
Chapter 8
A Problem for the Traditional Account
of Knowledge

Abstract This chapter begins by briefly recapping what has been discovered
about the traditional account of knowledge throughout the previous chapters. The
traditional account of knowledge holds that one has knowledge of some proposition
just in case one justifiedly believes the proposition, and the proposition is true.
As earlier chapters showed, believing a proposition requires having an appropriate
mental representation of the proposition, being justified in believing the proposition
requires believing on it on the basis of sufficiently strong evidence, and a propo-
sition’s being true consists of it accurately describing objective reality. After the
traditional account of knowledge has been made clear, a decisive objection to that
account of knowledge is explained: the Gettier Problem. In addition to explaining
how the Gettier Problem shows that the traditional account of knowledge is
incomplete this chapter explores some promising responses to the Gettier Problem.
Finally, the chapter concludes by noting that even without an answer to the Gettier
Problem we can use the traditional account of knowledge as a framework for
understanding scientific knowledge.

Now that we have covered the various components of the traditional account of
knowledge in some detail we are in a position to spell out the traditional account
more fully than we did initially.

Traditional Account of Knowledge
S knows that p if and only if:
1) S believes that p (has a mental representation of p and is guided by that

representation—takes p as true)
2) p is true (p correctly describes objective, mind-independent reality)
3) S’s belief that p is justified (S has sufficiently strong evidence for thinking that p is

true, and S bases her belief that p on that evidence)

Philosophers almost universally accepted this conception of the nature of knowl-
edge for hundreds of years (BonJour 2010a). In fact, as we noted in chapter two,
something like the traditional account of knowledge has formed the foundation for
thinking about knowledge for more than 2000 years. Despite its long and impressive
history almost all philosophers now agree that the traditional account of knowledge
has been refuted (BonJour 2010a; Feldman 2003; Hetherington 2005; Jenkins-
Ichikawa and Steup 2014; Steup 1996). The refutation of the traditional account
of knowledge comes at the hand of Gettier cases, named after Edmund Gettier
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120 8 A Problem for the Traditional Account of Knowledge

who is credited with bringing this class of problems for the traditional account to
the forefront of discussions of the nature of knowledge.1 In this chapter we will
explore the Gettier Problem and its implications for our understanding of the nature
of knowledge.

8.1 Gettier’s Cases

The best place to start exploring the Gettier Problem is with Edmund Gettier’s
original cases. Here is the first:

COINS2

Suppose that Smith and Jones have applied for a certain job. And suppose that Smith
has strong evidence for the following conjunctive proposition:

(d) Jones is the man who will get the job, and Jones has ten coins in his pocket.
Smith’s evidence for (d) might be that the president of the company assured him that

Jones would in the end be selected, and that he, Smith, had counted the coins in Jones’s
pocket ten minutes ago. Proposition (d) entails:

(e) The man who will get the job has ten coins in his pocket.
Let us suppose that Smith sees the entailment from (d) to (e), and accepts (e) on the

grounds of (d), for which he has strong evidence. In this case, Smith is clearly justified
in believing that (e) is true. But imagine, further, that unknown to Smith, he himself, not
Jones, will get the job. And, also, unknown to Smith, he himself has ten coins in his pocket.
(Gettier 1963, p. 122)

Although Smith’s belief that (e) is justified and true, it does not seem that Smith
knows that (e), <the man who will get the job has ten coins in his pocket>.

Here is Gettier’s other case:

TRIP
Let us suppose that Smith has strong evidence for the following proposition:
(f) Jones owns a Ford.
Smith’s evidence might be that Jones has at all times in the past within Smith’s memory

owned a car, and always a Ford, and that Jones has just offered Smith a ride while driving
a Ford. Let us imagine, now, that Smith has another friend, Brown, of whose whereabouts
he is totally ignorant. Smith selects three place-names quite at random, and constructs the
following three propositions:

(g) Either Jones owns a Ford, or Brown is in Boston;
(h) Either Jones owns a Ford, or Brown is in Barcelona;

