
CIIAPTER TWO 

The·~ TradltiotirJ~l 
Analysis of Knowledge 

The goal of the next few chapters is to try to get clearer about just what The Stan­
dard View says and what implications it has. While doing this we will not call 
into question the truth of The Standard View. We will assume that it is basically 
correct, reserving discussion of challenges to our commonsense view until later. 

I. KINDS OF KNOWLEDGE 

The Standard View says that we have a good deal of knowledge and it says some­
thing about the sources of that knowledge. One central aspect of getting clearer 
about just what The Standard View amounts to is getting clearer on just what it 
takes knowledge to be. The Standard View says that we do have knowledge, but 
what is knowledge? 

A. Some Main Kinds of Knowledge 
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We use the words "knows" and "knew" in a variety of importantly different kinds 
of sentences. Here are some examples: 1 

a. Knowing an individual: S knows x. 
"The professor knows J. D. Salinger." 

b. Knowing who: S knows who x is. 
"The student knows who J. D. Salinger is." 

c. Knowing whether: S knows whether p. 
'The librarian knows whether there is a book by J. D. Salinger in the 
library." 
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cl. Knowing when: S knows when A will (or did) happen . 
"The editor knewwhenj. D. Salinger's book would be published." 

e . Knowing how: S knows how to A. 
'J. D. Salinger knows how to write." 

f. Knowing facts: S knows p. 
"The student knows that J. D. Salinger wrote The Catcher in the Rye." 
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This list is far from complete. We could acid sentences using phrases such as 
"knows which," "knows why," and so on. But the list we have already will be 
enough to bring out the main points to be made here. 

B. Is All Knowledge Propositional Knowledge? 

"Knows that" sentences report that a person knows a certain fact or proposition. 
These sentences are said to express propositional knowledge.2 One initially plau­
sible idea about the connection between these various ways in which the word 
"knows" is used is that "knows that" is fundamental and that the others can be 
defined in terms of it. To see why propositional knowledge is more fundamental 
than the others, consider how some of the other kinds might be explained in 
terms of it. 

Consider (c) , "knowing whether ." Suppose it is true that 

I. The librarian knows whether there is a book by .J. D. Salinger in the 
library. 

If (1) is true, then if there is a book by J. D. Salinger in the library, the 
librarian knows that there is. If, on the other hand, there is no book by him 
in the library, then the librarian knows that there is not. Whichever propo ­
sition is actually true-the proposition that there is a book or the proposi­
tion that there is not-the librarian knows it. So, saying (1) is a short way of 
saying 

2. Either the librarian knows that there is a book by J. D. Salinger in the 
library or the librarian knows that there is no book by .J. D. Salinger 
in the library. 3 

In this respect, the librarian differs from a patron who does not know whether 
there is a book by Salinger there. The patron does not know that there is a 
book there and does not know that there is no book there. 

The point just made about (1) can be generalized. For any person and any 
proposition, the person knows whether the proposition is true just in case either 
the person knows that it is true or the person knows that it is not true. A per­
son who does not know whether it is true neither knows that it is true nor knows 
that it is not. 
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We can express the point about the connection between (1) and (2) in terms 
of a general definition, using the letter "S" to stand for a potential knower and 
"p" to stand for a proposition: 

Dl. S knows whether p =elf.Either S knows p or S knows - p. 4 

Definition (Dl) illustrates an important methodological tool: definitions. A de­
finition is correct only if the two sides are equivalent. To check whether the two 
sides are equivalent, you consider the results of filling in the variables or place­
holders with specific instances. In the case of (D 1), you fill in the name of a per­
son for Sand you replace p by a sentence expressing some proposition. If the 
definition is correct, in all such cases the two sides will agree: If the left side is 
true-if the person does know whether the proposition is true-then the right 
side will also be true-either the person knows that it is u·ue or the person knows 
that it is not true; if, on the other hand, the left side is not true-if the person 
does not know whether the proposition is true-then the right side will not be 
true either. (DI) seems to pass this test: The two sides of the definition do co­
incide. Thus, we can explain "knowing whether" in terms of "knowing that." 

It is also possible to define some of the other kinds of knowledge in terms 
of propositional knowledge. The definitions are more complicated, but the 
ideas are still fairly straightforward. Consider "knows when." If you know when 
something happened (or will happen), then there is some proposition stating 
the time at which it happened ( or will happen ) such that you know that propo­
sition to be true. Thus, to say 

3. The editor knew whenj. D. Salinger's book would be published. 

is to say that the editor knew, with respect to some particular time, that Salinger's 
book would be published at that time, e.g., she knew that it would be published 
in 1950 or that it would be published in 1951, etc. Those who were less knowl­
edgeable than the editor were not in this position. For them, there was no time 
such that they knew the proposition that the book would be published at that 
time . 

