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Necessary and Sufficient Conditions

e Xis a necessary condition for knowledge if having X is necessary in order
to have knowledge.
You can't have knowledge without X. If you don't have X, then you don't
have knowledge,
e Xis a sufficient condition for knowledge if having X is sufficient for having
knowledge.
If you have X, then you must have knowledge. X is all you need for
knowledge. Having X is all it takes to have knowledge.
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An example
fou bervm (N ’m«ero\vw G o 15 — =
Q) P&V\’k O f ’\(V\(IH'OK‘(‘ \‘ & e some people are in the US Navy. o 28
/ e Some people are in the US military.

e Everyone in the US Navy is also in the US military
e Not everyone in the US military is in the US Navy
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We can describe this in terms of necessary and sufficient conditions. —_—

Necessary and Sufficient Conditions fo_
Knowledge
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e Example of a necessary condition: truth
o If you know something, it must be true. “ [’1@)’\(‘]}85 ‘7

o You can't know something that's false
m If “today is Wednesday” is false, then you don’t know that today is (A hm 2 B
Wednesday. £ 2 P Hruth 5 Q/,rﬁ?ﬂre%

o That means that in order to even have a chance to know something, %’Y‘ d H:,e\,\_, A~ Pe‘\f‘f 0 g‘
that thing must be true. e
ontext 7

o So truth is a necessary condition for knowledge: if it isn’t true, then
you can't know it
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Knowledge vs. True Belief
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Question: can you know something without believing it? bint o d&)h‘(} J) 6[: éevy-e in )’é -
Looks like no: if you know that the Earth is round, that means that you think
the Earth is round. In other words, you believe that the Earth is round

e It would be crazy to say “I know that the Earth is round, but | believe that _03 kY\O\AJ @ (bk‘ 0 F’ @Q’Vg%@
the Earth is flat.” Why? Because knowing something means that you also anep "y
believe it

e So it looks like you can't know anything without believing it. So if you don't
believe something, then you don't know it. So belief is a necessary
condition for knowledge

Knowledge vs. True Belief

e Consider belief in God. People often say things like “no one knows whether

o) or not there's a god, but personally | believe there is/isn't”
b 14 e Regardless of whether or not you agree that no one knows whether or not
(YO V\U‘ there's a god, it's at least coherent to say that. It isn't nonsense to think that
it ¥ % no one knows whether or not there's a god.

But if knowledge is just true belief, then it is nonsense

L]
\:ots of people believe there's a god, and lots of people believe there isn't.
ne of those groups is right, and thus has a true belief about whether or

not there's a god.

Justified True Belief

e Many people have thought that knowledge must be justified true belief
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justified; it isn't just a lucky guess 7
e The account of knowledge as justified true belief gives three necessary )nquvbP;,}Q r(-O ‘_H’\;T\ l/ ?‘; COM peyyp
conditions for knowledge, and says that meeting all three of those ! 4 /
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Justified True Belief

e Assuming that S is a person and p is some fact (like “it's raining” or “geese
exist"), the account says that S knows that p exactly when:

o S believes that p

o pistrue
o Sisjustified in believing that p




Justified True Belief

For example, suppose | believe it's 3pm because | always believe it's 3pm,
and you believe it's 3pm because you looked at a clock and saw that it was
3pm.

Your belief is justified, and mine isn't. My belief is arbitrary, but your belief
is based on evidence.
So when it's 5pm, you'll (correctly) believe that it's 5pm, because you'll look
at a clock. But I'll (wrongly) believe that it's 3pm.

Your justification of your belief makes you more reliable than me about
what time it is
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Justified True Belief

If knowledge is justified true belief, then we can explain why knowledge is
more reliable than true belief (why it's “tied down”, in Socrates's terms)
Knowledge always has a justification of some kind, so it can't just be the
result of arbitrary or random beliefs like my belief that it's always 3pm.

A justification seems to make us more reliable: an unjustified belief seems
more likely to be false then a justified belief.

Gettier Problem

Gettier argues that justified true belief is NOT a good account of
knowledge, because you can have a justified true belief that doesn't and
shouldn’t count as knowledge.

