory of the early cighteemth centwry arose
from an investigation of an observed fact: The comversion of a metal to
;mmpmﬁmmofnmm«»m. There
were at the time a nmmber of alchemical theories few of which offered
any ‘fruitful' explanation for the event, But one promising cne
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taugkt that the process of calcination represented the loss of the

material principle 'mercury!, whose presence in metals comferred on
then their characteristic cohesion and brilliance; whercas the process
of combustion involved the loss of another principle fsulpbur? vhose
mmmmmgmmsmmm!aﬂmmuy-.’
A Germon chemist, Stahl , fsaw' that both precesses were related, He
concluded that two apparently distinet principles could be coubined
into one - which he christamed, 'philogiston'. Now Stahl and his
successors had no difficulty in deuonstrating the 'correctmess! of his
conclusion. Metal could be changed into calx vhem phlogistom was
vithdrewn, and calx could be retummed to its metal wvhen phlogiston was
restored. Not only calcinatium, but alse ccubustion could now be
umderstood in a nuch nore mempingful wvay. It also sxplained respiration,
Priestley, for cxample, foumd that mice could survive in a bell jar
of dephlogisticated air."

"How from owr modern point of viow," D night contimme, ®wec
night say that the carly eighteenth centuny ‘Yexperts' had grasped the
vrong and of the sticlk, Ve might translate 'phlogiston' as Yoxygemn!,
perhaps, but re-cxplain Stahl's experinent in torms of a metal gaindng
Sxygen rather than loging phiomiston, and vice®versa for the heating of
the calx, Now how 20 your Yoonditions for knowledge' stand here? In
the first place, the theory vas believed and acocpted in normal practice.
The theory emabled chemists to determine which substances were the
'reactive’ agmts. It accomnted for a mmber of reactioms in wvhich acids
vere formed through combustion. It explained the decrease of volume

MM-mUnhammmdmu
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Other significant advances were possible within the phlogiston
franework, It vould be reasomable to say that the empirical support
for the theory was congiderable at that tine, not only in terms of
wmuunq,butalsointmofu.ﬂm. To all extent and
purposes the thoory was 'truet'. It corresponded with the 'facts' and
the *facts' coherently supported the theory. Now you will approclate
that our picture of combustion, calcimation and respiration is very
different today, If yowr versiom of Yimowledge' is corvect, them, we
have the absund situation of a *truth' at ome tinme contradicting
ftruth' at another,

"The ftrutht of the mattor is that the cighteenth comtury
chemists were mistolen,” A might reply. "I have after all admittod
that crvor is possible. They may have believed that they had attained
timowledge?, but in fact, as you have suggestod yourself, they did
grasp the wrong end of the stick, If they had exomined the evidence
nore carcfully they would have come to the correct solution that
calcinaticn involved the additiom of o substance - a substance we now
happen toc call oxygen. It's as simple as that, But consider the
failure of your so-called a priori frameworks here. If, as you said
carlier, we impose order om our experiance, how was it posaible that a
substance vas overlooked? where is the 'recognition' of quantity and
quality you spoke of? Clearly, if we were to rely on mind to make its
so-called contributions to our understanding of the world, we would be
misleds Perhaps the illogicality of phlogiston can be explained by
locating as its source the imaginings of the alchemical mind,”

Yo must indoed acecopt that the phlogiston theory is mistalien
bocause it contradicts vhat we now 'kmow! to be the case," B might
aduit,” But it is nistaken in tems of owr owm a priord frameworks.
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Ve look at *facts?! similar to the ones flmown' in the eighteenth