1Interestingly, Gettier’s famous paper describing these problems was published in 1963, but
Bertrand Russell (1912) described what is essentially a Gettier case involving a stopped clock.
Chisholm (1977) notes that Alexius Meinong discussed these sorts of cases even earlier in 1906.
Although Meinong and Russell first discussed the sort of case that Gettier made famous, Gettier is
credited with discovering them. Plausibly, the reason for this is that Gettier emphasized the impact
that such cases have on the traditional account of knowledge, but Meinong and Russell did not.
Whatever the reason, the subsequent literature has credited Gettier with raising the issue and even
refers to fixing the traditional account of knowledge so that it yields the intuitive correct results in
Gettier cases as the “Gettier Problem”.
2Here I give names to both of Gettier’s cases in order to make them easier to refer to in the text. In
the original he simply refers to them as “Case I” and “Case II”.
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(i) Either Jones owns a Ford, or Brown is in Brest-Litovsk.
Each of these propositions is entailed by (f). Imagine that Smith realizes the entailment

of each of these propositions he has constructed by (f), and proceeds to accept (g), (h), and
(i) on the basis of (f). Smith has correctly inferred (g), (h), and (i) from a proposition for
which he has strong evidence. Smith is therefore completely justified in believing each of
these three propositions. Smith, of course, has no idea where Brown is. But imagine now
that two further conditions hold. First, Jones does not own a Ford, but is at present driving
a rented car. And secondly,

by the sheerest coincidence, and entirely unknown to Smith, the place mentioned in
proposition(h) happens really to be the place where Brown is. (Gettier 1963, pp. 122–23)

Again, Smith’s belief that (h) is justified and true, but it does not seem that he
knows (h).

COINS and TRIP both seem to clearly demonstrate that the traditional account of
knowledge is flawed. In both cases Smith has a justified true belief that, intuitively,
is not an instance of knowledge. Admittedly, both of these cases are a bit strange
and a little far-fetched. However, the traditional account of knowledge is supposed
to account for knowledge in all possible cases. COINS and TRIP, while strange, are
not impossible. Since they are possible situations, the traditional account, if true,
must hold in them. Yet, in both of these cases it seems that the traditional account
of knowledge fails. In other words, COINS and TRIP seem to clearly demonstrate
that it is possible to satisfy all three of the conditions of the traditional account
of knowledge and still fail to have knowledge. Gettier’s cases show that justified
true belief is not sufficient for knowledge. Thus, Gettier’s cases have refuted the
traditional account of knowledge.

8.2 Initial Responses to the Gettier Problem

Despite the widespread agreement that Gettier’s cases show that the traditional
account of knowledge is mistaken, most philosophers accept that something like
the traditional account is correct. In fact, although it is accepted that Gettier’s
cases show that the three conditions of the traditional account are not sufficient
for knowledge, it is widely accepted that they are necessary for it (BonJour 2010a;
Feldman 2003; Hetherington 2005; Steup 1996). That is to say, Gettier showed that
having a justified true belief that p is not enough to know that p, but his cases do not
show that you can know that p without having a justified true belief that p. It is still
commonly held that justified true belief is necessary for knowledge.

Since most philosophers hold that justified true belief is necessary for knowledge,
the majority of responses to the Gettier Problem involve adding a fourth condition
to the three conditions of the traditional account of knowledge. The purpose of
this fourth condition is to rule out beliefs like Smith’s in Gettier’s cases from
counting as knowledge. Before examining some of the fourth conditions that have
been proposed, it will be instructive to consider a couple responses that seek to
fix the traditional account of knowledge without adding a further condition to the
original three.
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It is apparent that both COINS and TRIP rely on two important assumptions.
First, in both cases it is assumed that it is possible for someone to have a justified
false belief. In both cases Smith infers the true proposition from a justified false
belief that he has—(d) in COINS and (f) in TRIP. Second, in both cases it is assumed
that it is possible to become justified in believing a proposition by deducing it from
things you justifiedly believe. That is to say, both cases involve Smith deducing
other propositions from his justified false beliefs. Given that Gettier’s cases rely on
two assumptions, two initial responses to the Gettier Problem jump out at us. Deny
one or the other of the assumptions at work in Gettier’s cases. Unfortunately, neither
of these responses is very plausible. Let us take a look at each.

