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ABSTRACT
Cornelius Castoriadis once famously described the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics as “four words, four lies”: here, I examine each of the three words of “justified true belief” in turn to see if that too might be based on a fatally flawed discourse. In fact, “three lies” turns out to be a little strong - but the evidence strongly points to “two-and-a-half lies”. We deserve better than this!

BACKGROUND
The generally accepted philosophical definition of knowledge is "justified true belief" (JTB), the form proposed by Polanyi, though it has been argued that the structure of the idea can be traced right back to Plato. The tradition of dissent to the modern formulation can largely be traced to Gettier's (1963) short paper, which takes as its starting point three influential JTB variants:

V1.  (Polanyi)	S knows that P  IFF
	(i)	P is true,
	(ii)	S believes that P is true, and
	(iii)	S is justified in believing that P.
V2. (Chisholm)	S knows that P  IFF
	(i)	S accepts P,
	(ii)	S has adequate evidence for P, and
	(iii)	P is true.
V3. (Ayer)	S knows that P  IFF
	(i)	P is true,
	(ii)	S is sure that P is true, and
	(iii)	S has the right to be sure that P is true.

Gettier then gives two cases which he claims as counterexamples to the above:-

Gettier's Case I (summarised)
1.	Smith believes a statement A to be true based on information received from a normally reliable and well-informed source.
2.	If a statement B was made based on A but with a broader scope, Smith would naturally agree with that too.
3.	In reality, A is false but B (as the wider scope happened to encompass the true state of affairs) is true.
4.	Was B knowledge? Was B "justified true belief"?

Gettier's Case II (summarised)
1.	Smith strongly believes A to be true.
2.	Smith suspects that B might be true, but actually has no idea whether it is or not.
3.	Smith would say that the proposition C (which = "A or B") is true, based on his strong belief in A.
4.	However, A is actually false, but B happens to be true - so C is true (but for the wrong reasons).
5.	Was C knowledge? Was C "justified true belief"?

Gettier is asking this: if we happen to infer a truth either from honestly believed misinformation (Case I) or from highly probable (but incorrect) information (Case II), even though the triple notions of JTB are each individually satisfied, can that truth be said to be knowledge? If the answer is "no", then Gettier asserts that JTB is an insufficient form for describing knowledge.

THREE WORDS, THREE TYPES OF ASSAULT
One may characterise three types of assault on JTB as (unsurprisingly):
1.	Assaults on “justification”
2.	Assaults on “truth”
3.	Assaults on “belief”
In the following sections, the idea is to assess the strengths and weaknesses of JTB by critically examining the mechanisms with which these three types of assaults can be constructed. Afterwards, I propose an alternative epistemological framework (based on uncertainty and time), and show how JTB may be placed within it.

1. ASSAULTS ON “JUSTIFICATION”
“Justification” comes in two flavours - methodological justification (where a knower is justified in holding a position by dint of the soundness by which that position was constructed), and after-the-event justification (where a knower’s position is justified by subsequent events). It is important to note that, almost without exception, philosophical JTB relies on the former - whereas the real-world signature of knowledge is normally the latter.

In their original form, both Gettier’s cases are presented as short narratives where a person was methodologically justified in believing something which was then shown to have lacked after-the-event justification: so I believe that these two flavours form an important axis of comparison, and their disjunction provides the means by which “justification” may easily be assaulted.

Yet how is methodological justification to be assessed? If I come to my conclusion based on reading a single book, while you come to your conclusion based on reading ten web-pages, can either of us be said to be methodologically justified? Polanyi’s “justification”, Chisholm’s “adequate evidence”, and Ayer’s notion of sureness all seem to be predicated on an absolutist position of justification - that, given enough methodological safeguards, we can be sure of knowledge. However, this fails to accord with our personal experience, wherein we often need to rely on hearsay or gossip (which, almost by definition, might be characterised as inadequate evidence) to complete a picture.

What, then, should form a criterion of adequacy for justification? Even if we agree that the notion of justification is necessary, how are we to agree what (and what does not) constitutes justification? This is a central issue, as it defines the boundary between knowledge and hearsay, between the known and the suspected. In short, if an epistemology is to be of any use at all, it should surely be sufficient to define what is (and what is not) knowledge - merely transforming the open question of “what is knowledge?” to the unanswerable question of “what constitutes justification?” amounts to little more than an exercise in buck-passing.

Finally: what can we say about any view of knowledge which specifically excludes after-the-event justification (ie, in the future), focusing instead on the means by which knowledge was acquired (ie, in the past)? I find it hard to accept that a view of knowledge that does not deal with the future is sufficient to form a complete epistemological basis.

2. ASSAULTS ON “TRUTH”
Truth, too, comes in two distinct flavours - absolute certainty (most commonly seen as classical logic‘s bivalent True/False) and relative certainty (an ambivalent continuum between uncertainty and certainty). Though it might be linguistically tempting to roll Hegel’s Richtigkeit and Wahrheit into a single word “Truth”, is that really sensible in this context?

Gettier’s cases play on both these kinds of truth - that is, the players in Gettier’s cases display relative certainty, yet the actual world is described as having absolute certainty, and the difference between the two types of truth helps act out the stories.

What is really happening is that Gettier’s actors are caught between multiple systems of logic - classical bivalent logic (for questions of existence), modern relevance logics (for questions of scope), and fuzzy logics (for questions of probability), each of which has an entirely separate notion of truth.

