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Abstract
KNOWLEDGE ASCRIPTION AND TRADITIONAL EPISTEMOLOGY
by

Jon Wesley Buckwalter

Advisor: Professor Jesse Prinz

The principle thesis of this dissertation is thatlerstanding the psychological factors that
underlie epistemic judgment through knowledge asion is essential for progress in traditional
epistemology, and that the tools developed actassdgnitive sciences are necessary for
collecting accurate evidence concerning the naifitkese factors. Chapters are displayed as
cumulative proof of concept for this thesis. Chaptéegins with a discussion of the role of
ascription and ordinary language practices in emigt arguments. The subsequent sections of
the dissertation then present experimental evidadeancing new understanding of the
judgments we ordinarily make about knowledge asionptogether with a discussion of how
this understanding comes to bear on a series oifisgnt and ongoing debates in contemporary
epistemology. Chapter 2 displays evidence for thencthat the ordinary concept of knowledge
is factive Chapter 3 explores the ways in which pragmatitofs likestakeserror salience or
attributoraccommodatiomfluence knowledge ascription, and subsequetitl/jmplications
these findings have for adjudicating between ceraguments given in support of contextualism
and interest-relative invariantism. Chapter 4 gie@slence for anoral componendf knowledge
attribution, and shows how this effect of normajivggments on epistemic judgments may
provide new insight into enduring philosophical piez like Gettier problems. Lastly, Chapter 5

surveys recent evidence suggesting that episterdgments are prone to performance errors and



demographic variation, that may well threaten tdarmine a substantial set of epistemic
projects unless the empirical study of epistemigifions is incorporated into methodological
approaches to the study of knowledge. Chapteatisef conclusion suggesting areas for
further study, as well as how applying these newthoas may relate to larger research programs

in psychology and cognitive science.



Preface

Experimental philosophy is a subfield that usesho@s$ and techniques typically associated with
psychology and the cognitive sciences to invesigaestions or phenomena normally of
interest to philosophers (for a review of this eesh see Knobe et al. 2012 and Buckwalter
2012). As a work of both experimental philosophd apistemology, the content of this
dissertation may be viewed by some as seditiouspmehow subversive, to philosophical
tradition. But | submit that the ideas presentect tilew directly from the lessons we (ought to)
have learned from the history of modern philosopbgether with a great longing to return to
that august tradition. As one of my highest phifgsoal influences, and for without whom this

work would not have been possible, it was David ldumho wrote:

Here then is the only expedient, from which we ¢tempe for success in our
philosophical researches, to leave the tediousting method, which we have
hitherto followed, and instead of taking now andrita castle or village on the
frontier, to march up directly to the capital onter of these sciences, to human
nature itself; which being once masters of, we magry where else hope for an
easy victory. From this station we may extend oonquests over all those
sciences, which more intimately concern human éfey may afterwards proceed
at leisure to discover more fully those, which #re objects of pore curiosity.
There is no question of importance, whose decissomot comprised in the
science of man; and there is none, which can biglel@evith any certainty, before
we become acquainted with that science. In prebtgndherefore, to explain the

principles of human nature, we in effect proposeomplete system of the



sciences, built on a foundation almost entirely namd the only one upon which
they can stand with any security.

And as the science of man is the-only solid fouldafor the other
sciences, so the only solid foundation we can gvéhis science itself must be
laid on experience and observation. It is no astong reflection to consider, that
the application of experimental philosophy to maabjects should come after
that to natural at the distance of above a whofturg; since we find in fact, that
there was about the same interval betwixt the wsigif these sciences; and that
reckoning from THALES to SOCRATES, the space ofetisinearly equal to that
betwixt, my Lord Bacon and some late philosophdvs. [Locke, my Lord
Shaftesbury, Dr. Mandeville, Mr. Hutchinson, Dr.tRu, etc.] in England, who
have begun to put the science of man on a newnigotind have engaged the
attention, and excited the curiosity of the pub8o. true it is, that however other
nations may rival us in poetry, and excel us in sasther agreeable arts, the
improvements in reason and philosophy can onlyvihagto a land of toleration
and of liberty.

Nor ought we to think, that this latter improvementhe science of man
will do less honour to our native country than fbemer in natural philosophy,
but ought rather to esteem it a greater glory, uponount of the greater
importance of that science, as well as the negessitay under of such a
reformation. For to me it seems evident, that teserce of the mind being
equally unknown to us with that of external bodiesnust be equally impossible

to form any notion of its powers and qualities otfise than from careful and

Vi



exact experiments, and the observation of thostcpkar effects, which result
from its different circumstances and situationsdAimough we must endeavour to
render all our principles as universal as posslieyacing up our experiments to
the utmost, and explaining all effects from the @est and fewest causes, it is
still certain we cannot go beyond experience; andrg/pothesis, that pretends to
discover the ultimate original qualities of humaature, ought at first to be

rejected as presumptuous and chimerical.

A Treatise of Human Nature
Introduction to Book I: 6-8

| believe that there is much we can learn from Huifiee subsequent pages follow in his
example, applying the Humean idea of the studyefstience of man to questions of
contemporary epistemology. For perhaps the natikaawledge within the grasp of human
understanding resides principally in the studpwf experience of+-the conditions under
which we ascribe or deny it, and the psychologimathanisms that support our epistemic

judgments and knowledge ascriptions.
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A Brief Introduction

The questions of when, or under what condition®ovdnarily ascribe different sorts of mental
states or propositional attitudes to others—howeasons about their beliefs, desires, or
actions—are questions central to both philosopluymeychology. Yet compared to paradigmatic
states, such as belief and desire ascription studiess folk psychology, relatively little
empirical research has been done examining howsadidinarily reason about tkeowledgeof
others! Furthermore, and as a result of this perhapsprtii@ary concept of knowledge, together
with the underlying processes and mechanisms tleaand govern ordinary ascription, are
currently not well understood. The main idea o$ thssay is relatively straightforward. It is that
this situation in epistemology must be remedied, that new research aimed at closing the gap
in our lack of understanding of ordinary knowledighaviors and processes is needed.

The principle thesis of this dissertation is thadlerstanding the psychological factors
that underlie the judgments we ordinarily make alkmowledge ascription is essential for
progress in traditional epistemology, and thatttiuds developed across the cognitive sciences
are necessary for collecting accurate evidenceeromy the nature of these factors. The
chapters of this dissertation are presented as lative+—proof of conceptfor this thesis.

Within each chapter you will find original experintal evidence advancing new understanding
of several factors that underlie the judgments vadnarily make about knowledge ascription. In
fact, the data will demonstrate how many of thedecdiscussed have been significantly
misunderstood or misrepresented by philosopheos frithe present empirical scrutiny. You

will then find a discussion of how these factorgperly understood using controlled scientific

! For important exceptions in the developmental pslagy literature see Birch 2005, Birch and
Boom 2007, and Woolley & Wellman 1993.



methods, come to bear directly on a series of Sogmt and ongoing debates in contemporary
epistemology. By the end, the main goals of th&agsre to have convinced you of the crucial
importance understanding the psychological faatoderlying our epistemic judgments have for
epistemology today, and that the use of experinheme#ghods in philosophy is the best way to
help achieve this new understanding.

But this method has something for everyone, ndtthase philosophers who have
participated in what some may judge to be esoteéataphysical debates only within
contemporary epistemology. For by using this methalwill be engaging in a straightforward
empirical investigation of knowledge behavior amdlerlying processes. And in turn, these data
may be used to inform theorizing about the semamtiche word ‘know’ (of interest to linguists
generally), as well as theorizing about the ordircamcept of knowledge that people tacitly hold
(of interest to psychologists generally). Additibpaprogress on these empirical questions may
even begin to inform normative speculation aboatialue of that ordinary concept as it is
ordinarily used. And since the way we use the wikmdw’ or apply our concept of knowledge
when we engage in knowledge ascribing behavior seerbe at the very heart of the way we,
for instance, often form decisions about assextiotorrect action, engage in punishment
practices, blame or praise others in social cosatextd so on in our daily lives, discovering the
factors underlying our epistemic judgments holdsnsic interest for those across several
diverse debates and domains of inquiry.

Here is how the dissertation will proceed. | begihapter 1, “The Return to Ordinary
Language,” with a brief review of the evidentiaojerthat everyday knowledge ascriptions, or
uses of the word ‘know’, have typically begun tayin contemporary epistemology. Once this

is in place, we will then proceed directly with empirical investigation of the nature of these



behaviors and practices. Chapter 2, “The Factoiti{tnowledge” starts by addressing the initial
guestion whether or not the folk concept of knowkeds factive or non-factive. We will discover
that despite appearances to the contrary, expetainggita indicates that philosophical orthodoxy
regarding theactivity of ‘knows’ in ordinary language withstands empitiserutiny—and that

the truth of a proposition is an important factwattcues ordinary knowledge ascription.

Given this basic starting point into the ordinaoyncept, we then proceed in Chapter 3,
“Stakes, Error, and Accommodation: Contextualist Bragmatic Encroachment” with a
discussion of a cluster of phenomena we might labkctively as ‘pragmatic load’. This work
attempts to isolate and characterizeghagmatic factordhat affect whether or not an attributor
will say that a subject has knowledge. The two nogiestions that are explored are whether or
not intuitions about uses of ‘know’ are affectedtbg attributor’s situation (like the salience of
possible attributor error or something called btttor accommodation), or the subject’s situation
(like what is at stake for the person an attribugavaluating). We find that understanding these
factors plays a crucial role in evaluating the anguats given for two leading epistemic theories,
contextualism and interest-relative invariantism.

In Chapter 4, “The Moral Component of KnowledgecB&o Gettier” we discover that in
addition to pragmatic factors like those discusse@hapter 3, there may also be a substantial
moral componenib knowledge attribution. The present set of stsidiemonstrate that this basic
effect of morality on epistemic judgment is so sggdhat it can be extended to overturn
intuitions in some of the most theoretically cehégoeriments in contemporary epistemology:
Gettier cases. It is argued that this phenomemoaddition to marking an important factor that
underlies ordinary ascriptions of knowledge, mapairovide new insight into the Gettier

problem.



Lastly, Chapter 5, “Methodology in Epistemologwirgeys the latest findings in
experimental epistemology suggesting that attrdngiof knowledge may be highly variable to
differences among persons dugasformance errorsike order and framing effects, and highly
variable between persons dualtmographic differencdike culture, native language, and age.

It is argued that further empirical investigatioma the nature, scope, and limits of these two
sorts of effects is necessary before epistemolgest continue to rely on empirically
unexamined intuitions about ordinary usage, or tthair intuitions about such things as good
evidence for philosophical analyses of knowleddee final chapter, Chapter 6, “Conclusions
and Future Study” is a brief conclusion suggestiegy avenues for future research in connection

with ongoing projects in both psychology and cogeiscience.



Chapter 1. The Return to Ordinary Language

The systematic development of truth in scientibori can alone
be the true shape in which truth exists. To help bting
philosophy nearer to the form of science—that gada¢re it can
lay aside the name ddveof knowledge and be actual
knowledge—that is what | have set before me.

- Hegel

In the physics classroom, one is reacquainted avitbmber of terms that we regularly use in
everyday discourse. Yet part of any introductiophgsics is to teach students that familiar
words such as ‘force’ or ‘work’ have very differedefinitions in the present context than the
ways typically used in ordinary language. Suchedéhces are often quite substantive. If the
physicists are right about what it means to do worknstance, then it's doubtful that
professional philosophers have done a day of welbeless, learning that force equals mass
times acceleration, or work the total amount ofrgpéransferred, inspires no great controversy
among philosophers. Theories of physical laws atevmitten which take these differences into
account. And few physicists feel the need to addties tension between the ordinary conception
of ‘work’ and the notion employed across the ndtscgences. The reason, it seems, is that the
latter is simply accepted as a technical notiomiwithe field of physics.

In contrast, what one does in the epistemologysotesn feels very different. While an
introduction to this subject also includes the ssitated analysis of familiar words from
everyday language, theories of knowledge or justifon that radically diverge from ordinary
intuitions, or acceptable uses of ‘knows’ or ‘evide’ in English inspire tremendous
controversy. Entire theories of knowledge are ofteimghed by their ability to account for their

own intuitiveness to some degree or other—and m#grsconsiderable costs when they fail to



do so. But why, in the relevant respect, is the\staf knowledge seemingly so different from the
study of work or force? Perhaps the need in episkegy to account for commonsense intuitions
suggests that ‘knowledge’ is not just a technicdlam within the field. Instead, the presumption
is that the analysis of knowledge that professighdbsophers give should be expected to
capture some important aspect or aspects of theepdthat people came into the classroom
tacitly holding.

Of course, the basic idea that ordinary judgmentshilosophy are important is nothing
new. Even as Aristotle writes Michomachean Ethicghen discussing arguments concerning

the good and function of humans:

We must consider it, however, in the light not oofyour conclusion and our
premises, but also @fhat is commonly saidabout it; for with a true view all the

data harmonize, but with a false one the facts stash.

And later in the same passage, when discussingadentuiitive views often held with respect to

happiness:

Now some of these views have been heldnayy men and men of oldothers by a few
eminent personsand it is not probable that either of these sthdnd entirely
mistaken, but rather that they should be righttileast some one respect or even in most

respects. (1098b, 27-28)



As Aristotle later notes in this passage, theresange conditions or features of a position, both
“old” and “agreed on by philosophers” that a philpkical theory should not fail to meet.
However, and at the same time, one would also dlésfonot to countenance, “what is ordinarily
said” about the content of that theory when argvat the truth.

It seems clear—and especially at least, compareddioary and professional judgments
in physics today— that ordinary judgments, andmady language evidence in recent
epistemology, continues to play a similar kindraportant role in philosophical theorizing about
knowledge (prominent examples of this range, orseufrom Austin 1956; Wittgenstein 2009).
But to illustrate this phenomenon in practice, edesone prominent recent example of when
the two—ordinary intuition and professional theorgg—come into conflict. A particularly good
example can be seen in the philosophy of David keimireacting to the threat of infallibilist
knowledge. It is often thought that, according émenonsense, we all command a fairly large
body of everyday knowledge. This knowledge rangesrfmundane Moorean facts about our
place in the external world, to complex attribu@oncerning the existence of unobservable
entities. On the other hand, nearly all of the tilaa that we have and the decisions that we
make occur in conditions involving some amountisif br uncertainty. If you start taking
courses in contemporary epistemology, you will sdcover that this fact has the potential to
threaten many of the claims we ordinarily consmignselves to know. Under the infallibilist
picture of knowledge, to know something requiresasety, or that we eliminate all possible

chances for error. We can formulate a definitiontfies classic infallibilist position as follows:

Classic infallibilism Subject S knows that proposition p iff p hold®uery

possibility left uneliminated by S’s evidence.



According to classic infallibilism, one must rulateevery single possibility where one could be
mistaken in order to know. Alarmingly however, osdardly ever in such a position of
completely avoiding every possibility of error. Bswvid Lewis encourages, “let your paranoid
fantasies rip—CIA plots, hallucinogens in the tagtav, conspiracies to deceive, old Nick
himself—and soon you find that uneliminated podisies of error are everywhere” (1999, 418).
Since there are very few things about which welmaabsolutely certain, it follows that we
might actually know next to nothing at all. Theulkss that when considering whether one
knows p, one’s evidence is almost never strong giméai rule out every possibility that not-p.

Many people are deeply uncomfortable with thisyrietof knowledge. If infallibilism is
true, then this challenges whether even our mosidame beliefs really count as knowledge. In
order to avoid this extremely skeptical conclusimost philosophers have denied that
knowledge requires certainty. It's a good thing, tsiace after philosophers leave the office, they
join all the non-philosophers in using languageriagig mental states, and making judgments
in the absence of it. These facts lend suppohi@adea that making allowances for uncertainty
regularly plays an important role not only in thettzal reasoning about epistemic concepts like
knowing or believing, but also in the practical s we ordinarily make about acting, feeling,
desiring, forming relationships, or doing almosything at all. As Lewis famously notes,
accounting for ordinary intuitions seems to forlee ¢ood epistemologist into a choice between
“the rock of fallibilism and the whirlpool of skaptsm” (1999, 419).

Notice what Lewis didn’t say. Lewis did not dismessgeryday knowledge ascriptions as
irrelevant to his epistemic theorizing in philosgpim the way that perhaps ordinary notions of

‘work’ are thought by physicists irrelevant to tieehnical notions of ‘work’ employed in



science. Nor did Lewis reject the idea that theddtoms under which we ordinarily take
ourselves to know count as powerful evidence agaifallibilism. Instead, what Lewis set out

to do was build a theory of knowledge that somebmyk account of these claims. His goal was
to preserve the preferred philosophical positiomtllibilism while resisting total skepticism—
but to also do justice to the ordinary judgmentsmake regarding robust knowledge. To
accomplish this, Lewis turns his attention to temantics of knowledge attribution. What he
suggests is that when we typically ascribe knowdeage do not expect that one must rule out all
possibilities of error as traditional infallibilissemands. Instead, the possibilities of error that
must be eliminated by one’s evidence in order tovkare fixed by the context in which the
relevant knowledge claim is uttered. Adding thisdition to classic infallibilism above results

in the following definition:

Lewisian knowledgeS knows that p iff S’s evidence eliminates eyaogsibility
in which not-p—Psst!—except for those possibilities that we aoperly

ignoring.

Under this proposal, “Psst!” indicates the unattited restriction of the quantifier ‘every’ such
that the context of the attribution distinguishpstemically relevant from irrelevant possibilities
of error. Then, when deciding what a subject knawdy the relevant possibilities need to be
ruled out by a subject’s evidence in order for #intautor to ascribe knowledge. In theory, this
basic strategy allows Lewis to maintain infallisiliknowledge, while simultaneously providing
for the ordinary intuitions that skeptical challesgare thought to contest. All that remains for

Lewis is to specify the particular conditions actog to which speakers ignore uneliminated



possibilities of error. And this brings the epistdagy back in line with ordinary knowledge
ascription. Of course, the question remains whetheot Lewis’ theory was actually successful
in its attempts to reconcile the two, or in prowiglia suitable epistemic theory more generally.
But it is important to recognize what I'll cdlie core insight-and the new type of approach to
epistemology it helped inspire.

Prior to this, the major traditional philosophieglproach in epistemology involves
analyzing theconstituentof propositional knowledge. These analyses inckmkxifying the
individually necessary and jointly sufficient cotidns that must be met for knowledge (see for
instance Chisholm 1977; or Shope 1983). And in psopg and testing these conditions,
philosophers proceed by appealing to intuitionsa tgpical episode, they describe an imaginary
situation and ask whether the subject in that 8doaxhibits some epistemically interesting
property or relation. When things go well, the pedpher takes the answer to be intuitively
obvious, and subsequently, as evidence for or agtia proposed conditions for knowledge.
Analyses that are compatible with the content efitituition are supported, and those that are
incompatible with the content of the intuition atellenged. This method has been, and
continues to be, of central importance in epistegypl For example, the intuition that a
character in a Gettier thought experiment doeknotw that p (where p is a true proposition that
he believes and is justified in believing), is aftaken as unanimous evidence against the
justified-true-belief account of knowledge.

Alternatively however, the core insight, illustrdte the example from Lewis, is that new
progress in epistemology could be made by analytnagemantics of ‘know’ and factors that
underlie ordinary ascriptions of knowledge. By gmalg these factors, Lewis found that we

might discover new features of the concept typycadiglected by the traditional approach

10



described above. For instance, if it's the casekhawledge attribution is sensitive to
eliminating only relevant error possibilities frahrose that may be properly ignored, this may
provide evidence for certain contextualist theoaeknowledge. Such theories may, in turn,
provide new responses to perennial challengesigtezpology that had not previously been
considered. And that is exactly what happened.rékelting contextualist theory of knowledge,
and the developments that would soon follow, haenbwidely extolled for their resistance to
skepticism (DeRose 1995; Cohen 2000) and Gettawlpms (Cohen 1999).

Today, this key insight seems to have spread widRgypular linguistic theories like
standard epistemic contextualism (DeRose 2009; ©€2084) and theories of pragmatic
encroachment like interest-relative invariantisrar(ff & McGrath 2010; Hawthorne 2004,
Hawthorne & Stanley 2008; Stanley 2005) mark therreof ordinary language approaches to
epistemology. Indeed, many leading epistemologiat® begun to turn their attentions away
from the sort of epistemology embodied in the wakpost-Gettier theorizing. In its place,
epistemologists have begun to argue for theoriémoivledge—not by enumerating necessary
and sufficient conditions of knowledge—but rath®r,appealing to the factors that influence the
judgments people ordinarily make about knowledg¢rgbation, the way we actually use the
word ‘knows’ in non-philosophical talk, or the ondiry concept of knowledge that people tacitly
hold.

For example, consider the two main factors disaigseonnection with contextualism
and theories of pragmatic encroachment said to raakference when people ascribe
knowledge: the practical interests of an ascritike (hat is at stake for the subject of a
knowledge claim), and the salience of attributeoeor whether or not the possibility of

mistake has been made salient to an attributokkabavledge claim). These factors, and their
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philosophical role in debates between epistemitecdunalism and interest-relative invariantism
will be presented in detail in Chapter 3. But foe inoment, we might use stakes and salience as
examples to help begin to illustrate the importapicerdinary knowledge behaviors in epistemic
theorizing.

Following Brown (2011), we can distinguish threeammoutually exclusive positions

(behavioral, semantic, and metaphysical) varioust@mologists have held regarding subject

stakes:

e Folk stakes sensitivitfpehavioral): People are less likely to ascribevidedge to a high
stakes subject for whom the practical consequenifcesor are severe, than to a low
stakes subject for whom the practical consequenicesor are slight.

e Pragmatism(semantic): The truth of a knowledge ascriptioped&ls in part on what is at

stake for the subject.

¢ Interest relativity(metaphysical): The holding of the knowledge relatiepends in part

on what is at stake for the subject.

And regarding the epistemic role of mistakes salierthe ascriber:

e Folk salience sensitivittbehavioral): People are less likely to ascribevidedge in a
high salience context in which uneliminated poditiés of a mistake are relevant, than in
a low salience context in which uneliminated padisigs of a mistake are irrelevant.

e Contextualisn{semantic): The truth of a knowledge ascriptiopeatals in part on which

mistakes are salient for the ascriber.
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e Contrastivismimetaphysical): The holding of the knowledge relatiepends in part on

the value of a contrast argument for the mistakgday.

