Thie brimgs us to the most famows puzzlk cases inepistemolgy, possibly the most famous
puzzle casas in the whol of philozophy: the Gettier cases. They am fa ntastically wall-known,
probably because they'm 20 clkar and decizsive against the justified true balief aralysis of
krowledge, or at lkast they ssem to b zo0.

Let's supposa that P iz something that I'm justified in b lieving, ard kt's suppose that P cleardy
implies 0. There's mo doubt whatsoever that P implies Q. So, | elieve that P | hawe a justified
balief that P (we'ne assuming that) and | then infer O whare O obviowsly follows from P

Dogs it follow that I'm justified in believing Q7 Would wou agree thats how it sourds, vary
plauible? If I'm juetified in Blieving P and O obviously follows from P, suraly | must ba justified
in believing O, That's how you get the Gettier caszas.

20, hare's ore example. Suppose I'min the desart, | see what iz in fact a mirage. | think, ard
I'm justified in believimg, ket us suppose, that I'm seeing an casis. | infer that them's o casis
over there ard 2o | turn to my companion and | pointard | say, 'Thara's an casis over theme.”
Mow, in fact, ther iz anoasis over ther, but it's hidden behind a sand dure. What I'msaeing is
a mirage, but coincidentally the e is an cask inthat direction. So, | elieve that thera's mo casis
over them. It's true that ther's o oask over there. I'm justified in Blieving that | =2 an oasis,
ard I've irfered from the supposition that | see an oasi - there actua iy B2ing an oasis over
thera - it looks like I've got a justified true belief. But we don't want to say it's a caze of
krowledge .

Armother example, which | think & a slightly more plawsible case of the kind of examplk that
Gettier himzelf gives, is this: suppose we hawe a bad of applicants for a job. Just teo of tham
are men. Ore of the men iz very wallqualified, ore of the mean is vary poory qua lified. All the
rest ar women, and they're much, much batter qualified than the badly qualified man, Now
suppoza | Fave it on good authorty that the well-qualified man & going to gat the pb. So, |
baleve that a maniz goirg to getthe pb, ard I've got a justified balief that @ man is going to gat
the pb. Unbaknowrst to ma, however, there's some funny business going on (1 don't know,
maybs imvolving the Masore or bribery or blckmail o r what-Feve-you), ard actually the othar
man gats the job. In thie situation, | have a justified balief thata manwoud get the job. It's tnua
that a man did get the job, but | cetainly didn't know that a man would get the job becauss
thera's a kind of accident. My justification kbd me to the belief that the well-qualified man would
gat the job, but in fact, thata man would get the ob has turred out to ba true by some quite
diferent mute.

Mow, these sorts of cases do zeem to mfute the stardard justified true belief account of
krowkedge . So, it's te mpting to add a fo uth cordition. Maybe we sho ukd say that S knows that P
if ard only if P is true, 5 Wlieves that P, and S is justified in balieving that P ina way that
doezn't depand onany falsehood. That's a way of tryirg to evade the Gotlier countemxamplas
whare somebody infars a truth fom a fakehood ard thue achieves a justified balief that ent
krowlkedge .

Mow, ack in the days whan | was a studant, this sort of thing, trying to patch up the traditioral
aralysie of krowledge to avoid the Gettier countemxamples, was quite a ma jor ind ustry. Lots of



papere came out with people tying to invent corditiorns that would get arourd the
counterexamples. It's a mther zad histo ry beca u=a all this effort failed to produce any convincing
resolutio nof the problam.

Here's an examplk of the sort of problem we face. Suppose I'm organizing =ome evant and |
want to krow how many people were there. Maybe the reazon | want to know how many peopk
ware thare & bacawee | want to make a judgment as to which room to usa fora futume event of
that kird. S0, somebody comes to me and they =ay, "Oh, ther ware exactly 78 people thara”
What interasts me & whather there ware mone than 40, Ifthem wamr momr than £0, then | have
to w=a a big room mther than a small mom rext tima. So, they tell me there wem axactly 758
peoplk thara. | infer that there were mom than 40, Arguably, | know that them ware more than
40. But let's suppoze the reportar actually got it wrong. Thame waran't 78, thare ware 77, 1'm still
inclired to say | know that there are more than 40. So, e inferred a truth from a falsahood that
Fazn't urdamined itz clhimto beirng knowledge.

Mow, you mig ht want to get arourd that. You might want to =ay, "No, what yvou did was infar that
there ware mom than 40 people from the fact that ke believes that the e weare 78, ard you have
the krowledge that poople can go wong in litle ways., But thera's an implicit probability
judgment thare. You're making the judagment that i somebody says there wam 78 and says it
sircemly ard theyve got good faculties ard thats this kind of thing, it's owerwhalming
probabla that thare wam mor than 40, It's not overaba imingly probable that there ware exactly
748, Zo, mayba that gets youout of it. Let's add a fifth cordition.”