One way to avoid the Gettier Problem is to simply deny that it is possible to
have justified false beliefs.3 The idea here would be to maintain that one must
have infallible evidence in support of p in order to be justified in believing that
p. Infallible evidence is evidence that is so strong that it is not possible to have
that evidence for p when p is false. This would avoid the Getter Problem because
in Gettier’s cases Smith does not have infallible evidence in support of either
(d) or (f). On this view of what is required for justification Smith would not be
justified in believing (d) or (f). Without justified beliefs in these propositions Smith’s
inferences to the problematic propositions in these cases would not be justified.
Thus, Smith would not be justified in believing (e) or (h). Therefore, there would be
no justified true belief which fails to be knowledge in either of these cases because
the problematic belief would not be justified at all. And so, there would be no
problem for the traditional account of knowledge.

While it might be tempting to think that we can avoid the Gettier Problem by
accepting that justification requires infallible evidence, this cannot be correct. At
least, it cannot be correct if we have hardly any justified beliefs at all. Requiring
infallible evidence for justification straightforwardly leads to a thoroughgoing
skepticism. At times our perceptual experiences can fail to be accurate. That is
to say, sometimes we are subject to illusions, hallucinations, or simply misleading
perceptual information. A clear example of this occurs in the famous Müller-Lyer
illusion. In this illusion line segments of the same length appear to be different
lengths because of the placement of arrow “heads” or “tails” on the line segment.
This illusion and many others demonstrate that our perceptual experiences do not
provide us with infallible evidence. Moreover, it is exceedingly plausible that, for
any given perceptual experience you have, it is possible that the experience is
misleading. This creates a severe problem for the view that justification requires
infallible evidence. If you must have evidence of this strength in order to be justified
in believing something, you are not even justified in believing that you are currently
reading this book! After all, it is possible that you have your current evidence
(perceptual experiences), which supports believing that you are currently reading

3This is the sort of view of justification made famous by Descartes (1641/1988). The Gettier
Problem prompted a couple other epistemologists to seriously consider this view of justification
too. See Lehrer (1971) and Unger (1971) for endorsements of this view.
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this book, and yet you are not reading a book at all. It could be that you are having
a very vivid hallucination as of reading this book, or you are in fact dreaming that
you are currently reading this book. Admittedly, neither of these possibilities is at
all likely to be true, but they are possibilities nonetheless. Since they are possible,
the evidence that you have for thinking you are reading this book is not infallible.
If we accept that infallible evidence is required for justification, then you are not
justified in believing that you are reading this book. This sort of problem arises for
all of your other beliefs about the world around you. Further, the evidence you gain
from memory does not satisfy this infallibility requirement either. So, you would not
be justified in believing the things you seem to remember. Similar considerations
apply to most all of your beliefs. Thus, if we attempt to avoid the Gettier Problem
by requiring infallible evidence for justification, we are stuck with a very extreme
form of skepticism. In this case we would be avoiding one problem by embracing a
much worse one.

A second way to avoid the Gettier Problem that might seem attractive, at least
initially, is to deny that it is possible to become justified in believing a proposition
by deducing it from things you justifiedly believe. However, once we think about
this more carefully it becomes clear that this is not a very plausible response either.
Intuitively, it seems that if you justifiedly believe that p, and you justifiedly believe
that <p entails q>, then you should be in a position to justifiedly believe that q on
the basis of an inference from p and <p entails q>. This response to the Gettier
problem would deny this intuition though. According to this response, when you
justifiedly believe that you are reading this book, and you justifiedly believe that if
you are reading this book, then you know how to read, you cannot justifiedly believe
that you know how to read by inferring it from these two justified beliefs. Denying
that you can become justified in believing a proposition by deducing it from things
you justifiedly believe is highly implausible. Again, such a response seems to avoid
one problem by embracing an even worse one. What is more, this sort of response
cannot handle all Gettier style cases—it fails in both Chisholm’s (1977) “sheep in
the field” case and Goldman’s (1976) “fake barn” case, both of which are described
below. Not surprisingly, few philosophers have accepted either of these responses.

