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The following is a correspondence between F. Dretske and M. Mizumoto
from May 2006 to September of that year, concerning transmission of knowl-
edge and information. Mizumoto later added footnotes with permission of
Dretske, who also checked the content. That, however, does not guarantee

that Dretske agrees to the view expressed in the footnotes. (Mizumoto)

On May 7, 2006, at 10 : 51 AM, mizumoto masaharu wrote :
Dear Fred,

This is Masaharu Mizumoto from Japan.

I recently read your paper on the defense of closure principle' in Contempo-
rary Debates in Epistemology.’ Quite apart from the issue of [epistemic] clo-
sure, in reading its note 4 I wondered if you have considered the following
definition of knowledge.

A knows that p iff

(1) A’sbelief p is caused by the information p, and

(2) Aisasource (or channel) of [the] information that p.>*

I have long felt that your response to the fake-barn case,” based on the infor-
mation theoretic analysis of knowledge (in your 1981), was incomplete.’ The
belief of the subject A in the fake-barn situation is caused by real barn, and
there is nothing wrong with the causal process, as long as we admit the pos-

sibility of perceptual knowledge in the ordinary situation.

So my proposal is to admit that A’s belief is indeed caused by the informa-

tion that there is a barn before A. The reason why A does not know it is that,

1 The so-called (epistemic) closure principle is the thesis that knowledge is closed un-
der known entailment : Roughly, if one knows that p and that p entails q, then he
also knows that q. Famously, Dretske denies this principle.

2 Dretske (2005).
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in such a situation, he cannot convey [the] information to another person
B (in a remote place) that there is a barn before A, even if he sincerely re-
ports to B that there is a barn before him. There A cannot be a source, or an
information channel, of that information for B, even if he [A] possesses the

information in question.’

3 Basically Dretske’s theory of knowledge in his (1981) requires only (1), and not
(2) (cf. ibid. p.86). In his more recent words, “knowledge is information-caused be-
lief” (Dretske 2005, p.25). The notion of information is defined by conditional prob-
ability, such that a signal r carries the information that P if and only if the probabil-
ity of P,givenr (and the subject’s background knowledge k), is 1 (but given k alone,
less than 1) (ibid. p.65). In this context recently Jiiger (2004) questions the com-
patibility of this conception of information and Dretske’s denial of the epistemic clo-
sure principle. In showing that this theory of information entails the closure princi-
ple, Jiager assumes that if p entails q, then when the conditional probability of p,
given some signal r (and k), is 1, the conditional probability of q, given r (and k),
must also be 1 (p.192). This is however exactly what Dretske would deny when he
claims that we do not know that we are not brains in a vat even though we know we
have hands. Objecting to such a theory of information is one of my motivations for

the present proposal.

4 The condition (2) can alse be put as, “A can transmit the information p to oth-
ers”. The relationship between the notion of“informability”here and that of ordinary
assertibility is a subtle one. If we assume, as many philosophers do, that one may
properly assert that p if and only if one knows that p, then of course informability
and assertability should coincide. But what is in question here is whether one’s sin-
cere statement “p” can really convey the information that p (whether or not the re-
ceiver can properly receive it). There are of course many other ways to communicate
information, but they are not relevant in this context.

> Fake-barn case is originally due to Carl Ginet, and first appeared in Goldman

(1976), pp.772—3. It can be illustrated as follows: I am driving through a country-
side, where a lot of elaborate fake barns are built. They look exactly like real barns,
and I cannot distinguish them from where I am, but I don’t know anything about the
existence of such fakes in this region. Now I look at one building that looks like a
barn and believe “That’s a barn.” In fact, it happened to be a real barn, while most of
nearby buildings are fake. In this situation, my belief “That’s a barn” is true and
justified, but we cannot say I know it, since the truth of the belief looks too acciden-
tal.

3
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I do know that on p.90 of your (1981), you explicitly claim that knowing that
p does not imply being able to convey the information p.® But if that is cor-
rect, can one transmit knowledge to other people without thereby transmit-
ting information? Or do you mean that the subject who knows that the ani-
mal (adachshund) is a dog can never transmit the knowledge to other peo-

ple when he cannot distinguish dogs from wolves?

I think the above definition suits better with our intuition of the transmissi-
bility of information and knowledge.” (I'm sorry if you have heard the simi-
lar idea many times before, or you have already discussed this option some-

where. In that case, please tell me so.)

Best regards,

Masa

6  See chapter 5, especially pp.129—134, of Dretske (1981). Apparently, if the fake-
barn case is not an instance of knowledge, the condition (1) above is insufficient.
Dretske’s supposed reply is that in such cases the subject’s belief was not caused by
the relevant information. But if one’s belief P is formed through the perception of the
fact P, then it is most natural to expect that that belief was caused by the informa-
tion P, at least on the realistic conception of information, in which information is out
there. Such a robust conception of information can be found in J. J. Gibson’s work (e.
g., 1966, 1979), and Dretske himself seems to endorse that kind of conception of in-
formation in his (1981) (see for example, p.145, pp.255—6). Denying that such a
perceptual belief P is caused by the information that P, on the other hand, seems to
force one to either hold somewhat queer theory of (transmission of) information, or
abandon the major virtue of Gibsonian approach, namely direct realism, stipulating

intermediaries between the world and us.

~3

Later (in 2008) I found that exactly the same idea was proposed and considered in
Graham (2000), pp.139—40. However, Graham basically presupposes Dretskean
conception of information there, while the real disagreement between us here is
about the notion of information. See below.

8  “Not everyone who knows that s is F' is someone from whom one can learn that s is
F.” (Dretske 1981, p.90)
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date : Sun, 7 May 2006 16 . 17 : 59— 0400
Dear Masa,

Thank you for your very interesting message.

You are right that I think one can know that P and not be able to trans-
mit this knowledge to others (one assurances that P do not carry the infor-
mation that P) if one’s belief that P, despite being caused by the information
that P, would have been caused by a variety of other things even when P was
false. So (to use Al Goldman’s example) one can know that an animal is a
dog (one sees it up close and dachshunds have a distinctive look), but if one
also mistakenly thinks wolves are dogs, one statements to others that the
animal was a dog do not carry this information. One would have believed

(and said) it even if it weren’t a dog (let’s suppose its being a wolfis a rele-
vant alternative) . Given the false belief about wolves, one’s belief (and utter-
ances) do not increase the probability of its being a dog enough to let others
know.

I once wrote an article (“A Cognitive Cul-de-Sac,” Mind, 91, 361 (Janu-
ary 1982),pp.109—111) in which I argued precisely this point using a wine
example (a person thought Chianti was a region in Bordeaux, France and, as
a result, though chianti was a bordeaux wine)."

