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10. There is an alternative way to think about these matters. Instead of saying tlMt there 
are three options, you can say that you can believe a proposition to a greater or lesser 
degree. You can think of these degrees of belief a~ arranged along a scale. When you 
accept a proposition v,1th absolute convinion, you uelieve it LO the li.J!\est degree. 'When 
you completely ;md totally rejecl a prnposition, you have the lowest possible degree or 
belief in it. And in the usual cases, your degree of belief falls somewhere in between. 
Suspension of judgment is nght in the middle. 

11. If you have never even considered a proposition, then you neither believe it nor dis­
believe it, but you do not suspend judgment either. Perhaps suspendingjudgmcnt 
is best characterized as consirtering a proposition but neither believing it nor dis­
believing iL. 

12. There arc hard questions about exactly what kinds of o~jcct~ propositions are. We 
can safely ignore those questions here. 

13. The term "iff" abbreviates "if and only if." Sentences of the form "p iff q" arc true 
_just in case the truth values of p and q agree, that is,_just in case both are true or both 
are false. 

J 4. This topic will be discu~scd in dc1.ai 1 in Chapter 9. 
15. At this point you might observe lhat we might be in a situation like the ancient~, in 

whir:h our claims to knowledge are mistaken. We will take up this issue when we 
consider The Skeptical View. 

16. It is possible that some of the attractiveness of The Relativistic \!iw, mentioned in 
Chapter 1, 1·esults from confusing apparent knowledge and real knowledge. 

r 
CHAPTER TlfREE 

Modifyh1g The 
Traidif titionail Analysis 
~f K1iowledge 

I. AN OBJECTION TO THE TRADITIONAL ANALYSIS 

Recall that The Traditional Analysis of Knowledge, the TAK, says that knowledge 
isjustified true belief. 

This analysis is correct jti.~t in case in all possible examples, if a person knows 
some prnposition, then the person has a justified true belief in that proposition, 
and if a person has ajmtified true belief, r.hen the person has knowledge. Un­
fortunately for the TAK, there arc compelling counterexamples of the second 
sort-cases ofjustified true belief that dearly are not cases of knowledge. 

The first philosopher to argue explicitly againsl the 111.K in the manner to 
be discussed here was Edmund Geuier. His brief essay, "Is.Justified True Belief 
Knowledge?," may be the most widely discussed and often cited epistemology 
paper in many ycars.1 Gett.ier presented two examples, each showing that one 
could have a justified true belief that is not knowledge. Other philosophers 
have described additional case.~ establishing the same point. 

A. The Counterexamples 

In this section we will examine three examples all designed t.o illustrate a prob­
lem in the TAK. The point behind all the objections is the same, but the clif­
f r>ren t examples help to make the issue clearer. The first example is a modified 
version of one Gettier originally presented. 

F.xarn/Jllf 3.1: The Ten Coin:; Ca.se 

Smith is justified in believing: 

1. Jones is Lhe man who will get the job and Jones has ten coins in his 
pocket 
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The reason Smith is justified in believing ( l) is that he has just seen Jones 
empty his pockets, carefully count. his coins, and then return them to his 
pocket. Smith also knows that Jones is extremely well qualified for the _job 
and he h;,s he;,rd the boss tell the secretary that.Jones has been selected. On 
the basi, of (1), Smith correctly deduces and believes another proposition: 

2. The man who will get the job has ten coins in his pocket. 

Smith is justified in believing (2) on the basis of this inference. In spite of 
Smith's evidence, (1) is not true after all. The hoss misspoke when he said 
that Jones was going to get the job. In fact, the job is going tu the compa­
ny vice president's nephew, Robinson. Coincidentally, Robinson also hap­
pens to have ten coins in his pocket. 

In this example (2) is true even though ( l) is false. Smith was justified in be­
lieving (1), correctly deduced (2) from ( 1), and believed il as a result. So, Smith 
was also justified in believing (2). And (2) is true. So Smith's belief in (2) is 
justified and true. But clearly Smith does not know (2). It. is j usl a coincidence 
that he is right about (2). 

Example 3.2: The .Nogot/Ha11it Case2 

Smith knows that Nogot, who works in his office, i~ driving a Ford, has 
Ford ownership papers, is generally honest, etc. On this basis he believes: 

3. Nogot, who works in Smith's office, owns a Ford. 

Smith hears on lhe radio that a local Ford dealership is having a contest. 
Anyone who works in the same office as a Ford owner is eligible to enter a 
lottery, the winner receiving a Ford. Smith decides to apply, thinking be 
eligible. After all, he thinks that (3) is true, so he concludes that: 

,1. There is someone who works in (my) Smith's office who owns a 

Ford. (There is at least one Ford owner in Smith's office.) 

