Some Reflections on Gettier's Problem

Golam Azam

It is one of the basic problems of epistemology tangeknowledge. Epistemology is one of the
branches of philosophy that discusses about the definisources, validity and limitations of
knowledge. From Socrates to till date this problem is bdisgussed by most of the eminent
philosophers; ancient, medieval, modern or contempoeastern or western- Indian, Muslim,
Chinese or Buddhist philosophers. Why knowledge is importamif the criterion of truth is,
are also the basic issues of discussion of the philessf the ages. E. Gettier, an American
epistemologist, published a paper of only three pages eentitls Justified True Belief
Knowledge?” in 1963 where he challenged the age-old definitidmowledge. Traditionally
knowledge is defined as ‘justified true belief'. Gets@lowed that these three conditions are not
enough for the definition of knowledge. In this paper, @e#ti conception regarding the
definition of knowledge will be analyzed and in this coniwgcthe reaction of the contemporary
epistemologists will also be interpreted and analyfedavill be showed that now a day the
fundamental problem of knowledge is not to define ‘knaolg& rather the problem is mainly
regarding the justification of the statement of knowledge

Before the publication of Gettier's paper knowledge wakelyidefined as justified true
belief. It is the pre-Gettier definition of knowledg&fter the publication of Gettier's paper the
term ‘Gettier problem’ has become well known to thentemporary philosophers. Gettier
problems or cases are named in honor of the Ameritélosppher Edmund Gettier. They
function as challenges to the philosophical traditiomefining knowledge of a proposition as
justified true belief in that proposition. The problems actual or possible situations in which
someone has a belief that is both true and well supgdrt evidence, yet which — according to
almost all contemporary epistemologists — fails t&imewledge.
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According to the traditional analysis to be a matteknowledge, a proposition must
fulfill three conditions; a) the belief condition) lbhe true condition and c) the justification
condition. Here it is meant as prepositional knowledBeepositional knowledge is a type of
knowing whose instances are labeled by means of a péxasessing some proposition, e.g. in
English a phrase of the form ‘thiat, where some complete declarative sentence is insbdati
for ‘h’.”* According to the traditional theory of knowledge i.estjfied-true-belief (JTB), S
knows that p if and only if (iff):

1) pis true
2) S bebés\that p
3) S is jtied in believing that p

Here p is the prepositional function standing for any psgmn. Whenever S claims that “ |
know that p”, then this p must be true. If he says thlakfiow p but p is not true” then the
statement will become self-contradictory because gfasthat is involved in knowing p is that
p is true. Therefore being true is the necessary conditr the statement to be a matter of
knowledge. But Hospers, in this connection, contends that,

“...the requirement, though necessary, is not sufficidriiere are plenty of true
propositions, for example in nuclear physics, that yalilado not know to be true unless
we happen to be specialists in that area. But theHattley are true does not imply that
we know them to be trué.”

For knowledge, there must be some subjective requirengent must be a matter of
belief. Basically knowledge and belief are related te another in a certain way. ‘Knowledge
requires belief but belief does not require knowletigéhere may be a number of statements
that someone believes but does not know to be tru¢héng can be not a single statement which
someone knows to be true but does not believe, bedmlis¥ing is a part of knowing, the
defining characteristic of knowing. But believing p is aatefining characteristic of p’s being
true since p can be true even though neither the subjedtnaw someone else believe it. For

example, the earth is round or the earth moves rdwngun, was true before anyone believed it
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be so. Therefore if we say that, ‘I know that p budoh't believe it would become a self-
contradictory. We must contend that believing is onethef fundamental components of
knowledge.

The knowledge is not simply true belief. There maysbene true beliefs that are the
result of guesswork and hence cannot be a matter of kdgei It means that an inference
having no strong ground may be 1) true and 2) believed bysswnéut it fails to constitute
knowledge. Knowledge requires that it will satisfy a Hedendition and a true condition. Along
with these belief condition and true condition it atequires the justification condition i.e. the
true belief that is to be qualified as knowledge mustdsed on good reasons or evidence. This
evidence is necessary for the certainty of the kndgde For example, if | say that “ p is true, |
believe that p” but | have no evidence to tell or showatwlsaid, then it becomes contradictory.
Therefore, in favour of my belief I must have some gaa$ons or evidence. Evidence includes
a subject’s beliefs as well as sensory or perceptuasstahis justification is of different types,
such as self-presenting, foundationism, coherefitists. Therefore, to be knowledge the
proposition will be not only true or believed by a persather it must be justified, whatever
means it is. Therefore it is rightly told that knowledggstified true belief.

