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Is knowledge true, justified belief? Does Gettier show otherwise?
In order to fully answer the question, it is necessary to break it down into its component parts. Firstly, we will explore the proposition ‘Is knowledge true, justified belief?’ (JTB), including the origins of the theory and how well its three-component parts constitute knowledge. After we have effectively explored the first proposition, we shall move on to the second proposition that ‘Does Gettier show otherwise?’ Our exploration of the second proposition will include an examination of the Gettier’s paper ‘Is Justified True Belief Knowledge?’, including the formulation of the Gettier cases and how they attack JTB. Once we have dismantled the Gettier paper, we can then look to whether it is successful in refuting JTB as knowledge, investigating the more successful counter arguments against Gettier and attempts to adjust or qualify JTB. Having successfully explored the first proposition and the various arguments against it from the second proposition, we will able to draw the conclusion whether knowledge is JTB in light of the arguments put forward by Gettier.
The Theaetetus serves as an early example of the JTB being discussed. Here Plato works his way through the various components of JTB when forming his own epistemological theory. According to Plato, it is necessary for any theory of knowledge to be able to meet two criteria. 
i) Infallibility, whereby knowledge cannot be wrong. If this were not the case and knowledge could constantly change or be subjective, ‘then no man can be wiser than any other man’[footnoteRef:1]. Consequentially, knowledge would be no better than opinion and there could be no agreement upon any principles due to the lack of shared knowledge. [1:  Frederick Copleston, A History of Philosophy, Vol. 1: Greece and Rome (Burns Oates & Washbourne Ltd, 1947), p. 144.] 

ii) Realness. For knowledge to exist it must necessarily be about something, whether it is a subject or an object[footnoteRef:2]. Ultimately, Plato’s theory of knowledge culminated in a discussion of the degrees of reality, with the highest levels of realness belonging to universal characteristics. However, regardless of the degree of realness, knowledge cannot exist in vacuo and must have reference. [2:  Ibid. p. 144.] 

With these two criteria set, Theaetetus acts as a dialogue which explores and dismisses a number of theories on the nature of knowledge based on their ability to fulfil these criteria. Simple ideas, such as sense-perception being the basis of knowledge, are quickly dismissed before moving onto the more substantive elements of JTB that are recognisable today.
i) It is generally argued that belief is a precursor to knowledge and that ‘failing to believe something precludes knowing it’[footnoteRef:3]. Opinion, judgement or belief as is sometimes described in the Theaetetus, alone cannot form the basis of knowledge as ‘in every case of opinion there is a false opinion, and one of us has a false, and another a true opinion’[footnoteRef:4]. If knowledge were synonymous with belief, then it would be possible to hold false beliefs or for two individuals to hold beliefs that are contradictory. However, for a belief to be false, it would violate the i) criteria set by Plato for knowledge, allowing for the possibility of false knowledge. [3:  Jonathan J. Ichikawa, The Analysis of Knowledge (2018) <https://plato.stanford.edu/archives/sum2018/entries/knowledge-analysis/> [accessed 07 December 2020].]  [4:  Plato and Harold Fowler, Plato in Twelve Volumes, Vol. 12 (Harvard University Press; London, William Heinemann Ltd., 1921) p. 187.] 


ii) In attempting to rescue belief as the basis of knowledge, a condition is set upon belief whereby ‘knowledge is true judgement’[footnoteRef:5]. The suggestion made in Theaetetus is that ‘true opinion is surely free from error and all its results are fine and good’[footnoteRef:6].  However, Plato famously offers the counter examples of the law profession, which is a ‘whole profession which declares that true opinion is not knowledge’[footnoteRef:7]. It is demonstrated that is possible to come to a judgement or opinion that is correct, but that judgement may have no foundation in knowledge, being a result of persuasion instead. If knowledge and true opinion where the same, we could never form an opinion without knowledge which is disproven by the law profession who influence the jury by persuasion and not knowledge. Additionally, as true judgements are made on the ability to persuade alone, it is conceivable that a judgement could easily be found either for or against on the lawyer’s persuasive ability, contravening the infallibility criteria. Additionally, if we consider the proposition that ‘what is false cannot be known’[footnoteRef:8] on the basis that false beliefs bear no relations to the reality of the subject, then a false belief is not ‘of the real’[footnoteRef:9]. Consequentially, true judgement or belief alone cannot be knowledge as it fails to meet both the infallibility and realness conditions.  [5:  Copleston, A History of Philosophy, Vol. 1, p. 147.]  [6:  Plato and Fowler, Plato in Twelve Volumes, Vol. 12, p. 200.]  [7:  Ibid. p. 201.]  [8:  Ichikawa, 2018.]  [9:  Copleston, A History of Philosophy, Vol. 1, p. 149.] 