It turns out that Nogot is a Ford faker and (3) is false. Howeve1~ (4) is 
true because some other person unknown to Smith, Havit, works in his of­
fice and owns a Ford. 

So Smith has a justified true belief in ( 4), but he does not know ( 4). 1t is just a lucky 
winc.idcnce, resulting from Havit's having it, that makes him right about (4). 

Example 3.3: 11te Sheep in the Field 3 

Having won a Ford in a contest, Smith goes for a drivlo in the country. He 
looks off into a nearby lidd a11d sees whal looks exactly like a sheep. So 
he justifiably believes: 

5. That animal in the field is a sheep. 
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Smith's son is in the hack seat reading a book and not looking at the 
scenery. The son asks if there are any sheep in the field they are passing. 
Smith say~ "Yes," adding: 

6. There is a sheep in the field. 

Smith is justified by what he sees in thinking that (5) is true, (6) follows 
rrom (5), so he is justified in believing (6) as well. 

As it turns out, (5) is false. What Smith sees is a sheep dog (or a sheep 
statue, or some other perfect sheep look-alike). But (6), as it hctppens, is 
true anyway. Out in the field, but out of view, there is a sheep. 

So, Smith has a justified belief iu (G), aml it is Lwe::. But he does not know it. It 
is only by luck that he is right about (6). 

It should be noted that the details or the examples can be modified lo 
slrengthcn Smith's support for his belief in the false proposition in each case. For 
example, you can add whatever you like to his support for the be lief that Nogol 
owns a Ford. Nogot can show him his keys with a Ford insignia and wear a Ford 
tee shirt., etc. No matter how much you add to the case, it will remain possible that 
:\logot. is faking his Ford ownership. And given that this is possible, it rtcrnains 
possible to constrnct a case in which it is coincidentally true that someone in the 
office owm a Ford. Similar remarks apply to the other examples. Merely requir­
ing stronger reasons for a belief to be justified would not avoid the objections. 

B. The Structure of the Counterexamples 

Examples 3.1-3.3 share a common structure. In each case, Smith has some basic 
evidence lhat strongly supports some proposition. It is the sort of evidence that 
The Standmd View counts as good enough for knowledg·e. He believes that. propo­
sition and then draws a further conclusion from it. In each example, the odd­
numbered sentence describes the first proposition Smith helieves: 

1. Jones is the man who will get the job and.Jones has ten coins in his pocket. 
3. Nogot, who works in Smith's office, owns a Ford. 
5. That animal in the field is a sheep. 

The even-numbered sentences describe the conclusions Smith draws from the 
first step: 

2. The man who will get the job has ten coins in his pocket. 
4. Someone who works in Smith's office owm a Ford. (There is at least one 

Ford owner in Smith's office.) 
6. There is a sheep in the field. 

The odd-numbered proposition is false in each case. Still, given the evidence, it is 
extremely reasonable for Smith to believe it. It is a justified belief. And the final 
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condusion follows logically from the previous slep. The final conclusion is, in 
each case, true. In effect, the final conclusion is true "by coincidence." It_just so 
happens that the person who got the job has ten coins, that there is a Ford mvne1 
in the office, and that rhere is a sheep in t.he field. So Smith has very good reasons 
to believe the first step and follows perfectly good logical principles in deriving the 
second step. Thus, he has a justified true belief in each of the final conclusions. 
But in each case the truth of that conclusion is unconnected to the original evi­
dence. Smith docs not have knowk<lgc, even though be has justified true belie[~. 

Stating the structure of the examples helps to bring out two important prin­
ciples that they rely on. One principle allows that the person can be justified 
in believing the odd-numbered prnposilions even thou~h thev are false. vVe 
can state this <IS The.Ju:,lijied Falsehood Principle, or ()N· ' , 

JE It is possible for a person to be justified in believing a false proposition, 

The second important principle is the one that says that the second proposition 
is justified because it is deduced from the first This is 17wfiistified Deduction 
Pri.ru:ij1le, or (JD): 

JD. If Sis justified in believing p, and p entails g, and S deduces q from p 
a1Jd accepts q as a result of this deduction, then S is juslitied in be­
lieving q. 

If Lhe lhree examplesJusl described are possible and these lwo principles are 
true, then the TAK is mist.aken. The examples may be odd, but they are clearly 
possible. Things like this can, and do, happ~n. The two principles do seem cor­
rect. Thus, it looks as ifwc have a strong case against Lhc TAK. As we shall see, 
however, some people have tried to defend the TAK by rejecting the principles. 

