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                              ACTION-DIRECTED PRAGMATICS SECURES

                               SEMANTICALLY AUTONOMOUS KNOWLEDGE

Section 1: Introduction                In the past couple of decades, there appeared a couple of major attempts to establish what I would call Semantically targeted  Pragmatic Conceptions of Knowledge – that is, conceptions on which Knowledge, or knowledge ascriptions and their truth conditions, inherently invoke pragmatic ingredients. This umbrella-conception can be considered as centering around at least the following two main positions (and in fact more). Contemporary Epistemic Contextualism flaunted the banner of the ascriber's context-dependence as a significant pragmatic ingredient in the truth-conditions of knowledge-ascriptions. It has focused on the notion of a conversational standard, which is context-dependent, claimed to be a component in the semantics of 'know', and which is taken to be largely pragmatic.1 Stanley's subject-sensitive invariantism (SSI) offered a non-contextualist account of what he considers as the metaphysics of Knowledge, where stakes play a major role as a pragmatic component, a conception which projects a position regarding the truth conditions of knowledge ascriptions.2 These conceptions were propelled by closely related examples of knowledge ascriptions exhibiting obvious pragmatic aspects that seemed to call for a pragmatic conception of knowledge in order for these examples to be appropriately accounted for. On these two conceptions, the pragmatic components were anchored in or reflected the truth-conditions of knowledge ascriptions, specifically as dependent on the ascriber's context, or as reflecting the metaphysics of knowledge with no context-dependence but with a dependence on the subject's stakes.3 

     The debate, then, to a large extent, boils down to the question of the extent to which such examples can be accounted for only by pragmatic conceptions of knowledge (assuming that some such pragmatic conception of knowledge can provide an adequate treatment of these examples), or alternatively, whether these examples can be adequately explained alternatively (an option that DeRose recognized as a major issue underlying the debate, posing a challenge to  opponents of contextualism; and so did Stanley).4 I offer a new pragmatic account of knowledge and related concepts,5 with a different pragmatic picture that attempts to account for such examples, and much more (and in a much greater detail, elsewhere6). If such an account and its associated explanations and ramifications are adequate, then the pragmatic aspects of the formative examples can be handled at the pragmatic level exclusively, without pragmatic infringement into the semantics of knowledge ascriptions (as in Epistemic Contextualism) or into the metaphysics of knowledge (as with SSI), leaving neither need nor motivation for construing either one as having a new pragmatic component (such as a standard or stakes). 

     But an alternative account to that of Epistemic Contextualism and SSI does only part of the work in rivaling them: Strong arguments against them are also needed, such as in the form of counter-examples. Elsewhere I offer a few such counter-examples.7 The pragmatic account I offered, which is not semantically invasive, has a prima facie advantage over these two rivals since prima facie it seems that knowledge is not inherently pragmatic – in line with the account I provide and the epistemological tradition, and not in line with the semantically invasive pragmatic accounts of Epistemic Contextualism and SSI. It is generally recognized that it is methodologically superior to handle epistemic logic and the semantics for knowledge ascriptions at the semantic level alone, without pragmatic intrusions, if this is feasible. It is important to keep in mind, at least at this advanced stage of the debate, what has been recognized by many as the fundamental dialectics in this area, namely, that inserting pragmatic parameters into the semantics of knowledge ascriptions is a measure of last resort – so long as a pure semantic treatment is not feasible in view of such puzzles. Such an insertion of pragmatic parameters result in a more complex conception (or structure, or semantics) of knowledge, in the form of a pragmatic infringement of the semantics of Knowledge and/or knowledge ascriptions, and is thus methodologically deficient in comparison with a simpler account.   

    Furthermore: giving up the traditional non-pragmatic character of knowledge undermines much of what many would consider to be the value of knowledge (or at least a value of knowledge), and specifically its (defeasible) relative stability and accumulation over time, in science and in common sense.8 So, if the account presented here is adequate, it offers a preferred approach to that of Epistemic Contextualism and SSI.9 

         The position I defend here and contrast with that of Epistemic Contextualism and SSI can be called the conception of the autonomy of knowledge. By that I mean more or less the traditional conception of knowledge on which, at the semantic level, first, the truth conditions of knowledge ascriptions do not depend to a significant extent on (new) pragmatic contextual features such as standards (or importance, specifically in the context of ascription), in opposition to Epistemic Contextualism; and second, that the possession of knowledge doesn't depend on the pragmatic feature of stakes (specifically, of the subject's), in opposition to SSI. In view of such an orientation, for the opposing views I will employ terms such as conceptions invoking a pragmatic infringement into knowledge, or conceptions which violates the semantic autonomy of knowledge, or even conceptions which invoke a pragmatic contamination of knowledge: This is a choice of terminology which is obviously not neutral, in reflecting my position presented here as contrasted with the approaches it is intended to compete with. 

      In sections 2 and 3 I provide a succinct account of what I consider an important, and much ignored, pragmatic role -- the Steering Role. It is well-known that Knowledge has a thick semantic content. But, in addition, it has a prevalent pragmatic role – its steering role. I elaborate here on this pragmatic steering role of Knowledge, that I put forth, and show how it provides a natural explanation for the variety of riddles which are akin to the bank example with no substantive assumptions about the semantics of 'know', and in particular with no need for pragmatic intrusions into the semantics of 'know'. This pragmatic account invokes distinct types of norms operative in contexts of knowledge ascriptions, such as semantic and epistemic norms, ethical norms, as well as others – logical norms, legal norms, aesthetic norms, etc. – and especially norms of rationality, to be called rational norms. The crux of the bank example and its kin involves a subject who makes a knowledge ascription first, and withdraws it later and in particular while asserting its negation. This should be taken to indicate that, when the subject is a competent speaker (linguistically and socially),10 what he asserted first he took to be assertible at the time but no longer assertible later. Operative norms in a given case operate in different directions – such as in support of one of the actions available to the actors, or against it, and exert different weights. When the operate norms operate in the same direction (say, in support for a given available action), they may exert enough weight to yield sufficient weight regarding the assertibility threshold so as to yield overall assertibility for a given assertion by an actor that is positioned to lead to that action (see below). Alternatively, some operative norms may operate in opposite direction to other operative norms, and their combined weight may suffice to suppress the second set of operative norms so as to yield assertibility to the assertion in question.

    The pragmatic outlook I offer attempts to explain the differences in the assertibility of a knowledge ascription under changes of what the revealed risks associated with a contemplated action are and the impact of such a change on the corresponding decision heuristic: Awareness of a risk associated with the action of delaying the deposit, which has become manifest only later (in the second stage), reverses what has been the preferred action, and in turn has strong ramifications regarding the assertoric behavior of actors who has a joint decision to make during the deliberational stage, when they are jockeying towards their preferred actions. The pragmatic account I offer focuses on the meta deliberational level – the level where actors are concerned with assertoric decisions prior to the making of the joint decision: such assertoric decisions by an actor involve how to conduct oneself, as an participant in a joint deliberation, during the deliberational stage, in terms of whether to assert, and if so, what to assert. An actor is expected to anticipate the potential impact of such potential assertoric actions he might take, which puts him in a position to assess the rational assertibility of a potential assertion in view of the actor's preferred action (regarding the joint decision).11 What is or is not rationally assertible by an actor, given the joint deliberation regarding the action to be decided upon, and in view of his having a preferred action, governs to a large extent the assertoric conduct of a rational agent – what is rationally assertible for him under the circumstances. Yet rational assertibility, which is assertibility under the perspective of rational norms – governed by rational norms, is but one type of assertibility, and it has to interface with other types of assertibility, under other operative norms, which together yield our immediate intuition of assertibility simpliciter, or overall assertibility.12 

    The pragmatic steering role I propose for knowledge ascriptions is geared to circumstances of decision making, especially in group setups. It alludes to what seems to be the common tool for making inferences in public and for persuading others in the superiority of a given action. This is the practice of the familiar Practical Inferences. Practical Inferences may or may not be viable, may or may not be applicable in certain domains, and their premises may or may not be admissible (in analogy to the notion of a deductively sound inference). For a premise in a simple Practical Inference to be admissible, I suggest, is for it to be assertible by the deliberator. Given a preferred action for an actor in a joint deliberational situation, the operative norms may yield assertibility to an assertion he may contemplate. Such assertibility would reflect that making such an assertion yields a high enough prospect for leading to the preferred action (plus other expected benefits) which can be expected to outweigh the negative repercussions that the assertion in question might raise.  

    In view of this heuristic, an actor in joint deliberation may employ a knowledge ascription (or just a simple assertion) in order to steer other actors in the direction pointed at by a Practical Inference a major premise of which is the content clause of the knowledge ascription (or the simple assertion) in question and whose conclusion specifies the actor's preferred action. Such employment brings out the steering role of knowledge. In view of an adequate Knowledge Norm of Assertion, such a steering role may be conveyed by simple assertions as well – alluding to the role of knowledge in the norm that underpins assertoric conduct.

    By these two pragmatic tools – that of Rational Assertibility and the Steering Role of Knowledge – I explain the bank case, without resorting to the truth conditions or semantic features of knowledge or knowledge ascriptions. If successful, I thereby provide a purely pragmatic explanation for examples which are clearly pragmatic, without invoking the semantics of knowledge ascriptions, and thus by leaving this semantics out as a player in the game of accounting for such examples and the puzzles that they raise. Thereby, the semantic autonomy of knowledge ascriptions is vindicated, and the need for pragmatic infringement or intrusion into the semantics of knowledge is thwarted. 

   The pragmatic account I offer also provides for an angle from which to appreciate the advantages of the decision theoretic pragmatic perspective adopted by this account over the its rival semantic and epistemic (and linguistic) perspectives offered by the two approaches I argue against – Epistemic Contextualism and SSI. Overall, the outcome of the application of the proposed pragmatic account of knowledge to the bank case is that, in the first stage, the semantic/epistemic norms as well as the rational norms operate in the same direction – the direction of empowering the action of 'Delay the deposit' by sanctioning 'The bank is open on Saturday', where 'Delay the deposit' is the husband's preferred action at that stage. But in the second stage, with the extra information about the mortgage, his preferred action is reversed, now favoring 'Deposit now'. The rational norms, given this new information, are now directed towards that action: The husband would be in a better position to prod his wife towards this new action if he undermines her acceptance of 'The bank is open on Saturday' as an admissible premise for a Practical Inference. By his asserting 'I don't know that the bank is open on Saturday' he so undermines the status of that premise. Such an assertion of his at this point is therefore rationally assertible, in view of his present preferred action. Its rational assertibility is strong enough to trump the combined effects of the operative semantic/epistemic norms: Such a denial of the self knowledge ascription is thus overall assertible by him even if he is in a position to know that the bank is open on Saturday.13 Yet in such case, the husband is still not inconsistent or lying: The leeway provided by the husband and wife's sharing common goals and their non-transparent mode of their communication14 allows for such assertoric behavior. When rational norms overwhelm semantic/epistemic norms in a given assertion, the content of that assertion is not propositional but action-directed, and it is not truth-evaluable. The different content of an action-directed assertion in comparison with that of a descriptive proposition is consistent with a subject's having at the same time a belief and even knowledge of a seemingly contradictory content (to that of other beliefs of his, or even items of knowledge of his). Yet this seemingly contradiction is merely apparent, since the content of the action-direction assertion is not propositional but action directed. This conception prepares the ground for a formal action-directed pragmatics.15 

     In section 4 I elaborate on what I claim to be the heart of the pool of example of retraction that motivated Epistemic Contextualism and SSI, which I take to bring out the core joint meta deliberational strategic phenomenon by appealing to a simple form of Practical Inference. I there also provide an purely pragmatic adequate explanation of the bank example (and thereby of its kin) in terms of the notions of rational assertibility and the steering role of 'know'. In section 5 I very briefly sketch how the steering role of 'know' is a mere one part in the way the assertoric mode and various locutions also exhibit the steering thrust, and in two directions: pushing for the action in question, and the opposite direction – inhibiting it. These two opposing directions – the steering thrust for an action, and an inhibiting thrust away from an action that is ‘on the table’ – steering away from it, are encoded in specific types of speech acts and especially by specific lexical items: The use of ‘know’ is of course be central in the discussion below, but there is a variety of terms that can be employed with a steering thrust in the same direction, although with different degrees (of strength) – lower and higher, and there are various locutions and terms that serve to steer in the opposite direction – away from an impending action. I also briefly comment on the limit of the pragmatic account presented here, which invokes an important distinction: The pragmatic account presented here, which, I argue, is part of a more comprehensive and important area in pragmatics, way beyond the use made of it here -- is proposed as the right treatment for cases of so-called pragmatic retractions – as distinct from epistemic retractions, which are not the subject matter of this paper or this theory. One can thing, roughly, of pragmatic inputs as typically instigating pragmatic retractions (e.g., considerations of risk), and, by contrast, of epistemic inputs, such as ones raising error possibilities, instigating pragmatic retractions. Pragmatic retractions, on my position, call for an entirely different treatment – indeed, a treatment invoking epistemological considerations, invoking often skeptical pressures of various sorts. The treatment of pragmatic retractions is entirely beyond the scope of this paper, and this very distinction that I propose here I expect to be controversial.