It is important to bear in mind that JTB, as presented here, is aigamalysis. It is intended to
describe a general structuring which can absorb or generate comparasipelsific analyses
that might be suggested, either of all knowledge at once or of partikinids of knowledge. It
provides a basic outline — a form — of a theory. In practice, episbgmstd would suggest
further details, while respecting that general form. So, even whercyartianalyses suggested
by particular philosophers at first glance seem different to JTBetheslyses can simply be
more specific instances or versions of that more general forheofit.
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Gettier himself gives two cases in order to prove histpaosihat though the traditional
conditions of knowledge provides the necessary conditionknowledge, they do not provide
the sufficient conditions for knowledgeThe cases provided by Gettier have been discussed

hereunder:

Case-1

a) Smith has evidence that Jones will get the job andJth&s has ten coins

on basis of this Smith generalizes

b) that whoever get the job has ten coins in his pocket.

Gettier claims, in this respect, that Smith is justifin believing (b) i.e. whoever gets the job
will have ten coins. Now it happens that Smith himset$ glee job and has ten coins. Therefore,
Smith’s belief for (b) i.e. whoever gets the job wWilive ten coins is a matter of justified true
belief. But Gettier raises objection regarding the kmgwof Smith about (b). He contends that
that smith doesn’t know the factors that really maker{i®. The simplified for of the case may
be like this:

Smith has evidence that g is K (prepositional functigh K
Smith generalizes and concludes B@heone is K
Smith is justified in believing thatomeone is K

Smith doesn’t know that someone is K, because althsagieone is K, it ifthat is K, notg.

Case-2
Smith has justified belief (because Smith has strong esedfem) that

(c) Jones owns a ford
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Thereby logically inferred that

(d) Either Jones owns a ford, or Brown is in Boston
(e) Either Jones owns a ford, or Brown is in Baroalo
(f) Either Jones owns a ford, or Brown is in Bangl&des

As Smith logically inferred the later propositions isecompletely justified in believing each of
these propositions though he doesn’t know where Brown is

Now, Gettier claims that really Jones doesn't hawe Bord and luckily Brown resides in
Barcelona for which (e) is true. Here the exampldlsifhe tripartite conditiohfor knowledge
i.e. (1) e is true; (2) Smith does believe that (ejus &and (3) Smith is justified in believing that
(e) is true. But the fact is that Smith does not ktiosv(e).

If we forward to analyze the case-1, we will fiféitt as conceived by Gettier himself,
both the examples shows the lack of sufficient caoabt for knowledge. The afterward
assumptions made by Gettier are logically sound becausg the method of induction we can
infer something on basis of some evident. Thus on b&sledrue event happened in case of
Jones and Smith himself, he inferred the general propositinat is to say he has the strong
evidence in favour of his general proposition though ifityeiawas a matter of accident only.

The second case is also logically valid. The preojos inferred by Smith on basis of the
proposition (c) don'’t break the logical rule. Accordinghe rules of inference (the addition rule)
a proposition can be added with an evident propo$itibherefore when smith inferred the
propositions (d), (e) and (f) he did the right as pgiclal rule.

We get the two major epistemological limitationghi both cases. One of them is
Fallibility. Fallibillism is “the idea that any of ounpinions about the world or anything else
might turn out false® It is a method of justification. Gettier holds thke justification that is
present in each case are fallible. It is obvious ithatovides good feedback for the truth of the
belief in question but the support or feedback provided ipadéct and enough as required. It
means that the justification leaves the possibilit@stiie belief to be false. Without proving
conclusively the justification strongly indicates thhaé belief is true. In case —01, there is the
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possibility that someone may not get the job though lssgsses ten coins in his pocket. In case
—02, Brown might not be found in Barcelona. So, the comciusf the each case is not
knowledge as is fallible.

The other limitation of JTB as pointed out in the @ettcases is the accidental
occurrence. The main tenet of Gettier’s introducing #ees is that an accidental belief does not
qualify as knowledge. The matter of luck is contained sisndtively in each case of Gettier. In
case-1, it is a matter of luck that both Jones and Smaititen coins in their pocket each and they
got the job. There is no causal relation between tbes faaving ten coins in the pocket and
getting the job. Someone may get the job having no aoihss pocket or having less or more
than ten coins in his pocket. Therefore, such conclusionnfasred logically cannot be
knowledge, as objected by Gettier. In respect of casedlyat that moment Brown was found
in Barcelona. It may be the fact that Brown was tiageand he was taking rest in Barcelona
due to some unexpected disturbance in his plane. Theredoqygoposition of luck (the
conclusion) grounding on a false proposition may be#ly sound but cannot be a proposition

of knowledge.