While these positions regarding stakes or regarsiaignce are all logically independent, they
are often presented together. For instance, weeaahFantl & McGrath (2002), Hawthorne
(2004), Stanley (2005), and Pinillos (2011, 20X2halding all three views of stakes, and
Schaffer (2008) holding all three views of salieri8et perhaps most ofteRplk stakes
sensitivityandFolk salience sensitivitgire presented as the lead premises in inferertbe toest
explanation style arguments for radical episteroirctusions, such as, the semantic conclusion

for the role of stakes iRragmatism

1. Folk stakes sensitivityeople are less likely to ascribe knowledge hiagh stakes subject
for whom the practical consequences of error arersethan to a low stakes subject for
whom the practical consequences of error are slight

2. If Folk stakes sensitivitig true, then the truth of a knowledge ascriptiepends in part
on what is at stake for the subject (inferencdneoliest explanation).

3. PragmatismThe truth of a knowledge ascription depends m pa what is at stake for

the subject.

And for the semantic conclusion for the role ofaate inContextualism:

1. Folk salience sensitivityPeople are less likely to ascribe knowledge ligh salience
context in which uneliminated possibilities of astake are relevant, than in a low

salience context in which uneliminated possib#ited a mistake are irrelevant.
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2. If Folk salience sensitivitig true, then the truth of a knowledge ascriptiepends in part
on what mistakes are made salient for the ascfibfrence to the best explanation).

3. Contextualisn{semantic): The truth of a knowledge ascriptiopeatels in part on which

mistakes are salient for the ascriber.

Of course, these arguments can be extending usinggime pattern of inference to reach the

metaphysical conclusion for stakedmterest relativity:

4. If Contextualisms true, then knowledge depends in part on what stake for the

subject (inference to the best explanation).

5. Interest relativity The holding of the knowledge relation dependgart on what is at

stake for the subject.

And the metaphysical conclusion for salienc€ontrastivism

4. If Pragmatismis true, then knowledge depends in part on whidtakes are salient for

the ascriber (inference to the best explanation).

5. Contrastivism(metaphysical): The holding of the knowledge relatiepends in part on

the value of a contrast argument for the mistakgday.
One can read DeRose (2005) as presenting pretiselyype of argument faContextualism

We can read Schaffer (2008) as presenting thisxdgtkargument t€ontrastivismand Stanley

(2005) forinterest relativity But it is important to note th&blk stakes sensitivitgndFolk
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salience sensitivity-the premises taken to provide abductive suppoi€tmtextualism
ContrastivismandInterest relativity—are each at core empirical claims. The resultas itiiany
leading views in epistemology today rely on subsdéhand explicit use of empirical or
descriptive claims.

Indeed, Stanley motivates his defenséntérest relativitylargely based on “the intuitive
reactions we have,” to pairs of cases that manip@aubject’s practical interests. His claim is
that our intuitions regarding knowledge ascriptéwa stakes sensitive, and that his “central
interest is to evaluate accounts that make as meicbe of these intuitions as possible” (2005).
Likewise, Hawthorne toutihiterest relativityas offering “the best hope yet for respecting the
intuitive links between knowledge, assertion, aratpcal reasoning” (2004). DeRose goes as
far as to say that “the best evidence” @ntextualisntcomes from “what ordinary speakers will
count as ‘knowledge™ (2005). And Schaffer emplaysimilar style of argument for
Contrastivism“The most direct explanation of why knowledgergsmns are contrast-sensitive
is that the knowledge relation has a contrast $zQ208).

These evidential strategies mark a major new thermntemporary epistemology. But
while theapproachin epistemology has begun to change to includeetlkeénds of factors as
premises in epistemic arguments, thethodspistemologists have used remain largely the
same. The way that philosophers have gatheredrmeder these empirical claims about
ordinary usage, everyday knowledge judgments,@pbtdinary concept itself still largely
involves the familiar appeal to intuition about krledge attribution, together with armchair
claims about “what people will say” in responsg@hilosophical thought experiments. In my
view, this is amassive oversighfnd it is one as highly prone to error as it isiganough to

fix.
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For much is at stake. If for instan¢alk stakes sensitivitig false (as | will argue in
Chapter 3) then the argumentRagmatismor the extended argumentlitdgerest relativity
given above never get off the ground. And movingomel simply evaluatingolk stakes
sensitivity what other folk sensitivities out there are thevkat is the epistemic import of these
factors on knowledge attribution, and could thespalontribute in valuable and important ways
to our study of knowledge? We currently do not knBwt one way that we aretgoing to find
out the answers to these questions is by appe@iagnchair claims about “what people will
say” in response to philosophical thought experitsie@onversely, the overall aim in this
dissertation is to show that the sole method afgisituitions described above is no longer a
solely appropriate method to use when evaluatiegdhatter kinds of arguments in
epistemology. Rather, | intend to demonstrate nieat philosophical progress can be made in
epistemology by preceding with the study of knowledh just the same way that philosophers
and psychologists have studied belief or desird@gm. That is, by using the tools developed
in cognitive science and experimental philosophgrpirically examine ordinary knowledge
behaviors, and specifically, the conditions andeulythg processes by which knowledge is
ascribed, we can gain proper insight into the @dirconcept of knowledge. And it turn, these
insights, as Lewis and others have shown us, @htteimportant new revelations in
epistemology. As | will argue, they can demonstthgefactivity of ‘knowledge’ and hence,
provide evidence for the factivity of knowledge @pher 2). They can adjudicate arguments
between contextualism and interest relative invaisan that rely on the straightforward
empirical premises in the manner above (Chaptefl®y can provide new responses to

perennial Gettier problems (Chapter 4). And somesinthey can even shed new light on the
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evidentiary status of certain epistemic intuitioadding to ongoing arguments in philosophical
methodology (Chapter 5). This is what | attempghiow in the pages that follow.

But as I've suggested in the introduction, thegpess this method may lead to is not
only limited to progress regarding certain debatdg among epistemologists. Of course, since
this is a dissertation in epistemology, these debaill serve as the main focus by which the
relevant findings of each chapter are presentetinBw understanding of the factors underlying
epistemic judgments promises almost as much intergihilosophers and psychologists outside
of debates in epistemology as those engaged in. themnstance as displayed above, a
behavioral investigation of folk salience or stakeasitivity can lead to evidence that informs
our understanding of the semantics of ‘know—or wipeople think that a sentence involving a
knowledge claim is true. And whether or not the aetics of ‘know’ includes sensitivity to
stakes or salience is not only of interest to liatgugenerally, but to all those philosophers who
wish to understand how practical interests or @h¢alternatives factor into people’s judgments
about the truth values of knowledge ascribing sergs, regardless of how this impacts
arguments in epistemology about the holding ofkith@wvledge relation.

Additionally, a third upshot of applying an empaienethod to questions of knowledge
ascription is that we can use information abouts#m@antics of ‘know’ to gain clearer insight
into the concept of knowledge that people tacitdidh Since the concept of knowledge seems
closely linked to other important concepts sucbelgf or those that inform action and decision-
making, the inner workings of the concept will haxensive domain general appeal. For
instance, and as it will be argued in the next tdrajit can often appear that people ascribe
knowledge of a proposition to others in a way thahsensitive to the truth of that proposition.

But after careful empirical investigation of thatduistic behavior, we will discover that the best
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explanation of this is that the concept of knowketltat people hold is factive after all. This is
great news for traditional epistemology—which h@asgl emphasized the obviousness of
factivity. But the discovery that factivity is amportant part of the ordinary concept of
knowledge may have a series of important implicegtiabout how we use this concept in our
daily lives, despite the role it plays in profesgibarguments for or against factivity in the
holding of the knowledge relation.

Lastly, by using this method to grasp a deeper rstaeding of the concept of knowledge
that people tacitly hold, the fourth upshot is thatwill also at least begin to be in a position to
evaluate the normative value of that concept inathe. Is that concept a useful one tsabuld
be relied on when acting or forming other sortsehtal states? Or instead, does the factors we
will uncover suggest that it is somehow detrimetdattional decision-making and should be
revised? Through empirically investigating the fastthat cue ascription, and the ordinary
concept that informs these behaviors, we can agmho form normative predictions about the
usefulness, reliability and rationality of that cept or practiceGiven these four potential goals
of applying this method, we now turn to the reskaran empirical investigation into knowledge

ascription, and the factors at work underlying epistemic judgments.
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Chapter 2. The Factivity of Knowledge

From the outset, some philosophers may be quitetiskéthat the study of ordinary language
behaviors regarding ‘knows’ can actually be of venych use to philosophers. The reason is that
even a cursory glance at folk usage of epistemingeappears to indicate that the concept of
knowledge that non-philosophers hold may in facvéxy different than the concept of
knowledge that professional philosophers are istetkin analyzing. Specifically, these two
groups appear to differ in their positions on sdnmgf as fundamental to an analysis as the
factivity of knowledge.

Of course, nearly all philosophers agree that ¢tmig things can be known.
As Socrates asks, “If one fails to get at the tafth thing, will he ever be a person who knows
that thing?” The resulting dialogue in Plat@’seatetuseveals his interlocutor’'s answer.
Knowledge cannot be mere opinion, because therebmayfalse opinion (186¢-187b). So since
one of the first recorded attempts in western gloiidy to analyze what it means to know,
philosophers have unanimously accepted the starmidahdcondition for propositional
knowledge. A subject can know a proposition onithdt proposition is true. And unlike
virtually all other questions debated in connectioth the requirements for knowledge today,
“the truth condition has not generated any sigaificdegree of discussion. It is overwhelmingly
clear that what is false cannot be known” (Steups2f) One particular way in which
philosophers might choose to justify the truth atad is by appealing to the linguistic thesis
that the word ‘knows’ is factive. The utteranceki®ws that p’ is true only if p is truAnd most

epistemologists consider this linguistic thesibe¢oobvious from the armchair.

2 Steup does consider one objection to the trutkliion proposed by Nicholas Maxwell that
Newtonian physics, though false, constitutes piaouo overall scientific knowledge.
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But does this principle actually reflect ordinaisage, or have things changed
considerably since Plato? There seem to be semematples in ordinary language today
showing that non-philosophers do not find this lisgjc thesis obvious, and that they frequently
use ‘know’ in what appear to be blatantly non-faetivays. This fact has led a growing number
of philosophers to begin to speculate about the ebfactivity in the actual knowledge
judgments people make, as well as the significimese ordinary judgments might have for
traditional epistemic theorizing. John Turri fosiance, has advanced a performance-view of
knowledge that allows for knowledge of “approximatehs”, which are strictly speaking, false
beliefs (2011aforthcoming. Sympathy for non-factivity has been expresse@gearch by
Daniel Nolan (2008). And, the possibility that épraic contextualism might allow for contexts
under which certain kinds of false beliefs quaif/knowledge has also been discussed in the
works of Keith DeRose (2009).

Perhaps the most comprehensive challenge agathsidoxy to date is presented by
Allan Hazlett. In a pair of papers, “The Myth ofd&ae Verbs,” and “Factive Presupposition and
the Truth Condition on Knowledge” Hazlett presest&lence that the way people use
purportedly factive verbs like ‘knows’, ‘learnsiemembers’, and ‘realizes’ in utterances of the
form ‘Sknows thap’ frequently do not require thatis true (2010, 2012). He argues that the
best explanation for these linguistic data—andi@alerly for uses of ‘know'—is that the
underlying folk concept of knowledge allows thdséathings can be known. The result, it
seems, is that the standard truth condition fomkadge may not be justified by ordinary
language, but only at the cost of it. (Indeed Hazegues that epistemologists should give up
ordinary ascriptions as evidence, not just fortthéh condition, but also for theorizing about the

philosophical concept of knowledge altogether anldhasis of this claim).
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Given that a number of epistemologists have beguadonsider the truth condition in
light of intuitions about ordinary usage, we maynaer, could it really be that the folk concept
of knowledge is truly a non-factive concept? Befattempting an answer, notice that this
guestion, as well as questions regarding the orginsage of ‘know,’ are straightforwardly
empirical. Thus it is unsurprisingly that in receetrs, experimental philosophers have focused
their attentions on investigating these claims. gederally speaking, the result of such research
has revealed several experimental challenges torthedox conception of knowledge, as
regards the necessity of belief (Myers-Shulz & Sthgebelforthcoming, the Gettier condition
(Starmans & Friedman 2012), and the presence dfagirclasses (Schaffer & Knobe 2010). So
this seems like a perfectly natural place to begirmpirical study of the factors that influence
and underlie ordinary attribution. After all, ifgttrue that non-philosophers hold a non-factive
concept of knowledge, some philosophers have qurestiwhether or not one ought to count
folk intuitions as very good evidence in discussiaboutheir philosophical concept. And more
generally, we might also be interested in this flopurely scientific perspective. If people are
typically insensitive to the truth of propositiowsien ascribing knowledge because their concept
is non-factive, this may have a series of shockimgications for our use of that concept, as
compared to say, just belief, when it comes toghilike justifying action or ascribing praise or
blame.

So might research on the truth condition threataditional philosophical wisdom about
the factivity of knowledge in this way? The goaltlois chapter is tdefendthe linguistic thesis
(the orthodox philosophical view, as well as ordynanguage approaches in epistemology more
generally) from this new threat, by attemptingtmfirm armchair intuitionsabout the factivity

of ‘know’. Using prior proposals in the literatuss a starting point, four experiments are
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conducted demonstrating that while it is true thextple often use verbs like ‘know’ in what
appear to be non-factive ways, the best explanatitimese phenomena is not that the folk
concept allows for knowledge under false belielm@sely, new experimental evidence
suggests that the concept of knowledge that peaapitty hold does support the standard truth
condition for knowledge, together with the factttttee ordinary uses of ‘know’ are often highly
sensitive to something called ‘protagonist proctiHolton 1997).

In what follows section (2.1) reviews the linguiséividence against factivity presented
by Hazlett, and introduces protagonist projectis@maival explanatory hypothesis to these data.
Section (2.2) argues that the purportedly non-¥adatises of ‘know’ that we will consider are
better explained by the folk tendency to adopthespective of the putative ‘knower’ when
attributing, and not because they think that subjedth false beliefs really do have
‘knowledge’. Sections (2.3-2.4) are a discussiothete results, and the implications they may

have for ordinary language approaches in epistegyolo

2.1. The Argument Against Factivity

Nearly all epistemologists agree that only truagkican be known. Call this the standard truth

condition of knowledge:

(STC)Sknows thap only if p is true.

Many philosophers have justified STC in their asal/by appeal to the linguistic thesis that the

word ‘know’, much like the English words ‘learntemember’ and ‘realize’ is factive. Let this

be defined as follows:
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(Factivity) Certain two-place predicates, including ‘knowsgdtns’, ‘remembers’, and
‘realizes’, which denote relations between persant propositions, arfactivein this
sense: an utterance of ‘S knows p’ is true onfy dn utterance ofSlearnedy’ is true

only if p, and so on. (From Hazlett, 2010, 499)

Our question is whether or not Factivity is true.t&€st whether or not Facticity is true our task
will be to investigate whether ordinary uses osth@/ords—and in particular the word *know’
in utterances of the forngknows thap'—truly reflect this principle. From the start, the
prognosis for this principle seems grim. A quicka@le search (headline: “The Cuban missile
crisis: what you know is wrong") reveals that ossurrounded by what appear to be blatantly
non-factive uses in ordinary languat@onsider four more examples given in the litetue
might assume ordinary speakers will find acceptdbleue, the following data—taken from

actual press releases, movies, and newspapers—eould as evidence against Factivity:

(Know Ulcers) Everyone knew that stress causedsil@efore two Australian doctors in

the early 80s proved that ulcers are actually chbgebacterial infection.

(Know Sailing) He figures anything big enough toksthe ship they're going to see in
time to turn. But the ship's too big, with too shaafudder...it can't corner worth shit.

Everything he knows is wrong.

3 See this opinion piece at the New York Times websi
<http://www.nytimes.com/2008/06/13/opinion/13ihtbedm.1.13693498.htm|>

* These items are originally presented in Hazl@1.(8, and remain the best linguistic evidence
to date for non-factivity.
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(Learn History) In school we learned that World Waras a war to “make the world safe
for democracy,” when it was really a war to make world safe for the Western imperial

powers.

(Realize Death) | had trouble breathing, sharpgaimy side, several broken ribs and a
partially collapsed lung, and | was in the middi@mowhere without any real rescue
assets — it was then that | realized | was goindjemut there. (From Hazlett, 2010, 501,

labels added)

But of course, these items only counpasna facieevidence against Factivity, as most
epistemologists are aware that there are somextsntewhich we appear willing to attribute
knowledge of falsehoods. The question is what tkenad such claims. In other words, we need
to know whether or not these uses of ‘know’, ‘léamemember’, and ‘realize’ really do indicate
that people think ‘S knows p’ but nptis true as philosophers understand them, or gethe
sentences can be accounted for in some other way.

Some epistemologists have begun to advocate fdotheer reading (see Turri
forthcoming Hazlett 2010; 2012). Again using Hazlett (2019pa example, one option is to
reject Factivity outright, and to argue that thix fmoncept serving as the meaning for ‘knows’ in
ordinary language allows for knowledge under bldyafalse belief. In place of orthodoxy,
Hazlett eliminates the truth condition and arguesafconcept of knowledge based on the

following two necessary conditions:
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(NF1) An utterance ofSknows thap’ is true only ifSbelievesp.

(NF2) An utterance ofSknows thap' is true only ifS possess epistemic warrant for (her

belief that)p.

It is an open empirical question as to whetheratrthis kind of non-factive concept is better
equipped than the traditional philosophical conadpnowledge to provide for the variety of
different ways that ‘know’ is used in ordinary talkor our present purposes, the main selling
point of a concept based on something like NF1MIR? is that it is better able to explain the
prima faciecounterexamples to Factivity considered above ekample, the reason why
‘everyone knew that stress causes ulcers’ is agpaable sentence is because—qgiven a belief
backed by sufficient epistemic warrant—people geditl have knowledge that stress causes
peptic ulcers before it was proven toHbepylori (Marshall et al. 1985).

If something like a justified belief theory is cect, then philosophers could no longer
look to ordinary language to justify STC. Instephilosophers would need to defend STC in
their analyses of knowledge in some other way. famthermore, if the folk concept of
knowledge informing the definition of ‘know’ in oirehry language really is non-factive, then
this might also question whether or not epistemstsgnterested in giving a traditional analysis
of knowledge should be all that interested in cadyruses of ‘know’ to begin with. After all, the

concept of knowledge that philosophers have hisadlyi held is factive through and through. So

® For a fascinating account of this discovery (iriahhMarshall describes infecting himself to
prove his theories correct against overwhelmingioaddonsensus) see the Noble Prize speech
available at <http://www.nobelprize.org/mediapldyetex.php?id=614>. Ironically, Marshall
begins with a quote from historian Daniel Boorstéirhe greatest obstacle to knowledge is not
ignorance, it is the illusion of knowledge.”
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data concerning the way people ordinarily use tbediknow’ may not be the best evidence for
those epistemologists whose specific goal it i@doount for what has traditionally been
considered thphilosophical conceptf knowledge’

Given this potential threat to philosophical ortbryg, and the significant methodological
implications at stake for epistemologists, a sesfesbjections have been given in this literature
in response to the suggestion that the ordinargegatnof knowledge is non-factive. For instance,
Turri (2011b) and Tsohatzidis (2012) both arguen@IGricean lines that even if a non-factive
concept of knowledge presented by Hazlett aboveheasgpper hand in the sentences considered
above, something closer to the traditional facéizeount is still preferable to handle thejority
of knowledge sentences we Us&nd in response to these criticisms, an impresaimeunt of
scholarship has been devoted to providing for winatechnical inner-workings of a non-factive
concept, should it exist, might look like (see H4izI2012). However the question we consider
presently is about thectual linguistic datatself, in those individual cases taken to prowie
strongest evidence for the general claim that Fggts false. When considering such cases we
ask of the larger question at issue, is it reallg that the best explanation of those linguistitad
is that non-philosophers have a non-factive conotghowledge?

Proposed instead is an account of the evidenceatet! against Factivity to date that is
far less costly. This explanation involves the mimaanon ofprotagonist projectiorproposed by

Richard Holton:

® It is important to note that the existence ofetiét concepts of knowledge between
philosophers and non-philosophers is not to bentéigatly, and may have a series of important
didactic and methodological implications (see argots by Buckwalter & Stich 2011, Stigh
prep).

" These arguments allege that although Hazlett'sfaciive theory relies on conversational
implicature to account for occasions under whiskriows thap’ does implyp, these
implicatures fail Grice’s “cancelation test of cemsational implicatures” (1989). See Hazlett
(2012) for a response to these arguments.
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| suggest that these sentences work by projecsngta the point of view of the
protagonist; let us call the phenomenon protaggnigection. In each case the point of
view into which we are projected involves a faletidf. We describe the false belief
using words that the protagonists might use theraselvords that embody their mistake.

So we deliberately use words in ways that do nahé& case. (Holton, 1997, 626)

The standard story is that some sentences inpakectivereadings. For instance, Holton
considers the following examples, ‘She sold himgaip a bag. When he got home he discovered
it was really a cat,” and ‘I saw a shooting stat lsight. | wished on it, but it was just a satelli
Sentences like these are acceptable to us beceasenably, we take up the protagonist’s
perspective and then imagine what seems true fn@m point of view. And since the
protagonist’s perspective involves a false behedéach case, we use words the protagonists
might use to describe those beliefs from their @omts of view. So when we read sentences
like the examples above, we don’t take them litgrad evidence that some pigs are actually
cats, or that some satellites are actually metdsrdtather, we find the sentences acceptable
because from the protagonist’s point of view, theughtshe sold him a pig,’ or ‘sh@oughtshe
saw a shooting star.” Another way to think aboig fhenomenon is that it is roughly equivalent
to when one talks about someone else, and—witlrcgrit cues, e.g. imitating their bodily

language and tone of voice—can then use ‘I’ torrefehis other persoh.