     In section 6 I respond, though briefly, to potential concerns regarding whether the husband, in retracting the way he does, is misleading, inconsistent, or even lying. In response, I argue, the assertoric thrust of his self-knowledge retraction is predominantly action directed, and largely devoid of epistemic thrust – the epistemic content of the assertion is suppressed. In so responding, I have the space only to touch on the important distinction between different types of contents of speech acts and how they figure under operative pressures of different types of norms. The predominant thrust of the husband’s denial of self-knowledge is not literal – semantic, but of a sort specific to action-directed speech acts. This subject calls for a comprehensive treatment of a broad area, of considerable interest, in my view, which I am not able to provide here.

    In section 7 I address the question of whether we are in a position to say that, despite his assertoric denial of self-knowledge, the husband nevertheless knows. He suffers from what we shall call cognitive/normative blindness regarding which norms are operative in the case, and to what extent – though they are implicitly sensed. He opts for  an explicit retraction; a meta-linguistic retraction need not be called for, and requires certain sophistication and awareness. The explicit denial of the self knowledge-ascription serves to convey what we shall call the con use of a steering thrust – serving predominantly to convey an action-directed content where the hearer is steered away from the action under consideration. That the communicative thrust of his assertion is predominantly action-directed, which is gauged by conversational participants, serves to exonerate him not only from the charge of lying but also from the charge of misleading. 

    In section 8 I outline briefly some main lessons regarding the methodology of determining evidence for truth conditions via intuitions, or intuitive judgments, in view of the potential variety of normative pressures mentioned above. In particular, having by now becoming sensitive to the acute awareness of co-present operative norms that may align but may also conflict vis-à-vis the (overall) assertibility of a contemplated assertion (such the self knowledge-ascription by the husband, or its denial), we need to be more careful and cautious regarding what I would call the danger of a naive jump from raw intuitions (regarding assertibility, or assent) to conclusions that the utterance/statement in question is true (or counts as true), and in particular, that intuitions are conclusive in determining truth values or even carry decisive weight regarding it. We have indeed been familiar with Gricean pragmatic considerations (via his maxims and implicatures) that may mitigate against it, but here attention is called for primarily non-Gricean considerations – in this case, of operative normative thrusts other than semantic/epistemic, which may overweigh the latter vis-à-vis the presence of overall intuitions regarding assertibility or assent. In pursuing sound philosophical methodology, I urge, one must be on guard for such cases, in which intuitions don’t reflect semantic features such as truth-values. and thus fail to qualify as bona fide semantic evidence: Ignoring such precautions invites falling into the trap of the quick jump from intuitions to semantic conclusions. Since speakers typically have cognitive-normative blindness regarding which normative pressures are operative, they don’t have access to whether it is semantic/epistemic pressures that underpin their resulting intuitions – in which case the resulting intuitions do indeed qualify as bona fide evidence for semantic features, or whether, on the other hand, semantic/epistemic pressures are being trumped by other normative pressures, in which case the pertinent intuition doesn’t qualify as bona fide semantic evidence.

   One main way of protecting ourselves from falling into this semantically misleading intuitive trap is to abide by a more stringent methodology, which secures cases, to be employed for extracting semantic evidence, from being exposed to and contaminated by (significantly operative) normative pressures other than semantic or epistemic. These are ground rules for sound philosophical and linguistic methodology in general, and all the more so vis-à-vis experimental philosophy. The husband’s denial of the self knowledge-ascription in second stage of the bank example is a glaring case in point – a case that misguided leading theoreticians of Epistemic Contextualism and SSI into committing the fallacy of the illicit quick jump from an assertion’s being intuitive (or counting as intuitively true) to the corresponding semantic conclusion – that it is true (or counts as true). 

Section 2: The steering role of knowledge 



The famous bank example (see next paragraph), offered by DeRose, which spawned various well-known variations, e.g., by Stanley, has been used to propel a general outlook of the semantics of knowledge ascriptions in which pragmatic elements figure prominently. I will call theories and approaches along such line Pragmatic Accounts of Knowledge and/or of Knowledge Ascriptions:  they cover the general outlook of Epistemic Contextualism (or just Contextualism, for short), a position that takes the semantics of knowledge ascriptions to incorporate contextual/pragmatic constituents (such as a contextual standard), as well as of Pragmatic Encroachment, which takes pragmatic components (such as stakes) to be main constituents of Knowledge. Pragmatic accounts of Knowledge should be contrasted with the traditional conception, which considered Knowledge and the semantics of knowledge ascriptions to be just epistemic and non-pragmatic, and thus devoid of such pragmatic constituents (where 'epistemic', here and below, is taken in its traditional sense, i.e., devoid of such pragmatic ingredients).18 Main representatives of Pragmatic Accounts of Knowledge would be Epistemic Contextualism, Subject Sensitive Invariantism – for short, SSI, primarily developed and defended by Stanley, as well as an account by Fantl and McGrath, to mention the most notorious candidates of this genre. 

    The bank example can be succinctly presented as follows. The couple in question is on their way to the bank to deposit a check on a Friday (in the US). Approaching the bank, they notice a very long queue. The husband then suggests: Let us delay the deposit to tomorrow (Saturday). The wife asks him: Do you know that the bank is open on Saturday? The husband: Yes, I do know that the bank is open on Saturday. I have been in the bank on Saturday two weeks ago.

    Consider the above to be the first stage of the example. Now, in what we shall consider to be the second stage, the wife responds, explaining that depositing the check by the deadline is crucial for them to save their house, since the check is for their mortgage and the deadline is tomorrow – Saturday. She then asks the husband again: Now tell me – do you know that the bank is open on Saturday? The husband, at this point, changes his response and says: Well, I don't know then that the bank is open on Saturday. Let's deposit now.  

   The thrust of the bank example can be presented as follows. The self knowledge-ascription by the husband in the first stage is intuitively right,19 or counts as true,20  whereas its denial in the second stage is also intuitively right, or counts as true. Yet the speaker (the husband) has acquired no additional relevant information as to whether the bank is open on Saturday in the second stage over and above the information he possessed in the first stage. So the change between his asserting 'I know that the bank is open on Saturday' first and his asserting its denial in the second stage cannot be attributed to epistemic factors, since his epistemic position hasn't changed, and yet he ended up asserting two seemingly contradictory assertions. Clearly, the example exhibits strong pragmatic elements. Accounts of Knowledge (and/or knowledge ascriptions) with heavily pragmatic intrusion into the semantic of knowledge exploit such aspects to account for the case from such a semantic perspective in order to make the case that pragmatic elements must enter into the truth conditions of knowledge ascriptions in order to explain the change. Epistemic contextualism invokes the standard reflected in the ascriber's context as the main pragmatic element, whereas SSI invokes the subject's stakes. Both positions take themselves to explain adequately the bank example (and kindred others) via their pragmatic-based semantics, which, one may think, cannot be done otherwise.21 

    I have offered a purely pragmatic treatment of this evidently pragmatic example (and its kin), which invokes pragmatic features but doesn't resort to the semantics of knowledge ascriptions, and yet explains quite well the original bank example (and its various variations).22 One main pragmatic notion employed in it is that of assertibility: it explains the assertibility of the husband's assertions. Rather than jumping to conclusions about the truth values of the knowledge ascription and its denial in the two stages of the example,23  the intuitive force of the example can be captured by granting that the self knowledge-ascription by the husband in the first stage is assertible (by him, on that occasion), whereas its denial in the second stage by him is also assertible (by him, and then). 

Section 3: Types of norms, aligned and conflictual               More refined sub-notions of assertibility are called for. Assertibility (of 'p', by a speaker at a time) amounts to his being in a position to assert 'p' in compliance with norms operative on the occasion of utterance. The main norms we have been familiar with in Philosophy have covered epistemic norms, linguistic norms -- specifically semantic norms, ethical norms, and aesthetic norms.24 I would like to emphasize, in general and for our purposes here, rational norms – norms governing rational actions (construed instrumentally, in terms of means-ends), where rational actions cover also assertoric actions.25 Different types of norms confer different sub-types of assertibility: consider epistemic assertibility to be assertibility in compliance with epistemic norms, semantic assertibility as assertibility in compliance with semantic norms, and rational assertibility as assertibility in compliance with rational norms.