8.3 A Fourth Condition for Knowledge?

Since the initial “quick fixes” to the Gettier Problem are implausible, philosophers
have tried other responses. As we noted above, the typical strategy is to add a fourth
condition designed to block the problem that arises for the traditional account of
knowledge in Gettier cases. An early attempt at such a fourth condition which
has some initial plausibility is what is sometimes called the “no false lemmas”
(Jenkins-Ichikawa and Steup 2014) or “no false grounds” (Feldman 2003) response.
Michael Clark (1963) put this response forward shortly after the publication of
Gettier’s original presentation of the problem. According to this response, the
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Gettier Problem can be solved by adding the following condition to the traditional
account of knowledge:

All of S’s grounds for believing p are true (Feldman 2003, p. 31).

The idea encapsulated in this condition is that the reasons S has for believing that
p must all be true. In other words, S cannot know that p if she bases her belief that
p on something false.

At first glance the no false grounds response seems to fare well. In both of
Gettier’s cases Smith has false grounds. In COINS Smith bases his belief that (e),
<the man who will get the job has ten coins in his pocket>, on (d), <Jones is the man
who will get the job, and Jones has ten coins in his pocket>. But, (d) is false. Hence,
according to the no false grounds response, Smith fails to know that (e), which is the
intuitively correct result. Similarly, in TRIP Smith bases his belief on a false ground.
In this case Smith bases his belief that (h), <either Jones owns a Ford, or Brown is
in Barcelona> on his false belief that (f), <Jones owns a Ford>. Thus, again the no
false grounds response yields the intuitive result that Smith does not know that (h)
is true.

Despite its ability to handle Gettier’s original cases, the no false grounds response
fails for two reasons. First of all, there are other Gettier style cases for which it does
not give the right results.4 Here is one from Roderick Chisholm (1977, p. 105):

A man takes there to be a sheep in the field and does so under conditions which are such
that, when a man does thus take there to be a sheep in the field, then it is evident to him
that there is a sheep in the field. The man, however, has mistaken a dog for a sheep and so
what he sees is not a sheep at all. Nevertheless, unsuspected by the man, there is a sheep in
another part of the field.

Chisholm’s example seems to be a Gettier style case—the man has a justified
true belief that there is a sheep in the field, but intuitively he lacks knowledge. The
no false grounds response does not seem to rule out the man’s knowing there is a
sheep in the field in this case though. The reason for this is that the man does not
seem to be basing his belief that there is a sheep in the field on a false ground. He is
basing his belief directly on his visual experience and his background knowledge of
what sheep look like. As a result, it seems that the no false grounds approach is not
up to the task of saving the traditional account of knowledge from the general threat
of Gettier style cases.

An additional problem for the no false grounds response is that it seems to lead to
skepticism. It is plausible that there will often, if not always, be some false ground
that plays a role in the beliefs we form in ordinary cases (Hetherington 2005). If
this is true, then according to the no false grounds response most, if not all, of
our justified beliefs will fall short of knowledge. This skeptical concern has led
some epistemologists to modify the no false grounds approach to the “no essential
dependence on a falsehood” response (Feldman 2003; Harman 1973; Lehrer 2000;
Lycan 2006).

4For additional Gettier style cases where it does not seem that the person is relying on a false
ground see Feldman (1974), Goldman (1976), and Lehrer (1979).
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According to the no essential dependence on a falsehood response, having knowl-
edge does not require that you have no false grounds for the known proposition.
Instead, this response adds the following fourth condition to the traditional account
of knowledge:

S’s justification for p does not essentially depend on any falsehood (Feldman 2003, p. 37).