8 Similarly, see DeRose (2009) for an argumentti@special intonation of ‘knows’ provides
crucial cues that sentences implying that protagisknowthings that are false are not to be
taken literally.
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So might this also be happening when people evalhatknowledge sentences that
appear to count as evidence against Factivity? i@enfr instance, Know Ulcers. It could be
that ‘everyone knew that stress caused ulcers’ dotkterally count as evidence that ‘know’ is
non-factive, in just the same way that ‘I saw aatimg star last night’ does not literally provide
evidence that some satellites are meteoroids.ddspeerhaps people think Know Ulcers is
acceptable only because they assume the protagqmesspective, in this case the perspective of
people living before the 19884 hen, they describe how the situation may haveargu from
that perspective. And, people living before the(®9Bad relatively decent evidence supporting
their beliefs about the relationship between staggkulcers, in a way typically thought to be
consistent with knowledge. Therefore ‘everyone kiieat stress caused ulcers’ is judged
acceptable because it appeared acceptablethatperspective—and not because it’s judged
true, from the more informed evaluator’'s perspexstitaat the protagonists actually knew
something false.

We now have at least two hypotheses available ptagxlinguistic evidence lik&now
Ulcers—a non-factive folk concept of knowledge on the baad, and Factivity plus protagonist
projection on the other. And whether or not pe@peadopting projectionist readings in the
relevant way is a straightforwardly empirical issBe we can test if protagonist projection can
explain people’s willingness to accept seeminglg-facctive uses of the purportedly factive
verbs considered over and above postulating a actin€ concept. We simply need to collect

more linguistic data. We now turn to four such expents for this purpose.

® Turri (2011b) points out that this knowledge sengemight be dismissed as simple
exaggeration (e.g. all 4.5 billion people alivelBB5 knewwhat, exactly?) and that it’s crucial to
take steps to promote strict literal readings. Thoil seems plausible that correcting for this
exaggeration would still leave the intuitive formeHazlett’s initial example intact (see follow-
up experiment in footnote 19).
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2.2. Experiments For Projection

The following four experiments have been devise b if protagonist projection can account
for people’s judgments involving the seemingly raative use of ‘knows’, ‘learns’ and
‘realizes’ in ordinary language. And specificalbr fknows’, our key question is whether or not
people really do attribute knowledge to subjecthvalse beliefs, or if they are evaluating the

acceptableness of each statement through the pavgpef their protagonists.

2.2.1. Projection Experiment 1 (Hazlett Cases)

To begin, Experiment 1 simply sought to test whegtetagonist projection could account for
people’s judgments concerning the specific exammiesented itKknow Ulcers Know Sailing
Learn History,andRealize Death? Participants = 73, 37 female, median age = 35) were
randomly presented with items very similar to eatthe four cases considered as
counterevidence to Factivity in Chapter 2.1. Thaskided two sentences containing the verb
‘know’ and one sentence each involving ‘learn’ &mdlize’.** For example, here is one of the

four items given to each participant:

"Everyone knewthat stress caused ulcers, before two Australetods in the early

1980s proved that ulcers are actually caused bibakinfection.”

10 Al studies used the internet-based commercia@aesh tools Mturk and Qualtrics. Online
samples were restricted to participants locatatienJnited States.

L A full list of materials is available for Experimel and Experiment 2 available in Appendix
and Supplemental Materials.
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Directly after seeing each of the items, partictpamere given questions of the following form,
respective to the different verbs imbedded. Thesewieen asked to select one of the explicit
paraphrases provided regarding the usage of thlat(geder of items and answer choices also

randomized in all experiment§)Below is the question that was pared with thentese above:

Which of the following do you think bedescribeswhat is meant in thBOLD portion
of the above sentence:
A) Everyone thought they knew projectionist answer

B) Everyone really did know npn-factive answer

If participants are reading these sentences ardpi@ting the verbs as factive, then we would
expect them to be more likely to adopt the progust answer—that from protagoniss
perspective,X thought thak @’. Alternatively, if the sentences considered byldt really are
rightly interpreted as counterexamples to Factjittien we would expect participants to give the
non-factive answer—that from the participant’s mofermed perspective x‘really did®.”

What we find is a split in the way participantsithabout ‘knows’ on the one hand, and
‘learns’ and ‘realizes' on the other. In Experimémarticipants were significantly more likely to
give the projectionist answer for the former, bah+active answer for the latter two verBs.

The result was that only 9% (ulcer case) and 21#ir{g case) gave the non-factive answers to

12 This explicit paraphrase task has also been usszbssfully in other domains, including the
study of mental state attributions to groups (deeldh 2010, Phelan et ahanuscrip}.

13 Using McNemar's test, a significant tendency wasfl whereby participants were much
more likely to give projectionist answers in botbar and sailing cases than in both history and
death cases, respectivety< 0.01 for all comparisons).
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the knowledge sentences, while 56% (history case 8% (death case) gave non-factive

answers to the learning and realizing sentencas.i3 neflected in Figure 2.1 below:
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Figure 2.1. Projection Scores in Hazlett Casesiddegpis the percent of participants

giving “really ®” answers in Experiment 1.

Interestingly, there seems to be some disagreeafenit the best interpretation of the sentences
involving ‘learns’ and ‘realizes™® Perhaps this is a result of the melodramaticdéhe

particular sentences selected. Or maybe it realllge case that a significant number of people
consider Factivity false for ‘learns’ and ‘realizepecifically. By comparison however, the data
do seem to clearly indicate that participants aterpreting the sentences involving ‘knows’

from the protagonists’ perspective. Though we cabeasure of the precise reason why, it does
not seem correct to say that participants actuhihk that everyone before the 1980s really had

knowledge under false belief when evaluating tlzatigular sentence.

14 John Turri (personal communication) suggestspketaps one salient reading of 'learn that' is
'is taught that', and of course 'is taught thatagsly isn't factive.
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2.2.2. Projection Experiment 2 (Crab cases)

Findings in Experiment 1 give us some reason tanbégubting whether the sentences
considered in Section 1 really count against FagtiBut it is still a bit unclear what these data
are telling us. After all, the cases differed nolyan the verb used (e.g. knows vs. realized) but
also in the various complement clauses expreshmfptse propositions. So Experiment 2
sought to replicate projectionist findings for ‘e in Experiment 1, but this time by displaying
the different factive verbs in the same contexts\aith the same complement clauses. Also, the
non-factive verb ‘believe’ was included in thiségyyserving as an experimental control for
comparison to the factive verb findings.

In a between-subjects experiment, participaNts (20, 70 female, median age = 34)
were presented with a vignette about two biologdisisg to indentify the genus of a crab.
While each participant was only given one of foasgible stories, each story varied by which
verb was embedded: ‘know’, ‘realize’, ‘learn’, doelieve’ (a full list of materials appear in the

appendix). For example, below is the story invajvkmowledge:

15 This test case is borrowed from Hazlett, an exarmping ‘know’ to guarantee the truth of a
proposition, where the proposition is false.
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Two biologists are having a discussion about a crab:

Dr. Krycek: "Can we be sure that this one is
of the genus Calcinus?’

Dr. Scully: “I have my notes right here.
I know that this is a specimen of Calcinus hazletti”

But this crab was actually a completely different crab, Calcinus obscurus.

Figure 2.2. Example of experimental materials ipé&xmnent 2. Depicted are

materials for crab cases in the knowledge condition

After each story, participants were asked the daasé question involving the relevant verb of

the vignette they were given. Below is the questiean by participants given the knowledge

case above:

Which of the following do you think bedescribeswhat is meant in thBOLD portion

of the above sentence:
A) Dr. Scully thought she knew

B) Dr. Scully really did know

As in Experiment 1, if participants think that Bcully’s utterance, ‘| know that this is a
specimen ofalcinus hazlettiactually describes a true state of affairs, thenwsuld expect
them to answer frortheir perspectivéhat ‘Dr. Scully really did know’. Alternativelyf
participants interpret this statement by projectthgn the prediction would be that they will be

more likely to answer that ‘Dr. Scully thought dtreew’. In other words, this answer would
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count as good evidence that the reason particifizgtshe incorrect thing Dr. Scully said
acceptable is because it is true frompghatagonist’s perspectivinat she thought she knew, and
not because she was actually able to know somethisg,

What was found was again a significant split inveers depending on the verb in
guestion. Unsurprisingly, a large majority of paigants gave the non-factive answer for
‘believe’ (63%). Additionally, only a small percegfe gave this answer in the knowledge case as
compared with ‘believes’ (10%,< 0.01, Fisher's exact test). And puzzlingly, geapere once
again more likely to give non-factive answers feafn’ and ‘realize’ (33% and 36%) than for
‘knows’ (p < 0.05, Fisher's exact test) though still sigmifity less than for ‘believep(< 0.05,

Fisher's exact test). These results are display&ture 2.3:
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Figure 2.3. Projection Scores in Crab Cases. Degistthe percent of participants giving

“really ®” answers in Experiment 2.
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The results of Experiment 2 appear to replicatdititings in Experiment 1. This evidence again
guestions the explanation that participants thingt protagonists with false beliefs really do
have knowledge. Compared to the other verbs indladeoss Experiments 1-2, a consensus is
emerging for a projectionist reading of ‘knows’sems unlikely then, that people’s treatment
of these particular knowledge sentences reallypast interpreted as counterexamples to

Factivity, insofar as they reflect an underlyingiffactive folk concept of knowledge.

2.2.3. Projection Experiment 3 (FBI cases)
Experiment 2 continues to build our case in suppbRactivity. But although it showed that
people are more likely to give projectionist rattiean non-factive readings for ‘knows’ than
‘believes’ in cases with identical false complemeauses, this does not give us evidence that
the false complement clauses are directly resptanfbtheir answers. It's possible that
participants only tended to give projectionist aessto the sentences because they did not think
the subjects had actually-ed, independently of whether or not they thinkibebs are or aren’t
factive. For example, participants may have ansgvéirat Dr. Scully only ‘thought she learned’
about the crab because she made an error whemgoggivn her notes, or misremembered the
lesson, and not because it's impossible to ledse fhings.

So Experiment 3 sought to find evidence that th#htor falsity of the proposition in
guestion is what is directly responsible for prtiguist or non-factive answers across the various
different verbs tested. In a between-subjects departicipants = 217, 115 female, median

age = 34) were presented with the following stdygud two police offers relaying some
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testimony'® While each participant only saw one story, theissovaried only by the verb used

in bold (‘know’, ‘learned’, ‘realized’, or ‘believie Below is the vignette involving ‘knows’
Officer Ted asks the Police Sergeant, “Is thereiafoymation from the FBI about how
the bomb was constructed?”

The Sergeant told him, “From the investigatithrey know the bomb was homemade.”

After seeing one vignette, roughly half of partaps were presented with a complement phrase

expressing a false proposition.

False ComplemenBut actually, the bomb in question only appear@shémade.

Instead, professionals constructed it in a higlh-tdeemical plant.

The other half received a complement expressimgeagdroposition:

True ComplementAnd as it turns out, the bomb in question was hoade. Non-

professionals had constructed it in a basementrapat.

Lastly, participants were presented with the samestjon used in Experiments 1-3 to test for

projectionist interpretations of the various diéfet verbs:

' The FBI vignette is paraphrased from Hazlett (30A@counting for this case is taken to be a
major advantage of the non-factive theory.
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Which of the following do you think bedescribeswhat is meant in thBOLD
portion of the above sentence:
A) The FBI thought they knew

B) The FBI really did know

If the data in Experiments 1-2 really do supporttidty, then we would expect a large majority
of participants presented with the factive verbariewer that the ‘FBI really dd’ when the
accompanying complement clause expresses a trpegtion, and that ‘FBI thought they
knew’ when given a false complement. Again, progectvould predict that the incorrect
testimony relayed by the sergeant when she sag khow’ is acceptable to participants only in
so far as it is true from th@otagonists’ perspectiveand not because false things are known.
Alternatively, we would expect a null effect foreleves’, whereby the truth or falsity of the
complement still results in a majority of non-faetianswers.

And that was exactly what was found. Most partinigagave the ‘reallgp’ answer for
‘know’ (86%), ‘learn’ (78%)), ‘realize’ (90%), andbé&lieve’(80%) when presented with the true
complements. But participants were significantlslékely to give the ‘reallyp’ answer for all
factive verbs in false complement cases: 12%, Zi%,31%, respectivelpk 0.01, Fisher's
exact test for all comparisons). And as expecteglfdlse complement case had no significant
effect on judgments about ‘believe’ (61%). Lasthg difference between projectionist answers

in all the factive verb sentences compared tollleeve’ sentences—within just those cases
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with false complements—continues to be signifiqat 0.05, Fisher's exact test for all

comparisons}’ These results are shown in Figure 2.4 below:
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Figure 2.4. Projection Scores in FBI Cases. Degidehe percent of participants giving

“really ®” answers grouped by true or false complement ipeient 3.

2.2.4. Projection Experiment 4 (Bank cases)

The experiments so far have all asked participalntait which interpretation best describes the
uses of certain verbs in short sentences. But lyseglistemologists are interested in evaluating
considered intuitions in detailed epistemic vigegt{They rarely ask participants to simply

interpret individual sentences. So perhaps tharfgelin Experiments 1-3 are somehow the

7 Unlike the biology cases, a significant effect was$ detected in the FBI cases between
‘knows’ on the one hand, and the other purportéaltyive verbs ‘learn’ or ‘realize’ on the other
(though it does continue to be suggestive in tineesdirection).
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result of presenting people with sentences invglvian-factive usage, and do not reflect their
more considered epistemic judgments about actsalsc&o for stronger evidence that people
are projecting when using the factive verbs abawehat appear to be non-factive ways, we
would want the same evidence for projection in eitgs like those typically used by
philosophers. Additionally, we would also want ist, explicitly verify that participants are
judging the false knowledge claim of the putatipeseemic knower as acceptable, before
explaining those acceptability judgments in termprojection.

Experiment 4 sought to provide exactly this kinceeidence. Given the extensive
research done in traditional and experimental epistogy on what are known as “bank cases”
to date (DeRose 1992; Buckwalter 2010; Schafferrfole 2010), these cases were also chosen
to further investigate people’s judgments aboutivag. And since these cases have typically
been used to study the salience of attributor émothe possibilitythat a mistake might be
made) they seem like particularly apt cases tostigate the effects that false beliefs (or that an
actual mistake has been made) may have on ordimawyledge judgments. The idea is to ask
participants to make knowledge judgments aboutaganists in these cases (rather than simply
supply them with non-factive usage), and thenttestactual judgments people make about these
cases for projection.

In a between-subjects study, all participants ipdtiment 4 N = 126, 77 female, median
age = 34) saw the following text, very similar be toriginal bank cases, and to previous research

done with bank stimuli (Buckwalter 2010):

Hannah and her sister Sarah are driving home ardayFafternoon. They plan to

stop at the bank on the way home to deposit ttagiclpecks. As they drive past
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the bank, they notice that the lines inside arg lang, as they often are on
Friday afternoons. Since they do not have an imipgriill coming due, and
have plenty of money in their accounts, it is moportant that they deposit their
paychecks by Saturday. Hannah says, “I was justisabank two weeks ago on a
Saturday morning, | know that the bank will be oparSaturday. Let’s leave and

deposit our paychecks tomorrow morning.”

After reading this basic story, participants rantiosaw one of two different conclusions to

the story varying whether the bank was actuallynope Saturday was either true or false:

True belief:When they returned the next day, they found thabimnk was open

for business on Saturday, as it usually is mosthimgs.

False beliefWhen they returned the next day, they found thabimk was

closed on Saturday due to a lightning strike tltauored earlier that morning.

Regardless of the various different bank vignattegived, each participant was then asked three
guestions. The first question was designed to s&s\eebasic comprehension and manipulation
check to insure that participants read the staywyell as understood that the subjects above had

explicitly true or false beliefs:

According to the story, was the bank actually ofmerbusiness on Saturday

morning? [Yes/No]
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Then, on a five-item scale (1 being “definitelysial’ 3 being “neither true nor false,” and 5
being “definitely true”) participants were askedudge the knowledge statement made by the

subject in the story above:

When Hannah said, “I know that the bank will berope Saturday,” is what she

said true or false?

Lastly, participants were then asked the questesigmed to reveal whether or not

protagonist projection was present:

Which do you think best describes Hannah in they8to
A. Hannah thought she knew

B. Hannah really did know

The result of the study was that in accord witklittanal philosophical wisdom, the truth of the
epistemic subject’s belief had a large effect onigipant’s knowledge judgmenté Participants
were less likely to agree that the protagonistevidedge claim was true when the protagonist’'s

belief was false. These results are representégure below:

18 20 participants were removed for failingmprehension checkleans and standard deviations
for the knowledge question were as follows: TruéeBéM = 4.52,SD= 0.57), False Belief\
=3.71,SD= 1.34). An independent samples t-test confirmsdliference is significant,(104)
=4.18, p < 0.01.
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Figure 2.5. Knowledge ratings in Bank Cases. Defits the mean truth ratings

of protagonist knowledge statement in Experimer8cales ran 1-5.

While truth did have a large impact on participgiaigments, answers in the false belief case
were nonetheless still quite high. And in fact, meaaswers are significantly above the midpoint
of three on this five item scale, suggesting tlatipipants do in fact consider Hannah'’s
knowledge sentence ‘I know that the bank will beropn Saturday,’ to be true when her belief
is false®®

Thus, we have found exactly what we were looking\idat appears to be a non-factive
folk usage of a purportedly factive verb. The fertiquestion now remains as to whether or not
this is evidence of an instance of non-factive kiealge or for projection. To find out we need to
have a look at people’s answers to the projecti@stion. Again, for judgments that Hannah’s

knowledge sentence is true to count as good evedagainst Factivity, we would expect them to

19 A one-sample t-test shows False Belief meansignifisantly greater than the midpoirit,
(47)=3.67,p <0.01.
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be just as likely to answer ‘Hannah really did khoespite the truth or falsity of her belief.
Alternatively, if people are projecting, then wewla predict significantly more “Hannah really
did know” answers when Hannah'’s belief is true, amate “Hannah thought she knew” answers
when Hannah'’s belief is false.

As it turns out, participants were much more likilyanswer ‘Hannah thought she knew’
in the false belief case (60%), but that she ‘yelatlows’ in the true belief case (69%0< 0.01,

Fisher's exact test). These results are refleat€igure 2.6 below:
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Figure 2.6. Projection Scores in Bank Cases. Degiist the percent of
participants answering ‘Hannah thought she knewsw® ‘Hannah really did

know’ in Experiment 4.

This demonstrates that there are cases in whidttipants do appear wiling to assent to the
truth of ‘'Sknows thap’ when p is false. But Experiment 4 also urges cautiben assuming

that this result counts as a counterexample tayctAs we have seen, participants are much
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more likely to interpret such sentences from thespective of the protagonist, than they seem

willing to attribute knowledge to protagonists witlise beliefs.

2.3. Do we know what's false?

We began with a discussion of the standard trutidition in epistemology, and noted that one
of the ways that philosophers might justify STQvith the armchair assumption that Facticity is
true. Our question was whether or not this asswonps warranted, or if a careful investigation
of ordinary uses of ‘know’ actually presents evidethat Facticity is false. We then considered
several sentences that seem to be acceptable @aviant to speakers, but also appear to use
factive verbs—including ‘knows’—in transparentlyméactive ways. Two hypotheses were
presented to explain these linguistic data: therththat non-philosophers tacitly hold a non-
factive concept of knowledge, or the more parsirnositheory that knowledge for non-
philosophers is factive, but that uses of ‘knowséveryday language often involve protagonist

projection®

20 Turri (2011b) and Hazlett (2012) both speculateuaihe existence of different folk concepts
for knowandknow for certairor know it is true This prompted the subsequent follow-up to
Experiment 3 to make sure participants aren’t mggthe ‘really’ in answer choices (e.g. ‘really
®@’) as an intensifier, cueing the latter concepte 8ame true and false FBI cases for ‘know’ and
‘believe’ were re-administered between-subjebts 63) with the following changes. First, the
cases involved a particular FBgentnamed Smith. Second, participants were asked,Civtio
you think best describes Agent Smith?’ just in dadeing the verbs was contributing to
different readings of ‘know’. Third, answer choia®pped the intensifier (now ‘Agent Smith
thought heb the bomb was homemade’ or ‘Agent Smitlihat the bomb was homemade’).
Lastly, these participants were given a compreloensheck explicitly acknowledging the truth
or falsity of the complement. Out of 56 remainiragticipants, 92% of those in ti@se ‘know’
condition gave therojectionist answerAlternatively 93% said that ‘Agent Smidred’ for

false ‘believe’ 83% fortrue ‘know’, and 94% fotrue ‘believe’(Fisher’s exact tesp < 0.01 for

all three comparisons). Thus is seems unlikely ‘teally’ was doing much work in generating
projectionist answers.
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Current data suggest that the linguistic evidemeesiclered, at least so féwas not been
enough to show that Facticity is false, or that-pbriosophers’ concept of knowledge is non-
factive. Conversely, the results of Experimentssiedm to indicate that people accept uses of
factive verbs in cases where complement clauseggxpalse propositions, but that this fact can
be explained without calling into question the vielga of Factivity for ‘knows’. Instead, the
results point towards projection. In Experimentd saw that generally speaking, people were
very wiling to adopt the perspective of their pguaists. In Experiments 2-3, we saw that
projectionist paraphrasing of factive verbs argsec#ically due to the truth or falsity of the
complement clause across the same context of usadgdastly, Experiment 4 demonstrated that
projection is present in the actual judgments éxaierimental participants make when presented
with the kind of epistemic thought experiments oftensidered by philosophéts.

A second interesting result of these studies istttexe may be striking differences
between folk usage of 'knows' and other purportéatiive verbs, e.g. 'learns’, and ‘realizes’.
While still giving a majority of projectionist an®ns, participants in Experiment 1-2 gave
significantly more non-factive answers for thesgogehan for ‘know’. Though this effect in
Experiment 3 did not reach statistical significartbe same pattern of results is still suggestive.
Of course, more research is needed to discoverhehgtreally is the case that multiple readings
are available for these verbs. But at the veryt)éais beginning to seem that there is something
special about 'knows' that doesn't also show upadily for these other verbs. People seem to
be adamantly adopting projectionist paraphraséerahan genuinely ascribing knowledge to

protagonists with false beliefs in the cases carsidl

%L This factor will also be of potential interestexperimental philosophers seeking to
empirically investigate intuitions in other tradmial thought experiments where projection might
arise.
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And perhaps this is good news. Many epistemologistsider everyday uses of ‘knows’,
utterances of the forn&'knows thap’, and the judgments people ordinarily make about
knowledge ascription to play important roles instég@mic theorizing (for variations on this theme
see Cohen 1988, Lewis 1999, Schaffer 2005, St&16%). This renewed interest in ordinary
language has recently inspired many new collabmratbetween traditional and experimental
philosophers regarding the psychological factoas timderlie knowledge attribution (for a
summary see Buckwaltégrthcoming. But the concept of knowledge these philosopbess
interested in analyzing is decidedly factive. Seralatively, if the folk concept underlying uses
of ‘knows’ allows for false knowledge, then at thery least it seems we would need to decrease
some level of credence in the idea that ordinaagesounts as good evidence for an analysis of
that concept?