    In any particular situation, for a speaker at a time, the norms operative for him in that situation may be aligned -- namely, point in the same direction (vis-à-vis a specific assertion – that p -- that he makes, or considers making): That is, they are aligned if they are all complied with, or are all violated. When the operative norms are complied with, and sufficiently so, by the assertion, the assertion would come out as assertible. But the operative norms may not be aligned if they point in opposite directions – namely, where one norm is complied with (by the assertion in question, on that occasion) but another is violated. In such cases, the speaker's assertion that p may not be assertible, due to the violation of operative norms (by asserting it then). But it may be assertible if the norms complied with overrule the norms violated by it (on that occasion). Different norms in particular cases (vis-à-vis asserting 'p') may come with different weights and different directions. When two norms operate in conflicting directions, the weight of one norm (say, a norm that is complied with) may well be considerably stronger than that of another norm (say, one that is violated by asserting 'p'), thereby allowing the first to override the second vis-à-vis the particular assertion in question (actual or contemplated, by the speaker in that situation), yielding 'p' being assertible (on that occasion). Assertibility as well as non-assertibility (of 'p') is a function of the superposition of operative norms (on that occasion) yielding sufficient accumulative weight in one direction or another.26 Assertibility would be manifested by norms complied with overriding norms violated by the assertion in question (on that occasion). Non-assertibility may take place when a violated norm is weightier than another operative norm that is complied with (in the particular case), resulting in the assertibility of the negation of the actual (or potential) assertion that p (or in the assertibility of neither 'p' nor 'not-p'). So when, for instance (see below), the husband in the bank example, in the second stage, asserts "I don't know that the bank is open on Saturday", and his assertion may be considered as 'intuitively right' or as 'counting as intuitively true (at the context of ascription)', I would rather construe such intuitions not as inviting and supporting the semantic construals that led to pragmatic accounts of knowledge, but rather as reflecting overall assertibility by the speaker (the husband), backed up by us, the audience, in view of the weight of the rational norm in favor of this assertion, which overrides the opposite force of the pertinent semantic/epistemic norms.27 

    I focus here on semantic and epistemic norms, on the one hand, and rational norms, on the other.28 One upshot of the position presented here is that the garden variety of the variants on the bank example (and various other cases as well) exhibit cases of assertibility of knowledge ascriptions as well as of assertibility of the denial of knowledge ascriptions despite the operative norms not  being aligned (i.e., where they point in opposite directions – some complied with, some violated), but where one or more norm complied with (by asserting 'p') override another norm (which is not complied with, or violated, by asserting 'p'), yielding assertibility. Thus, as we shall see, in the bank example, especially in the second stage, the operative norms are not aligned, with one – the rational norm -- being weightier than the others: the semantic/epistemic norms. As illustrated above and below, the husband's denial of his self knowledge-ascription is assertible by him (and considered so by us) as a result of the semantic/epistemic norms in this case not being aligned with the impact of his rational norms,29 where the weight of the latter (the rational norms) is sufficiently strong to override the weight of the former (the semantic/epistemic norms – see below). In certain cases non-assertibility can be attributed to and explained by a violation of a sufficiently weighty norm (in the circumstances, for the speaker), despite other norms being complied with. The assertibility of the negation (of the potential assertion in question) may be the outcome where one violated norm overrides another which is complied with.30 In the above example, 'The bank is open on Saturday' is not assertible by the husband in the second stage despite his possession semantic/epistemic assertibility for it then, due to the overriding conflicting pressure of the weight of the opposing rational norm. Yet in some other cases the combined weight of the semantic/epistemic norms may be strong enough to override the opposing weight of the pertinent rational norms. The first important pragmatic notion that I will appeal to, then, will be that of rational assertibility of an assertion (or a potential assertion, by a speaker) with rational norms. So sufficiently weighty rational norms may override semantic and epistemic norms, yielding thereby either assertibility of a knowledge ascription or assertibility of the negation of a knowledge ascription.31 

Section 4: The core paradigm: meta deliberational decision theoretic via a simple Practical Inference heuristic: the pragmatic explanation of the bank example               In view of the above considerations, as well as the Steering Role of Knowledge (see below), I have argued that Epistemic Contextualism and SSI have been too rash to jump into semantic conclusions regarding truth values on the basis of what seems 'intuitively right' or 'counts as true'.32 Such a rash jump, I have argued, reflects a general tendency in philosophical analysis of not being sufficiently reflective about the role of the interaction of various operative norms, and especially of some norms overriding others in certain occasions. Being more reflective along such lines calls for a more careful systematic approach regarding what counts as evidence for semantic features.

    The dynamics of the variety of the variants of the bank example and many others, I argue, exhibits a general conversational pattern. It exhibits (typically)33 a conversational setup of joint deliberation, where different parties attempt to reach a joint decision. The parties (sometimes, up to a point) have a common pertinent ultimate goal (to one extent or another), but may differ vis-à-vis their intermediate goals. Differences in pertinent goals confer differences in intermediate goals. Yet differences in intermediate goals are also exhibited when the different parties to the conversation and deliberation, despite sharing a final goal, differ vis-à-vis their action-strategies regarding how best to accomplish the shared goal. Different strategies typically confer different intermediate goals.34 During the deliberation, different parties with sufficiently different pertinent overall goals as well as merely different intermediate goals jockey for their own preferred action (regarding how to achieve their different goals or their common goal). Different preferred actions, as well as different action-strategies (when there is a shared pertinent goal) in turn confer and reflect different intermediate goals. Thus, in the original bank example, the husband, in the first stage, has formed a clear preferred action – to delay depositing the check to Saturday, a preferred action of his which is not shared by his wife. Yet in the second stage, in view of the information provided by his wife, he changed his preferred action – this is the core difference, I argue, between the two stages. His new preferred action at the second stage coincides with what seems to have been his wife's preferred action all along – to deposit the check now. 

   Different preferred actions in such setups between different parties (whether with towards a common overall goal or towards intermediate goals) give rise to the different parties jockeying to secure their preferred actions. Jockeying for position, when conducted assertorically,35 consists in assertoric jockeying. Assertoric jockeying towards different preferred actions reflect often (if not typically) various assertoric strategies as to how to bring aboard one's co-actors (to the joint deliberation) to one's preferred action. Forming one's assertoric strategy requires making meta-decisions regarding whether and what to assert during the joint deliberation.36 We shall focus on such meta-decisions by the deliberating parties. In order to account for, and explain, such cases (as reflected in the type of examples under consideration), decision procedures for such meta-decisions need to be appealed to. A very common and venerable assertoric strategy invokes what I take to be a standard common-sense decision procedure – that of practical inference. I shall adopt the heuristic of Practical Inference for such meta-decisions as a working hypothesis for the account provided below.37 Practical inference is an inference consisting of premises leading to a practical conclusion – of a type such as: Therefore, I should do A (where A is an action). Practical inferences may or may not be viable, as ampliative inferences, may or may not be sound, and may or may not be applicable in particular cases: These are important features that I will not enter into here. 
   In cases of joint deliberation, a common strategy for one party aiming to bring aboard another party to the first party's preferred action is as follows. The first party (the speaker) aims at spotting a sufficiently obvious practical inference that leads to his preferred action, with a leading premise that satisfies the following constraints. This leading premise should be one likely to trigger his interlocutor into embarking on the impending practical inference in question, and be such that his interlocutor would be sufficiently likely to consider it assertible by her so that she would be in a position to consider it an admissible premise (by her). The speaker (the first party) would then assert that premise, calling the attention of his interlocutor to it, thereby invoking what his interlocutor is expected to consider his (the speaker's) own epistemic position: By so asserting it, he promotes and assists her in acquiring assertibility for it from him as a source, especially if she doesn't possess such assertibility anyway. 38 If this phase is successfully accomplished, his interlocutor is likely to embark on the practical inference in question, leading to the speaker's (the first party's) preferred action.

   This very standard and venerable practice reveals what I have proposed (and argued for) as the pragmatic role of knowledge, or, to employ the term I have offered, the steering role of knowledge: When the first party makes his assertion, his assertoric act is designed to be considered as assertible by his interlocutor, if need be by the speaker's (first party) assertibility for it (as considered by his interlocutor), so that she (his interlocutor) would employ it as an admissible premise, facilitating her  embarking on the impending practical inference (in which it would function as an admissible premise) that leads to the speaker's preferred action. This steering role (of the assertion in question) is that of steering (and even pressing) the speaker's interlocutor towards embarking on the impending practical inference with his assertion as a premise. This steering role of knowledge is further impressed on the hearer when the speaker employs the first-person present-tense form, namely: I know that p. But it can also be employed by his asserting the simple 'p' (i.e., without its being embedded in the scope of a knowledge operator). Yet, in view of various forms of a knowledge norm of assertion, knowledge is invoked by simple assertions as well. (The famous knowledge norm of assertion offered by Williamson has been: Assert that p only if you know that p. The form I proposed was: Assert that p only if you are in a position to take yourself to know that p.)39 Thus, the steering role of knowledge, as it functions assertorically, is to steer the speaker's one's co-actor (to a joint deliberation) towards the speaker's one's preferred action by her adopting the speaker's assertion as an admissible premise (for her, the interlocutor) in the impending practical inference leading to the speaker's preferred action.

    Practical inferences are typically simple – and often very simple and even too simple and simplistic. Their employment is appropriate in some circumstances, but not in others.40 A main feature of the practical-inference heuristic is that it ignores alternative contingencies (to the courses spelled out by its premises). By employing 'p' as a premise in a practical inference, the deliberator uses it to establish a 'get go' position from which to proceed (typically serially and assertorically) via additional premises to the conclusion. Ignoring incompatible alternatives carries obvious risks, and sometimes is outright dangerous: This is a main feature accounting for the simplicity of the practical-inference decision-heuristic (as compared to, say, the Expected Utility decision-procedure). This feature is a second ingredient of the steering role of knowledge: urging one's interlocutor, by asserting that p, to ignore alternatives to 'p' by employing 'p' as a premise in a practical inference. 

   This pair of pragmatic notions of Rational Assertibility and the Steering Role of Knowledge provide for a satisfactory pragmatic explanation of the notorious bank example and its variants, along the following lines. First, let me beef up the case in order for the points I make to come out clearer.41 So let us add to the above version one item: That in view of the husband's self knowledge-ascription in the first stage (i.e.: I know that the bank is open on Saturday), the wife tilts in the action direction he signals – she is now inclined to delay the deposit despite her information about the mortgage and the deadline. In the first stage, the husband makes up his mind regarding his preferred action, which is to delay the deposit (in view of the long line). His task now is to bring aboard to his preferred action his co-actor to the joint deliberation (his wife). By asserting 'I know that the bank is open on Saturday', he attempts to steer his wife towards adopting it as a premise in an obvious practical inference leading to his preferred action. He employs the steering role of 'know' in order to add extra thrust to the otherwise simple assertion 'The bank is open on Saturday', thereby exerting extra pressure on her to adopt this simple assertion as a premise and act on it, thereby steering her towards the impending practical inference. Her adopting it as assertible, and thus as an admissible premise in a practical inference, would (he may hope and expect) lead to his preferred action.42 The effectiveness of his assertion of it could be bolstered by his own epistemic position (as considered from her perspective), relying on his credibility in her eyes, and thus on as his being considered by her as an adequate pertinent epistemic source for her to acquire an admissible premise from.  Her acquiring overall assertibility from him would also be served by their largely sharing a pertinent overall goal – to save their house, thereby promoting his position as a source sufficiently protecting her rational assertibility.43 For her to be in a position to acquire 'p' as an admissible premise from him requires that she be in a position to acquire from him sufficient epistemic assertibility (as well as sufficient rational assertibility). If she does acquire 'p' (which is, in our case: The bank is open on Saturday) as an admissible premise, an obvious impending practical inference would lead her to his preferred action in the first stage of our bank case above which is to delay the deposit to Saturday. Hence the husband's assertion of 'I know that the bank is open on Saturday', in the first stage, has been rationally assertible by him -- it can be taken by him at the time to be sufficiently likely to promote his intermediate goal at that stage.44
    We now move to the second stage: We assume, in the variation of the original case analyzed here, that his assertion at the first stage has been successful, and his wife consequently is inclined to delay the deposit, in accordance with his preferred action at the first stage. But in view of the information she has provided during the second stage, the husband now changes his preferred action: He now deems the action of depositing now as his preferred action. But now he needs to sway her away from his previous preferred action (i.e., to delay the deposit) to his present preferred action – namely, to deposit now. By asserting 'Well, then I don't know that the bank is open on Saturday', he now undermines the employment of 'The bank is open on Saturday' as an admissible premise (by her), thereby attempting now to steer her away from running through the practical inference that he has steered her towards in the first stage (leading to his previous preferred action), thereby signaling that he changed his preferred action, and now is steering her away from the practical inference that he, in the first stage, has steered her towards. (And indeed, assertoric denials of knowledge ascriptions do have, as here, the role of steering the hearer away from the impending practical inference; see below, section 5.) Such a denial of the knowledge ascription serves the complementary steering role of knowledge by undermining the use of 'p' as an admissible premise in an impending practical inference: The speaker (the husband, in our case) thereby throws his weight against the overall assertibility (i.e., assertibility simpliciter) of the premise-candidate 'The bank is open on Saturday', thereby undermining its employment  as an admissible premise (by her) in the above impending inference, thereby undermining the basis for her preference to delay the deposit, which is likely to have the expected effect of changing her preferred action now to his preferred action now, namely, to deposit now.45 

   Hence the husband's assertion of 'I know that the bank is open on Saturday', in the first stage, is rationally assertible by him at that stage,46 and is employed in a way that exhibits the employment of the steering role of knowledge on his part. In the second stage, the husband's assertion of 'I then don't know that the bank is open on Saturday' is at that point rationally assertible by him (since he changed his preferred action). In the second stage, the rational assertibility of his denial of the self knowledge-ascription dominates its overall assertibility, as well as the communicative content of his assertion, which is implicitly gauged by competent hearers in such a deliberative setup.47
   This is a purely pragmatic explanation of the bank example.48 Proposing an adequate pragmatic explanation of an obviously pragmatic case49 obviates the need to resort to the harsh move of embarking on a semantically targeted pragmatic account of knowledge – the urge to adopt pragmatic features as constituents in the truth-conditions of knowledge-ascriptions (as in Epistemic Contextualism and SSI). Such an account as the one presented here, therefore, I argue, undermines the need for as well as the viability of Epistemic Contextualism,50 SSI, and other pragmatic accounts of knowledge.