Suppose Duke was traveling by bus through Northern Amerfeardgion he was going
through contains a lot of fake barns; mere wooden fréwtisjast look like barns from the road.
But he doesn’t know this, and has no reason to suspdde ilooks off his right and finds
something that looks like a barn, so he believes “tlzabarn.” In fact, it is a barn. It's one of the
few barns of the region. Duke is just lucky. If he haoked at a fake barn instead, he would
have believed that it was a barn. In this case, ihsdbat Duke’s belief that he was driving by a
barn is justified and also reasonable. It looks like ra laaad he has never heard about a region
full of fake barns. Moreover, his belief is also true. Betcannot say that he knows that he was
driving by a barn. It is type of Gettier cise

Mr. Majid says his prayer regularly in Dhaka University Mos. Mr. Biswas who is a
faculty member of the university also says his prayeretrand see Mr. Majid every time.
Mr.Biswas believes that Mr. Majid is a faculty membdramy of the departments of the
university. Therefore, he has strong evidence that a) M&jid is a faculty member, and
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thereafter he assumes that b) Mr. Majid is a facogmber, or Sharmin is in Comilla , c) Mr.
Majid is a faculty member, or Sharmin is in Rajshald dih Mr. Majid is a faculty member, or
Sharmin is in Bogra. Sharmin is a Govt. employ postdéeiajshahi just day before yesterday and
before that she was posted at a college in Bagerhat. Kjrid M not a faculty member of any
department of Dhaka University rather he is a news quoretent of a quarterly Literary
Magazine. But the proposition (c) is true and the resulbgical deduction; Mr. Biswas’ belief
that Sharmin is in Rajshabhi is true and also justified. ButBiswas cannot say that he knows
that (c).

In this way a number of Gettier problem can be constduatel cited, every of which
fails to fulfill the necessary and sufficient comalit of knowledge.

Contemporary epistemologists showed their reactiorthe® Gettier problem. Some
reacted positively i.e. in favour of the traditionalabmsis of knowledge and rejects Gettier
objection, on the other hand there are a good numbepmiemporary epistemologists who
reacted negatively i.e. in favour of Gettier but innttast to the traditional analysis of
knowledge.

Michael Clark showed his reaction against the Gettase in his “Knowledge and
Grounds: A Comment on Mr. Gettier's Paper.” Here hgssédin each case (of Gettier) a
proposition which is in fact true is believed on grounds Wwhace in fact false. Since the
grounding proposition in each case entails the propasitiqustifies (the conclusion), and

grounding proposition, although false, is justifiably &edid.™

He points out to the fact that q is
false, and suggested that it is the reason why Smitlotéersaid to know a proposition, each of
S’s grounds for it must be true, as well as his groundiifogrounds, etc.. That Clark proposes a
further requirement for knowledge. He requires that efc¢he beliefs in S’s chain of inference
be true. Whereas the traditional analysis of knowledgaires a fact corresponding to S’s belief
of p, Clark require that a fact corresponding to eac®®beliefs on which he based his belief of

p. Itis due to the objection raised by Gettier.
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Sara Smollett observes that there is a gap in the assumption ofeGetgarding the
acceptance of the justification of true belief. Hatemds that someone may drive a car but it
does not ensure that he owns the car. He says tltwehwant for knowledge is not only the
justified true belief but that correctly justified truelief which is based on real true not on fake
true proposition. For him, the justification must be idafly sound, false or inaccurate
justification does not seem to satisfy the requiremehtsiowledge. Knowledge must involve
this objective justificatiotf. To have knowledge of a proposition one must have aecprr
ultimately undefeatable argument. In order to know anythirggneed to test the validity of our
judgment. We do not want to say that we have knowledgewmthave searched for additional
truths, defeaters, and defeater-defeaters. He alsahsdys

‘I am sufficiently satisfied with the definition ddnhowledge that | have outlined, that
knowledge is objective, correctly justified true belledlo not see how any of the Gettier
examples discussed point to a problem with the defingfdmowledge, because | do not
think any of the examples illustrate knowledge as just defilteseems that the real
problem in the Gettier problem is not a question about vehethe scenarios present
knowledge or not, but whether knowledge is ever obtainable.”