Anyway, I won’t bore you with the details of my example (I also used it
to argue against closure) except to say that you are entirely right about

which way I go on this. I wouldn't therefore, want to agree with your re-

 The principle that one can acquire knowledge by simply accepting the other’s
words, is often presupposed in epistemology without argument. As a recent example,
see what J. MacFarlane calls Transmission Principle :
If B knows that p, then if B asserts that p and A accepts B’s testimony without
doxastic irresponsibility, A also comes to know that p. (MacFarlane 2005, p.133.)
MacFarlane presents this principle “as a widely held view about testimony”
(ibid.), and refers to McDowell, Evans, Burge, Williamson, etc., though it is not
clear whether he himself endorses this principle in the end.
10 See Goldman (1976) p.779.
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quirement on knowledge that one has to be a “source” of information in or-

der to know.

Best,

Fred

On May 12, 2006, at 10 : 43 AM, mizumoto masaharu wrote :
Dear Fred,

Thank you for your answer and the information.

I checked your paper and found it very interesting.

I agree that, in the example you describe, the person who knows that p can

fail to transmit the information p to another person. But that is not because

11 Dretske (1982). There he presents two examples. In the first case at a dinner
party the host served a Medoc to guests. Next day George, one of the guests, says to
Michael that they served a Bordeaux. But George mistakenly believes that Chianti
is a Bordeaux. Still, George knows that they served a Bordeaux since he can distin-
guish a Chianti from a Medoc. There according to Dretske George cannot convey the
information that they served a Bordeaux to Michael, even though George knows it.
In the second case, several weeks later George forgets that they served a Medoc, but
still believes and knows that they served a Bordeaux. However, according to Dretske,
here George does not know that they served a French wine, since it could have been
a Chianti. Moreover, Gorge here cannot convey to another person, Susan, the infor-
mation that he had a Bordeaux there.

This piece of knowledge is incommuni-

cable, and thus the situation is called a

cognitive cul-de-sac. To be clear about

the example and the discussion that fol- Italian wine

lows, the following abstract diagram
might help understand the actual geo- - —
rench wine
graphical relationship.
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the person cannot convey the information p, but simply because the trans-
mission of information depends also on the epistemic state of the person

who receives it.

Suppose that Susan knows that the person who invited George to the dinner
party does not like Chianti, and therefore would never serve it. She may
even know that George (mistakenly) believes that Chianti is a Bordeaux
wine.

The relevant alternative is eliminated by Susan, and it seems that there is
nothing to prevent Susan from knowing that they served a Bordeaux. But
according to your theory, even in that case Susan cannot know it, since

George’s answer does not carry that information in the first place.

As naturalists we want to say that information was there even if no one
could detect it. The transmission of information must therefore be easy, es-
pecially if information channels, TV sets, the internet, or whatever, in gen-

eral carry information without “knowing” the content.

Yours,

Masa

date : Sat, 13 May 2006 12 . 00 . 37—0400
Dear Masa,

No, I think George’s answer (to Susan) does carry the information that
they served a Bordeaux. I have relativized information (in KFI?) to what the
receiver already knows, and if Susan already knows the host would never
serve a Chianti, then George’s statement carries (to Susan) the information

that it was a Bordeaux.

12 Abbreviation of the title of Dretske (1981), Knowledge and the Flow of Informa-

tion.
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If the listener did not know this about the host, then George’s statement
that he served a Bordeaux would carry only the information that it was a
bordeaux or a chianti. In KFI I used an example (from bridge) to illus-
trate : holding three aces in my own hand, my partner’s bid of 5 clubs over
my 4 NT (Blackwood convention), the conventional meaning of which is 0 or
4 aces, carries the information

to me, but not to the opponents, that he has 0 aces.

But you probably don’t like this way of handling information.

Fred

On May 19, 2006, at 10 : 34 AM, mizumoto masaharu wrote :
Dear Fred,

I’'m sorry that I misunderstood your theory then.

But I found a possible difficulty in your answer.

Before asking a question about it, however, could you correct my misunder-
standing (if there is any) in the following difficulty I found in your 1982 pa-

per?

There in the first example,
George knows that they served a Medoc.
George knows that they served a Bordeaux.

In the second example (several weeks later),
George has forgotten that they served a Medoc.
George knows that they served a Bordeaux.

George does not know that they served a French wine."”

But didn’t George know that they served a French wine in the first example?
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If so, according to the principles (C) and (D) you present there," since George
has not forgotten that they served a French wine he remembers it, and
therefore he still knows that they served a French wine.

So if the principles (C) and (D) save his knowledge of a Bordeaux, they also

save his knowledge of a French wine.

So it seems that you should admit either that George does not know that
they served a Bordeaux in the second example, or that the second example

does not constitute a counterexample to the closure principle.

Masa

date : Mon, 22 May 2006 10 : 40 . 48 —0400
Dear Masa,

You are right. Principles (C) and (D) show that he knows it was a French
wine as well as knowing it was a Bordeaux. I became convinced of this later
in discussions with a colleague at Wisconsin (Palle Yourgrau) . This led us to

write an article together called” Lost Knowledge” (Journal of Philosophy

13 This is because, according to Dretske, Gorge’s memory can “tell” him only that it
was a Bordeaux, and therefore for him it could have been a Chianti. Since being a
Bordeaux entails being a French wine and Gorge knows it, we have here an explicit
instance of failure of the closure principle, if Dretske is right.

4 These principles are expressed in Dretske (1982) as follows (p.111);

(C) IfS knew that P, and has not forgotten that P, then he remembers that P.

(D) IfS remembers that P, then S knows that P.

Though Dretske later denies (C) (or defends it by introducing extremely queer
senses of “forget” and “remember” .See below), (D) can also be doubted : One may
remember that P but cannot recall it, and now believe that not-P. Whether there is
such a counterexample depends, of course, on the sense of “remember” here. But note
that, even if we stipulate that one remembers that P iff he can recall it, this “can” can

be ambiguous, allowing several different interpretations. See for more on this point,
my (2008).

9

NI | -El ectronic Library Service



The Hokkai do Phi |l osophi cal Society

1983)* in which we argued that (C) is, in effect, false.” There are two ways
of “losing knowledge” --by forgetting in the usual way (no longer believ-
ing) and by losing your justification for what you continue to believe. So
George no longer remembers that it was a Bordeaux even though he knew it
was a Bordeaux when he drank it and he has believed throughout this pe-
riod that it was a Bordeaux."” When he forget it was a Medoc, he lost the cru-
cial piece of information that supported his “memory” that it was a Bordeaux.

So you are right : this example is NOT an effective counterexample to

closure. But I still think it is an effective counterexample to the transmissi-
bility of knowledge."

15 Dretske and Yourgrau (1983).

16 Tn the paper, however, Dretske and Yourgrau do not deny (D). But why don’t they
deny (D), instead of (C)? In fact, it is much easier to deny (D) rather than (C),if
they have come to think that Gorge does not know that he had a Bordeaux. As a re-
sult of holding to (C), they are forced to accept a bizarre sense of the terms “for-
get” and “remember” (as discussed in the next footnote). Yourgrau aside, Dretske
sticks to the principle (D) presumably because his informational theory of knowledge

(according to which knowledge is information-caused belief) only specifies the con-
dition of knowledge acquisition, and not that of knowledge preservation. However,
his another theory of knowledge, or relevant alternatives theory, does not entail this
kind of thesis. So this constitutes a possible discrepancy between his two theories of
knowledge. Thus my present proposal (at the beginning of this correspondence)
would better suit the relevant alternatives theory than Dretske’s own, though not
quite the same or equivalent.