iii) With true belief alone rejected as knowledge, a final component is added in an attempt to develop the theory. Associating ‘knowledge with true belief would be implausible because a belief might be true even though it is formed improperly.’[footnoteRef:10] Consequentially, justification or reasoning is added in the Theaetetus with the suggestion that ‘true opinion accompanied by reason is knowledge’[footnoteRef:11] in order to prevent fallacious reasoning creating knowledge through luck. While ultimately JTB developed into a theory of knowledge, arguments in the Theaetetus continued to raise objections with defining the nature or shape that justification would take. Although the objections made by Gettier bring new arguments against JTB, the focus remains on the attacking the ability of justification to prevent erroneous reasoning from creating knowledge while still meeting the three criteria. [10:  Ichikawa, 2018.]  [11:  Ibid. p. 202.] 

With the three-criterion set for knowledge, we can begin to examine how Gettier dismantles the theory. Gettier is critical of the suggestion that the three criteria of the JTB are necessary and sufficient for producing knowledge. It is the aim of Gettier to demonstrate that while the conditions for knowledge are necessary, they are not sufficient to produce knowledge. Ultimately, the basis for justification for beliefs will fail in both cases. Therefore justification, truth and belief do not provide knowledge.
The necessary and sufficient conditions for JTB all follow a variation of the form:[footnoteRef:12]  [12:  Edmund Gettier, ‘Is Justified True Belief Knowledge’, Analysis, Vol.23 (1963) 121-123 (p. 121) <DOI: 10.2307/3326922>.] 

         a)     S knows that P	   IFF	i) 	P is true,
					ii) 	S believes that P, 	and
iii)	S is justified in believing that P.
In Getter’s[footnoteRef:13] first case, there is a position available that Smith and Jones have applied for. Smith has been reliably informed that a) Jones will get the position. Also, moments earlier Smith b) counted ten coins in Jones’s pockets. As a result, Smith has justification for believing the conjunctive proposition:  [13:  Ibid. p. 122.] 

i) Jones will get the position and Jones has ten coins in his pocket. 
Smith acknowledges and accepts i) infers ii), whereby ii) is:
ii) The man who will get the position has ten coins in his pocket. 
The inference of i) to ii) is an example of Modus Ponens. Two propositions are joined to form a conditional statement, so if the antecedent ‘IF’ proposition is true, then the consequent “THEN” proposition is true. 
For example:
i) If A then B
ii) A
iii) Therefore B.
When applied to the proposition i), Smith is justified and entitled to believe proposition ii). So, IF ‘Jones will get the position and Jones has ten coins in his pocket’ (A) THEN ‘The man who will get the position has ten coins in his pocket’ (B).
i) ‘Jones will get the position and Jones has ten coins in his pocket’ (A).
ii) ‘The man who will get the position has ten coins in his pocket’ (B).
However, in a turn of events, c) Smith gets the position. Furthermore, d) Smith also has 10 coins in his pocket that he is unaware of. A consequence of this is that proposition i), which entailed Smith’s justification in believing ii) is now incorrect, but all of the necessary requirements for knowledge have been met. 
Smith knows that the man who will get the position has ten coins in his pocket IFF:
1) The man who will get the position has ten coins in his pocket is true (P),
2) Smith believes that the man who will get the position has ten coins in his pocket is true (S believes that P), and
3) Smith is justified in believing that man who will get the position has ten coins in his pocket is true (S is justified in believing that P).   
However, while it is correct that the man who will get the position has ten coins in his pocket is true, the truth of the belief is informed by the number of coins in Jones's pocket, not in Smith’s pocket. Furthermore, the justification behind 3) has all been met with the belief in ii) being justifiably entailed from i). While all of the necessary criteria have been met for knowledge, the turn of events mean that the knowledge is a result of epistemic luck, which is not a sufficient basis for knowledge.
In Gettier’s[footnoteRef:14] second case, Smith believes his friend i) Jones owns a Ford. Smith also has a friend called Brown and he is unsure of his whereabouts. Smith’s justification for believing that Jones owns a Ford is that Jones is always seen driving a Ford. Therefore, Smith is justified in believing that: [14:  Ibid. pp. 122-123.] 

