Knowledge and Belief™

LATO, in the fifth book of the Republic, makes a distinction between
what he calls ¥yvorz, 363z and imighyun (Or 1¥03t3). They are all powers
or potentialities, like sight and hearing, but have different objects.

The object of ¥vorx is ‘non-being’.1 By yvorz (or Zpvwsiz)® Plato means the
state we are in when we have nothing before the mind and when our mind
is a blank, as we say. We are in a condition of Zpvorz when so far from
knowing, or believing, we are not even entertaining, a proposition.3  &z:aThun
or yvaats has ‘ being * for its object* and by ‘ being ' he means ={¢ or Forms
which exist without changing.® The objects of 3¢z are those things that
lie between ‘ being’ and ‘non-being’, i.c. things that exist but change—
sounds, colours, shapes, bodies, actions® and such aesthetic and moral judge-
ments as are generally passed by the generality of men.” It is not my
intention to give an exposition of Plato’s theory of knowledge. I am not con-
cerned with the state of mind he calls #yvota but only with éziszfipn (or 1v6sts)
and 3¢Zz. 1 shall take seriously the distinction he makes between émiszhuy
and 3¢Zz and consider whether a similar distinction can be made between
what we call ‘ knowledge* and what we call * belief ". I shall then ask a
second question: ‘ What are the objects of knowledge and what are the
objects of belief?’* In answering this question it may be necessary for
me to show that the word * know * is used in more than one sense in English
and to refer briefly to the different kinds of knowledge.

I shall use the word * belief * in a fairly general sense. I shall not attempt
to make a distinction between opinion, conviction, what is strictly called belicef
and other similar states, as Cook Wilson has done.® When 1 speak of belief
in opposition to knowledge I shall use the word ‘ belief ' in such a way as
10 include in belief those cognate states to which Cook Wilson refers.

“.x papor read before the Classical Association of Ceylon.

1. Plato: Republic 477, 478C.

2. ibid. 477A.

3. Mr. R. Sri Pathmanathan considers it wrong to say that Plato meant that we
have nothing before the mind when we are in a condition of Z7votx. e thinks that the
objects of &yvota can be described by the Greek word JAT.

4. Plato: op.cit, 477B, 478A.

5. ibid. 4794, E.

6. ibid. 4767, B; 480A.

7. ibid. 470D, 484D, 493A.

8. Cook Wilson : Statcinent and Infevonce. Oxford, 1926. Volume 1. Part 2.
Chapter 3, pp. 98-113.
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Plato implies that there are three differences between ériothyn and 34&a.
First, émorhpy is infallible; 845« is not infallible.® Secondly, 36ta is darker

than yv@org (or éxethun) ; it is brighter than 3vvotx.19 Thirdly, the objects

of 3¢ta are different from the objects of émiotfipy; it is impossible for the
same thing to be an object of 845a as well as an object of émorhipn.1t I shall
take separately each of the three differences which, according to Plato, exist
between 3¢Zx and émtgthun and ask myself whether these same differences
exist between what we call ¢ knowledge * and what we call ‘ belief ’.

Plato says that éwtetfipn is infallible while 3¢5« is not infallible. This
distinction is applicable also to knowledge and belief. We can believe true
as well as false propositions. But we cannot know propositions that are false.
I can believe either the proposition * Brutus killed Caesar ’ or the proposition
‘ Caesar killed Brutus'. But I cannot know the proposition ‘ Caesar killed
Brutus ’ if Caesar did not kill Bratus. It is logically possible for a person to
assert ¢ Perera believes that Caesar killed Brutus but Caesar did not kill Brutus .
But one cannot, without self-contradiction, say ¢ Perera knows that Brutus
killed Caesar but Brutus did not kill Caesar . It is not tautologous to say
 Perera believes that Brutus killed Caesar and it is true that Brutus killed
Caesar ’. But to say ‘ Perera knows that Brutus killed Caesar and it is true
that Brutus killed Caesar ’ is to assert a tautology.

Any proposition, whether true or false, can be believed but only true
propositions are knowable. Knowledge is infallible and belief fallible in the
sense that while one can believe even a false proposition one cannot know any
proposition that is false.

Plato says that émietipn is ‘ brighter’ than 3¢Ex and that 34&« is * darker *
than émiothpy. Is there any sense in which knowledge is Brighter than
belief ? Can we say that knowledge is brighter than belief in the sense
that what is known is more clearly and distinctly apprehended than what is
believed ?  The proposition ‘ The interior angles of a triangle are equal to
two right angles * may be as clearly and distinctly apprehended by A as well
as by B in the sense that it is equally intelligible to both. Yet A may know
the proposition and B only believe it. Therefore if knowledge is brighter than
belief it cannot be in the sense that what is known is more intelligible, or more
clearly and distinctly apprehended, than what is believed. ,

For Plato the ‘ brightness’ of émorfjuq in relation to 84ta and the
darkness of 84fa in relation to émisvfiun was dependent partly at least on
the nature of the objects of ériothun and the objects of 3¢tw.!2 He thought

9. Plato: op. cit., 477E.

10. ibid. 478C, D.
11. ibid. 478A, B.
12. ibid. 511E.
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that the objects of 36Zx were different from the objects of émoriun. But
we should not be justified in asserting that the believable is always different
in nature from the knowable. To us it seems that sometimes at least what
is believed is identical with what is known. We can say either * We know
that Ceylon is an island " or * We believe that Ceylon is an island ’; here
the very same proposition “Ceylon is an island’ seems to be an object of belief
as well as an object of knowledge. If we are going to say that knowledge
is brighter than belief and belief darker than knowledge it cannot be for the
reason that the objects of knowledge are different from the objects of belief.
For sometimes at least what is believed seems to be identical with what is
known.

