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Welcome back, or hello for the first
time.

WELCOME

This is a continuation from the last
presentation about beliefs and logic, in
to the realms of Knowledge and
Certainty.

As with the previous podcast we will try
and describe everything so you don’t
need the visual but will provide the
visual for anyone that needs it

WHAT IS KNOWLEDGE?

KNOWLEDGE CAN BE
DEFINED AS A
“JUSTIFIED, TRUE,
BELIEF” – BUT WHAT
DOES THAT REALLY
MEAN?

TRUE: A FACT, IN
ACCORDANCE WITH
REALITY.

BELIEF: SOMETHING
ACCEPTED AS TRUE,
A POSITIVE ATTITUDE
TOWARDS A
PROPOSITION.

JUSTIFIED:
SOMETHING SHOWN
TO BE CORRECT OR
RATIONAL.

OTHER DEFINITIONS OF
KNOWLEDGE
• The Justified True Belief, or JTB, is only one
epistemological theory of knowledge, and is
considered the most basic.

• We will use and discuss the JTB definition for
the bulk of this as it is the most relatable to
propositional logic and rationality but we
ought to briefly cover the others:
•
•
•
•

Coherence Theory
Fallibilism
Verificationism.
Positivism

COHERENCE THEORY
• Coherence theory is essentially the idea of looking at everything you
believe or claim to know and making sure it is consistent and coherent
with everything else you know.
• Essentially each belief is built on a previous set of beliefs, set on a
previous set of other beliefs.
B1

• These could even be represented in a circular
wheel of beliefs, B1, B2, B3
(meaning we don’t hit an infinite regress.)

B3

B2

I tend to sleep
poorly

COHERENCE THEORY

I know I am
going to get a
poor night’s
sleep tonight

I’ve also had a
tramadol which
keeps me awake

I don’t have any
sleeping pills

FALLIBILISM
• Broadly speaking, fallibilism is the philosophical claim that no belief can have justification
which guarantees the truth of the belief. However, not all fallibilists believe that fallibilism
extends to all domains of knowledge.

• Essentially we could consider that something can be considered to be true, and is
knowledge, until it is proven to be false.
• There are a number of reasons from the fallibility of the senses, perception, or even
people in general. Not to mention it is hard to define what is really true and prove it to be
so.
• In a sense fallibilism could be said to differentiate between “not false” and “true”.

FALLIBILISM
I know the speed limit outside my house is 80 km/h
● Your neighbour petitioned the town to change it to 60
because one of her children almost got hit

● There is construction on the water main across the road
and it's now 60 because its a construction zone

VERIFICATIONISM
• Verificationism essentially states that a proposition is only cognitively meaningful
if it can be definitively and conclusively determined to be either true or false.

• One of the benefits of verificationism is that it can be used to rule out many
things as “meaningless” like the god or religion debate, as there is nothing
definitive of conclusive about any of them.
• In some respects I see a parity to Huxley’s Agnostic method, in the sense that
“we should not say we believe or know that which we have no scientific
evidence for”. Huxley encourages suspending judgement until such time, where
as verificationism regards it as meaningless.

VERIFICATIONISM
• We could note a problem with
statements like “all things are made of
atoms” because we cannot verify “all
things” actually are.

• With statements like that we could
even go back to leaning on fallibilism
or Poppers falsification… we have
verified this as much as we can and
will assume it is true until such time it
can be proved false.

Knowledge of the
composition of all
things

Knowledge of
things made of
atoms

POSITIVISM
• Positivism is a philosophical system deeply rooted in science and
maths.
• It is based on the idea that anything that exists can be verified
through; experiment, observation and mathematical/logical proof.
• Everything without empirical or logical data therefore does not exist.
• Like verificationism, it regards things as true, false, or meaningless.