Yet the actual evidence collected so far underttig®vidence used to question Factivity,
suggesting that (i) the ordinary language suppfttie@ standard truth condition for knowledge is
left intact, and that (ii) the evidentiary statdoadinary usage in the analysis of the
philosophical conceptf knowledge is not questioned by this particéidator® Of course, the
data do not show that all would-be non-factive usféknow’ are cases of protagonist
projection. Nor do they show that there cannot\ndesice against factivity independently of

projection phenomena. What they do suggest hows\hat absent strong evidence to the

22 Turri (2011) points out that ordinary usage malyis¢ good evidence fahis projectin the
majority of cases. It should also be noted thatatiatpistemologists are interestedhis project
(analyzing the concept of knowledge that philosepl@ppen to hold). Consider instead,
normative or metaphysical accounts of knowledgehMg has been said about the role of
ordinary usage in these latter kinds of epistemigegts.

23 To be clear, present experiments remain neutgalrcéng the question of semantic entailment
and presupposition. One could still claim on theidaf these data that '’know' only presupposes,
rather than entails, that the propositional comelehis true in ordinary language (Hazlett 2012).
However, the burden of proof rests with those wiloaild question orthodoxy to provide further
experimental evidence for this claim.
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contrary orthodoxy must still stand. Perhaps tlagecyet to be explored circumstances that do
genuinely challenge Factivity in ordinary langua@jed it's entirely possible that there is
conceptual variation between philosophers and rilegpphers along some other dimension.
But regarding the current question, the burderrobfpseems to reside with those who would
challenge Factivity. Dissidents must collect margeical evidence to support the existence of
a non-factive folk concept of knowledge, let algustify divorcing traditional theories of
knowledge from the relevant study of ordinary usalgggether, before we can consider

abandoning orthodoxy.

2.4. Conclusion for the Factivity of Knowledge
We knowthat we are surrounded by non-factive uses oiviaeerbs like ‘knows—or at least—
we thought we knew it. Experimental evidence hasalestrated that finding good linguistic
evidence against Factivity, and specifically foruarderlying non-factive concept of knowledge,
is going to be more difficult than opening the npager. Under carefully controlled
experimental conditions in which participants areg explicit paraphrasing tasks, we have seen
that a more likely explanation of the linguistiaédance considered so far is that participants are
adopting projectionist readings, rather than attutributing false knowledge. And these
projectionist readings undercut explanations oflitiguistic data that support the argument that
non-philosophers tacitly hold a non-factive conaafdtnowledge.

Thus we can conclude that without further evideiocde contrary, those philosophers

who choose to justify provisions of factivity inetin philosophical analyses of knowledge by

24 pgain, see for instance, recent work by Myers-$ciuSchwitzgebel forthcoming regarding
the standard belief condition for knowledge (thoafgo see challenges to this research by Rose
& Schafferforthcoming.
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appeal to the ordinary usage or the ordinary canageknowledge now have empirically
supported reasons for doing so. And, perhaps magpertantly, we might also conclude that this
result serves to highlight the need for empirieslearch in epistemology. For collecting accurate
and reliable ordinary usage data should be atehet lof epistemic projects invoking the concept
of knowledge best informing the meaning of ‘knowsbrdinary talk, and the philosophical

conclusions that follov®

25 Many thanks to Allan Hazlett, Richard Holton, Jé&tobe, Josh May, Eddy Nahmias,
Jonathan Schaffer, Eric Schwitzgebel, and John Tarrdetailed and helpful comments on
previous drafts of this chapter.
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Chapter 3. Stakes, Error, and Accommodation:
Contextualism and Pragmatic Encroachment

The evidence presented in Chapter 2 suggestsdtapbople tacitly hold a factive concept of
knowledge. These results also reinforce the needdieducting carefully controlled experiments
when making empirical claims about the ordinaryditions for knowledgé® From this basic
starting point, we can now move on to evaluateezifip dispute currently underway in
epistemology regarding the support that ordinanglege practices may provide for theories of
both contextualism and pragmatic encroachment. &sal, from a more general prospective, we
can glean insight into interesting pragmatic fagtbiat might guide ascription and the
application of the ordinary concept.

Perhaps the best way to become acquainted witliéfate is to begin with the
following thought experiment. Imagine that two spesi are waiting to deposit a check at the
bank on a Friday evening and the lines inside arg bng. One says to the other, “I know the
bank will be open tomorrow” and suggests they retur Saturday morning instead. This
mundane knowledgassertionseems true. However, now suppose instead thatdheck was
actually for a large sum of money meant to coveerges of impending overdue bills, making its
immediate deposit extremely important for theiaficial futures. It even occurs to them that the
bank might have altered the open hours since kasiiSaturday visit. One says to the other, “I
don’t know the bank will be open tomorrow.” In tlater circumstance, this knowleddenial

seems true. Many philosophers have claimed thaetbentrary intuitions are best explained by

26 perhaps they should also increase our generatrecedn the idea that the ways non-
philosophers use the word ‘knows’ can be countegbasl evidence in analyzing the concept of
knowledge in which philosophers have typically bedarested.
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the idea that practical stakes or the saliencerof possibilities can play an important role in
everyday evaluations of knowledge ascribing sem&nc

The precise way of accounting for intuitions ingadamous bank vignette pairs (see
DeRose 1992) has played a prominent role in conveanp epistemology. As we observed in
Chapter 1, one recent trend is to cite the cordkatr intuitions to support philosophical
analyses of knowledge based on the way we actoelke and assess knowledge ascriptions. In
turn, the ability to explain how the same knowledgeaial and knowledge assertion can both be
true in these two different contexts has inspingapsrt for some of our best new competing
theories of knowledge. And while debate continuasiag contemporary philosophers, most
agree that this ability to account for bank intuis—or the purported fact that people are more
likely to ascribe knowledge when stakes and em@i@v than when they are high—counts as
one serious theoretical advantage.

Parallel to this theoretical work in epistemologyperimental philosophers of the last
few years have also begun to investigate the fat¢hat influence ordinary language practices
involving knowledge sentences (for a review seekBadter 2012). They've done this by
running experiments in the social psychologicalitran by constructing stimulus materials
closely linked to bank case vignettes. Specificdaligse researchers have sought to understand
the conditions and the mechanisms at work when aleerthird-person attributions of
knowledge. However, the results these experimgiédsophers have uncovered has inspired a
great, and yet unsolved mystery. Current data sidlat people’s answers in these kinds of
cases systematically diverge from the predictidriisained epistemologists. As we saw in
Chapter 2, this reinforces the need for carefuliaogb controls when studying ordinary

attributions.
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With few exceptions, this evidence to date indisdkat when participants in an
experiment are presented with bank-case style Btitha factor of stakes plays only a marginal
role in their knowledge ascriptions to oth&tdhis is puzzling since on the one hand, most
professionals have agreed that stakes do or siptaydan important role in how we assess
knowledge-ascribing sentences. But on the othed heperimentalists have been unable to
reproduce commensurate findings in actual practiesould it be that these experiments are
somehow deficient in detecting the mechanismslibtitess our ordinary language practices
involving knowledge, and if so, how? Or alternalyyere theoretical intuition pumps in the
hands of epistemic experts less accurate measueseryday knowledge ascriptions, and if so,
why? To answer these questions is to stiheemystery of ascriber intuitions

Recently, two promising solutions to the mysteryenaeen proposed by Keith DeRose
(2011) and N. Angel Pinillos (2011, 2012) along finener lines by questioning the designs of
past experimental studies. They have suggestedolkantuitions onlyappearto radically
diverge from professional epistemologists regardingject stakes and attributor error due to
various problems with the particular experiments trave been used to examine them. In
response to these claims, this chapter presentagwcexperiments designed to directly test the
solutions put forward by DeRose and Pinillos. Afteaking adjustments for their worries, results
vindicate previous findings by suggesting thath{g solution to the mystery is likely not based
on the particular empirical features these thedhsive identified, and (ii) that the salience of
ascriber error continues to make the differendelinratings of third-person knowledge-

ascribing sentences.

2" Since the writing of this chapter, new work bypaida and Stanlejofthcoming has claimed
to detect a stakes effect in unrelated cases. Hewaeeritical discussion of these recent findings
will be saved for a later occasion (see Buckwat&chaffer,manuscrip}.
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In order to uncover the true culprits in our capiestakes and error in ascriber intuitions,
the chapter proceeds as follows. Section 3.1 res/tbe evidence traditional philosophers and
experimental epistemologists have generated innglthird-person mental state attributions of
knowledge. Sections 3.2-3.3 introduce the solutpmeposed by DeRose and Pinillos, and
respond with experiments designed to test thentid®e8.4 discusses possible resolutions to the
mystery of ascriber intuitions based on these nata,cis well as advances two further
hypotheses about its origins. Lastly, sections33&-concludes by revisiting the implications

such results have for two leading theories of kealgk supported by ordinary intuitions.

3.1. Professional Intuitions and Experimental Data

It is often taken for granted in the contextudlistrature that people’s intuitions in bank cases
fluctuate betweelow caseswhere the stakes or error possibilities of theecae minimal, and
high casesor where stakes and error are critical. Suchtionhs have inspired some
epistemologists to develop analyses of knowledgbysing precisely on ordinary ascribing
behaviors. The result is that in addition to triadial factors like evidence or justification, reten
discussions of knowledge have also begun to inaldiee practical considerations that seem to
be at work in everyday judgmerfts.

One strategy to capture these purported intuitomt&een bank cases is to focus on the
pragmatic conditions that are directly relevanti® subject of the bank vignettes. Theorists such
as Hawthorne (2004), Fantl and McGrath (2002, 204:@) Stanley (2005), advance accounts of
knowledge by observing that not only the truthvel# facts, but also the practical facts of the

main character’s situation, seems to have a ldfgeten our bank case intuitions. Specifically,

28 |ndeed there is a real debate as to whether esédenist be understood in a truth-conducive
way (see for instance Fantl and McGrath 2010).
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the claim is that ascriptions of knowledge are gimesto the practical interests of a subject, the
importance that he or she is right, and the petsmwss involved with being wrong. While each
of these theories are subtly different, for simplieve will refer to the common metaphysical
view, interest-relative invariantisniiRI), as the view that roughly, whether or ndtwe belief
counts as knowledge depends in part on what ik $or thesubject

A different strategy to capture bank intuitionsadocus on the use of the word ‘knows’
and the factors that influence the truth of knowle@scribing sentences. Standaptstemic
contextualist§DeRose 1992, 1999, 2005, 2009; Cohen 1988, 19@®R)Zlaim that in everyday
usage, the very same knowledge sentence often gedradrue in specific sorts of contexts but
false in others. While different contextualists fige to debate the factors that influence these
truth conditions, the two factors most often disadsare the stakes of thgributor when
ascribing knowledge to a third-person, and alsativr or not the possibilities for error have
been made salient for the attributor from contextdntext. The resulting semantic thesis
regarding instances of ‘knows that p’ is that theeht conditions of knowledge-ascribing
sentences can be different from one conversatmnakxt to another, based on those details of
theattributor’s situation.

One thing that interest-relative invariantists addocates of contextualism have in
common is that they both claim to capture ordirlanguage practices involving knowledge-
ascribing sentences. To find out what these ordipeactices actually are, evidence is usually
collected as follows. We are invited to considgneéttes, or pairs of fictional scenarios, in which
all the features of the cases are fixed, and wiverare asked to make a decision involving what
the protagonist knows. Then between the casesawethe factors of stakes or error, to see if

our intuitions about the character’'s knowledge gesnWhen we do this, if the result is that our

53



intuitions change from case to case, this sugdleatshese factors play a role in how we assess
knowledge sentences. The results of such thougdarerents in the philosophical literature
have indicated that most philosophers agree thkestplay an important role in ordinary
knowledge ascriptiofi’

And beyond the careful manipulations presided dyetoday’s leading epistemologists
in these specific cases, there is something génénalitive about the idea that the costs of
one’s beliefs weigh heavily on our assessmentowéstic state?’ If this is the case, then it
should be a straightforward task to empiricallygmimt stakes effects in our behaviors. And
indeed, there are now several results in the spsiathological literature surrounding this
general issue of stakes and error independentigsafarch on knowledge specifically. Mayseless
and Kruglanski (1987) for instance, show that pe@pdubjective probability estimates are
affected by the desire to avoid judgmental mistakesgiew of their perceived costliness. Fischer
et al. (2008) have shown that people make decisimmdving loss with significantly less
subjective decision certainty (that loss-decisiaresmore difficult to make than decisions
involving gains), and that this effect of loss-fiagsystematically increases people’s desire to
search for confirmatory information like eviden&milarly regarding error, hypotheses of
selective exposure (see Smith et al. 2008) hawg dorce held that people tend to avoid
dissonant, but seek out consonant information, estgrg that the salience of error might affect
our capacity and motivation for processing evidandée face of critical information. However,

in these discussions it is very important to dotiish the epistemic ascriber, or the person who

29It is important to note that this discussion referes the received view in the epistemic literate
on these intuitions, and not experimental evidethiertly measuring philosophers’ actual
judgments. So it's possible that factors like pcdgion bias against those without stakes
intuitions could be playing a role in artificialigflating the near consensus about bank cases.
30 Though not all philosophers report having stalesiive intuitions (see Schaffer 2006). This
may point to the existence of important individddferences in bank cases and beyond.
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claims someone has knowledge, from the epistenfiesy or the person of whom these claims
are made. What the social psychology literaturgests is that regarding the latter, subjects in
high stakes situations, or cases of high potefdragrror, will have significantly less confidence
in their judgments?! Yet, what these results do not directly speals titvé former, or how such
factors might affect third-person knowledge atttibus, or our evaluations of other people’s
first person knowledge assertions.

This further question of third-person attributieneixactly what experimental
philosophers have attempted to investigaespite the intuitions of epistemologists, as \asl|
the results from social psychology, these datapeamental philosophy have largely turned up
negative results for stakes. As Schaffer and Kr{@b&0) say when summarizing these findings,
“This research suggests...that—contrary to whamaily all of the participants in the
contextualism debate have supposed—neither stakesahence impacts the intuitions of
ordinary speakers.” The majority of these findingglve the familiar bank stimuli discussed
above. While each experiment is slightly differghgy all involve manipulating stakes by
varying the importance of a protagonist’s financiatumstances (for instance, whether or not
they have an impending bill coming due), and efaotor by varying whether a character
proposes some kind of relevant alternative to tiheeAtedge claim asserted (for instance, that

banks can sometimes change their hours withouteoti

31 Another thing that social psychology seems to sagi$ that any impact of stakes on
knowledge goes through an effect on credence.fBhisiis the case, then this would show that
stakes are not necessarily an independent foustbrfan knowledge along with justified true
belief, but merely causally connected to belieé(¥¢eatherson 2005).

32 Phelan thanuscrip} has also shown that subject stakes have a mangipact on people’s
judgments about evidence. Beyond just lookingaitest and error, researchers have also shown
that moral judgment can play a large role in pespigllingness to ascribe knowledge (Beebe
and Buckwalter 2010; Beebe and Jerfeethcoming Buckwaltermanuscripf. Presumably, a
theory of knowledge that wished to do justice t& fatuitions would also need to account for
these epistemic judgments.
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Four independent studies have investigated thestekes and error influence folk
knowledge practices in these particular cases. Baltkr (2010) found that in cases where a
subject in this situation makes the knowledge cldlrknow the bank will be open on Saturday,”
participants found it to be true no matter the ssadr error of the case. Similarly, Feltz and
Zarpentine (2010) found that whether or not thatepnic subject made a knowledge assertion in
a low stakes case, or denial in a high stakeslw@d@o effect on people’s judgments about their
truth or falsity in the bank cases they testedti@mother hand, when participants were
specifically asked to ascribe or deny rather thaaluate stated knowledge sentences, May et al.
(2010) were able to detect a small effect of stditesugh mean judgments suggested that
participants still agreed that subjects had knogdediespite this difference). Lastly, Schaffer and
Knobe (2010), were able to detect a significardaffor error by making the error possibilities
more salient through vivid and personal anecdated (ve will revisit this idea in section 33).

Of course, while all of these studies involve tame general bank context, they each
have their differences (for instance they ask fliygilifferent questions or use distinctive
stimulus materials). Overall however, people tenteeither strongly ascribe knowledge or
judge knowledge statements to be true despitetétkes manipulation of these various bank
experiments. Only one study (Schaffer and Knobes) alde to detect an effect for error. So at
first glance, experimental data in philosophy appede at odds with evidence from three
different sources: general intuitive seemings oighirhave about the role of stakes, the results

contextualists and interest-relative invariantisise uncovered in select cases, and also, some

33 One worry raised by Josh May (personal commurtinjis that it is often difficult to raise the
salience of attributor error without also inadvetlg increasing the subject’s evidence.
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neighboring results in social psychology concerriimgimpact of stakes on subjects’ degrees of

confidence® But how could this be?

3.2. Bank Experiments and Epistemic Contextualism

Bank datagenerated from empirical studies conducted by exyartal philosophers and from

the intuitions of traditional epistemologists ate@dds, and the game’s afoot to explain why. We
now turn to the first candidate solution given bgH®se (2011), according to which three

important deficiencies in the experimental desighgast studies are said to be responsible.

3.2.1. DeRose Challenges the Data
In “Contextualism, Contrastivism, and X-Phi SurvgyBeRose raises several crucial objections
against previous bank experiments, as well asntipdigations these data might have for standard
epistemic contextualism. DeRose (2011) points loait the studies all fail to incorporate all of
the crucial elements needed to successfully tesetpirical predictions of contextualism. The
result, claims DeRose, is that “it turns out theiitive support for contextualism doesn't really
face much of a wave of empirical trouble,” and tlilaére are some severe problems with taking
the results of any of these studies (whatever #igs) as undermining the intuitive basis for
contextualism” (83).

According to DeRose, the first problem with earhesearch is that some studies (May et
al. 2010; Schaffer and Knobe 2010) use stimuluri@s in which the epistemic subjects did

not make an explicit knowledge statement withindbefines of the actual vignette. Instead,

34 Marginal results for stakes on ascribers’ intuiion bank cases may also call into question the
assumption that the impact stakes have on subjetjsees of confidence mean that stakes will
have an impact on ascribers’ intuitions.
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these researchers asked participants to rate whathet they thought subjects had knowledge
in the various cases. The worry is that in casesrgvparticipants are asked to ascribe
knowledge, rather than evaluate a knowledge statertieey will be more likely to consider the
particular features of their context (the experitaggetting) rather than the epistemic subjects’
context (as stipulated in the vignette). So, itler research were to explicitly test the
predictions of contextualism, a better experimeotil have participants evaluate the truth of
knowledge statements made by a speaker in thel atjuatte (as opposed to simply being
asked whether a given character in that vignetsekhawledge).

A second worry raised by DeRose is that previoyeaments (Buckwalter 2010) fail to
test all the crucial factors said to influence paty truth judgments of knowledge sentences.
While it is true that some contextualists prediffiedences based on attributor stakes or the
possibility for error, others suggest that it is ititeractionof these two factors that affects
attributors’ conversational contexts. And as DeRsasgs in an earlier paper, “The best case pairs
will differ with respect to as many of the featutkat plausibly affect the epistemic standards,
and especially those features which most clearnheapto affect epistemic standards as possible”
(2009, 54). In the name of simpler experimentalgteshowever, bank cases are often presented
by comparing the effect of stakes or error indialiijy By using vignettes that isolate these two
factors, the concern is that the test pairs witlhreove included all of the relevant factors
contextualists claim influence epistemic standaBisa better test would include cases with
combinations of both high stakes and salience §assed to just one or the other).

Lastly, DeRose points out that the best test dasentextualism should capture how
ordinary speakers actually use the knowledge clangsiestion. Typically, people in situations

with low epistemic standards will tend to ascrilm®Wwledge, and people in high-standards
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situations will deny knowledge. But some previoypeximents asked participants only about
the truth conditions of assertions (Buckwalter 20¥@y et al. 2010). So the worry however is
that by excluding people’s evaluations of knowledgaials, we will have accidentally
manipulated some property of knowledge assertiod ret stakes or error more generally. Here,
one might appeal to what David Lewis called thde'mf accommodation” (Lewis 1979).
According to this rule, if someone says somethaigef in a given conversational context, we
will seek to change the features of that conteid &y number of specific context altering
factors) such that the new context makes the coofahat utterance true. Supposing that
'knows' is a context-sensitive term subject to lsewile, it's possible that participants in the
bank experiments are more likely to agree tHaga knowledge denial is true than they are to
agree that &igh knowledge attribution is false simply becauseadfioanmodation, and not
because they sincerely judge high conversationgkedts irrelevant when evaluating knowledge
sentences. So in order to test this claim, pagitipin future experiments would need to receive
cases involving both knowledge assertion and demialoss the various conversational contexts
presented®

DeRose claims that while previous bank experimarag have included just one of these
various components, only cases meeting all of tbkalenges will serve as accurate measures
for the intuitive basis of contextualism. In theaname, the absence of any one of these features
could well serve as the explanation to the mysté@scriber intuitions. So it looks as though
experimental philosophers need to go back to théenlarder to more accurately test whether the
predictions made by contextualists about stakesahence in bank cases have ordinary

intuitions on their side.

% Though we might wonder, if the purported effecswlaiven primarily by accommodation
what would knowledge have to do with it?
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3.2.2. Meeting DeRose’s Challenges
The worries by DeRose discussed in the last sesBore as important challenges to the
interpretation of previous bank results. So onaigitforward strategy is to move forward by
including these challenges as factors in new erpartal studies. The following experiment was
performed to further test contextualism in pregigbls way, by importing DeRose’s three
worries into a new research design point by pdihts is accomplished by independently
varying three critical factors within the basic kastyle vignette: (i) thspeech acof the
character in the vignette could either be one sédmg that she has knowledge or denying that
she has knowledge, (ii) tletakescould either be high or low, and (iii) tleeror possibilities
could either be salient or non-salient. And givies findings of Schaffer and Knobe (2010) this
manipulation of the salient error possibilitiesfelied from other previous studies by using a
concrete and vivigxample of error.