We have now found that we cannot say that knowledge Is brighter than
belief or belief darker than knowledge either because the objects of knowledge
are necessarily more intelligible, or more clearly and distinctly apprehended,
than the objects of belief, or because what is believed is different in nature
from what is known. Is there then any sense in which we can say that know-
ledge is brighter than belief and belief darker than knowledge ? It seems to
me that there is. Belief is darker than knowledge, and knowledge brighter
than belief, in the sense that an element of doubt is always present in belief
while knowledge is characterised by an absence of doubt. I can say without
self-contradiction ‘I believe that Winston Churchill is the present Prime
Minister of England but perhaps he is not ’ ; or ‘ I think it is going to rain but
it may not rain’; or ‘I may be wrong but I think that Matugama is in the
Western Province . But I contradict myself if I say ‘ I know that Colombo
is the capital of Ceylon but perhaps it is not’; or ‘ Perera knows that Dutu-
gemunu killed Elara but he may not have killed Elara’, or ‘I know that
Hitler is dead but there is a chance that he is alive ' ; or * I know that there
is a tavern in Uswetakeyyawa but I am doubtful whether thereis ’; or ‘ I know
that T am sober but it is just possible that I am not . When a person knows
a proposition he does not feel even the slightest doubt about its truth. One
may believe a proposition and yet be prepared to grant that one’s belief may
be mistaken and that the proposition that one believes may be false. But
one can be said to know a proposition only if one feels certain that it is true
and refuses to grant that it may be false. Belief is attended with doubt,
misgiving and a lack of conviction that the proposition believed is true, while
one of the conditions of knowledge is that the knower should feel certain that
the proposition he knows is true. In this sense, and in this sense only, are we
justified in saying that knowledge is brighter than belief and belief darker
than knowledge. When in English we speak of a ‘shadow of doubt’, implying
that doubt is shadowy, we use a metaphor similar to that employed by Plato

when he described 3¢t as darker than ématip.
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I have shown that a feeling of doubt is present in belief and that wh
one kn’ows one is certain that the proposition that one knows is tru wBen’
A.. E. Taylor, in a paper entitled Knowing and Believing ' 13 ex re:. t;t
view that we can believe a proposition with complete conﬁdénce ip it e hq'
and that therefore we are not justified in saying that the diﬁerenn 1; oy s
knowledge and belief is that belief is more or less doubtful while k: ’ legwee?
characterised by an absence of doubt. He writes: ‘ The im osoz'f'tge’i
identifying knowledge with confident belief of what is true in parstl‘ l; -
well illustrated by the example Plato has selected in the T/zeaétellt)ts tl}(iu aflf‘f, l:
of advocacy on a jury. Skilful advocacy will frequently lead 'a 'ie e::
pronounce with complete confidence on a question of fact wher‘e the e{/icrly .
is patently incomplete. Indeed, we may imagine a case . . . in which enC}‘:
evidence as there is all points in one direction, and yet the jury are induc scllli
return an unhesitating verdict in the opposite sense by clever and elo uentE:3 b ¢
wholly irrelevant appeals to sentiment and prejudice. And in a ca(ie of thl%t
kind it may well happen that such a feeling is in accord with fact : the ';S
able evidence may have pointed unmistakably in one direction an)d eta}‘:al .
been misleading *.1+ He gives two examples to show how a jury ma )l’)e a:lre
to feel certain that a proposition is true when the available evider}:ce ima (:
adequate to establish its truth or when there is no evidence at all to ShHO
that the proposition is true.  He then adds: *if the appeal to sentimentS OV(‘i’
pr.ejudice were sufficiently adroit and eloquent, every member of the fur
might leave the box without a shadow of hesitation in his mind, a d]ury
it would be monstrous to call this unqualified conviction knoxlvl 3 Y?E
Appeals to sentiment, our prejudices, hopes, wishes and fears ma rrelal%e :
feel certain that a proposition is true even when the evidence is not Zon 1 e,
and the proposition may in fact be true. But such a condition shouldc UStl‘;)e,
confused with knowledge. When we know we not only feel certain thmt) the
proposition known is true but also examine the evidence and decide that that the.
proposition is true, and the evidence is adequate to establish its truth 3Vh N
we feel certain that a proposition is true without considering the evi(i fen
its truth it would be misleading even to say, as A. E. Taylor does :;:ce v
believe that the proposition is true. For then so far from knowin v;; dat o
even believe that it is true. T shall call such a condition unreasgni " fo'n}:)‘E
in .order to distinguish it from * belief*. ° Unreasoning faith ' d'ffng aflt
belief in being emotional rather than intellectual. One who is in 1 erSd'I'f)m
of ¢ unreasoning faith ’ entertains a proposition and, without vs;ei h?ncotlil ltlo.n
dence available to him, takes up an emotional attitude towardsg it gAself):gi

13. A.E. Taylor : Philosophical Studies. Mz i PN i3
PP. 366-308. Macmillan & Co., Limited, London, 1934,
14. ibid. p. 376.
15. ibid. p. 376.
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as we have ‘ unreasoning faith ' and do not consider the evidence for the truth
of a proposition we shall never get to know that the proposition is true. Belief,
on the other hand, may be a stepping-stone to knowledge. When we believe,
just as when we know, we examine the evidence for the truth of a proposition
and, though the evidence is inadequate and we do not feel certain that the
proposition is true, decide that the proposition is true. But when we know
we not only consider the evidence and make up our minds that the proposition
is true ; the evidence is also adequate to establish the truth of the proposition,
the proposition is in fact true and we feel certain of its truth.
For Bertrand Russell not only belief but even knowledge is uncertain.
In * Human Knowledge Its Scope and Limits '16 he makes knowledge a sub-
class of true belief ;17 on his view there is only a difference in degree and not in
kind between knowledge and belief, knowledge being merely less uncertain
than belief.18 He says: ‘ all that we count as knowledge is in a greater or
less degree uncertain, and there is no way of deciding how much uncertainty
makes a belief unworthy to be called * knowledge *, any more than how much
loss of hair makes a man bald .1 I have been urging that when we know we
feel certain that the proposition we know is true. Certainty has no degrees;
we are either certain or not certain. But there can be degrees of uncertainty
in the sense that we may feel more or less doubtful about the truth of a propo-

It is only when we want to make a distinction between opinion, belief

sition.
I have

and strong conviction, that we have to consider degrees of uncertainty.
been using the word belief in such a way as to include under it all these states
and activities because I have been concerned with showing the difference
between belief in general and knowledge. The ditference between belief in
general and knowledge is not one of degree but of kind. As long as we feel
the slightest doubt about the truth of a proposition we do not know, but only
believe, the proposition ; there can be no uncertainty at all in knowledge.

I have examined two of the distinctions that Plato makes between
émiothiyy and 3¢Zaz. I shall now examine the third and consider whether
that too is applicable to knowledge and belief.

Plato holds that the objects of 3¢z are different from the objects of
itiethn.20  According to him it is impossible for objects of 363z to be
objects of émiofun. We must grant that there are some believables which
are not knowable. We may believe either a true or a false proposition.