For example, stepping through Case I’s argument:
(1) statement A is a fuzzy truth (based on political reputation within a social network)
(2) statement B is a fuzzy truth, but one constructed from A by invoking a calculus of relevance
(3) A & B are evaluated against the world, and shown to be classically false & true
(4) Is B “justified true belief“? Which kind of truth is JTB talking about?

Stepping through Case II’s argument:
(1) statement A is a strong fuzzy truth
(2) statement B is a weak fuzzy truth, but irrelevant to A
(3) statement C is a fuzzy truth, but one constructed by a classical calculus of connection
(4) statement C is evaluated against the world, and shown to be classically false
(5) Is C “justified true belief”? Which kind of truth is JTB talking about?

The point I am making here is that “truth” is a property of a logical system (rather than a single classical entity, universally applicable), and hence carries with it the implicit evaluatory context which is the logical system within which it operates. Freely intermixing multiple types of truth (as Gettier does) has the consequence that those truths’ implicit logical systems are also being freely intermixed.

This is not to say that “truth” should not form part of a definition of knowledge per se: however, different systems of logic (underlying the various types of truth) are each applicable in different contexts, and are hence used to model inferential reasoning under different kinds of uncertainty. For me, the three key types of uncertainty are political uncertainty (present truthfulness), scientific uncertainty (future causality), and historical uncertainty (past factuality): and it should be clear that, when modelled by a logic, each (much as in the Gettier cases) relies upon a quite difference conception of “truth“.

Any assessment of “truth“, then, implicitly contains an evaluatory logical system within it - and those systems are applicable to different contexts. However, to which kind of truth (and hence to which logical system) is JTB referring? As in Gettier’s cases, assaults on “truth” can easily be constructed where different types of truth are overlapped and arbitrarily swapped around to give any desired result, much like a stage magician’s sleight of hand.

3. ASSAULTS ON “BELIEF”
In many ways, the key question here is - why invoke “belief” at all? Is «an unread book by a dead author» any less “knowledge” than anything else? This kind of assault can, of course, be countered by saying that, in this context, JTB‘s “belief” refers to the original author’s belief at the time or writing. However, it might be that - for example, for religious or ideological reasons - a now-dead author may not have believed an empirical observation, yet recorded it all the same. Would that, then, be knowledge or not?

More appositely, what is the “knowledgefulness” of things considered by someone to be opposed to their fundamental beliefs? For example, can a creationist be said to have any knowledge about evolutionary biology? Can an evolutionary biologist be said to have any knowledge about creationism?

Once again, we have two distinct flavours of “belief” to contend with: religious tenets (which a knower accepts as foundational pieces of knowledge, from which they fashion their personal epistemology, if you like) and secular tenets (upon which a knower places a value, but which may subsequently be varied according to their own contingent experience).

However, the problems with using these kinds of belief as a basis for epistemology is that (a) they both involve a personal evaluation (and hence implicitly rely on “truth” as discussed above), and (b) using them yields a faulty circular definition for knowledge, wherein beliefs are themselves specialised pieces of knowledge… but knowledge is a specialised kind of belief. A moment’s thought should reveal that this can only be valid if “belief” is exactly the same as “knowledge” - in which case, “justification” and “truth” would be redundant.

For JTB, then, “belief” is actually used as a catch-all word to encompass “mental representation”, and not to signify either kind of tenet described above. However, redefining knowledge as “justified true mental representation” would instead exclude the written word as being a kind of knowledge. One might therefore weaken that revised definition to “justified true representation”, (JTR) which, though less obviously elegant than JTB, appears to be a more useful formulation.

Even so, “representation” carries with it a deeper problem - the strong anti-representationist trend within modern epistemologies (which may be said to spring from Berger and Luckmann’s Sociology of Knowledge research programme) would fiercely oppose such a definition. However, what use is an epistemology (which, after all is supposed to be foundational) based on representation if it is unable to account for non-representational types of knowledge?

Finally: for JTB, can a prediction be said to be knowledge? A prediction has two sides - the possibility of subsequent confirmation (with probability = (p)) and the possibility of subsequent denial (with probability = (1-p)). At the time of making a prediction, I believe both outcomes to be possible, but that both outcomes could not be true simultaneously. My prediction, then, may be justified and true, but as I explicitly understand it to relate to two future scenarios, to what is it referring? In time, one will refer to the actual outcome, the other to a counterfactual outcome.

CONCLUSION
To summarise, “justified true belief” relies on “(methodological) justification”, “(evaluatory) truth”, and “belief (as representation)”: but each of these three concepts are deeply problematic:
·	As “justification” fails to separate knowledge from hearsay, it is an unusable criterion
·	As “truth” models different uncertainties in different contexts, it is inconsistent in practice
·	As “belief” is inherently representationalist, it is incompatible with much modern thought

The inference I draw is that JTB, though extraordinarily influential, is the tip of an iceberg of concealed warrants. On balance, characterising it as “three lies” is slightly unfair, because while I consider “justified” and “true” to be lies, I think that “belief” is merely a mislabelling (to sidestep anti-representationalist criticism)… so the actual figure is probably closer to “two-and-a-half lies”.

Epistemology deals with the origins, nature, and limits of knowledge: in my opinion, these are far more to with managing three different types of uncertainty (arising from possible pasts, possible present actions, and possible future reactions) than with invoking ungraspable spectres such as “(agreed) justification” or “(absolute) truth”. For me, knowledge is more akin to heuristics, that help people to approach truth (rather than to reach it): and so JTB’s staticism (and inability to grasp the future) signally fails to capture the dynamic and processual aspects of the search for knowledge in which we are all engaged. We deserve a better epistemology than this!
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