POSITIVISM
• A meaningless statement would be one that isn’t clear enough to be
tested meaningfully. “The smell of Kriss is turquoise” “The colour jade
humps like a rabbit” – of course there are less silly examples that can
fit this meaningless category too, for example gods.
• Statements that are not meaningless fall in to the category of true or
false, but we might not necessarily know which. “I think I left the
bathroom light on”, “one in 3 houses have a dog”

COLLOQUIAL DEFINITIONS
• The colloquial definitions of knowledge can be
a bit vague
• Things you know.
• Facts, information, and skills acquired through
experience or education; the theoretical or
practical understanding of a subject.
• Awareness or familiarity gained by experience
of a fact or situation.

INFORMATION VS
KNOWLEDGE
• Many conflate having information or being
aware of facts as ‘knowledge’, however there
is a difference between knowing something
and having knowledge.
• √196 = 14 – this is true. This is information. But if
you don’t have the understanding as to why
this is the case, how square roots work, can we
really call this knowledge?

AWARENESS VS
KNOWLEDGE
• Many conflate being aware of something with
knowledge.
• Consider being aware of stories in the bible.
You could say you know the stories, but this
isn’t knowledge of the events they describe
under any of the knowledge theories we have
described.

• What we do know, is there is no evidence of
stories like Noah’s flood happening circa 4-6k
years ago as some would assert.

Justified

THE
JUSTIFIED
TRUE BELIEF

Knowledge

WHAT COUNTS AS JUSTIFICATION?
The Justification must match the claim, this is one of the
problems as many “feel” justified and claim knowledge,
when really they have barely met the justification to make
the belief rational let alone have a justification to match the
claim of knowledge.

WHAT COUNTS AS JUSTIFICATION?
The Justification CAN include (but doesn’t always have to include all,
and is not limited to):

LOGICAL THOUGHT
PROCESS AND
STRONG REASONING

EVIDENCE

UNDERSTANDING

VERIFICATION

PROOF

EXAMPLES OF JUSTIFICATION
•

Justification can be used for both knowledge and
belief.

•

As we mentioned in the last episode the “Burden of
Proof” for a belief is to justify the belief as rational. In
some instances the justification for a belief is enough
for to justify the knowledge, but in others the belief
may be rational, but we might not call it knowledge.

EXAMPLES OF JUSTIFICATION
• Example 1: Joe tells Dave he has lost his sunglasses.
• Dave’s Justification is:
• He knows Joe tends not to lie (and in fact hates lying)
• This is not something someone would tend to lie about
• Joe has nothing to gain from telling Dave this
Is Dave correct to say he knows Joe has lost his sunglasses?
(under JTB)

EXAMPLES OF JUSTIFICATION
• Example 2: Kriss tells Andy he fought off 2 muggers at the weekend
• Andy’s Justification is:
• He Knows Kriss is a Martial Arts Instructor
• He has seen a picture on Facebook with Kriss with a black eye
• Kriss gains nothing from Andy, except maybe a little respect
Is Andy correct to say he knows Kriss fought off 2 muggers at the weekend?

EXAMPLES OF JUSTIFICATION
• Example 3: A barman asks the age of a young lady before serving
her drink. She says she is 18.
• The Barman’s justification is
• She’s pretty
• She’s with friends that have I.D.
Consider though, she does have something to gain by lying about
her age, and all the risk is on the barman.
He has never seen her before, In this instance, I think some form of
evidence would be required.
Is he justified in saying he knows she is over 18?

It might be true, but
he lacks the
justification required
for this to be rational

TYPES OF CERTAINTY
• Psychological
• It is a sliding scale, or a strength of belief

• Epistemic
• It is binary. Roughly speaking, it is when a belief has reached the highest epistemic status.
We would regard this as knowledge.

• Moral

TYPES OF CERTAINTY
Psychological
• Certainty is commonly thought of as the feeling of being sure of something. When

we think of it in terms of belief, we are largely talking about psychological certainty.

• Belief (without knowledge) only has psychological certainty.