16. Bertrand Russell : Human Knowledge, Its Scope and Limits. London. George

Allen and Unwin Ltd., 1048.
17. ibid. p. 170.
18. ibid. pp. 444, 445.
19. ibid. p. 113.
20. Plato: Republic 4784, B.
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Whe o v s
Objeccri z(a)fbihef 115 false that which s falsely believed can never become an
Sl 1t1§w efdge. -tF alse propositions are believable but not knowable
s therefore it is impossible for what is bel; '

- . . at 1s believed to be known.
Isuit :ﬁz the.;)llr)]ects of bel{ef always different from the objects of knowledge ?
o };{ossu e for what is truly believed to be known? Here we shoul(i
Yy ask ourselves two questions ——(a) Can an individual know that which

he himself truly believes ? >
?, b . - . $ >
el bty e (b) Can one individual know what another indi-

belie‘I,te;oolI\‘Se tai Slfasan individual cannot know that which he himself truly
believes that Brutussiﬁidt}é?;sf: i;us ?;d gc;u?uy e, Tt o
g . en nis belief is true. But can Perer
k;zlllls(;z ;ilj;r}?ru\‘%tfi Ilfﬂled Cagsar and at the same time also know that Brutuzl
s I.mown isa;/e decided that a conditipn of knowledge is the certainty
Bt Characterrl-le anlzi that such_ certainty is absent from belief. The
S e ises now?edge 1s produced by the adequacy of the
erera having examined the evidence and decided that Brutus

E;oposmolgl thit Brutus killed Caesar, then Perera knows that Brutus killed
esar. ut the evidence cannot be ade ‘
quate and also at the same time j
quate. He cannot feel certain that B i | e
[ rutus killed Caesar and 2
e : . ] ar and also at the sam
hl:l; j]é;c(i t};li hcertamty. Therefore if Perera knows that Brutus killed Caeqauej
; at the same time believe that Brutus killed C i .
that Brotus ki oo me beli : tlled LCaesar, and if he believes
ar 1t is impossible for him at th i
e k ‘ . at the same time to k
- :y Y;thust I\li{led Caesar.  Of course an individual having known a proposifcli(()):
S€ 10 know and later only believe it : or he m
quently what he previously only i ’ et g O e
) y only believed. Thus I ma <
proposition that the squarc on the h i > the sum ot
Vpotenuse is equal to the sum of
Squares on the other two sides in the se "
e nse that I am able t i
after some years I may f ot
y lorget the proof. T shall then h
and only believe it. When P. ad ot et s
Ly z erera was a schoolboy and had not
authorities he believed, but d; S i
. 5 id not know, that Brutus killed C
: ! : , : 3 aesar. B
;1:;11;15 st;udllfd the evidence as an undergraduate he ceased to believe and canlg
y to know'it.  Although an individual ma i
; y believe at one time wh
he knew at another and come to know at one time what he only believed Z‘E

as he believes it.

- “1:3 l}'1ave nOW seen tha't an individual cannot know that which he himself
' tyh e leves. Is it also impossible for one individual to know that which
another individual truly believes ? In g court of law when one witness A
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says ‘ I know that the accused stabbed the deceased ' and another witness,
B, says ‘I believe that the accused stabbed the deceased ’,2! the statement
made by B would, in the absence of evidence to show that he is lying, be held
to corroborate the statement made by A, however weak that corroboration
may be. The fact that B’s statement is held to corroborate A’s makes it
probable that, when A knows and B believes that the accused stabbed the
deceased, the object of B’s belief is identical with the object of A’s knowledge.
It would seem therefore that it is possible for one individual to know that which

another individual truly believes.

Plato held that the objects of 3¢ca are ditferent from the objects of
émigthuy.. He would probably not have denied that those things that are
objects of émigthyy for the guardians can be objects of 3§5x for auxiliaries
and workers. He would perhaps have said that it was possible for auxiliaries
and workers to believe that Forms exist while only the guardians had
knowledge of their existence. In one place he implies that the auxiliaries
have épfn; 3¢Ea or ‘ correct belief * about what ought and ought not to
be feared.22 Plato then would probably not have denied that what the
guardians knew could be believed by auxiliaries and workers. But on his
theory those things which are properly the objects of 3¢5z can never be
objects of émgtfpn. According to him things we perceive through the senses,
for example, can never be objects of émwsthun. We can at the most have
true beliefs about them.

Two modern philosophers, A. E. Taylor and H. H. Price, agree with
Plato in thinking that the objects of belief are different from the objects of
knowledge. We must now examine their views.

A. E. Taylor, in the article to which I have already referred, says that
there are some things which from the nature of the case are capable of being
known even though they may be only believed and not known ; and that there
are other things which, again from the nature of the case, can be believed but
not known.

He thinks that if we do not make the distinction between knowledge and
belief depend on the difference in their object we shall have to make the
distinction psychological and say that when we know a proposition we feel
certain that it is true and that such certainty is absent from belief. But if
we do so we shall, according to him, not be able to distinguish true belief from
knowledge ; for we may feel certain that a proposition is true even when we
only believe and do not know it.23 He then points to the effect of skilful

21. It has been pointed out to me by Mr. V. A. Murugesampillai that it is only when
an opinion is expressed by an expert that it is accepted as evidence int a court of law. Let
us therefore suppose that witness B is an expert.

22. Plato: op. cit., 430B.

23. A. E. Taylor : op. cit., pp. 375-6.
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adv j
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ition is true when the evidence is incomplet i
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( 1ave a e feel certa
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dles. ) es: “ And it is this kind of direct and i i
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All that we commonly ienti o oot e
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f.ul(lly }s)u?cessful, to recapture for our mental vision of facts this immediacy
;m obviousness from which we begin by passing away, the moment judgemex{t
upervenes on sense-perception '.2% ‘ Vision ’ i ‘
venes : .25 ion ’ is the ideal ty f 1
Superts ' . . ype of knowledge
) n(;l. \‘glorll in its completeness is impossible for us. Historical insight into the
ndividual is genuine knowledge.26 * We 1 i J
B can, if we will, succeed in knowi
! ger 10w , S nowing,
ot merely opining or thinking, what the historical Plato, or Cromwell or Sh ;
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A E / 's that knowing i i
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e e past. We can remember
;ndnndugls whom we have met and when we remember them we have a direct
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Canrll{on 1nferen"c1alf knowledge of them. Individuals we cannot remember we
can ® ,I{OW é)nly.mdnectly and by inference either from their work or from what
d and written about them. When A. E. Tayl
Coowladlie nt s : . E. Taylor says that we can have
uals who have lived in the i inki
past he is not thinki f
o & i ng o
. }frlriory ltnoyvledbe. For he says that we can know Plato or Cromweg or
- :
elley—individuals we have not met and therefore cannot remember. It is

24. A. E. Taylor: op. cit., p. 385.
25. ibid. p. 386.
26. ibid. pp. 391, 392.
27. ibid. p. 392.
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difficult to see how we can have knowledge, in the sense of  vision ’, of indivi-
duals who have lived in the past and whom we cannot remember. It seems
to me that we can have only inferential knowledge of them.

