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Following Alvin Plantinga (1993: 3), let ‘warrant’ denote “that, whatever precisely it is, which makes the difference between knowledge and mere true belief.”
 A current debate in epistemology asks whether warrant entails truth, i.e., whether

(Infallibilism) S’s belief that p is warranted only if p is true.

The arguments for infallibilism have come under considerable and, as of yet, unanswered objections.
 In this paper, I will defend infallibilism.  In Part I, I advance and defend a new argument for infallibilism.  In Part II, I present and criticize a new argument against infallibilism.  It follows that we should accept that warrant does entail truth.
1. A New Argument for Infallibilism

A number of epistemologists have inferred the truth of infallibilism from their reflection on Gettier cases.  Daniel Howard-Snyder, Frances Howard-Snyder, and Neil Feit (2003: 306–307) canvass the following examples: Linda Zagzebski, Scott Sturgeon, Alvin Goldman, Robert Nozick, Fred Dretske, Roderick Chisholm, and Alvin Plantinga.  I would add Marian David (2001: 162) and Duncan Pritchard (2005: 151) to the list.  Their basic line of reasoning is as follows. Any adequate solution to the Gettier problem entails infallibilism; there is an adequate solution to the Gettier problem; so, infallibilism is true.
I agree that we should infer the truth of infallibilism from our reflection on Gettier cases.  However, I am hesitant to make this inference according to the line of reasoning given in the previous paragraph.  This is because Howard-Snyder et.al. (2003) have argued that there is an adequate solution to the Gettier problem which does not entail infallibilism.  And so far, their objections have gone unanswered.  Rather than try to settle that debate, I will advance a new, independent argument which also attempts to explicitly show how we can infer infallibilism from our reflection on Gettier cases.  Since I make no claims about an adequate solution to the Gettier problem, my argument is immune to Howard-Snyder et.al.’s criticisms of the older argument.
My argument does, however, require much background.  The rest of Part I proceeds as follows.  First, I will present and discuss the notions of conjunctive properties and constituents of properties.  Second, I will explore the property of being nonaccidentally true and what we can learn about nonaccidental truth from Gettier cases.  Finally, I will have the background needed to present my reductio argument for infallibilism.

1.1 Conjunctive Properties and Constituents of Properties

I will begin my exploration of conjunctive properties by listing examples: being red and round, being justified and true and being a teddy bear and Kevin’s favorite object.  Individual conjuncts of the conjunctive property being red and round are the properties being red and being round.  Now consider some nonconjunctive property being A and the equivalent property being A and A.  Is the latter conjunctive and the former not?  Although it is tempting to say that the latter property is conjunctive, since it really just is the former property, I think that it is not conjunctive.  Or consider the properties being red and being red and colored.  Again, I am inclined to say that the latter property is not conjunctive since it just is the property being red.  More generally, we learn from these examples what I will call the conjunctive properties constraint:

CPC: If being X and Y is a conjunctive property with X and Y as its conjuncts, then it is not the case that X entails Y.

So, I do not think that being red and colored is a conjunctive property since being red entails being colored.

I will now specify a necessary condition for being a conjunct of a conjunctive property.  Consider the property being colored and being either noncolored or square.  Although this is a conjunctive property, I am inclined to say that it is not a conjunctive property with being colored and being either noncolored or square as its conjuncts.  The real conjuncts of this property are the properties being colored and being square.  More generally, we can derive a conjuncts constraint:

CC: If being X and Y is a conjunctive property with X and Y as its conjuncts, then it is not the case that Y is the property being either not-X or Z.

For the conjuncts of the property being X and either not-X or Z would just be being X and being Z.  It would not be right to say that being either not-X or Z is a conjunct of this conjunctive property.