I can be sure I will wake up tomorrow, but I don’t know that for a fact. Something
unexpected might happen in the night, but I believe I will wake up. My belief is
rational. I am healthy, in my 30’s, no major health concerns.
Whilst I acknowledge something could happen, that doesn’t sway my certainty.
In this instance I can only really have epistemic certainty after the fact.

TYPES OF CERTAINTY
Epistemic
•

Knowledge has Epistemic certainty. This is usually coupled with
psychological certainty but not always. Consider a student taking an
exam, they might know the answers, but pressure, stress, the
environment etc all cause doubt. They get everything right. They had
epistemic certainty without the psychological certainty.

•

Some regard Epistemic Certainty to be the same as knowledge,
others regard it to be a superior form of knowledge, not just meeting
the JTB but exceeding it.

TYPES OF CERTAINTY
Moral
•

Descartes says that “moral certainty is certainty which is sufficient to
regulate our behaviour, or which measures up to the certainty we
have on matters relating to the conduct of life which we never
normally doubt, though we know that it is possible, absolutely
speaking, that they may be false” (PW 1, p. 289 n. 2).

FALSE CERTAINTY
It is quite easy to imagine a false
psychological certainty. How often have
we been confident that something is the
case but it wasn’t? This could be a sports
team winning, a friend helping you out,
getting a job, doing well at something
etc. So what then of false epistemic
certainty?

As I have mentioned, epistemic
certainty is more binary. You have it or
you don’t. You can have psychological
certainty that you have epistemic
certainty when in fact you don’t.

FALSE CERTAINTY

Consider driving past a field. In this field
you see a tonne of cows. You know you
have seen a herd of cows in a field
based on what you have seen. This is
enough justification for a rational belief,
and you consider it knowledge and
therefore have epistemic certainty.

It turns out the cows are carboard cut
outs. Whilst you were justified in your
belief, the belief was not true. Instead of
a Justified True Belief, you held a
Justified False Belief.

PERCEPTION OF
KNOWLEDGE
• Consider a young earth creationist. They have been

indoctrinated, home schooled, and everything they
have been taught and are allowed to find out
about the world concludes with it being about 6000
years old.

• They are fully justified in holding that belief. It is

rational, until such a time they leave their insular
bubble and start learning about things like the
various dating methods.

PERCEPTION OF
KNOWLEDGE
As mentioned, there are times we
hold a Justified False Belief. This
means we have a rational belief, but
it is not true, and therefore does not
really count as knowledge. If we
discover the belief is false, we are no
longer justified in holding that belief.

PERCEPTION OF
KNOWLEDGE
They have now been presented enough
information to conclude that the stories
they have been told are false, regardless
of if there is a deity or not, the world is
clearly older than 6000 years. If they
maintain their belief it becomes irrational
as it has lost its justification.
In fact this belief is an Unjustified False
Belief

JUSTIFIED / UNJUSTIFIED
We have 4 main categories when
discussing beliefs.
• Justified / Unjustified
• True / False
The Justification has to match the claim for it to
be truly justified, we will take a binary stance on
justification e.g. partial justification counts as
unjustified.

JUSTIFIED / UNJUSTIFIED
Justified
Justified True Belief: A fact you believe and
have justified to understand and can
explain. Knowledge.
Justified False Belief: A belief you can justify
as rational, but are unaware is false.

Unjustified
Unjustified True Belief: A belief that is true, yet
you cannot fully justify your understanding
or why you hold it. e.g. “my dad said”
Unjustified False Belief: A belief you have
weak justification for and is false. e.g. ”my
friend said”

SO HOW DOES THE KNOWLEDGE AND
CERTAINTY TIE IN WITH PROPOSITIONAL
LOGIC?
• In the last chapter we discussed propositional logic and how it can be used
to provide an epistemological answer to the proposition “God Exists”
• We will now expand this further with a break down of how this can be used
for knowledge and certainty.
• Things to remember
•
•
•
•

When you believe something, you don’t necessarily know it.
When you know something, you also believe it.
You can only have epistemic certainty with knowledge.
You can lack psychological certainty, even if you know something.