Again, \ve can generalize the idea and express it as a definition : 

D2. S knows when x happens = elf. There is some proposition saying 
that x happens at some particular time and S knows that proposi­
tion. (There is some proposition, p, where p is of the form "x hap­
pens at t" and S knows p .) 

Once again, we have a way to explain one kind of knowledge-knowing when­
in terms of propositional knowledge. It is likely that similar approaches will 
work for knowing which, knowing why, and numerous other sentences about 
knowledge . The case for propositional knowledge being fundamental looks 
fairly strong. 
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However, it is unlikely that all the things we say using the word knows can be 
expressed in terms of propositional knowledge . Consider the first item on our 
list: "S knows x." You might think that to know someone or something is to 
have propositional knowledge of some facts about that person or thing. Thus, 
we might propose 

D3. S knows x = df. S has propositional knowledge of some facts about 
x (i.e., for some proposition p, pis about x, and S knows p). 

It is likely that anyone you know is someone you know some facts about. But 
knowing some facts about a person is not sufficient for knowing the person. 
J. D. Salinger is a reclusive, but well-known, author. Many people do know some 
facts about him: they know that he wrote The Catcher in the Rye. They ma y know 
that he does not int era ct with a great many people . So they know facts about 
him, but they do not know him . Thus, knowing a person is not the same as 
knowing some facts about a person. 

This shows that definition (D3) is not correct. It also illustrates another im­
portant methodological point. The example shows that (D3) is not correct be­
cause it is a counterexample to (D3): an example showing that the sides of the 
definition do not always agree-one side can be true when th e other is false. 
A clear-cut counterexample refutes a proposed definition. By revising a defin­
ition in response to counterexamples, it is possible to get a better understand­
ing of the concepts under discussion. 5 

The counterexample to (D3) shows not only that (D3) is false but that it is not 
even on the right track. We cannot make some minor change in order to fix things 
up. It would not help to add that S knows lots of facts about x, or that S knows im­
portant facts about x. You can have that sort of propositional knowledge and still 
not know the person. Knowing x isn't a matter of knowing facts about x. Instead, 
it is a matter of being acquainted with x-having met x and perhaps remember ­
ing that meeting. No matter how many facts you know about a person, it do es not 
follow that you know that person. Knowing a person or a thing is being acquaint­
ed with that person or thing, not having propositional knowledge about the per­
son or thing. So not all knowing is propositional knowing . 

Consider next "knowing how." Suppose that there is a former expert skier 
who, after a serious accident leaves him unable to ski, becom es a successful ski 
coach. His succ ess as a coach is largely the result of the fact that he is unusually 
good at explaining skiing techniques to students. Does the coach know how to 
ski? The answer seems to be "Yes." A plausible explanation of this appeals to the 
following definition: 

D4a. S knows how to A= df. If a is an important step in A-ing, then S 
knows that a is an important step in A-ing.6 

This seems to show that "knowing how" can be defined in terms of proposi ­
tional knowledge. 
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However, other examples suggest a different idea. Consider a young child 
who begins skiing and does it successfully, without any training or intellectual 
understanding of what she is doing. She also knows how to ski, but she seems 
to lack the relevant propositional knowledge. She does not have any explicit 
conscious understanding of the various steps. She is just able to do it. This ex­
ample suggests that there is a second meaning to the phrase "knows how." The 
follmving definition captures this second meaning: 

D4b. S knows how to A = elf. Sis able to A. 

The ex-skier knows how to ski in the (D4a) sense, but not in the (D4b) sense. 
Just the reverse is true of the young prodigy. So one kind of knowhow is propo­
sitional knowledge, but another kind is not. 

C. Conclusion 

The attempt to explain all the different kinds of knowledge in terms of propo­
sitional knowledge is unsuccessful. The most reasonable conclusion seems to 
be that there are (at least) three basic kinds of knowledge: (1) propositional 
knowledge, (2) acquaintance knowledge or familiarity, and (3) ability knowl­
edge ( or procedural knowledge). 

Even though we cannot explain all knowledge in terms of propositional 
knowledge, propositional knowledge does have a special status. We can explain 
several other kinds of knowledge in terms ofit. Furthermore, many of the most 
intriguing questions about knowledge turn out to be questions about proposi­
tional knowledge. It will be the focus of this book. And the point of this section 
is mainly to get clear about the sort of knowledge that is the topic of our study. 
It is propositional knowledge, or knowledge of facts. 

II. KNOWLEDGE AND TRUE BELIEF 

What does it take to know a fact? What is propositional knowledge? These are 
the questions raised by (Ql) in Chapter 1. We will begin our examination of this 
with a simple, and inadequate, answer. Then we will attempt to build upon this 
answer. 