i) Jones owns a Ford. (P)
Smith randomly chooses three places and constructs the following disjunctions:
ii) (Either Jones owns a Ford (P), or Brown is in Boston (Q). T)
iii) (Either Jones owns a Ford (P), or Brown is in Barcelona (R). U)
iv) (Either Jones owns a Ford (P), or Brown is in Brest-Litovsk (S). V)
The propositions above are examples of disjunctive reasoning, whereby the disjunctive proposition is true where one or more of its disjuncts are true.
For example:
i) A
ii) Therefore, A or B
Smith recognises and agrees (P) is true. All of the component disjuncts of (T), (U), and (V) are not necessarily true, but the acceptance of the proposition is on the entire disjunction. In this case, acceptance is based on (P). Since Smith is justified in accepting (P), the acceptance of the disjunctions is done so on the acceptance of (P) in spite of the unlikelihood of the disjuncts (Q), (R) and (S). As a result, the subsequent disjunctive propositions (T), (U) and (V) become justified even though the entirety of the disjunction may not be based on any evidence or justification. 
As a result, we have the resulting disjunctive introductions in proposition ii) below, while the iii), iv) and v) follow the conditional statement rules of Modus Ponens:
i) Jones owns a Ford (P)
ii) Therefore, ‘Either Jones owns a Ford’, or ‘Brown is in Boston’ (T) or ‘Brown is in Barcelona’ (U) or ‘Brown is in Brest-Litovsk’ (V).
iii) IF Jones owns a Ford (P) THEN ‘Either Jones owns a Ford, or ‘Brown is in Boston’ (T) or ‘Brown is in Barcelona’ (U) or ‘Brown is in Brest-Litovsk’ (V).
iv) ‘Jones owns a Ford’ (P)
v) Therefore, ‘Jones owns a Ford, or ‘Brown is in Boston’ (T) or ‘Brown is in Barcelona’ (U) or ‘Brown is in Brest-Litovsk’ (V).
However, Smith discovers that the car driven by Jones is rented and not owned. Furthermore, despite randomly choosing possible locations for his friend, Brown is in Barcelona. As a result, the proposition (U) is true, but ‘Jones owns a Ford’ which Smith had good evidence to justify his belief is false. It is the disjunct ‘Brown is in Barcelona’ that is true despite Smith having no evidence or justification for believing it was true. The nature of the disjunctive proposition being true, even with the lack of justification for the second disjunct, means that the necessary criteria for JTB has been met.
Smith knows that either Jones owns a Ford, or Brown is in Barcelona is true IFF:
1) Either Jones owns a Ford, or Brown is in Barcelona is true (P),   
2) Smith believes that either Jones owns a Ford, or Brown is in Barcelona is true (S believes that P), and   
3) Smith is justified in believing that either Jones owns a Ford, or Brown is in Barcelona is true (S is justified in believing that P).
Having demonstrated the various mechanisms and operating parameters of each of the Gettier cases, we can now examine two potential avenues. Firstly, the ‘counterexamples are diagnostic tools’[footnoteRef:15] which successfully reveal flaws with JTB. Alternatively, the Gettier cases are erroneous and faulty in their approach toward JTB. Regardless, all Gettier cases involve fallibility and luck as components while adopting the following sequence:  [15:  John Turri, ‘Is knowledge justified true belief?’, Synthese (Dordrecht), Vol.184 (2012) 247-259 (p.255).] 

Start with a belief sufficiently justified to meet the justification requirement for knowledge. Then add an element of bad luck that would normally prevent the justified belief from being true. Lastly add a dose of good luck that “cancels out the bad,” so the belief ends up true anyhow.[footnoteRef:16] [16:  Ibid. p. 248 <DOI: 10.1007/s11229-010-9773-8>.] 