What we call scientific knowledge is, according to A. E. Taylor, not really
knowledge ;28 here again he is in agreement with Plato. He writes: ‘such
« geience ” as is possible to beings as temporal as men . . . is never quite iden-
tical with “ knowledge = ".» Yet, in the way in which we use the word
“ knowledge ', we can say that we know that an eclipse of the sun will take place
at some distant date or that the earth is not flat or that butter melts when
heated. A. E. Taylor is thinking of ¢ the type of true knowing 30 and ‘ the
ideal of knowledge .3t He admits that it cannot be attained by men. Instead
of trying to find out by a logical analysis how the words ¢ knowledge ' and
“belief * are actually used he has been felling us how he thinks they ought to
be used. He seems to think that the word ‘ knowledge ’ ought to be used by
us in more or less the way in which Plato used the word imshyq and
Aristotle the words éxto=fiun and vedq; and that our use of the words ‘opinion’
and * belief * should be more or less similar to Plato’s use of the word 242z and
Aristotle’s use of the words 3¢5« and (méanies. Hehas been making value-
judgements rather than statements of fact.

H. H. Price too, like Plato and A. E. Taylor, seems to hold that the objects
of belief are different from the objects of knowledge. I have only notes I made
at his lectures. I hope I am not misrepresenting him. In knowing we are,
according to him, in direct contact with reality or the facts themselves ; in
believing the fact itself is not present to the mind ; even in true belief the fact
which makes the belief true is not present to the mind. On this view the
objects of knowledge are facts; facts are never the objects of belief. DBut
unfortunately for this theory we can speak not only of knowing facts but also
of believing them. We can say ‘ He refused to believe the facts > or * A knows,
but B only believes, the fact that Lawrence wrote Lady Chatterly’s Lover ".
So presumably facts can be believed and not merely known. There does not
seem to be sufficient reason for urging that facts are different from true propo-
The words ‘ fact’ and ‘ true proposition ’ are used in pretty much
{he same way. We can say It is a fact that Colombo is hot " or ‘It is true
(or a true proposition) that Colombo is hot . As A. D. Woozley points out
in his book Theory of Knowledge, * fact’ and “ true proposition’ (“true’,
“ truth ’) are normally identical in descriptive meaning, i.e. what would be

sitions.

28. A. E. Taylor: op. cit., p. 386.
29. ibid. p. 395.
30. ibid. p. 386.
31. ibid. p. 397-
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asserted in the one case is the same as what would be asserted in the other *.32
Therefore when A knows, and B truly believes, that Colombo is hot, we cannot
make the object of A’s knowledge different from the object of B’s belief by
asserting that what A knows is a fact and what B believes is sométhing other
than a fact, e.g. a true proposition. Facts do not seem to be different from
true propositions and can apparently be believed as well as known. We can-
not hold with H. H. Price that the objects of belief, even when belief is true
are different from the objects of knowledge on the ground that what we knovs;
are facts and what we believe when we believe truly are true propositions.

' There seems to be no good reason for saying that there are some believables
wh%ch can never be known. The history of knowledge shows that propositions
which have only been believed by the people of one age have become known
to people of subsequent ages. We know more than the ancient Greeks or
tho.se who lived in the nineteenth century. Certain propositions which were
believed by them are known to us. It is probable that propositions which
we today only believe will be known in the next century. One should not
therefore assert that there are certain propositions which from the nature of
the case can only be believed and can never be known by any mind.

Having examined the distinction which Plato makes between émtothuy
and 3£ we have found that it does not exactly correspond to the distinction
we make between knowledge and belief. Objects of 3¢5« can never become
objects of énethiun. But true propositions can be believed as well as known.
‘We must now ask the question : ‘ What are the objects of belief and what are
the objects of knowledge ? *

What is believed is always a proposition, whether true or false. We do
not believe things; we do not, for example, say ‘ Perera believes Adam’s
Peak ’. Persons also are not objects of belief. It is true that we sometimes
spe?k of believing a person. A judge in a court of law might say that he
believes witness A. But what he really means is that he believes the state-
ments made by witness A. 'We may also speak of believing in a person. But
what we then mean is that we believe certain propositions about him. When
we say we believe in a person we mean that we believe that he will keep his
word and that he is capable of doing something. Only propositions can be
the objects of belief.

Before we attempt to answer the question: ‘ What are the objects of
knowledge ?* we must distinguish three kinds of knowing. The first is knowing
that x is y, i.e. knowledge of propositions. The second is znowing x where X is
a person or thing ; this kind of knowing I shall call acquaintance. The third
is knowing how to do something. I shall deal individually with these three
kinds of knowing.

. 1377; A. D. Woozley : Theory of Knowledge. Hutchinson’s University Library, 1949,
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When we know that something is, or is not, the case what we know
is a proposition. We have already seen that only true propositions can be
known. The question we must now ask is: ¢ What kind of true proposition
can we know ? ’

The objects of értazfiyn, according to Plato, are ¢'37 or Forms. He seems
sometimes to have thought of them as universals and at other times as universal
propositions. Can we know only universal or general propositions ? In the
way in which we use the word ‘ know " we can say that we know not only that
¢ All crows are black * but also that * This book is red * or that * Smith is a twerp ’,
or that ‘ Some cats are white *. Our use of the word knowledge is different
from Plato’s use of the word émiosfiun. For we say that we know general as
well as singular and particular propositions.

Plato’s i3y or Forms exist without changing.? He thought of them as
propositions and as changeless. Can we say that only propositions which are
changeless in the sense of being necessarily true can be known and that contin-
gent truths can only be believed and not known ?

I shall first try to explain the distinction I am making between necessary
and contingent (or empirical} truths. The proposition ‘2 + 3 = 5’18
necessarily true in the sense that it cannot be denied without self-contradiction.
We use the symbols 2, 3 and 5 in such a way that we transgress the rules of
formal logic if we deny that 2 + 3 = 5. Similarly the proposition * If all men -
are mortal then some men are mortal * is necessarily true in the sense that it
is logically impossible to assert that all men are mortal and at the same time
to deny that some men are mortal. One has only to know the meanings of
the words  all * and  some ’ and to understand the sentence ‘If all men are
mortal then some men are mortal * in order to realise that the sentence expresses
a truth. One can know that the proposition expressed by the sentence is true
without examining actual men, or even being acquainted with actual men.
Necessary truths are true at all times and in all places. Contingent truths,
unlike necessary truths, can be denied without self-contradiction. The propo-
sition expressed by the sentence ‘ All leopards are carnivorous ’ is, if true, a
contingent truth. If we deny the proposition and say that all leopards are
not carnivorous the assertion we make may be false but is not self-contradictory.
We may understand the sentence * All leopards are carnivorous ’ but we cannot
know whether the proposition expressed by it is true without observing parti-
cular leopards. The proposition is not one that we can say must be true at
all times and in all places. The proposition may be true today. But if tomor-
row even one single leopard, because it is unable to find animals on which it
can feed, turns vegetarian and ceases to be carnivorous then the proposition
expressed by the sentence ‘ All leopards are carnivorous ’ will be falsified.