Some may object to my line of reasoning here.  They may think that although it is clear that properties like being red and colored and being red are logically coextensive, it is not at all obvious that they are identical.  And if they are not obviously identical, then it is not obvious that being red and colored is not a conjunctive property, and so CPC is not obviously true.  A similar objection states that the property being X and either not-X or Z does in fact have being either not-X or Z as a conjunct; I am wrong to say that its only conjuncts are being X and being Z.  So CC is not obviously true.  I am sympathetic with these objections, and I will not be able to settle these substantive metaphysical issues here (or, very likely, anywhere else).

However, nothing stands or falls on these points for my overall argument.  Those who are inclined to doubt CPC and CC for the reasons given can think of them as stating necessary conditions for the specific conjunctive properties and conjuncts that will be at issue in this paper.  And the ones that are at issue in this paper, conveniently enough, are the ones that meet the necessary conditions specified by CPC and CC.  So, for the rest of this paper, those who agree with the present objections can take me as using the expressions ‘conjunctive properties’ and ‘conjuncts’ to be stipulatively defined so as to refer to the restricted subclass of conjunctive properties and conjuncts that meet the necessary conditions specified by CPC and CC.  Given this restriction, CPC and CC are true by definition.

I will now introduce the notion of a constituent.  I understand constituency in terms of the part of what it is to be relation.  For example, part of what it is for a belief to be an instance of knowledge is for it to be true.  Part of what it is for an object to be red is for it to be colored.  Part of what it is for a person to be a bachelor is for that person to be male.  We can see from these examples that if part of what it is for something to be X is for it to be Y, then X entails Y.  I will now define B to be a constituent of A, if and only if part of what it is for something to be A is for it to be B.  B’s being a constituent of A is distinct from A’s entailing B in that although all properties entail the property being such that 1+1=2, it is not the case that being such that 1+1=2 is a constituent of all properties.

Constituents and conjuncts are related but distinct.  They are related because if A is a conjunct of C, then A is a constituent of C.  For it seems self-evident that part of what it is for an object to be A and B is for it to be A.  I do not think, however, that if A is a constituent of C, then A is a conjunct of C.  For example, while being colored is a constituent of being red, being red is not a conjunctive property with being colored as one of its conjuncts.  This is because being red is not a conjunctive property!  Or if it is, being colored is not one of its conjuncts.

1.2 Nonaccidental Truth and Two Premises
In this section, I will present a piece of terminology, I will explore the nature of nonaccidental truth, and I will defend two premises that will be used in my argument for infallibilism in the following section.  Let ‘warrant*’ denote whatever precisely it is that makes the difference between knowledge and mere belief.
The best way to grasp this concept of nonaccidental truth is through an example.  Consider the following Gettier case:

Smith believes via Jones’ testimony that Jones owns a Ford.  Smith then infers that Jones owns a Ford or Brown is in Barcelona, although Smith has no evidence that Brown is in Barcelona.  It turns out that Jones’ Ford was demolished by a bomb earlier that morning, and Brown happens to be laid over in Barcelona.

Smith’s belief that Jones owns a Ford or Brown is in Barcelona is unwarranted.  The reason is because it is Gettiered, i.e., it is only accidentally true.  Hence, it is a true belief that does not count as knowledge.  Now suppose that Smith gets a phone call from Brown, and Brown reports being in Barcelona.  Then the belief is warranted; it is unGettiered or nonaccidentally true, and it does count as knowledge.

Howard-Snyder et.al. (2003, p. 308) make the following observations about nonaccidental truth:

Note that the distinctive feature of standard Gettier cases like these is that the reasons Smith believes p or the processes involved in his believing p are not properly related to those facts that render p true.  It’s a matter of sheer serendipity that his belief that p is true given his reasons for believing p or the processes involved in his believing p.  Smith’s reasons for believing that either Jones owns a Ford or Brown is in Barcelona have nothing to do with Brown’s being in Barcelona.