cantury, but we 'see' them, so to speak, through a differemt pair of
spectacles. Imsofar as we can Yikmow' it, reality hasn't changed, but
our way of looking at it has, The rule-giving activity of mind should
by nov be apparemt., If we can remove our own spoctacles for a mement,
we might see that the hwrong end of the stick® description is applicable
only from the moderm point of view, To the carly eightceath century
chemists, the phlogiston theory was an advance in tlkmowledge!, Two
fprincipiest were seen as ome by Stahl, That was when "new' spectacles
werce dommed {or the carly experinentors. Questions could mow be shaped
in such a vay as to enable nature to give wp wore information about
berselis The eninent nen of the time could advamce within the framework
phlogiston theory iuposcd, becouse what had hitherto been umintelligible
was now within luman undorstending, How you were comcermmd about the
question of gubstopecse. This can be cazily explained in terms of the
gudding theory, Yorincipie! and pot 'subztance’ was the operuting
concepts. The fect that operinantors, with o f'ow exceptions, didn't
tsoet substance: vhiere we foce! it vas because they werem't looking for
it, Indoed, at ome point, o cinclusion which involved the 'recogaition!
of subgtance, would have Deen the yropg conclusiom. oSowe supporters of
Stall did try o postulate that 'phlogistn’ vas a substance with
magative wodgit; but this idos weritod wo sardous attention, There was
nothing illogical about *phlogistom* to the scientific mimd, As ome
writer was to point outi-

"fou do ot suwrely expect that cheudstry should Le able to

present wvith a hendful of separated from an
Mbﬁmm”u 1y demand a handful of
s Or cleegricityesees Thore are povers in mature
cammot otherwise become the | at-un,d:‘nwﬁo
effects they produce; and of this kind is phlogiston,®
1. Richaxd Weteen. Chomical Essay:
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Far from being the outcome ¢f famcy imaginings from the alchemical mind,

the plilogiston framevork was a serious ondeavour to make comtact with
reality.”

et we sust not overlook," A might reply, "is that the
phlogiston thoory not cnly is wromg but g wrong. Tt didn't equere
with matwre., I can sppreciate the problems irwelved in discovery, and
so om, and ro doubt the ohlogistomists sav themselves as advancing in
timowlodget, But no emount of debete con cover over the error they
made, There is a substance vhich we happen to c2ll oxyrom, and
phlogiston vas imeginavy nonsemsc, If this is the woy your so-called
a priori froamsworks wori, thep it is no wonder thot man took so lomg to
learn about s world, Your 'frameworis? are weallytattitudest'— the
kind of attitudes tlat lead to authoritorianisn and dogmtiem, 'Knowledge
would De ‘mrd won under the conditions you suggest it builds wp in,"

"Recalling your romarks at the begiming of our discussion, I
find it interesting to hear yom speal this woy," B might peint out.
"Authoritarianisn and dogmaziwm are attitudes we misht well aveid, ond
it might be vell to re-exomine the ¥imowledge! items on your list in a
new light. But Jet us not mimmderstand the pature of owr 2 priovi
froameworics, Your une of the word *attitudes?! seems to imply that such
fremewopks can be held in spite of the evidence of our semses, Thic
is to misunderstand how they work and their relatiomship to the
empirical wvorld, Our a priori frameworks are indispemnsible because
without them our world would be umintelligible, Ve would be umable to
shape our questions and make senso of nature?s answers. Dut whichever
enes we choose, will depend on ourselves as persoms - our prior
imovledge* and experience, our ways of thiunking, and the efficacy of
our past judgements, MMuw-plqmlbo,hn sense,
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necessary., Necessary , that is, as opposed to contingemt; mot
pecessary as opposed to yolumtary, In terns of their empirical applicatiom,
our a priori frameworks are representative of our initiative of mind,
In a sense - with regard to the total person emgaged in 'knowing! ~
the nind 1s free ¢o choose which a priori lrameworks will make the
world imtolligible, that it is mot free to do, if "imowledge' is being
sought, is to detemine which a posteriori elements shall arise within
the tems of that framework, It is experience we must accept
wiklly-nilly, Omce the fremeworks are in operation, we mmst accept all
experience it makes possible, Our & priori frameworks, then, impose
no limitations on the ¢mirical world except insofar as they allow us

to 'see! more or less of it."

