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Gettier’s pProblem: The importance of Consciousness and cConfirmation/rRefutation (C/R) cConditions
 
Abstract: The paper puts forward arguments for modifying the traditional definition of propositional knowledge - —justified true belief (JTB) — - by considering the following two important factors. First, the consciousness condition: the protagonist of the case under discussion has to be conscious of the information which makes the belief true or false. Second, the confirmation/refutation (C/R) condition: since the Gettier’s cases deal with possible empirical occurrences, it is suggested tothat replace the epistemological condition of truth/not-truth should be replaced by the methodological condition in which a belief is confirmed or refuted. Given theseThus, the modified limits of knowledge isare given by: Justified Confirmed/Refuted Conscious Belief (JC/RCB).	Comment by jemma: I would use an em dash here without spaces either side, as shown (conventional in US English).

The main goal of the present paper’s goal is to modify and improve the traditional definition of propositional knowledge - —justified true belief (JTB). In order to carry outachieve this aim, the paper will concentrate on the Gettier’s counterexamples, which raise a problems for JTB. Given this, tThe paper is organized in the following way. Firstly, Gettier’s most discussed counterexample to the JTB account, Case 1, will be described. Secondly, Rakover’s theory of understanding, in which consciousness plays a crucial role, will be presented briefly, and be then applied to Gettier’s cCase 1. Finally, the idea regardingconcept of the confirmation/refutation (C/R) of a belief will be discussed and be supported.  	Comment by jemma: This should be an em dash.
Gettier’s Case 1: 
Gettier (1963) proposed that there are cases which on the one hand seem to satisfy the demands for propositional knowledge, but which on the other hand cannot be considered as knowledge. This undermines the traditionally accepted definition of knowledge, rendering a justified true belief (JTB) inappropriate for knowledge. Gettier’s paper aroused considerable criticism and at the same time prompted many attempts to correct and replace the JTB account of knowledge (e.g., Hetherington, 2020; Ichikawa & Steup, 2018). The present paper does not intend to address the wealth of literature responding to Gettier’s challenge within epistemology, but rather to propose a possible new solution to and explanation for the problem raised by Gettier. 	Comment by jemma: In US English e.g. is followed by a comma.
Case 1 describesinvolves two persons, Smith (the protagonist) and Jones, who have applied for a certain job. Smith has evidence that Jones will get the job, and that Jones has ten coins in his pocket. Therefore, Smith has formsed the following justified belief (S-Belief), which Gettier called proposition (e): “tThe man who will get the job has ten coins in his pocket.” (p. 122). Unknown to Smith, what will really happened is that Smith (and not Jones) will getgot the job, and that he himself also has ten coins in his pocket (this may be called “the real information”). Thus, S-Belief is justified and true, because Smith, who has ten coins in his pocket, will getgot the job. However, since Smith was unaware of the real information, S-Belief cannot be considered as knowledge. As Gettier writes: “But it is equally clear that Smith does not know that (e) is true; for (e) is true in virtue of the number of coins in Smith’s pocket, while Smith does not know how many coins are in his pocket…” (p. 122Italics are in the original. P.  122). 
Rakover’s Dual Theory of Understanding (DTU) and its application to case 1: 
The DTU is based on two components: (a) consciousness is a necessary condition for understanding, i.e., a person cannot understand a particular piece of information (a description, argument, perception, etc.) without being conscious of it; (b) the concept of understanding is wider than the concept of scientific explanation, (i.e., the latter is included in the former) (for further discussion see Rakover, 2018). (Incidentally, although the DTU points out that consciousness is crucial for understanding and knowledge, it does not rule out the possibility of unconscious motivation.) 	Comment by jemma: In US English, i.e. is followed by a comma.
	Comment by jemma: The brackets are not needed here. I would delete them, since at the moment we have three consecutive sets of brackets.