17 As Dretske and Yourgrau themselves seem to admit, this is a strange use of the
terms “remember” and “forget” .For example, according to this use of the term, a per-
son can be said to have forgotten someone’s birthday even if he correctly believes
that today is her birthday and sends flowers and a card to her! (p.362) This sounds
bizarre. They distinguish forgetting by losing the relevant belief from forgetting by
loss of the appropriate epistemic relation for the continued belief (ibid.). It is this
latter sense of “forgetting” that is so odd.

18 Note that only the first example counts as a counterexample to the transmissibil-
ity of knowledge, since (according to their conception of knowledge and memory) in

the second example Gorge does not know that they served a Bordeaux any more.

10
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Fred

On Jun 1, 2006, at 5 . 16 PM, mizumoto masaharu wrote :
Dear Fred,

I am glad to hear that my reading was not mistaken, but I am again sorry

for my ignorance of your later paper.

Now let me ask you a question about the situation I presented before, where

the following two facts hold.

Fact 1 . The host would never serve Chianti.

Fact 2 | George believes that Chianti is a Bordeaux wine.

We agreed that, where

P : They served a Bordeaux,

George’s answer to Susan that P, carries the information that P, in the fol-

lowing case.

Casel
Susan knows both fact 1 and 2.

My question is, whether in the following cases the same is true.

Case 2
Both fact 1 and fact 2 hold, but Susan knows [and believes] neither of them.,

Case 3

Only fact 2 holds, but Susan knows, from an independent source,

11
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that the host did not serve a Chianti, or any Italian [without knowing (be-
lieving) fact 2].

It seems to me that in both case 2 and 3, George’s answer to Susan that P
conveys the information P. In case 3, whether Susan knows [fact 2]* or not,
for her the relevant possibility is eliminated just as in case 1. But if so, in
case 2 too, the relevant alternative seems to be eliminated objectively by the
situation.” However, according to my understanding, you would not say that

in case 2 George’s answer carried the information P, since otherwise Susan
would KNOW that P. Or would you?”

Masa

date : Fri, 2 Jun 2006 11 : 48 : 10— 0400

Masa,

You present me with a nice set of cases. I'm a little suspicious of [Fact

19 Originall y I wrote here “fact 17, but from the context it is clear that it must have
been fact 2.

20 To be precise, I should have said (as I say below) here that the alternative is made
irrelevant by the objective situation. It is the person who eliminates relevant alter-
natives. But note that, I do not assume that Susan thereby knows that P. What is as-
sured here is that the information P is properly transmitted to Susan, though Susan
has not eliminated relevant objectives for her. (Note that what alternative is rele-
vant is relative to the subject’s epistemic state, just as information is essentially so
relativized, according to Dretske.)

21 My purpose of bringing up these cases is to illustrate the situation where Dretske
can admit that one receives the information P and believes it but does not know that
P. Thus my position here is that in all these cases George’s utterance “P” does convey
the information P (whether he remembers he had a Medoc or not), and Susan re-
ceives it, but only in case 1 and 3, but not in case 2, Susan knows that P.

12
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1]# (how reliable, for instance, is the host’s commitment to never serving
Chiani?), but if we take this (as you obviously intended it) as the kind of
regularity that will support counterfactuals, then I would agree with you :
George’s answer to Susan carries the information that P. Whether or not she
knows Fact 1,she can learn (come to know) that they drank a Bordeaux from
George’s statement that they had a Bordeaux. In the circumstances (no Chi-
anti served), George’s statement makes the probability= 1 of its being a
Bordeaux.

Of course, if Susan knows Fact 2 and not Fact 1, she might not trust
George. His statement will (or might) not cause her to believe they had a
Bordeaux since she will wonder whether it might not have been a Chianti.

But she is getting the information whether she knows it or not.

Fred

On Jun 8, 2006, at 10 : 29 AM, mizumoto masaharu wrote :
Dear Fred,

Thanks for your answer. I actually want to agree with you.

That is, in case 2, Susan indeed seems to KNOW that P (they served a Bor-

deaux) . But should we really say so?

As you admit, Susan would not believe P anymore once she learned Fact 2
(that George believes Chianti is a Bordeaux). So her belief P is just contin-

gent on her lucky ignorance.

Isn’t it the Gettier situation?” Shouldn’t we say that Susan does not know,

2 Originally Dretske writes here “Fact 2” , but again, it is clear from the context that
he means Fact 1. My earlier mistake must be responsible for this error.

23 By “Gettier situation” I mean situations where one’s belief in question is true and
justified yet not knowledge, because the belief is true only accidentally. For Gettier’s
original paper, see Gettier (1963).

13
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just as Jill in the political assassination case,” where her true belief that the
political leader has been assassinated is also due to her accidental ignorance

about the deceptive announcement that the assassination failed?

Masa

date : Thu, 8 Jun 2006 14 . 53 . 36 —0400
Masa,

I don’t think we should deny Susan knowledge here. I have always had
the same intuitions about the assassination example. I can’t rob you of
knowledge that P by telling you (falsely) that I have tricked you about P just
because you might (having no evidence that I'm now lying) believe me and
stop thinking you know that P. You are ignorant of whether I actually
tricked you (about P) or whether I'm now trying to trick you by telling you
I tricked you about P. As long as original conditions (leading you to believe
that P) were normal, I think you continue to know that P as long as you con-
tinue to believe it on the same grounds. The only way we can rob someone of

knowledge is by getting them to abandon the belief.

But I admit people have different opinions about these cases.

That makes it tough to formulate general conditions for knowledge.

Fred

On Jun 18, 2006, at 1 . 14 PM, mizumoto masaharu wrote :
Dear Fred,

I admit that Harman’s depiction of the political assassination case was not

24 See Harman (1973) pp.143—4.

14
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really convincing. He merely made it LOOK rational for Jill to abandon her
belief (that the political reader was assassinated) if she watched the decep-
tive news, by saying “everyone else in the country watched the announce-
ment and believed it.”” But of course whether she would abandon the belief
or not depends on her epistemic state. If she is in an evidential state such
that she would not abandon her original belief even if she heard the news,
then we may conclude that Jill actually KNOWS the fact.”” And I believe you
agree to this. (Don’t you?)

However, although you say, “The only way we can rob someone of knowledge
is by getting them to abandon the belief,” I wonder why it is necessary that
the subject ACTUALLY abandon the belief in order for her to cease to know.
For example, you know that there is a barn before you. Then God suddenly
creates many fake-barns around there, thereby you cease to know while you
continue to believe it “on the same grounds”. Admittedly, this example is so

artificial. But analogous (more natural) cases seem easy to think up.