"The phlogiston theory represented an advaace in timowledge!
for cightoecnth century sclentists - although we may fiad it difficult
to believe," D might contiane, "Within that framework other kinds of
tknowledge! could and did develop., It imposed no limitations om
experience and in fact made possible a more comprehensive picture of
our vorld, It was within this frameworik that Black,Cavendish, Scheele
and Priestley undertook and advanced the study of gases, The
framevork drew sciemtists together and provided the means of
communication between them., Pxperimental results could be interpreted,
shared and taught within its related comecepts. Experimental teclmigues
were refined to solve problems and pusszles the phlogiston framework
defined, Apparatus wvas improved and produced more cheaply as the
Phlogiston theory encoureged a wider range of imquiry. Quantitative
procedures vere refined, and these in tum were made possible by
mhn&amuﬁom‘

1, Vide Hall,A.R,
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Collectively, these develppments altered the conditions under which
‘imowledge' could be obtained, Thus 'seeing' the world through the
phlogiston fremework, scme eighteoenth century scientists could Ysee!

more,"

"Now there is a time when some a priori frameworks become
redundant,” B might venture, "This may scem somewhat contradictory in
the light of my previous remarks. I mentioned that a priori frameworks
are necessary in that they make the world intelligible, and it might
be asked how something said to be pecessary can change. The question
can be asked fron tew points of view: VI something is pecessary,
doesn't that mean true in all possible worlds?'; and, 'If tlmowledge!
changes, hov can anything relating to the flux of the empirical world
be said to be necessary?' The (uestion as it might be asked from the
second point of view is partly answered by the qualification I added
previously. 'Necessary'! is to be understood as being opposed to
‘contingent' and not 'voluntary'. But some a priori frameworks are
not pecessary iu a strictly logical semse, However, they are employed
as though they were, and to all extent and purposes may be treated as
such., If we can now raise 'mecessary' to the meaning it would have
from the first point of view, we would seem to have a gross contradiction;
that is, something 'true' im all possible worlds, changes, The apparent
contradiction can be cleared up if we can substitute the term .replaces.
for -ghanges'. This way we con recognize a logical similarity between
the terws and at the same time get a better psychologiecal 'picture?,
This can be demomstrated with referance to systems of mathematical
‘imovledge'., A distinguishing characteristic between cach of the
geometrics of Buclid, Lobachevsky, and Ricmamn is the axiom - which
does not stem from our experience of the empirical world - relating to
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parallels, According to BEmclid, given a straight line and any point
outside the line, only oue straight line can be drawn through that
point in the same plene which docs not intersect the line, But
according to Lobachevaky, more than ome etraight line can be drawn
through a given point yet fail to intersect the other line; and,
according to Riemomm, no such lines can be drawm, Each system of
geometry is aecessary,i.c. intermally consistent; but one may be
eoployed inetead of another not gs & description of our world but fo
belp us interprot vhet we 'scet,i,e. as a priori {raseworks, For many
years we 'saw? our world through 'Yfuclidian?® eyes, so to speak, and in
fact we still do in mony fields, Comsider Surveying, for esxample,

But owr sclentific franevorks ave such that Fuclidian geometry no

longer helps us to find apsvers to the cuestions we waat to ask about,

say, the wniverse, In some instances Ricmann's,and in others Lobachevsiky's
gysten of geometrr has xeplaced Puclidbs,.”

oIt is the 'socdng' more that mekes some a priord fraacworks
rodwdant,” D night contend. *Within such frameworks, vocabulary,
t{actat!, concepts and theoreticals, together with modes and instrunents
of observation help to produce a consistent *picture? of our worid,
vith consistency, comes recognition of regularities, and expectatioms
more oftan them mot confirmed, But as the scope and precision of
thought and practice extesd within the framewori, new and wmsuspected
phenomena may became revealed, or old phemomcna may come to be 'scent
in a different light, Irregularities within regularities, and
expectations moonlirned, and even accidestal change in the modes and
instrunemtation of observatien, may lead to the recognition of problens
und pusslos not sclvable within the framevorks which made their
fornullation possible. Such anownlics might at first be absorbed, but
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should they become significent in temms of the frameworks,and for

those that share them, they may lesd to the discovery of new *facts!,
procedures, or theoreticals threugh vhich a priori frameworks may be
overthrovn, As Kuhn describes it in his accoumt of sciemtific
revelntions - noveltics of fact and theory 'produced imadvertently by
a gare played under one set of rules! requires for thefr assimilation
fthe elaboration of another sot‘."l