33. Plato: op. cit., 479A, E.
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We use the word * know * in such a way that we can speak of knowing not
only necessary but also contingent truths. 1 can, for example, say ‘I know
that some dogs bite’ or ‘I know that I am writing this sentence’. The certain-
ty that accompanies our knowledge of necessary truths 1 would call logical
certainty. I am logically certain that if A is greater than B and B is greater
than C then A is greater than C, because the sentence ‘ If A is greater than B
and B is greater than C, then A is greater than C’ expresses a necessary truth
I cannot with logical certainty know a contingent truth. But it does not
necessarily follow that that our knowledge of contingent truths is not marked
by a feeling of certainty. Having being bitten by dogs myself and having
seen other people bitten by dogs I feel certain that some dogs bite, and no fur-
ther evidence can increase my confidence in the truth of the proposition
expressed by the sentence * Some dogs bite . Therefore there is no valid
reason for saying that only necessary truths can be known and that contingent
truths can only be believed but not known. All truths, whether necessary or
contingent, are knowable.

We have dealt with knowing that. We must now consider that kind of
knowing which, for want of a better name, I have called acquaintance.

To be acquainted with something is to apprehend it directly. By appre-
hending something directly I mean being aware of it without knowing, believing,
or even entertaining, a proposition about it. I can apprehend something
directly either through the ¢ inner sense ’, i.e. by introspection, or any of the
outer senses. I can, for example, be acquainted with a thought, feeling, colour,
shape, sound or smell. Acquaintance is very often accompanied by belief, and
acquaintance with a thing may often give us knowledge of one or more propo-
sitions about it. But being acquainted with a thing is different from enter-
taining propositions about it. For not only can we be directly aware of some-
thing without entertaining propositions about it ; we can also entertain pro-
positions about something with which we are not acquainted. 1T can think
about the Pyramids even though, at this moment, I am not touching, seeing,
smelling or tasting them, and even though I have never seen, touched, smelt
or tasted them, i.e. it is possible for me to entertain propositions about the
Pyramids without being acquainted with them.

I am using the word ‘ acquaintance ’* differently from the way in which
it is used in everyday speech. We usually say we are acquainted with a person
we have once met even when we are not seeing, hearing or touching him.
Thus I have met The Provost of The Queen’s College Oxford and can claim
acquaintance with him even though at this moment I am in Colombo and he
in Oxford, and even though I am not hearing his voice over the telephone or
radio. We usually use the word * acquaintance ’ in such a way as not to exclude
reference to the entertaining of propositions about that with which we say we
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are acquainted. But I am departing from ordinary usage. By acquaintance
I mean the direct, i.e. non-propositional, awareness of what I am seeing, touch-
ing, smelling, hearing, tasting, feeling, remembering or introspecting at any
given moment.

Certain philosophers have asserted that all knowledge is knowledge of
truths, that there is no such thing as acquaintance, and that acquaintance
is psychologically impossible. ‘Should auld ** Acquaintance ~* be forgot And
never brought to min’ * because some philosophers have doubted its existence ?
Is acquaintance a myth ? The question has been discussed in two symposia
entitled ‘Is there Knowledge by Acquaintance? * in the Supplementary
Volumes of the Aristotelian Society.?* Some of those who contributed to
these two symposia have urged that there is no such thing as acquaintance. As
in this paper I am concerned with knowledge in general and not with acquain-
tance only, I shall not examine their arguments in detail. I hope that I shall
be indirectly meeting their arguments when I give my reasons for thinking
that there is such a thing as acquaintance. Many of their arguments have
been directed not so much against acquaintance as against Bertrand Russell’s.
statement of the case for acquaintance. I shall criticise Bertrand Russell
myself but I shall urge at the same time that, in addition to knowing that and
knowing how, there is also another kind of knowing which I, like Bertrand
Russell, call acquaintance.

We cannot, in my opinion, find out whether there is such a thing as acqua-
intance by asking ourselves what happens when we see or hear something.
For, the moment we ask the question: * Am I entertaining a proposition about
what I am now seeing ? ’, I begin to entertain propositions about it. That it
is possible to apprehend something without entertaining propositions about
it is shown by what often happens when a person asks a question about some-
thing that one has seen in the past. Let us suppose that a friend asks me what
Miss Jones wore to The Queen’s College Ball. I had vaguely seen Miss Jones
at The Queen’s College Ball but as I was not particularly interested in her I had
not given a thought to the clothes she was wearing. When my friend asks me:
what she wore to The Queen’s College Ball I try to recall the sense-impression
I then had of Miss Jones. My friend helps me by asking me questions. ‘ Was
her dresslong or short ? * Isay: ‘Long’. ‘ Wasitsilk or cotton ? * T answer:
‘ Cotton’. ‘ What was the colour of her dress ? * I reply: ¢ White’, Then,
having succeeded in recalling the sense-impression I had of Miss Jones, I assert
the proposition: ‘ Miss Jones was wearing a long, white, silk, sleeveless and
strapless dress . 'We know from our own experience that we have often seen
or heard something without naming, describing, or entertaining propositions.
about what we have seen or heard. V

34. Volume 2, 1919, pp. 159-220 and volume 23, 1949, pp. 69-128.
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There is, then, such a thing as acquaintance. There is also knowledge
by acquaintance in the sense that acquaintance may give us knowledge. of
propositions about that with which we are acquainted. I may sce sorr.lethmg
and say : ‘ I see a red circle . If what I am seeing is both rf@ and circular,
then the proposition ‘ I see a red circle * is true. If the proposition is true a@d
I am certain of its truth, then I have knowledge of it and this knowledge is
based on my acquaintance with the red circle.

Having shown that there is knowledge by acquaintance we must now ask:
“ Is acquaintance itself a kind of knowing ¢’ When we are acquainted with
something we may not entertain, and therefore may not know, propositions
about it ; but it does not necessarily follow that we have no knowledge of it.
We often observe something, e.g. a colour, without knowing what it is in the
sense of being able to make statements about it. But we seem to have some
knowledge of it even though we do not know any propositions about it. For
later we may see a colour and then say: ‘ This is the colour I saw on the pre-
vious occasion and was not able to describe *. The fact that we are able to
recognise a colour that we have seen in the past but not named or described
seems to imply that we have a non-propositional knowledge of that with
which we are acquainted. Acquaintance therefore can be considered a
kind of knowing.