In any case, in the case I presented, when Susan formed the belief that they
served a Bordeaux, George already and still believes that Chianti is a Bor-
deaux. So in this respect the situation is nothing different from the standard
fake-barn case. In the latter case, the subject would abandon or at least sus-
pend the belief that there was a barn in front of him, once he learned that
there were a lot of indistinguishable fake-barns around there. In the former
case, Susan would abandon the belief in question once she learned that

George believed Chianti was a Bordeaux, as you admit.

Masa

%5 To be precise, “everyone else has heard about the televised announcement. They
may also have seen the story in the paper and, perhaps, do not know what to be-
lieve” (ibid. p.144)

% See for more about such a theory of knowledge, chapter 1 and 2 of my (manu-
script).
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date : Sun, 2 Jul 2006 13 : 55 . 40—0400
Dear Masa,
Your second paragraph [above] is an interesting case (God creating fake
barns and, thus, robbing you of knowledge) . I guess it depends on what he is
“taking” from you. Not the original knowledge (the knowledge you had be-
fore he created the fakes) since this is still intact as far as I can see. What he
is supposed to take away from you is the knowledge that the (real) barns you
now see are (real) barns.” But you never had that knowledge. Or, if you did,
I don’t see why it isn’t still knowledge. You knew it and you haven’t forgotten

it. So you still know it. Or am I missing something here?

Fred

On Jul 8, 2006, at 12 ;| 39 PM, mizumoto masaharu wrote :
Dear Fred,

To clarify my point, let P be “That is a barn” .Before God creates fake barns,
say at time t1, you know that P. After God created them, say at t2, you still
know that P-at-t1 (since you still remember it), but at that time you cannot
say you know P, or P-at-t2, any more, even if there is still the same real barn

before you.
On the other hand, your view allows that, of two people who are
1.in the same (present) external environment,

2.in the same (present) beliefstate (or even physically identical),
3. with the same mental (including PERCEPTUAL) history,

2T 1 am not quite sure of the difference between this proposition and the original one

in question.
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only one knows but the other doesn’t know some fact, solely due to the differ-
ence of the EXTERNAL history [the history of external environment] .If this
is what you maintain, then it seems no less extraordinary view than the
standard externalist view like mine, though I am not challenging you [r]

view here.

Masa

date : Sat, 8 Jul 2006 16 : 46 : 28— 0400
Masa,

I think the case is too underdescribed for me to be very sure what to say
about it. You say that “you still know that P-at-t1 (since you remember it)”.
If this means you still know that that (what you are looking at) was a barn
at t1, then I don’t see why you don’t still know it is a barn since God creating
fake barns doesn’t turn real barns into non-barns (and you are still looking
at what you knew at t1 was a barn). But if this means that you still know

(at t2) that you knew that what you were looking at (at t1)--but are no
longer looking at at t2--was a barn, then why don’t you still know (at t2) that
what you were looking at (at t1) was a barn. You just (because God has cre-
ated so many fake barns) wouldn’t be able to pick it out as a real barn again
if you looked around.

I’'m not trying to be obtuse about this. I just don’t know what it means (I
actually think it is ambiguous) to say that at t2 you still know that P at t1.

Fred

On Jul 10, 2006, at 10 : 14 AM, mizumoto masaharu wrote :

Dear Fred,

Sorry for the ambiguity. Your first interpretation was what I meant. So let
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me try again in a slightly different manner.

At t1, I know that there is a barn before me. But at t2, I don’t know that
there is a barn before me any more. However, even at t2, I still know that
there WAS (attl) abarn before me.

Admittedly, this may be somewhat counterintuitive, if the barn before me is
still real. But that is what the externalist of knowledge must accept, and

seems to me not so radically different from the following case ;

I am talking with a man, who I know is a father of a son.
Unfortunately, unbeknownst to us, while talking, his son,

living in a remote place, dies in an accident, say at t. Then

Before t, I know he has a son.
But after t, I don’t know he has a son any more.
However, even after t, I still know he HAD (before t) a son.

I hope this parallelism alleviates the counterintuitive impression.
But then do you admit my description of your view? If so, do you find it less

counterintuitive than the present one?

Masa

date : Mon, 10 Jul 2006 16 : 18 : 03—0400
Masa,

I'm afraid we don’t agree on our judgments about cases. I don’t, for in-
stance, think you know the man’s son (living in a remote place) is still alive.
The fact that he died in an accident without any change in your evidential
condition shows that you didn’t have the information that he was (still) alive.

It is for that reason that I don’t think I know my wife is still alive when I
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haven’t seen her all day. It is completely reasonable, of course, to believe she
is still alive, but I don’t think I know she hasn’t been in an auto accident, etc.
If someone called me up and said my wife had been killed in an auto acci-
dent, I would not react by saying they must be lying (since I know she is still

alive).

Maybe I'm being too skeptical here.

And now I've forgot what our disagreement is about.

Fred

Dear Fred,

I'm sorry for going off the track, but I mentioned the point because I thought
that one can cease to know without any internal change was obvious for al-
most everyone, and therefore your reply was totally unexpected for me. But
now I understood your view, or the degree of your commitment to it, and I
am not going to challenge that view (though it seems to me that you are too

friendly to skeptics®).

So let me go back to our original case (I hope you still remember).

The case we have been discussing was not like the political assassination
case, but just like the standard fake-barn case, in the sense that when Susan
formed the belief that they served a Bordeaux, George already and still be-

lieves that Chianti is a Bordeaux. So this time let me put the point in the

% This is because, this Dretske’s view amounts to saying that knowledge P requires
that P would never cease to be the case without being noticed, which is too stringent
as a condition of knowledge. For example, suppose it’s raining at t1 and it will stop
raining later at t2. Then no one can know that it is raining at t1 unless he will notice,

at t2, the rain stopped.
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following way.

Fact 1 : The host would never serve Chianti.

Fact 2 . George believes that Chianti is a Bordeaux wine.

Given Fact 2, for Susan the possibility that the host served an Italian wine
is REAL, and that is why she would abandon or suspend the belief that they
served a Bordeaux, once she learned Fact 2. Whether or not some possibility
is relevant for Susan is an objective matter, in this case determined by Fact
2, WHETHER OR NOT Susan knows it. This alternative is something to be
eliminated by knowing Fact 1, but clearly Susan has not eliminated it since
she does not know Fact 1.

So Susan has not eliminated a relevant alternative, does she? (For you refer-
ence, you said, in this case Susan knows that the host served a Bordeaux,

since here George’s utterance carries the relevant information.)

date : Sat, 15 Jul 2006 11 : 59 . 10—0400
Masa,

Thanks for bringing me back up to speed on our discussion. I have some
problem with the way you are describing the case. I'll tell you what my prob-

lem is and we'll see if that is the issue that separates us.