Section 5: Pro and con steering role, and two types of retractions                 The above account of the steering role characterizes the pragmatic role of the use of 'know', but is not limited to it. This pragmatic role characterizes a variety of locutions and modes of speech, and comes in different degrees (that can be enhanced by intentional stress) and directionality. In particular, in deliberational contexts the very assertoric construction comes equipped with its own steering role, as in the simple assertion 'The bank is open on Saturday'. Adding the prefix 'I know that …' provides an extra degree of steering thrust in the same direction – the direction of steering the hearer towards the action specified by the conclusion of the impending practical inference. Other locutions also have the steering role with the same directionality though with various degrees – locutions such as 'I am sure that', 'It's a fact that', etc. Yet other locutions have a steering thrust in the opposite direction – steering the subject away from the impending practical inference, by urging him to consider an incompatible alternative to a premise he has used, or is prone to use, as an admissible premise, and weakening or undermining the assertibility status of that premise, and thus its counting as admissible, and thereby the thrust leading to the action specified in the conclusion of the impending practical inference. The most important of locutions of this sort is the negation of a self knowledge-ascription in the present tense – such as 'I don't know that the bank is open on Saturday'. The pragmatic impact is that of steering the subject away from the practical inference that employs the statement in question (i.e., the bank is open on Saturday), by suggesting, or urging, that it doesn't have the status of assertibility requisite for counting as an admissible premise. Thereby, the subject is steered away from the action which figures in the conclusion of the impending practical inference. This is indeed the steering thrust employed by the husband's denial of the knowledge ascription in question in the second stage of the bank case: It is used by him to steer his wife away from the practical inference he has previously employed, and thereby away from the action it leads to – to Delay the Deposit, and thereby towards the opposite action – to Deposit Now. I do not have here the space to elaborate on the way different constructions exhibit the two directions of the steering thrusts – the pro direction, towards a certain action, as in employing the assertoric mode and the 'I know that' prefix, and the con direction -- away from that action, which is characteristic of the negation of a self knowledge-ascription – 'I then don't know that the bank is open on Saturday', but also of other locutions, the most important one being the pragmatic role of 'might', as in: It might be that not the bank is not open on Saturday.51 
     An important distinction between two types of retractions needs to be made. The pragmatic account provided here is designed to handle pragmatic retractions: These are retractions prompted by an epistemic input that raises pragmatic/practical52 issues such as pointing to the importance of the proposition/utterance in question (e.g., 'The bank is open on Saturday') or the stakes associated with it. Contrast pure pragmatic inputs with pure epistemic inputs, such as factual information relevant to the epistemic status of the proposition/utterance in question, or the raising of relevant error possibilities, but with no pragmatic effect. These two pure types of inputs give rise to pure forms of pragmatic retractions, on the one hand, and epistemic retractions, on the other – retractions undertaken in response to, or in view of, them. Of course, inputs can be mixed, both pragmatic and epistemic, thereby giving rise to a mixed form of retraction. A major thrust of the pragmatic account offered here is to highlight the pure pragmatic form of retraction and offer a full account of it. I have therefore avoided here almost entirely allusion to epistemic inputs.53 I have not attempted to deal here with the phenomenon of epistemic retractions. This phenomenon calls for an epistemic treatment, for the use of epistemic and semantic features of 'know', and is characteristic of skeptical inputs, whether soft (such as the zebra case) or hard core (such as with BIVs).54 Of course, mixed inputs give rise to retractions which are partly epistemic and partly pragmatic. It is my contention that it's a fundamental mistake to conflate the two and aim for a simple account of these two very different types of phenomena, which occupy different places in our conceptual space – pragmatic and epistemic. Epistemic Contextualism and Relativism have attempted such ambitious unified accounts of what I claim are disparate and very distinct phenomena, of different kinds. In this paper I offer an account of pure pragmatic retractions. If the retraction is prompted by an input which is primarily pragmatic, where the epistemic contribution is not substantive (e.g., one where its sole use would not prompt retraction but rather steadfast resistance to the skeptical input), the example can be treated as essentially pragmatic. 

Section 6: Does the husband lie? Is he misleading?                      In conclusion, let me briefly address the issue of the seemingly contradictory status of the two assertions of the husband in the two stages (viz., his assertions of 'I know that the bank is open on Saturday' in the first stage, and of 'I don't then know that the bank is open on Saturday' in the second stage). On the surface, one wonders why the husband doesn't sound inconsistent, given his two assertions that seem contradictory, or inappropriately changing his mind without any relevant evidence, or why he can't be charged to be lying (in the second assertion), or to be at least highly and inappropriately misleading. 

    The answer to these charges covers distinct angles. The husband did indeed change his mind – but the primary change on his part was changing his preferred action. He signaled to his wife that the prominent thrust of his second assertion was pragmatic, action directed, which she could, and presumably did, sense: The conversation was predominantly one of a joint deliberation: He conveyed to her that the prominent thrust of his assertion was the action-directed thrust rather than the semantic thrust. As a linguistically and socially competent conversational participant, the wife could be expected to gauge the predominant thrust of her husband assertions. In so conveying to her that his main assertoric thrust was action-directed, the husband's second assertion was accordingly not misleading. In view of that, he wasn't inconsistent: He indeed changed his mind, but primarily about his preferred action, which is what he conveyed by his second assertion: While both his assertions had an action-directed thrust, this thrust was especially obvious and predominant in his second assertion – the retracting self knowledge-ascription, which overshadowed and suppressed the semantic content, unlike the 'aligned' dual content – semantic and action-directed – of his assertion in the first stage.55  

    The question regarding whether the husband changed his epistemic position is delicate, and requires distinguishing sub-cases, for which I don't have the space here. In a word, one can distinguish a husband whose confidence level has changed (about the issue of whether Open), in a way that entitled him to stand, epistemically and cognitively, behind his denial of the self knowledge-ascription in term of its having become assertible by him in view of this confidence-level change, even if in fact he knew Open all along – but this need not have been transparent to him.56 Further, I would argue that denying a self knowledge-ascription very often functions as shorthand for a meta-linguistic 'I am not in position to tell whether I know', rather than a commitment to the falsity of the self knowledge-ascription.57 

    The charge that the husband should count as lying cannot, I hold, be sustained, intuitively and, I would argue, substantively. First, lying requires an intention to mislead. Further, in view of the husband's communicated action-directed content, he signaled to his wife that this was the primary thrust of his speech-act -- the action directed thrust, rather than the literal semantic content. Thereby he presented himself in a non-misleading manner. Finally, there is a strong argument to the effect that, in order to lie in asserting that p, the speaker must know that not-p (although this point is controversial). The husband, however, did not know that he did not know that the bank is open on Saturday. For him to possess such embedded knowledge, he must have sufficient awareness of the relevant circumstances. In our case, the husband's evidence regarding Open was based on his having visited the bank on Saturday two weeks earlier: His epistemic position regarding it was at best medium high – not enough to qualify for embedded knowledge ascription. So the charge that he lied should either be dismissed, which is my position, or at least can be considered as inconclusive.58  

Section 7: Does the husband know despite asserting he doesn't know? Is he misleading?       Yet note that this implicit assertoric position doesn't reflect an awareness or sophistication regarding his epistemic position. The husband, like DeRose, Stanley and many others, suffers from cognitive blindness regarding the epistemic component of what he actually asserted, which they all consider (overall) assertible. This is the common human condition – unless and until we gain additional awareness regarding how overall assertibility is superposed out of its components – in our case, epistemic assertibility and rational assertibility. Such awareness requires training, attention, and reflection. This is one goal of this paper. This can plausibly, when the inter-personal circumstances are straightforward (between the two interlocutors – the husband and wife, in our case), be the end of the story, and appropriately so: The couple came to an agreement about their common preferred action. 

    But the husband previously, when having asserted 'I know that the bank is open on Saturday', has thereby implicitly put on the table the simple Practical Inference leading to his previously preferred action – to delay the deposit, by employing the steering role of knowledge (in its explicit form – by the first-person present-tense use of 'I know'). So now, in the second stage, he may feel the need to explain himself and his complete turnaround - his stance reversal regarding the preferred action. Let us consider a couple of such potential venues.59 

    If it is a simple-minded husband, he would not be in a position to articulate a well-reasoned response60 to the effect of: Given the high risk, my implicit resort to a simple Practical Inference has been inappropriate. I should move to a more sophisticated Practical Reasoning such as: In view of the risk, we shouldn't take the chance of the bank's being closed on Saturday. And perhaps adding: My confidence in the bank's being open on Saturday is not commensurable to the high risk. But such a response no longer fits a purely qualitative simple Practical Inference, and may not be available to him, nor conveyable to his wife.61  Another option is that the husband could withdraw his previous assertion explicitly, thereby making the reversal of his position regarding his preferred action more palatable, by saying: Well, in view of what you have just reminded me of, I am no longer in a position to assert what I have (namely, that I know that the bank is open on Saturday). This is an explicit retraction of his previous assertion.62  But this is a meta-linguistic retraction: By itself, it leaves quite a bit to be guessed about how he takes his new epistemic position, since overall assertibility covers more than just epistemic assertibility, and taking himself now to lack overall assertibility may allow for various combinations regarding possessing or not possessing epistemic assertibility and rational assertibility. Of course, the context may allow us to make inferences regarding how he may have updated his epistemic position, if at all.63  But all he says is that his previous assertion, which he has presumably taken to be assertible by him previously, is no longer assertible by him now. This can be rationally explained as implicitly or explicitly recognizing that it is the operative rational constraints that require reversing his preferred action: Previously, on this line, his operative rational thrust has pressed against depositing now, but at present, given the new information, it is oriented in favor of depositing now. 

