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The Philosphical Review, XC, No. 2 (April 1981) 

FALLIBILISM AND KNOWING THAT 
ONE KNOWS 

Richard Feldman 

U T nder what conditions do people who know a certain prop- 
osition know that they know it? Widely divergent answers 

to this question have been given. Some philosophers have de- 
fended arguments that suggest that people never know that they 
know. Others have said that whenever people know a proposition, 
they know that they know it. In this paper I will criticize these 
extreme views and defend a more moderate position. I am espe- 
cially interested in discussing the possibility of knowing that one 
knows if a "fallibilist" account of knowledge is true. In the first 
part of this paper I will describe fallibilism and in succeeding 
sections I will discuss the various views on knowing that one 
knows. 

I 

A common way to describe fallibilism is as the view that: 

(F) S can know that p even if it is possible that S is mistaken 
in believing that p. 

This claim can easily be misunderstood. It does not mean that it 
is possible for S to know that p even if it is false that p. This 
amounts to a denial that knowledge requires truth, something not 
generally intended by fallibilists. (F) also does not mean simply 
tha-t it is possible for S to know that p even if it is possible that it 
is false that p. This is equivalent to the assertion that contingent 
truths can be known, and even nonfallibilists admit that one can 
know such contingent truths as what one would express by saying 
'I exist' or 'I am in pain'. 

A better way to understand fallibilism is as the claim that: 

(F1) It is possible for S to know that p even if S does not have 
logically conclusive evidence to justify believing that P. 
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(F1) itself is in need of clarification, and I will only attempt to 
give a brief and informal account of it here. What it amounts to 
is the claim that people can know things on the basis of nondeduc- 
tive arguments. That is, they can know things on the basis of 
inductive, perceptual, or testimonial evidence that does not entail 
what it is evidence for. Many of the things we commonly take 
ourselves to know are known in this way, so most of what we 
commonly take ourselves to know can be termed 'fallible knowl- 
edge'. It should be noted that if one proposition, P, is known 
fallibly, and P entails Q, and Q is believed on the basis of P, then 
Q is also known fallibly even though the evidence for Q, i.e., P, 
entails Q. 

II 

Fallibilism has a slightly counterintuitive consequence that 
might lead one to think that people never know that they have 
any fallible knowledge. Suppose that Smith is a detective investi- 
gating a murder, and she has uncovered very strong evidence in 
support of the propositions: 

(1) Black is innocent. 
(2) White is innocent. 

Suppose the evidence is so strong that we are inclined to say that 
her belief in each proposition is justified. Suppose, moreover, 
that (1) is true and that (2) is false. On the fallibilist view we seem 
forced to say that Smith knows (1) but does not know (2).1 This 
sort of consequence of fallibilism has seemed unacceptable to 
some philosophers. John Tienson writes of this example: 

If one insists that the detective does know that Black is innocent, 
knowledge becomes much less useful than we are inclined to think. 
Acting on one's knowledge will not lead one astray, but neither 
will acting on one's true beliefs. And for the same reason: it will 
not count as knowledge or true belief unless it is true. But it will not 

1 This example was given by John Tienson in "On Analyzing Knowledge," 
Philosophical Studies, 25 (1974), 289-93. 
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be possible for a person to tell what part of his apparent knowledge 
is knowledge. Consider our poor detective. After [she] is told that 
one of the two is guilty, we still must say that a short time ago [she] 
knew one of two propositions, but [she] is not now and never has 
been in a position to say which. This, I believe, is too much to 
swallow. 2 

H. A. Prichard has written: 

We must recognize that whenever we know something we either 
do, or at least can, by reflecting, directly know that we are knowing 
it .. .3 

It is clear that Prichard would find intolerable the conclusion that 
a person cannot distinguish knowing something from failing to 
know it. This remark of Prichard's has been quoted with approval 
by Chisholm and others.4 

Of course, the view that Prichard and Tienson defend has a 
counterintuitive consequence of its own. For if knowing must 
be distinguishable from not knowing in the way they require, 
then cases that fallibilists would call cases of fallible knowledge 
are not knowledge at all. Since, as both Tienson and Prichard 
admit, most of the things we commonly take ourselves to know 
are things of which we have at best fallible knowledge, they are 
forced to conclude that we know very little. And this, too, is a 
counterintuitive consequence that is difficult to swallow. 