This resulted in a 2 (stakes) x 2 (error) x 2 (spegct) between subjects design in which
each participant was randomly assigned to onegbit giossible conditions. The possible

combinations of the resulting eight conditions stiewn below?®

3 This study used the internet-based commerciabrebegools Mturk and Qualtrics. Online
samples were restricted to participants locatatienJnited States.
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W

Assertion. Hannah says "‘i was just here, I know
Flo b Fla~

' [N Foedsy ”
Accommodation

know that the bank \ffvil.l be open on Saturda-zy—."

Figure 3.1. Construction of bank experiments throomanipulation of stakes

error salience, and accommodation.

After seeing one of the possible bank case combmatand receiving a pair of comprehension

checks, participantd\N(= 215, 32% male) were then asked the followingstjoa®’

3730 participants were removed from this study &ilufe to pass two very basic comprehension
check questions.
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Assume that as it turns out, the bank really wandpr business on Saturday. When

Hannah said, “IKnow / don’t know)hat the bank will be open on Saturday,” is what sh

said true or false?

Answers were assessed on a five-item scale anchotiedruth-value terms (e.g., 1 = false, 3

= in between, 5 = true). Mean truth-value judgmemtfie bank cases are represented in

Figure 3.2 and Figure 3.3 below:

B

M [ ow Stakes

O High Stakes

Mean Truth Judgments
w

]

Low Error High Error

Figure 3.2. Knowledge Denial in Bank Cases. Defiete® mean truth judgments for

knowledgedenialsgrouped by error. All scales ran 1-5.

62



B

B | ow Stakes

U High Stakes

Mean Truth Judgments
w

]

Low Error High Error

Figure 3.3. Knowledge Assertion in Bank Cases. Meath judgments for

knowledgeassertiongrouped by error. All scales ran 1-5.

The study yielded three key resuftssirst, there was a main effect for speech act elher

people thought that knowledge sentences involvingssertion, no matter the error or stakes of
the case, were more likely true than knowledgeesemts involving deniaf However despite

this main effect, it's also true that participamshe experiment just generally judged everything
true across the board. Notice that in the grapbsglresponses have not been recoded from
their original values. But since a '5' in knowleagsertion conditions is logically equivalent to a

'1" in knowledge denial conditions, we can cleadg how high truth value judgments in Figure

% Means and standard deviations for denial conditibow Error/Low StakesM = 3.48,SD=
1.62), Low Error/High Staked = 4.15,SD= 1.05), High Error/Low Stake$A = 4.27,SD=
1.08), High Error/High Stake$A = 3.92,SD= 1.12). Means and standard deviations for
assertion conditions: Low Error/Low Staké4 € 4.70,SD= 0.56), Low Error/High Stake$A=
4.48,SD= 0.59), High Error/Low Stake$A = 4.05,SD= 1.30), High Error/High Staked/(=
4.33,SD=0.73). In the results to be reported below regtway between-subjects analysis of
variance was conducted to evaluate the effectrof estakes, and speech-act type on
participants’ truth value judgments in the bankesas

39 Main effect for the factor of speech ad,(0,177) = 8.6p < 0.01).
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3.2 and Figure 3.3 indicate that participants gaary different responses between speech act
types. This suggests that while people find thekadge assertion true low and a knowledge
denial true irmigh as contextualists predict in bank cases, intuitisase largely driven by
accommodation.

Second, we find exactly the impact of error podisies that standard epistemic
contextualists predict. When the possibilitiesdaor were made salient (in a concrete and vivid
way), participants were more inclined to say thatassertion of knowledge was false and that
the denial of knowledge was tréf€This effect is shown below in Figure 3.4 by cofleqy across

all the various levels of high and low stakes cashkusinistered:

=

B Low Error

U High Error

Mean Truth Judgments
w

%]

Denial Assertion

Figure 3.4. Knowledge by Salience in Bank Casespidded are mean truth
judgments for low and high error conditions groupmdassertionand denial. All

scales ran 1-5.

“0 A significant interaction effect was found betwéaators of speech act and errd¥,(L, 177)
= 4.62,p < 0.05).
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Lastly, despite obtaining the predicted effectttfilautor error, the predicted effect of subject
stakes was not fourfd. There was no general tendency for people in thie siakes bank
conditions to be more inclined to think that agees of knowledge were false or that denials of
knowledge were tru& Even after correcting for all of the previous wesrin bank case stimuli,
an effect for stakes was not detected in peopietuations of these particular third-person
knowledge-ascribing sentences.

So here’s the state of play. Previous experimeang ldemonstrated that there is little
reason to think stakes or error play meaningfidsoh folk assessments of knowledge
ascriptions in bank cases. Then, DeRose proposed tibjections to the extant ascription data
that might be responsible for the incongruent tesagtween philosophers and ordinary people.
When incorporating those exact worries into theenirtest (along with the vivid error
possibilities advocated by Schaffer and Knobe)fouad that the actual problem with previous
tests had to do with the error manipulation. Teatlata seem to show that when error is vividly
presented to participants in cases of both atiobhatand denials, there is an effect on third-
person ascriptiof® So the key message from this further experimenherbank cases seems to
be that the possibility of error made salient t® alttributor does have an impact on the
evaluation of truth conditions of sentences thaibatte or deny knowledge, but that subject

stakes do not.

“1 No significant interaction effect was found betwapeech act and stakeB,({, 177) = 0.40,

p = 0.53).

“2Indeed, the only significant effect of stakes wasncredibly complex interaction. In cases
with salient error possibilities, people were legdined to say that the denial was true when the
stakes were high = 3.92,SD= 1.12), whereas in cases without salient errssidities,

people were more inclined to say that the denia tnge when the stakes were hiyh£ 4.15,
SD=1.05). In other words, there was an effect shahhigh stakes had opposite impacts on
denials depending on whether error possibilitieeevmeade salienH (1, 177) = 6.00p < 0.05).

*3 Relative to Lewis (1996), this may suggest thaipsy mentioning error possibilities is not
enough to make them salient in the relevant, apisteontext-altering way.
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Of course, it is often difficult to confidently iertpret null stakes results. Generally
speaking, there could be numerous different reakonghy a given experiment does not find a
hypothesized effect. While one reason could berthatuch effect actually exists, any number of
experimental confounds could also be responsibhe. €duld also object that people simply
weren’t paying attention, or that they were notdad fixed the important epistemic features of
the cases (like the amount of evidence possessad bgistemic subject for instance) and that is
why an effect of stakes on knowledge was not foumthis particular occasion. While these are
important worries to consider, it is not clear tthety serve as viable explanatory hypotheses of
the data in hand in the current bank study.

Importantly, the space of candidate explanatiorth®@hull results for stakes in the
present experiment is constrained by the intera@ftect of error possibilities and speech act
type. Unlike the previous studies that have tummgaegative or null results for both stakes and
error, this study found the predicted effect fae thtter but not the former in a single experiment
across the very same stimulus materials. So aiplatexplanation for the absence of the impact
of stakes would still need to retain the abilityetglain this result for error. Therefore it seems
unlikely that one could rely on accusations abg@igtemic attention or shifting evidence to
explain the lack of impact stakes had on knowlgddgments, while participants
simultaneously behaved exactly as epistemologists wredicting when it comes to error. In
this regard, we can have even more confidencelibfore to think that participants are
considering these cases as epistemologists inepist that they don't arrive at tteame

epistemic intuitionss the experts in these particular cases regastikgs as they do for error.
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3.3. Evidence-Seeking Experiments and IRI

While there now might be some doubt about the §ipdeatures of the cases above regarding
contextualism and salience of error, these data $ee/ery clearly question the ability of
interest-relative invariantist positions to captardinary intuitions regarding subject stakes in
bank cases. We now turn to the second candidati@obiven by N. Angel Pinillos (2012)
suggesting that problems specifically to do witl siakes manipulations of previous bank case

experiments can account for the mystery of divetrgeariber intuitions.

3.3.1. Pinillos Challenges the Data

Pinillos (2012) offers some exciting new experina¢el/idence suggesting that unlike the bank
data consensus in experimental philosophy, subjakes do in fact influence third-person
mental state attributions of knowledge. Specificaflinillos uses an experimental paradigm
measuring the amount of evidence participants redn epistemic subject to collect before they
ascribe knowledge to that subject. The stimuluslwes a college student who is proofreading
his assignment for typos. In a low-stakes condjtibis not particularly important that the
assignment have no errors, while in a high-stakeslition, the student faces disastrous

consequences should even one error be discovereid pyofessor:

Typo Low Stake®eter, a good college student has just finishetingra two-page paper
for an English class. The paper is due tomorroverEthough Peter is a pretty good
speller, he has a dictionary with him that he cemto check and make sure there are no
typos. But very little is at stake. The teachgus asking for a rough draft and it won’t

matter if there are a few typos. Nonetheless Reteitd like to have no typos at all.
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Typo High Stakeslohn, a good college student has just finishedngrae two-page paper
for an English class. The paper is due tomorroverethough John is a pretty good
speller, he has a dictionary with him that he ce@to check and make sure there are no
typos. There is a lot at stake. The teacher igklst and guarantees that no one will get
an A for the paper if it has a typo. He demands$egéon. John, however, finds himself
in an unusual circumstance. He needs an A forpiduer to get an A in the class. And he
needs an A in the class to keep his scholarshithddi the scholarship, he can’t stay in
school. Leaving college would be devastating fémJand his family who have

sacrificed a lot to help John through school. Sarits out that it is extremely important

for John that there are no typos in this paper. Aads well aware of this.

After seeing one of these conditions, participavese asked, “How many times do you think
[Peter/Johh has to proofread his paper before he knows tiettare no typos?” They were
then told to fill in the blank with the number thénought was appropriate.

The study showed that when participants were ptedeanith either the low-stakes or the
high-stakes conditions, people thought that thdesttineeded to collect more evidence in order
to know there were no typos when the stakes otdise were high (median = 5) than when they
are low (median = 2). The finding suggests thatesipeople require more evidence before
ascribing knowledge to epistemic subjects in thaywolk attributions of knowledge must be
sensitive to stakes.

Furthermore, Pinillos suggests that this experimesy give us a unique perspective on

what went wrong in bank cases. The worry, clainmsllBs, is that there really is no way to track
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whether participants are holding fixed crucial dstaf the cases, such as how much evidence
the epistemic subject has between conditions. Atkeght is that evidence-seeking experiments
are better equipped in this regard, since it isipety the amount of evidence the subject should
have which is measured. By detecting fluctuationthe amount of evidence required, these
experiments show differences in knowledge judgmbntstakes, casting doubt on the divergent
intuitions previous experimental philosophers hdetected in bank cases. So regarding theories
like interest-relative invariantism, it looks astiyh experimental philosophers also need to
return to the lab, in order to find out exactly hstakes are influencing judgments about

evidence-seeking behaviors when ascribing knowledge

3.3.2. Meeting Pinillos’ Challenges
One latent worry in the evidence-seeking desighasthe differences detected in the amount of
evidence collected between low and high stakesestshin this particular experiment could arise
not because third-person mental state attribuodksowledge are or aren’t intrinsically
sensitive to stakes, but rather because high-stakgects are expected to collect more evidence
than low-stakes subjects to actually have an duitbglief on the issue at all. So a further study
was run to answer the question of whether stakesfsgally affect mental state ascriptions of
knowledge, or alternatively, whether these diffeemare instead an effect for some other
mental state, like beliéf.

In this study, 100 participants were given a malafen as close as possible to what is

used in Pinillos’ study involving subject stakest blso varied the kind of mental state ascription

44 For similar stakes results for other verbs besikiesw’ and ‘believe’ see Buckwalter and
Schaffer (nanuscrip}.
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that was attributed to that subjétfThis resulted in a 2x2 between-subjects experiatersign,
independently varying the practical stakes (eitligh or low) and the mental state (either belief
or knowledge) of the subjett After seeing one of the same stimuli given abaovBinillos’

original experiment, participants were than askeldyw many times do you think Peter has to
proofread his paper before Hee[ieves/knowghat there are no typos?” and to “Please ingert t
number you think is appropriate in the space bél&®esults are represented in Figure 3.5 below

by mean scores of the amount of evidence needealcim case:

M Believe

OKnow

Evidence Needed
I

Low Stakes High Stakes

Figure 3.5. Pinillos Typo Case Results. Depictedraean responses grouped by stakes

and mental state.

We find that as before, stakes had a huge impaasoriber intuitions. However, while the

experiment showed a significant difference on pe'sgudgments between low and high stakes

%510 participants were removed from this study &iufe to pass a very basic comprehension
check.

“*® These materials are borrowed directly from Pisi(2012).
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contexts, the specific mental state they were aakedt within these contexts did f61n other
words, participants gave roughly the same answhenhey were asked how much evidence
was needed to be collected before the epistemjeciutad knowledge as they did how much
evidence needed to be collected before the sulbgett belief that a certain result would obtain.

In the dispute between intellectualists and interelative invariantists, advocates of IRI
usually hold that subject stakes are themselvesasagal to bear directly on the criteria for
whether a subject’s true belief constitutes knogéedret, identical scores between subjects in
guestions regarding whether an epistemic subjemivkrsomething is the case and believes
something to be true suggests that the effect stiomstakes does not tell us about the specific
criteria people are actually using when deciding $subject’s belief constitutes knowledge.
Instead, the fact that participants found that stgtkes subjects are expected to collect more
evidence than low-stakes subjects in order to casiiielieving suggests that that subjects in
high-stakes conditions are expected to collect regi@gence just to make up their minds at all.
It's not that both subjects’ preexisting beliefe tnansformed into knowledge with a greater
amount of evidence in high stakes cases than lakestcases, but rather that epistemic subjects
need a disproportionate amount of evidence whenifay the requisite belief.

This suggests that this particular evidence-see&xpgriment is a fine-grained enough
measure to have detected that subject stakes bmeelgnd of an effect on participants’ general

responses in the current experiment, but not fragagd enough to show that the relevant effect

*" Typo Low Stakes Belief\ = 2.71,SD= 1.27), Typo Low Stakes Knowledgd & 2.61,SD=
0.89), Typo High Stakes Belieff/(= 6.59,SD = 5.05), Typo High Stakes Knowledgd € 5.12,
SD= 3.42). A two-way between-subjects analysis ofarare was conducted to evaluate the
effect of Mental State and Stakes on participase fiesponses regarding evidence. A significant
main effect was obtained for stakég1, 86) = 23.1p <0.01. However, no main effect was
found for Predicatd; (1,86) = 1.4( = 0.24, and no interaction between these two fast@s
detectedF (1, 86) = 1.05p = 0.31.
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reveals something specific about knowledge in paldi*® For better evidence supporting the
empirical predictions made by IRI, data would nedemonstrate that the stakes of the case are
what matter for a subject’s true belief to counkaswledge®® To be clear, nothing in this
response to Pinillos rules out the possibility $takes do actually play such a role in people’s
judgments, or that such evidence could be collectéide future. Instead, this experiment was
designed to show that we are not warranted innimigisupport for IRl from these particular data
regarding stakes. Further research is necessavyebsiipporters of interest-relative invariantism
can reasonably make the inference that knowledggéen is particularly sensitive to stakes in
the relevant way. And, antecedent empirical reasamthe conclusion that stakes do not play

this role should inspire caution before overturnimgvious results to the contrary.

3.4. Towards Solving the Mystery

We began with a great mystery. How can we makeesefithe systematic differences between
professional intuition and folk judgments in bagises? Data indicate it is unlikely the mystery
can be entirely solved by appealing to the spepiftblems that DeRose and Pinillos have
identified with previous experiments. However, hertdoes the evidence suggest that
philosophers using more traditional methods werapetely mistaken about actual knowledge
practices. Joining with past research, further dathank case intuitions suggest that while error

is a factor that influences ordinary third-persoental state ascriptions of knowledge, stakes are

“*8 The supporter of IRl might respond to this objeatby claiming that if knowledge is a norm
of belief, then identical results between mentalest would be compatible with the impact of
stakes on people’s criteria for knowledge ascriptithis is certainly @ossibility, just one that
remains to be proven experimentally.

*9 Indeed, another worry is that a possible ambigexigts whereby a more natural reading of
the question asked in these experiments is songelikin “how many timeshouldthe subject
proofread his paper in this situation?”
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not. The latest experiments show that knowledge@sms in the bank cases fluctuate when
vivid error possibilities are made salient. Datanfrevidence-seeking experiments on the matter
of stakes is shown to be inconclusive, and wittiotther testing, does not yet undermine the
growing consensus in experimental philosophy thbjext stakes play but marginal roles in
attributor judgments.

Given these data, it seems that the solution tonystery of ascriber intuitions is
twofold. Something went wrong when previous expental epistemologists claimed that the
salience of ascriber error does not affect peofdetsvledge judgments, and something went
wrong when professional epistemologists claimed tteir intuitions about the importance of
subject stakeactually reflect ordinary people’s evaluationEknowledge-ascribing sentences.
While the empirical data is a good start to solwimg mystery, an interesting further question
remains why experimentalists and traditional plufgsers made the mistakes that they did.
Before going on to speak of the philosophical r&zatfons of the data in these cases, we will
pause to hypothesize about why or how this mystemneloped.

One hypothesis to explain why previous bank cas#iet were unable to detect the
intuitional variance epistemic contextualism préslisetween contexts of low and high ascriber
error seems relatively straightforward. In pasteakpents on bank cases, the factor of error was
manipulated by only minimally mentioning the pod#of error. In Buckwalter (2010) for
instance, the high error bank case interlocutoll@hges her epistemic subject by speculating on
only one general way in which she could be wrong.(éBanks are typically closed on
Saturday. Maybe this bank won’t be open tomorraweet). Similarly, May et al. (2010) take a
similar tack when constructing case of high errphlving the epistemic subject point out that

generally speaking, banks do change their houraigder, current empirical evidence suggests
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that the effect was detected in the present exgetisimply by making the particular error
manipulation in the bank vignettes more vivid, ‘tJasagine how frustrating it would be driving
here tomorrow and finding the door locked.” FollagiiSchaffer and Knobe, who showed a
salience of error effect for knowledge attributipnesent results demonstrate a similar effect
when participants are asked to make truth judgmefitaowledge ascriptions’

The first culprit then, that helps explain the advef the mystery of ascriber intuitions, is
a specific problem with earlier experimental reshail he problem was that the error
possibilities were not made salient enough in bzades to detect the difference in intuition
between low and high conversational conték®Regarding the disagreement about the factor of
stakes however, it still remains incredibly puzglimhy the intuitions found in these
experimental studies continue to diverge so sydieally from both the intuitions of trained
epistemologists, as well as the predictions thailte concerning first-person confidence might
have made for third-person knowledge ascriptiomtifeu experimental evidence continues to
support the hypothesis that knowledge is sensitivexror, while continuing to question the joint
hypotheses that practical stakes, and the link @&tvsubjects’ degrees of confidence and stakes,
have anything but marginal impacts on ascribetsiiions in bank cases.

One hypothesis to explain this difference is thdtrary people and trained
epistemologists approach these thought experimetiferent ways (see for example Phelan,
manuscrip). On the one hand, participants of an experimsuoally experience one particular
case, and are then asked to report an immediati@ant about whether or not the epistemic

subject has knowledge. By contrast, trained phpbsos often proceed by considering pairs of

*0 The effect shown here for error is smaller thamtviias shown in work by Schaffer and

Knobe (2010).

*1 Feltz and Zarpentine investigating a range ofdifeleath cases outside of bank contexts where
subject stakes are quite vivid, but are also untbtietect stakes effects.
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bank vignettes together and then engage in a Kineflection about whether the relevant
differences in context have any epistemic imporaitie philosophers then go on to make
predictions about the judgments ordinary peoplémike in these cases on the basis of that
evaluation. And these two different types of apphes to epistemic judgments may be shaped
by two very different kinds of psychological proses. The former seems to be an implicit
system-one intuition generating capacity that ezmhbk to respond to epistemic intuitions in
particular cases with which we are presented. &tterlis a system-two process, involving a
more abstract set of theoretical beliefs abouttepis principles, as well as predictions about
how others might conform to those principtés.

So could these different decision making approabletseen these two different groups
account for the mystery in bank cases? Indeedpa@ssible that the predictions made by
philosophers are subject to a kinddidtinction biasoften discussed in behavioral economics
(Chatterjee et al. 2009; Hsee and Zhang 2004, 20h@) basic idea is that when presented with
several vignettes differing by stakes—in similamtoat Hsee and Zhang call “joint evaluation
mode”—professional philosophers identify this feataf the vignettes and then make choices
and form predictions based on their training anoviedge of the abstract epistemic principles
involved. But conversely, the processes underlgirdinary people’s judgments when they are
presented with singular cases—or in “single evadnanode’—are based on preferences related
to actually experiencing those particular casesl gince it seems likely that the preferences that

philosophers use in the former mode of evaluatidhbe different those of non-philosophers in

>2 Phelan hanuscrip) tests a similar hypothesis by asking participamisidge which factors
shouldaffect an epistemic subject’s confidence in hdiebe While participants profess to the
general principle that sakes should affect confidgndgments (about evidence at least), they
fail to allow the costs of being wrong to influenbeactualjudgments they in these cases when
they experience them.
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the latter, these different modes of evaluation eragourage philosophersdwerpredictthe
impact of stakes in people’s actual knowledge juelgi® in bank cases.

So regarding the mystery of ascriber intuitionshpgs the second culprit is the bias that
arises from the combination of formal philosophittalning, together with making predictions
when cases are presented under joint evaluatiberrditan experienced. If true, this hypothesis
may be able to help explain how judgments madexpgrt epistemologists gave rise to the
importance of stakes, but also how the role ofegak ordinary bank case judgments was

mispredicted or exaggerated.

3.5. Implications and Philosophical Importance

Though we have made some empirical progress imviegdhe mystery of ascriber intuitions,
the mystery’s denouement raises perhaps an evescoorplicated philosophical question: how
does this explanation about stakes and error ik bases bear on epistemic contextualism and
interest-relative invariantism?