Justified true belief might be necessary for knowledge, but it isn't sufficient:
you can have a justified true belief and still not have knowledge

Gettier argues using examples, and any examples along these lines are
now called “Gettier cases”. Here are some examples:

Gettier Problem

Smith and Jones case:

e Smith and Jones are both up for a big promotion.
e Smith has good evidence that Jones will get the promotion (maybe Smith

was told by the CEO that Jones will get the promotion), and Smith has

good evidence that Jones has 10 coins in their pocket (maybe Smith
watched Jones empty their pockets and count out 10 coins).

e So Smith concludes that the person who's going to get the promotion has
10 coins in their pocket.




Gettier Problem

= e But Smith doesn't know that the person who's going to get the promotion
has 10 coins in their pocket.

e It's just dumb luck that Smith’s belief happens to be true. Smith has no idea
that she’s the one getting the promotion, or that she has 10 coins in her
pocket.

= e Therefore, Gettier argues, Smith has a justified true belief but does not

have knowledge

Gettier Problem

e Smith believes that the person who's going to get the promotion has 10 =
coins in their pocket

e That belief is justified: Smith has good evidence that it's true =

e As a matter of fact, Smith is actually going to get the promotion, and
(unbeknownst to Smith), Smith has 10 coins in their pocket.

e So Smith'’s belief that the person who's going to get the promotion has 10
coins in their pocket is true.

e So Smith has a justified true belief that the person who's going to get the &5
promotion has 10 coins in their pocket.

=2 I 6ih C@N\W‘\’l BeE greelk P”‘l‘/oé’ofnhev thales of-
Miletos has "<eid S

DI — Teveyythr sy 18 vwede oub o
wWaten

=7 T\vn eth cenluvny BRE  chirese Philose phen Laozi
has <S58 _ %

C bkwew ey ofhers 15 miellizenee | bnt
Qlwow':“a U yon«rﬁelﬁ s Jve  I¥dem M

= w 450 Kge e lc : hHe va a

Saic —— € mumbers 15 +he ~vler of favms
g idexs"

=7 Tw 446 BeE &Siddlartha Gavtamgq aka Buc?hq
fhae said

' S e hoedle QF_

S0
d TQUP U"a/\,l "\-Q ha%{o}nbég”

&

':? T BGO_BUE QVCC‘C J,PN/OQO,?}HV‘ Socvades has Sard

o
=t c lifc whiceh s unexowined 45 not
wWovdh  (Gying




=7 Twn 320 BcE Jreel= (PWJOQF"H%T PLATO hes <ald

— < what we eall ]ewma -3 Qn17 A ,Fmees.s oﬂ
NG ed|<cefion

=7 IEQ; fg@ BAE Jreele Philosophes Anistotie ha 4

#o]oe_ 1S waH:'w‘ua Ao
I 4490

= Spanish  PhileSephev  Moses Maimonldes  has
A Sard ——
When the ntelleats @onten plate
Jod, Sssence +heir Apprension
+ovn  nto 7'1/1&700\@1157 )

=7 Iv\ (540 Lo am 'o('/\'c(osafohem TJala!l ad-din %uh@wz
Rumi Wi
has Sald __ :
= Don't gvieve oanythm you (ose
@omes vOUNA h  cunotheaV form?

=> Th \225  jlllan -’FMlOS’oPher’ Homaz Aovinag
- ,Sa\,(‘d —
dhe dhmag we lore 4ell usg
cohat @2re .

:7’ T~ (B9F  Beitish PI\HOSOF}\GV‘ Faneis Bacon has
. ¢
2aid kmw(aclae °s cfoweff"”

&« )
0Ny Ihere 5 e 7P

:7‘ +heod; ey

(880 M 2
=7 Ih,t'H’\fe, nove | vao%)’\efs OP K@!OSMV . Pybqlov’
dOS}OBVSk7 presemt LB with aq  Cheveatorv Ty, 1
who cawling o  dbelieve n aed :

Put the faet dhat aod alows evi( o
2xs5i5F 15 So L)V\/Pawgﬁveabfg that he ~etovng
s tisket doO hoaven v 3 ﬁeki\f\a unfriend

%Qdo




//

e " |F 6D WERE TRULY GOOD, AND IF A NEGATIVE
Ca CONTRAST WERE REALLY NEEDED IN ORDER FOR
ace AV US TO UNDERSTAND THE GOODNESS OF THE

WORLD, THEN WHY WOULDN'T HE JUST GIVE US

THE VERY MINIMUM DOSAGE OF NECESSARY
EVIL TO ACHIEVE THAT GOAL?
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