But themr's a genaral problem with heading in the direction of probabilities - the so-called bttary
paradox. It's very temptirg to try to get amurd thess kinds of poblems by saying, inorder to
Fave knowladge, you've got to have a sufficiently high poba bility. That's the key thing. It's not
whathar ywo u've infermd someathing from a fakehood, it's having a suficiently high probability of
truth. But suppose wa'we got a billion tickets ina btteny. Well, | balieve that the ticket with zeros
in evary place won't win, Indeed, I'm pretty sure it won't win. Them's only a ore in a billion
charce that it's going to win. | balieve that the next ticket after that won't win eithar. In fact, |
baleve apparantly quite reasocrably of every singk ticket, but it won't win, Mevertheless, ore of
them will win. And because of this, we'rm reluctant to call my balief about any of these tickets
krowkedge. So, if | go and buy a ticket in a bilion-ticket lottery ard than | say, "Well, | know it
wor't win," | think you'd probably say, "Mo, yvou don't know. You've gota very probable belief, an
axtemealy pobable belief that it won't win, but you don't know that it won't win because thera's a
chance that it will, even i that charnce is ting." Now, if that's rAght, then the bttery pamdox
involves mal poblems for any attempt to explain knowledge in terms of sufficiently high
probabilities bacause howeaver high the pmbability =, you can make ita trillion-tickat lottary or
whatever, youcan always geta lottery inwhich yvour balief that this ticket won't win will Fave as
high or highar a pobability than ary Belief which Bn't 100 parcant certain, Ard vet, wa're not
goirg to wart to call it krowladge. o kay ?

S0, maybe we want to zay it's not exactly a matter of prokability, it'e a matter of ruling out
accidentz. What we don't want i to allbw 1= knowledge a belief that accidentally rappare to ba
true. | thouwght | knew that ore parson was going to get the jobard it's a kind of accidant as far
as my knowladge was concerrad that somebody elzsa got it. That's what rules itout. It's a kind of
accidant that there's anoasizs over thare in the same dimction as the mirge, so forth. Actually,
it's extramealy difficult to pin this down.



Supposa | have a car whose speedometer gradwally cormdes. Let's say that at a particular time,
it just Fappars to be accurate enowgh to ersure that I'm complying with the bBw. Lat's say |
always drive at what | think iz 38 milks an hour along a road with a speed limit of 40 miks an
hour. Forturately, the comosion of my speedometar is such that it just keeps me within plie aor
minus two miks an hour of the actualspeed, so I'maafe. Well, & itanaccident that I'm zafe? In
a =ares, yes, ina serse, o, Given that the speedometer Fas co moded, I'm very lucky that it's
keaping mea within that mam in. But given that it's keeping me within that mamin, it's o accidant
that I'm safe. Again, | occasiorally Fallucinate things, does that mean it's just a matter of
charce that my cumant balief Bn't a alluciration? It's vary difficult to pin these things down ina
way that will give B a satisfactory account of krnowladge.

Armather problam is kmown as contextualism. Supposa you want to get a train up north, ard |
zay, "l know that the train is scheduled to kave at 1736 ." It a tmin | mgularly take, =0 | can
assure you it's schedulkd to kavwe at 1736, But maybe youve got a really important
appointmant, ard you're not contart with my saying that, 20 wou say, "Do vou mally know that it
baves then? | abeolutely need to make that appointmeant.” Okay, | =ay, "'l check on the wab.”
Ard you can imagine thie going even futher "l know you'le familiar with the timatabke ard
youva chacked the wab, but do you mally, really know?" "l really, abso lutely have to be them.”
"Ckay, I'll rirg up the station.” And you can imaging a sequance of checks, each more stringant
than the bBst, which suggests that the theshold we require to count somathing as knowledge
can ba vanabk. We put a higherard higher hurdle, de perding on the importance of the task
Ard that suggests that mayvbe krowlkedge isn't an absolute category. Maybe it's depandant on
our particula r purposas.

Lat's ako corsider the contaxt inwhich wea ua the word "knowledage” within ordinary life. So,
corsidar this contrast: "Does she krow that har hieband & cheating on ber? Imagimne that
bairng =aid ina soap opam or somathing like that. Mow, that pobably mears something like,
"Doas sha believe he's cheating on har, like we all do?” You coukd imagire it kg =ad ina
context where them's some unce dainty as to whether he's cheating. Mayke them's all sorts of
circumstantial evidence, and that question, "Does she know," iz not really a questionabout har
apistemobgical state, it's a question about her elief. Contrast that with the following casa:
somebody alleges that bar husbard i cheating, ard | say, "es, but do you know har husba rd
i cheating? In which casza, I'm azking about what is the case rather than about the balief. Or,
you canimagine a caze whe e some trainaccident & mported ard my son waz onthe tmin, and
| gzay, Do you krow that my =son i alright? Ard | don't actually give a damn about your
apistemolbgical stata, the only thing I'm intemested in & "ls e okay? So, it's arguable that
whan we talk about krowkdge ina practical situation, mormally wa'ra interested eithar in
somabody's state of balief, orwa're interestad inthe actual facts. It's very, very unieualfor us to
ask in ordirary life whathar something is a caze of krowladge whan we already know that
somabody be liewes something ard we almady know that it's true. It's the kind of question only
phibsophars ask And you might worder in that contaxt whathar wa're actually likely to get any
sirgle corsitent account of knowlkedge, Why should we assume that if the word "krowledge®
Fas thess difeent oles in language, that there really must b some simgle unitary essarnce of
what knowledge is which willgive the answearto all of these questiorne? Maybe we'll find that the
corcapt of knowledge, aswe we it inordirary bBrguage, varies deparding onour purposes.

Mow, this iz the kind of message that's very much associated with the Bterwork of Witlgeretain
in hiz book "Phibzophical Investigations”. We should n't just assume that bocauss wea've got a



wiord "krowledge” which ssems to be a noun fora cedain kind of state that there really is 2ome
sont of essantial state that it picks out. Well, of course, however we chooze to use the word

"knowledge " we can still azk in any paticular case whathar the P iz true. Ard this brings us
backto G.E Moore ard his ha nds.