Another group of philosophers hold that a false propositannot justify another
proposition to be true. That a proposition p, canfystmother, h, only if p is true. G. Mayer and
Kenneth Stern argue that, “(c) ounterexamples of th&ieBeaort all turn on the principle that
someone can be justified in accepting a certain proposition evidence p even though p is
false.”™ They contend that this principle is false and therefioeecounterexamples fail. Among
this group is D.M. Armstrong. He writes that,

“Gettier produces counterexamples to the thesis thafigalstrue belief is knowledge by
producing true beliefs based on justifiably believed grounds,..whete these ground
are in fact false. But because possession of such greontts not constitute possession
of knowledge, | should have thought it obvious that theytao weak to serve a suitable

ground.™
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What Armstrong wants to say is that Gettier's exanpldefective because they rely on the false

principle i.e. false proposition can justify one’sibkin other propositions.

We also get reaction from Alvin Goldman. Goldman is &iticle A Causal Theory of
Knowing™® proposes a fourth condition for knowledge in addition te #xisting three
conditions. He told that in Gettier's Ford examples dhing was missed and that is a causal
connection between the fact that makes p true andhSniuelief of p. for him the traditional
analysis of knowledge requires that there be a causalection between p and S’s belief, not
necessarily that p be a cause of S’s belief. p antehisf of p can also be causally connected in
a way that yields knowledge if both p and S’s beliefjpochave a common cause. His new

formulation of the analysis of knowledge is:

S knows that p if and only if the fact p is causatiynected in an “appropriate”

way with S’s believing p.

“Appropriate” knowledge-producing causal processes include beving:
(1) perception
(2) memory
(3) a causal chain....
(4) Combination of (1), (2), and (3)
He emphasized that this analysis is stronger thatrddéional analysis of knowledge in certain
respects. Thus as a positive reaction to the view tifegeArmstrong goes on to the condition of

causal connectivity as a fourth condition for being kndgéeof a proposition.

Chisholm, the foundationalist and one of the concmseipporters of the traditional
analysis of the definition of knowledge stated his tieaan his several writings. He pointed that
many a solution has been proposed to solve the probleributat easy to handle the problem
so easily because in every case there is some lagapalFor example, some one may oppose
that Gettier's ‘Ford’ example provides only inductive ornsgemonstrative evidence and
therefore it cannot be known to be true. But Chishodriddhthat “... unless the things we can

know are restricted to what is self-presenting or apmge must face the possibility that some of
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the things we know have only inductive, or non-demonseatvidence'®. There are also some
who tends to say that in the ‘Ford’ case of Gettier¢doncerning proposition is based on a false
proposition and hence they say that if one is to hamavledge, then the evidence that one has
must not confer evidence upon anything that is false. Buigrolut the objection, Chisholm says
that ‘a proposition can be known even though what cerdeidence upon that proposition also
confers evidence upon a proposition that is false.” Chishibinks that in Gettier's cases the
propositions are made evident by other proposition anefdre by method it is inductive or
non-demonstrative i.e. if one proposition makes amoth@ent, then the first proposition does
not logically entail the second proposition which makgsossible that a true proposition can
make a false proposition evident. Therefore, they aecéises that are “defectively evidefit.”
He defines it in the following way,

h is defectively evident for S = (1) there is an uehghat e makes h evident for S; and
(2) everything that makes h evident for S makenething that is false evident for S.

He proposed as the forth condition for knowledge thahauld not be defectively evident. But
he himself rejected the view arguing that “ ... if we werelo this, then we would have to say,
incorrectly, that Gettier's Smith does not know th&tJenes has all times in the past ..... etc”) is
true®. Basically it is a very complicated issue and notyeasgive a perfect and widely
accepted solution to the problem.

The basic weakness of the traditional analysihefdefinition of knowledge, as pointed
out by Gettier, is that it may be fallible and itnet knowledge but a result of luck. If anyone
attempts to uphold the traditional analysis of knowletigehas to make lower the possibility of
its being fallible and as a matter of luck or he may nesrihese weakness from the traditional
analysis of knowledge or he may make lower the pogyilufi at least one of the weaknesses.
Stephen Hetheringtdhshows at least five proposals to solve the probleneddiy Gettier in
respect of the analysis of knowledge. Those are tladliimlity proposal, the eliminate luck
proposal, the no false evidence proposal, the no defegogal, and appropriate causality
proposal. Mentionable that, all those proposals areeuffby different philosophers in different
form. But none of the proposals is acceptable in the longlue to some defects. The proposals
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tempted to modify the traditional definition of knowledtpe justified true belief. Accepting the
usual interpretation they contend that knowledge is abserGettier cases. Some of the
epistemologists considered this as a strong intuiteganding the absence of knowledge in
Gettier cases. In this respect, Hetherington pointshaiit
“Nonetheless, a few epistemological voices dissennfthat approach (as this section
and the next will indicate). These seek dissolvethe Gettier challenge. Instead of
accepting the standard interpretation of Gettier casekinstead of trying to find a direct
solution to the challenge that the cases are therdley t® ground, a dissolution of the
cases denies that they ground any such challenge in theléce. And one way of
developing such a dissolution is to deny or weaken the ugudaian by which almost all
epistemologists claim to be guided in interpreting Gettises®?.

