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Vocabulary

factive

defeater

contextualism

reflective equilibrium


wide vs. narrow

error theory

Thought experiments

POCKET CHANGE - Smith has the justified belief that Jones will get the job that the two of them applied for. He also has the justified belief that Jones has 10 coins in his pocket. Based on these, Smith believes that the man who will get the job has 10 coins in his pocket. Jones does not get the job, but Smith does. It turns out that Smith had 10 coins in his pocket.

SPANISH FORD – Smith has good evidence that Jones owns a Ford (for example, he sees Jones in Jones' driveway washing a Ford lovingly) and based on that evidence comes to believe that Jones owns a Ford.  Knowing the laws of logic, he understands that Jones' owning a Ford entails the disjunction “Jones owns a Ford or Brown is in Barecelona,” (Brown is a friend whose whereabouts are unknown) and based on this Smith comes to believe this proposition.  It turns out that Jones does not own a Ford but Brown is in Barcelona.

FAKE SHEEP - You're in a meadow, and you see a rock which looks to you like a sheep. So you say to yourself "There's a sheep in the meadow." In fact there is a sheep in the meadow (behind the rock, where you can't see it).  [James Pryor's restatement of an example from Chisholm]

NORMAL BARN – Henry is driving through the countryside, which is filled with barns.  He sees a barn and comes to believe based on this the following proposition: “That is a barn.”  [paraphrased from Goldman]

FAKE BARN (TRUE) – Henry is driving through the countryside, which contains many real looking fake barns and a few real barns.  He sees a real barn and comes to believe based on this the following proposition: “That is a barn.” [Goldman]

FAKE BARN (FALSE) – Henry is driving through the countryside, which contains many real looking fake barns and a few real barns.  He sees a fake barn and comes to believe based on this the following proposition: “That is a barn.”  [implicit in Goldman]

MOSTLY NORMAL BARN – Henry is driving through the countryside, which is filled with real barns barns and one fake one.  He sees the fake barn and comes to believe based on this the following proposition: “That is a barn.”

SAVE BABY – Barbara is waking on the beach and sees a child drowning in the ocean.  She immediately dives in the ocean and starts swimming out in order to save the baby, for purely altruistic motives.  She rescues the baby, who survives without any harm.

DANGEROUS SAVE BABY – Barbara is waking on the beach and sees a child drowning in the ocean.  She immediately dives in the ocean and starts swimming out in order to save the baby, for purely altruistic motives.  On her way to save the baby, unbeknownst to her, a shark sees her and swims up to swallow her whole.  Just as the shark is about to grab her, a dolphin accidentally bumps into the shark, preventing it from eating Barbara.  She never notices any of this.  She rescues the baby, who survives without any harm.

BAD PRESS - Jill reads in the newspaper that the president of her country has been assassinated. In fact, this story is true. However, the president's associates have mounted a campaign to suppress the story, and they've been broadcasting false reports on all the television stations that the president is OK, the assassin actually only killed a bodyguard. Jill is blissfully unaware of all this misleading evidence. The newspaper she read happens to be the only news source that's reporting the true events. All of Jill's peers, on the other hand, have heard the misleading TV reports and aren't sure whether or not the president was really killed. [Pryor's restatement of an example from Gilbert Harman, Thought, 1973]

BOOK THIEF – I see Tom take a book from the library shelf, conceal it beneath his coat, and make off with it, grinning smugly.  Being the library detective, I follow him and accost him, but he runs away.  Since I know Tom well and saw him steal the book, I testify at a hearing before the University Judicial Council that he stole it.  After I have left the hearing, however, Tom's mother testifies that Tom actually was miles away at the time, and that Tom has an identical twin who was in the neighborhood at the time and who since he is a notorious book thief) undoubtedly did the deed.  Her testimony is a brazen lie, but it sounds plausible and all the spectators believe it.  I never learn any of these subsequent events.  [William Lycan's (1977) restatement of an example from Harman]