Howard-Snyder et.al. (2003, p. 311) then suggest the following definition for nonaccidental truth:

‘p is nonaccidentally true for S’ = ‘p is true and what makes p true is properly related to the reasons for, or processes involved in, S’s believing p.’
Note that the second conjunct of their definition entails the first, making the first conjunct redundant and unnecessary.  If there is something that makes p true, then p is true.  So the definition could be stated as follows:

‘p is nonaccidentally true for S’ = ‘what makes p true is properly related to the reasons for, or processes involved in, S’s believing p.’
Although the ‘proper relation’ appealed to in this definition could be further elucidated, it should be enough to point out that it is that relation, whatever it is, that rules out the sort of accidentality found in Gettier cases.  Or to put it another way, to say that p is nonaccidentally true for S is just to say that what makes p true is properly related to S’s belief that p in such a way that the belief is unGettiered.  Note that although it is more explicit to refer to nonaccidental truth for S, I will sometimes leave the reference to the believer implicit, speaking more simply of nonaccidental truth.


I will now present and defend the first premise, which I will use in my argument for infallibilism in the next section.

Premise 1: Although nonaccidental truth has truth as a constituent, it does not have truth as a conjunct.

Clearly, part of what it is for a belief to be nonaccidentally true is for it to be true.  So truth is a constituent of nonaccidental truth.  This is clear enough.  But is truth not a conjunct of nonaccidental truth?  I will argue that it is not.  If truth is a conjunct of nonaccidental truth, then it should be possible to translate
i) ‘p is nonaccidentally true for S’

into an equivalent sentence of the form,

ii) ‘p is true and X,’

where (ii) expresses a conjunctive property with truth and X as its conjuncts.

I argue that such a translation is impossible.  Either the ‘X’ conjunct in (ii) expresses the property of nonaccidental truth, or it does not.  If it does, then X entails truth, since nonaccidental truth entails truth.  But then it is not a conjunctive property with X and truth as conjuncts; it does not meet constraint CPC since X entails truth.

On the other hand, if ‘X’ does not express nonaccidental truth, then conjoining ‘X’ with ‘p is true’ will also not express nonaccidental truth.  If ‘X’ alone didn’t do it, then merely adding the conjunct ‘p is true,’ it seems, will not do the job.  One might suggest that if one substitutes for ‘X,’ ‘either p is not true or p is nonaccidentally true for S,’ then (ii) will express what is expressed by (i).  But if one takes this suggestion, (ii) will not express a conjunctive property with X and truth as conjuncts.  This is because X will not be a conjunct according to CC.

It remains to be seen why it seems that no substitute for ‘X’ will work.  Recall that nonaccidental truth is a relational property which relates what makes p true to the reasons or processes involved in S’s believing p.  While ‘p is true’ expresses the instantiation of the first relatum, it seems impossible that an additional conjunct ‘X’ could express the relationship between the first and second relata without entailing that p is true (thereby violating CPC) or being the disjunctive property discussed in the previous paragraph (thereby violating CC).  I conclude that it is impossible both for (ii) to express the appropriate relational property that is expressed by (i) and for it to express a conjunctive property with both truth and X as its conjuncts.  This completes my defense of Premise 1.
The second premise is simple and straightforward:

Premise 2: Nonaccidental truth is a constituent of warrant*.  

To put this another way, part of what it is for a belief to be warranted* (or an instance of knowledge) is for it to be nonaccidentally true.  Why think this?  Consider a large and varied set of beliefs that are warranted* and a large and varied set of beliefs that are not.  All of the beliefs in the former set will be nonaccidentally true.  Since many unwarranted* beliefs are either false or accidentally true, many of them will not be nonaccidentally true.
 Upon considering both sets, I have the clear intuition that part of what it is for a belief to be an instance of knowledge is for it to be nonaccidentally true.  I arrive at this conclusion in the same way that I arrive at the conclusion that truth is a constituent of warrant*.  Upon considering a large and varied set of warranted* beliefs (all of which are true) and a large and varied set of beliefs that are not warranted* (some of which are not true), I have the clear intuition that part of what it is for a belief to be warranted* is for it to be true.  So, Premise 2 is extremely plausible and justified by our intuitions about warrant* and nonaccidental truth.