   Yet even such an implicit recognition may require either high sophistication or acquaintance with the position advanced in this paper. Such a meta-linguistic reversal is entirely appropriate, but may not be available in a simple-minded colloquial setting – especially to a simple-minded speaker. In such a case, either a formulation such as above resorting to a more sophisticated Practical Reasoning (rather than the simplistic Practical Inference constraints), or else an explicit reversal of the self knowledge-ascription, may remain what's available to a simple-minded husband in a simple-minded colloquial setting – especially under time or conversational constraints: In such a setting, his present outright denial of the self knowledge-ascription is a way of performing the pragmatic move of removing from the table the Practical Inference he has put on the table in the first stage, namely, a Practical Inference along the lines of moving from 'I know that the bank is open on Saturday' to 'So let's delay the deposit'. By denying the premise, he now undercuts the viability of this Practical Inference in the circumstances,64 thereby signaling that he no longer stands behind his previously preferred action, without having to say so explicitly. He thereby alludes to the Steering Role of 'Know' – by denying the premise, he undercuts the viability of the above Practical Inference, and thus withdraws, and even reverses, the force of the Steering Role of 'Know' he has previously employed: In the first stage, by asserting 'I know that the bank is open on Saturday', he has employed the Steering Role of 'Know' to press for his previous preferred action. The impact of such a negation of the knowledge ascription is that of a con steering role – steering one's audience away from the impending practical inference, as opposed to the pro steering role, characteristic of asserting an embedded self knowledge-ascription in the present tense (see section 3 above). Of course, by making the above meta-linguistic assertion he would yield an effect in the same direction (though with a lesser impact). 

   In the previous section, I have explained why the husband doesn't count as lying in asserting the denial of the self knowledge-ascription in the second stage. Yet, even if he doesn't count as lying, the charge could be made that he is misleading in asserting that he didn't know that the bank is open on Saturday while in fact knowing it (if we assume, as we do now, that he did know).65 I don't have the space to discuss this point in detail, but the brunt of the response is: The communicative thrust of the husband's denial of the self knowledge-ascription is predominantly rational/instrumental – pragmatic and not semantic. Competent speakers in cases of this sort (such as his wife) would be in a position to gauge that the semantic content is marginalized or outright suppressed. Hence the husband doesn't mislead. 

   A full development of this point would require developing the perspective on which different operative norms not only project their corresponding sub-types of assertibility (such as semantic/epistemic assertibility, rational/instrumental assertibility, etc.), but also project corresponding contents – semantic/epistemic content, rational/instrumental (or pragmatic)66 content, etc. The meaning of an assertion on a given occasion consists of the manifold of its component contents, projected by the operative norms on that occasion. A given assertion would in general have multiple component contents, or profiles.

    On a given occasion, such (sub-)contents (projected by operative norms) may have different degrees of prominence, reflecting the different strength or thrusts of the operative norms that they are projected by. Recall how different sub-types of assertibility superimpose on a given occasion (of utterance) to yield overall assertibility (see section 3 above). Analogously, different content profiles may be on a given occasion more or less prominent. Competent speakers as well as hearers gauge such different degrees of prominence: Speakers may employ them in order to convey assertoric content with different relative degrees of (relative) prominence of its components profiles – the various sub-contents projected by the operative norms. In our case, accordingly, with the husband's denial of the self knowledge-ascription in the second stage, the rational/instrumental norm is very prominent, whereas the semantic/epistemic norm is relatively suppressed. The husband communicates in his assertion a communicated (overall) content that reflects the prominence of the rational sub-content (or profile) and the suppressed state of the semantic sub-content (or profile). A competent hearer would gauge that the communicated content is predominantly rational – that in it, the rational content is predominant, and the semantic content is suppressed. As such, the hearer's assessment and processing of the husband's assertion would be in kind – with little, if any, significance or attention assigned to the semantic content of the husband's assertion. To forgo niceties, the wife would gauge that the husband's self knowledge-ascription has a predominant rational communicated content, and would assess it as such. With little if any communicated semantic content, the truth-value of the husband's assertion, associated with its suppressed semantic content, is hardly an operative feature of the communicated content of his assertion. Consequently, even though the truth-value of the husband's assertion is false, it reflects a suppressed semantic content, and is hardly (if at all) part of its communicated content, which is gauged as such by competent speakers and hearers alike. Hence, the husband didn't mislead in making his (false) assertion of the denial of his self knowledge-ascription.67
   In closing this topic, there are two other factors that may be at play: First, as noted, the self knowledge-ascription denial in the second stage – i.e.: I then don't know that the bank is open on Saturday – can be considered as a colloquial shortcut for the cumbersome, sophisticated meta-linguistic 'I am then no longer in a position to assert what I have'. This self knowledge-ascription denial may well figure as a colloquial shortcut to speakers in a position to understand, to a sufficient extent, what it is a shortcut for. Other speakers may be taken to sense68 an appropriate meta-linguistic reversal (i.e., regarding what has been asserted previously) without being able to articulate it. But such a construal would hardly be applicable to very inarticulate speakers.

    Another possible phenomenon at play may be that the husband is pondering and deliberating, and by denying the self knowledge-ascription he steers himself towards his new present preferred action, rather than steering his wife (who has, in the original example, insinuated she needs no such steering). Namely, in sensing that an action reversal on his part is called for in view of the new information, he attempts to steer himself towards it. Given the Practical Inference he employed before, a natural move for him to reverse a course of action is to retract from embarking on that Practical Inference. In realizing now that the preferred action should be to deposit now, but in view of the implicit Practical Inference he has employed before, he strives to rectify and explain (even to himself) his seeming inconsistency in his preferred action reversal by dismissing that Practical Inference (the one that pointed for delaying the deposit), and he does so by denying knowledge that the bank is open on Saturday, thereby undermining that Practical Inference. Thereby, he still resorts to the Steering Role of Knowledge: By so denying, he undermines his previous employment of the Steering Role of Knowledge to embark on that Practical Inference. Once he reversed positions regarding his preferred action, he attempts to straighten out his logical standing by reversing his self knowledge-ascription, which in turn facilitates his coherently sticking to his new preferred action. This is a pragmatic move which resorts to the Steering Role of Knowledge: By denying the self knowledge-ascription, he pulls the carpet from under his previous resort to the above Practical Inference. 
Section 8: The methodology of semantic intuitions             So in summary, let us review some features of the case, now illuminated by the above account. The main striking feature of the two stages of the case is that the subject is in exactly the same epistemic position vis-à-vis 'The bank is open on Saturday'.69 Yet it has been widely regarded70  that we do have the strong intuition that the husband's assertions in both stages are true (or intuitively count as true) – that what he has asserted in either stage is intuitively true. I don't deny this intuition.71 But the question arises: Do we always have transparency in semantic intuitions regarding the semantic features they implicate? The point to bear in mind is that even though such an intuition,72  if widely shared, is good evidence (for competent speakers) regarding overall assertibility, there is in general cognitive assertoric blindness about whether the speaker has epistemic assertibility (blindness by the speaker as well as by the audience).  Yet one must be careful: even epistemic assertibility is not conclusive evidence for truth: strong evidence that the speaker possesses (and accesses) indeed yields epistemic assertibility, but such evidence and such epistemic assertibility are consistent with lack of truth: Leaving aside mishaps in epistemic updating, the most that strong evidence can yield is high epistemic probability; but this is consistent with falsehood, which may reflect the improbable but widely present cases of high probability cases which end up not materializing, simpliciter or following improbable circumstances later on (when knowledge of the future is concerned). My main point is that the theoretical framework I have provided, focusing on the various types of norms being in an inter-play among themselves in particular cases, explains why in such cases such semantic intuitions can't be always trusted as semantically transparent – even if they may be trusted regarding the sense of being assertible (i.e., as overall assertible): Even if they may constitute prima facie evidence in favor of a semantic conclusion – i.e., that what the husband asserted is true, they are not conclusive evidence for that, and may not even be strong evidence for that. Their failure to be so is grounded in systematic ways regarding when semantic intuitions adequately reflect semantic features. Such intuitions need not be trusted as semantic evidence – as evidence for semantic features. As should by now be obvious, this can happen when there are other norms operating in the opposite direction to the direction of epistemic/semantic norms, such as rational norms, which may override the semantic norms. To perform the inferential move I have alluded to --- from having a strong semantic intuition to the corresponding semantic judgment (with the same content) – is what I consider to be a fallacy, reflecting a systematic type of fallacies or a systematic bias, the contours of which I try to specify here and elsewhere.73 

   Thus, whereas assertibility intuitions can by-and-large be trusted (by competent speakers in normal circumstances), semantic intuitions need not: they require circumscribed circumstances for them to reflect the semantic features they purport to reflect. Roughly and partially, this is so since norms other than semantic and epistemic norms (such as rational norms) may be operative in specific conversational setups or other circumstances,74 and they may undermine or over-rule the semantic norms. In such cases, we may well have the intuition that the assertion under consideration is assertible by the speaker, who may be an actor in the example, or even by us. Such an assertibility intuition underpins, I suggest, in such cases, the intuition that what we say (or are willing to say) is true. But whereas the former intuition, regarding the assertibility of what has been asserted, may very well be conclusive, in such cases the corresponding semantic intuition may very well be mistaken, unreliable, and should not be trusted – without impugning thereby the fact that we may well have this semantic intuition. It is important thus to differentiate between assertibility intuitions and semantic intuitions, and to understand that their epistemic status need not sway together given the same evidence. Assertibility intuitions may well lead to the intuition that what was asserted is true. But intuitions are experiences, and as mental experiences they may well be there. The crucial move is to conclude from having an intuition that what was asserted is true that indeed it is true – to be caught in the trap of uncritically relying on semantic intuitions as conclusive evidence for semantic features they purport to reflect. 

   This is a major lesson regarding the posture that we, as philosophers and linguists, have often adopted to the effect intuitions regarding what is true can be trusted at face value.75 A main lesson that needs to be born in mind from the above considerations is that, when normative forces other than semantic and epistemic ones are at play, our semantic intuitions -- intuitions about what is true (or counts as true) may well be misleading. We normally just don't have access into the types of norms at play in a given case.76  We may more readily, or with some reflection, be aware that, e.g., rational norms are operative vis-à-vis the speaker. But it takes significant awakening and awareness to realize that they may well be operative also on us, the remote audience, who are not part of the conversational context. Elsewhere I develop this point about the role of the audience much further, providing stronger evidence for this thesis of the unreliability of non-scrutinized semantic intuitions.77  In a nutshell, though, we, the remote audience, are also subjects to similar rational forces as are the actors in the case. But – and this is a major claim that I cannot elaborate on in this paper -- we operate in a particular and different way vis-à-vis such forces – different from the way that actors play (such as speakers in an example). We are, however, entirely unaware of the specific role we play, a role which in turn twists our semantic intuitions and blinds us regarding the semantic reliability of what we take to be intuitively true, as reflected in what we are willing to assert in such cases. This is a systematic form of semantic blindness regarding semantic intuitions.   
    Note that throughout the paper I have not (except when explicitly specified) taken a position about whether in fact the bank is open on Saturday – whether this statement is true,78 and thus not whether in fact the husband knew it, nor was being specific in this respect necessary for the account of the case provided here: That it wasn't constitutes major evidence for the fact that the pragmatic account I have offered doesn't avail itself to features of the semantics of knowledge ascriptions (such as the truth of the content clause): The pragmatic account offered here requires neither the information about whether it is true that the bank is open on Saturday, and consequently nor the information as to whether what the husband asserted in the first stage, and has denied in the second stage, is true.79  However, given the evidence the husband has provided, and even assuming – which we haven't in this paper – that there is no contravening evidence​, and thus that the evidence available at the time, and even later evidence (not yet available to him at the time), support the content of the husband's statement in the first stage, we may conclude that the husband's evidence suffices to put him in a pretty good epistemic position of supporting the content of his self knowledge-ascription in the first stage.80  Yet of course even this is not sufficient for the conclusion that in fact he knew that the bank is open on Saturday, since some unlikely twist of events (e.g., since his last visit to the bank) might have rendered this statement false despite his pretty good epistemic position81 on the matter -- e.g., an unexpected official decision (perhaps hysteric) by the bank's management, say earlier that Friday, or sometime before, to close the bank on Saturday (e.g., due to a legal review that opening it is illegal). So the example can be filled up so as to further secure the husband with a good epistemic position, and even with a very strong epistemic position on the matter – considerably stronger than he has in the example, but without securing that he has known that the bank is open on Saturday, since such a very strong epistemic position is consistent with this statement of the content clause of his self knowledge-ascription being false.82  The example, as originally stated (as well as here), remains uncommitted on this matter, and so the intuitions invoked by the supporters of Epistemic Contextualism and SSI to the effect that the husband's assertion in the first stage is intuitively true are not secured by the example itself; yet the example can be filled up so that these intuitions would be. This by itself is strong evidence how strong semantic intuitions can lead astray if the practice of what I have called the Quick Jump is pursued: It indicates that the intuition that the assertion was true is generated by its strong assertibility rather than by a robust truth value. Indeed, there is a strong intuition that what the husband asserted in both stages is true – but since the example is consistent with the possibility that the content clause is false, moving inferentially from the robust assertoric semantic intuition (i.e., the intuition that the husband's assertion was true) to the semantic judgment is fallacious, since the intuition may be misleading and false: semantic intuitions need not be reliable.83  Note:  having a semantic intuition is an experience by an intuiting subject; that the subject has that experience is highly reliable – but this is a different matter from whether the intuition was in fact correct.