A. Two Conditions on Knowledge 

It is easy to come up with two conditions for knowledge: truth and belief. It is 
clear that knowledge requires truth. That is, you cannot know something un­
less it is true. It can never be right to say, "He knows it but it's false." You can­
not know that Thomas.Jefferson was the first president of the United States. The 
reason that you cannot know this is that he was not the first president. 
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People can feel very sure of things that are not true. You might feel sure 
that Jefferson was the first president. You might think that you remember 
being taught this in school. But you are mistaken about this. (Or your teacher 
made a big mistake. ) You might even claim to know that Jefferson was the first 
president. But he was not the first president, and you do not know that he was. 
This is because knowledge requires truth. You know a proposition only if it 
is true. 

There is a possible objection to the claim that knowledge requires truth. It 
is illustrated by the following example: 

Example 2.1: The Niystery Story 

You are reading a mystery story. All the clues presented right up to the last 
chapter indicated that the butler was guilty. You felt sure the butler did it 
and were surprised when it was revealed in the final scene that the ac­
countant was guilty. After you finish the book you say: 
4. I knew all along that the butler did it, but then it turned out that he 

didn't. 

If you are right when you say ( 4), then it is possible to know things that are not 
true. You knew that the butler did it, but it was not true that the butler did it. 
However, even though people sometimes say things such as ( 4), it is clear that 
these things are not literally true. You did not /mow all along that the butler 
did it. What was true all along was that you felt sure that the butler did it, or 
something like that. By saying ( 4) you convey, in a slightly colorful way, that 
you were surprised by the ending. But ( 4) is not true, and it does not show that 
there can be knowledge without truth. 

A second condition for knowledge is belief. If you know something, then 
you must believe it or accept it. If you do not even think that something is true, 
then you do not know it. We are using "belief" in a broad sense here: anytime 
you take something to be true, you believe it. Believing thus includes hesitant 
acceptance as well as fully confident acceptance. A good way to think about 
this is to notice that when you consider a statement, you can adopt any of three 
attitudes toward it: belief, disbelief, or suspension of judgment. As an analogy, 
imagine yourself forced to :,ay one of three things about a statement: "yes," 
"no," or "no opinion." You will say "yes" over a range of cases, including the 
ones in which you are entirely confident of a statement and the ones in which 
you merely think the statement is probably true. You will say "no" when you 
think that the statement is definitely or probably false. And you will say "no 
opinion" in the remaining cases. Similarly, as we are using the term here, "be­
lief" applies to a range of attitudes. It is contrasted with disbelief, which in­
volves a similar range, and suspension of judgment. 

It is clear, then, that knowledge requires belief. If you do not even think that 
a statement is true, then you do not know that it is true. There is, however, an 
objection to this claim that deserves consideration. We sometimes talk in ways 
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14 The 1,·aditional Analysis of Knowledge 

that contrast knowledge and belief, suggesting that when you know something, 
you do not believe it. To see this, consider the following example: 

Example 2. 2: Knowing Your Name 

You have a friend named ''.John" and you ask him, "Do you believe ·that 
your name is '.John'?" He replies: 
5. I do not believe that my name is ''.John"; I !mow that it is. 

In saying (5),John seems to be saying that this is a case of knowledge and not 
a case of belief. The suggestion is that if it is belief, then it is not knowledge. If 
he is right, then belief is not a condition for knowledge. 

However, again, this appearance is misleading.John surely does accept the 
statement that his name is ".John." He does not reject that statement or have no 
opinion about it. When he says (5), his point is that he does not merely believe 
that his name is ''.John"; he can say something stronger-that he knows it. And 
one of the ways we typically proceed in conversations is to avoid saying the 
weaker or more modest thing when the stronger one is true as well. If your 
friend were to say to you, "I believe that my name is '.John,'" this would suggest, 
but not literally say, that he does not know it. There are many other examples 
of the same phenomenon. Suppose that you are extremely tired, having worked 
very hard for a long time. Someone asks if you are tired. You might respond by 
saying something like: 

6. I'm not tired; I'm exhausted. 

Taken literally, what you say is false. You are tired. The point of your utterance 
is to emphasize that you are not merely tired; you are exhausted. The same thing 
goes on in (5). By saying (5) ,John is not really saying that he does not believe 
the statement. So this example is not a counterexample to the thesis that knowl­
edge requires belief. 

We have now found two conditions for knowledge: To know something, you 
must believe it and it must be true. 

B. Knowledge as True Belief 

The ideas just presented may suggest that knowledge is true belief; that is, 

TB. S knows p = elf. (i) S believes p, and (ii) pis true. 