1.3 The Reductio Argument for Infallibilism

I will now present a reductio argument for infallibilism.  Suppose fallibilism is true.  Then warrant* is identical to the conjunctive property being true and warranted, where truth is one conjunct and warrant is the other conjunct.  Since truth does not entail warrant and warrant does not entail truth (on the supposition of fallibilism), we can safely say that warrant* is a conjunctive property.  (As a side point, note that on the supposition of infallibilism, warrant* is not identical to the conjunctive property being true and warranted, where truth is one conjunct and warrant is the other conjunct.  This is because warrant entails truth and so this property would violate CPC.  It would instead be the case that warrant* just is warrant.)

So, on the supposition of fallibilism, warrant* just is the property being warranted and true.  It seems to follow that any constituent of warrant* must be one of the following: 1) a constituent of warrant, 2) a constituent of truth, or 3) a conjunction of some constituent of warrant and some constituent of truth.  An example of option 1 is justification; an example of option 2 is truth itself; an example of option 3 is the property being justified and true.
 These three options exhaust the possibilities for being a constituent of warrant*.  In fact, I endorse the more general claim that for any conjunctive property A&B, any constituent of A&B must be one of the following: a constituent of A, a constituent of B, or a conjunction of some constituent of A and some constituent of B.  There seems to be no other possibility.

I will now present the absurdity for my reductio argument.  It is not the case that any constituent of warrant* falls under one of the three options.  For recall that Premise 2 states that nonaccidental truth is a constituent of warrant*.  Yet, nonaccidental truth does not fall under one of the above three options.  First, nonaccidental truth is not a constituent of warrant.  For suppose it is; then, if nonaccidental truth is a constituent of warrant, it follows that warrant entails truth.  This contradicts the supposition of fallibilism.  So, nonaccidental truth is not a constituent of warrant.  Second, nonaccidental truth is not a constituent of truth.  For suppose it is; X is a constituent of Y only if Y entails X.  But truth obviously does not entail nonaccidental truth.  Third, nonaccidental truth is not a conjunction of some constituent of warrant and some constituent of truth.  For suppose it is; note that nonaccidental truth entails truth.  But it cannot entail truth in virtue of the conjunct which is the constituent of warrant since we are supposing that fallibilism is true.  So it must entail truth in virtue of the conjunct which is the constituent of truth.  But the only constituent of truth which entails truth is truth itself.  So, nonaccidental truth must have some constituent of warrant as one conjunct and truth itself as the other conjunct.  But we know from Premise 1 that truth is not a conjunct of nonaccidental truth.  So, nonaccidental truth is not a conjunctive property with some constituent of warrant and some constituent of truth as its conjuncts.

So, on the supposition of fallibilism, any constituent of warrant* – e.g., nonaccidental truth – must be one of the following: 1) a constituent of warrant, 2) a constituent of truth, or 3) a conjunction of some constituent of warrant and some constituent of truth.  But nonaccidental truth does not fall under one of these three options.  So fallibilism is false.  So infallibilism is true.

2. An Argument for Fallibilism

I will now briefly present and criticize an argument for fallibilism.
 I will then show why any future arguments for fallibilism of the kind I present here will probably be unsuccessful.  A very easy way to argue for fallibilism would be to just present a possible case of warranted, false belief.  Then we would have a counterexample to infallibilism, and the debate would be over.  However, this endeavor is actually quite difficult, and no easy candidates quickly come to mind.

Perhaps we can find such a case by examining a false belief, noting that the only thing that is stopping the belief from counting as knowledge is its falsity, and concluding that this false belief is warranted.  Consider Howard-Snyder, et.al.’s (2003) zebra case:

We visit the zoo one Saturday morning and rush to our favorite display: the zebra.  In the display labeled ‘Equus burchelli’ we see what looks like a zebra.  Naturally enough, we believe that there’s a zebra.  However, suppose that last night the zookeeper, Fred, inadvertently poisoned the zoo’s only zebra, Zak, and in order to keep zoo-goers from being disappointed, painted his mule, Moses, to look exactly like Zak. (p. 310)

Consider the following proposition:

a) The only thing that is keeping the belief that there’s a zebra from being knowledge is its falsity.
There are two ways to support (a).  First, it is supported by intuition; (a) seems to be true in this scenario.  Second, (a) is supported by our justified belief in the following:

b) If the belief that there’s a zebra were true, then it would be an instance of knowledge.