I have defined acquaintance and given reasons for thinking that there is
such a thing as acquaintance. I have shown that acquaintance is a kind of
knowing. I must now ask the question: * What are the objects of acquain-
tance ?° In The Problems of Philosophy> Bertrand Russell says that we
cannot be acquainted with physical objects or other people’s minds ;37 we
can only know truths about them. We have acquaintance with sense-data,3?
“ such things as colours, sounds,smells, hardnesses, roughnesses, and so on *.39
We are acquainted with things we remember, * what we have seen or heard or
had otherwise present to our senses '1¢ and with things we are aware of in intro-
spectiondi—* thoughts, feelings, desires, etc.’.#2 One is acquainted with the
<1 or with one’s self.#3 One is also acquainted with ‘ abstract ideas’, * uni-

versals ’ or ‘ concepts ".4

35. Bertrand Russell: The Problems of Philosophy. The Home University Library
of Modern Knowledge, Oxford University Press, 1945.
. 36. ibid. pp. 74, 81.

37. ibid. p. 81.

38. ibid. pp. 73, 75-

39. ibid. p. 17.

40. ibid. p. 76.

41. ibid. p. 76.

42. 1ibid. p. 8o.

43. ibid. pp. 78-80.

44 ibid. pp. 76, 81.
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I am in agreement with most of what Bertrand Russell says about the
objects of acquaintance. I disagree with him on two points. He thinks that
we cannot be acquainted with physical objects ; T think we can. T also think
that he is wrong in saying that we can be acquainted with universals. I shall
deal with these two points in some detail.

Bertrand Russell is not acquainted with the physical object which is bis
table. ‘I am acquainted ’, he writes, ‘ with the sense-data that make up the
appearance of my table—its colour, shape, hardness, smoothness, etc. ; all these
are things of which I am immediately conscious when I am seeing and touching
my table ".45  Sense-data are ‘ the things that are immediately known in sen-
sation ’.#0  The sense-data which we associate with the table are not identical
with the table. He writes: ‘ we cannot say that the table is the sense-data, or
even that the sense-data are directly properties of the table .47 Elsewhere
again he saysthat ‘the physical object is different from the associated sense-data,
and . . . the sense-data are to be regarded as resulting from an interaction bet-
ween the physical object and ourselves ".48  The relation of sense-data to the
physical object table is that of effect to cause. For he says : * The tableis “ the

physical object which causes such and such sense-data’ ".49 According to him

we are acquainted only with sense-data and not with the physical object table ;
sense-data are different from the physical object.

1f this theory is true we are not entitled to say anything more about physi-
cal objects than that they are the cause of sense-data. The fact that we have
‘ sense-data—brown colour, oblong shape, smoothness, etc.—which we associate
with the table 3¢ will not justify us in asserting that the table itself is brown,
oblong and smooth. For a cause need not be like its effect. Bertrand Russell
himself gives an example which helps to establish the point I am trying to make.
Referring to dreams he says that ‘ a door banging . . . may cause us to dream
of a naval engagement. But although, in this case, there is a physical cause
for the sense-data, there is not a physical object corresponding to the sense-data
in the way in which an actual naval battle would correspond *.5t  On the view
that sense-data are different from physical objects, that physical objects cause
sense-data, and that we are acquainted only with sense-data and not with physi-
cal objects, we shall not be able to say anything more about physical objects

45. Bertrand Russell: The Problems of Philosophy, p. 73.
46. 1bid. p. 17.
47. ibid. pp. 17-18.
48. ibid. pp. 132-133.
49. ibid. p. 74.
50. 1bid. p. 17.
s51. ibid. p. 35.
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than that they are the cause of sense-data. As we shall not be able to compare
sense-data with physical objects we shall not know whether physical objects
correspond to sense-data.

In opposition to Bertrand Russell I hold that we can be acquainted with
physical objects and that it is precisely because we are acquainted with them
that we are able to describe them. When we see something we do not see first
a shape and then a colour. We see a coloured shape (or shapely colour). In
one and the sameact of perception I see a particular shape of a particular colour.
The particular coloured shape (or shapely colour) that I see may be unnamed
and unrecognised. Later on I may entertain propositions about it. I may
describe it as a black rectangle (or rectangular blackness) and call it a black-
board. Because the process of naming and recognising comes afterwards it
does not necessarily follow that what I first saw was not the physical object that
is the blackboard but something else. The sense of sight gives us acquaintance
with coloured shapes (or shapely colours), i.e. with physical objects. Bertrand
Russell was wrong in holding that we cannot be acquainted with physical
objects.

It may be urged that we can be acquainted at the most with only parts or
aspects of physical objects and that we should not therefore say that we are
acquainted with physical objects. When I look at something, e.g. the blaf:k
rectangle which is in fact the blackboard, I may be aware only of one side of it.
It may be said that I should therefore not claim acquaintance with the phy51.cal
object which is called the blackboard. But we usually say that we are seeing
something even though in fact we are seeing only a part of it. I may assert
that I am seeing the Town Hall when I am seeing only the front of the Town
Hall and not the top or the back or the inside of it. In the same way I think
that I am justified in saying that I am acquainted with a physical object even
though I am actually acquainted with only a part or aspect of it.

I have given reasons for thinking that we can be acquainted with physi.cal
objects. I shall now try to show that we cannot have acquaintance with
universals.

Bertrand Russell says that we can be acquainted with both particulars and
universals, 52 general ideas such as whiteness, diversity, brotherhood, and so og’ﬁ’*
Among universals he thinks that we have acquaintance not only 'with .‘ sen51b1.e
qualities ’54 like ¢ white, red, black, sweet, sour, loud, hard, etc., i.e. with quali-
ties which are exemplified in sense-data ’35 but also with relations.56 We can

52. Bertrand Russell : The Problems of Philosophy, p. 76.
53. ibid. p. 81.
54. ibid. p. 159.
55. ibid. p. 158.
56. ibid. pp. 159-161.
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be acquainted with space and time-relations, the relation of ‘resemblance
or similarity ’57 and * greater than ’.5 Explaining what he means by acquain-
tance he says that ‘ we have acquaintance with anything of which we are directly
aware, without the intermediary of any process of inference or any knowledge
of truths *.5¢ In the sense in which the word acquaintance is used by him it
is doubtful whether we can be acquainted with universals. I shall try to
show that we cannot be acquainted with universals which are ¢ sensible qualities’

and it will follow a fortiori that we cannot be acquainted with universals which
are relations.

Before we attempt to understand what Bertand Russell means by acquain-
tance with universals it would be helpful for us to see what he does not mean
“when he claims that we are acquainted with them.