The basis for Smith’s beliefs in each case are based on reliable evidence, either the employer explicitly saying who will be hired or the cumulative evidence of owning a Ford. However, the evidence is ultimately fallible. The addition of luck, with Jones happening to be in Barcelona and Smith having 10 coins in his pocket, rescues Smith’s beliefs which would have been incorrect otherwise. Luck becomes the factor which results in knowledge, with the criteria having otherwise been met according to JTB.
The focus of our attention should be on the fallibility of justification. While luck ensured the success of the Gettier cases producing knowledge according to JTB, the justification ultimately failed. Should justification not have failed, luck would not have become a key factor in the production of knowledge. Could we simply argue that the threshold required for knowledge in the Gettier cases was too low and that Smith was not justified in his beliefs? If the threshold was raised and demanded certainty for knowledge, guaranteeing justification for beliefs, then the Gettier cases would be unsuccessful as each case ‘would be excluded from the class of justified (warranted) beliefs’[footnoteRef:17]. The removal of any ‘degree of independence at all between truth and justification’[footnoteRef:18], invalidates the use of modus ponens or disjunctive reasoning which are key to the success of the Gettier cases. Unfortunately, this overpowered response creates a further issue of how we can have certainty in our justifications for knowledge beyond the most basic. Were we to meet this high threshold for justification that could allow for inferences to be made, unwieldy precautions would be required to hold any knowledge that was a result of inferences. The result would be analysing and ensuring the certainty of every preceding belief which would ‘enumerate the “parts” of the theorem’[footnoteRef:19]. With such a high threshold, it would be impossible to hold any a posteriori belief due to the necessity to know all the supporting beliefs to their conclusions. Consequentially, our ability to have certainty in our justifications is severely limited to a priori truths, which are entirely independent of empirical facts that may not necessarily be certain. As a result, the following reasoning results in scepticism.  [17:  Linda Zagzebski, ‘The Inescapability of Gettier Problems’, The Philosophical Quarterly, Vol. 44 No. 174 (1994) 65–73 (p.72) <DOI: 10.2307/2220147>.]  [18:  Ibid p. 72.]  [19:  Copleston, A History of Philosophy, Vol. 1, p. 148.] 

Scepticism seems like an extreme response, arguably reducing JTB to ‘justified (warranted) belief’[footnoteRef:20] in so far as truth is superfluous due to the proposition naturally being certain. Alternatively, we could attack the operating parameters of the Gettier cases, whereby:  [20:  Zagzebski, ‘The Inescapability of Gettier Problems’, p.72.] 

As long as the property that putatively converts true belief into knowledge is analyzed in such a way that it is strongly linked with the truth, but does not guarantee it, it will always be possible to devise cases in which the link between such a property and the truth is broken but regained by accident.[footnoteRef:21] [21:  Ibid. p.69.] 

As the Gettier cases are using a less strict interpretation of justification we should examine its use in the cases, as we are currently operating under the assumption that the beliefs presented in the Gettier cases are ‘simultaneously justified and true'[footnoteRef:22]. We could argue that better justified inferences could have been made from i) and ii).  [22:  Yingjin Xu, ‘There are no Justified True Beliefs in Gettier Cases,’ Fudan Journal of the Humanities and Social Sciences, Vol.12 (2019) 407-421 (P. 407) <DOI: 10.1007/s40647-019-00266-2>.] 

Inference iii) from Case 1 states ‘The man who will get the position has ten coins in his pocket,’ but Xu[footnoteRef:23] argues the following inferences could also have been made: [23:  Ibid. p. 408.] 

