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                    Abstract
We explore consequences of the view that to know a proposition your rational credence in the proposition must exceed a certain threshold. In other words, to know something you must have evidence that makes rational a high credence in it. We relate such a threshold view to Dorr et al.’s (Philosophical Studies 170(2):277–287, 2014) argument against the principle they call fair coins: “If you know a coin won’t land tails, then you know it won’t be flipped.” They argue for rejecting fair coins because it leads to a pervasive skepticism about knowledge of the future. We argue that the threshold view of evidence and knowledge gives independent grounds to reject fair coins.
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                    Notes
	We need not assume that there is only one degree of confidence that all rational agents must have given the same evidence. But in the present setting, the probabilities will be straightforward. We will therefore refrain from defining a credence function and move freely between probabilities, credences, and degrees of confidence.


	Moreover, though we assume a non-maximal threshold, we are not arguing here that a probability 1 threshold cannot be used to the same end that we use ours here. But see Bacon (2014) for an argument that a probability 1 conception of knowledge leads to trouble in the type of case DGH advance. And see footenote 16 below.


	Note however, that in Rothschild and Spectre (2016), we give another problematic case based on DGH’s basic setup which the threshold view does not help resolve.


	Their leaf example is highly unrealistic: the obvious physical parallel is that of radioactive decay. Thus, if we embrace fair coins we might have to accept that we cannot know that a set of unstable particles will decay in any finite amount of time.


	Thanks here to Matti Eklund.


	It will come as little surprise that on an understanding of knowledge as an absolute graded notion like “flat”, it will be non-trivial to evade skeptical conclusions. A classical argument to this effect is Unger (1975; pp. 65–68) that almost nothing is flat. Analogies Unger draws with epistemic terms lead him to the conclusion that we have almost no knowledge. Both Lewis (1979) and Dretske (1981) keep the analogies but draw conclusions that avoid skepticism. See Cohen (1987) for a more detailed discussion. The assumptions that need to be denied within DGHs example, as we show in this section, bear more than an artificial similarity with this dialectic. The assumption is that there is some tolerance principle that governs knowledge (and rational belief).


	A skeptic about the future can even accept k
                        -threshold because she accepts it in other knowledge contexts. She could accept, in other words, that had you been able to know that \(C_{n}\) will not be flipped, it would not follow that you knew that \(C_{n-1}\) will not be flipped (for any n). On this type of skepticism, knowledge about the future could fail (almost) universally because some other necessary condition on knowledge is not satisfied. For instance, we can imagine a crude causal view, that aside from demanding that known proposition are probable enough on the evidence to satisfy some threshold, it also says that you can’t know propositions that your evidence doesn’t have the right kind of causal relation to. On this view you don’t know that coin 1000 will not be flipped even though the threshold requirement is satisfied (assuming \(k < 1-\frac{1}{2^{999}}\)).
Moreover, below probability 1 knowledge (and justification) thresholds are famously used as premises in skeptical arguments. Such is the case in some versions of Cartesian (or closure) type arguments for which, e.g., contextualism is proposed as a remedy (Cohen 1988, is a notable example regarding lottery puzzles).
The point is, below probability 1 knowledge thresholds are rarely proposed as anti-skepticism solutions. As stated in the main text, they are often accepted implicitly by acceptance of knowledge entailing belief and the Lockeian theses. See Lewis (1996), though, for minority non-skeptical view that knowledge isn’t fallible and doesn’t entail belief.


	Since the chance that \(C_{1000}\) won’t be flipped is less than 1, it seems plausible that k should be less than 1. One could claim, though, with Williamson (2009), that though the chance it won’t be flipped is less than 1, the evidential probability that \(C_{1000}\) won’t be flipped is 1 (all knowledge has evidential probability 1 on the K = E thesis). So we do not want to deny the possibility of a probability 1 threshold view along Williamsonian lines that falsifies (5) and (6). Nevertheless, Bacon (2014) shows that in the current setting this would be a problematical move (and see footnote 16 below). Fortunately, a much less radical view is required here, one that is shared by many theorists. Aside from the reasons provided in the main text, fallibilists, will mostly agree that knowledge has a non-maximal threshold since they agree that to know a proposition doesn’t require evidence that entails it. See Smith (2016) for the claim that this general “Risk Minimisation” view is prominent and widespread (a view he argues against).


	As there must be in lottery cases, if we do not know that our tickets are losers before the lottery.


	We can safely assume that known equivalences are equiknowable since even those who question equivalence closure—e.g., Yablo (2016)—will not question the present instance of it. But even if one would want to question this principle, given the equality of the probabilities, a reason needs to be given why (8) doesn’t satisfy some knowledge condition that (7) does.


	We use “justified” and “rational” interchangeably. See Cohen (2016) for an argument that these should really be viewed as the same.


	See Hawthorne et al. (2016) for arguments that rational belief requires lower standards of evidence than knowledge does.


	The “junk disjunction” knowledge account is an expansion of Sorensen (1988) “junk conditional” account that is aimed at resolving Kripke (2011) Dogmatism puzzle. Sorensen’s account relies on Jackson’s 1979 view that introduces the technical term of “robustness” with respect to some information. In particular, Sorensen relies on the non-robustness of a conditional with respect to a conditional’s antecedent (when the information is taken to support its truth while it is believed on the basis of the antecedent’s falsity).


	Consider the case where n = 3. Knowing that \(C_{n}\) will not be flipped means that \(1-\frac{1}{2^{2}} = \frac{3}{4}\ge k > \frac{1}{2}\). The probability of \(C_{2}\) will not be flipped or \(C_{2}\) will land tails satisfies k, since it equals 1 minus the probability that \(C_{1}\) will land tails and that \(C_{2}\) will land heads, i.e., \(\frac{3}{4}\). Of course you couldn’t know both (13) and (8) when n = 3, unless \(C_{1}\) landed heads (because then either (13) or (8) would be false) and the probability of this happening is \(\frac{1}{2}\). The point we are going to make, though, is that if you know the truth of these propositions, you could not know their conjunction (unless k = \(\frac{1}{2}\) in which case we would not have a proof).


	Also, you can’t know that there will be a \(n-3\) sequence of tails tosses and then two heads tosses directly, because by the conditions of the case if C
                        
                            n−2 lands heads, C
                        
                            n−
                        1, C
                        
                      n
                    , ..., C
                        1000, won’t be flipped at all.


	This, then, is another reason to resist a probability 1 threshold view that accepts multi-premise closure (and divorces chance and probability). We will not pursue this line of argument here, though.
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