	Given Gettier’s explanation for why S-Belief cannot be considered as knowledge, the application of the DTU to cCase 1 can be made under the assumption that understanding is a necessary condition for knowledge. If a person does not understand S-Belief, then the sentence ‘the man who will get the job has ten coins in his pocket’ has no meaning and does notcannot constitute knowledge. Given that consciousness is a necessary condition for understanding, it follows that it is also a necessary condition for knowledge, since without consciousness there is no understanding, and without understanding there is no knowledge. (This means that if we accept the opinion that a robot is devoid of consciousness, then we should also accept that it has no knowledge and does not understand what it is doing or saying. For further discussion, see Rakover, 2018.) Now, since Smith was not conscious of the “real information” (i.e. it is Smith himself gotwho will get the job and he, too, has ten coins in his pocket), it follows that S-Belief is not knowledge – it is only a justified belief. 	Comment by jemma: The spaces can be deleted on either side of the em dash.
	This analysis shows the importance of being in conscious of the “real information” and suggests that the JTB definition of knowledge should be modified, in an attempt to solve the problem raised by Gettier’s Case 1. Accordingly, propositional knowledge should be delimited by the following necessary conditions: justified true and conscious belief (JTCB). Given this modified definition, it is clear that S-Belief cannot be considered as knowledge, since Smith was not conscious of the crucial, real information.
Similarity between a belief and a scientific hypothesis: 
cCase 1 is a description of a possible empirical episode. and aAs such, the Smith’s belief of Smith, S-Belief, can either be supported, confirmed or be refuted by empirical evidences. That isIn this way, a belief is methodologically similar to an empirical hypothesis.: both can either be supported, confirmed or be refuted by empirical observations. According to Popper (1963), a confirmed hypothesis is considered as suchcorraborated until the prediction deduced from it is falsified. That is, one holds a scientific hypothesis as if it isis accepted true until the moment it is refuted by new observations. In effect, Popper (1972) suggested that aanyone scientist who believes thatholds his/her theory isto be true drops out fromof the game of science, because observations can only ever disprove a theory (not prove it to be true). In many respects, a regular person in everyday life behaves in a similar way similar to a scientist: by one is acting on athe basis of uncertain beliefs. For example, onea person goes every day to work in an office every day,his/her office while believing that itthe said office continues to stand is safely in its place. And iIf one got the information came to light that falsifieds his/herthis belief (e.g., the news that the office had burned down), the employee would one reacts on this ground accordingly. This is in harmonykeeping with the following.what the Hhistory of science teaches us: that scientists continue to use a theory within certain limits even if it has been falsified. For example, one uses Newton’s physics are still applied within the limits of earthly speed, even though this theory has been refuted and displaced by the theory of relativity theory. This means thatIn short, scientists will use a falsified theory, anor untrue knowledge, when they find it appropriate. 	Comment by jemma: I don’t see how this office example illustrates (or ‘is in keeping with’) the next point about continuing to make use of falsified beliefs within certain limits. I think this paragraph needs to be clarified. As far as I can see, the employee understands that his belief has been falsified and therefore no longer needs to make use of it (he is aware the office no longer exists and will reject the belief that it’s still standing… this belief is no longer of any use/no longer appropriate).
	To illustrate the similarity between a belief and an empirical hypothesis, let us alterrevisit and modify cCase 1 a little bit in the following way. Barry (the protagonist) is a banker who has been approached by Smith and Jones. Both customers have requested a substantial loan and Barry has to decide which one of the two requests he will grant.to decide to whom to approve a big loan, either to Smith or Jones. Barry has evidences that Smith and Jones have applied for a certain job, that Jones will get the job, and that Jones has a very high IQ. Therefore, Barry has formsed the following justified belief (B-Belief): the man who will get the job has a very high IQ. Based on this belief (which has been substantiated by the previously mentioned evidence), Barry decidesd to approve give Jones’ request for a the loan (because he will be able to repay the loanit includingwith interest). Unknown to Barry, who has now made his decision, what really goes on to happened is that Smith (and not Jones) gotgets the job, and that Smith also has a very high IQ (this may be called “the actual information”). Thus, B-Belief isturns out to be justified and true, because Smith, who has a very high IQ, gotwill get the job. 	Comment by jemma: On page 3 the term “the real information” is used. Should one term be chosen and used consistently throughout, or are you happy with using both ‘real’ and ‘actual’ information?