"let ns return to the phlogiston exnuple onge mere,” 3 zight
continue. "Ly about the 1770%s, copsiderable smpirical datz had
accumlated wikhin the phlogiston franeworik, This precipdtated 2
chaos of warclated 'facts's As cxperincntal toclmiques becawe refined,
distinctions were drawn between hitherte similar findings, and these
resulted 1o the development of 2 teruinology tunt becaue pondorous and
confusing - *lambent inflammablic air?, 'dephlogisticated mitrous aipt
or even *phlogiston? which had come to rmean guite different things in
different contexts. With the study of geses, gaps were discermible in
both theory and prectice, and the philcgiston framework became a serious
impodinent in the interpretation and comfimation of experiamental worlk,
The hitherto wnrecognized Yemriched air' that would have been producoed
in mary lsbomtcories began te receive more serious attemtion, The
probiem of how gommine material subetancos were to be distinguished
from vhat were flmowvn® as incorporeal agemcies gained increasing
significance in practice and comcept, particularly since there was no
doudt about the corporeal status of gases. Mimally, its theoretical
solution conld mo lomger be avoided. The solutioms that were proposed,
led to the overthrow of the phlogiston franeworis - Lavoisier®

!t m t". L AAA
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Berthollet?s, Fourcroy's and Guyton de Morveau's . attempt to reform the

terminologies; lavoisicr's insistomce on the physical axiom that in
chemical change nothing is lost or created; Black's, Cavendish?'s,Scheele's
Pricstley's and lavoisier's practical demonstration of the existence of
gas substamces. In this way one & priori framevork is replaced by
another, and our view of the world changes,®

"The examples you've used are good omes; " C wight point out,
"but not for the reasoms you might suppose., ihat you have succeeded in
doing, is to add extra support to my conteation that our Yimeowledge' is
cnly ever probable, It offers us no guarantees, There can never be any
coertainty about our world because the evidence we use to justify our
so=gcalled *lmowledge! claims can mever be complete, Porhaps I cen end
thic discussion by reiterating some of the things I said earlier. ihat
we take te be Vimowledge! iz really nothing more tham well-accepted
copvention and otrong belief bound togethor by sets of stipulated rules.
Beliefs lacccptad! are the ones that work in a particular time ond at a
particular place. hen they are ao danger useful they are either

overbauied or - in your tomus - ‘replaced?, That is how we progress.?

“Progress, however, also depends on our being able to be receptive
to new idcas,y® C might contend, “flexibility in thiniing will depend
on our being able to overthrow the a priori frameworics that impose
restrictions, and to accept the full import of our total experimce at
any one time, There is no point in extolling the dogmatic attitudes of
the past,as you seem to do in your accentuation of 'a priori frameworks!
as being an indispemsible part of our ‘imowing'., 'EKnowing' does Imvolve
organization - the organization of 'facts' and ideas, Unorganized, ocur
experience yould be dispersive or chaotic, But we can orgamize our
experience intelligently and scientifically by the exploration and
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exploitation of the potentinlities imheremt within it. It shouid be

obvious that we canmot organize vhat has net yet ocowrred. Our
experience then is prior to yourso-caliled %a priori ipameworksb-or
shouid be,if we are &0 make any sort of progress. I must disagree with
you, tham, over thc matter concaming how tlnovledge? (I think wo

imow! what the tera mcons now) is possible, YEnovledge! arises bocause
of our previous experiances wnd our reflcctions about them, Few $inowvledge!
arises when the Ylmowor? puts together what is bedng observed and what is
recalied,to see what thoy signify, It is in this way that ourtimoviedge!
is possible, The samse we make of things, the things we find to be
sigaificant, will be determined for us by the kind and order of
experiences we have, Chaonge in thmowledge! moy be simply o mstter of cme
weil-acoepted convention bedng replaced by ancther, but it is the way

in vhich guch chonges are made that ought to comcerm us, The progress

we liave mode over the eenturies bas besn slov end tortuous bocouse the
wvide range of ncaningful aperimens veo uwight have enjoyoed were limited
by osur iteisc sensc of corcodinty emi the enthoritarian end dogmatic

attituies we imposed,?