A little reflection should make it clear that (TB) is mistaken. There are lots 
of times that a person has a true belief but does not have knowledge. Here is a 
simple counterexample to (TB): 

Example 2. 3: Correct Predictions 

New York is playing Denver in an upcoming Superbowl. The experts are 
divided about who will win, and the teams are rated as even. You have a 
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hunch that Denver will win. When the game is finally played, your hunch 
turns out to have been correct. So you. believed that Denver would win, 
and your belief was true. 

In Example 2.3 you believe that Denver will win, and this is true. But you did not 
know that Denver would win. You just had a guess that turned out to be correct. 

Some will say that the fact the belief in Example 2.3 is about the future ruins 
the example. But we can easily eliminate that feature without undermining the 
point. Suppose you do not watch the game, but instead go to a long movie. 
When you get out of the movie, you know that the game is over. You now have 
a belief about the past, namely that Denver won. And you are right. You still do 
not know that they won. You are still right as a result of a lucky guess. But now 
there are no complications having to do with beliefs about the future. 

The objections to (TB) are not limited to cases of lucky guesses. Another 
sort of example will illustrate the heart of the problem with (TB). 

Examj1le 2. 4: The Pessimistic Picnic Planner 

You have a picnic scheduled for Saturday and you hear a weather forecast that 
says at the chances that it will rain on Saturday are slightly more than 50%. 
You arc a pessimist, and on the basis of this report you believe confidently that 
it will rain. And then it does rain. So you had a true belief that it would rain. 

You did have a true belief that it would rain, but you lacked knowledge. (When 
the rain starts, you might say, "I knew it would rain," but you did not really know 
it.) The reason you did not know in this case is not that you were guessing. 
Your belief is based on some evidence-the weather report-so it is not simply 
a guess. But this basis is not good enough for knowledge. What you need for 
knowledge is something along the lines of very good reasons or a more reliable 
basis, not just a potentially inaccurate weather report. 

Philosophers often say that what is needed for knowledge, in addition to true 
belief, is just!fication for the belief. Exactly what justification amounts to is a mat­
ter of considerable controversy. We will spend a good deal of time later in this 
book examining this idea. But for now it will suffice to notice that in the examples 
of knowledge that we put forth in Chapter 1, the believers had extremely good rea­
sons for their beliefs. In contrast, in the counterexamples to (TB), you did not have 
very good reasons and you could easily have been wrong. What is missing, then, 
in the counterexamples to (TB) and is present in the examples of knowledge we 
have described is justification. This leads us to The 'fraditional Analysis of Knowledge. 

III. THE TRADITIONAL ANALYSIS OF KNOWLEDGE 

The Traditional Analysis of Knowledge (the TAK) is formulated in the following 
definition: 

TAK. S knows p = elf. (i) S believes p, (ii) pis true, (iii) Sis justified in 
believing p. 
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16 The Traditional Analysis of Knowledge 

Something along these lines can be found in various sources, perhaps going 
back as far as Socrates. In Plato's dialogue Nleno, Socrates says: 

For true opinions, as long as they remain, are a fine thing and all they do is good, but 
they are not willing to remain long; and they escape from man's mind, so tha\ they 
are not worth much until one ties them clown by (giving) an account of the reason 
why .... After they are tied clown, in the first place they become knowledge, and 
then they remain in place. 7 

According to one possible interpretation of this passage, to be able to give "an 
account" of an opinion is to have a reason orjustification for that opinion. And 
one idea in the passage is that this is needed in order to have knowledge. 8 We 
will ignore the additional claim, that knowledge is less likely to "escape" from 
one's mind than other beliefs. 

Similar ideas can be found in the work of many more contemporary philoso­
phers. For example, Roderick Chisholm once proposed that one knows a propo­
sition just in case one believes the proposition, it is true, and the proposition 
is "evident" for one. And this last condition is understood in terms of how rea­
sonable it is for the person to believe the proposition. 9 

We turn now to a more thorough examination of the three elements of the 
TAK. 

A. Belief 

To believe something is to accept it as true. "½'hen you consider any statement, 
you are faced with a set of alternatives: You can believe it, you can disbelieve it, 
or you can suspend judgment about it. Recall that we are taking belief to include 
a range of more specific attitudes, including hesitant acceptance and complete 
conviction. Disbelief includes a corresponding range of negative attitudes to­
ward a proposition. At any given time, if you consider a proposition, you will end 
up adopting one of these three attitudes. 10 

For present purposes, think of disbelieving a proposition as being the same 
thing as believing the negation ( or denial) of that proposition. So disbelieving 
that George Washington was the first president is the same as believing that it 
is not the case that George Washington was the first president. Suspending 
judgment about the proposition is to neither believe it nor disbelieve it. 11 

