The Truth Condition
· You cannot know something that is false, even if you have good reasons for thinking that it is true
· I believed that my friend was at the baseball game, but I did not know it because he was on a date with my wife
· The fact that you believe that you know something does not entail that you do know it – some of the things that we think we know are actually false
· Ptolemy did not know that the Earth is stationary, even though he had good reasons for thinking so
What is truth?
· What does it mean for a belief (a proposition) to be true?
· The correspondence theory: a proposition is true when it corresponds to a state of affairs in the world
· P: my car is in the parking lot
· Is true if and only if my car is in the parking lot
· What is the nature of this correspondence?
· What can a sentence of a proposition have in common with a state of affairs in the world?
· What do statements about natural laws, mental states, and mathematical truths correspond to?
· How do we determine that there is such a correspondence between our beliefs and the world?
· The coherence theory: a proposition is true when it coheres better with our other beliefs about the world than its alternatives
· My belief that I live in London is true because it coheres with my other beliefs – I go to Huron, I remember signing a lease to a house in London, 
· This position leads to idealism i.e., the view that there are only beliefs, and not a world of things about which we have beliefs
· A set of beliefs can be coherent without being true, e.g.: fictional stories
· The pragmatic theory: a proposition is true when believing it leads to good consequences
· My believing that my car is in the parking lot leads to my being able to find my car
· The truth works
· But it’s because a belief is true (i.e., corresponds to a state of affairs inn the world) that it leads to success, not the other way around
· Many false beliefs have good consequences
· My friend believes that I like his haircut
The Justification Condition
· Your having a true belief, by itself, does not entail to your having knowledge
· A psychic may correctly predicts that you will have two children, but she did not know that you will have two children
· Lucky guesses and hunches do not constitute knowledge
· In order for your true belief to constitute knowledge, you must have a good reason for thinking that it is true
· Not just any type of reason will do – you must have a good epistemic reason
· Your reason for thinking that the belief is true cannot be, for example, loyalty to a person, institution, or religion
· I believe that prescription drugs are bad because Tom Cruise and the Church of Scientology say so
· Your reason for thinking that the belief is true must increase the likelihood of its being true
· Epistemic reasons are truth-conducive
· I believe that my car is in the parking lot because I remember parking it there, and my memory of having parked my car in the parking lot increases the likelihood that my car is in the parking lot
· How much must a reason increase the likelihood of a belief for that belief to be a candidate for knowledge?
· The strong (Cartesian) conception of knowledge: the reason must guarantee the truth of the belief – the reason must be absolutely conclusive
· The weak conception of knowledge: the reason must increase the likelihood that the belief is true without guaranteeing its truth – the reason need be only reasonably strong
The Gettier Problem
· Edmund Gettier’s “Is Justified True Belief Knowledge?” (1963)
· Gettier cases:
· Eleanor and Mercedes driving co-worker
· Believes one of her co-workers (Tom) drives a Mercedes
· Actually it is Samantha that drives a Mercedes
· Alvin and the hidden sheep
· Alvin sees animals in a field, believes they are sheep, and therefore believes there are sheep in the field. There are sheep in the field, but they are obscured from his view.
· In neither case does the supposed person have true knowledge of the claims in question
· Having a justified true belief is not a sufficient condition for possessing knowledge (though it may still be a necessary condition)
· Not every justified true belief constitutes knowledge
· What goes wrong in these Gettier cases? Why don’t Eleanor and Alvin possess knowledge of the claims in question?
· According to the strong conception of knowledge, Eleanor and Alvin do not possess knowledge because their reasons do not guarantee the truth of their beliefs, which is to say that while their beliefs are true, they are not justified
· According to the weak conception, their beliefs are justified, but the truth of their beliefs has nothing to do with their reasons for thinking that their beliefs are true – it is a complete accident that their beliefs are true
· So, how do we repair the weak conceptions of knowledge in light of these Gettier cases?
· We add a fourth condition: in order for a belief to constitute knowledge, it must be true, justified, and its truth must not be an accident with respect to its justification
· What reasons do we have to endorse the weak conception of knowledge (as opposed to the strong conception)?
· It does a fairly good job of capturing our intuitions about the epistemic standards that we think our knowledge has to meet – it is not overly strict
· According to the weak conception, I do know that my car is in the parking lot; according to the strong conception, I do not
· What are some of the problems with the weak conception of knowledge?
· It is completely unclear how to provide a principled answer to the question: just how likely must a reason make the truth a belief in order to constitute a proper justification for that belief?
· 50.1%? 75%? 99.9%?
· If you have a justification for the belief p and a justification for the belief q, then you have a justification for the belief p and q
· If I am justified in believing that my car is in the parking lot and I am justified in believing that my sunglasses are in my car, then I am justified in believing that my car is in the parking lot and my sunglasses are in my car
· This isn’t the case with the weak conception
· The probability of p and q is the product of the probability of p and the probability of q
· Let’s say that one’s reason for believing x must make it at least 90% likely that x is true in order to constitute a proper justification – p(x) greater than/equal to 0.9
· Say both p and q have a probability of 0.9 in light of our reasons for thinking that they are true – we are justified in believing p and justified in believing q
· Problem: when multiplied, the probability ends up being 0.81
· We are not justified in believing p and q
· The weak conception is also subject to the lottery paradox
· Let’s now say that the magic threshold of probability is 99% - p(x) greater than/equal to .99
· There are 100 tickets in a lottery I knew that ticket #1 would lose, I knew that ticket #2 would lose, etc.
· I have 99 justified true beliefs and one false belief
· But it does seem right to say that I knew that the losing tickets would lose (before the winning ticket is announced)?
· What reasons do we have to endorse the strong conception of knowledge?
· It is able to provide a principled answer to the question: just how likely must a reason make the truth a belief in order to constitute a proper justification for that belief?
· The answer: 100%
· Why do we justify our beliefs?
· Because we want our beliefs to be true, and a justified belief has a better chance of being true than an unjustified belief
· If justification is a means of attaining truth, then the only beliefs that are actually justified are those whose truth is guaranteed
· Furthermore, it explains why we often withdraw our claims to knowledge when the stakes are high
· “Those cookies don’t have peanuts in them.”
· “Are you sure? I’m deathly allergic to peanuts.”
· What are some of the problems with the strong conception of knowledge?
· Very few, if any, of our beliefs are indubitable
· My car is in the parking lot
· I could have misremembered where I parked it
· I am in class right now
· I could be dreaming
· Yet, we think that these are prime candidates for knowledge and that we know a great many things besides these
· Intuitively, it seems that this standard for knowledge is too high
Philosophical Method
· How important is it for a philosophical theory to capture our intuitions?
· Why do we think that a theory of knowledge must properly classify cases that we (the common folk) classify as knowledge?
· What kind of authority do our common sense intuitions have? E.g.: that my belief that my car is in the parking lot is an instance of knowledge?
· It would seem that when analyzing a concept such as knowledge, we must at least begin by taking our ordinary judgements seriously simply because there is no other starting place
· If paradigmatic knowledge ascriptions do not enter our analysis, then what does?
· On the other hand, our common sense judgements are clearly not incorrigible
· It may even be the case that they are not highly reliable or uniform
· [bookmark: _GoBack]One of the aims of philosophical analysis is to correct our ways of thinking about things such as knowledge