	Given thisthese considerations, let us analyze the Barry story from the point of viewperspective that a propositional knowledge is Justified Confirmed/Refuted Conscious Belief (JC/RCB). (As will be seen below, the C/R meansindicates that there are cases in which a refuted belief is considered knowledge in a way that is similar to the case withof Newton’s physics.) One may discuss fFour possible variations cases associated withof Barry’s story can be considered:. 	Comment by jemma: I would say ‘variations’ or ‘alternative versions’.

(1) When he makes his decision about the loan, Barry is unaware that Smith (and not Jones) has been givengot the job. According to the consciousness condition, since Barry is not aware of the ‘actual information’, he does not have conscious knowledge of it, but only a justified belief (B-belief). According to the C/R condition, Barry is not aware that Smith has got the job and therefore he is not aware that his belief has been refuted. HenceIn this scenario, Barry decides to giveapprove the loan tofor Jones.	Comment by jemma: In reading cases 1-4 I’ve been slightly confused about the chronology of the stories (at which point does Barry form B-belief and at which point does he make his decision about the loan and at which point is either candidate given the job?). I take it that in these scenarios Barry makes his decision about the loan AFTER the job has already been given to either one of the two candidates. I think the explanations of all 4 cases need a little more clarification. It should help to revise the use of tenses, as suggested. Please let me know if my modifications do not convey your intended meaning.
(2) When he makes his decision about the loan, Barry is unaware that Jones has been givengot the job. The analysis of this case 2 is similar to the previous one, except for the fact that Jones is the man who has securedgot the job and (not Smith) and Barry is not aware that B-belief has been confirmed. HenceIn this scenario, Barry decides to approvegive the loan forto Jones.
(3) When he makes his decision about the loan, Barry is aware that Smith (and not Jones) has been givengot the job. According to the consciousness condition, Barry has a new justified and confirmed belief: the man who will get the job has a very high IQ, and Smith is the man. Based on this, Barry will give the loan to Smith. According to the C/R condition, since the B-belief (the hypothesis about Jones) has been falsified., Based on these considerations, Barry decides to givegrant the loan to Smith.	Comment by jemma: I’m not sure that I understand this clearly. How can we talk about a new justified and confirmed belief and present this in the future tense (the man who will get the job…) if we already know for sure who got the job (and Barry himself is aware of the fact)? In my interpretation, Barry is not forming a new belief, which will then be justified and confirmed, but simply using a falsified/refuted belief as a tool for making a decision. What do you think about this?	Comment by jemma: Should we not make a conclusion here about B-belief not counting as knowledge?

(4) When he makes his decision about the loan, Barry is aware that Jones gothas been given the job. According to the consciousness condition, in this scenario Barry does have knowledge. Based on this, Barry givesgrants the loan to Jones. According to the C/R condition, since B-Belief (which is based on the evidence that Jones will get the job) has not yet been falsified (it has been confirmed) Barry decides to approve the loan forgive Jones the loan.	Comment by jemma: What are we really referring to here? I’m a little confused. Aren’t we trying to establish whether or not B-belief constitutes knowledge?
The above analysis highlights four interesting conclusions. 
First, B-Belief: ‘the man who will get the job has a very high IQ’ is phrased too generally. If Barry is not conscious of what actually happened, it does not matter who gotgets the job, Jones or Smith (see cases 1 & 2). In both cases, Jones will getobtain the loan. If Barry is conscious of what actually happened, he must answer in his mindask himself the question: who is ‘the man’, Jones or Smith? Otherwise, he does not knowit is unclear which of the two is the subject of the to whom the proposition. points, Smith or Jones, and tTherefore, Barry cannot use this belief as a tool for making his decision about does not know to whom to give the loan. As things stands, it seems that this proposition by itself (without additional information) does has not have a definite target and therefore it cannot be confirmed or be falsified. Hence, this analysis casts a shadow on Gettier’s cCase 1, since (e) “the man who will get the job has ten coins in his pocket” is praised also phrased too generally. 
Second, an analysis of case 3 illustrates that a falsified belief can establish a grounds for a decision and action., In this scenario, Barry is conscious of the fact that Smith (and not Jones) has been givengot the job. This falsifies his belief, which is based on the previous information that suggested Jones willwould get the job. As a result, Barry givesgrants the loan to Smith. 