One additional point about belief deserves mention here. Suppose a French 
child is taught that George Washington was the first president of the United 
States. Thus, it becomes true that 

7. Pierre believes that George Washington was the first president of the 
United States. 

The noteworthy thing here is that (7) can be true even if Pierre does not speak 
a word of English. He does not have to understand the English sentence 
"George Washington was the first president of the United States." Presumably, 
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he would express his belief using a French equivalent of this sentence. Pierre's 
American counterpart, Peter, might believe ~vhat Pierre does. Thus, 

8. Peter believes that George Washington was the first president of the 
United States. 

Peter, we may assume, does not speak a word of French. So Peter and Pierre be­
lieve the same thing, even though there is no sentence that they both accept. 
How can this he? 

One way to understand these matters is as follows. Sentences are used to ex­
press certain thoughts or ideas. Philosophers use the word proposition to refer 
to these items. The English sentence Peter uses and the French sentence Pierre 
uses express the same proposition. Belief is fundamentally a relation to a propo­
sition. So (7) can be true because Pierre believes the relevant proposition about 
George Washington; (8) is true because Peter believes that same proposition. 
But they would use different sentences to express that proposition. 

There are, then, two important points to extract from this: Sentences differ 
from the propositions they are used to express, and belief is fundamentally an 
attitude one takes toward propositions. 12 

B. Truth 

The second element of the TAK is truth. People say many complicated and 
murky things about truth, but the fundamental idea is very simple. The issue 
here is not about which things are in fact true. Rather, the question for 110w is 
about what it is for something to be true. One simple and widely accepted an­
swer to this is contained in the correspondence theory of truth. 

The central point of the correspondence theory is expressed in the follow­
ing principle: 

CT. A proposition is true if and only if it corresponds to the facts (iff 
the world is the way the proposition says it is). A proposition is false 
iff it fails to correspond to the facts. 13 

The idea here is extraordinarily simple. It applies to our example about George 
Washington in the following way. The proposition that George Washington was 
the first president is true just in case it corresponds to the facts as they actually 
are. In other words, it is true just in case George Washington was the first pres­
ident. The proposition is false ifhe was not the first president. This should come 
as no surprise. The principle applies in analogous ways to other propositions. 

It will be helpful to spell out a few consequences of (CT) and to mention a 
few things that are not consequences of (CT). 

1) Whether a proposition is true or false does not depend in any way 
upon what anyone believes about it. For example, our beliefs about George 
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Washington have no bearing on the truth value (i.e., truth or falsity) of the 
proposition that George Washington was the first president. The actual facts of 
the case determine its truth value. 

2) Truth is not "relative." No single proposition can be "true for me but not 
true for you." I might believe a proposition that you disbelieve. In fact, this is 
almost surely the case. Any two people will almost surely disagree about some­
thing. However, if there is a proposition they disagree about, then the truth 
value of that proposition is determined by the facts. 

3) (CT) does not legitimize any kind of dogmatism or intolerant attitude to­
ward people who disagree with you. Some people dismiss without consideration 
anyone who disagrees with them. That is a nasty and unreasonable way to treat oth­
ers. However, if we disagree about something, then, trivially, I think that I am tight 
and that you are wrong. If, for example, you think that Thomas Jefferson was the 
first president and I think that it was George Washington instead, then I think 
that you are wrong about this and you think that I am wrong about this. It would 
be rash for me to generalize from this case and draw any conclusions about your 
other beliefs. But when you disagree with me, I do think you are wrong. If you are 
not dogmatic, you recognize your own fallibility. You are open to changing your 
mind if new information comes along. There are circumstances in which it might 
be rude to tell others that you think they are wrong. And possibly the mere fact 
that others disagree provides you with some reason to reconsider your views.14 

4) (CT) does not imply that things cannot change. Consider the proposi­
tion that George Washington is the president of the United States. That propo­
sition is false. But, it seems, it used to be true. What does (CT) say about this? 

There are a few ways to think about this, and a full examination of them 
would get into technicalities that are not important for present purposes. One 
good approach says that a sentence such as "George Washington is the presi­
dent of the United States" expresses a different proposition at different times. 
The proposition it expressed back in 1789 is true. The proposition it expresses 
in 2003-the proposition that George Washington is president of the United 
States in 2003-is false. We can say that the sentence can be used to express a 
series of propositions about specific times. You can think ofa proposition say­
ing that a certain thing has a certain property at one time as a predecessor of 
a proposition saying that that same thing has that same property at a slightly 
later time. So, when things change, for example, when we get a new president, 
one dated proposition is true and its successor proposition is false. There is no 
problem for (CT) here, provided we are careful about the propositions in 
question. 