The idea here is that even if S bases her belief on something false that does not
automatically rule out her having knowledge. In order for S to fail to know it has
to be that the bases of her belief that p which remain after we have taken away the
falsehoods are not sufficient for justification. For instance, if Marisa believes that
there is a tree in her yard because she has a visual experience of a tree and because
she believes it is a logical impossibility for someone to have a yard and not have a
tree in it, her belief could still count as knowledge. According to the no essential
dependence on a falsehood response, Marisa’s belief may still be an instance of
knowledge because even without her false belief that it is a logical impossibility for
someone to have a yard and not have a tree in it, Marisa’s belief is still justified by
her visual experience.

The no essential dependence upon a falsehood response improves upon the
no false grounds response because it does not seem to have the same skeptical
problems. Yet, one might worry that it still faces a problem with Gettier style cases
like Chisholm’s sheep in the field case. Richard Feldman (2003) claims that the no
essential dependence on a falsehood response yields the intuitively correct result in
Chisholm’s case though. He maintains that the man’s belief that there is a sheep
in the field “depends essentially on the proposition that what he sees is a sheep”,
and that belief is false (Feldman 2003, p. 36). So, Feldman claims the no essential
dependence on a falsehood response gives the intuitive result that the man does not
know there is a sheep in the field.

Perhaps this is correct, though it is not clearly so (Steup 1996). After all, it is not
clear that the man forms a belief that what he sees is a sheep. It is plausible that
he simply has a visual experience as of a sheep and immediately forms the belief
that there is a sheep in the field. Even if this response works for Chisholm’s case,
another Gettier style case seems to pose a problem for the no essential dependence
on a falsehood response though:

Henry is driving in the countryside with his son. For the boy’s edification Henry identifies
various objects on the landscape as they come into view. “That’s a cow,” says Henry, “That’s
a tractor,” “That’s a silo,” “That’s a barn,” etc. Henry has no doubt about the identity of these
objects; in particular, he has no doubt that the last-mentioned object is a barn, which indeed
it is. Each of the identified objects has features characteristic of its type. Moreover, each
object is fully in view, Henry has excellent eyesight, and he has enough time to look at
them reasonably carefully, since there is little traffic to distract him : : : unknown to Henry,
the district he has just entered is full of papier-mâché facsimiles of barns. These facsimiles
look from the road exactly like barns, but are really just facades, without back walls or
interiors, quite incapable of being used as barns. They are so cleverly constructed that
travelers invariably mistake them for barns. Having just entered the district, Henry has not
encountered any facsimiles; the object he sees is a genuine barn. But if the object on that
site were a facsimile, Henry would mistake it for a barn. (Goldman 1976, pp. 772–73)5

5Although Goldman was the first to publish this example, he credits Carl Ginet with coming up
with the fake barn case.
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In this “fake barn” Gettier-style example it seems that Henry has a justified true
belief that the object is a barn, but the belief does not amount to knowledge. It is far
from clear that the no essential dependence on a falsehood response can yield the
intuitively correct result in this case. No falsehood immediately stands out as being
essential for Henry’s justification for thinking that he sees a barn. Thus, it seems the
no essential dependence on a falsehood response is problematic as well.6

While there are a number of responses that seek to provide the elusive fourth
condition that will fix the traditional account of knowledge, none of them have been
widely accepted. Rather than catalog these various responses and their problems,
we will turn our attention to responses to the Gettier Problem that do not attempt to
provide a fourth condition. 7

8.4 Other Responses to the Problem

The difficulty of the Gettier Problem and the lack of consensus concerning proposed
responses have led some to think that a solution of the sort we are after is simply
not to be had. Linda Zagzebski (1994) argues that the only way to avoid the Gettier
Problem is to either make justification so strict that it entails the truth of the relevant
proposition (the infallibilist response from above) or to divorce justification from
truth to the point that even in the Gettier cases the person has knowledge. We have
already noted that the infallibilist response has implausible skeptical consequences.
Although some have taken the second approach that Zagzebski mentions, it is far
from popular.8 There is good reason for this—the intuition that the subject fails
to know is one of the most widely held intuitions in contemporary epistemology;
almost everyone agrees that the subject lacks knowledge in these cases.9 In light of
these considerations, neither of these options seems to be all that promising.