It is not my purpose in this paper to argue that fallibilism is 
preferable to skepticism. I will instead assume that fallibilism 
is true and examine the possibility of knowing that one knows 
given that assumption. 

III 

In defending the fallibilist view that in the example described 
2 Tienson, p. 290. 
3H. A. Prichard, Knowledge and Perception (Oxford: The Clarendon Press, 

1950), p. 86. 
4Roderick Chisholm, Theory of Knowledge, 2nd edition (Englewood Cliffs, 

New Jersey: Prentice-Hall, 1977), p. 116. See also Herbert Heidelberger, "The 
Self-Presenting," forthcoming. 
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above Smith knows (1) to be true, but does not know (2) to be 
true, we must admit, as Tienson says, that after Smith learns 
that one of these two propositions is false she is in no position 
to say which of the two propositions it is that she knew. In other 
words, she is unable to tell the difference between the case of 
actual knowledge and the case of merely apparent knowledge 
(i.e., the case that seemed like knowledge but wasn't). But if there 
is no way for Smith to tell whether a given case of apparent knowl- 
edge is actual knowledge or not, then, one might argue, surely she 
does not know that it is actual knowledge. What is true of Smith 
in this example is true of anyone who has fallible knowledge. 
From the point of view of a potential knower, there is no apparent 
difference between actually knowing something and merely 
seeming to know something. We might put the point by saying 
that cases of merely apparent knowledge are introspectively in- 
distinguishable from cases of actual knowledge and that, conse- 
quently, no one can ever know of a case of apparent knowledge 
that it is actual knowledge. In short, no one ever knows that he 
knows anything, except possibly some necessary truths and some 
infallibly known contingent truths. Let us call this view 'meta- 
epistemological skepticism'. 

A fallibilist could accept metaepistemological skepticism, but 
it is by no means a consequence to which fallibilists are com- 
mitted. Let us grant that people cannot tell the difference be- 
tween actually knowing something and merely apparently 
knowing it. That is, actual knowledge and merely apparent 
knowledge are introspectively indistinguishable. The crucial 
claim in the argument for metaepistemological skepticism is the 
claim that: 

(3) If S cannot tell the difference between knowing that 
p and merely apparently knowing that p, then S does 
not know that S knows that p. 

(The sentence 'S knows that S knows that p' should be interpreted 
as ascribing to S knowledge of a seWf-knowledge proposition. By 
'self-knowledge proposition' I mean a proposition one could 
express by saying 'I know that p'. Analogous remarks apply to 
'S believes that S knows that p' and 'S is justified in believing 
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that S knows that p'.) The likely reason for asserting (3) is the 
seemingly plausible claim that: 

(4) If S cannot tell the difference between knowing that p 
and merely apparently knowing that p, then S is not 
justified in believing that S knows that p. 

(3) follows from (4) and the uncontroversial assumption that 
knowledge requires justification. Given that no one can ever tell 
the difference between fallibly knowing a proposition and merely 
apparently knowing it, metaepistemological skepticism follows. 

The problem with this argument for metaepistemological skep- 
ticism concerns (4). It seems to be an instance of a general princi- 
ple: 

(P) If S cannot tell the difference between S's 4ing and S's 
4ing, then S is not justified in believing that S Os. 