He also mentioned that an empirical research wae aone on the issue by some
epistemologists where it is found as the result ofitlvestigation that knowledge is there in
Gettier cases as suggested by the general people. Buahaees question arises regarding the
method of inquiry of the epistemological issues, wlethbe empirical i.e. quantitative or non-
empirical i.e. qualitative. Hetherington also proposes Khowing Luckily Proposalhich
knowledge is possible even if uncommon. He holds thate ‘Fitoposal will grant that there
would be a difference between knowing that p in a conipata ordinary way and knowing that
p in a comparatively lucky way. Knowing comparativelykilcthat p would be (i) knowing that
p (where this might remain one’s having a justified trukebehat p), even while also (ii)
running, or having run, a greater risk of not having that knowléafep. In that sense, it would
be to know that p less securely or stably or dependable fletingly or unpredictably?®

Therefore, we have found that for the knowledge we adedrth condition. But it is yet
to consensus which of the proposed conditions can bealbgadded to the traditional analysis
of knowledge universally. We got that every proposal $e&wc the new condition from a
different look, which makes it difficult to reject oa&d accept the other because each proposal
is logically sound and significant
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IV

What knowledge is, is a vital question throughout the ageitBs difficult to come to a
consensus position regarding the nature and definitikima@f/ledge. To my view, in respect of
discussion of knowledge, the issue of justification shdelémphasized most. It is because of at
least two reasons; firstly, it entails the otheo tvonditions of knowledge as characterized by the
traditional epistemologists including Chisholmians of tmntemporary epistemologists, and
secondly, the term justification is widely used to aadé both the certainty and possibility of
knowledge. Knowledge must be infallible, as hold by sofrttie contemporary epistemologists.
To be infallible knowledge must be certain but it is qaiféicult to get the certain knowledge.
The criteria of the certainty of knowledge are toadmalyzed thereafter. Though the Logical
positivists’ criterion for knowledge i.e. knowledge iso verified, may be a criterion for certain
knowledge but it fails to answer the objections raiseditigrent philosophers of language. So,
the verifiability principle cannot be the criterion @drtain knowledge. Certain knowledge is only
possible when the resultant proposition will not be, risult of luck or guesswork or it will be
fallible or contradictory to the pre-established certanowledge or so. But in this respect the
status regarding the basic beliefs should be examiredtl®se be identified as certain because
they are the elementary or atomic (Russellian terlogy)? All these are the questions
concerning the justification of knowledge. There is #eliutility to define knowledge by
assigning so and so conditions for knowledge. The onlgr@mi for knowledge is whether it
ensures a sound justification or not, obviously the sousiification should necessarily include
both the sufficient and necessary conditions for Kaedge. So lets search such type of
justification method for having certain knowledge. Mywi@ this regard is that though the
contemporary epistemologists are searching for thdibleaknowledge which is not possible as
conceived by them including Gettier through the traditioaahlysis of the definition of
knowledge, how much is it possible to achieve the requmfadlible knowledge. There is hardly
any proposition of facts which is certain and infallibléere are many scientific assertions that
are now accepted as infallible, but centuries beforg Were not accepted as a temporary true
proposition even. As for example, regarding the shaydility and position of the Earth in the
solar system was far away from the assertions @hatnow evidentially exposed. But the

researchers are not sure how long will their viewsrndigg the earth be accepted as true. It may
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be fallible after centuries. So there must be (orethe a) a time limit of the truth of the
propositions. New scientific discoveries and disc@gerof new hypothesis reject many
established truths. More over, in respect of formal tnftAn assertion we have to depend on
logical analysis. Karl Popper, the philosopher of s@enbo is also an epistemologist is also in
a sense fallibilist, because when he says ‘we di&mmiv, we can only guess’, he rejects the idea
of knowledge being certain and hence knowledge is notlibiéal But human attempt will
continue to discover the infallible knowledge and in thspeet the concept and method of
justification may play the vital role. Therefore, thmst significant problem of epistemology is

the problem of justification not to define knowledge.
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