Howard-Snyder, et.al. add in their description of the case that

for although in fact there is no zebra before us, the closest worlds at which there is are worlds in which, for example, Fred doesn’t poison Zak, or he finds an actual zebra to replace poor Zak instead of Moses the mule.  In these worlds, we form the belief that there’s a zebra in epistemically propitious circumstances… (p. 310)

Plausibly, (b) is true.  If (b) is true, then (a) is true.  Therefore, it is possible that a false belief is warranted, and fallibilism is true.


I will respond to the second support for (a) first.  It is false that if (b) is true, then (a) is true.  (b) alone is not enough.  We must distinguish the following:

c) If the belief that there’s a zebra were true, then no other necessary condition for warrant would be met and it would be an instance of knowledge.

d) If the belief that there’s a zebra were true, then some other necessary condition for warrant would be met and it would be an instance of knowledge.
It is (c), and not (d), that is needed for proper support of (a).  If (d) is true, then the nearby worlds in which the belief is true might be worlds in which additional conditions for warrant are met; then it would not be true that the only thing keeping the false belief from being knowledge is its falsity.  Lack of warrant would also be keeping the false belief from being an instance of knowledge.  So, although we have good reason to think that (b) is true, this does not provide strong support for (a).  We must also have reason to think that (c), and not (d), is true.

And, in fact, we have reason to doubt that (c) is true.  Consider the many candidates that might be necessary conditions for warrant: being caused by the fact that p; being such that if p were false, then p would not be believed; being such that if p were believed, then it would be true; being nonaccidentally true.  Each of these entail that (d), and not (c), is true.  Furthermore, it is reasonable to doubt that none of these conditions are necessary for warrant.  Hence, it is reasonable to doubt that (c) is true.  So, what I called the second support for (a) is unsuccessful.  (To avoid confusion, I am not arguing that any of those conditions are necessary and that (c) is false; I am only arguing that it is reasonable to doubt that none of them are necessary and that (c) is true.  This is all that is needed to block the pro-fallibilist argument.)
The fallibilist can fall back on the intuition that (a) is true.  This intuition, the fallibilist might further claim, is also strong enough evidence for believing that none of the conditions for warrant mentioned in the previous paragraph are necessary.  So, this intuition also supports (c).  My response is simply to say that I do not think that the intuition is that strong.  It is not nearly as gripping as Gettier cases, where a person has to gulp hard to affirm that those cases of justified, true belief are cases of knowledge.  I do not have to gulp hard at all to affirm neither (a) nor (c).  I admit that, at first, (a) and (c) seem intuitive, but the intuition decreases in strength as soon as I consider that it commits me to saying that all of those above conditions are not necessary for warrant.  That is a big commitment.  In response to the recognition of this commitment, it seems best to doubt the truth of the intuition.

Notice again how different this is from Gettier cases.  Acceptance of Gettier cases commits us to thinking that justified, true belief is not sufficient for knowledge.  Yet, the recognition of this commitment does not decrease the strength of our intuition; rather, we are likely to just accept the commitment.  So, the intuitive support for (a) and (c) is not very strong.  I conclude that this argument fails to show that fallibilism is true.  (Again, to emphasize, I am not arguing here that fallibilism is false but only that it is reasonable to doubt that the fallibilist argument is successful.)
It may be helpful to explain why it is unlikely that an argument for fallibilism of the kind just presented will ever be convincing.  Consider the following question: ‘What clear intuitions do we have about the warrant statuses of false beliefs?’  My answer is that we have clear intuitions about the lack of warrant of some false beliefs, but we do not have clear intuitions about the presence of warrant of some false beliefs.  On the first part of my answer, consider the false belief of a mentally ill patient who believes he is Napoleon.  Does this belief have whatever precisely it is which makes the difference between mere true belief and knowledge?  Intuitively, no.  How about my friend’s false belief that she is going to win the lottery or Linus’ false belief that the Great Pumpkin will arrive at Halloween (despite all of Lucy’s cogent reasoning to the contrary)?  Intuitively, these also do not have what precisely makes the difference between mere true belief and knowledge.  So we have clear intuitions about the lack of warrant of some false beliefs.