But (P) seems to be false, for at least two reasons. 
One reason to reject (P) has to do with people who do not be- 

lieve that there are cases (namely, cases of 4iing) that are not 
cases of 4ing, but nevertheless are indistinguishable from cases 
of 4ing. For example, consider a novice bird watcher who has 
been told by some experts that all birds with certain markings 
are of some given species. When he clearly spots a bird with those 
markings he becomes justified in believing that he is seeing a bird 
of that species. The novice. is still justified in this belief even if 
there happens to be another rare species with markings such that 
he (the novice) cannot tell the difference between seeing a bird 
of the first species and seeing a bird of the second, or rare, species. 
The novice is justified in his belief because he is justified in ac- 
cepting what the experts tell him. We should, therefore, reject 
(P). 

This reason to reject (P) not only removes support for (4), but 
also provides a reason to reject (4). Anyone who has never realized 
that there are cases of merely apparent knowledge and that they 
are indistinguishable from cases of actual knowledge is in a posi- 
tion similar to that of the novice bird watcher. Such a person has 
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every reason to believe that he does know things, and no reason 
to think that he does not. So such a person seems to be justified 
in believing that he does know things even though he cannot tell 
the difference between actual knowledge and merely apparent 
knowledge. So (4) seems to be false. 

(P) could be modified to avoid this objection by limiting it to 
people who do realize that they are unable to tell the difference 
between 4ing and 4ing. Similarly, (4) could be limited to people 
who realize that they cannot tell the difference between actually 
knowing something and merely apparently knowing something. 
Let us call such people 'epistemologists'. The conclusion of the 
metaepistemological argument would now be that no episte- 
mologist is ever justified in believing, and thus no epistemologist 
ever knows, that he fallibly knows any particular proposition. 

There is another objection to (P) and to (4) that applies even 
when they are modified in the way just suggested. It is that a per- 
son can have good reason to believe that he is in one of two states 
he realizes are indistinguishable. Consider again our detective, 
Smith, who has equally good evidence for the true proposition, 
(1)-that Black is innocent-and for the false proposition (2)- 
that White is innocent. Let us assume that Smith is an epistem- 
ologist in the special sense just noted. Now, consider the proposi- 
tions: 

(5) Smith knows that Smith knows that Black is innocent. 
(6) Smith knows that Smith knows that White is innocent. 

It is clear that (6) is false. The reason for this is that White 
is not innocent, and therefore Smith does not know that White is 
innocent, and thus Smith does not know that she knows that 
White is innocent. Note that in order to maintain that (6) is false 
we need not say that Smith is not justified in believing that Smith 
knows that White is innocent. 

Turning now to (5), we may say that it is true if the conditions 
for knowledge are satisfied, that is, if each of the following is true: 

(5a) It is true that Smith knows that Black is innocent. 
(5b) Smith believes that Smith knows that Black is inno- 

cent. 
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(5c) Smith is justified in believing that Smith knows that 
Black is innocent. 

(5d) Smith's justification for believing that Smith knows 
that Black is innocent is "not defective."5 

(5a) and (5b) are assumed to be true in the example. Whatever 
question there is concerning the truth of (5) has to do with (5c) 
and (5d). Since (5d) has been given no clear meaning it is difficult 
to argue conclusively for or against it. But I can see no reason to 
think that it is false in this case or that similar claims are false in 
typical cases in which a person has a justified true belief that he 
knows something. That is, such cases do not bear any noticeable 
similarity to the Gettier-type examples that are supposed to fail 
the condition of which (5d) is an instance. Smith's justification 
for the true proposition that she knows that Black is innocent does 
not seem to depend upon any falsehoods, as is typical of defective 
justifications. I will therefore assume that (5d) is true and will not 
discuss it further. 

Given that (5a), (5b), and (5d) are all true, we! may say that (5) 
is true if (5c) is true. I believe that it can be agreed that (5c) is true 
if (but not only if) Smith is justified in believing that she meets all 
the conditions for knowledge with respect to the proposition that 
Black is innocent. That is, (5c), and thus (5), will be true if: 

(5c-1) Smith is justified in believing that it is true that Black 
is innocent. 

(5c-2) Smith is justified in believing that Smith believes that 
Black is innocent. 