SO HOW DOES THE KNOWLEDGE
AND CERTAINTY TIE IN WITH
PROPOSITIONAL LOGIC?
Proposition: God Exists
Belief Position

Knowledge in P

Belief in P

Unbelief in P

Disbelief in P

Knowledge in ¬P

Belief

Yes

Yes

2nd Order

Yes

Yes

Knowledge

Yes

No

No

No

Yes

Logical Notation

Kp

Bp ^ ¬B¬p

¬Bp ^ ¬B¬p

B¬p ^ ¬Bp

K¬p

Theist

Theist

Agnostic

Atheist

Atheist

1%-100%

1%-100%

0%

1%-100%

1%-100%

Yes

No

No

No

Yes

Name
Psychological
Certainty
Epistemic
Certainty

CONFLATION OF CERTAINTY

SOMETIMES PEOPLE CONFLATE
PSYCHOLOGICAL CERTAINTY
WITH EPISTEMIC CERTAINTY.

THIS IS EVEN MORE TRUE IF YOU
ARE DISCUSSING AN
EPISTEMOLOGICAL BELIEF
POSITION AND SAY YOU ARE
CERTAIN. IT IS A NATURAL LEAP
FOR SOMEONE TO THINK YOU
ARE SPEAKING OF EPISTEMIC
CERTAINTY.

I WOULD GENERALLY REGARD
SOMEONE WHO SAYS THEY ARE
CERTAIN OF THEIR BELIEF TO BE
SPEAKING OF THE STRENGTH OF
THEIR BELIEF THROUGH
PSYCHOLOGICAL CERTAINTY,
UNLESS THEY SAY “I KNOW”.

WELL WHADDYA KNOW?
We’ve covered;
• A number of theories of knowledge
• Perception of Knowledge
• Colloquial Definitions of Knowledge and
their problems
• Justification
• Certainty, both psychological and Epistemic
• How Knowledge ties in with beliefs and logic
• A few examples of JTB
Next we should apply what we have discussed to
some claims of ‘Knowledge’ that we commonly
hear.

THEORIES OF KNOWLEDGE AND
THEOLOGICAL ARGUMENTS
• There are a number of arguments for the existence of gods.
• These are touted by many theological philosophers as ‘proof’ for god… and
of course they assume it is their god. They might say they ‘know’ their god
exists.
• Examples of arguments that people use to say they ‘know’ their god exists
are:
• Kalam cosmological argument
• Teleological Argument (argument from design)
• Ontological Argument

KALAM COSMOLOGICAL ARGUMENT

i.

Whatever begins to exist has a cause of its existence

ii.

The universe began to exist, and

iii.

Therefore, the universe has a cause of its existence

KALAM COSMOLOGICAL ARGUMENT
Verificationism and Positivism

• If we consider (i)
• With both verificationism and positivism we have
no way to verify or test that this applies to all
things, therefore this statement is meaningless.
• As such we can say this argument fails at the first
hurdle with 2 of the theories of knowledge.

KALAM COSMOLOGICAL ARGUMENT
Fallibilism
• If we consider (i)
• As far as we know everything that begins to exist within the universe has a cause of its
existence, therefore this can be considered true for now.
• However, the universe is not within the universe – so what makes us assume the
universe would have the same rules of everything inside the universe?
• If we are charitable for now and assume that the universe does have the same rules as
everything within the universe we can consider (ii).

KALAM COSMOLOGICAL ARGUMENT
Fallibilism Continued
• If we consider (ii)
• When we speak of begins – evidence points to the current state of the universe starting with
the big bang, but we don’t know if there was anything before the big bang, in fact the
question is often thought of as meaningless due to time starting with the big bang.
• We can only really detect what happened one trillionth of a trillionth of a trillionth of a
second — after the Big Bang.
• There’s lots of thoughts around quantum fluctuations and dark energy, or even that the
universe goes through an infinite level of ‘bangs’ and ‘crunches’.