To stale a Geltier-slyle example, then, first one has to find a case of a justi­
fied false belief. If (JF) is correct, there are such cases. One then identifies 
some truth that logically follows from that falsehood. There ,vill always be such 
truths. The example proceeds by having the believer deduce this tmth from the 
justified false belief. If (JO) is correcL, the resuhing belief will be a justHied 
true belief that is not knowledge. 

It appears, therefore, Lhat Gettier-style examples show that the TAK is 
incorrect. 

II. DEFENDING THE TRADITIONAL ANALYSIS 

You may have some misgivings abom Getticr-style examples. Usually, doubts 
arc based on the idea that the person in the example is nutjustiticd in be­
lieving the final proposition and thus docs not really have a justified true be­
lief. 4 And this idea relies on rejecting one or the other of the two principles 
just stated. 5 In this ser:tion we will examine the plausibility of these responses 
to the examples. 

r 
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A Rejecting (JF) 

<:1_1e ,~ay to defend the TAK is to rt>ject (JF). You might t.hink t.hat if a propo­
~ltlon IS fahe, then a person who believes it must not have good enough reasons 
ior that belief If correct, this provides a cldcnsc of the T/LKin the followingwav. 
It implies that in each of our examples Smith is notjustified in believing the fal;e 
proposition. If Smith is not justified in believing the false proposition (the odd­
numbered one), then he is not justified in believing what he deduces from it.. 
Thus, his belief in the even-numbered proposition is not justified either. As a 
result, Gettier-st:yle examples are not cases ofjustified true beliefs (because they 
are not cases ofj11stified beliefa), and thus thev do not refute the JAK. 

Consider how this response applies the Nogo,t/Havit rnse, The critic contends 
thal, in spite of the evidence, Smith is not justified in believing proposition (3), 
thal Nogot owns a Ford. The reason for this is thal (3) is false, and thus Smith's 
evidence must not have heen good enough. More generally, the critic says, a per­
son can uevcr be justified in believing a false proposition. (JF) is mistaken. 
. Because Smith's reasons for believing (3) can be extremely strong, this is an 
unpl~usib~e response. Moreover. given one very sensible assumption, rejecting 
(.JF) implies that hardly anyone is ever justified in believing anything! To sec 
why, consider any example in which a person has what The Standard View re­
gards a~ a justified belief. Assume lhat there is nothing odd about the case, and 
t~at t~1ings a_re_ exactly as th~ person believes them to be. Call this ''The TyjJical 
Case. Now, 1t 1s always possible to construcl an example that is a variation on 
The T)71ical Case. In this variant, the person has that very same evidence, but 
the proposition in question is nevertheless false, Call Lhis variant 'The Unusu­
al Case." To fill in the details of The Unusual Case, it will be necessary to add in 
unusual efforts at deception and the like. Although such thin1-,-s arc unusual, 
they are possihle. The key thing to note is that in 17ie Typical Case and in The 
Unusual (;ase, the believer has exactly I.he same rt>asons for ht>li~ving exactly 
the same thing. So the belief is either justified in hoth cases or else not justified 
in both cases. If (JF) is false, then the belief is not justified in The Unumal Case 
(because it is false). But then it is not justified in The I')'/>iwl Case either, since 
the reasons are the same. This can be done for virtually any allegedly justified 
belief, so if (JF) is false, virtually no beliefs are justified. 

The reasoningjmt displayed depends upon The Same F:ui.dcnce P1inciple, or ( Sli): 

SE. If in two possible examples there is no difference at all in the evi­
dence a person has concerning some proposition, then either the 
person is justified in believing the proposition in both cases or the 
person is not justified in believing the proposition in both cases. 

(SE) is an extremely plausible principle. If (SE) is true and (.JF) is false, then 
virtually nothing is justified. And that violates our hasir assumption (for now, 
at least) that we do know things. So this first defense of the TAK is no good.6 

Some readers may still think that rejecting (JF) is correct. Recall, however, that 
the point of the current chapter is to see what the consequences of The Standard 
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View arc. The Standmd View holds that we do know a lot, and rejecting (JF) implies 
that. hardly an}1hing is justified ;ind thus hardly anything is known. So rejecting (JF) 
requires rejecting The Stamlwd View. In other words, (JF) is a consequence of The 
Standard View. Thus, rejecting it is out of place at this stage of our inquiry. We will 

return to this topic when we examine The Skcj1tical View. 