"You,too, seem ¢o hove misinterpreted the nature and pecessity
of the a priori frmmeworks we auployy ¥ B might contend, "As T have
attanptod to demomstrate, a priori frameworks are indispemsible because
without theu our worid would be mintelligible, Such fremeyorks are
not izposed in the semse you implyji.e., from without rather than from
vithin, They are adopted becanse they are pleasing to the mind or suggest
the dérection owr quest for ‘imowledge' might takey or because they
make mature's answers to the guestions we want answered, clesrer, In
short, they emable us to make sense of our world end our activities in
it
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"Now lot us not quibble about the chronology of exporiemce,” B
night contimue, "Clearly, pobody can Vimow' anything prior to all
experiemce, Your nisunderstanding of my remarks suggosts that you have
shifted froau the probien of bhow Ylmowledge! is possible to the problem
copctining how and when Yenowledge! takes place., 'e can suppose that
our capecity to Yimow' is called into play and differemtintes itseclf
progressively as owr seuses a:x¢ stimgiated; but this, strictly, is a
matter for psychology. insoiar as your mextiun of chronclogy relates
to the mwain issues here, however, there is gomctihing thot neads €0 be
pointed out, We calmot, as you suggest, sepurate cxperience {rom our
orgaization of it. ‘Knowladge! ic not suilt up in this vay., Txperience
wouid pot be recognicabic oxperience unless it was alrexdy organivzed,
As I have alroady stoted, phoncmcns witich did uot operate within cur
a priovi fraveworks would pot Junction as that which we stabilice amd
retain in o recogmizabic wvay. Your suggestiom, then, that new *kmowledge!
ariscs yoen the Nmower? pasts cogviher what is being obesrved with wvhat
is recallcod to uve what they would sigaily would not work waless taere
wvas alreedy am cwordaess of signdficonce from the observert!s point of
viw, OGufore apy coirivibation of wemory, could be made, that which was
being obscrved in linsediste experdence would have to be already
organised so as to prosant the 'picture' or manifold which codld be
recognisoble fron o fomer exporience.”

"It is your failure to appreciate the rule-giving activity of
mind timt brings you to the precipice of scepticism® B might argue, "If
ouwr Yimouledge' builds up in the way you have described it, thw we can
indeed forege any possibility of guaremtees about owr world, and our
Vimoviedge' would be cnly probable, But our 'kmowledge' is mot merely
probable and you Nmwow! it, If it were, there could be neither ordor
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nor direction and, therefore, mo progress. Ue would not be able to

build up systens of thawwiedge', the certainedes ol which we question,
Cranted that there are degrees of certainty - there arc some thiogs of
vhich we wiil be morc sure them others -~ and gronted that our tlnowledge
is alvays subject to amplification and change, our Yimowledge®' of thw
world is, mevertheless, reliatlé in teras of ouwr oun requirenents,
Reliability residos in the frameworks we cuploy to make our worid
intelligible, and in the thocreticals, concepts, instruaentation,
definitims and modes of observation that are framewori: dependent,

vhen our world ceases to De intelligible within then, they becoue
redundant and more fruitful ones are explored, What we take to be
certainiles them grg cortain becanse we recognize them as such, and
because we @an chow Lo thoy arc dsducible within the frameworis through
wvhdeh ve viow reality. Cur fimovledge! of reality depends upom our
experience of it, Lut not on brute experiance zlome. It also depends

o the way we cre and the way we look at it, e camnot invent the
objects oi swr ~bpervotion and bope thereby to flaow?, To be certaln
we must attand oo maows and failthfuily record our observations of her,
but the instimmonts through vhich the record will be written are
owrselves.”
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mdpht bBe duseribed co weddoad, Whilniead? zt lonst would oomvey the
gorrect du sossaon of 4 vEy dovge wEboy, e el an ¢l Paov ohzt 1f
there azc ay liawits ¢o the nubber o scnsetions we could amperience, we
dn not as vot wnow how we vould describe them,