If oneit is accepteds that a rational decision is made on the basis of justified belief or knowledge, the following question arises. How to conceiveshould the falsified B-Belief be conceived? It is not a justified belief, since it has been refuted (Smith and not Jones got the job). Nevertheless, it functions as a piece of knowledge, since on the basis of itthis Barry decides to giveapprove the loan for Smith the loan. Hence, one mayit could be proposed that a refuted belief (like a refuted hypothesis) can be used as a piece of knowledge to make a decision andor to takechoose a routeline of action. So, while in case 3 Barry decides to give Smith the loan on the basis of his refuted belief, onin case 4 he decides to give Jones the loan on the basis of a confirmed belief,and as a yet unrefuted belief. (This is why I used C/R to signify these two possibilities.)
Third, in view of the above scenario, one may conceive a belief as similar to a scientific hypothesis. That is, a belief that an ordinary person uses daily may be conceived as similar to a hypothesis. Put it differently, an ordinarya regular person uses a belief in a similar way similar to the manner in which a scientist uses a hypothesis. (Of course there are differences, which mainly stems from the fact that a scientist adheres rigorously to scientific methodology andwhereas a common person in everyday life does not.) To emphasize the similarity between a belief and a scientific hypothesis with regard to Gettier”s cCase 1, consider the following possible episode.	Comment by jemma: These lines seem repetitive.	Comment by jemma: Is it ok to address the reader directly in this way?

Imagine that a chemist in the mid-17th century, Dr. Flog, explains the process of burning to his students, a phenomenon which he believes is the result of a certain material interaction (call it “F-belief”), and he establishes this belief on the phlogiston theory. Although F-belief is justified, it is not true. Many years later, Lavoiser’s oxygen theory provides an accurate explanation of combustion. (However, in effect, this theory has since been developed and expanded to a great extent). Clearly, Flog could not have been aware of Lavoisier’s theory, although it may be suggested, based on knowledge of this theory and by analogy with Gettier’s Case 1, that F-belief is JTB. However, according to the proposed JC/RCB, in the absence of consciousness of the unrefuted information (Lavoisier’s theory), F-belief cannot be conceived as knowledge. 	Comment by jemma: As before.	Comment by jemma: In US English, Dr. is used (Dr is preferred in UK English).	Comment by jemma: 	Comment by jemma: Should this be: ‘…in the absence of consciousness of the information that will refute the phlogiston theory (Lavoisier’s theory), …’ (I’m not sure I’ve understood the message clearly.)
	Fourth, as mentioned above, the Gettier’s problem ignited many reactions that I cannot address all of here. However, I would like to handlehighlight one criticism – the ‘luck’ argument. Consider the belief held by Smith: ‘the man who will get the job has ten coins in his pocket’, and the following real information: it is Smith (and not Jones) gotwho will get the job, and Smith, as well as Jones, himself also has ten coins in his pocket, although he does not realize this. It seems that theis belief is validated by these facts. However, the fact that Smith has also has ten coins in his pocket can be evaluated as sheer luck, and a belief based on luck cannot be considered as knowledge. (This argument has been disputed in the literature, see Hetherington, 2020; Ichikawa & Steup, 2018.) 	Comment by jemma: Please delete spaces either side of the em dash.
How doeswould the proposed JC/RCB account treat this argument? According to the consciousness condition, since Smith was not aware of the ‘real information’, luck did not play any role in Smith’shis mind. Similarly, in Case 1 above, when since Barry decided to approve the loan for Jones, he was unaware that Smith (and not Jones) had in fact got the job, and this lack of consciousness of the real information has nothing to do with luck (or ‘bad’ luck), he decided to give the loan to Jones. According to the (C/R) condition, for a given belief, thatif the consciousness condition is satisfied, one may treat luck in the following ways: first, one may point out that S-Belief (or B-belief) areis too general to be confirmed or refuted by the real/actual information; second, with the shift since the viewpoint moved from the truth/not-truth epistemological approach to the C/R methodological approach, one maywould be advised to look for additional information so as to eliminate the possibility of a lucky observation. For example, out of fifty other men who applied tofor the same job ofas Smith and Jones, not one of them had ten coins in his/her pocket.        
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