5) Something similar applies to considerations about location. Suppose some­
one in Maine is talking on the telephone to someone in Florida. The person 
in Maine says: 

9. It is snowing. 
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The person in Florida says: 

10. It is not snowing. 

These speakers do not disagree about anything. But what, then, should we say 
about the truth value of the proposition that it is snowing? Is it true qr is it false? 

Once again, there are a variety of ways to think about this. For present pur­
poses, a good approach will be to say that by a sentence like (9) the person ex­
presses a proposition that might more clearly be displayed by the sentence 

9a. It is snowing here (in Maine). 

Similarly, the person in Flotida who says (10) says something that is most clearly 
displayed in 

10a. It is not snowing here (in Florida). 

We may assume both of these propositions are true. Their truth is objective, in 
that it depends upon the weather conditions in the two places. 

6) There are puzzles about sentences such as 

11. Yogurt tastes good. 

Exactly what (CT) says about them depends largely on what these sentences 
mean. One possibility is that each speaker uses ( 11) to say, "I like the taste of 
yogurt." If that is the case, then different people use (11) to express different 
propositions, each proposition being about what that speaker likes. If a person 
who does like the taste of yogurt says ( 11), then the proposition the person ex­
presses is true. If the person does not like yogurt, then the person expresses a 
proposition that is not true. 

It is not obvious that (11) says something about individual preferences. Maybe 
it means something like "Most people like the taste of yogurt." If that is what it 
means, then it does not express different propositions when said by different 
people. It expresses one proposition about majority taste s, and that proposition 
is true if most people like yogurt and not true if they do not. 

According to another interpretation, (11) says that yogurt satisfies some stan­
dard of taste that is independent of people's likes and dislikes. This assumes 
some sort of "objectivity" about taste. On this view, ( 11) could be true even if 
hardly anyone actually likes the taste of yogurt. You might find this view strange; 
it is hard to understand what objective good taste amounts to. 

What is crucial for present purposes is to notice that whichever interpreta­
tion of (11) is right, there is no trouble for (CT). The proposition expressed 
by (11) will vary from one speaker to another if the first option is right, but 
not in the other cases. In all cases, however, the truth value that the proposi­
tion (s) (11) expresses depends upon the relevant facts. In this case, the rele-
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vant facts are either the likes and dislikes of the speaker, the likes and dislikes 
of the majority of people, or the objective facts about good tast e. 

There is no need for us to settle disputes about the right interpretation of 
sentences such as ( 11). That complicated matter can be left to those who study 
aesthetics. The crucial point for present purposes is that whichever interpre­
tation is correct, there is no good objection here to (CT). 

7) ( CT) does not imply that we cannot know what is "really" true. Some peo­
ple react to (CT) by saying something like this: 

According to (CT), truth is "absolute" and what's true depends upon how things are 
in the objective world. Because this world is external to us, we can never really know 
what's true. At most, we can know what is "subjectively" true . This subjective truth de­
pends upon our own views about the world. Absolute truth must always be beyond 
our grasp. 

We will discuss skepticism at length in Chapters 6 and 7. Much of epistemology 
is an effort to respond to it. For now it is enough to note two points. First, from 
the mere fact that what is tru e is dependent upon an objectiv e world that ex­
ists independent of us, it do es not follow that we cannot know what that world 
is like. Thus, if there is any strong argument for skepticism, it relies on a premise 
beyond anything stated in the pr ece ding paragraph . We will consider how such 
an argument might be formulated later. 

Second, throughout the next several chapters we will assume, as The Standard 
View does, that we do know things. This is not a matter of prejudging the issues 
associated with skepticism. Rath er, we are examining what the nature and con­
sequences of The Standard View are. The Skeptical View will get a fair hearing in 
Chapters 6 and 7. 

8) There is one very puzzling issue associated with the correspondence the­
ory of truth. Consider a sentenc e such as 

12. Michael is tall. 

Suppose that someone asserts (12) in a normal conversational context such as 
th e following: You are about to pick up Michael at the airport. You know that 
he is an adult male, but you do not know what he looks like. You are given a de­
scription, of which (12) is a part. Under these circumstances, if Michael is ac­
tually 6'4", then (12) expresses a truth. If Michael is 4'10", then (12) says 
something false. If Michael is about 5'10", then it is difficult to say whether ( 12) 
expresses a truth or a falsehood . That height seems to be a borderline case of 
being tall (for an adult male ) . 

According to one widely held view about these matters, the word "tall" just 
does not have a precise meaning. The problem we have in the final situation, 
when Michael is 5'10", is not that we do not know enough about the situation. 
We can know everything th ere is to know about Michael's height, average 
heights for adult men, and anything else that is relevant. On this view, (12) just 
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is a borderline case. There simply are not exact boundaries to the heights to 
which the word "tall" applies. In other words, "tall" is a vagueworcl. 