ITALIAN LETTER – My friend Donald has gone to Italy.  He told me he was going.  I saw him off at the airport, et; I have every reason to believe he is in Italy and absolutely no reason not to believe so.  However, as a practical joke or whatever, Donald has written some letters purporting to have been written in California, and has sent them to a cooperative friend in California and had the friend mail them to me from there.  They have arrived, and are sitting on my hall table with my other mail, though I have not yet looked at any of them mail.  [William Lycan's restatement of an example from Harman]

Goldman's View

“What kinds of causal processes or mechanisms must be responsible for a belief if that beilef is to count as knowledge?  They must be mechanisms that are, in an appropriate sense, 'reliable.'  Roughly, a cognitive mechanism is reliable if it not only produces true beliefs in actual situations, but would produce true beliefs, or at least inhibit false beliefs, in relevant counterfactual situations.” (771)

“I suggest that a person is said to know that p just in case he distinguishes or discriminates the truth of p from relevant alternatives.” (772)

“The problem, of course, is to specify when a [counterfactual situation] is 'idle' and when it is 'serious' ('relevant')...  There are two views one might take on this general problem.  The first view is that there is a 'correct' answer, in any given situation...  

“According to [the] second view, the verb 'know' is simply not so semantically determinate.  The second view need not deny that there are regularities governing the alternative hypotheses a speaker (i.e., an attributer or denier of knowledge) thinks of, and deems relevant.  But these regularities are not part of the semantic content of 'know'...  One regularity might be that the more likely it is, given the circumstances, that a particular alternative would obtain (rather than the actual state of affairs), the more probably it is that a speaker will regard this alternative as relevant...  The speaker's own linguistic and psychological context are also important...”  (775-776)

Zagzebski's Argument

“It really does not matter how the particular element of knowledge in addition to true belief is analysed.  As long as there is a small degree of independence between this other element and the truth, we can construct Gettier cases by using the following procedure:  start with a case of justified (or warranted) false belief.  Make the element of justification (warrant) strong enough for knowledge, but make the belief false.  The falsity of the belief will not be due to any systematically describable element in the situation, for if it were, such a feature could be used in the analysis of the composition of knowledge other than true belief, and then truth would be entailed by the other components of knowledge, contrary to the hypothesis.  The falsity of the belief is therefore due to some element of luck.  Now emend the case by adding another element of luck, only this time an element which makes the belief true after all.  The second element must be independent of the element of warrant so that the degree of warrant is unchanged.”  (p. 69)

Zagzebski's Anti-Gettier Attempt

Knowledge is belief which:

i) Is arrived at due to proper motivations (i.e. desire for truth)

ii) Arises out of acts which a person of intellectual virtue characteristically performs

iii) Achieves the knowers' end (truth) because of i) and ii).

(Zabzebski, “What Is Knowledge?” 1999)

Two Types of Gettier Cases

(based on Hetherington, “Knowing Failably,” 1999)
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Gettierizing Goldman

SPOOKY POCKET CHANGE - Smith has the justified belief that Jones will get the job that the two of them applied for. He also has the justified belief that Jones has 10 coins in his pocket. Based on these, Smith believes that the man who will get the job has 10 coins in his pocket. Jones does not get the job, but Smith does. It turns out that, unbeknownst to Smith, every applicant had 10 coins in his pocket.

SPANISH FORD AND MORE – Smith has good evidence that Jones owns a Ford (for example, he sees Jones in Jones' driveway washing a Ford lovingly) and based on that evidence comes to believe that Jones owns a Ford.  Knowing the laws of logic, he understands that Jones' owning a Ford entails a very long disjunction “Jones owns a Ford or X or Y or Z or A or B or C...,” where X etc. are propositions about which Smith has no evidence whatsoever, and based on this Smith comes to believe this proposition.  It turns out that Jones does not own a Ford but that every other proposition in the disjunction is true.

FAKE SHEEP GANG - You're in a meadow, and you see a rock which looks to you like a sheep. So you say to yourself "There's a sheep in the meadow." In fact there are thousands of sheep in the meadow, hding in the grass where you can't see them.

