20 this weekls topic iz mainly knowlkedge, with a little bit mare to zay to ound off skepticiem. Our
four lumiraries thare, we've got Freddy, AH, who was a professzor at New College whan | was
an undemraduste. Edmund Gettier, famowe for writing a thmee-page paper in the jourral
Aralysies in 1963, I'm ot sure whathar he's published anything sinca, but it suffices to maka him
vary famous. Then we've got Hibry Putmam, who we will come to at the very erd, ard Tim
William=zon on tha right, who iz a professor hare and a sucoessor to AJA. Tim's work iBn't
actually goirg to feature in this lecture, or indeed in the madings you have, but he's ome of the
most pomirent epetemolbgits in the world, 2o it's as wallto know that be's amund. I you find
yoursalf giving a paparard yousea him inthe awdienoe, bowam. Ha's univarsally feared forthe
shampress and preciionof his quastions.

Dkay, =0 wa've soan some skeptical agumeants, most famously those of Descates. Ard those
gons of amuments rather sugoest that ifwe puta threshold for knowledge vary high, thenwe'e
quite likely to ba driven to the corclusion that we dont know anything at all. Descates' own
arewans dont saem to work vary wall. Othar arswers are all vary contmovearsial. It's rathar
tempting to try to get mund this problem by redefining the motion of knowledae to provide a
weeful digtinction amorgst the beliefs we lave. Mayba nore of themare only vary, vary few, like
"I exizt," will actually reach the highest threshok, but surely it makes sarse to try to defime a
more modarate, more reasorabke threshold. Because we do want to disting uieh betwaan things
that we krnow ina parfectly ordinary sanse, ard things that we don't know. 3o we natura ly get
the question, what is knowkdge? How should we understand the motion of krowlkedoa?

Mow, questiors of the form "What is X" featum quite pominartly in phibsophy. If yougo backto
Plato and bok in his dialogues, you'll ses that Socmates B always asking this sort of quastion. In
fact, it uzad to b the casze, | think, that people thought of this sot of thing as absolutaly
paradigmatic of what phikbsophers do. Philoso phars search for essences by trying to define
thirgs. | don't think you'll find it's ready as pominent these days, but sueh questions 2till come
up quite a bt in to pics like persoral dentity or feedom. What do we mea n by freedo m? What i
freadom?

Mow, such questions, if you thinkabout it, ame rather puzzling bBecauszs they coukd just ba asking,
whan do we apply the word X, where X k& freedom, knowledge, or whatewver. But that sort of
question seams to be just about our w=e of Brguage. Don't we want to go deapearthan that, to
ask what & a genuine caze of X7 If that question izn't just about o ur usa of language, then what
B it? It seams mther paculiar. What could krowladge be othar than what we refar to 1=ing the
word "knowledge"?

20 kbt me give you an example. Take the disciplire of geography. Supposa that the study of
geog mphy started out as the study of phces in terme of their location, physical chamctaristics,
mireral resources, the ratural ervimonment, that sort of thing. I'm not sure whather that was
trua, but bt's suppose that it was. Then over time, people became inte msted inthings like bBrd
e, acono mic corederations, maybe even culture. Ard if you studied geography now, you will
fird that culture i ore of the things that get studied. Mow, you can imagine somaona sayirg,
"That's all vary well, ywou now study culture, part of geography, but i culture mally part of
geog mphy? Does geography really include cultural things "



Well, if the word "geography” i now used to cover cultural matters amorgst othars, than sum,
the diciplire of geogrm phy includes culture. How could it not? So it might weall look as though
the kinds of questiores we're asking whan we ask "What iz X?" what iz knowledge, juet come
down to brguage. Ard inthe 1980z and B0z, Oxfod phikzophy was famo usly de ntified with
ordirary Brgusge phiosophy, as though the purpose of phiksophy was just getting clear abo ut
Fow we wee ordinary bBnguage. If that were all there & to it then it woukl be mathar an
unirtarasting kind of quastion.