You say
> Fact 1 . The host would never serve Chianti.
> Fact 2 . George believes that Chianti is a Bordeaux wine.
>
> Given Fact 2, for Susan the possibility that the host served
> an Italian wine is REAL, and that is why she would abandon or
> suspend the belief that they served a Bordeaux, once she

> learned Fact 2.

I agree with this so far. Susan (being a reasonable person) would suspend
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her belief that they served a Bofdeaux if she learned Fact 2. But given Fact
1, Chianti is not, in fact, a relevant possibility. So Susan might cease to
know a Bordeaux was served because she ceases to believe it, but NOT be-
cause she doesn’t get this information. She ceases to know it because the in-
formation she receives (that the host served a Bordeaux) is no longer caus-

ing the appropriate belief (that he served a Bordeaux).

> Whether or not some possibility is relevant for Susan

> is an objective matter, in this case determined by Fact 2,

> WHETHER OR NOT Susan knows it.

I disagree here. Whether or not some possibility is relevant is not deter-
mined by Fact 2. It is determined by Fact 1. Susan learning Fact 2 (without
learning Fact 1) makes her think, mistakenly, that Chianti is a relevant pos-
sibility (given her evidence), but Fact 1 (which she doesn’t know) shows that
this is wrong. It is NOT a relevant possibility. It might, as you say, be rele-
vant TO HER, but this simply means that she (mistakenly) takes it to be
relevant. It does not show that it IS relevant.” So she mistakenly thinks the
verbal communication (“they served a Bordeaux”)does not carry the infor-
mation that they served a Bordeaux. She is wrong about this.

Her ignorance of Fact 1 prevents her from knowing something she would

otherwise know.

> This alternative is something to be
> eliminated by knowing Fact 1, but clearly Susan has not eliminated it
> since she does not know Fact 1.

> So Susan has not eliminated a relevant alternative, does she?

29 But note that, (1) whether some possibility is relevant or not is indeed relative to
the subject’s epistemic state, and (2) Fact 2 is not any imaginary hypothesis but an
actual fact, being objectively there. In this respect the situation is utterly different
from the cases like the brain-in-a-vat hypothesis and Cartesian Demon case Dretske

presents below, which lack any objective evidence.
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> (For you reference, you said, in this case Susan knows that
> the host served a Bordeaux, since here George’s utterance

> carries the relevant information.)

Yes, I would still say that if Susan, ignorant of Fact 2, takes the verbal com-
munication (“they served a Bordeaux”)as carrying the information that
they served a Bordeaux (which, in virtue of Fact 1, it does), then (if this

causes her to believe they served a Bordeaux) she knows they did.

Think about an analogous case. Suppose some skeptic thinks that a de-
ceptive Cartesian Demon is a relevant possibility. But (I would say) thinking
an alternative relevant doesn’t make it relevant. If there is no such demon,
then this is not a relevant possibility even if the skeptic thinks it is. So if the
skeptic is prevented from believing (say) that he has two hands by the per-
ceptual information he receives (thinking, perhaps, that she should suspend
judgment about matters he doesn’t have information about), he will not
know he has two hands. OK. But if this perceptual information still causes
him to believe he has two hands, then he knows he has two hands whether
or not he knows (or thinks) that he knows this.

Fred
date : Fri, 28 Jul 2006 15 . 18 : 43—0400
[what follows is Dretske’s reply to my message which is included below]
Hmm! We do seem to be having trouble agreeing.
I put my questions (and disagreements) below :
On Jul 27, 2006, at 12 : 19 PM, mizumoto masaharu wrote :

> Dear Fred,
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>
> I found three problems in your account of the case. Let me call them
> A, B, and C, respectively. (Please forgive me for a long message.)

>

> Problem A :

> I agree with you in that relevance is an objective matter. As you say,
> merely thinking an alternative relevant doesn’t make it relevant.

> Let me put it as follows.

>

> Even if some possibility is subjectively relevant, surrounding facts
>(one’s environment) can render it objectively irrelevant.®

>

> By the way, this is why I think we KNOW that we are NOT brains in
> vats.

> Any apparent reason to think that I might be a brain in a vat is

> objectively irrelevant, by virtue of the surrounding facts (even if

> I mistakenly take it seriously), just as the reason to think that

> the host didn’t actually serve a Bordeaux, namely, George believes

> that

> Chianti is a Bordeaux, was made irrelevant by the surrounding facts
> (in that case, the fact that the host would never serve a Chianti).

> This by itself is not a problem, but seems a problem for you, since

> it would undermine the reason for rejecting the closure principle.

I think the possibility of being a brain in a vat is NOT a relevant possibility
when considering such (ordinary) things as whether we know we have two
hands, whether we are sitting or standing, etc. But when we wonder

whether we know that we are not a brain in a vat, THEN it becomes a rele-

30 Again although I agree with Dretske on this point and believe with Dretske that
Susan receives the relevant information, I do not assume here that Susan thereby
knows that P.
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vant possibility. Why? Because it is the ONLY alternative (and thus a rele-
vant alternative) to the fact (that we are not a brain in a vat) that we are
saying we know. What is and is not a relevant alternative is relative to what

one is claiming to know. That (I think) is why closure fails.

> Problem B :

> The point of your account was that in your original case (Case 1),*
> where Fact 1 does not hold, Gorge’s utterance “P” does not convey
> the information P, whereas in my example (Case 2), where Fact 1
> does hold,

> George’s utterance does convey the information P, which is why in
> Case 2,

> but not in Case 1, Susan knows that P.*

> But of course BOTH Fact 1 and Fact 2 (the fact about Gorge’s

> mistaken belief) are relevant for Susan’s knowledge. Indeed, it is
> because of Fact 2 that Fact 1 is relevant here. Fact 1 is relevant

> in so far as knowing of it is just another way to eliminate the

> Chianti-possibility (and there should be also other ways to

> eliminate it).

I admit that Fact 1 is relevant (in case 2) because it affects what information
is conveyed by George’s utterance (that he had a Bordeaux). As long as Fact
1 holds, George’s utterance (that he had a Bordeaux) carries the information
that he had a Bordeaux. When Fact 1 doesn’t hold (case 1) his utterance does
not carry the information that he had a Bordeaux. So I don’t think that (as
you say) Fact 1is relevant BECAUSE Fact 2 holds. Fact 1 is relevant all by

31 “Case 1” here refers to the second example in Dretske (1982) (where George has
forgotten that he had a Medoc), and should be distinguished from the case with the
same name I mentioned earlier. I am sorry for the possible confusion.

32 This is a careless mistake. As I have being assuming, I am not committed to the
view that in Case 2 Susan knows that P. What I am committed to is only that there
George’s utterance carries the information P. On the latter point Dretske and I agree.
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itself®

> Thus consider the following case (as Case 3)* ; After the party,

> by the time George tells Susan that they served a Bordeaux, the host
> changed their mind, perhaps by finally realizing that Chianti is a

> good

> wine, so that Fact 1 does not hold any more. But then according to

> your

> conception of information George’s utterance “P” does not convey

> the information P since the situation is the same as that of Case 1.%

I don’t agree. At the time George drank the wine, it could NOT have been a
Chianti. The fact that it could have been a Chianti if he drank it 1 hour later

(after the host changed his mind) is irrelevant. So what George says in case
3 (that he had a Bordeaux) carries the information that it was a Bordeaux.
Why? Because it couldn’t (given the time he tasted it) have been a Chianti

(the only non-Bordeaux wine he would have confused with a Bordeaux).