(5c-3) Smith is justified in believing that Smith is justified in 
believing that Black is innocent. 

(5c-4) Smith is justified in believing that Smith's justifica- 
tion for believing that Black is innocent is not defec- 
tive. 

Since it has been assumed that Smith does know that Black is 
innocent, (5c-1) is clearly true. (5c-2) is also true, given only that 

5 I do not assume that (5d) is well understood. It is merely a fill-in for what- 
ever the fourth condition for knowledge turns out to be. 
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Smith knows what she believes. So the only difficult cases are 
(5c-3) and (5c-4). 

It seems clear that a fallibilist should say that (5c-3) is true (or 
at least that the example can be filled out in a way that makes it 
true). The reason for this can be seen if we consider for a moment 
the conditions under which a person is justified in believing that 
a given belief of another person is justified. If S wants to know 
whether T's belief that p is justified, S must consider T's reasons 
for this belief and decide whether the reasons are sufficient rea- 
sons. In the case of Smith and her belief that Black is innocent, 
another person would justifiably believe that Smith's belief is 
justified if that person determined what Smith's reasons or evi- 
dence for her belief is and discovered that Smith's evidence is 
sufficient. So in thinking about this example, we may easily come 
to the justified conclusion that Smith is in fact justified in be- 
lieving that Black is innocent. But if we may justifiably come to 
this conclusion, then surely Smith can as well. That is, she knows 
perfectly well what her evidence is and she can evaluate that 
evidence as well as we can. So she also can be justified in believing 
that her belief is justified. So we may accept (5c-3). 

(5c-4) is the only condition remaining to be considered. Could 
Smith justifiably believe that her justification is not defective? 
In effect, this is equivalent to the question, "Could Smith justi- 
fiably believe that in believing that Black is innocent she is not 
the victim of a Gettier-type example?" If we assert that (5c-4) is 
true, then we are asserting that she is justified in so believing. 

There are, I believe, two reasons to think that (5c-4) is true. 
The first is that, given that Smith is justified in believing that 
Black is innocent, she is justified in believing that her evidence 
for the proposition that Black is innocent is true. That is, she is 
justified in believing that her belief that Black is innocent does 
not depend upon any false proposition. Since, as Gilbert Harman 
has argued,6 this is what usually makes one's justification defec- 
tive, she is justified in believing that her justification is not 
defective. 

The second reason for thinking that (5c-4) is true is that Smith, 
if she is like the rest of us, has found that in the past very few of her 

6 Gilbert Harman, Thought (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1973). See 
pp. 120 f. 
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justified beliefs have been defectively justified. That is, she has 
very rarely found herself to be the victim of situations somewhat 
like those in Gettier-examples, in which a person has a justified 
belief that depends upon some false proposition. She has reason 
to believe, then, that she is not such a victim in this case. Thus, 
she is justified in believing that her justification is not defective, 
and therefore (5c-4) is true. 

Conditions (5c-1)-(5c-4) all appear to be true; hence (5) is true, 
and Smith knows that she knows that Black is innocent. The main 
point to realize is that once we accept fallibilism we must admit 
that Smith can be justified in believing that Black is innocent 
even though she is not able to tell the difference between Black's 
actually being innocent and Black's merely apparently being 
innocent. But if we admit this, then we should also admit that 
Smith can be justified in believing that she knows that Black is 
innocent even though she cannot tell the difference between 
actually knowing that Black is innocent and merely apparently 
knowing that Black is innocent. Thus, the argument for meta- 
epistemological skepticism fails, and fallibilists can hold that 
people can, and do, know that they know. 

The temptation to think otherwise and to accept metaepiste- 
mological skepticism stems, I believe, from the failure to realize 
that one can have fallible knowledge that one knows something. 
So, when it is argued that one cannot know that one has fallible 
knowledge that p, I suspect that what is behind the argument 
is the true insight that one cannot have infallible knowledge that 
one knows that p. But that contention is quite innocuous and in 
no way conflicts with the claim that one can have fallible knowl- 
edge that one knows. 