That he does not mean that we are acquainted in sensation with universals
is clear from his definition of * particular ’ and ‘ universal . He writes : * We
speak of whatever is given in sensation, or is of the same nature as things given
in sensation, as a particular ; by opposition to this, a universal will be anything
which may be shared by many particulars, and has those characteristics which
- . . distinguish justice and whiteness from just acts and white things ".60 He
is right, I think, in holding that universals are not ‘ given in sensation’. We
are acquainted in sensation with particular qualities and particular relations.
I may see a particular colour-patch which is in fact red. T cannot be aware of
the colour-patch as an instance of redness without entertaining propositions
aboutit. Icannotassert that the particular colour-patch is red without recogni-
sing that its colour is similar to the colour of other objects which are described
asred. I cannot in sense-perception be acquainted with universals in the sense

‘that I cannot, without entertaining propositions about the qualitiesand relations

that I see, become aware that universals are exemplified in them.

By acquaintance with universals he does not mean acquaintance with
an image of a particular thing. I may have an image of a particular white
object but in having this image T am not being acquainted with the universal
‘ whiteness . The particular object of which I am having the image is of a
particular shape. But ‘ whiteness’ is a characteristic that is present in a
number of objects of different shapes. An image I may have of a triangle is
different from the universal * triangle *.  The triangle of which I have an image
is equilateral, isosceles or scalenc ; but triangularity is common to all triangles.
We may also know a universal without being able to have an image of one of
its instances. We cannot have an image of a particular chiliagon but we know

57- Bertrand Russell: The Problems of Philosoply p- Io0I.
58. ibid. p. 161.

59. ibid. p. 73.

6o. ibid. p. 145.
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the universal ‘ chiliagon’. Ifin a Radio Quiz the question were asked : * What
is a chiliagon ?’ a school-girl, if she had a knowledge of Greek, would reply :
“ A chiliagon is a figure with a thousand sides . Knowing a universal is there-
fore different from having an image of an object characterised by the universal.

Bertrand Russell’s theory of universals, as stated in The Problems of
Philosophy is, 1 think, different from Plato’s. But Plato too, like Bertrand
Russell, seems to have thought that we can be acquainted with universals.
Plato meant by the word ¢iZoc or Form partly at least what we mean by the
word ‘ universal ’. Forms, according to him, are apprehended by intuitive, and
not by discursive, thinking. We are therefore justified in saying that he
thought that we can have acquaintance with Forms in Bertrand Russell’s sense
of being directly aware of them ‘ without the intermediary of any process of
inference or any knowledge of truths ’.¢1 Among universals Plato seems to have
paid attention to qualities and to have ignored relations.® For, though he says
that there are Forms corresponding to universals which are named by nouns
and adjectives, he does not in the Republic at least assert that there are Forms
corresponding to universals expressed by prepositions and verbs. He says that
there is a Form ‘good’ and a Form ‘beauty’. But he does not say, for
example, that there is a Form ° being to the left of ’, a Form  resemblance * or
‘ similarity ’, or a Form ‘being greater than’. According to Plato’s theory
universals exist independently of minds and independently of sensible objects.
He would say that particular good things are good because they all partake of
the Form ‘good’. On this view not only would particular goods resemble
each other ; they would also resemble the IForm ‘ good °.  If, in order to explain
the resemblance between particular goods we say that there is a Form ‘ good *
in which they all participate, it will be necessary for us to account for the
resemblance between particular goods and the Form ‘good’ by asserting that,
in addition to particular goods and the Form ‘ good’, there is also something
else in which particular goods and the Form ‘good’ all participate. Thus, if
we accept Plato’s view of universals, we shall be faced with an infinite regress.
In The Problems of Philosophy Bertrand Russell asserts that universals
exist independently of minds,® but he does not appear to think that they exist
independently of particulars. When he says that we can be acquainted with
universals he does not seem to mean, as Plato did, that we can be acquainted
with objects which would exist even if there were no minds to apprehend them
and even if there were no particulars in which they are exemplified.

61. Bertrand Russell : The Problems of Philosophy, p. 73.

62. From Plato’s reference to ‘ the many doubles ’ {t& woAA% 3iTAdcta) in Republic
479B it looks as if he would have granted the existence of a Form ‘ double’. Doubleness
is a relation and not a quality. But Plato may have thought of it as a quality.

63. Bertrand Russell, op. cit., pp. [52-150.
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By acquaintance with universals we have seen that Bertrand Russell does
not mean either acquaintance with an image of a particular thing or with
objects which exist independently of minds and independently of particulars.
Having seen what he does not mean by acquaintance with universals we must
consider what he does mean when he says that we can be acquainted with them.
He writes: ‘ It is obvious, to begin with, that we are acquainted with such
universals as white, red, black, sweet, sour, loud, hard, etc., i.e. with qualities
which are exemplified in sense-data. When we see a white patch, we are
acquainted, in the first instance, with the particular patch ; but by seeing
many white patches, we easily learn to abstract the whiteness which they all
have in common, and in learning to do this we are learning to be acquainted
with whiteness. A similar process will make us acquainted with any other
universal of the same sort’.6¢ He says that we become acquainted with
‘ whiteness ’ by seeing many white patches and abstracting the whiteness which
they all have in common. To abstract the whiteness which white patches have
in common we shall have to compare them with one another ; and we cannot
do this without entertaining propositions about them. Once we have abstracted
the whiteness which the white patches we see have in common he seems to
think that we become acquainted with  whiteness’, i.e. that we become
directly aware of it ‘ without the intermediary of any process of inference or
any knowledge of truths ’.65 It is doubtful whether, in this sense of the word
acquaintance, he can be acquainted with ‘ whiteness * if he does not mean by
the universal ‘whiteness’ either a particular white patch, or an-image of a parti-
cular white patch, or an object which exists, like Plato’s Forms, independently
of minds and independently of particular white patches. When we say that
we know universals what we usually mean is that we know propositions about
them.$6 If a child is asked what ‘ red ’ is and replies ‘Red is the colour of post
boxes, of the lipstick on that woman’s lips, and of the ties worn by communist
members of parliament ’ we can say that she knows the universal ‘red’. The
school-girl who says that a chiliagon is a figure with a thousand sides has
knowledge of the universal ‘ chiliagon ’ even if she has never seen, or had an

64. Bertrand Russell, op. cit., pp. 158-159.
65. ibid. p. 73.

. 66. The expression ‘ knowing a universal ’ is systematically ambiguous. When we
say we know a universal we may mean that we have been, or are, acquainted with a parti-
cular instance of a universal. The school girl who has seen a red tie knows the universal
‘red ’inthis sense. Or we may mean that we know the meaning of a word or a combination
of words that is the name of a universal. The universals ‘ centaur * and ‘ Sinhalese queen
of England ' have no instances. But we know them in the sense that we know the meaning

of the word ‘ centaur ’ and of the phrase ‘ Sinhalese queen of England ’ and are able to use
them.
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image of, a chiliagon. Bertrand Russell was wrong in thinking that we can
be acquainted with universals, i.e. be directly aware of them without knowing
propositions about them.