Beginning with contextualism, many philosophersenakgued that as a semantic theory,
it makes particular linguistic commitments aboutre@vasage. Hawthorne (2004) and Stanley
(2005) argue for instance that the relevant kindasftext-sensitivity of ‘knows’ is objectionable
because our usages of that particular word fredyidatiate from usages of other common
indexicals said to be context-sensitive. Going duether, Brown (2011) argues that since

contextualism provides a linguistic model for ‘krn&iwand given that such models provided by

>3 |f this solution is correct, then these differenseem to highlight the need to institute more
careful controls when utilizing the evidence-bwitibn method in philosophy. Such methods
may be just as susceptible to criticisms one mmgdke of any research program in psychology
regarding experimental design confounds, or bigsss for example, order effects in trolley
problem intuitions among professional philosophmr&chwitzgebel and Cushman,
manuscrip}.
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leading theories of contextualism are committedetain kinds of context sensitivity, contrary
behavioral data about folk knowledge practices ndigg such sensitivities would actually
threaten to undermine the view entirely.

If these arguments are correct, then getting tife results in bank case experiments
seems crucial. As it stands, one outcome of reBagrco this point is that semantic theories of
standard epistemic contextualism are supportedpgranental data showing an effect for at
least one specific kind of context sensitivity. tRalarly, data show that such views that wish to
include a correct theory of people’s ordinary laagg practices regarding sensitivity to
conversational contexts should focus not on thetjwa stakes, but rather one error
possibilities made salient to the attributdém such cases, contextualism would not be
undermined by the current experimental results.déar upshot is not only has contextualism
been shown to be compatible with the relevant kedgg behaviors, but also that such empirical
evidence can be used to forge more detailed vessiat specify with greater accuracy the
relevant linguistic model claimed for the word ‘kwo™*

Unlike the data relevant to contextualism showinlg Eensitivity to error possibilities
however, current results continue to suggest that-person attributions were insensitive to
stakes. And, such findings seem to be clearly ds @dth the premise that interest-relative
invariantism best explains bank intuitions. In @sge to this tension, Brown (2011) argues that
such experimental data only threaten to undermmeepopular way of arguing for IRI, but not
the position itself. Following Brown, we might ndtet there is no necessary dependence of the
truth of metaphysical theses regarding thingstémporal parts, the nature of substance—and

likewise the determinants of knowledge—on concordalk judgments or practices regrinding

>4 Specifically, the present evidence may tell agdimsagmatist” contextualists, according to
which practical matters partly determine the trottknowledge ascriptions.

77



their central theoretical entities. As a metaphgisiceory of knowledge, the truth of IRI does not
turn on, and is not committed to ordinary intuisabout knowledgper se Therefore, despite
the results of the current studies, interest-netatnvariantists are free to continue to include
premises about the epistemic roles of subject stikehe metaphysical determinants of
knowledge at the cost of ordinary languagye.

What the empirical evidence does seems to suggefdrat least, is that IRl may not
provide the best explanation for our epistemic baira regarding stakes in bank cases and
beyond. In other words, the data from Pinillos hasbeen enough to convince us that ordinary
assessments of these particular types of knowladgabing sentences count in favor of the
metaphysical view that knowledge is stakes semsifind, while a metaphysical view need not
enjoy folk agreement to be true, a safe bet istti@tonclusions of such a thesis are generally
speaking, more likely true when supported by tnepses rather than false ones. So this may
encourage future supporters of IRI to develop anldrace alternative arguments for their view
based on something other than folk practices réggustakes (again see for example Brown
2011; Fantl and McGrath 2010). Of course, therlimgs the possibility that future experiments
will discover the long lost case that does disgassistent stakes effects. And such cases will
have to be evaluated on their own merit as theseaBut at the very least, the current data

generated in response to DeRose and Pinillos—jomtdthe difficulty several independent

*> Though it is important to note that this is noméiss a considerable theoretical blow, since
IRI was not on the board before it was claimed thatalleged intuitions needed to be accounted
for.
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researchers have faced in detecting anything lligiale stakes effects—begin to question

whether building an epistemology around folk stadessitivity is a very good idéA.

3.6. Conclusions for Contextualism and IRI
Experiments continue to suggest that accommodatiorthe salience of ascriber error, but not
subject stakes, makes the difference in the orgieaaluation of third-person knowledge
sentences. But research exploring the ways in whecple actually evaluate knowledge
sentences can still be a benefit to the more toawdit research in the field, serving to help
supplement, and not supplant, such methods whawoagte. One of the main goals of this
chapter has been to show that the empirical inyastin of the mystery of ascriber intuitions can
help contextualists and interest-relative invarsatbecome the best versions of themselves.
By suggesting which specific features of an attobs context ordinarily affect the
standards for knowledge, this research beginddwal more accurate estimate of the linguistic
model of the word ‘knows’. The result is that onaytobe abetter contextualisis to develop
versions of the theoretical view in which the comtgensitivity of ‘knows’ varies by
accommodation and error. Similarly, experiments atlsntinue to question the evidence
supporting the claim that ordinary third-personklezige judgments are sensitive to subject
stakes. Such results may undermine one particidgroiarguing for the thesis that knowledge
is stakes-sensitive. Yet, they may also suggesbtaway tdoe a better interest-relative
invariantistmight be to accept versions of the view that doraly on premises concerning

ordinary knowledge practices that people may notway not prevalently have. In both cases,

*% See for instance, Jonathan Weinberg’s notion bfiégophical effect size” whereby the
simple detection of a psychological effect may alatays be sufficient for supporting certain
roles in philosophical argument without meetingeaes of further conditions (2011).
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empirical research in epistemology is additiveh® theoretical work and methods in the field,
inciting new directions for the partnership betwéaare theoretical and experimental work on

contextualism and interest-relative invariant&m.

>’ Many thanks to James Beebe, Keith DeRose, Mikleekéh, Josh Knobe, Josh May, Jennifer
Nagel, N. Angel Pinillos, Jonathan Schaffer, JeStmley, Jonathan Weinberg, and other blog
members who participated in lengthy discussiontheiCertain Doubtslog, for helpful
comments and suggestions. | am grateful to Joshh&niesse Prinz, and Stephen Stich for
insightful comments on previous drafts.
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Chapter 4. The Moral Component of Knowledge:
Back to Gettier

Chapter 3 has demonstrated that in addition tatioadl things like justification or evidence,
knowledge attribution may also be sensitive to seargsurprising factorsAs we have seen,
leading pragmatist views in epistemology claim tihattruth of a knowledge ascription is
sensitive to stakes, or the practical interestnadiscribee (Fantl & McGrath 2010; Hawthorne
2004; Stanley 2005). On the other hand, many ctumadigts claim that the truth of a knowledge
ascription depends on the degree to which errasipitises have or have not been made salient
to an attributor (DeRose 2009; Cohen 2004).

Since these claims are largely descriptive in matilnis new trend emphasizing ordinary
ascription has also inspired new debates betwesteamlogists and experimental philosophers
(DeRose 2011; Nagel 201f@rthcoming Schaffer & Knobe 2010). As we saw in Chapter 3,
these debates mostly focus on testing the clainpsealictions of pragmatist and contextualist
theories in epistemology. The work presented inptleeious chapter suggests that when
subjected to empirical scrutiny in properly contedlexperiments, there is some evidence to
support the claims epistemologists have made regpedror salience and accommodation
(Schaffer & Knobe 2010; Buckwaltésrthcoming.®

But importantly, experimental philosophers have alscovered that these aret the
only surprising factorsat work in ordinary attributions. Following the work of Joshua Knobe

on intentionality judgments (Knobe 2003; 2004jas also been suggested that there is an

*8 For a debate about the best way to interpret ttateregarding stakes see Buckwalter (2010),
Feltz & Zarpentine (2010), May et al. (2010) anccBualter & Schaffer (manuscript).

> Also see effects for culture (Weinberg, Nichol$S#ch, 2001), native language (Vaesen and
Petersonmanuscrip), and order bias (Swain et al., 2008). For a @\wéthe latest research in
experimental epistemology see Buckwalter (2012).

81



importantmoral componento knowledge attribution (Beebe & Buckwalter 201Dhis effect,
known as thé&pistemic Side-effect Effettereafter ESEE), demonstrates that people’s prior
evaluative judgments—and in particular their mgudgments—can influence judgments they
make about knowledge attribution. Though thereldess significant debate among cognitive
scientists regarding the best explanation of tliece what researchers have found time and
again is that morality seems to have a robust itnpaevhat we take others to know (Beebe &
Jensenforthcoming.

In comparison to the attention given to empiricatiedin experimental epistemology
regarding stakes or error salience though, the atngfamorality on epistemic judgments has
gone largely overlooked. But should epistemologisds care about the influence that morality
seems to have on knowledge attribution practicesRi$ chapter, new experimental evidence is
presented suggesting that the moral componentafleuge attribution may have a series of
important implications for epistemologists sympéth® the ordinary language approach. These
data show that the general effect shown in ESEEeagxtended, to overturn standard intuitions
in some of the most theoretically central thougtgeziments used in contemporary
epistemology: Gettier cases.

In what follows, section 4.1 reviews the extardrtture in experimental philosophy
regarding the moral component of knowledge attidmjtas well as the disagreement
surrounding rival psychological explanations fastéffect. Section 4.2 is a short discussion of
the role of Gettier intuitions in epistemology. 8ec 4.3 presents three studies demonstrating
that when typical Gettier cases anade ESEENoral valence significantly influences
participants to attribute knowledge to Gettier gglg. In Section 4.4, it is argued that while this

research is currently ongoing, the correctnessoi éival psychological explanation reviewed
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in section 4.2 will bear heavily on (i) the typicade of Gettier intuitions in epistemology, and
(i) the recent practice of using data concernirgjrary knowledge attribution as evidence for

theories of knowledge.

4.1. The Moral Component of Knowledge

Perhaps one of the most famous discoveries in erpatal philosophy to date is that moral
judgments can have a pervasive impact on the aiglicof non-moral concept8 For instance,
in Knobe’s well-known study on intentionality judgmts (2003), he constructed two vignettes
that described the circumstances of a companyroaaitearning of a potential new program to
increase profits. However in each case, adoptisgéw program has a side effect—it will
either help or harm the environment. Since theratem is indifferent toward these side effects,
he decides to start the new program in both cagesresult is that the environment ends up
being helped or harmed, respectively. What Knolo@ada's that people’s moral judgments in
these cases had a large impact on their intentigpatigments. Specifically, he found that 82%
of participants in the harm condition agreed that¢hairman intentionally harmed the
environment, whereas 77% of subjects in the hefglition said that the chairman did not
intentionally help the environment. This effeckmown as the side-effect effect.

What Beebe & Buckwalter (2010) have demonstratdéiSEE is that moral
considerations like those prominent in the sideaféffect can also affect people’s intuitions
about the chairman’s knowledge. In their studyythave undergraduate students (N = 749) the
same cases Knobe used above, but instead askaipaaits to ascribe knowledge to the

chairman regarding the occurrence of either thelgwdad side-effect. And surprisingly, they

%0 For a review of these effects see Knobe et al2201
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found the same basic result. Participants were ilagly to say that the chairman in the
vignettes knew that his actions would bring abbetgide effect when the outcome was bad, and
less likely to attribute knowledge when the side@fwas good. This effect has been widely
replicated, suggesting that just like the intergiaide-effect, people’s prior moral judgments
can also play an important role in their knowledgieibutions (see Beebe & Jensen,
forthcoming.

The general phenomenon regarding the influenceaoélity on intentionality or
knowledge judgments is now reasonably well undedstélowever the psychological
explanation for why these effects occur has bedbhmesubject of continuing and ever-
broadening controversy (see Knobe 2010). Rivalangtions are often divided into two broad
families of views. One family of views holds thabral considerationdistort the ordinary
application of non-moral concepts like knowledgkotigh these views have been developed in a
number of different ways, they all posit some sdrdditional cognitive process triggered by
the presence of moral considerations that biasgsi@e judgments. For instance, Nadelhoffer
(2006) argues that moral considerations give oseettain affective or emotional responses, and
these emotional responses in turn bias the judgnEnticipants make. Alternatively, Adams &
Steadman (2004) suggest that this effect is dusebnto conversational pragmatics. Still others
argue that people only apply the concepts in qoredtecause they are looking for a way to
justify their desire to blame, or hold agents migregsponsible for their actions (Alicke 2008;
Malle & Nelson 2003§"

The other family of views holds that morality is iamportant part of people’s core

conceptual competences. As opposed to distortionuats competence explanationkim that

®L For evidence against these three accounts seeg¥&ial. (2006), Knobe (2004) and
Guglielmo & Malle (2010), respectively.
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there is no additional cognitive process distortinginary judgments. Under this type of
explanation, the influence of morality is said éflect the genuine use of the concepts in
guestion (Knobe 2010). For example, one prevaleurly along these lines by Halpern &
Hitchcock (2011) suggests that moral judgments pfaymportant role in counterfactual
reasoning, and that these counterfactuals in todeulie the correct application of the concepts
in question. Similarly, Schaffer & Knobe (2010) aegthat moral considerations fix the class of
alternative outcomes people consider relevanttlaesk contrast classes affect the truth of
knowledge ascriptions. Generally though, the baga is that moral considerations are an
important part of the genuine use of conceptsihkentionality or knowledge.

Yet despite the proliferation of data for and agatheories of both sorts, no single
theoretical proposal in either family has emerdeddear victor (see Knobe et al. 2012). It is
fair to say that this debate has reached sometiiag impasse. The impasse has led some
researchers to reconsider whether experimentadgsphers actually possess the necessary tools
for classifying psychological effects in terms ohgpetence or performance at all (Alexander et
al. 2010a, b). Some have posited that there apéestadividual differences responsible for the
effects in question (Pinillos et algrthcoming Nichols & Ulatowski 2007). Still others argue
that there is unlikely to exist any one unified kxgation for these phenomena, and that many
overlapping factors are involved in the impact nhardgment has on the ordinary application of
concepts like intentionality or knowledge (Phel&12).

Research into the best explanation for the rolmofality in knowledge attribution is
ongoing, and debate is sure to persist among uhers and cognitive scientists. Our interest
presently is in the lessons that epistemologistdearn from the moral component of knowledge

attribution in the meantime. It is argued thathe turrent state of research, the general
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correctness ofithercompetence or performance style explanations eaghhave important
implications for epistemologists interested in toaditions under which knowledge is ordinarily
ascribed. To help frame these implications, anfditither explore the role of morality in people’s
epistemic judgments, we revisit the basic effestavered in ESEE. What we find is that ESEE
case results can be expanded to significantlyemibe central thought experiments of the

philosophical tradition: Gettier cases.

4.2. Gettier Cases in Epistemology

In contemporary epistemology, many refer to Gettases as standard counterexamples to the
previously received justified-true-belief accouhknowledge (1963). More specifically, Gettier
cases are thought experiments aimed at elicitiaddtowing intuition. If an epistemic agent in

a Gettier case does not know a true propositicat @he believes and is justified to believe), than
this is evidence against the view that knowledgassfied true belief. Consider the following

example:

Sam hears on the news that a beneficial new chéhasgound its way into the
town reservoir. As the water pump operator, Santicoes his duties believing
that pumping the water will help the local cropsre&senough, the crops thrive. So
Sam’s belief is true. However, now imagine everymas wrong about the
beneficial chemical, and instead a mysterious fengas responsible for the

positive resultsDid Sam know the crops would thrive?
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In the thought experiment above, Sam has a cdvtdief that his actions will affect the
crops, and that belief is supported by relativedgd)evidence. Sam’s belief is justified,
but his belief is only true by luck. The targetuition of the Gettier case is that no matter
the evidence or justification of the putative know&am did not know that by pumping
the water the crops would thrive. Typically, thsuition is taken to be unanimous by
contemporary epistemologitsThe content of the intuition is then taken as obsly

true, and imported as strong evidence againstdbiign that knowledge consists of
justification, truth, and belief alone.

But while a significant amount of theoretical wdrks been done regarding the best
philosophical response to Gettier problems, vatle lhas been said about the psychological
origins of the intuition itself (see Lycan 2008More often, debates in epistemology regarding
Gettier proceeded from the assumption that thetiotuexists, to the conclusion that JTB
analyses of knowledge must be false. Presumablgthcan investigation of the mechanisms
underlying these kinds of intuitions may help usigasight into the Gettier intuition’s
evidentiary status, and in turn, deeper philosadtsgnificance. Specifically, perhaps the study
of Gettier cases can also benefit from the experiatéechniques being used by experimental
epistemologists to discover the factors involve&#nowledge attribution.

Returning now to our previous discussion concertiegmoral component of knowledge
attribution, might normative evaluations be playagple in typical Gettier case intuitions? In a
recent article, John Turri (2010) considers thatge possibility. Citing the basic psychological

effect found in ESEE, Turri suggests that one mighinore willing to attribute knowledge that

®2 Though see evidence that this intuition may béucally local (Buckwalter & Stich 2011;
Weinberg 2001).
%3 In fact, see Zagzebski (1994) for the “inescapabkere” of Gettier problems.
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p in Gettier conditions if the moral valencemis manipulated. Specifically the suggestion is
that people’s prior moral judgments may lead takattions of knowledge when Gettier agents
are judged to be morally bad. This of course, wdnddrery shocking, since it would mean that
the moral component of knowledge attribution cortgdleoverturns the widely accepted verdict
in epistemology that Gettier agents do not know phd o put Turri’'s suggestion to the test, the
following three experiments were conducted to itigase this question: can the epistemic side-

effect effect be Gettier-ized?

4.3. GESEE Experiments
The following three sets of experiments are deslgoegrovide initial evidence that the moral
valence of a particular Gettier situation signifittg influences ordinary knowledge attribution to

Gettier subjects.

4.3.1. GESEE Experiment 1 (pump case)

To investigate the relationship between the mavatmonent of knowledge attribution and
Gettier intuitions let us begin by revisiting theoae pump example. In a between-subjects
experimental design, participants in Experimeni E(@86, mean age = 36, 52 female, 87%
Caucasian) were provided with one of two vignettesely resembling cases originally used by
Ulatowksi (2012) in the study of action individuadtion® The two resulting cases are shown

below:

®4 Al studies reported were run online using Amatmrk and Qualtrics. Because Weinberg et
al. (2001) found cross-cultural differences in ggisic judgments in prior work, the country of
origin for participants was restricted to the Uditgtates.
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Sam’s job is to pump water into the cistern, whioén supplies the water to the farms
owned by several families in the community. One, @sySam operates the pump, he
hears a broadcast on the radio. The radio repgstthat local officials suspect a new
chemical from a nearby factory, chemical X, mayeéhtound its way into the local
reservoir, and that there is a chance it will beyyeeneficial/ poisonousto all the local
townspeople’s crops. Sam thinks to himself, “I dar@re about their crops; | just want to
earn my pay,” and continues pumping the water. oceigh, the crops started
[thriving/dying]. It turned out that the local officials were complgtwrong about the
chemical in the water. After analyzing the watbeyt found no trace of chemical X.
Scientific reports later confirmed that the croperevall[thriving/dying] because of a

fungus that had been secretly growing inside Sausp.

These stimuli describe the conditions of an agédmd i8 indifferent towards bringing about either

a good or a bad result. Typical of standard Gettieses, the agent believes that the result will

transpire, and that belief is supported by goodewe. While the belief is in fact true, the way

the agent formed and justified the belief is ordyiected to a state of affairs in the world that

makes the belief true by luck. Thus the standaediption among epistemologists is that no

knowledge will be ascribed in either case.

After seeing either the good result (the crops/gjror bad result (the crops die)

conditions of the vignette above, participants wasked to make judgments about the Gettier

agent’'s knowledge. Specifically, participants wasked whether they agreed or disagreed with

the statement, “Sam knew that by pumping the wétertownspeople’s crops would

[thrive/did.” Responses were collected on a 7-item scale@edby positive and negative
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agreement terms (1 = strongly disagree, 4 = ne#there nor disagree, 7 = strongly agree). For
the hypothesis that knowledge attribution in Gett@nditions is sensitive to moral factors to be
confirmed, we would expect people to make asymo@tjudgments depending on case valence.
This is exactly what was found. When pumping théewproduced a good result (Help,
M = 3.05,SD= 1.59), participants tended to give the standaitbgophical answer that the
agent did not have knowledge. However, participaatd that Sam did know that his actions
would bring about the particular result when tlestult happened to be bad (Haivh= 4.86,SD
=1.7). In order to test the hypothesis that mprdgment affects knowledge attribution in
Gettier cases, an independent samples t-test walicted. As predicted, there is a significant
difference between knowledge judgments made betieese two groups$,(84)=5.04p <
0.01,d = 1.10. While in both Gettier cases the agent’'stepiic position is the same (in that the
relevant justified belief is only true by luck) thalence of the relevant action has an important
impact on what Gettier agents are said to knowh3iundings begin to suggest that moral
judgments have a strong impact on people’s intostiabout attributing knowledge in Gettier

cases.

4.3.2. GESEE Experiment 2 (mayor case)

Of course, we would not want to draw conclusionsuabbhe general effect morality might have
on Gettier judgments based only on a single exparimAfter all, there may be a number of
concerns about the specific stimuli used in Expentrl. For instance, environmental harm is a
very sensitive issue. So perhaps participants’qmeisviews concerning the environment are
somehow impacting their answers in this particaése, and do not reflect their actual Gettier

judgments when moral factors become salient monergdly.
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So experiment 2 sought to replicate the same asymyfioeind in the first experiment

using a completely different case that did not lmganention of the environment. Participants

(N =78, mean age = 36, 46 women, 76% Caucasian)pvesented with vignettes about a

mayor of a small town who has formed the belief thking a certain action will either create or

cutjobs for members of the local community:

The mayor of a small town is trying to decide wigetbr not to sign a new contract with
a local corporation. The math is all very complext all his economic strategists think
that there’s a relatively good chance that oneautis that it will Ereate/cul jobs for
workers in the community. The mayor says, “All &ltg care about is campaign
contributions, not people’s jobs, and | am surggbmillions from the corporation if |
agree.” So, he decides to sign their contract.cdmporation, however, didn't take any
chances. They secretly switched the contract wititadly different one right before the
mayor signed it. By changing all the fine printsiome cases the opposite of what the
mayor thought he was signing, the corporation cbeldure it got what it wanted. Sure
enough, shortly after the mayor signed the conteantimber of members of the
community pot/losi jobs, and the mayor received a huge donationstodelection

campaign.

Just like the pump case, the mayor has a strotifigation for true beliefs. Then, Gettier

information is added to the story so that the et actually transpires has nothing to do with

the mayor’s evidence. As in Experiment 1, partinigavere given either the helping or harming

version of this scenario and then asked if thep@djior disagreed that “the mayor knew that by
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signing the contract he would [create/cut jobsjgsRonses were again collected on the same
seven-item scale anchored by positive and negagveement terms.