IV 

Some philosophers have held views quite contrary to the view 
criticized in Section III. One thing such philosophers have 
pointed out is that it would be an error to require a person who 
knows that p to acquire more evidence in support of the proposi- 
tion that p in order to know that he knows that p. No such addi- 
tional evidence is required. What is required, I shall argue, is 
evidence that one's belief that p is justified. And while one 
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generally has such evidence, there can be cases in which one does 
not. 

One view, opposed to those discussed in Section III, that has 
found some support is: 

(K1) If S knows that p, then S knows that S knows that p. 7 

Various reasons have been given for (Ki), but they have been 
adequately discussed elsewhere, and I will not consider them 
here. 8 

Against the view that one always knows that one knows, 
Chisholm argues: 

Now it is possible that there is a person who does not yet have the 
concept of evidence or of knowledge, but for whom, all the same, 
a certain proposition is known. Such a person, then, would be one 
for whom it could not be evident that anything is known or evident. 
Therefore a proposition ... may be known without it being known 
that it is known.9 

Chisholm goes on to defend the principle that: 

(K2) If S considers the proposition that S knows that p, and if 
S does know that p, then S knows that S knows that p. 

It seems to me, as it has seemed to others, 10 that (K2) is also too 
strong. The argument for this is as follows: even if a person does 
consider, and thus understand, the proposition that he knows 
that p, the person could conceivably come to the mistaken con- 
clusion that he does not know that p. He might come to this 
mistaken conclusion because he has a mistaken view about how 
much evidence is required for knowledge, or a mistaken estimate 
of the amount of evidence he has in support of p, or because he 

7 See, for example, Jaakko Hintikka, Knowledge and Belief: An Introduction to 
the Logic of the Two Notions (Ithaca, N. Y.: Cornell University Press, 1962), Chap- 
ter 5. See also Risto Hilpinen, "Knowing that One Knows and the Classical 
Definition of Knowledge," Synthese, 21 (1970), 109-32. 

8 See Carl Ginet, "What Must Be Added to Knowing to Obtain Knowing 
That One Knows," Synthese, 21 (1970), 163-86, and Roderick Chisholm, "The 
Logic of Knowing," The Journal of Philosophy, 60 (1963), 773-95. 

9 Theory of Knowledge, 2nd edition, p. 114. 
" See Ginet, p. 166. 
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suffers from a lack of confidence in his own ability to make 
judgments. If these are possibilities, and a person can mistakenly 
abandon (or never adopt) the true belief that he does know that 
p, then a person can know that p, consider the proposition that he 
knows that p, and not know that he knows that p, since he does 
not believe that he knows that p. Hence (K2) is false. For those 
unconvinced by Chisholm's objection to (Ki), this can also serve 
as an objection to (Ki). 

One possible response to this argument is to retreat to a slightly 
weaker thesis than Chisholm's, namely: 

(K3) If S knows that p and S believes that S knows that p, 
then S knows that S knows that p. 

This view has been defended by Carl Ginet. 11 It may seem to be 
supported by the fact that a person who knows that p does not 
need additional evidence supporting the proposition that P in 
order to know that he knows that p. In view of this it may seem that 
nothing more than true belief that one knows is needed to know 
that one knows. 

However, I believe that (K3) is also mistaken. One way to show 
that (K3) is false is by showing that there are examples in which 
a person correctly but unjustifiably believes that he or she knows 
a certain proposition. It is, I believe, beyond dispute that one can 
correctly but unjustifiably believe that another person knows a 
certain proposition. I shall argue that a person can correctly but 
unjustifiably believe a self-knowledge proposition for reasons 
similar to those for which one can correctly but unjustifiably 
believe that another person knows a certain proposition. 