This oo opoe had3l icypninyns: Seepige Al goameds (PO AR T o
mrricse £hnn 20 be ptimyicsed b 2he i A wRdch vo 20 qurselves,
186 3n e arprdavaigen® we ol poderg, Tseats ML sover of yasving
Janrehs nd Igvsity cound vwivos of ovring Crovaciicton, cuality ond

2sch; heot rolintion; solcoules of vyarying chexlezl compositicn and
oass, srovity, sovenents ond 9o . o gk eoncider tlic aviremont
ac cepalble of producing ap wniiniiod meher of stimill for owr soparately
Tocated sense modnlities, Now i the conoe date we eperience 1o thas
which follows fmucdistely wpon ¢lic ctimidntion of owr sensory orgens
and norves, the guamtity of sense deta we could cporiance can also
be deseribed as unlimited. Let ws call this mldnited amowmt of possible

eemse-date the yRiysraRl Scke.
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tiov 1t is o fact that some cense-data are grouped together in

such: a4 wny as to bocome the Pobjects! of owr percention,e.g. tree,
apple,hill,  Aay one rroup adght be describad a5 a comulcs of an
wnonesilinhle cuumtity of edhorvdng sase-data, and cocl couplex ia tum
mlght Be decoridad o 2 sub-set of the yniyercal cgt of all possible
scasowdnta. Suppose, for cxanpla, thit wvitldn che cnpviromiait we wore
to saoe an Yobjyoet! such as a Yoree!, ve uddght Gescridc cur 'ree
sensation ' as @ pargiarar cub-sot of cchering ccnsc-datu v wixich
ve give the nane feeeotg and €he subeset, tircel, would Lo & porvicular
oub-sct ©f te wmdversal set oi 21l pussiblc scano=data. wonsider the
folluwinp wwo pednts as Jeces: e bave ap wnllalied wadvoersal sot of
dov o tho Jattury 80 0 Gincasy texauctod! S0l e Jvdncy

1f ¢oo chivccivicuts accomde o coivect, Yoove! salso-dsts bas veached
Yl Scofbind corten. vio e Gioparsive siferant noursi patizays and wo

5 - . o pld .. s -
} tie 'ioze! oo, I the cubjocuiviesit accowmt. AS

“

CATLATT, W hava ginndy soloctod alcomanis froa the wmiversel oo, of
sonsa=Antn aixl have cooged owr i Stbwoct, Yreal, D¥u position
reots on tho sunnositizon et neither of <hese necommte wovides o
satistactory basis ior Vmovicdge!, “n the one band, an inporcant
sactor hoao boen overlooked: and on the other, an obvions reguirement

s beoon Clsmincoed.

The cbjective ccemmt presents us vith a mwmber of difficulties.
"o pletwre of a passive tmower? whose axperionce consists of acounulative
£illing in of Wtat In Iocke's doctrine is a {phuls rasa. =akes it very
difficuly to accomnt for any change and extension of the properties of a
previcusly lmown object. If the cbjectivist is correct, if X is kmowmn
it is imown coupletely. It would soonm that evenm crvor would be logically
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oxinded, Consider the sort of situction that night load to o ndnow

disarrocamt,. Twe aomul! poopic discussing L Dol londle L, dwock the

. - . 2 " whiam ¥ HAhT A o P ey A e d s L)
dote of publicatian, teioflly cwendae the Siblioprany, ¢its 200G
- KA P 1 -~ T 70 ey £a] , o S =1
voincing tho boclr and Zeoving s woiy, ool JIoab vasell to s other
s IR | T A BN, | P (o | e, ORI S i, X S 3
that be Yiled +he e dust=fuciy iy s R0 THVOEE B el oS T 1 WETY Wi S R OP O « - A

