PAGE  
6











Igal Kvart
            A Super-Light Survey of the Probabilistic Account of Knowledge  

      The two main insights of the account that are at the heart of the notion of knowledge are
 that the belief that p amounts to high token indicativity of the fact that p, and that knowledge endows high level of immunity from error. In this outline we shall deal with perceptual knowledge and perception-based memory. For these modes of knowledge, another condition is required, beyond that of high token indicativity, which secures the appropriate discriminability condition for knowledge. These conditions will be spelled out in terms of objective chance. So the truth conditions of knowledge ascriptions of that sort will be in terms of truth, belief and chance alone. 

   I will assume an indeterministic chancy world, and will analyze de dicto knowledge ascriptions, which in turn suffice for an account of de re knowledge ascriptions, as I argue elsewhere.1 I will assume the standard necessary conditions for knowledge of truth and belief. For simplicity, the content clauses in the knowledge ascriptions will be taken to be of a simple subject-predicate form. For convenience, I will abbreviate 'x knows that p' as well as 'x's knowledge that p' by 'Kp', and accordingly 'x believes that p' as well as 'x's belief that p' by 'Bp'. 
To introduce the analysis of token indicativity, consider an example. Suppose the subject x (whom we consider as a candidate for knowing that p) is in a room, and p is: a bird just entered the room. For x to know that p, Bp ('x's belief that p) must indicate the fact that p. This indication must be token, that is: the token belief that p must indicate the fact that p.2 For that to be the case, roughly, Bp must sufficiently raise the chance that p. We can formulate it in the following formula:

KIs      P(p/Bp.Wp) >> P(p/Wp),

where Wp is the history of the world just up to – but not including -- the occurrence time of the fact that p, 'Bp', as noted, abbreviates here 'x believes that p', '>>' indicates the relation of being significantly higher than, and 'P' is the chance function, which must be relativized to a given world state or world history. ('KI' is an acronym for 'knowledge indicativity', and 'KIs' signifies a simple version of KI – see below
) 

    So in our example, x knows that a bird entered the room, and the subject believes
: the object in front of me is a bird (call this content clause: p1, and abbreviate 'the object in front of me' as: OF).3 Kp1 (i.e.: x knows that p1) is true in view of Bp1's raising the chance of p1 (given Wp1). And indeed, in normal circumstances, with the subject x being properly constituted, and in particular cognitively and visually, Bp indeed yields a higher chance of p1 (as in the left side of KI) than the chance of p1 just given the history prior to p1 (the right side of KI). And given truth and Bp, which we will assume all along, KIs establishes (roughly) that Bp was a token indicator of p. (For knowledge, we also need to require that the left side of KIs be high enough, but we will not need this condition below, and so will ignore it.)

     This condition will need adjustments, since knowledge is a function of the intermediate history between p and Bp (however short it may be, in the case of perception, or long, in the case of memory). KIs, as presented here, is not a function of the intermediate history. A full fledged indicativity condition will require that we take into account the intermediate history by conditionalizing in an appropriate way on events in it, thereby yielding KI from KIs – where KIs is a simple version of KI (hence the qualification 'roughly' in the last sentence of the last paragraph). But since we will not need this refinement below, we shall ignore it.4 So for our purposes, I will use 'KIs' above as a place-holder for the its full-fledged version KI, and consequently henceforth use only 'KI'.

   This condition is also deficient when P(p/Wp) is too high, by not leaving enough room for Bp to be effective in raising the chance of p in case of appropriate indicativity. This limitation can be handled by normalizing the chance function, but for simplicity we shall skip this move, and restrict ourselves to cases where P(p/Wp) is not too high.5 In order to accommodate this restriction (as well as the de dicto character of the analyzed notion of knowledge), let us stick throughout to a standard singular term in the content clause p -- 'the object in front of me', or for short: OF.6  