B. Rejecting (JD) 

Recall that the Gettier examples depended on (JD) as well as (JF). (JD) says 
that justification can be transferred through deduction. A serond possible basis 
for ddending the traditional analysis from these counterexamples is to reject 
(JD). The idea is that when you reason properly from justified truths, the re­
sult is justified, but when you reason prnperly from justified falsehoods, the 
result is not justified. In other words, if you start with a justified true helief and 
properly draw a conclusion from it, thc:n the resulting belief is justified. How­
ever, if you start with a justified false belief-remember, we are accepting (JF)­
and correctly draw a conclusion from it, then the resulting belief is not justified. 
Thus, in this view, in each of the Gettier cases the person is justified in believ­
ing the first step-the odd-numbered proposition-hut not justified in believ­
·mg- the consequence drawn from it. Advocates of this view therefore reject (JD). 

This view also requires rejecting (SE). Imagine an example like any one of the 
Gettier-stylc cases bnt in which there is no trickery going on and the first step is 
actual1y true. Drawing the final conclusion is, under those circumstances, justi­
fied. But, according to t.hc present proposal, it is not justified in the Gettier cases. 
Yet the person has exactly the same reasons in each case. This is implausible. 

Consider carefully what someone who r~jects (JD) wo11\d be s<1ying ahoul 
Smith in e,1ch of the Gettier cases. The critic would say of Smith, "Yes, Smith is 
justified in believing that Nogot, who works in his office, owns a Ford. And it is 
true thal he can deduce from this that someone who works in his office owns 
a Fonl. Rut, nevertheless, he is notjustified in believing that conclusion." This 
seems absurd. We might sensibly wonder what attitude Smith would be justified 
in taking toward the proposition that someone in his office owns a Fore!. Would 
it be reasonable for him to believe that Nogot owns one but to deny or sus­
pend judgment about whether someone owns one? Clearly nor. Rut that b what 
the rejection of (JD) seems to recommend. Rejecting (.JD) just is not a good 
way to defend the TAK from Gettier's examples. 

These attempts to defend the TAK from Gettier-style examples fail. We turn 
next to responses according to which knowledge requires something in addi­
tion to justified true belief. 

Ill. MODIFYING THE TRADITIONAL ANALYSIS 

A plausible idea is that you wnnot have knowledge if your belief depends on 
a false proposition. In this section we will consider a few efforts to spell out this 
idea more clearly. 
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A, The No False Grounds Theol'y 

One way in which the justification of a belief might. depend upon a falsehood 
is if there is a false propo~ition among the grnu1Hh 01 n:a:;or1s for the belief. 
Michael Clark has proposed a solution to the Gett.ier problem making use of 
this idea. 7 Clark suggests the following No FaL~e Gmundrnccoun t of knowledge. 
It adds a fourth condition to the three in the TAK: 

NFC. S knows p = df. (i) S believes p; (ii) pis true; (iii) Sis justified in 
believing p; (iv) All of S's grounds for believing pare true. 

Tht idea here differs from, and is better than, the proposal discussed in Sec­
tion II, according to which beliefs that have false g·rounds are not even justified. 
Here the idea is that having all true grounds is an additional condition for 
knowledge, but not a condition for justification. Thus, rlefrnders of (NFC) 
agree that the victims of the Gettie1· examples are justified in their belief~. This 
was what the previously discussed critics denied. Instead, this response says that 
knowledge cannot depend on any false grounds. In each of the preceding ex­
amples, Smith does have a false ground for his final belief. So (NFG) seems to 
avoid GetticMtyle counterexamples. 

(NFG) will work provided that (a) in all GetJier cases the belit'ver has a fabe 
ground, and (b) there are no cases of knowledge in which the believer does 
have a false ground. There arc reasons to doubt each of these. 

Consider (a) first. There arc Gettier-style cases in which the person docs not 
explicitly go through a fabe step in his or her reasoning. A~ we will see, these 
may be Gettier cases in which the believer does not have a false ground. We 
can use a revised version of the Nogot/ 1 lavit case to illustrate the point. 

Example 3. 4: The A ltemate &ute8 

Smith nor.ices that Nog-ot is driving a Ford, has a Ford ownership certifi­
cate, and so on. But instead of drawing a conclusion about Nogot, Smith 
draws the following conclusion: 

7. There is someone who works in Smith's office who drives a Ford, 
has Ford ownership papers, etc. 

On the basis or (7), Smith draws the same final conclusion as before: 

4. There i.~ someone who work.~ i11 Smith '.s office who owns a Fore!. 

The difference between the two examples is that in the original version Smith 
explicitly reasoned through a false step to get to his true conclusion, and in 
the new version be takes an alternate route to get to that same conclusion. 