	iiia) Anyone who will get the position has ten coins in his pocket.
iiib) There is only one man who will get the position, and he has ten coins in his pocket.
iiic) Jones will get the position, and he has ten coins in his pocket.
When comparing to iii) and iiia), the significant difference is the universal quantifier, making the inference ‘more inclusive’[footnoteRef:24] than originally intended. Smith is unable to justifiably infer iiia) from i) and ii) whose scope is only inclusive of Smith and Jones. Consequentially, his beliefs should only be seen in reference or as a method to ‘pick out the target person’[footnoteRef:25] of himself or Jones. Furthermore, iiib) and iiic) can also be inferred from i) and ii) based on the same justification that produced the inference for iii). iiib) places emphasis on the ‘uniqueness of the person’.[footnoteRef:26] As per the narrative, all the evidence points to Jones as winning the position. With this uniqueness in mind, Smith’s belief would reference Jones as the unique individual. Finally, iiic) is explicit in the identification of the individual, referring directly to the individual. When iii) is read according to its ‘literal meaning’[footnoteRef:27], it may be attribute to anyone who will get the position has ten coins in his pocket. Consequentially, the tri-partite theory holds despite the discord between justification and true belief. However, if iii) is read referentially, such as in iiic), then Case 1 does not meet the criteria necessary for JTB as the belief is false. If Smith were to have belief according to literal meaning then the belief would be different from what the evidence would allow justification for. If we refer back to Plato’s criteria of infallibility, Case 1 does not count as knowledge when it fails the truth criteria of JTB as understood from Smith’s perspective. Therefore, Case 1 does not violate the infallibility criteria necessary for knowledge. [24:  Ibid p. 409.]  [25:  Ibid p. 411.]  [26:  Ibid p. 410.]  [27:  Ibid p. 410.] 

When examining the issues presented by Case 2, we should scrutinise the disjunctive reasoning used by Gettier. The methodology used by Gettier forms propositions made up of unjustified and justified disjuncts, with the result being justification of the proposition in its entirety through this partnership. However, the question should be asked whether it is ‘intuitively acceptable to say that a belief in the disjunctive form is justified only because merely one of its disjuncts has been justified in advance?’[footnoteRef:28]. The argument used by Gettier would suggest that the justified belief that Jones owns a Ford (P) could be combined with ad infinitum unjustified propositions and ultimately be justified in its totality. Some of these unjustified propositions would almost certainly be true down to luck based on brute force of their numbers. However, the reductio ad absurdum should demonstrates the counter-intuitive nature of Case 2. It is arguable that we would instinctively declare the entire proposition to be unjustified. We can easily overcome the issues of introducing too many disjuncts by simply precluding those ‘disjuncts with no evidential support’[footnoteRef:29]. Therefore, we limit our disjunctive reasoning to only propositions where all of the disjuncts are justified. Unfortunately, a consequence of setting a requirement for ‘minimal positive evidence’[footnoteRef:30] exposes us to the issue seen earlier of what level of justification is necessary for a JTB. A low threshold threatens to expose us to knowledge which is only tentatively justified. However, a high threshold can result in scepticism of all but certain beliefs. As we are reluctant to commit ourselves to scepticism, a consequence is that any JTB which has an element of independence between the propositions ‘will be never sufficient for knowledge’[footnoteRef:31]. Nevertheless, Plato would arguably reject Gettier’s Case 2 on the basis of the logical extreme of the disjunctive reasoning. We can theoretically meet Plato’s requirement for realness when combining every potential disjunct and its reference to reality simultaneously. However, we are limited by the belief holder’s ability to comprehend all potential disjuncts simultaneously. As a result, the compiled disjunctive propositions of the belief holder do not compare to the total reality of all disjunctive propositions. Therefore, the logical extreme of the Case 2 does not meet the Plato’s realness criteria.    [28:  Ibid p. 417.]  [29:  Ibid p. 417.]  [30:  Ibid p. 417.]  [31:  Zagzebski, ‘The Inescapability of Gettier Problems’, p.69.] 

In conclusion, we have seen the basis for JTB as established in the Theaetetus and attempted to be guided by them and Plato’s criteria for knowledge. While the Gettier cases operated according to clear and defined logical rules, it has been argued that the arguments were mistaken in their approach. As seen, an alternate reading of Case 1, based on perspective and reference can alter the essence of how the case is read. As a result, JTB remains extant as the case presented fails to meet the three criteria. Furthermore, when examining Case 2 with the disjunctive reasoning suggested by Gettier pushed to its logical conclusion, there must some limitation placed on our capacity. Again, this is an example of disjunctive reasoning being abused in order to create questionable JTB. While a natural solution is the addition of a threshold to justification to overcome this issue, we encounter further problems in defining justification. As a result, although the Gettier cases may not have successfully refuted JTB according to this reading, JTB faces other issues beyond those presented by Gettier.
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