PO K Sy Y. y (AR sy mifieee e L PP 8 ¥ } 2 & =Y e e T
ok Blae, WMo gt ootion oo loelt atithio bodde Co pektice the oattae. Now if

ey Imeyofge oF Mhook? denonds i Mhook® gonpoedatn oslopdg, o i IR
sonciblc ot one merticier sib-cos stouldd have jodovily ~wess oy other
wogniblc sube-got of coupo-deta? Wuwp aptiovdor ol oty "bhanl ", has
oo smead. 2 ofhar wzeihll gwrla o, sub-sets 0 in e miinited
WV sy Cot ol possiile senpoqints Rove 2 peal bers Tadsd. e ghy
has any gn2 cub-set of pepyme<lata cleucts om any ¢lanmt vithln the sot
priovity ouor mny sther clobent or SWh-sceY The aritieia caaest cume

e Wotjoctivs eiEay¥,y Jer vals Iz o imilidted opiwrres] oot and
no part or clemaat wichin it isc gore a part of it thap any other. Yhe
criteria, thercfr:e, aust at least in ra=t be subjective, This forces

us to recommize within ourccives shat night be temed an orgeri~ing

principle,

-~ 2 o < NS, SO T AR ol cie L . o s iy
famclder the auninesiv Jecapitl, i arjjerianas L5 gtndtructed
3 S 3 T am - v ams e e m” ey g -
w oneself, A Yroe sentaiont would fnwelve = poraon®s selocting an

meonecifiaile myiber o7 mmee~datz fronm the m?islsed mdversal cot of

nogeidble sense-dats and emmstrueting the sub-set, *4res?; cuch lilic an
artist, one mupnoses, selecting cclours end fentures for hie comvas, Now
12 the subjectivistls amom;: is corroet, tuo probleus ardise, There is
firsgly, the problem of econsistency writhia onets ovn caperdcnse. Suppose
one were to comstruct X pow with properties Q,n,o....and suppose at a later
point in time ome wanted ta.put X into relationship with P.QeRe,s..whibh
ware also comstructed eadlier from other properties, how would ome eansure

that m,n,0,..wvould 'fit? with the properties wsed in the comstruction
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of P.Q.Ress? Continmally expending sub-sets of cohering relatiomships
would demand considerable gemius to maintain, In the second place there
is the problem of comsistency in one's experience with that of other
people. Ve do commmicate, talk about and handle the "objects® of our
perception. But in terms of the subjectivist's accoumt how would
congistency be possible? If our comstructs, P.Q.R....coincided with
sub-gets of other people, wouldn't this occur in the face of all the
probabilities against it? Complete subjectivism, it would seem, would
require omniscience., ‘Enovledge! would be a miracle.

Our 'knowing' thom involves something more than mere perception.
The experiencing persom has already added something to it. Ve must
recognize in the structure of experience an active together with a
passive contribution of our own. Indeed, it might be argued, there is
no expericnce except as shaped by mind's activity. This is not to say
that the person makes the order, in the semse of making the reality. As
we have seen, were it possible to do so, our lmowledge would be
niraculous, mthndoeapbgamtiveaawellasancgptiwpnrt.
It is, I think 6 within these tems the logic of B's position may be
justified,
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Knowledge changes. This fact we must accept and try to allow
for. Vhat allowvances we make will depend on our awaremess of the part
wve play in apprechending reality. Ve oust then disabuse ourselves of
the notion that the nind is simply passive, acquiring and retemtive, and
come to aclmowledge that every act of imtelligemt apprehemsion including,
even, perception, is an achievement which has already been transformed
by the achiever. FEqually, we need to recognize the richmess of
reality, which includes the achievements of human persons and
tradigions. TFor in a semsc this transcends even the profoundest acts
of comprehension and provides the matrix through wvhich future knowers
will achieve wvhat we have not yet imagined,
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