The belief that a person, S, knows that p is often based in part 
on the belief that S is justified in believing that p. This latter belief 
often rests on two further beliefs, one about what S's evidence is 
and one to the effect that this evidence is sufficient to justify S's 
belief. 12 If either of these last two beliefs is unjustified, then one 

See Ginet. 
12 I am not claiming that one can be justified in believing that S knows that 

p only if one has a justified belief about what S's evidence is and one is justified 
in believing that this evidence is adequate. There may be other ways to become 
justified in believing that S knows that p. My claim is simply that sometimes 
one's justification is of the sort described here. 
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may fail to be justified in believing that S's belief that p is justi- 
fied, and as a result one will not know that S knows that p (even 
if S does in fact know that p). What I hope to show is that this 
can happen even when S is oneself. 

One way in which a person can fail to be justified in his true 
belief that he knows that p is by being mistaken about what his 
evidence for his belief that p actually is. Some conceptions of 
justification make this more common than others, but nearly any 
will allow that it is possible. Causal theories of justification make 
it easiest for a person to be mistaken about his own evidence for 
a belief. According to some causal theories, a belief is justified 
if and only if there is an appropriate causal connection between 
the belief and the state of affairs the belief is about. 13 On other 
causal theories, a belief is justified if and only if it arises as a result 
of a reliable belief-forming mechanism. 14 Obviously, these 
theories need to be filled out in detail before they can be evalu- 
ated, but for present purposes it suffices to understand them only 
in broad outline. 

Given some such conception of justification, it is not at all 
difficult to produce examples in which one correctly believes 
oneself to have evidence to justify a particular belief, but is not 
justified in so believing. For example, I might find myself firmly 
convinced that "The French Connection" won the Academy 
Award for Best Film in 1971, but fail to be entirely sure what my 
evidence for this belief is. I think I remember reading about it 
after the award was announced, but for all I know my belief is 
based on my reading of some critic's predictions about what film 
would win. It is not at all implausible to think, as a causal theorist 
might, that if my belief arose in the former way it is justified, but 
if it arose in the latter way it is not justified. However, I might 
unjustifiably but correctly think that it is justified if the cause of 
my belief that it is justified is my false and unreasonable assump- 

13 See, for example, Alvin Goldman, "A Causal Theory of Knowing," re- 
printed in Essays on Knowledge and Justification, ed. George S. Pappas and 
Marshall Swain (Ithaca, New York: Cornell University Press, 1978) pp. 67- 
86. This volume contains several other papers on causal theories. 

14 See Alvin Goldman, "Discrimination'and Perceptual Knowledge," re- 
printed in Essays on Knowledge and Justification, pp. 120-45. William Alston 
defends a similar view in an unpublished paper, "Justification and Reliability." 
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tion that I would never believe anything like this on inadequate 
grounds. 

Even if one rejects a causal theory ofjustification, one may well 
maintain that a person can be confused or mistaken about what 
constitutes his evidence for a particular belief. Given that, the 
person may unjustifiably believe that his evidence is sufficient to 
yield knowledge. If his evidence is sufficient, then he will have 
knowledge but not be justified in believing, and thus not know, 
that he knows. 

The second way in which a person can fail to be justified in 
his true belief that he knows a certain proposition is by being 
unjustified in his claim that his evidence is sufficient for knowl- 
edge (even though he does know what his evidence is). There are 
many cases in which a person is unsure about whether a given 
belief is justified. For example, if the day before an election all 
the generally reliable polls indicate overwhelming support for one 
candidate, then it is not clear (to me, at least) whether a person 
who knows all about these polls is justified in believing (and 
knows) that the leading candidate will win. Other very strongly 
supported beliefs about the future are similar in this respect, as 
are some beliefs based on testimony and beliefs based on certain 
very plausible assumptions. An example of this last sort would 
be one's belief that one's car is still parked where one left it and 
locked it a few minutes ago. I believe that such beliefs are gener- 
ally justified, but some philosophers might disagree. Those who 
do can find their own examples of beliefs they regard as justified 
but not obviously so. 