    So, assuming that in fact the bank is open on Saturday, and moreover, that there are no surreptitious evidential twists regarding the husband's evidential position on the subject, it may well be the case that the husband does know in both stages, on my view, that the bank is open on Saturday. One may well pursue my line of argument in this paper on this assumption. On this (and the assumptions regarding the circumstances being epistemically conducive), indeed, on my view, the husband has known in the first stage that the bank is open on Saturday, and he even does know it in the second stage – despite his explicit denial, and despite this denial's being intuitively true. Yet it may be that the husband's assertion in the example be intuitively true – but in fact false, in an appropriate supplementation of the original example (or the version provided here).84 The semantic intuition here, I claim, is unreliable, and the inference from having that semantic intuition to the corresponding semantic judgment is fallible: It's not that we don't have that intuition, but the content of that intuition may be false. So in the example as supplemented here, the husband does know that the bank is open on Saturday all along – and thus the intuition that the husband doesn't know the bank is open on Saturday in the second stage is false. 

   This strong conclusion highlights the inherent fragility of the inference from our intuition that in the original example, as provided, the husband's assertion in the first stage (that he has known that bank is open on Saturday) is true to the conclusion – our judgment – that in fact it is true, and thus that its content clause (that the bank is open on Saturday) is true. To make this transition is to fall into the trap of employing the Quick Jump. If we assume that the bank indeed is open on Saturday, plus the assumption that the circumstances indeed were conducive to the husband's epistemic position, our semantic intuition in the first case would not be misleading: The husband then indeed has known that the bank is open on Saturday. Yet the crucial point in the example concerns the force of the strong intuition that his assertion in the second stage – his denial of the self knowledge-ascription – is true. Making the assumption that the bank is indeed open on Saturday – as we have now -- weakens the force of the Quick Jump. The thrust of my argument is that even without making this assumption (that strengthens my case for the unreliability of semantic intuitions in such cases), the semantic intuition in this case (that the husband's assertions are true) is still unreliable, and the Quick Jump from it is invalid. Indeed, the force of rational norms can be very strong indeed – enough to overrule an otherwise strong thrust of epistemic/semantic norms (regarding the husband's assertion in second stage of the example), which is even stronger under the modified version (with the assumptions of stronger evidence by the husband and that in fact the bank is open on Saturday). 

    So even if we grant that the denial of the knowledge ascription by the husband (in the second stage) is indeed assertible by us,85  we must beware here the trap of semantic naïveté  – the position that strong intuitions regarding semantic values (what is true, what is false), and specifically vis-à-vis assertions,86 suffice to settle what these truth-values are. Being subject to semantic naïveté is to sign on to what I have called 'The Quick Jump' – from what is intuitively assertible, or even from the intuition that the assertion (or utterance) is true, to the conclusion – the judgment -- that it is true.87 

    But the Quick Jump inference may well be invalid: semantic intuitions may be wrong. The inference is from a semantic intuition (that 'p' is intuitively true) to a semantic judgment, or to a purported semantic fact (that 'p' is true). The semantic intuition may be strong, but the reflected semantic feature may not be there – the semantic judgment may not be true. That is, it may well be that there is a semantic intuition that a certain assertion (or utterance) is true, and even a robust intuition to this effect, while the conclusion that the assertion is true may be false, and then the semantic intuition is wrong: The assertion (or utterance) are not true. It is of central importance to recognize that semantic intuitions are defeasible, and not just marginally but in a fairly massive way, and are systematically unreliable in specified domains, which I specify partly here and partly elsewhere.88  Semantic blindness leads to semantic naïveté: When rational norms overwhelm semantic/epistemic norms (as in the case under discussion), we may still have the intuition that what has been asserted is true, even though its assertibility is driven by rational norms. 

   So my main claim is much more radical than the case involving our intuition that what has been asserted by an actor in the case has been assertible (by him): It is that even when we have a strong – and even warranted – intuition that the assertion is true, reflected by our willingness to assert it ourselves, it is consistent with its being false not just by very unusual fortuitous turns of events unspecified in the example, but due to the norms at play in the conversational setting, which may secure (or undermine) the assertibility of the knowledge ascription or its denial, and even of the content clause, and by us.  As I have tried to emphasize, when normative forces other than semantic and epistemic are at play, such as rational (or ethical) normative forces, our intuitions regarding what is true, and specifically regarding knowledge ascriptions and their denials, even when strong, may be misleading and wrong. This is since we, the remote audience, in such cases, are also subject to rational (or ethical) normative forces as are the conversational participants in the example (though in a very different way),89 without being aware of it (it's easier to observe that in many cases the conversational participants are subject to such forces). 

   It is therefore important to realize that in such cases we don't function as neutral semantic intuitions-providers – as merely competent speakers whose candid intuitive output mirrors their semantic competence: as providing semantic data. Rather, our intuitive responses or intuitive assertions reflect also other norms whose being operative is disruptive to our responses being strongly indicative of semantic features: We too, like the actors in the example, in some such cases, are subject to the such distortive normative forces. Elsewhere I argue and make the case that, in such examples, we, the audience, play a special role: the role of rational advisors to the (joint) decision, although we have no introspective access whatsoever regarding our playing this role. (This point requires elaboration and argumentation, which is obviously beyond the scope of this paper.)90 

   So even though we do, as audience, have the intuition that what the husband has asserted in the second stage – namely, the he doesn't know that the bank is open on Saturday – is true, having this genuine and even strong intuition is entirely consistent with this negation of the knowledge ascription being false: Our semantic intuitions are not conclusive regarding the semantic feature in question. They are defeasible – and not just by facts we may not be aware of, but, which is our concern here, by contravening normative pressures on the speaker/actor as well as on us. The rational norms in this case can plausibly be taken to be sufficiently strong to override epistemic grounds. 

   Furthermore, we may well retain this intuition even if it is explicitly provided in the example -- to us, the audience –that in fact the bank is open on Saturday (while it's not also provided to the husband). (Here I revert back to DeRose's original example regarding the risk – the risk is high: The couple may well lose their house if they fail to deposit in time.)  We can then consider his knowledge denial assertible by him, and even by us: We may say: Well, he doesn't know the bank is open on Saturday. The same can hold in view of the strong force of rational norms in various other deliberative cases with high risks (or high potential gains) regarding the denials of knowledge ascriptions: That we are familiar with the truth of the content clause might boost assertibility of corresponding knowledge ascriptions or simple assertions with otherwise insufficient epistemic assertibility,91  and the rational pressure might be strong enough to overrule explicit specification to the contrary regarding the truth value of content clause in a case of a denial of a knowledge ascription. This is so since our intuitions in such cases that a knowledge ascription (or its negation) is true, which may well reflect our willingness to make the assertion in question ourselves (namely, asserting or denying the knowledge ascription), are driven by distorting normative forces, although we have little if any direct awareness of it.92 Third, the recognition of the defeasibility and systematically misleading character of semantic and assertoric intuitions when other normative factors are at play – such as rational norms, in our case. And finally, that a satisfactory purely pragmatic explanation of this example, as presented here, allocates assertoric and semantic intuitions their proper weight. But the evidential force of such intuitions vis-à-vis the corresponding semantic features is sometimes limited and sometimes even suppressed and overridden, when the corresponding semantic features are the semantic targets -- the purported facts that these intuitions purport to establish. Therefore, such intuitions do not impinge on the semantic autonomy of knowledge, or knowledge ascriptions: The semantics of knowledge ascriptions, when free of pragmatic features of the above sort, is viable despite this family of examples, which have been presented as evidence to the contrary. 

   So, to sum up: I am granting here that DeRose is right when he claims that the husband's assertions in both cases count as intuitively true, or, as Stanley claims, that they are intuitively right or even true. A main lesson of the above analysis is that we, as philosophers and linguists, must abandon the semantic naïveté that drives us to make what I have called the 'Quick Jump' – from registering the mere intuition that certain utterances or assertions are true (or false, in cases without known distorting Gricean phenomena) directly to the conclusion, or the judgment, that they are true. This direct jump is a methodological trap, presupposing that semantic intuitions are not defeasible, and disregarding that various semantic intuitions may be undermined from qualifying as bona fide, let alone conclusive, semantic evidence: We must be on the watch to detect such cases – cases that are marked by the presence of distorting normative forces (such as rational or ethical norms).

   In conclusion, the main lessons of these examples are: First, that sufficiently strong rational assertibility can override epistemic assertibility. Second, that we must amend our remise methodological conduct in having succumbed to the Quick Jump – in considering assertoric intuitions and semantic intuitions if they are strong as conclusively establishing (or something close to it) that the intuitive (or intuitively true) assertions or utterances are true.93
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                                         NOTES

1. At least insofar as it hinges on instrumental features such as stakes and importance, traditionally considered pragmatic, and as it figures in the family of examples that will be our main interest in this paper, such as the DeRose's bank example or Cohen's airport example, which clearly invoke pragmatic features, such as the above. I will not, in this paper, attempt to clarify or shed light on the pragmatic/semantic distinction, but lean on how these notions have been employed and sensed in the literature. Clearly, a robust anchor for semantics is its concern with truth conditions, whereas pragmatic linguistic elements were often taken to do work other than that. The characterization as pragmatic also looms large in the school of Pragmatism (distinct from Pragmatics), and is associated with being practical, and invoking interests, which the notion of stakes evokes as well. 