Many other words ar e vague, including, "healthy", "wealthy", and "wise". 
Vagueness causes numerous problems in understanding exactly how language 
works. Fortunately, we can largely ignore those issues while pursuing the epis ­
temological questions that are our focus. However, issues concerning vague­
ness will arise from time to time, so it is important to have a grasp of the idea. 

Furthermore, the existence of vague sentences may have some bearing on the 
adequacy of (CT) . Recall the distinction between sent ences and the proposi­
tions they express. As just noted, vagueness is a feature of sentences. Sentence 
(12), it seems, is vague . But now consider the proposition (12) expresses on a 
particular occasion, such as the one just described . If that proposition is vague, 
or indefinite in truth value, then (CT) needs revision . (CT) says that every 
proposition is either true or false, depending upon whether it corresponds to 
the way the world is. But if there are vague propositions, then there are propo­
sitions that partially correspond to the way the world is. One might say that 
there is a third truth value-indeterminate-in addition to the original two­
true and false. One might even say that there is a whole range of truth values, 
that truth comes in degrees. These are complex matters that cannot easily be 
resolved. We will not attempt to resolve them here. It is enough to realize that 
(CT) may require modification in order to deal with vagu eness. 

C. Justification 

The third, and final element of the TAK is justification.Justification (or ratio­
nality or reasonableness) will be the focus of a large part of this book. This sec­
tion will introduce some preliminary ideas. 

Justification is something that comes in degrees-you can have more or less of 
it. Consider again Example 2.4, in which you pessimistically believed that it would 
rain on the day of your picnic on the basis of a forecast saying that the odds of its 
raining were slightly greater than half. Here you have some justification for think­
ing that it will rain. It is not as if you simply made it up, with no reason at all. But 
your reasons were far from good enough to give you knowledge. So what clause 
(iii) of the TAK requires is very strongjustification. In the circumstances described, 
you do not have it for the belief that it will rain. If the clay of the picnic comes and 
you look out the window and see rain, then you do have strong enough justifica­
tion for the belief that it will rain. Under those circumstances you would satisfy 
clause (iii) of the TAK. So clause (iii) should be read to require strong justifica­
tion, or adequate justification. This may be a bit impr ecise, but it will do for now. 

You can be justified in believing something without actually believing it. 
Clause (iii) of the TAK does not imply (i). To see how this works, consider the 
following example: 

Example 2.5: Mr. Insecure's Exam 

Mr. Insecure has just taken an exam. The teacher qui ckly looked over his 
answers and said that they look good and that the grades will be available 
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the next clay. Mr. Insecure has studied hard, taken and clone well on the 
practice exams, found the questions on the actual exam similar to the ones 
he had studied, and so on. He has excellent reasons to think that he passed 
the exam. But Mr. Insecure is insecure. He never believes that he has done 
well and does not believe that he has clone well on this exam. 

Even though Mr. Insecure does not believe that he has passed the exam, he is 
justified in believing that he passed the exam. So condition (iii) of the TAK is 
satisfied, but condition (i) is not. To be justified in believing a proposition is, 
roughly, to have what is required to be highly reasonable in believing it, whether 
one actually believes it or not. 

What is justified for one person may not be justified for another. You have 
many justified beliefs about your private life. Your friends and acquaintances 
may have little or no justification for beliefs about those matters. And what is jus­
tified for an individual changes over time. A modification of Example 2.4 illus­
trates this. A week before the picnic, you may not have had justification for 
believing the proposition that it would rain on Saturday. But by Saturday morn­
ing, you might acquire ample justification for that proposition. 

It is important not to confuse being justified in believing something from 
being able to show that one is justified in believing that proposition. In many 
cases we can explain why a belief is justified; we can formulate our reasons. 
However, there are exceptions to this. For example, a child might have many 
justified beliefs but be unable to articulate a justification for them. 

IV. REAL KNOWLEDGE AND APPARENT KNOWLEDGE 

One additional point about The Standard View deserves special attention. The 
things that people regard as knowledge differ in a variety of ways. To take some 
simple examples, perhaps people in ancient times would have said that among 
the things they know is the fact that the earth is flat. Perhaps they would have 
said that they knew the earth to be at the center of the universe (with everything 
in orbit around it). There may have been widespread agreement in ancient 
times that they did have knowledge in these cases. 