Now, suppose S is justified in believing, and does know, a prop- 
osition of the sort just described. Suppose further that S was at 
first unsure about the justificatory status of this belief, but then 
came to believe that it was justified for entirely unsatisfactory 
reasons, e.g., because he derives pleasure from thinking that he 
knows things or because he derives the conclusion that his belief 
is justified from some confused theory of knowledge he has un- 
reasonably adopted. In cases such as these S correctly believes 
that he has knowledge, but he is not justified in this belief because 
it is based on the unjustified (but true) claim that he has evidence 
sufficient for knowledge. 

In order to defend these counterexamples to (K3) and to make 
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more plausible the view that (K3) is false, I will consider two 
points that might be raised by defenders of (K3). First, it might 
be thought that denying (K3) requires saying that a person can 
know that p but "should believe" that he does not know that p. 
The person should then have the seemingly paradoxical belief, 
"It is true that p but I don't know that p." However, this is not 
a consequence of denying (K3). All that is required for the exam- 
ples to work is that the subject is not justified, in the sense re- 
quired for knowledge, in believing that he has knowledge. It is 
consistent with this lack of justification that his belief that he has 
knowledge is more reasonable than not, and thus that he "should 
believe" that he has knowledge. 

Second, one might reject examples of the second sort described 
above for the following reason. In these examples a person un- 
justifiably believes that he knows that p because he unjustifiably 
believes that his evidence, which he has correctly identified, is 
sufficient to justify believing that p. His problem arises from his 
unjustified acceptance of a true epistemological proposition 
about the adequacy of this evidence. Defenders of (K3) may 
argue that such epistemological propositions are "self-evident," 
and thus always justified for everyone (or everyone who considers 
them). However, this seems to me to be an implausible claim. 
Some such propositions seem to be open to real doubt even after 
careful reflection about them. It is hard to reconcile this fact with 
the view that such propositions are always justified. Perhaps 
certain of these epistemological propositions are self-evident. 
For example, when I seem to see something red in normal circum- 
stances and have no reason to think that I am not seeing anything 
red, then it may be self-evident to me that I am justified in believ- 
ing that I do see something red. One might say that this epistemo- 
logical proposition is evident, come what may. Even if I am 
unable to refute skeptical arguments against it, I am still justified 
in believing it. But surely the same cannot be said of more com- 
plex epistemological propositions about the justification of beliefs 
about the future or the other cases mentioned above. Perhaps 
after further development of epistemological theory we will justi- 
fiably conclude that such beliefs are justified, but for now we can- 
not. So this second defense of (K3) seems unsatisfactory also. 
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The point here is analogous to a commonly accepted point 
about mathematical and logical truths. Some elementary truths 
of logic and mathematics are self-evident, and in no circum- 
stances can one lack justification for them. But more complex 
mathematical and logical truths are not self-evident, and one can 
unjustifiably believe them. Similarly, some truths about justifica- 
tion are not self-evident, and one can unjustifiably come to 
believe them. As a result, one can correctly but unjustifiably 
believe that one is justified in believing, and knows, that p. So 
(K3) is false. 

Principles (Ki) and (K3) each assert that in cases in which the 
proposition that p is a self-knowledge proposition, if certain of the 
conditions for knowing that p are satisfied, then so are the others. 
(KI) implies that if the truth condition is satisfied, then the other 
conditions are also satisfied. (K3) implies that if the belief condi- 
tion and the truth condition are satisfied, then so are the others. 
Given the falsity of (K3), the natural next step is to assert: 

(K4) If it is true that S knows that p and S believes that S 
knows that p and S is justified in believing that S knows 
that p, then S knows that S knows that p. 

An objection to (K4) would take the form of a Gettier-type 
example in which the proposition in question is a self-knowledge 
proposition. Any such example will be artificial, but it does seem 
to me that such examples are possible. I will first present a general 
argument for thinking that this is so, and then an example that 
may be of the desired kind. 