On the second part of my answer, it seems that we do not have clear intuitions about the presence of warrant of false beliefs.  Suppose we examined all of some person’s false beliefs.  Would we have the clear intuition, for any of this person’s false beliefs, that it had whatever precisely it is which makes the difference between mere true belief and knowledge?  I don’t think that I would have any such intuition, and I don’t think that anybody else would either.  As I mentioned above, if there were such a clear and intuitive case, then infallibilism would have a clear counterexample and the debate would quickly be over.

Why do we have clear intuitions about cases of unwarranted, false belief but no clear intuitions about cases of warranted, false belief?  I think it is because we are confident that certain conditions are necessary for warrant (e.g., being reliably formed, being justified), where these conditions are such that we can easily determine that a false belief does not have warrant because it fails to have one of these necessary conditions for warrant.  On the other hand, we are not confident that certain conditions are sufficient for warrant (e.g., something that rules out Gettier cases and is not present in a person’s true belief that he will lose the lottery and has whatever else might be needed to make true belief count as knowledge), where we could easily determine that a false belief meets these conditions.
 This should drive home the point that we should be skeptical that the belief in the zebra case is both warranted and false.  We just do not know if sufficient conditions for warrant are met.  Therefore, I find little hope for an argument for fallibilism of this kind to be successful.

� This definition amends a misprint in the original text, as pointed out by Trenton Merricks (1995, p. 842n1).


� Two points.  First, Michael Huemer (2005) has argued that, on Plantinga’s definition, ‘warrant’ picks out incompatible properties, and there is no single answer to whether infallibilism is true.  Andrew Bailey (forthcoming) has, in my mind, successfully responded to Huemer’s objection by fine-tuning Plantinga’s definition of warrant.  Since these details will not matter for this paper, I will stick to the original definition.  Second, I am using a stipulative definition of ‘infallibilism’ that has been used in the debate regarding whether warrant entails truth.  There are other uses of the term ‘infallibilism’.


� Explicitly-stated arguments are found in (Zagzebski 1994), (Merricks 1995, 1997), (Balmert and Greene 1997), (Blome-Tillman 2007), and (Coffman 2008).  The objections to these arguments are found in (Ryan 1996), (Howard-Snyder et.al. 2003), and (Coffman 2008).  The objections in (Howard-Snyder et.al. 2003) and (Coffman 2008) have yet to receive replies.


� The response to the objection presented in this paragraph will also deal with the following objection.  The properties being a book and such that 1+1=2 and being an object and a member of a set both seem to be conjunctive properties, but they violate CPC.  Those who find this objection to be convincing could restrict the properties as suggested in the above paragraph.  As an alternative, they could fine tune CPC to exclude the properties that have as a purported conjunct a property that is necessarily exemplified by all objects (e.g., being a member of a set) or a property that ‘is’ a necessary truth (e.g., being such that 1+1=2).  Thanks to Kenny Boyce for help with this point.


� Some may not share this intuition.  Then they will probably think that constituency just is the entailment relation.  Fortunately, my argument does not depend on the truth of this intuition.


� This is adapted from (Gettier 1963).


� I do not mean to imply from this example that nonaccidental truth is sufficient for warrant.  I am open to there being other necessary conditions for warrant.


� Some may object that Howard-Snyder et.al.’s definition of nonaccidental truth is incorrect.  Perhaps a belief is nonaccidentally true just in case the belief is true and not accidentally true.  Or perhaps there is another, even superior, definition.  In response, I am not concerned about a correct analysis of nonaccidental truth.  I am happy to just take Howard-Snyder et.al.’s definition as a way to specify the concept I care about, and use ‘nonaccidental truth’ as an easy way to express that concept.  Thanks to E.J. Coffman for pressing this point.