We can grant for the sake of argument that the ancients thought they knew that 
the earth was at the center of the universe. (If you do not like this particular ex­
ample, substitute another one that illustrates the same idea.) We can even grant 
that they were quite well justified in believing that they had knowledge of this 
fact. We might say that they had ajJjJarent hnowleclge. Nevertheless, they lacked 
real knowledge. Even though the propositions in question might have quite rea­
sonably appeared in the list of things known in the first chapter of a distant an­
cestor of this book, the propositions were false. The earth is not, and never was, 
flat. It is not, and never was, at the center of the universe. They thought., perhaps 
even with justification, that they had knowledge, but they were mistaken. 15 

Another point deserves mention here. It may be that the claims of those 
who are most outspoken, most charismatic, or most powerful will often be 
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widely regarded as items of knowledge. This can be distressing t.u those out of 
power, especially when they have betterjusti:qcation for competing views. How­
ever, questions about what determines what gets counted as knowledge, and 
how the powerful manage to impose their views on others, are not the focus of 
this book. Our topic is real knowledge, not apparent knowledge. 16 

V. CONCLUSION 

(Ql) from Chapter I asked what it took to have knowledge. This chapter has 
introduced an answer to that question based on The Traditional Analysis of Knowl­
edge, according to which knowledge is justified true belief. This analysis has a 
long history. ll seems to fit very well with The Standanl View. The examples of 
knowledge endorsed by The Standard View seem to be cases of justified true be­
lief. And cases in which we lack knowledge seem to be cases in which we lack 
at least one of these three factors. 

There is, however, a significant objection to the TAK. We turn next to it. 

ENDNOTES 

l. The following examples show general patterns of various kinds of statements, with 
an example showing how each pattern could be filled out. The patterns make use 
of variables that can be replaced by specific terms. Following standard practices, 
"S" is used as a variable to be replaced by a name or description of a person, "x" is 
used as a variable to be replaced by a name or description of any object (including 
people), "p" is to be replaced by a full sentence expressing a fact or purported fact 
(a proposition), and "A" by a description ofan action. 

2. For discussion of just what is meant by the word "proposition," see Section III, Part 
Al of this chapter. 

3. It is important to understand the difference between (2) and 

2a. The librarian knows either that there is a book by Salinger in the library or that 
there is not a book by Salinger in the library. 

(2a) is true; (2a) reports knowledge of a disjunction (an "or" statement) and every­
one can have this knowledge. But the librarian must possess special knowledge if 
(2) is true. She must know which of the disjuncts (the parts of the "or" statement) 
is tn1e. 

4. "~p" means "not-p", or the negation of p. The negation of "There is a book by 
Salinger in the library" is "It is not the case that there is a book by Salinger in the 
library." 

5. The methodology used here will be important in what follows. One important test 
of a proposed definition is that there are no counterexamples to it. 

6. This definition may need some refinement, but it docs capture at least the basic 
idea under discussion. 

7. From lvieno, translated by G. M.A. Grube. Reprinted in Plato: Complete Works, edited 
by John M. Cooper (Indianapolis, IN: Hackett Publishing Co., 1997), p. 895. 

8. A similar idea is presented in another dialogue, Theatetus, translated by M.J. Levett, 
revised by Myles Bumyeat. Reprinted in Plato: Complete Worhs. Seep. 223. 

9. Roderick Chisholm, The(}ly of Knowledge (Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice Hall, 1966), 
p. 23. 

-

-
-
-

-

-

- ~ -

-
-



24 The Traditional A11«lysis of Knowledge 

10. There is an alternative way to think about these matters. Instead of saying that 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 as arranged along a scale. When you 
accept a proposition with absolute conviction, you believe it to tl1e fullest degree. When 
you completely and totally reject a proposition, you have the lowest possible degree of 
belief in it. And in the usual cases, your degree of belief falls somewhere in between. 
Suspension of judgment is right 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 suspendingjudgment 
is best characterized as considering a proposition but neither believing it nor dis­
believing it. 

12. There are hard questions about exactly what kinds of objects 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. 

] 4. This topic will be discussed in detail in Chapter 9. 
15. At this point you might observe that we might be in a situation like the ancients, in 

which 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 View, mentioned in 
Chapter 1, results from confusing apparent knowledge and real knowledge. 

CHAP'fER 11IREE 

Modifying The 
Traidif tlional Analysis 
~f Knowledge 

I. AN OBJECTION TO THE TRADITIONAL ANALYSIS 

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

This analysis is correct just in case in all possible examples, if a person knows 
some proposition, then the person has a justified true belief in that proposition, 
and if a person has a justified true belief, then the person has knowledge. Un­
fortunately for the TAK, there are compelling counterexamples of the second 
sort-cases of justified true belief that clearly are not cases of knowledge. 

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

A. The Counterexamples 

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

~Example 3.1: The Ten Coins Case 

Smith is justified in believing: 

1. Jones is the man who will get the job and Jones has ten coins in his 
pocket. 
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