Though means were slightly higher in Experimerthi result replicated the same basic
finding as the pump cas&sParticipants were more likely to say that the tepisc subject knew
that the certain result would take place when téstlt was bad (HarnM = 6.05,SD= 0.94)
then when it was good (HelM = 4.11,SD= 1.86). An independent samples t-test again shows
this difference to be significarit(76) = 5.92p < 0.01,d = 1.32. These results suggest that the
effect of moral valence on participants’ epistejasigments is not restricted to cases about the
environment. The same pattern of responses appars participants are presented with the

mayor case.

4.3.3. GESEE Experiment 3 (third-person mayor case)
So far we have seen that the moral component oflattge attribution plays a role in shaping
intuitions about Gettier cases. But one immediéfeaiion to these findings is that perhaps
people only attribute knowledge in the pump and enajgnettes because they are looking for a
way to hold someone responsible for the outconthexe cases, and not because they believe
those agents really have knowledge when the resxdtbad.

This idea is perhaps best illustrated with an alaheple from Saul Kripké& Here,
Kripke asks us to imagine that we have just hdaechtws about President Nixon’s possible

involvement in Watergate, and everyone is tryinggare out what Nixon knew about the

% As opposed to Experiment 1, mean judgment in e tases of Experiment 2 were not
significantly above or below the midpoint, suggegtihat participants were largely unsure
whether or not the Gettier agent knew.

% | am grateful to Keith DeRose and Michael McGlémethis reference to Saul Kripke’s 1985
“Nozick bashing lectures” at Princeton.
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cover-up. A trained epistemologist might tell uatttechnically Nixon did not have knowledge

of the crimes because heerely had a true beligfbout the wrongdoings. Nevertheless few in the
1970s would consider this response satisfactosgedd, we find ourselves wanting to attribute
the relevant knowledge to Nixon. But our knowleddgeibution to Nixon in this case would be
driven—perhaps not by our properly attending tojtiséification Nixon had for his beliefs—but
rather only as a means to justify our desire tal ndin responsible for the Watergate scandal.

So the objection—what we might call tkeippkeanobjectionto experiments 1 and 2—is
that the data concerning the moral component goear to reveal participants’ real views
about knowledge attribution. But instead, peopesaying that the agents had knowledge only
as a means to justify their desire to hold thosmtsgmorally responsible for the bad results. And
in fact, as we saw in Section 2, researchers hayeed that the effect that morality has been
shown to have on the application of different noorah concepts is not primarily due to people’s
underlying understanding of those concept, butaradlue to this kind of distortion regarding the
desire to blame (Alicke 2008).

While such explanations remain controversial, gimibe thought that something similar
could provide a straightforward explanation of finesent data concerning knowledge ascription
in Gettier cases seen in Experiment 1 and 2. Thpefiment 3 was designed to put this idea to
the test. Specifically, given the example abov&hpke, what we would like to know is
whether or not people are attributing knowledgey@3sl a means to hold agents responsible, and
not because their underlying concept of knowledgectually sensitive to the relevant moral
evaluation.

To test whether people are genuinely attributingvkiedge to Gettier agents

independently of their desire to justify their blaijadgments, participants in Experiment\3<
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85, mean age = 34, 50 women, 81% Caucasian) wesemed with vignettes that very closely
resembled the mayor cases from Experiment 2. Thediifierence was that they both included
an additional character such that the epistemintageahe story was not the same agent whose
actions brought about the good or the bad reshls Wwas accomplished by adding the following
two sentences directly after those describing thgaris indifference towards the community,

but right before the Gettier information was prasdnn the previous versions:

James the office secretary overheard everythirgjjsaappalled by what the mayor said.

Nonetheless, the mayor decides to sign the contract

Given these third-person mayor cases, participaate then asked on the same seven-item scale
as before whether they agreed or disagreed thatéSahe office secretary knew that members
of the local community would [get/lose] joBs.

As predicted, when asked about James’ knowledgesdme basic asymmetric pattern of
knowledge attribution from Experiment 1 and Expennh2 was found. Participants exhibited
higher levels of agreement regarding James theeo$tecretary’s knowledge when the result of
the case was bad (Harim,= 4.98,SD= 1.72) than when it was good (HeM,= 3.95,SD=
1.48). But importantly, the mayor, and not Jamesatfice secretary, is to blame for causing the

bad resulf® We may even find ourselves empathizing with Jaases victim of the mayor’s

®”We might note one important epistemic differeneteen this case and Experiment 2;
perhaps James has less evidence than the mayattfer the good or the bad result.

®®These findings do not rule out blame entirely. Nbetess, this case still replicates the target
effect when, presumably, the desire to blame iattyreninimized. These results are also
consistent with previous research by Machery (2@08) Uttich & Lombrozo (2010) involving
similar cases in which intentionality is ascribedagents whose actions are not explicitly
blameworthy.
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appalling actions. Nonetheless, the effect of mp@ment on knowledge attribution in Gettier
cases appears to persist even when the agentstigqques not straightforwardly blameworthy.
An independent t-test reveals a significant diffieebetween these two groug83) = 2.94p <
0.01,d=0.64.

Thus it seems unlikely that the effect reportedssithe three experiments above could
be entirely mediated by the Kripke objection. Thietson mayor cases display a similar moral
effect on knowledge attribution, even when paraais are asked about the knowledge of a
completely different agent than the one who briagsut the bad results. But if there is little
reason to hold James responsible for the laydfés) it is doubtful whether or not a sole desire to
justify blame judgments can entirely explain tHfeet. Of course, Experiment 3 does not
conclusively prove that this distortion in episterooncepts plays absolutely no role in people’s
judgment<® Nor does it rule out the possibility that someentkind of distortion theory can
account for the present set of data. However, thesdts do suggest that further experimental
evidence is required before dismissing the knowdesigrription found in Gettier cases out of

hand. These results across experiments 1-3 areseaged in Figure 4.1 below:

% In fact, the smaller effect size found in Expenitn® might suggest that the desire to blame
was playing at least some (though not exclusivie) iroExperiments 1-2.
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B Good Result

[1Bad Result

Mean Agreement
B

Pump Mayor Third-Person Mayor

Figure 4.1. GESEE Results. Depicted are particgaatings of agreement with
knowledge attribution to Gettier agents in GESEpd&iments by outcome valence. All

scales ran 1-7.

4.4. GESEE Discussion
Across three different types of vignettes we find same basic effect. When Gettier cases are
made ESEEmorality plays an important role in knowledgeihtition to Gettier agents. The
effect was found in cases that involved differemmtexts (the economy and the environment),
different kinds of evidence (a radio report, a sdbwte’s testimony, and eavesdropping), and
even persisted where epistemic evaluations wereraldut completely different agents
(responsible or not responsible for bringing aldbatoutcomes in question).

Expanding ESEE to GESEE also demonstrates somathpwtant about the original
effect. Again, consider the chairman case. Onatiefiary hypothesis is that the reason why

people attribute knowledge in the harm but nothibkp case is because of the chairman’s
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evidence. A general assumption often made abopbcations is that they are more likely to
cause environmental harm than good. So the sarderae that makes true beliefs count as
knowledge in the harm condition, may be insuffitienthe help condition. Perhaps then, ESEE
judgments do not occur because knowledge attribdtés a moral component, but simply
because participants require agents to possesategamount of justification in the good cases
in order to know. Yet the presence of the sameceifieGettier cases seems to rule out this
hypothesis. It's true that in GESEE, Gettier agamtselp and harm conditions across
Experiments 1-3 have the same evidence. But in easd this evidence is completely
disconnected from the state of affairs in the wankat makes their beliefs true. It seems unlikely
then that the effect in question arises becaudeipants think knowing requires different
amounts of justification across the various coodsi After all, according to the standard
philosophical intuition, the very structure of atB® case is supposed to show thatamount of
justificationwill lead a Getter agent to possess knowledge.

So expanding ESEE to Gettier case intuitions irettigeriments above, and perhaps even
in professional philosophers’ own reflections oesth cases, gives us even more evidence for the
moral component of knowledge attributiBhHowever, the deeper question now remains to
explain why moral evaluations are having this pattr effect on knowledge attribution. As
mentioned in section 2, there is extensive delateng researchers as to whether competence or
performance-style explanations provide the bestpnétations of the current findings. These are
very difficult questions. As this research contisugo assumption is made presently concerning

either the correctness of implementing competengedormance distinctions in experimental

1t remains an open empirical question whetheradmpnofessional philosophers will display the
same sensitivities to moral features when attnitgukinowledge. However, see Weinberg et al.
(2010) for evidence that philosophers are oftehggssensitive as non-philosophers to many
psychological effects when reflecting on thoughperxments.
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philosophy, or classifying the data in hand acaaydd one of these two frameworks. However,
supposing that these explanations might be extetudaldo account for knowledge judgments in
Experiments 1-3, let's examine how the correctoéssther approach might reveal important
epistemological implications when it comes to &etintuitions.

Beginning with distortion-style explanations, suppohat people are attributing
knowledge in Gettier because the presence of niypigslsomehow biasing or distorting the way
they ordinarily make knowledge judgmehtdnder this kind of explanation the attributions in
the cases above can be seen as precisely theflpedformance error that properly controlled
experimental methods should weed out. The factgbaple attribute knowledge in some Gettier
cases but not others leads to a tension to simptart intuitions about knowledge in the
vignettes with “bad” results. Then, even if theases do tap into a heuristic we use concerning
conditions of harm, one can still reject the contdrthe resulting intuition as informing
philosophical theories about what one actually ksiow

But such a finding also provides evidence thati@eitituitions arecase-dependenfnd
this result is not without precedent in epistemgldépr instance, Gendler & Hawthorne (2005)
argue for a similar conclusion regarding the puigatly standard philosophical intuitions in fake
barn cases (see Goldman, 1976). By appraisingess#rdifferent fanciful barn case variations,
their suggestion is that, “the concept of knowledger to its being fashioned and molded by
certain philosophical traditions, never offered atgble negative verdict in the original fake

barn case” (p. 25Y Likewise, it looks as though GESEE provides thgifigings of some

"L While Experiment 3 is somewhat suggestive, itiatsof course, conclusively ruled out this
hypothesis.

2 Also see experimental evidence suggesting thastrelard philosophical intuition in barn
cases is not unanimous (Colacgo, Buckwalter, & Stiwdnuscrip}.
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evidence that intuitions in Gettier cases may a&y from case to case. This time however, it is
because of the distorting effect timadral considerationbave on epistemic judgments.

But suppose that the experiments above really da pwa factor that systematically
biases people’s judgments in Gettier cases. litbimks that GESEE results are due to some
kind of distortion or error in performance, one butp decrease credence in the default position
that intuitions in Gettier cases really count asdyevidence for or against traditional theories of
knowledge. For not only are widely accepted Gettirritions easily overturned when moral
considerations are added to the vignette. But éuntlore, this effect prompts the following
guestion. Just what other sorts of tacit factoesresponsible for our judgments about
knowledge ascription in these theoretically crucedes? Without further research into this
guestion, as well as the other potential biasifgces that may be present in Gettier judgments,
these data begin to question the practice of uSkettyer intuitions as decisive evidence for or
against theories of knowledge.

Alternatively, suppose that a conceptual competaityle explanation is correct. In
which case, the presence of morality would not gise to any additional cognitive process that
biases people’s judgments. Instead, knowledgédation would be said to genuinely fluctuate in
the Gettier cases above due to the underling corééqmowledge that people tacitly hold.
Furthermore, suppose again that one endorses thggpgosition in epistemology that
judgments of ordinary knowledge ascription showdrt as good evidence for a correct theory

of knowledge. Data strongly suggest thatshkence of moral factorsan be crucial to

3 Instead, the moral component of knowledge wouild gochorus of ongoing research in
experimental philosophy suggesting that intuitiars highly susceptible to a host of factors
irrelevant to the content of the judgment in questsuch as order (Swain et al., 2008), framing
(Uhlman et al., 2009), and environmental effectsl¢dr & Pizarro, 2011).
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judgments people make about what Gettier agent& kRace the standard philosophical
intuition, people do think that Gettier agents hkmewledge under these conditions.

These results appear to indicate that just liketpral interests or the salience of error
possibilities heavily discussed in connection wathgmatist or contextualist theories in
epistemology, morality is an equally important tadhat influences ordinary ascription. Thus if
one thinks that theories of knowledge should inelaccorrect account of the underlying ordinary
concept, then one should adapt extant theories taatal judgment justice. In other words, if a
conceptual competence explanation turns out tmbred, then epistemologists attempting to
capture the way knowledge is ordinarily ascribed ma longer afford to neglect the moral
component of knowledge attribution in their episietheorizing.

As we have seen, the correctness of a competerpErformance-style explanation leads
to different recommendations regarding the moraiponent of knowledge in epistemic theory
building. But now, continue to suppose that ordjnatuitions about ‘knows’ really do count as
important sources of evidence abknbwledgeNotice that by accepting this principle, either
explanation yields a similar result about the tgpiese of the Gettier case intuition. Namely, the
data suggest that one shouldnnech less confidemtbout what Gettier agents do and do not
actually know. If it's distortion, one should besseconfident simply because the evidence
demonstrates the ease to which Gettier judgmentbeananipulated. If it's competence, one
might argue that if Gettier agents in harm condgibave knowledge, and Gettier agents in help
conditions have the exact same evidence, thengGatents in help conditions must also have

knowledge’* Of course, neither of these arguments conclusisiebyvs Gettier agents have

"4 For detailed account of this kind of argument Beri (2010).
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knowledge. However, they should decrease credeniteeiwidely accepted view that Gettier
intuitions provide insurmountable evidence agaiB dhalyses of knowledge.

Lastly, the current findings may point to a potahéivenue for future research in
experimental philosophy regarding the competendepanformance distinction. It has been
argued that GESEE results have important implioatior epistemology. But presumably, the
correct psychological explanation for the moral poment of knowledge attribution is likely to
also apply to the moral effects cognitive scienttsive found for other non-moral concepts like
intentionality. Yet unlike intentionality, attribioins of knowledge are not limited to first-person
cases. Specifically, questions regarding what amiaigtended always involve judgments about
the agents who are in some way causally resporfgibln action (e.g. the agemho
intentionally harmghe environment aunintentionally createpbs). As we saw in Experiment
3, knowledge is different. Questions about whahagentknowscan be asked independently of
causal responsibility. Give that GESEE has beewsltio persist in these kinds of third-person
cases, pursuing experiments regarding the influehamorality in the epistemic domain may

provide a promising new way to test competing exali@ns for these effects.

4.5. Conclusions for the Moral Component of Knowlede

We began with a discussion of a popular new approaepistemology focusing on ordinary
language practices. We saw that that experimehtkdgophers have discovered that ordinary
knowledge attribution is sensitive to some pretigpssing factors. These factors include the
influence of people’s prior moral evaluations oaitlepistemic judgments. But current research
has also shown the moral component of knowledg#atibn does not only arise in the isolated

cases of experimental philosophy, but are alsonebete to influence standard philosophical
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intuitions in Gettier cases. And, Gettier caseitidns have been instrumental in philosophical
argumentation. We have also seen that there hasdedate about the best interpretation of the
kind of effect shown in GESEE. This debate questiwhether distortion or competence based
accounts better explains morality’s influence onwledge attributions. Though disagreement
continues with little end in sight, it has beenusd) that this debate is extremely relevant to
epistemologists interested in providing episterhaoties in accord with the way people
ordinarily attribute knowledge.

Epistemologists are faced with two equally importauntcomes. If as Gettier case data
seem to suggest, moral judgment does play an ispormble in people’s underlying conceptual
competences of knowledge, then this feature of jiadigments should be accounted for by
epistemic views claiming to capture the way peaptenarily attribution knowledge.
Conversely, if moral judgment is shown to systeoadlly distort ordinary knowledge judgments
in Gettier cases, then perhaps the intuition trefti€& agents do not have knowledge is simply
not as strong of evidence for a particular analgblnowledge as epistemologists have
assumed. And either way, one should be much lesglent when generally invoking the
“Gettier intuition” as evidence. Lastly, the poskip of third person testing in the epistemic
domain may provide a novel new approach for fuexgeriments regarding competence and

performance explanatiorf3.

> Many thanks to Jonathan Adler, Jessie Prinz, BanaBchaffer, Stephen Stich and Yale
Experimental Philosophy Lab for many helpful comisesn previous drafts; and to Joshua
Knobe, without whose continued support this workuldanot have been possible.
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Chapter 5. Methodology in Epistemology

In Chapters 2 through 4 we have seen that expetaherethods have been essential in
discovering the factors underlying ordinary knovgedscription. And in turn, understanding
these factors has helped us shed light not onthemature of the ordinary concept of
knowledge that people tacitly hold, but also inr@dding specific theoretical disputes between
contextualists and advocates of interest-relativariantism, or in giving us a fresh perspective
on new avenues of research regarding Gettier iohgt It seems experimental methods have
been essential in proposing and testing speciéorigs of knowledge that make substantial
claims appealing to commonsense judgment about legge, or in addressing perennial
problems in epistemology like Gettier.

However, in addition to helping us learn more alibetfactors that influence mental
state attributions, or adjudicating between exégigtemic theories, these data in experimental
epistemology may also raise important methodoldégioacerns about the use of empirically
examined intuitions as evidence in epistemologys Thbecause factivity, error salience,
accommodation, and morality are not the only factbscovered that influence our knowledge
judgments. Indeed, intuitions—espoused by bothogbphers and non-philosophers alike—have
also been shown to be highly susceptible to batleroeffects and performance errors, as well as
highly variable by demography. In this chapter egew these latter types of effects that
experimental epistemologists have uncovered, agnl pause to consider the important
implications these effects may have for the usendésted armchair intuitions as evidence in

epistemology.
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5.1. Performance Errors

As we saw in Chapter 4, when attempting to isdlaefactors that influence ordinary attribution
of a concept, it is often difficult to separateghdhat reflect some feature of the concept agissu
from those that arperformancebased, or reflect features that only serve to tmasistort the
underlying concept® While philosophers have drawn this distinctiominumber of different
ways, one factor that seems to fall straightforiaito the “performance” category is effects
that arise due to therderin which vignettes are presentéddowever researchers have found
that participants’ epistemic intuitions can vargacling to which thought experiments they read
first (Swain et al. 2008¥’ In these experiments, participants were presesiibda version of
Lehrer’'s famous Truetemp case, often thought toesgmt an important objection to reliablism

(1990):

One day Charles was knocked out by a falling raska result his brain was
“rewired” so that he is always right whenever henestes the temperature where
he is. Charles is unaware that his brain has beered in this way. A few weeks
later, this brain rewiring leads him to believettitas 71 degrees in his room.
Apart from his estimation, he has no other reasonisink that it is 71 degrees. In

fact, it is 71 degrees.

® For a related competence vs. performance debatentng causal intuitions see Knobe 2010;
Alicke et al.forthcoming But also see Alexander et al. 2010a, b for audision of the

difficulties faced by this kind of distinction.

" Contextualism may provide one important exceptiothis classification. These effects might
not be considered performance errors if orderakiged under a particular contextualist theory
as one of the factors saidrightly influence an ascriber’s speech context.

"8 For similar order effects discovered in moral ititms see Lombrozo, 2011; Liao et al.
forthcoming Order has also been shown to effect the way psadaal philosophers form moral
intuitions (Schwitzgebel & Cushmdarthcoming. Also see recent follow-up work to Swain et
al. by Wright 2010.
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What Swain et al. found was that attribution of Wfexige to Charles varied greatly depending
on what case patrticipants had considered pricgdading about Charles. Participants were much
less likely to agree that “Charles knows that if1sdegrees” when the case was preceded by
what they consider a clear case of knowledge, Wigen it was presented after a clear case in
which the protagonist did not have knowledge. Thadbors argue that such results
demonstrating that intuitions vary “according tottas irrelevant to the issues thought-
experiments are designed to address” may provaggiaus methodological challenge to those
armchair philosophers who insist on relying solatyempirically unexamined intuitions.

Research concerning the role of performance-bas®drk in ordinary knowledge
attribution is still in its infancy. However futuxeork in epistemology may draw on the
discovery of a number of similar effects by expenmal philosophers in neighboring domains.
In the experimental literature on judgments aboeg Will, Schulz et al.ferthcoming show that
certain types opersonality traitsmay predict the intuitions that philosophers haleut moral
responsibility. Gonnerman, Reuter, and Weinberd 120eport that intuitions in similar sorts of
cases are also significantly affectedtbg font stylen which vignettes are presented. More
generally, intuitions have also been shown to e result of variousnvironmental factors
(Helzer and Pizarro, 2011). It remains to be sé#rese kinds of effects will also influence
people’s judgments about knowledge specifically.

But neighboring work in experimental philosophy mgenerally suggests that the
prognosis is grim. For instance, recent researchdiya, Buckwalter, and Stich (2012) studying
professional philosophers directly has found tlmhimon-philosophers and philosophers are

subject to a type of framing effect, the actor-ebeebias, when making judgments of moral
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permissibility and moral obligation. When both gosuvere presented with the famous “Jim and
the Natives” case originally proposed by Smart Aflliams (1978) or standard Trolley
problems, TB&S found that the intuitive judgmentdhbgroups gave when they are the actor (or
in response to cases framed in the first-persdférdrom the intuitive judgments given when
they are the observer (or cases framed in the-gardon). And of course, whether an action in a
moral scenario is framed in first or third persemits is almost always irrelevant to a moral
judgment about the action in question.

TB&S use this result in a metaphilosophical argunagrainst something called the
“expertise defense” (see Williamson, 2005, Hal@962 Ludwig, 2007) or the idea that the
intuitions of philosophers are more reliable thamse of non-philosophers. Conversely, these
data begin to point toward the opposite concludiomoes not seem that training and ability has
inculcated philosophers’ moral intuitions from #wts of irrelevant factors said to only
influence the intuitions of philosophically unsogicated experimental participants. Of course,
advocates of the expertise defense need not, arghlly do not, insist that philosophers’
intuitions are entirely immune from framing effectsthat they are never influenced by other
factors that are irrelevant to the truth of theitdn. Their claim is only that philosophers’
intuitions aresubstantially less likeljo be influenced by such factors. But at the \Veagt, such
results begin to question whether or not this assumed without the need for more empirical
evidence concerning the intuitions of professigtalosophers.