     But for perceptual knowledge and perception-based knowledge by memory another condition is needed, on top of KI, in order to secure appropriate discriminability, which obviously is needed for perceptual knowledge. KI just doesn't require enough discriminability, which is necessary for perceptual knowledge. The appropriate discriminability condition for perceptual knowledge, however, is an extension of KI. In order for a subject x to be suitably discriminate a bird and a bat, say, the indicativity condition must be restricted to these two options alone: The indicativity of p by Bp, as reflected in KI must be conditional on a disjunction with p being one disjunct and where the other disjunct specifies another possibility to be discriminated from p. So assume that p1 is: OF is a bird (where D is: being a bird). For Kp1 to hold, given that, roughly speaking, there are visible bats around, the subject must be able to discriminate being a bird and being a bat (where T is: being a bat). For the requisite discriminability to hold, the subject's Bp must be indicative of p, as in KI, even after we conditionalize in both sides on: OF is either a bird or a bat. That is, even given this disjunction, Bp must still raise significantly the chance of p in order for the appropriate discriminability to hold. The satisfaction of this condition will yield token discriminability, that can be expressed simply by conditionalizing in KI on the disjunction: D(OF) V T(OF), which yields the following condition on the requisite discriminability for perceptual knowledge:

      P(p/Bp.(D(OF) V T(OF)).Wp) >> P(p/(D(OF) V T(OF)).Wp).

     More generally, where p is: F(OF) (which in our example was: OF is a bird, with 'D' being a substituends for 'F'), and were the requisite discriminability is vis-à-vis another feature G (which in this example was: being a bat, with 'T' being a substituends for 'G'), the more general form of the discriminability condition, to be abbreviated as 'Dis-s', yields: 

Dis-s      P(p/Bp.(F(OF) V F(OF)).Wp) >> P(p/(F(OF) V G(OF)).Wp).

As with KI, the discriminability condition should be a function of the intermediate course, which can be accomplished along the same lines as with KI, yielding the appropriate discriminability condition Dis (as opposed to the above Dis-s, which is Dis simplified, i.e., while ignoring the requisite dependence on the intermediate course). So in ignoring such elaboration, I will use only 'Dis' below. 

    But Dis is a schema, with G being a free variable. Yet not every predicate should qualify as having to be considered under Dis for the analysis of knowledge ascriptions. Thus, the predicate 'fake F'', i.e., looking like F without being F, will fail Dis, since in normal cases a normal perceiver can't discriminate Fs from fake Fs even when she knows that OF is F. So not every predicate is suitable as a substitution instance of G in Dis. Let us call the set of suitable substitution instances for G in Dis the contrast class. The contrast class is thus the set of predicates that the subject must be able to token-discriminate from F (in p) for Kp to hold, as reflected in condition Dis. 

     The main constraint on the contrast class is that the predicate G belongs to it only if the chance that OF is G is not too low. If it is negligible, G need not be taken into account. This reflects the insight on knowledge that it must secure sufficiently high immunity from error – though not certainty. Formally, this condition can be expressed as:

CPP    A predicate G belongs to the contrast class for p (which is F(OF)) for the subject  

      x only if: 

CPP*     P(G(OF)/Wp) is not too low.

('CPP' abbreviates: contrastive predicates – prevalence). And indeed, if the chance of OF's being a fake bird is negligible, the subject need not be required to be able to discriminate birds from fake birds under the circumstances in order to know that OF is a bird. This condition captures the right constraint on the scope of the discriminability condition, as opposed to, say the requirement that there not be sufficiently many fakes around. (Dis requires also another constraint, which chiefly requires that G not be a sub-species of F. But in this super-light version we shall ignore it.) And as with condition KI above, perceptual knowledge requires not only that there be discriminability as in Dis, but that the left side of Dis be high. We shall ignore this part, again, since it will not play a role below.

    It can be proved that Dis implies KI. Hence the analysis of perceptual knowledge and knowledge of perception-based memory simply amounts to Dis obtaining – subject to constraint CPP*.

                                                        NOTES

1. So de re knowledge ascriptions are not the subject of this paper
. On my view, the de re form is retrievable from the de dicto form, at least in main cases where there is pertinent conceptual acumen; see my "A Theory of Thinker Reference", Philosophical Studies, 74, 1994, pp. 291-323, section 1, and "Beliefs and Believing", Theoria, LII, 3, pp 129-145, 1986. 

2. This token indicativity should be contrasted with type indicativity, in which events of one type indicate events of another type. 57

3. The indexical 'me' in OF will vary as needed with the ascriber, as between 'in front of me' and 'in front of x'.

4. For the details, see my "Probabilistic Analysis of Knowledge, ibid. 

5. For the introduction of the normalizing condition, see my "Probabilistic Analysis of Knowledge", section 9. 

6. As noted, the pronoun 'me' will be adjusted as needed depending on whether the knowledge ascription is 1st person, 2nd person, or 3rd person. 
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