33 T am not sure about this reasoning. Suppose Fact 2 does not hold and George
thereby has no mistaken belief about Chianti. Then whether or not Fact 1 holds,
George’s utterance does carry the relevant information to Susan, which means that
Fact 1 is irrelevant in this respect.

3 The point of bringing up this case may not be very clear. My intention was to ar-
gue that , according to Dretske’s theory (1)in Case 3 George’s utterance does not con-
vey the information P, and therefore Susan does not know that P, but (2) the epis-
temic situation of Susan in Case 2 and 3 should not be different (on which Dretske
agrees below), and therefore (3) Susan does not know that P in Case 2 either. In re-
sponse, Dretske denies (1) (and therefore (3)), but there is a reason to think that
Dretske should accept (1), as we shall see below.

35 In particular, I had in mind here the first example of Dretske (1982) where George
has not forgotten that he had a Medoc. But without Fact 1 George’s utterance does
not convey the information whether or not George has forgotten he had a Medoc. So
whether it is meant to be the first example or the second does not make difference
here.
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> Susan therefore cannot know that P solely on the basis of George’s

> utterance.

So I guess I disagree here too. Susan can know it (if George’s utterance

causes her to believe it).

> However, why does such a subsequent event makes difference
> to Susan’s knowledge? Fact 1 did hold at the time George formed
> the belief P,

RIGHT!

> and that seems enough for Susan to know that P

> on the basis of George’s utterance, as in Case 2.

RIGHT!

> For if,

> counterfactually, Susan learned Fact 1, she could effectively eliminate
> the Chianti-possibility, and would certainly regard the host’s

> SUBSEQUENT change of mind as irrelevant.”

RIGHT!

So I guess we agree about this case.

> Problem C :

> This is what I regard the most serious one. In Case 2 you admit that

3% My point here is that Susan’s epistemic state should not be different between
Case 2 and Case 3. However, as I explained in the earlier footnote, I was trying to ar-
gue here that, Susan did not know that P in either case.
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> Susan knows that P, while you also admit that if Susan came to know
> Fact 2 (but not Fact 1), she would suspend her belief P. But this

> makes

> knowledge dangerously accidental. For that means that Susan’s

> knowledge

> depends on her lucky ignorance.

Yes, I am committed to that

> Besides, to admit this possibility is
> to admit that one can cease to know something by virtue of knowing

> something else. But that seems queer.

It does, I admit, seem a little queer. But not (I think) TOO queer. To use an
example I used elsewhere,” If I learned (came to know) that some people
calling themselves duck experts were in the neighborhood claiming that
there were rare Russian Grebes flying around (in the area where I was bird-
watching) that looked just like the Gadwall ducks I was claiming to have
identified, I would probably stop being so certain that the ducks I saw were
Gadwall ducks. I would certainly stop claiming to know they were Gadwall
ducks (I couldn’t, after all, distinguish them from what the people claimed
were identical looking Russian Grebes). Yet, these people could well be im-
posters just trying to fool people with false stories about Russian Grebes

(there are no Russian Grebes). So in this case coming to know something

(that there were people claiming to be duck experts who said there were
identical looking ducks, etc. ete.) took away my knowledge. If I learned some
more (that they were imposters) I would regain my knowledge. If I remained
ignorant of their presence, I would have retained my knowledge (since the

[ir] presence was misleading).®

37 Dretske (1981a) p.368—9.
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> In such cases we should rather

> conclude that he didn’t know it from the beginning. On learning Fact 1
> (but not Fact 2), Susan herself would say, “Oh, then I didn’t know it
> had really been a Bordeaux.” And in saying so she is right. Isn’t she?

No. She DID know it, but learning something (Fact 2, but not Fact 1) in case
2 sheis “robbed” of her knowledge.

> I hope at least one of these deserves a serious consideration.

they certainly did deserve serious consideration. ALL your messages do.

Fred

date : Wed, 9 Aug 2006 08 . 58 . 32—0400
[again, what follows is Dretske’s reply to my message which is included be-
low]
Dear Masa,
Yes, we do seem to be reaching a point of diminishing returns.
At the risk of appearing overly stubborn, though, a few quick responses to

your latest questions.

38 My response to this kind of example is that, if the self-claimed duck experts were
so convincing and I would abandon my belief about the Gadwall ducks on meeting
them, then the existence of such people would indeed rob me of my knowledge that
the ducks I saw were Gadwall ducks. However, our belief, if it is fully believed, is not
so easily abandoned. If I in fact know that they were Gadwall ducks, then upon
meeting such people, I would, rather than abandoning the belief, form a desire for
further investigation, the goal of which is the higher-order knowledge, to know
whether I really knew that they were Gadwall ducks. See for the argument to the
similar effect, through the compatibility of doubt and full belief, chapter 10 of Adler

(2002).
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On Aug 8,2006, at 11 . 12 PM, mizumoto masaharu wrote :

> Dear Fred,

>

> About Problem A, I do not think I can convince you on this matter,

> s0 let me just ask you a question. It seems you are committed to

> either of the following two theses.

>

> (1) Being the only alternative entails being RELEVANT alternative.
> (2) Knowledge necessarily requires elimination of SOME relevant

> alternative.

>

> But I find neither of them is plausible. Are these really your theses?

Yes®

> (I'm sorry for an elementary question.)

> I admit that the possibility of my being a brain in a vat can BECOME
> relevant if the skeptic ACTUALLY exists and challenges my belief.

> But if the skeptic is merely imaginary, the alternative’s being

> relevant

> is also merely imaginary.

If someone says (I don’t know why anyone would say this, but let us imagine
that they say it as a result of applying Closure when they realize that what
they already know--e.g., that they are sitting in a chair--implies that they

39 The problem of admitting (1) and (2) is that, this is to commit us to the view that
there is no such case where there is no relevant alternative to an arbitrary proposi-
tion p, which is incompatible with the thesis that whether some alternative is rele-
vant or not is determined by the objective situation the subject is in. The latter the-
sis would say that, even if some alternative is the only alternative, whether it is rele-

vant or not is not determined automatically, but depends on the surrounding facts.
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are not a brain in a vat) that he knows he is not a brain in a vat, BEING a

brain in a vatis (it seems to me) a relevant alternative. What else could the

person who says or thinks he knows he is not a brain in a vat possibly be

saying (or thinkinig) but that he can, somehow, rule out THAT possibility
(that he IS a brain in a vat)."”