For our present purposes, we need not engageldineclebates about the “expertise
defense” since it is already widely accepted istgpnology that it is useful to draw on the

ordinary concept or ordinary usage of ‘knows’ aslence when engaged in first-order epistemic
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debates? Instead, what we might conclude from the TB&S dsitdat, assuming epistemic
intuitions are sufficiently similar to moral intwohs, we should expect some of them, and
perhaps a significant number of them from bothgsuphers and non-philosophers, to be highly
sensitive framing effects. And of course, the oméyy to discover which intuitions in which

cases are prone to display these effects is ty shadepistemic judgments made by philosophers

and non-philosophers in highly controlled and ekpentally regimented settings.

5.2. Demographic Variation
In addition order effects and framing bias, expemtal epistemologists have also discovered
that epistemic intuitions are influenced by a numdfalifferent demographic variables. This
research was largely inspired by the work of sgesgichologist Richard Nisbett and his
collaborators who found differences between EasamA&hinese, Japanese and Korean) and
western (European Americans) participants in a weahge of areas including perceptual
processing (Nisbett & Miyamoto 2005), and prefeesnfor rule-based or association based
reasoning strategies (Nisbett 2003; Norenzayah 2082). In light of these important
differences in cognitive processing, a number g@egxnental philosophers hypothesized that
adult mental state attributions of knowledge mijsb vary from culture toulture (Weinberg et
al. 2001; Nichols et al. 2003; Buckwalter & Stidbi1a)2°

In a series of well-known experiments, Weinbergle(2001) found cultural differences

in a number of influential philosophical thoughpeximents including Truetemp, Gettier, and

" However its defenders should welcome the empireethod | am proposing, since only after
we find out what the ordinary ascription practiees, can we make claims about whether the
intuitions of trained philosophers are any différer any better—than ordinary ones.

8 For similar work on semantic intuitions cross-utdts see Machery et al. 2004, 2009.
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Zebra (for more on zebra cases see Dretske P9Ti0pne of these experiments they used the

following Gettier case:

Bob has a friend, Jill, who has driven a Buickriwany years. Bob therefore
thinks that Jill drives an American car. He is anfare, however, that her Buick
has recently been stolen, and he is also not alvatdill has replaced it with a
Pontiac, which is a different kind of American cBnes Bob really know that Jill

drives an American car, or does he only believe it?

They found that while Westerns typically gave thédgsophical standard answer that Bob only
believes that Jill drives an American car, the mgjof East Asian participants said the opposite
—East Asians were far more likely than Westernettribute knowledge to Bob. If this pattern
of attribution is robust, it would seem to suggest unlike philosophers, East Asians simply do
not share the intuition that certain Gettier sutsjéack knowledgé&?

Recent research has also demonstrated that imsiiglbout knowledge attribution vary
dramatically based onelmguistic backgroundin two experiments, Vaesen and Peterson (2011)
found that in a number of cases, knowledge judgsehparticipants whose native language is
English are significantly different from those @frpcipants who are native Dutch, German, or

Swedish speakers. Here is one of the vignettesubeg:

81 Weinberg et al. 2001 not only detects culturalatan in epistemic intuition among Indian,
Asian and Western undergraduate students, busajadicant variation according to
socioeconomic statusuggesting that “high SES subjects accept muakareknowledge-
defeaters than low SES subjects.”

82 For some speculative challenges to these datslagelforthcoming for replications of
similar effects, see Buckwalter and Stich 2011.
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Boris asks his sister Steffi whether she knowsbthibng point of water. Steffi,
who has a Ph.D. in chemistry, answers truly: "Ye®. The boiling point of

water is 100 degrees Celsius at sea level, whighle@12 degrees Fahrenheit."

What Vaesen & Peterson discovered is that Dutchkgye were much less likely than English
speakers to agree that the information Steffi mlediqualified as knowledge. Equally
remarkable, is the fact that this effect was disted in a population that consiskatirely of
formally trained philosophersuggesting that even expert intuitions are sugsepo the effect
that linguistic background has on attributor judgiise Dutch speakers, it seems, are less likely
to attribute knowledge in cases where the promsstare trivially true, or are part of common
knowledge. As Vaesen & Peterson note when summagrthieir research, such data may “cast
doubt on the common armchair assumption that pyllocal theories based on armchair
intuitions are valid beyond the linguistic backgnduagainst which they were developed.”

In the same vein, recent work by Colaco, Buckwahled Stichrhanuscripf suggests
that intuitions in some central epistemic thougtgeziments might be variable across the
lifespan from participants within certain lingussbackgrounds. In a series of studies, they
presented members of the general public with vessad Alvin Goldman’s famous “Fake Barn

Cases” (1976). The cases they used all beganhige t

Gerald is driving through the countryside with yging son Andrew. Along the
way he sees numerous objects and points them &ug 8on. “That’'s a cow,
Andrew,” Gerald says, “and that over there is aseonhere farmers live”. Gerald

has no doubt about what the objects are. What Garal Andrew do not realize
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is the area they are driving through was recerntligpyha very serious tornado.
This tornado did not harm any of the animals, bdtdgstroy most buildings. In
an effort to maintain the rural area’s tourist istty, local townspeople built
house facades in the place of destroyed houseseTaegades look exactly like
real houses from the road, but are only for loak® @annot be used as actual

housing.

Then, in order to test how the presence of epistel@ieaters (a factor frequently discussed in
connection with barn cases in epistemology) infageshpeople’s judgments, half of the

participants were given a low defeater ending éouignettes that looked like this:

Having just entered the tornado-ravaged area, Gées not yet encountered any
house facades. When he tells Andrew “That's a Haihgeobject he sees and

points at is a real house that has survived theathw.

The other half of the participants were given hiigifieater vignettes which ended like

this:

Though he has only recently entered the tornadaged area, Gerald has already
encountered a large number of house facades. Hoywelien he tells Andrew
“That’'s a house”, the object he sees and poinsateal house that has survived

the tornado.
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What CB&S found is that most people consideredotira cases to be cases of knowledge,
where the number of defeaters played no role im #seriptions of knowledge. However, this
intuition that fake-barn cases count as knowledge megatively correlated with age; older
participants are less likely than younger partioipao attribute knowledge in fake-barn cases. In
other words, they found that younger people inrteperiments were are far less sensitive to
putative epistemic differences between what mamst&mpologists might consider a clear case of
knowledge, and a fake barn case. Participants WB@lexhibited the tendency to treat fake barn
cases in almost the exact same way that they ttedeous instances of knowledtg(In fact,
younger people seem to have little or no probleomting a fake-barn case as a genuine case of
knowledge, regardless of the number of epistemiieaders in CB&S’ materials). Theses results
are visualized in the figure below from CB&S, compg participant scores in the conditions
that constituted clear cases of knowledge, the “Qloed Cow (Control)” conditions, and the

conditions constituting the traditional barn casks,“Combined House (Test)” grouped by age:

8 This age was chosen by TB&S because it dividedaneple equally in half. Interestingly
enough however, thimver 30" category seems to include approximaaélguthors (until very
recently) publishing papers in epistemology on isgsie. Thus we might expect to find this
result broadly consistent with what one might infiaily observe in the sample of fake-barn
judgments reflected in the epistemology literature.
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=

® Under 30

OOver 30

Knowledge Attribution

Combined Cow (Control) Combined House (Test)

Figure 5.1. Knowledge ratings in barn experimeitgure represents mean scores in

Combined Cow and Combined House by age group.eScah from 0 to 6.

Of course, whether similar effects occur with otpleiiosophically important thought
experiments is an intriguing topic for further rasd. But whatever the answer may be, it's clear
that philosophers should take note of the cori@tdbietween age and attribution of knowledge
when they are tempted to employ fake-barn casepistemic arguments, and beyond. Or as
CB&S put the point, “even if most philosophers h#tve intuition that fake-barn cases are not
instances of knowledge, it is quite possible teidents do not!” (11). But again, the only way

to know which intuitions are stable across thesfi@n, and which judgments about knowledge

vary by factors like age, is to lo8k.

84 Experimental researchers should also take nateese differences, and if robust, begin to
take steps towards controlling for and recruitiagtigsipants equally distributed across the
lifespan when conducting similar research.
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5.3. No Turning Back Now

The evidence in experimental epistemology discusséus chapter has suggested that
important epistemic intuitions may be variabtgoss persondue to effects of age, culture, and
native language. We have also seen that certasteapic intuitions may be unstaldenong
persongdue to our susceptibility to a series of cognitvases like order effects and framing.
And lastly, we saw that both sorts of effects resad in Sections 5.1-5.2 are not mediated by
professional philosophical training. At the vergdéthen, it looks as though we have good
reason to expect some of the epistemic intuiti@p®esed by professionals to display these
effects. Before continuing, it should be emphasiagain that much more experimental work is
needed to ascertain the regularity and robustrfedsneographic variation in epistemic intuition.
Until then, we will not know the precise degreeconditions of such variation. However, this is
just to embrace the prescribed method of experiatientin answering these questions.

But that said, how do data suggesting at leastgfanie evidence for demographic
differences and performance variable effects inepustemic intuitions affect the practice of
using intuitions as evidence in shaping a corrpigtemological analysis? The answer, of
course, is quite complex, and will depend onghsicular typeof philosophical project with
regards to epistemology in which we are engagedinstance, one thing we may argue from the
data is that to the extent to which different derapyic groups evince different epistemic
intuitions, they also have different epistemologtes if the philosophical project in which such
intuitions are being used is primarily conceptuslgsis—whether that be an investigation of
what is literally in participants’ heads, a chaegitation of some personal or group state, an
analysis of language, or some other favored viesutvhat concepts amount to—then the

intuitions garnered from the present studies msgite as ratheyood evidencen such debates.
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One might argue that these data begin to showns$tance, that native and non-native Dutch
philosophers just hold different tacit concept&bwledge. In this way the demographic
differences data do not undermine projects in epistogy that seek to providecanceptual
analysisof the concept of knowledge that certain groupgexfple tacitly hold.

However, epistemologists are typically not only cemed with the descriptive project of
giving a conceptual analysis of knowledge any paldir participant or cultural group might
share. Instead, a large number of contemporaryegpidogical projects aim at achieving one of
the following non-mutually exclusive goals, whi@ke intuitions as evidence for (1) analyses of
knowledge that do not depend on anyone’s concbptsather characterizes the philosophical
phenomenon dtnowledgatself, (2) normative analyses of how epistemierdg ought to
behave, in this case how people should attributeviedge, and (3) a combination, conceptual
analyses of knowledge that deliver conclusions witbth metaphysical and normative weight.
Following Stich (2008), Weinberg et al. (2001), atidhols et al. (2003), the question now
becomes, do epistemic intuitions also servgaasl evidencevhen imported into
epistemological arguments whereby the philosoplgoals within epistemology are to discover
something like the essencekoiowledgeor when the project of a given epistemologicallgsis
is decidedly normativé?

The structure of arguments (1-3) in question aegpread in analytic epistemology,
those that take our intuitions as sole evidentiapyts without argument, and then release

metaphysical or normative conclusions about knogéeals output®® While we might question

8 See, for example, the debate between Stich (2808)50sa (2008) for further discussion
about the use of intuitions in analytic epistemgl{¢/illiamson 2007) given the evidence that
such intuitions are culturally relative.

8 See Alvin Goldman'€pistemology and Cognitioqf1986) for perhaps the most important
example of this kind of project.
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these kinds of arguments for lots of different cess we are concerned presently with how the
multiplicity of inputs in terms of demographic vation bears on the efficacy of such outputs. As
we have seen, participants at least appear todifeesnt intuitions in responding to the same
epistemically motivated questions depending orr thative language, culture, age, etc. Since the
input intuitions between groups are significantifyedent, we have good reason to believe that
any conclusions formulated and supported on this losdsuch intuitional evidence will also be
radically different between groups. Similarly, giv@tuitional variation, any normative positions
generated from these kinds of arguments will alferd-adically.

Given these two specific aims in epistemology, wldifferent intuitions yield different
evidence for a respective metaphysical or normatoreslusion, both groups cannot be right. If
the content of intuitions observed in the experita@bove associated with native Dutch
speakers are right, then those associated withdhenative Dutch speakers are wrong (and vice-
versa). It seems relatively clear that in the calsgslaying cognitive bias, we have independent
criteria for filtering out judgments likely to balke. Yet, what independent argument could there
be to privilege the intuitional responses deteéitech one demographic group in these
epistemological thought experiments over the othénsthat they better characterikeowledge
or generate more virtuous normative claims abaairéevant epistemic principles? While there
surely may be various different reasons why onenhtrpgefer the different metaphysical or
normative conclusions a particular intuition gemesaver another, empirical evidence shows
that reliance on intuitions from novel cases inukaal way cannot alone buttress such

arguments. Instead, given the variation in epistantuition detected here, the burden of proof
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rests on those epistemologists who rely on suclitiohal evidence to provide other compelling
reasons to support a favored anal{5is.

In the face of such potential variation, if thesend philosophical reason to think that the
content of the intuitions from one group are makely to be true than another, then it is difficult
to see why there is any substantive philosoph&adan to take one rival intuition as evidence
over anothef® Since such a process would rely heavily on denpdtcavariation, such
differences seem to belie genuine metaphysicabonative force of the conclusions we reach
on the basis of these kinds of evidence. Lack aseasus detracts from the evidentiary status of
those intuitions in deciding the respective condisi for knowledge. That is, such divergence in
epistemic intuition questions whethteseintuitions inthesecases as good evidence for or
againstheseparticular views, insofar as the conclusions gateer from these intuitions are
meant to reveal some metaphysical or normativé @bout knowledgé®

So which intuitions are specifically vulnerablehdias or variable to demography, and
why? The answer to these questions is that we tknoav. How often, and in what
circumstances, will a philosopher’s epistemic itiuns be moderated by her age or native
language, and when will they be more likely to gahee across philosophers? The answer is
also that we currently do not know. In the word®akid Lewis, even “Blind Freddy can see

where this will lead” (1996, 549). Not only habdenusefulto apply the techniques of

87 Such reasons should explain why so many peomleéngroup typically go “right” while so
many other people typically go “wrong.” Of courgean error theory is given in terms of
pragmatics, it should be sure to also tell us wiogé pragmatic features disproportionately
affect different groups, and how those featuresnatéhemselves a relevant part of that group’s
epistemology.

8 Though an open question, see the following pajpersompelling arguments that appeal to
“philosophical expertise” is not going to be a gaedson to prefer philosopher’s intuitions over
those of non-philosophers in these cases (Weirdtea 2010, Machery 2011).

8 That is, the native language of the philosophen e$pousep is typically a factor thought to
be irrelevant to the metaphysical truthpof
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experimental epistemology as seen in Chaptersd2i4also it appears as though we cannot
afford notto apply these techniques. In the absence of fuekgerimentation we cannot
discover which intuitions are shared and which djeebetween demographic groups, or which
are subject to bias. Until then, we simply canretide which intuitions are unanimous or free
from bias from the armchair, and therefore whicistemological projects are supported by

questionable intuitional or ordinary usage dta.

% And it's perfectly possible that the majority otiitions are unanimous, we just don’t know
which until more experimental philosophy is done.
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Chapter 6. Conclusions and Future Study

We began in Chapter 1 with what | called the casgght in contemporary epistemology. In the
old days, it was typical for philosophers to malkanas about their intuitions to support the
analyses of knowledge they gave. The ones that steneed by the most philosophers pointed
out the clear winner. But as we have seen, givemeghewed focus on knowledge ascriptions,
the principle thesis of this dissertation has hibanto find out who the winners are today—in
arguments that make substantial and important Usgosmation about ordinary knowledge
judgments, processes and behavior—we simply regui@rical data. Only careful
experimentation can resolve whether or not thenaingi concept of knowledge is factive, even if
it may sometimes appear otherwise. Only these kafdsita can tell us whether stakes, salience,
or accommodation influences knowledge ascriptiond, gubsequently, adjudicate disagreement
between theories that claim to account for ordinegs of ‘knows’ and people’s underlying
concepts of knowledge that ostensibly supportukage. Only experimental evidence can
uncover the moral component for knowledge, revedigpmance errors, or demographic
variation in our epistemic intuitions. These adwmbave shown how the methods advocated for
here can directly move contemporary debates inepisogy forward in an empirically
informed way. And as we have seen, to draw on tfagers as evidence for a theory of
knowledge, or to debate the further epistemic §icamce of these factors, one must first
understand them. For this, | have argued, expetethepistemology is here to stay.

But in addition to and beyond just the bearinghmese particular debates, we have also
contributed to a greater scientific understandimgdrdinary semantics of ‘know’ and the
concept of knowledge that people hold. In shorthaee contributed to a general understanding

of who we are qua epistemic agents. In demonsgyati@a importance of understanding the
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psychological factors that underlie epistemic judgimthe evidence presented in the last three
chapters has pointed towards a number of impoeti@tts influencing the conditions under
which we consider others to know: the large immdidactivity, error salience, accommodation,
andmorality on ascription practicesnd we also saw that although much more researetisne
to be done than is presently available, sometirsesion can potentially be quite susceptible
to order effectsanddemographic variationDue to this research, and as these various
experimental programs continue to move forwardstepnologists as well as psychologists and
cognitive scientists are left with a growing selésmportant questions apt for future research.
New findings in each of the areas presented willaubtedly continue to advance our
understanding of these factors. Future work maygamn the precise role aftributor error or
normative sensitivity in knowledge and its relattormental state attribution more generally in
cognitive science. Alternatively, individual diffsrces psychology may add knowledge
ascription to the list of potential new areas aflgt along with the robustness of demographic
variation in knowledge behaviors, worries aboutiegical validity across these studies, and our
degree of susceptibility to framing, order and emwmental effects on epistemic intuitions.
Another area of potential progress involves leagmiore about what explains the effects
that have been discovered that cue ascriptionjrafudn, more about the deeper, normative
value of those ascriptions. For instance, as weisd@hapter 4, there is currently a growing
debate about the best explanation of the influefec®mrmativity, or moral judgment, on
knowledge attribution. Some have argued that tlsé ddeplanation may be due to the way
normatively cues counterfactual reasoning aboewvegit alternatives more generally (Schaffer
and Knobe 2010; Knobe 2010). It is an interestumghier question for future work whether all

the effects we have presently uncovered, like ¥agtor error salience could also fit under such
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an explanation. If true, this may lead to furthevelopments concerning the relationship
between knowledge ascription and the vast liteeatupsychology on the rational imagination,
or how people rely on counterfactuals and posssmslwhen making inferences, plans and goals
(see Byrne 2005). Alternatively, if error salierarenormativity in knowledge ascription is the
result of exclusively system 1 processes, as digclim Chapters 3-4, then the study of
knowledge ascription may constitute and interesticidition to the fast and frugal heuristic
program (see Gigerenzer, Hertwig, and Pachur 2@l&yger discussions of bias and bounded
rationality.

While more research is required, these potential aneenues of study mark exciting
ways in which the study of knowledge ascriptiopistemology can be extended to larger
debates within psychology and cognitive sciencé.udil then, and in the meantime, if this
dissertation has been successful, then you wikklgun to see that the empirical methods
advocated here need to become an integral andynadekpted part of research in epistemology
in order to move forward—not only for debates imstgmology, but for also advancing our
understanding of the semantics of ‘know’, and hbevardinary concept of knowledge can fit
within a larger theoretical framework of the stugfynmental states and human decision making.
The hope is that approaching these empirical agarétical questions in tandem may lead to

significant and lasting progress upon which toduailnew study of knowledge.
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Appendix

Projection Experiment 1 Materials

1. Everyone knewthat stress caused ulcers, before two Australietods in the early 1980s
proved that ulcers are actually caused by bactefiettion.

Which of the following do you think bedescribeswhat is meant in thBOLD portion
of the above sentence:

A) Everyone thought they knew

B) Everyone really did know

2. He figures that anything big enough to sinkghig will be seen in time to make a turn. But
when he tried to turn the ship the rudder was toalls Whathe knowsabout sailing is wrong.

Which of the following do you think bedescribeswhat is meant in thBOLD portion
of the above sentence:

A) What he thought he knew

B) What he really did know

3. In schoolwve learnedthat World War | was a war to ‘make the world sfaiedemocracy,’
when it was really a war to make the world safettierWestern imperial powers.

Which of the following do you think bedescribeswhat is meant in thBOLD portion
of the above sentence:

A) They thought they learned

B) They really did learn

3. Jan told us that during her trip last year, s trouble breathing, sharp pains in her side,
several broken ribs and a partially collapsed I\Btte was in the middle of nowhere without any
real rescue assets and that was wklea realizedshe was going to die out there."

Which of the following do you think bedescribeswhat is meant in thBOLD portion
of the above sentence:

A) Jan thought she realized

B) Jan really did realize

Projection Experiment 2 Materials

1. Two biologists are having a discussion aboutda:c
Dr. Krycek: “Can we be sure that this one is of geausCalcinu®”

Dr. Scully: “I have my notes right hereknow that this is a specimen Gfalcinus
hazlettl
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But this crab was actually a completely differerati;Calcinus obscurus

Which of the following do you think bedescribeswhat is meant in thBOLD portion
of the above sentence:

A) Dr. Scully thought she knew
B) Dr. Scully really did know

2. Two biologists are having a discussion abouth:c

Dr. Krycek: “Can we be sure that this one is of geausCalcinu®”

Dr. Scully: “I have my notes right herelearned that this is a specimen Gfalcinus
hazlettl

But this crab was actually a completely differerati;Calcinus obscurus

Which of the following do you think bedescribeswhat is meant in thBOLD portion
of the above sentence:

A) Dr. Scully thought she learned
B) Dr. Scully really did learn
3. Two biologists are having a discussion aboutl:c

Dr. Krycek: “Can we be sure that this one is of geausCalcinu®”

Dr. Scully: “I have my notes right herebelieve that this is a specimen Gfalcinus
hazlettl

But this crab was actually a completely differeratlgCalcinus obscurus

Which of the following do you think bedescribeswhat is meant in thBOLD portion
of the above sentence:

A) Dr. Scully thought she believed
B) Dr. Scully really did believe

4. Two biologists are having a discussion abouth:c

Dr. Krycek: “How did you figure out that this one of the genu€alcinu®”

Dr. Scully: “I was just rereading my notes fromsdavhen realized that this is
definitely a specimen dfalcinus hazletti

But this crab was actually a completely differerati;Calcinus obscurus
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Which of the following do you think bedescribeswhat is meant in thBOLD portion
of the above sentence:

A) Dr. Scully thought she realized
B) Dr. Scully really did realize
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