2. I will engage little here with Stanley's conception of the metaphysics of Knowledge, and focus on the truth conditions of knowledge ascriptions. By another term I coined for semantically oriented pragmatic account of knowledge, viz., approaches flaunting (what I consider) pragmatic contamination of knowledge, which obviously reflects my stance and orientation, I also try to cover both epistemic contextualism and SSI (and others), at the price of consciously ignoring their major differences – e.g., the exclusive involvement with knowledge ascriptions by epistemic contextualism (and its concern with skepticism) vs. the preoccupation with the metaphysics of Knowledge by Stanley. Another term that can be used to cover this family of approaches is the more neutral Pragmatically Colored Conceptions of Knowledge (while allowing for knowledge ascriptions instead of Knowledge). Similarly, when addressing both these positions, I sometime play fast-and-loose in addressing Knowledge, where the epistemic contextualist should be considered as addressing knowledge ascriptions. Likewise, the term 'semantically oriented pragmatic accounts of knowledge' is not an accurate depiction of Stanley's approach, which focuses on the metaphysics of Knowledge and only then on the semantics of knowledge ascriptions. I have not been able to come up with better terms that cover the family of such positions and do more justice to them all. See Stanley (2005). For precursors of this position, see Hawthorne (2004) and Weatherson (2005). Hawthorne and Stanley employ the term 'practical'. In order to have a unified terminology and avoid cumbersome locutions, I treat the 'practical' features such as stakes as associated with the pragmatic aspects of the context, which I construe as a part of rational/instrumental features; see below. 
3. The knowledge ascriptions in question may be made by a figure in the example, or when an example or an actual case in point are presented, by a respondent, prompted for her intuition.

    Jeremy Fantl and Matthew McGrath (in their Knowledge in an Uncertain World, Oxford University Press, 2009) seem closer to the Pragmatic Encroachment position. Brian Weatherson advocated pragmatic encroachment of Belief; see, e.g., his "Knowledge, Bets and Interests", in Knowledge Ascriptions, edited by Jessica Brown and Mikkel Gerken, OUP, 2012, pp 75-103. 

   Contextualism has had as a major goal a treatment of skepticism, which is outside the scope of this paper, and thus was not motivated only by the examples in question. So a fair comparison between the account offered here and contextualism would require either undermining the contextualist treatment or offering a better account. For an invariantist treatment of soft skepticism that I offered, see "From Knowledge as Indicativity to Perceptual Invariantism" (under review); for an invariantist treatment of hard-core skepticism, see my "Knowledge as Indicativity and Hard-Core Skepticism" (manuscript). Stanley in recent years backed away from exclusively relying on intuitions of bank-type examples as the main basis for his position, and has been after more theoretical considerations, which he thinks can be found in principles such as adequate Knowledge-Action principle. The aim of this paper is to offer an alternative, purely pragmatic, account of knowledge that can handle better the prominent examples in the literature that propelled these two positions (though not exclusively).

4. See Keith DeRose, "Assertion, Knowledge, and Context" philosophical Review, 2002; Philosopher’s Annual, vol. 26. DeRose posed it as a challenge for a successful WAM if it is to handle successfully cases such as the bank example. For attempts to use Gricean's maxims for accounting for DeRose's example, which I consider lacking, see Brown (2005), Pritchard (2005b), and Bach (2008). 

5. Such as 'sure'.

6. See my "Saving Pragmatically the Semantic Autonomy of Knowledge Ascriptions"(manuscript). Note that my conception of the steering role is quite general, applicable to various terms and speech acts, with some steering towards an action whereas others steering against it, although in this paper I focus just on the steering role of 'know' and of the assertive speech act. This is an entirely different conception than that of 'epistemic anxiety', which is associated with the felt need to postpone decision and search for further evidence; see Nagel, (2008) and (2010).
7. For a few such counter-examples, see "Counter-examples to Epistemic Contextualism and SSI" (under review), and "Saving Pragmatically the Semantic Autonomy of Knowledge Ascriptions"(manuscript). 

8. Although scientific theories are notoriously often shown to fail, the failures are arguably often in details or aspects, where the replacing theory is quite similar to the failed one – at least in  mature sciences. Note that Knowledge is relative to a domain in an era, as medical cases (e.g., Kripke's) show, but they do not at all establish context-dependence over and above it. Scientific standards change, typically in one direction, and in a very stable way, as a scientific domain makes a major leap, which usually takes a long time. Standards (of a theory) are indeed relative to the theory of the time – but this is a fixed temporal feature, which is not just a contextual feature: For a fixed time, there are no contextual variations flaunting different scientific standards of that sort (for that time).

9. Again, epistemic contextualism also proposes to handle skepticism. As noted, the pragmatic account proposed here does not engage this issue, and I ignore it in this paper. Yet DeRose's treatment of skepticism has been criticized, and I offered my own treatment of soft skepticism, which is extendable to hard-core skepticism, and which is clearly non-contextualist; see "Soft Skepticism and Knowledge as Indicativity". 

10. Of course, in the pertinent respects.

11. The notions of assertibility under consideration throughout, and specifically rational assertibility, are from the actor's perspective, under the information he possesses: This is a notion of internal assertibility. One may resort to a notion of external assertibility, which might take into account facts and chances at the time not accessible to the actor; but I will not resort to this notion throughout this paper. But see my "The Plethora in the Internal/external Divide".

     In this paper I don't address what I consider to be an important cognitive bias that to a significant extent underpins intuitions associated with knowledge ascriptions under risk, and which is distinct from the familiar phenomenon of risk aversion. For a full exposition and the repercussions regarding intuitions associated with knowledge ascriptions, see my "Risk Bias and Knowledge Ascriptions" (manuscript).

12. By 'immediate' I have in mind the predominant phenomenon in which intuitions regarding assertibility (by oneself or by another agent) are not normally arrived at by inquiry or conscious considerations: We have the ability to intuit whether 'p' in a context is or is not assertible by us or by another actor. Such ability is fundamental to our competence as language users and social players.

13. He is in such a position if in fact the bank is open on Saturday – yet the example doesn't specify whether this is the case – it is undetermined here, by merely providing his evidence for it.

14. That is, they play with closed cards: they don't spell out their preferred actions, evidence and rational considerations at each stage.

15. I do not pursue such a formal pragmatics here, but do elsewhere; see "Formal Action-Directed Pragmatics" (draft).

16. Though Stanley recognized the relevance of a deliberational setup, he treats the speaker as if he were a lone deliberator.

17. Such as the truth of the content clause and the subject's epistemic position.

18. Although the term 'pragmatic' is not usually elaborated in such discussions, one may want to, it seems to me, distinguish between pragmatics, as in linguistic pragmatics and pragmatic accounts of knowledge, and classical philosophical pragmatism, the doctrine associated with Pierce, James and Dewey, elements of which seem to surface in the pragmatic accounts of knowledge and/or knowledge ascriptions discussed here, as in the notion of stakes, or importance (consider, in the contextualist approach, the element of importance to the ascriber, which figures in determining the contextual threshold). The paradigms of linguistic pragmatics included, on the one hand, accounts propelled by Grice and others in the same tradition, on which I will not dwell here, as well as pragmatic contextual elements that figure in mainstream semantics, where the contextual elements in general are elements of the circumstances of a speaker (actual or potential) on the occasion of utterance, elements such as time, locale, audience, objects in the speaker's purview, etc. As I see it, the main elements under contention are ones that resort to features associated with classical pragmatism, such as stakes, or importance to an ascriber, or elements of practical importance in the context (Hawthorne), which have been invoked in order to treat the bank example and its kindred, and the move of incorporating them in the semantics of knowledge ascriptions or as constituents of Knowledge, which is novel and in stark contrast to the traditional conception of knowledge. 

   For a fuller account of the Pragmatic Account of Knowledge presented here, see my "A Counter-example to SSI and Contextualism" (PhilPapers, September 1, 2012).

19. An expression used by Stanley.

20. This is DeRose's favorite characterization.

21. Both DeRose and Stanley mentioned the possibility of a purely pragmatic account of such cases, but have not pursued it, and (especially DeRose) have been skeptical about its prospect, and in fact challenged opponents of their accounts to come up with such a purely pragmatic account. 

22. For a treatment of such variations, see the more elaborate (and lengthier) "Saving Pragmatically the Semantic Autonomy of Knowledge Ascriptions (manuscript); for other aspects of this treatment and additional counter-examples, see below, and also my "Another Counter-example to Epistemic Contextualism and Subject-Sensitive Invariantism" (under review). See also my "Rational Assertibility, the Steering Role of Knowledge, and Pragmatic Encroachment", PhilPapers, September 1, 2012.

23. I have argued that Epistemic Contextualism and SSI have been too rash to jump into semantic conclusions regarding truth values on the basis of what seems 'intuitively right' and 'counts as true'. Such a rash jump, I have argued, reflects a general tendency in philosophical analysis to be not sufficiently reflective about the role of various operative norms, which often interact and where sometimes one norm overrides another. The effects of such norms on intuitions call for a more careful systematic approach regarding what counts as evidence for semantic features. One main conclusion of this paper is that the type of examples under consideration here doesn't provide evidence for semantic features of knowledge ascriptions since they can be explained pragmatically without resort to the semantics of knowledge ascriptions. 

24. Covering also norms of taste. Of course, pragmatic norms along the lines of the Gricean tradition have been well attended to. The rational norms I focus on here (see below) are of a different, or at least broader, type. 

25. As well as other types of utterances. 

26. Insufficient weight in either direction yields non-assertibility.

27. The audience plays a vicarious role here (as in many other cases) as a vicarious conversational participant; for greater elaboration, see my "The Audience Role in Seemingly Semantic Intuitions" (manuscript). 

28. Yet a rich terrain for such an approach involves ethical norms, where ethical norms may conflict with norms of other types, or when different ethical norms conflict with each other. For an application of such an approach to the interaction of the semantics of causation with ethical norms, see my "The Pragmatic Role of 'Causing' – Semantics vs. Pragmatics of Causation, and the Trolley and Transplant Cases" (draft).

29. Rational norms as he applies them, which is pretty much as we would.

30. And of course, in such mixed cases the outcome may be neither assertibility of 'p' nor assertibility of its negation. 

31. In the type of cases under consideration, the assertions in question may be ones embedded in the scope of a knowledge operator (such as 'I know that', or 'x knows that'), or be simple – not so embedded. 

32. For a more detailed presentation and argumentation of this point, see my "Semantic Intuitions, Normative Interferences, and the Invalid Semantic Inference", and my "Constraints on the Methodology of Semantic Intuitions" (draft). 

33. Though not exclusively – the considerations specified here apply also to the case of a single (lone) speaker.

34. The differences in intermediate goals in turn often undermine a cooperative setup required by the Gricean framework.

35. Or more generally, linguistically, as is common in more civilized setups.

36. As distinct from action-decision – what joint action to take.

37. Practical inference seems to be empirically highly prevalent in such cases. Maximizing Expected Utility is not a common-sense decision procedure; see Kahaneman and Tversky (1979) for what they consider to be an empirical alternative, adjusting, e.g., for risk aversion.
38. Such assertibility would, in the cases we focus on, involve both epistemic/semantic assertibility as well as rational assertibility.  

39. For details and elaboration, see my "Pragmatic Inconsistencies, Moore's Paradox, and the Knowledge Norm of Assertion" (under review).

40. For further elaboration, see my "Practical Inferences, their Different Types and Domains of Application" (draft).

41. Such a relatively minor change is not in DeRose's original example. I thus explain a slightly beefed up version. DeRose's original version is open to the charge of being under-determined (regarding the wife's position, and to the charge that, under an assumption that she was tilting towards not delaying the deposit, the husband's response is exaggerated and out of line – intuitively overstepping legitimate conversational boundaries at that context, although it serves DeRose's main purpose in providing the example. Yet the slight variation I offer would serve DeRose's purpose just as well, and would be intuitively more plausible, I believe.

42. Stressing the 'know' in 'I know that …' is a way of applying further pressure of this sort in a non-literal way.

43. Assuming that there is sufficient trust, given their marriage, she may also hold him to have her interest in mind, at least sufficiently. 