But with most of the concapts that interest phikbsophars, there & something deepar at staka.
Take the caze of freedom, which we'll b2 looking at in a week or two. Thare, wa're not just
interested in how wa we the word "freedom.” We want to know what kinds of acts we sho uld
describe as free, bacause the rotion of freedom i tied to moral resporsibility. We think it
matte = wheathar somebody is frea. Itcould turn out that we describe actiore as fee whan really,
from a God's eye point of view, they're not. Maybe we describe people as free in certain
circumastances in ordirary life, but actually, i we knew about it, them's o moral respo reibility
thera, no genuire freedom. So them iz a deapar metaphysical question urderlying the linguistic
question.

Mow likewieea, in the case of krowledge, the concept of knowledge Ras a rormative aspact.
When we say something's knowladge, we're not just categorzing it az something that & called
"knowlkdge " We'ne saying that it's reliable, that it has a certain authorty. S0, it B possible to ask
of a paticular talief, "Wall, everyore says thay know this, but i it mally krowledge? Do thay
really krow it?" Again, a similbr ezue anses with Strawson's rezpores to the probkem of
induction, on your induction reading list. He famously says that inductive methods just are what
wia mean by "masorable.” Whan we describe aninference about the world as masora bk, that
just means it meets inductive standamds. But a vary walkknown anzwar to Strawson is to =3y,
"Harg on a minute, mo. Whan we say that a method of inference is reasorabke, we'ne not just
saying that this is the kird of infererce that eve vbody calk masorablke. We actually mean that it
B mazorable, that it has mormative force, that this kind of inference mally does convey
assurance to the conclusion”

The kind of conceptual aralysis that we'e doing on the concapt of knowledge provides a nica
axampk ofthis, and it's a good mason for aving it in this gere @l phiksophy coursa. From this
example, you can get an idea of the kinds of things that typically pop up in thess =zorts of
discwesiors. So ore of the things that oftencomes up B anappeal to linguistic intuitiors. Now
whan peopk talk about intuition, it's sometimes a bit sloppy, as tho ugh they're saying, "Ohwell,
thiz i just something | think, an intuition you've got to accapt it." But actually, linguistic intuitio re
have a paticulr authonty becauss if you're a rative expert speaker of your language, than
cartain things do just come ratumlly to vou to say Ard that does carry some authority for the
stardard wee of Bnguage. Mow obvio uesly, that doesn't mecessarily tell you anything abo ut
phikbsophical truth, but it does kwepyouonthe mik of i Brguage cormactly.

Puzzle cazes alzo feature a lot, as we'l see in this lectum. Some peopl call these intuition
pumps. The dea of a puzzle case i that you sketch out s=ome hypothetical scerario, and than
you ask, "Well, what wo uld you say about that? Ard clearly, what vou try to do is devise puzzle
cazas which stear yvour hearars’ intuitio e in the way you want to take. So often, you'll fird in
phikbsophical debate, sach side iz producing puzzle casos to favor thair own particular pointof
view, You'll fird in parsoral dentity, for example, puzzke cases feature quita highly.



Than obviowely, we get agument arnd we get systematization. We try to pull all these intuitions
ard thoughts togethar to ma ke =arse of them alltogethar. So ket's now embark ona discuesion
of krowledge ard its variants, trying to emply some of these methods to stmightan out what
we want o =ay about it.

Firat of all, kbt's dietimguish between three different kinds of knowledge: acquaintanca, knowing
how, arnd krowing that. What we'e interested in hare k& propositioral knowledge, knowledge
that P, a stmange phrase, but you'll find phikbzsophars usa it quite a lot. So P iz a poposition,
coud be anyold proposition. But notice, knowing that P i the case i quite different from Faving
acquaintance with somebody or =omething or Faving practical knowledge. For example, | know
how to ride a bike. | don't exactly krow how | do it I'm g romnt of all sorts of propositio re that
wiould explin how | maraged to remain upright on a bike. But | Fawe the practical knowladge,
that is, | canactually do it. That's imelevant hamr, Wa're talking about factual krowladgea.