I have dealt with two kinds of knowing—knowing that or knowledge of
propositions and acquaintance. We must now consider the third kind of know-
ing which I have called knowing how. Thiskind of knowledge some have called
dispositional. But ‘believing * and ‘ knowing that’ are also dispositional.
A person can be said to believe or know that something is the case even when
he is not entertaining or asserting a proposition or trying to show that a pro-
position is true. The school-girl can be said to believe that twice two are
four even when she is not going through the multiplication table. The Pro-
fessor of Mathematics may not be engaged in proving the proposition that the
square on the hypotenuse is equal to the sum of the squares on the other two
sides. He may be sleeping and dreaming that he is eating an ice cream. But
he knows the proposition if he can prove it when called upon to do so. * Be-
lieving " and ‘ knowing that ’ are dispositional in the sense that they are per-
sistent states rather than activities. ‘Knowing how’ is also dispositional
in this sense. A person who has learnt how to ride a bicycle can be said to
know how to ride it even when he or she is not actually engaged in riding it.
In order to distinguish ‘ knowing how ’ from  believing ’ and ‘ knowing that
it would be better to call it ‘ practical ' knowledge, as H. H. Price does.

The expression ‘know how ’ seems to be used in two ways. I can say
I'know how to go to Horton Plains in the sense that I know the way to Horton
Plains. In order to know how to go to Horton Plains it is not necessary for me
to have gone there. I may never have gone to Horton Plains but I can say ‘I
know how to go to Horton Plains  if I can find my way there by following the
directions that some one has given me. We also say that we know how to do
something when, by actually doing it, we have acquired a certain skill and have
learned to perform certain bodily movements. We can say we know how to
swim. But we do not usually say so unless we have entered the water and
practised certain bodily movements which we call * swimming ’. I can read a
map and say that I know how to go to Horton Plains even though I have
never been there. But after I have read a book on swimming I am not entitled
to say that I know how to swim unless [ have swum and can swim. I can read
a book on swimming and get to know the ‘ theory ’ of swimming. But know-
ledge of theory is not ‘knowing how ’ but ‘knowing that’. When I know the
“theory ’ of swimming I know certain propositions about swimming ; but
I'may not know how to swim. When we say that we know how to do something
we mean that we have learnt to perform certain actions and are able to perform
them. I contradict myself if I say ‘ I know how to swim but T can’t ’ if what
I mean by saying I can’t swim is that I have not learned to perform certain
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bodily movements and for that reason am not able to perform them. Of course
in one sense of the word ‘ cannot ’ it is not contradictory to say that we know
how to do something but cannot do it. I may ask a girl at a party whether she
knows how to dance the Tango. If she replies: ‘I know but I can't’ she is
not necessarily contradicting herself. What she would mean is that she
has learnt to perform certain movements which we call dancing the Tango
but that there are certain circumstances which prevent her from doing so.
It may be that she is ill, or tired, or has worn the wrong shoes, or that her
mother is present and disapproves of her dancing. Similarly in French I can
say without self-contradiction ¢ Je sais nager mais je ne peux pas nager ' which
suld be a translation of the English ‘I can swim but can’t’. When I say
‘ Je sais nager ’ I mean that I can swim in the sense of knowing how to swim.
‘When I say ‘ Je ne peux pas nager * I mean that I can’t swim in the sense that
there is something that prevents me from swimming. The circumstance that
prevents me from swimming may be that the water is too cold, or that there is
a crocodile in the water, or that I am having pneumonia. When I say 1 know
how to do something but cannot do it I contradict myself only if 1 mean that
what prevents me from doing it is the fact that I have not learned to do it.
It is doubtful whether we can speak of ‘ knowing how ’ as having objects.
‘ Knowing how ’ consists in the ability to perform certain actions. Itis different
from acquaintance and knowing that because it is usually concerned with activi-
ties that are physical rather than mental. It is more often than not the ability
to perform certain bodily movements as opposed to perceiving, remembering
or thinking, though sometimes we speak of knowing how to think. In order
to distinguish knowing how from acquaintance and knowing that we may adopt
the practice of H. H. Price and say that acquaintance and knowing that are
cognitive whereas knowing how is practical.

I have examined the distinction that Plato makes between énto=fun and
8¢Sa and found that it does not exactly correspond to the distinction we
make between knowledge and belief. I have asked the question: ‘ What are
the objects of knowledge and what are the objects of belief ?’ In answering
this question I have shown that the word ‘ know ’ is used in three ways and
that there are three different kinds of knowing. I shall now state, as briefly
as possible, the propositions I have been trying to establish in this paper.

(a) Plato says that 245« is not infallible and that imiotfuy is infallible.
Belief is fallible and knowledge infallible in the sense that though even false
propositions may be believed only propositions that are true can be known.

(b) Plato says that émis=fpun is ‘ brighter * than 3¢3x and that 34Za is
‘darker’ than émiwsthpn. Knowledge is ‘ brighter’ than belief and belief

© “darker’ than knowledge in the sense that an element of doubt is always

present in belief while knowledge is characterised by an absence of doubt.
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(¢) Plato holds that the objects of 34Zx are different from the objects
of imwothyy. False propositions are believable but not knowable. True
propositions can be known as well as believed. A. E. Taylor and H. H. Price
are wrong in thinking that the objects of belief are always different from the
objects of knowledge.

(@) Knowledge is not a sub-class of true belief. The difference between
knowledge and true belief is not one of degree.

(¢) The objects of belief are propositions, whether true or false,

(f) There are three different kinds of knowing—knowing that or knowledge
of propositions, acquaintance and knowing how.

(8) The objects of the kind of knowing which I have called knowing
that are true propositions. We can know general as well as particular and
singular propositions, contingent as well as necessary truths.

(h)  Acquaintance is direct, i.e. non-propositional, awareness of something.
We can be acquainted with colours, shapes, sounds, smells and things we
remember and introspect. We can be acquainted with physical objects but
not with universals. Bertrand Russell was wrong in thinking that we cannot
be acquainted with physical objects and that we can be acquainted with uni-
versals.

(¢) The expression know how is used in two ways. When I say I
know how to go to a certain place I mean that I know the way there even
though I may never have been there. Or when I say I know how to do some-
thing I may mean that by doing something I have acquired a certain skill and
am able to do it. We cannot speak of krnowing how as having objects. It
consists in the ability to perform certain bodily movements.
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