In the original version of the example, Smith's thinking went: 

N. Nogot, who works in Smith's office, drives a Fon\, has Ford ownership 
papers, etc 
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3. Nogot, who works in Smith's office, owns a Ford. 
4. There is someone who works in Smith's office who owns a Ford. 

(N) is trnc, (3) is false, and ( 4) is true. So this route to ( 4) goes through a false­
hood. But in the second case Smith replaces (3) with (7). Smith's thinking-now 
goes: 

N. Nogot, who works in Smith's o±licc, drives a Ford, has Ford ownership 
papers, etr.. 

7. There is someone who works in Smith's office who drives a Ford, has 
Ford ownership papers, etc. 

4. There is someone who works in Smith's office who owns a Ford. 

(N) and ( 4) arc still true, but now the middle step, (7), is also true. So in this 
version of the exarnple, Smith docs not reason through a false proposition. Yet 
Smith still does not know ( 4). It is still a Gctticr case. Thus, not all Geuier ex­
ample5 rely on a person deriving a truth from a falsehood. 

It is true that in Example 3.4 there is still a falsehood "in the vicinity." Propo­
sition (3), Nogot owns a Ford, is false, and this se1ems to matter. You might even 
think that (3) is part of Smith's grounds, even though he does not explicitly 
think about it. Thus, we are faced witb a question. In Example 3.4 is (3) part 
of Smith's grounds for (4) or not? 

We can think of what is included in the grounds for a belief in a broader or 
a narrower way. The narrower account is follows: 

G 1. The grounds for a belief include just those other beliefs that are 
explicit steps in the chain of inferences leading to the belief. 

If clause (iv) of (NFG) makes use of this account of grounds, then Example 3.4 
refutes the theory. It is a Getticr case in which explicit steps of reasoning in­
clude no falsehood. This suggests that Clark would be better off appealing to 
a broader account of the grounds of belief, an account. according to which 
the grounds include more than the explicit steps of reasoning·. For example, 
he might propose: 

G2. The grounds for a belief include all beliefs that play any role iu the 
format.ion of the belief, including "background assumptions" and 
presuppositions. 

If Clark uses (G2) in explaining clause (iv) of his account of knowledge, then 
Example 3.4 does not refute iL This is because there is a false background as­
sumpLion in the example, namely (3). So, by appealing to (G2), Clark could 
plausibly argue that condition (iv) of (NFC) is not salisfied in Example 3.4, 
and thus his theory has just the right result here: it says that Smith does not. know 
that someone in his office owns a Ford. 
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The problem with this reply is that the theory now faces a different oqjection. 
1\s was noted earlier in this seo.ion, (NFG) works only if there are no ca~es of 
knowledge in which there are falsehoods among the person's grounds. How­
ever, it is dear that there can be knowledge even when some of one's grounds 
,ire false. This is true on either the more-inclusive or the less-inclusive account 
of grounds, but it is especially obvious when the grounds include background 
beliefs and presuppositions. The following example illustrates the point: 

Examp!,e 3.5: The F.xtm R.easnns Case 

Smith has two independent sets of reasons for thinking that someone in 
his office owns a Ford. One set has to do with Nogot. Nogot sc1ys he owns 
a Ford, and so on. As usual, Nogot is merely pretending. But Smith also 
has equally strong reasons having to do wi1h Havit. And Havit is nol pre­
tending. Havit does own a Ford, and Smith knows that he owns a Forr:l. 

In this example, Smith does know that someone in his oflice owns a Fon!. This 
is because his reasons having to do with Havit are good enough to give him 
knowledge. Yet one of his reasons, the one having to do with Nogot, is false. This 
shows that you can still have knowledge even if there is some falsehood somc­
~vherc in the pictme. This objection is decisive. It shows that Clark's condition 
1s too strong:1 

Thus, Clark's way of fixing up the TAK does not work. If he uses (G l), then 
Example 3.4 refutes it. If he uses (G2), then Example 3.5 refutes it. The mere 
fact that there is a falsehood among one's reasons for a belief does not show that 
one lacks knowledge. 

B. The No Defeaters Theory 

There is another way philosophers have tried to explain what it is for the justi­
fication of a belief to depend upon a raise proposition. A notable feature of 
the Gettier cases may be that there is a true proposition such that if the be­
liever knew about it, then he would not believe (or would not be justified in be­
lieving) the proposition in question. In effect, then, the believer's justification 
depends upon the denial of this truth. 10 

We can apply this thought Lo our examples. In Example 3.1, it Smith real­
ized that Jones will not get the job {which is true), then he would not believe thal 
the man who will get the job has ten coins in hi~ pucket (or he would no longer 
have any good reason Lo believe this). In Examples 3.2 and 3.4, if Smith realized 
that Nogot does not own a Ford, then, given the rest of the example, he would 
no longer have any good reason to believe that someone in the office owns a 
Forcl. In Example 3.3, if Smith realized that the thing he was looking at is not a 
sheep, then he would no longer be justified in believing that there is a sheep in 
the field. (In contrast, in Example 3.5 he would continue 10 believe that. some­
one in the otlice owns a Ford even if he learned that Nogot does not own one.) 