44. The husband would thus hope (or attempt to promote) that she would consider him a qualified source to acquire overall assertibility from, and presumably also sufficient epistemic assertibility. The mechanism of acquiring epistemic assertibility is akin to that by which a hearer would acquire knowledge from a source. (Note that, roughly, epistemic assertibility as we use the term throughout amounts to the subjection projection of the truth conditions of the pertinent knowledge ascription minus the condition of Truth – i.e., in terms of the information available to the subject at the time and as accessed and processed by him.) 

45. In DeRose original example, a natural interpretation would be that the wife signals by her challenging question in the first stage, viz., 'Do you know that the bank is open on Saturday?' that her preferred action at that point is to deposit now. In repeating that question after providing the information about the mortgage and the deadline and the associated risk, and especially in the form of 'Tell me again: Do you now know that the bank is open on Saturday?', she signals, as I read the example, that her inclination hasn't changed – it remained to deposit now. But under such a construal, I find the husband's response by way of an explicit U-turn, viz., 'I then don't know that the bank is open on Saturday' intuitively implausible, since the conversational and cooperative circumstances don't call for it: Since by now they converge on a preferred course, namely, to deposit now, he need not employ the denial of his knowledge ascription. A simple 'Okay, so let's deposit now' would do for them to cooperate on that action. His explicit denial, on my account, is an uncalled for powerful use of the Steering Role of Knowledge, overriding his epistemic assertibility. Rational overriding of epistemic assertibility would be deemed warranted if the rational stakes call for it; but they don't on DeRose's version, since his preferred action can be accomplished jointly by them with a much milder rejoinder on his part, that doesn't go as far as to assert what overrides what is epistemically assertible to him at this point.  

46. It can be taken by him at the time to be sufficiently likely to promote his intermediate goal.

47. I don't have the space to expand on this claim here. Just as overall assertibility has sub-types of assertibility as constituents which superimpose, so does communicative content, where its constituents such as semantic/epistemic content, rational/instrumental content, ethical content, etc. superimpose. For a more detailed treatment of this point, see my "Action-Directed Pragmatics: Pragmatic and Communicated Contents" (manuscript).

48. This explanation does not resort to semantic features of the knowledge ascription in question. Its application to variants of the original example can be handily provided; for elaboration, see my "The Pragmatic Account of Knowledge, the Examples Stanley Couldn't Handle, and Other Examples". 

49. For elaboration on this pragmatic account offered here, see my "Saving Pragmatically the Semantic Autonomy of Knowledge Ascriptions".

50. Epistemic Contextualism is propelled in part by examples of this sort, but also by arguing that it offers a way of handling skepticism. The consideration of this latter aspect is SSI beyond the scope of this paper; but for an alternative approach for handling Soft Skepticism, see my "Soft Skepticism and Knowledge as Indicativity". If such an approach is successful, it further undermines the appeal of Epistemic Contextualism.

51. I here focus on the pragmatic thrust of 'might not', without commenting on its semantic role, or even whether it has one. For a developed position on that, see my "Epistemic Modals" (distributed manuscript). There is a voluminous literature on epistemic modals, but this subject is not directly within the scope of this paper.  

52. In this paper I treat in the same basket proposal regarding pragmatic aspects such contextual threshold and what has been called 'practical' aspects such as stakes and importance. Since my position regarding them, as displayed here, is the same, there is every reason for treating them as one category. I do not mean to take a position about whether practical issues of such sort should or shouldn't count as linguistically pragmatic, convenient nomenclature notwithstanding. 

53. With the exception of the husband's evidence in the bank example, which can be deleted without much impact on the force of the example – namely, the intuitions generated vis-à-vis his two assertions. 

54. I have offered an epistemic account of soft skepticism and hard-core skepticism relying on my Indicativity account of Knowledge and features of it (such as the threshold of the so-called Contrast Class) (Kvart, 2006); see my "From Knowledge as Indicativity and Soft Skepticism" (under review) and "Knowledge as Indicativity and Hard-Core Skepticism". 
55. For a much fuller development of this proposed action-directed pragmatics, and its associated pragmatic contents, which has the form of a triple <polarity, degree, action> and how such contents combine, see my "Formal Pragmatics of Action-directedness" (manuscript). Of course I don't have the space to elaborate on it further here. 

56. Recall that in this paper I have all along not assumed whether in fact the bank is open on Saturday – unlike DeRose and Stanley who did: Its truth value is crucial for settling the issue of whether to modify the truth conditions for knowledge ascriptions, but not, I claim, for settling whether its assertibility by the husband holds in this second stage – this is a crucial joint where a semantic approach and a pragmatic approach part ways. 

57. For an elaborated account of the various avenues that different types of speakers might be construed as pursuing here, and for elaboration on and arguments for the double-use of asserting the denial of a self knowledge-ascription, see my "Saving Pragmatically the Semantic Autonomy of Knowledge Ascriptions". 

58. Characterizing the precise conditions on lying is a large and controversial issue which I cannot enter here. My brief points here are aimed at least at undermining the viability of the lying charge – at least to the extent that it remains unsettled. For detailed considerations on lying, see Fallis, D (2009), "What is Lying?", J. E. Mahon, (2008), "The Definition of Lying and Deception", and his "Two Definitions of Lying".
59. In less straightforward psychological and inter-personal relations, he may be challenged to do so by his wife.

60. A position which may not find a suitable audience in his wife, if she could not appreciate and even understand the sophistication.

61. A simpler version of such a response may be suitable to a sophisticated audience. The version presented here requires acquaintance with the stance of this paper – obviously something that can't be expected even in generally sophisticated audience.

62. Specifically, that what he has asserted in the first stage is no longer assertible by him now – regardless of his position as to whether it was assertible by him then.

63. Yet, of course, the nature of his use of 'know' may not be transparent to him, nor is it likely to be, and he may misconstrue (from the perspective presented in this paper) his present withdrawal of his previous self knowledge ascription as being of an epistemic sort rather than merely rational one (or at least a mixture of both).

64. Namely, its availability for moving to the conclusion: Just as sound deductive inference must be valid with true premises, the analogue holds for a practical inference.
65. Note that in making this knowledge ascription we, in writing and reading this paper, engage in assessing the case now as a fait accomplish – we aren't anymore engage in it as vicarious audience: The deliberative situation in the case has been terminated: The couple made their decision. So we, as audience, no longer employ the steering role – when the deliberative situation is done and over with, the steering role is off; see my "The Audience Role in Seemingly Semantic Intuitions".

66. The sense of 'pragmatic' I employ here is of course that of rational/instrumental, not be to conflated with the Gricean notion.
67. See note 47 above, and the reference there.
68. Sensing in the sense of having sufficient latent recognition.
69. On the version presented above – without the error-potential remark in DeRose's original example regarding banks' changing opening hours.

70. Even if it requires some mild facilitating moves, such as temporally separating the two stages.

71. I proceed on the basis of this intuition, even though I have made some reservations above.

72. Namely, at the first level, regarding the assertion being intuitive, and then, which is a delicate transition, the intuition that the assertion is true

73. See "The Audience Role in Seemingly Semantic Intuitions".

74. Even private deliberative monologues.

75. At least so long as Gricean phenomena or the like are not at play.

76. Of course, we can be trained to have it, at least often enough.

77. See "The Audience Role in Seemingly Semantic Intuitions".

78. That is: The example as I have presented it was uncommitted in this respect, and I take DeRose's example by itself to lack specificity to this effect. 83. This evaluation can be read in more than one way: one is that his self knowledge assertion is true, and another is that a statement to the same effect, but put in the third person, is true. I hold that, with an innocent supplementation of the case, the latter holds though the former does not. I will not dwell on this contention here, since it's not germane to our concern in this paper. But note that self-ascription of 'I know that p' requires, by an adequate knowledge norm of assertion, that the husband be in a position to take himself to know 'I know that p' – and this doesn't hold in the implicit version of the example.

79. Yet recall that in the version provided here, we strengthened his evidence beyond what DeRose has provided: From being in the bank on Saturday two weeks earlier to one week. I assume that this can be construed as strengthening his epistemic position from medium-high to pretty high.

80. Internally conceived – the example doesn't fill up information needed to fully determine his full-fledged epistemic position – e.g., the presence of defeaters (prior to, or at the time).

81. E.g., if the husband has talked to the bank manager the day before and verified this information, but that by a very unlikely twist of events, the bank management has unexpectedly decided to change the policy earlier that morning, without informing the bank manager.

82. I ignore here potential scenarios regarding the token case that is more poignant to the couple's decision – the token case of whether the bank is open tomorrow: It may be open on Saturday – which is a type case, involving bank policy -- but not tomorrow: This can happen if, e.g., the bank is open on Saturday but tomorrow there is going to be a strike, flood, fire, major accident, national holiday, etc., which would subvert the bank's being open tomorrow despite its being open on Saturday.

83. Suppose the example relates an actual case – not a hypothetical one, that it is undetermined regarding the fact – as in the original example and the version here, but that in fact the content clause is false.

84. That is: it's assertible by us that he doesn't know that the bank is open on Saturday.

85. In cases where familiar Gricean pragmatic phenomena are not in play.

86. Note that I don't object here to the meta-linguistic move -- of moving from: 'x knows that p' is assertible by us (or by x), to the conclusion that this statement's being true is assertible by us (or by x). This meta-linguistic move regarding assertibility is quite innocent (in cases where it's uncontroversial that the content clause involves matters of fact). The issue is whether such an assumption (that 'x knows that p' is true is assertible by us -- that we sign on to the intuition of it's being true) suffices to nail it as a secure fact that x knows that p – over and above our merely being in a position to assert that he knows that p (or that this is true). Assertibility in general, and specifically by us, the readers – the remote audience, is entirely consistent with what has been asserted being false. Accounting for our intuition that the assertion is true is consistent with supplementing the case in such a way that the assertion turns out to be false.

87. See "The Audience Role in Seemingly Semantic Intuitions".

88. The rational forces operating on an actor involve mostly what is important to him and steering towards an action that will serve his interests, whereas for us, it's a matter of, I argue, steering towards the rational/right collective action; see "The Audience Role in Seemingly Semantic Intuitions".

89. But see "The Audience Role in Seemingly Semantic Intuitions".

90. To be willing to assert that a certain knowledge ascription is true goes further than merely being willing to assert it simpliciter; and for us to have the intuition that it is true goes further than merely considering it as intuitively right; but sufficient normative pressures (such as rational pressure) may secure either one. Being intuitively right is ambiguous between true content and right directed action. Asserting intuitive truth (or counting as intuitively true) over and above intuitiveness simpliciter (or just counting as intuitive) may be construed as committing us further to the weight of the semantic/epistemic component, which is, I am arguing here, systematically misleading if followed through by the Quick Jump; yet it may be supported by sufficient rational weight, even when misleading. 

91. It's easier to have such an awareness regarding the actors – that they are driven by rational forces.  And as is the case with many biases, even when we gain awareness of the dynamics in question (as the one I present here), our pertinent intuitions need not change.

92. Even when Gricean features are not in play.

93. Versions of this paper have been delivered in numerous Colloquia since 2010, and I have benefitted from various reactions of participants as well as from personal communications. I will specifically note my indebtedness to the following people for their reactions and comments, and apologize to the ones not mentioned:  Helen Beebee, Anthony Brueckner, Igor Douven, Hartry Field, Andy Egan, Danny Fox, Sandy Goldberg, John Hawthorne, Hans Kamp, Christian Piller, Jim Pryor, Joseph Raz, Hans Rott, and Tim Williamson.

    I wish to thank the Flemish Academy of Science and the New Insights in Religious Epistemology, Oxford, and the Templeton Foundation for assistance for the research that led to this paper.
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