6Most philosophers think that fake barn cases are Gettier cases, but see Gendler and Hawthorne
(2005) for some reasons to think that fake barn cases are not genuine Gettier cases. Of course, if
such cases are not genuine Gettier cases, then the no essential dependence on a falsehood response
is in better shape than it appears at this point.
7See Lycan (2006), Shope (1983), and Turri (2012a) for overviews of the various responses to the
Gettier Problem that have been put forward and the difficulties facing each of these responses.
8See Butchvarov (1970) for a view of knowledge that is amenable to this sort of response. See
Hetherington (1998, 2001) and Turri (2012b) for recent attempts to make this approach more
palatable.
9Almost all philosophers accept the intuition at play in the Gettier style cases (that the subject lacks
knowledge of the proposition in question). Nonetheless, some have argued that survey research
suggests that non-philosophers may not always share this intuition, see Weinberg et al. (2001).
These results have been challenged on the ground that there is merely a verbal disagreement
between what non-philosophers are claiming and the intuition held by philosophers (Sosa 2007,
2009). Others argue that the intuitions of non-philosophers are not important in this case because
they lack the sort of training that makes one good at evaluating abstract cases like Gettier style cases
(Ludwig 2007; Williamson 2007). Still others have conducted additional survey research with the
result that non-philosophers share the same intuition as philosophers about this sort of case (Turri
2013). So, at present it appears safe to say that the intuition that the subject in a Gettier-style case
lacks knowledge is on pretty firm ground.
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Others have taken the history of the Gettier Problem and the failure of various
attempts to solve the problem to show that it cannot be solved. This has helped
give rise to the “knowledge first” approach to epistemology (Williamson 2000).
Essentially, this approach to epistemology holds that knowledge is an unanalyzable
concept—we can never give an acceptable full analysis of the necessary and
sufficient conditions for knowledge. Despite its being unanalyzable, supporters of
this approach to epistemology hold that knowledge is an important concept that can
be used to analyze other important epistemic concepts such as justification. Impor-
tantly, those who accept this approach, such as its most prominent defender, Timothy
Williamson (2000), allow that even though knowledge is not susceptible to complete
analysis there are still necessary and sufficient conditions for knowledge that can be
identified, and it can be quite informative to identify them. Not surprisingly, the
break with traditional epistemology that the knowledge first approach advocates is
very controversial.10

The rise of the knowledge first approach as well as a general dissatisfaction with
responses to the Gettier Problem have led some to think that philosophers should not
be focused on analyzing knowledge at all. Several philosophers have argued that it
is not knowledge that we should be concerned about anyway, but rather, we should
be concerned with things like justification and evidence.11 We tentatively reached a
similar conclusion in chapter four when discussing verisimilitude. Recognizing the
importance of the concept of verisimilitude and appreciating the fact that knowledge
requires truth, not truthlikeness but truth full stop, provides reason for thinking that
it is not really knowledge in the strict sense that we should be concerned with at all.
These facts about knowledge and verisimilitude give us some reason to think that
what really matters for scientific inquiry, and inquiry in general, is the evidence we
have in support of particular claims and theories rather than knowledge. Of course,
this does not mean that we cannot use the term “knowledge” to signify a particularly
high cognitive ideal, but it does mean that we may want to rethink our general focus.

8.5 The Move Away from Knowledge

When faced with the difficulty of solving the Gettier Problem many philosophers
opt for picking an initially plausible response (one that seems to handle most
of the central Gettier-style cases) and continuing to work with the traditional
account (Feldman 2003). This sort of approach would suffice for our purposes.
Nevertheless, it is worth briefly considering here what effect moving away from
concentrating on knowledge to focusing on justification and evidence would have
on our understanding of NOS.

10For criticisms of this approach see the essays collected in Greenough and Pritchard (2009).
11See BonJour (2010a, b), Goodman and Elgin (1988), Elgin (1996), Kaplan (1985), and Kvanvig
(1998, 2003).