-
-

-

-

-

-

-

-
-

-



34 Modifying Tl1e Traditional tbm/ysi., of K11owledge 

Thus, in each Gettier example (Examples 8. l-'.t4), there is a false proposi­
tion that Smith actually believes. If he did not believe it, and instead justifiably 
believed its negation (which is true), then he would stop believing, or stop hav­
ing justification for, the Gettier proposition. That true proposition is said to 
defeat Smith's justification. And the idea is that one has knowledge when there 
are no trut.hs that defeat one's justification. Thus, the proposal is to add to the 
1i\.K the requirement that there be no defeater: 

ND. S knows p = df. (i) S believes p; (ii) pis true; (iii) Sis justified in be­
lieving p; (iv) There is no r.rue proposition t such that, if S were 
justified in believing t, then S would not be justified in believing p. 
(No truth defeats S's justification for p.) 

(ND) seems to deal correctly with all the examples considered so far. 
Unfortunately, there are prnblems ror the no defeaters theory. Here are two. 

Examj,le 3.6: ThP. Radio Ca.w: 

Smith is sitting in his study with his radio off and Smith knows that it is 
off. At the time, Classic Hits 10 I is playing the great Neil Diamond's great 
song "Girl, You'll ne a Woman Soon." If Smith had the radio on and tuned 
to that station, Smith would hear the song and know that it is on. 

It may not he immediately obvious why this poses a problem, but it does. In 
Example 3.6 Smith knm-vs: 

8. The radio is off. 

Conditions (i)-(iii) of the 'J.i\.K are salisfied. But is (iv) satisfied? That i~, is 
there any true proposition such that if Smith were justified in believing it, 
then he would not be justified in believing (8)? One Lruc proposiLion in thi~ 
story is 

9. Classic Hils 101 is now playing "Girl, You'll Be a Woman Soon." 

Suppose Smith were justifier! in believing (9). In any typical case there are many 
ways in which he might be justified in believing U)). The most likely way is that 
he would have the radio on. Of course, it might be that he could learn about 
(9) by having someone call him on the telephone and tell him, or by getting 
an e-mail message alerting him to the news. But suppose that in our example 
the5e other ways are nol available. In our example, if Smith were justified in be­
lieving (9), then he would have his radio on and he would hear the song. But 
if that were the case, then Smith would not be justified in believing that the 
radio is off. So condition (iv) is not satisfied. There is a true proposition, (9), 
such that if Smith were to be justified in believing it, then SmiLh would not be 
justified in believing (8). In a sense (or perhaps in several senses), Smith is 
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lucky not to know (9). For one thing, it enables him to know (8). For anothei-, 
Smith does not have to hear the song. 

This example may be confusing. That i.s largely because sentences that say 
that. if one thing were true, then anothc1- 1hing would be true are confusing. 
These sentences are called subjunctive conditi()'na/s. Applied to this case, the con­
dirional concerns what would be the case if Smith were justified in believing (9). 
The best way to determine this is to consider how Smith would come to he jus­
tified in believing (9). In the circumstances described, the way is that Smith 
would have the radio on, tuned in to Classic Hits 101, and he would hear the 
song on the radio. But if that were the case, then Smith would know that the 
radio is on. So if that were the case, Smith would not be justified in believing 
that the ractio is off. And this is what makes trouble for (ND). It says that Smith 
does not know (8) if there is some other truth such that if he were juslified 
in believing it he would not be justified in believing (8). But (9) is just such 
a trnlh. 

Once you see how Example 3.6 works, it is easy to gene1<1te additional ex­
amples along the same lines. The underlying point is very simple, though sur­
prising. It is that one can know some facts and there can be other facts such that 
if one knew these other facts. then one would not know the original facts. This 
i.5 because, if one were in a position to know the latter facts, then one would not 
be in a position to know the former facts. And, in some cases, if one knew the 
latter facts, then the former facts would not even be true. The current version 
of the no defeaters theory says that when there are such facts, one lacks knowl­
edge. Ile cause there typically will be such facts, the theory implies that we know 
very Ii ttlc. 