• Therefore with so many variables that ‘might’ be the case, we can say that the argument has
failed at point (ii).
• Even if we do get to point (iii), the only thing we can really point to the cause of the current
universe is the big bang.

B3

B2
B1

KALAM COSMOLOGICAL ARGUMENT

B3

B

Coherence Theory

• If we consider (i) & (ii)
• We believe that everything we know about does have a cause.

• We believe we don’t know about everything – because if we believe we know about
everything, the belief becomes irrational.
• Therefore, we cannot agree with (i) without caveats.
• We believe the current state of the universe had a cause (big bang) but

B1

• We ought to remain agnostic (in a state of unbelief) of anything before that as presently
there is no way to verify this.
• As such we cannot call this knowledge with coherence theory either.

B1

B3

B2

KALAM COSMOLOGICAL ARGUMENT
JTB
• Whilst the JTB is the simplest form of knowledge, as
mentioned, we have the problem between
someone feeling something is justified and the
justification matching the claim.
• We also have the problem where there are times
we do not know if something is true. This does not
make it untrue, of course, but makes it harder to
justify.
• Based on all the points discussed before I don’t
believe there is enough justification to make the
belief rational for points (i) or (ii), and as such do
not regard it as knowledge.

KALAM COSMOLOGICAL ARGUMENT
In conclusion
• Using all theories of knowledge, the Kalam does not
hold up to scrutiny.
• Whilst you might have psychological certainty there is a
deity, there is clearly no epistemic certainty.
• Even if you accept all aspects of this premise, you’re still
left with a couple of issues:
• The cause is not necessarily a god.
• Even if that cause is a god, it says nothing for which god.

SO WHAT ABOUT
THE OTHER
ARGUMENTS?

I mentioned a couple of other arguments that are taken as
knowledge. These arguments are very similar to the Kalam in
structure but do have slightly different outcomes when the various
theories of knowledge are applied to them.
I figured I would read out those arguments and let people decide if
they think they can be counted as knowledge or not.

TELEOLOGICAL ARGUMENT
• P1) The universe is a highly organised and complex system, and one that is perfectly
suited to causing particular effects.
• P2) Some human made objects are highly organised and complex systems, and are
systems that are perfectly suited to causing particular effects.
• C1) Therefore there are similarities between the universe and human made objects.

• P3) Where two things resemble each other, so too do their causes.
• C2) Therefore the cause of nature resembles the cause of human creations.
• P4) Human creations are caused to exist by intelligent designers.
• C3) Therefore the natural world was caused by an intelligent designer.

THE ONTOLOGICAL ARGUMENT
1.

By definition, God is a being than which none greater can be
imagined.

2.

A being that necessarily exists in reality is greater than a being that
does not necessarily exist.

3.

Thus, by definition, if God exists as an idea in the mind but does not
necessarily exist in reality, then we can imagine something that is
greater than God.

4.
5.

But we cannot imagine something that is greater than God.

6.
7.

God exists in the mind as an idea.

Thus, if God exists in the mind as an idea, then God necessarily
exists in reality.

Therefore, God necessarily exists in reality.

Moral Certainty/Knowledge
 I grazed this topic earlier but figured it is worth addressing.

 Can we have moral knowledge?
 Morality isn’t a physical object – so can we know it?

 Knowledge how vs Knowledge of.
 What is Virtue?

 Is Virtue teachable?
 Action vs intent?

KNOWLEDGE AND CERTAINTY
• Tonight we have covered;
•
•
•
•
•
•

The theories of knowledge
Types of certainty
The application of these theories
Colloquial definitions of knowledge an their issues
Justification
Moral Knowledge/Certainty

ANYTHING ELSE?

Are there any
other questions
or thoughts on
tonight's topic?