> About Problem B, we seem to agree that, in Case 3, Susan knows that P
> (the host served a Bordeaux at the dinner).” But my point in this

> example

> was the transmission of information, and I am not sure why you can

> agree

> with me, given my understanding of your theory of information.
>There (in Case 3) the condition that holds between the source (George)
> and the receiver (Susan) is such that Fact 2 (George’s believing that
> Chianti is a Bordeaux) still holds, but Fact 1 (the host would not

> serve

> Chianti) does not. IN THIS SITUATION, the Chianti-possibility is still
> relevant, since Fact 2 still holds, whereas it is not objectively made

> irrelevant by Fact 1, as was in Case 2 [according to Dretske, of course].

I think it IS made objectively irrelevant by Fact 1 since Fact 1 obtained at
the time George drank the wine (and learned that it was a Bordeaux). You
are right, this fact no longer obtains at the time George tells Susan that the
wine was a Bordeaux, but this doesn’t interfere with the transmission of in-
formation since this is a fact that has no bearing on the transmission of in-
formation TO George (from the wine, as it were) about the character of the

wine. And the fact that conditions (about what wine it could be) have

40 For more of his defense of the failure of the closure principle, see Dretske (2005).

41 Note that we merely “seem” to agree. My point in my last message was that Susan
did not know that P in either Case 2 or Case 3. Thus here we only agree that
George’s utterance conveys the information P, though I believe Dretske cannot agree

on this point in Case 3.
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changed AFTER George tastes the wine do not affect what information
reaches George (and, thus, what he knows) nor (therefore) what informa-
tion he can communicate to Susan. Think of it this way : the fact that AF-
TER I look at the barns in the countryside (and am comfortably seated in my
study) someone puts up some fake barn facades does not affect my knowl-
edge that there was a barn in location L. There being no barn facades at the
time I looked means I got the information that there was a barn in location
L and therefore knew there was. Now when I go to tell someone that there
was a barn in location L, the fact that there is NOW (unknown to me) a few
barn facades in the neighborhood (making it impossible for anyone NOW to
see that there is a barn in location L) does not affect MY knowledge (gained
earlier) nor (as far asIcan see) does it affect what information I can com-
municate to my listeners. After all, I would not now be saying what I am
saying (that there was a barn in location L at time t) if (at the time I saw
the barn, time t) there had not been a barn in location L. Given the times
at which the information is communicated, the probability of there being a

barn in location L at time t given that I said there was (at time t+1) is 1.?

2 This analogy is not very effective. The equivocatory factor in Case 3 is Fact 2,
which has been there throughout, while the equivocatory factor in this version of
fake-barn case is introduced after his perceiving the barn. Besides, even without this
dis-analogy, I do not think that his utterance “there is a barn” should be taken to con-
vey the relevant information, given the existence of fake-barns at the time of the ut-
terance. To claim that it does carry the information is to hold a fairly robust concep-
tion of information, which is independent of the epistemic states of the listeners. I
am committed to such a robust conception of information, but Dretske’s conception
of information was not like this. Otherwise Dretske would have to admit that in the
original fake-barn case the subject indeed received the information that there was a

(real) barn before him, despite the fake barns around him.

% Right. But given this robust conception of information, the probability of there be-
inga (real) barn before the subject given the fact that there is a barn before him, is
also (trivially) 1, whether or not the subject himself can appreciate it. And I believe
this is what the thesis of direct realism requires. Direct realism in this sense is

therefore almost equivalent to Gibsonian robust conception of information.
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(Sorry to be going on so long about this)

> Thus the condition between George and Susan is such that even if

> there is a legitimate piece of information at the source it does not

> reach the receiver because of the objective equivocatory factor

> (Fact 2),

> just as the fake-barn case where there is a legitimate piece of

> information at the source (the fact that the barn is real), it does

> not

> reach the receiver (who perceives the fact) because of the objective

> equivocatory factor (the existence of fake-barns) [again, according to
Dretske’s theory].

I think the existence of fake barns is an objective equivocatory factor, but I
do not see why Fact 2 is an objective equivocatory factor. The fact that
George (falsely) thinks that Chianti is a Bordeaux does not affect the trans-
mission of information TO him (I think you will agree about this) or FROM
him TO Susan. It is this latter fact about which we disagree.” You (I am be-
ginning to understand) think that this false belief on George’s part means
that his saying “I had a Bordeaux” does not carry this information to Susan

(even though he received this information from the wine) because he would
have said this (given his false belief) even if he had had a Chianti.

Is this right so far?”

If it is right, then this is the point we are sticking at. Maybe this was ob-
vious to you all along. If so, I'm sorry! I am just beginning to understand it. I
don’t think this false belief interferes with the transmission of information
from George to Susan (about what wine he had at time t) because given Fact

1 (at the time George tasted the wine) this is not a relevant possibility (for

4 To be precise, as I have been suggesting, Mizumoto agrees that the information
reaches Susan, but claims that Dretske cannot admit that, given his own theory.
45 This is what I think Dretske’s theory of information implies.
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Susan) although, of course, she might think it relevant (if she didn’t know
Fact1).

I'm going to stop here because I sense that our disagreement on this
point (if this is, indeed, the basic disagreement) goes pretty deep. Deeper
than I thought. And I can now (now that I've struggled through your cases)
see why you say what you do--why, for instance, the information doesn’t get
to Susan. I no longer think it so clear (as I did at the beginning) that (given
Fact 2) the information gets to Susan. It all depends on where and how we
integrate Fact 1 into our understanding of the counterfactual (George

wouldn’t have said he had a Bordeaux unless he, in fact, had a Bordeaux).
Best,

Fred

On Aug 17, 2006, at 8 : 18 AM, mizumoto masaharu wrote -
Dear Fred,

Sorry again for a long message.

About the BIV skepticism, I admit that IF I SAY that I am not a brain in a
vat, then the possibility that I am is relevant. But of course we can know
many things WITHOUT saying we know. Besides, what I do not know in
such a situation is merely the higher-order knowledge, the knowledge THAT
I KNOW that I am not a brain in a vat. But I think many people have al-

ready responded in the similar way.

As for the transmission of information, let me first note that my point was
the consistency of your view, rather than the disagreement of our intuition.
Our intuition requires that in Case 3 Susan should receive the information
from George, and come to know that P,*® while the analogy with the fake-

barn case suggests that, Susan cannot receive the information P.
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Let me summarize the situation.

(i) In the fake-barn case the subject perceives the fact that there is a barn
before him, but is said to fail to receive the information that there is a barn
before him. This is counterintuitive. Why can the person who perceives the
fact P fail to receive the information P?

(ii) In Case 3, as long as the analogy with the fake-barn case holds, Susan,
who was told that P from George (a legitimate source of the information
P) and thereby formed the belief P, would nevertheless fail to receive the in-
formation P, because of the objective equivocatory factors AT THE TIME OF
the communication (in the case of the fake-barn case, at the time of the per-

ception). We agree that this consequence is counterintuitive.

My diagnosis is ; why don’t we admit that information is transmitted BOTH

in the fake-barn case and in Case 37

Let us go back to the very beginning of this correspondence.