There is another way that ignorance of some truths can help us to know 
things. (ND) has a problem with these cases as well. Here is one such example. 

Exampl,e 3. 7: The Grabit Case11 

Black sees her student Tom Grabit stick a tape in his coat pocket and 
sneak out of the library. She knows that Tom took the tape. Now, imagine 
that Tom's crime is reporter! to Tom's mother in her room at the psychi­
atric hospital. Ann she replies that Tom didn't do it, that it wa~ his twin 
brother Tirn. And imagine hlrther that he has no twin, that this is just 
another one of her delusions. Black. is ignorant of all this. 

Why is this a problem? Consider this truth: 

l 0. Tom's mother said that Tom's twin Tim took the tape. 

Notice that (l 0) it~elf is trne, even though what Tom's mother said is false. If 

Black were justified in believing just this truth-but not the rest of the story 
about her-that would defeat Black's justification. It is a misleading defeater. 

Again, this may seem confusing, But the idea is relatively simple. Ifwe can 
know ordinary things, then there can be other trnths such that if we learned 
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them, they would undermine our justification for the thing we know. But some 
of Lhese defeaters are misleading. That is, we actually know Lhings, but we would 
not know them ifwe learned about these defeaters. We are lucky not. to know 
about the defeaters. Mrs. Grabit's testimony is like this, Notice that in the Tom 
Grabit case, unlike the real Gettier c:ases, things arc exactly as Black thinks they 
are. Black is fortunate to be ignorant of the demented mother's ramblings. 
Bla<.:k would have lost her _justification for her belief about Tom if she knew 
about them. 

Su this version of the no defeaters theory will not work. There are lots of 
possible variations on (ND), and perhaps some versions avoid the examples 
considered here. The other variations add more complexity to the analysis, 
and there are even more odd counterexamples proposed against them_. but we 
will not pursue them here.1

~ 

D. A Modest Proposal 

It is safe to say that there is no agreed-upon solution to the problem Gettier 
raised for the 7/l.K. The defenses of the TAK discussed. in Section II are in,ide­
quate and the modifications considered in this section face serious problems. 
The Gettier problem rcmaim unresolved. 

It remains true, ho-wever, that in all the Gettier cases there is a false propo­
sition involved that makes it the case that the person lacks knowledge. Some­
how, the ju~tification depends on this fabehood, even if we have not spelled out 
in detail just how it depends on that falsehood. \Ve can make use of this point 
in takin11; at least a modest step toward a solution to the problem. 

The key thing- in all the Cettier-stylc cases is that, in some sense, the cen­
tral belief "essentially depends upon a falsehood." The idea of essential de­
pendence is reasonably clear. For example, in The SheP-ji in the Field Ca.1e, 
Smith's belief that there is a .~beep in the field depends essentially on the 
proposition that what he sees is a sheep. In the Extra U.easons Case, Smith has 
two independent lines of thought that lead to the same conclusion. One line 
of thought, concerning Nogot, does depend on a fals<.: proposilion. The other 
line of thought, involving Ilavit, docs not dcpcml 011 anything false. Tn this 
case, Smith's belief that someone owns a Ford docs nol es:;enlialty depend 
upon the falsehood. This is because there is ;1 j ustifical,ory lirn• 1.h align ores 
the falsehood. That is why there can be knowledge in such a situation, even 
though the reasoning docs involve a false proposition. H does nor essentially 
depend upon that falsehood. 

The illtemale Route Case and other cases in whir.h the belief docs not directly 
rely on the falsehood also help lo bring out tbe idea of essentially depending 
upon a falsehood. In these cases, Smith does not explicitly reason through a 
false proposition. However, the1·e is .implicit dependence upon a false propo­
sition. Typically, the things one depends upon include thing~ that, if pressed, 
one would 8ay are relevant. 
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The idea of essential dependence is admittedly not completely dea1: How­
ever, it gives us a useful working definition .of knowledge with which we can 
proceed. The definition, then, is 

EDF. S knows p"' df. 
(i) p is true. 
(ii) S believes p. 
(iii) S is _justified in believing p. 
(iv) S'sjustincation for p does not essenrially dr~pend on any falsehood. 

By adding clause (iv), (F.DF) makes an important modification to the TAK. 
Nevertheless, it retains the heart of the traditional view, because it retains the 
idea that knowledge requires justified true belief. H simply adds an extra con­
dition. A key question concerning (EDF), as well as the traditional view upon 
which it is based, has to do with the concept ofjustification. We will turn to 
that in detail in Chapter 4. Following that we will examine the views of some 
philosophers who think that no relatively minor modification of the TAK will 
yield a correct analysis of knowledge. They think that an entirely different ac­
count is preferable. We ,vill examine their vie'\,% in Chapter 5. 