In typical Gettier-examples a person justifiably believes a true 
proposition, but fails to know that proposition because the justi- 
fication is, in some sense, not connected to the proposition's truth. 
Usually one's justification depends in some important way upon 
some false proposition. It is clear from the arguments of Section 
III that in the case of self-knowledge propositions one can be justi- 
fied in believing one when it is in fact false. The subjects of 
Gettier's examples are in such a position. But given that one can 
justifiably believe a false self-knowledge proposition, it seems 
possible that one could also be justified in believing a self-knowl- 
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edge proposition that happens to be true when one's justification 
depends in some important way upon a false proposition. An 
example of this sort would refute (K4). 

Examples to illustrate the falsity of (K4) are contrived but 
possible. Consider again one of the counterexamples to (K3), 
the case in which a person justifiably believes that her car is 
parked where she left it a few minutes previously. I assume that 
she does know that her car is where she left it, although it is not a 
clear-cut case of knowledge and she does not know that she knows. 
(For those who reject this example, any other counterexample 
to (K3) can be used, in the way this one will be, to construct a 
counterexample to (K4).) To get a counterexample to (K4), we 
need only give her defective justification for believing that she 
does have knowledge in this case. Here is one way that this can be 
done. Suppose she is an epistemology student and her teacher 
describes a theory of knowledge that implies that people do have 
knowledge in cases such as the one under consideration. Since the 
student is justified in believing that the teacher is an authority 
and his theory seems correct to her, she becomes justified in be- 
lieving that she does know that her car is still where she left it. 
Finally, suppose that the teacher has become senile and his theory 
is thoroughly confused. Although the student may become justi- 
fied in believing that she has knowledge on the basis of the teach- 
er's claims, this justification is defective, since it depends upon 
the false assumption that the teacher is (still) an authority on 
epistemological matters and that his theory is a plausible one. 15 
So she has a defectively justified true belief that she has knowl- 
edge. Hence, (K4) is false. 

For those who do not find this example convincing, other 
examples with similar structure can be devised. In any case, it 
seems reasonably clear that once (K3) is rejected, (K4) ought to 
be rejected as well. In giving up (K3) one admits that a person 
can have justification for believing that p without having justifi- 
cation for believing that he has such justification. But if the 

15 Where the proposition in question is not a self-knowledge proposition, 
examples of this sort work easily. For example, if some recognized authority 
asserts something, I may justifiably accept that assertion. But if the authority 
has become senile and no longer understands what he is asserting, then my 
justification is defective even if his testimony happens to be true. 
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person acquires additional justification to justify his belief that 
he is justified in believing (and does know) that p, this additional 
evidence could be defective. As a result, (K4) is false. 

V 

If the arguments and examples of the previous section are 
correct, then it is not the case that everyone knows all his true self- 
knowledge propositions or all the true ones he believes or even 
all the true ones he justifiably believes. Instead, one knows a self- 
knowledge proposition if and only if one has an undefective justi- 
fied true belief in it. Self-knowledge propositions are not special 
in the sense that for them, but not for other propositions, the 
satisfaction of some subset of the conditions for knowledge ensures 
the satisfaction of the other conditions. There appears to be no 
true principle along the lines of (Ki)-(K4) that specifies the con- 
ditions under which one knows that one knows. 

This is not to say that there is nothing constructive one can say 
about the conditions under which one knows that one knows. 
What would be useful would be determining the conditions 
under which a person is justified in believing that evidence of a 
given kind is sufficient for knowledge. Thus, we would learn a 
great deal about the circumstances in which a person knows that 
he or she knows something if we determined when a person is 
justified in believing that perceptual, testimonial, or other kinds 
of evidence are sufficient for knowledge. 16 

University of Rochester 
16 1am grateful to Henry Kyburg, Richard Legum, Peter Markie, Paul 

Weirich, Edward Wierenga, and the referee for The Philosophical Review for 
helpful comments on earlier drafts of this paper. 
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