In the first message I proposed the following analysis of knowledge.

A knows that p iff
(1) A’s belief p is caused by the information p, and

(2) Ais a source of information that p."”

My assumption here is that, the immediate surroundings (objective equivo-
catory factors) do not affect the TRANSMISSION of information, but do af-

fect whether the receiver knows or not, by affecting whether the receiver can

46 Note again that I am not (and should not be) committed to the view that Susan
comes to know that P. I admit only that George can convey the relevant information.
47 Naturalists may worry here that this theory of knowledge would make non-
human animals totally ignorant, since they cannot speak. But this is not implied by
the present theory. What is implied is only that non-human animals without lan-
guage can have only coarse-grained knowledge that their communication tools or ac-

tions can convey.
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be a legitimate source of the information or not. Imagine that the subject in
the fake-barn case, call him A, tells (say by cell phone) another person B that
Q (there is a barn before A). According to the present view, A himself re-
ceives the information Q from the fact Q, thereby forming the belief Q, but
does not know that Q. Why? Because he will fail to transmit that informa-
tion to B.

Also, in Case 3, Susan does receive the information P, as long as George is a
legitimate source of the information P. On the other hand, in Case 1 (your
original example) George cannot convey the information P to Susan, because
of the lack of Fact 1 [and the presence of Fact 2] at the time he formed the
belief P. And that is why, according to this view, George does not know that P
in that case.” This does not, however, assure that Susan knows that P in
Case 3. When Susan tells still another person, say Tom, that P, the facts
holding AT THE TIME SUSAN FORMED THE BELIEF P, or at the time
George told her so, might be relevant for Tom, and she might thereby fail to

transmit the information P to him.

Thus this modification of the definition of knowledge seems to solve two
problems withought changing much of your theory, while at the same time
resolving a paradox, that the person who knows that P may fail to convey
the information P by his sincere utterance “P”, or the “cognitive cul-de-

”

sac .

Masa

48 This is a misleading statement. In Dretske (1982)’s second example George fails to
convey information to Susan because he has forgotten that he had a Medoc. As 1 shall
admit in the next message, if I mean here the first example of Dretske (1982), I
should not have said that George does not know that P. There George can indeed
transmit the information. I think I had forgotten the difference of Dretske’s original

examples.
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date : Thu, 31 Aug 2006 10 : 33 . 33—0400
Dear Masa,

I have been pondering your latest message. Let me ask just one ques-
tion. That will help me better understand the source of our disagreement.

Consider the (Al Goldman) example of the man who had the false belief
that wolves were dogs, but was otherwise quite expert on identifying dogs.
He sees a dachshund and correctly and reliably identifies it as a dachshund.
Goldman’s intuitions (and mine) are that the man knows that the animal
he sees is a dog. Apparently your theory leads you to deny this since the man
isnot a “source” of information (that the animalis a dog).For all a listener
can tell the animal could have been a wolf (the man would have said it was
a dog even if it was a wolf).

If you do deny that the man knows the dachshund is a dog, then this is

where I think our “hang up” is.
Best,

Fred

On Sep 6, 2006, at 9 : 50 PM, mizumoto masaharu wrote :
Dear Fred,

I certainly agree with your (and Goldman’s) intuition that the person knows
that the animal is a dog. Otherwise I would have to admit that he knows
that the animal is a dachshund WITHOUT knowing it is a dog.” So I made a
mistake. I should not have suggested that in your original Chianti case,
George does not know that he had a Bordeaux at that night.” (My proposal

must preserve our intuition about knowledge, while changing only our ex-

4% Since we know that being a dachshund entails being a dog, admitting this is to ad-
mit the straightforward failure of the closure principle.
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planation of the transmission of information.)

So let me try again.

The subject A in the dachshund case can transmit the information that
there is a dog before me to the person B, because unlike the fake-barn case
he is reliable as a source of that information in that even if he obtained fur-
ther information (e.g., wolves are not dogs), he would not withdraw his re-
port. Analogously, George can transmit to Susan the information that he
had a Bordeaux at the night,” and therefore George does know that he had a
Bordeaux, although this does not assure that Susan can know that too. In-
deed, if Susan obtained the surrounding information about George’s mis-
taken belief, she would not hold the belief anymore, so she cannot be a good

informant of that fact (hence she does not know).

This also explains why, in Case 3, the fact of the host’s change of mind (that
Chianti is a good wine) AT THE TIME of George meeting Susan is irrelevant.
Even if she obtained the information about that fact [the fact about the cur-
rent taste of the host],that would not make her withdraw her own report of
what George had at that night.”

5 This is in fact no major change of my view, since what I should have done was to
properly distinguish the two examples of Dretske (1982). I should have said that
George knows that P if I meant there the first example, but George does not know if
I meant the second example.

51 This is because, even if George obtained the information that Chianti is not a Bor-
deaux, he would not withdraw his report that he had a Bordeaux. Note that I as-
sume here the first example, where George has not forgotten that he had a Medoc.
On the other hand, if he had forgotten that he had had a Medoc, then he would not
be a proper source of that information any more (there he would not be able to report
that he had a Bordeaux).

52 According to the present proposal, however, if Susan obtained the information
about Fact 2, she would indeed retract her own report, so that she is not a legitimate
informant of what George had at that night, and therefore she does not know that P

in Case 3 either, after all.
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Then we agree in most of the cases about knowledge attribution, perhaps ex-
cept the cases of lucky ignorance (or false rumors) and the brain-in-a-vat
case, while the advantages (or so I think) I mentioned in the last message
still remain. But this time it seems that the remaining disagreement is in-
deed the RESULT of the difference of the views on the transmission of infor-

mation (and the corresponding difference of the definition of knowledge) .

Best regards,

Masa

date : Mon, 11 Sep 2006 09 . 17 : 11—0400
Masa,

Yes, I agree, our disagreement comes down to a difference in our views
about the transmission of information. In your last response, the part I un-
derline (below) is something that (given my views about information) I would
have to disagree with. Even if A would not withdraw his report (that the ani-
mal was a dog) if he obtained further information (that wolves are not
dogs), that does not alter the fact that, given what he actually knew at the
time, he would have said exactly the same thing if the animal had been a
wolf. So his utterance (on my account of information) doesn’t carry the infor-
mation that it was a dog. The probability that it was a dog, given that he

said it was a dog, is not 1.

5 Thus this formulation of the condition of transmissibility of information (that one
can transmit the information P iff one would not retract the report or utterance
“P” whatever further information he obtained), together with the new proposal of
analysis of knowledge (based on the transmissibility of information), is in effect
equivalent to the analysis of knowledge according to which (assuming that one can
properly report or assert that P iff one properly believes that P) knowledge is belief
that would not be abandoned whatever further information was acquired. Elsewhere
(Mizumoto 2006) I formalized this analysis by means of a formal theory of belief
change.
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I do like your way of doing things though. It seems to handle some prob-

lems (relating knowledge and information) quite elegantly.

Fred
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