IV. CONCLUSION 

The traditional answer to ( Ql), which asked what the conditions for knowledge 
are, was that knowledge is justified true belief. The TAK is an elega111 a11d ap­
pealing analysis of knowledge, but Gettier's example~ show that it is less than 
fully satisfactory. The moral is that knowledge requires justified true belief 
and something else a~ well-there is a fourth condition on knowledge. Saying 
_just what that fourth condition is turns out to be remarkably difficult. The no 
false grounds theory and the no defeaters theory do not succeed. What seems 
to be crucial is that the justification not essentially depend upon anything false. 
Although this idea has not been spelled out in complete detail, it does give us 
a useful account of knowledge. Thus, our answer to (Ql) is that knowledge re­
quires justified true belief that does not essentially depend upon a falsehood. 

ENDNOTES 

1. Analysis 23 ( 1963): 121-3. 
2. This example is based on one presented by Keith Lehrer in "The Fourth Condition 

for Knowledge: A Defense," The Review of Metaphysics 21 ( 1970): 122-8. Sec p. 125. 
3. An example such as this one was presented by Roderick Chisholm in Theury of Knowl­

edge, 2nd ed. (Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice Hall, 1977), p. 105. 
4. IL is possible to argue that Smith does have knowledge of the even-numbered propo­

silion in each of the examples. But that is an approach almost no philosophers h,wt: 
taken. Careful reflection on the cases yields an almost unanimous verdict on them. 
You just cannot get knowledge when your belief is coincidentally true, as is the case 
in all these examples. 
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5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 
lO. 

J l. 

12. 

Modifying 11w Tmditio11al A11al)wi., of !(now/edge 

Ir is possible to argue rhat in our examples Smith's re,1sons just are not ve1y good 
reasons. Hut as nor.ed ar rhe end of Section IA, one can make Smith's reasons as 
st,·ong ;is one likes. No 1·esponse along tliese Jines seems promising. 
In Chapter 5 we will examine some theories that reJect (SE). However, even accord­
ing to these theories, (JF) is true ,md the T1lK is rehucd by Gf't.tie1~sty\e ex,unples. 
"Knowledge and Grounds: A Comment on i'vh-. Gcttier's Paper," Analy!,is XXIV 
(1963): 46-48. 
An example such as this one was presented in Rich,nd Feldman,« An Alleged De­
fect in Genier Counte1·examples," Austmlasian]ourr.al of Philosophy 52 (]97~): 68-6~). 
Note that th is objection works whether you use ( Gl) or ( G2). 
For a c lefense of a view along these lines, see Peter Klein, ''Knowledge, Causality, and 
Defeasibility," joumal of Philosophy 73 (1976): 792-812. 
A slightly modified version of thb example first appeared in Keith Lehrer, "Knowl­
edge, Truth and Evidence," .4naly.~isXXV (1965): 168-175. 
For discussion of these alternatives, see Robert Shope, The Analysis of Knowing 
(Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1983), Chapter 2. 
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CHAPTER FOTJR 

Evidentialist Theories 
of'" Know-ledge and 
Justiflcation 

ff something like the modified version of the Traditional Analysis of Knowledge 
proposed in Chapter 3 i~ correct, then justification is a crucial necessary con­
dition for knowledge. Funhcrmore,justification is an interesting and puzzling 
concept in its own right. It will be the focus of this chapter and the one that fol­
lows. The present cha pt.er will cover a tradiLiunal, and still widely accepled, ac­
count of justification. The next chapter will introduce some rather different, 
and more recent, accounts ofjus1ifa:,1tion (and of knowledge). 

To help focus clearly on the central questions, it will be best to use an ex­
ample in which two people believe the same thing, but one is justified in that 
belief and the other is not. 

ExamfJle 4. 1: Thieve;y 

Someone has broken into Art's house and stolen a valuable painting. 0±~ 
ficer Careful investigates the case and comes up with conclusive evi<lence 
that Filcher committed r.he crime. Careful finds the painting in Filcher's 
possession, finds Filcher's fingerprints at the scene of the crime, and so 
on. Careful comes to believe: 

1. Filcher stole the painting. 

Meanwhile, Hasty also hears about the thd"t. Hasty happens to live next 
door to Filch er and has had some unpleasant dealings with him. Hasty dis­
likes Fi!cher intensely and blames him for many bad things that happen. 
Hasty has some vague idea that Fikh<:r works in the art business but has 
no specific knowledge about what he does. With nothing more 10 go on, 
Hasty also believes (1). 
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