� I do not mean to imply that truth and X are its only conjuncts.  Perhaps X is also a conjunctive property with conjuncts.  These conjuncts of X would also be conjuncts of nonaccidental truth.


� Are any nonaccidentally true beliefs not warranted*?  Is nonaccidental truth sufficient for warrant*?  For my argument, I do not need to take a stance on these questions.  I’ll just note that I am open to there being other necessary conditions for warrant* than nonaccidental truth


� The claim that justification is necessary for warrant* is controversial, but the point of these examples is just to illustrate the various options for what could be a constituent of warrant*, if fallibilism is true.


� Interestingly, this same sort of argument shows that warrant* entails belief.  For suppose warrant* does not entail belief.  Then knowledge is a conjunction of warrant* and belief.  Then any constituent of knowledge is a constituent of belief, a constituent of warrant*, or a conjunction of a constituent of belief and a constituent of warrant*.  Nonaccidental truth is a constituent of knowledge.  But nonaccidental truth is not a constituent of belief.  It is not a constituent of warrant* (or else warrant* would entail belief, which contradicts our initial supposition).  It is not a conjunction of a constituent of belief and a constituent of warrant*.  Given the definition of nonaccidental truth, nonaccidental truth entails belief.  But it cannot entail belief in virtue of the conjunct which is the constituent of warrant*; this would contradict our initial supposition.  So it must entail belief in virtue of the conjunct which is the constituent of belief.  But the only constituent of belief which entails belief is belief itself.  So, nonaccidental truth must have some constituent of warrant* as one conjunct and belief itself as the other conjunct.  However, just as truth is not a conjunct of nonaccidental truth, belief is not a conjunct of nonaccidental truth (see my defense of Premise 1).  So, nonaccidental truth is not a conjunctive property with some constituent of warrant* and some constituent of belief as its conjuncts.  By reductio, warrant* entails belief.  Furthermore, if my argument for infallibilism is true, warrant* is identical to warrant, so warrant entails belief.  Combining both arguments, it follows that warrant entails true belief.  So, warrant and knowledge are coextensive.  See (Kearns 2007) for why it does not follow that it is impossible to analyze knowledge.


� This was raised to me independently by Sanford Goldberg, Justin McBrayer, and Matthew McGrath.


� This method of determining the warrant status of beliefs is suggested by a quote from Laurence BonJour: “If we are to evaluate the claim that “warrant” is or is not present… the only way to proceed is apparently this: suppose or imagine that the belief in question is true, and then determine intuitively whether on this supposition it would count as knowledge.” See (BonJour 1996: 48).  The suggestion is also made and criticized in (Pust 2000: 52-53).


� Thanks to a referee for this journal who helped to significantly improve this section of the paper, especially by making explicit the second support for (a), and providing the distinction between (c) and (d).


� This is not to say that we don’t know of any sufficient conditions for warrant.  It is just to say that we don’t know of any sufficient conditions for warrant which we can determine that a false belief meets.  The condition being believed by God to be warranted is sufficient for a belief to be warranted, but we cannot easily determine that a false belief meets this condition.


� I have been working on this paper since before I began graduate school, so I have accumulated many people to thank and acknowledge.  Thanks to Sandy Goldberg, Justin McBrayer, Ted Poston, and Philip Swenson for helpful discussion.  Thanks to Travis Gilmore, Michael Huemer, Brian Kierland, Jonathan Kvanvig, Joel Pust, and Julie Zykan for helpful written comments.  And thanks especially to Kenny Boyce, E.J. Coffman, Peter Markie, Kevin McCain, Matthew McGrath, and Trenton Merricks for helpful comments on multiple drafts of the paper.  Thanks also to the audience at the 2006 Central States Philosophical Association and my commentator, Mark Wunderlich.
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