128 8 A Problem for the Traditional Account of Knowledge

Some commonly held aspects of NOS seem to make more sense when construed
in terms of evidence and justification rather than knowledge. For instance, it is much
more plausible that a theory which we are justified in believing to be true is tentative
than it is that a theory we know to be true is tentative. Plausibly, when we speak of
“scientific knowledge” what we really mean is scientific claims for which we have
sufficient evidence to think they are true (or approximately true to a specific degree).
Often, we are not careful to distinguish between knowledge and justified belief—as
we have seen, there is perhaps a good reason for this since it is so difficult to say
exactly what knowledge is. It seems that our focus is really not on knowledge at all,
but rather on the sort of evidence, and methods of gaining that evidence, that can
justify us in believing particular scientific claims are true.

In spite of the potential theoretical benefit of moving away from a strict focus on
knowledge and the fact that we seem to be most concerned with evidence and justifi-
cation anyway, it seems that there are practical reasons for continuing to use the term
“scientific knowledge”. Shifting from talking about scientific knowledge to theories
and claims that are justified or reasonable to believe in light of the evidence may lead
to the mistaken thought that many of our best scientific theories and laws are “just
theories”. This is a common, misguided objection to evolutionary theory.12 Addi-
tionally, it is useful to continue to talk about scientific knowledge because doing so
may help to avoid the problem of failing to distinguish well-supported facts in sci-
ence from things that one merely believes.13 In light of these concerns, it may be best
to continue to employ the term “scientific knowledge” even though when we do so
we are not particularly concerned with whether the state we are describing satisfies
whatever condition might be necessary to solve the Gettier Problem. It is evidence
and justification that we really care about. Nevertheless, the term “scientific knowl-
edge” may be employed to signify beliefs that satisfy the conditions of the tradi-
tional account of knowledge. Of course, as we have noted, even without a complete
analysis of knowledge it is exceedingly plausible that the three conditions of the tra-
ditional account are required for knowledge. It is because of this that often our dis-
cussions of beliefs for which we satisfy the conditions of the traditional account are
discussions of knowledge. This is so because these discussions are concerned with
whether a particular belief satisfies various necessary components of knowledge.

8.6 Conclusion

In this chapter we have explored a major problem facing the traditional account
of knowledge, the Gettier Problem. The Gettier Problem shows that the three
conditions of the traditional account are not sufficient for knowledge. We have

12See McCain and Weslake (2013) for discussion of this and other misguided objections to
evolution.
13See Kampourakis (2014) for discussion of this problem.
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considered some of the many responses to this problem and seen that they are
problematic. Unfortunately, this seems to be the case with all responses to the Gettier
Problem. Despite the difficulty of responding to the Gettier Problem we can still
continue on our path of exploring the philosophical foundation for understanding
scientific knowledge. Although we have seen that it is possible to change our focus
from scientific knowledge to evidence and justification for scientific claims, we
will continue to use the term “scientific knowledge” and will focus on the key
components of the traditional account of knowledge. In doing this we can work
with the assumption that something along the lines of the traditional account of
knowledge is correct—if one is unwilling to grant this assumption, we can still
continue to focus on knowledge; we simply need to do so with the understanding
that it is the justification component and its reliance upon evidence that is most
central to our investigation.

We have now completed Part I of this book. Throughout the chapters of this part
we have explored many issues related to the traditional account of knowledge. We
have seen that there are a number of live philosophical debates concerning various
important components of knowledge. Although we often had to leave these debates
unresolved, merely appreciating the foci of these debates and some of the major
positions in the debates has helped to provide us with a fairly broad basis from which
to understand the general features of knowledge. The understanding of the general
features of knowledge afforded by our examination of the facets of the traditional
account of knowledge provides us with a solid framework for better understanding
NOS and the debates surrounding this important concept. We will now begin to
narrow our focus from knowledge in general to an exploration of aspects of scientific
knowledge in particular.
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