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Knowing-How and Knowing-To

Stephen Hetherington and Karyn L. Lai

1 Western Epistemology: Some Conceptual Preliminaries

Gilbert Ryle’s account of knowing-how in the 1940s presented a challenge to mainstream Western philosophers who prioritized conceptually the possession of knowledge-that—prioritizing it over all other forms of knowledge.1 Ryle questioned that picture’s applicability to knowledge-that and knowledge-how in particular. He spoke of the “intellectualist legend.”2 This was the assumption that, necessarily, all actions manifesting knowledge-how are accompanied by thoughts that guide them. These accompanying thoughts would be knowledge-that. So intellectualism was conceiving of knowledge-that as essentially involved in knowing how to carry out a particular task. But putting into effect some knowledge-how, Ryle argued, is one activity, not two:

When I do something intelligently, i.e., thinking what I am doing, I am doing one thing and not two. My performance has a special procedure or manner, not special antecedent.3
A focus on doing—on performance as constitutive of knowledge—is one aspect of Chinese philosophy that we discuss in this chapter. Ryle’s thesis extends further: he contends not only that knowledge-that’s presence is insufficient for constituting whatever is knowing-at-all in knowing-how, but that knowing-how is basic in a range of ways, not least in ordinary life, where “we are much more concerned with people’s competences than with their cognitive repertoires, with the operations than with the truths that they learn.”4
Ryle’s account of knowing-how is, however, unclear: knowing-how is a “higher-grade disposition”5; it is also associated with a range of terms such as “abilities and propensities” and “capacities, skills, habits, liabilities and bents.”6 In discussion of how we might concede that a person knows how, Ryle—in this case using the example of shooting—suggests that “there is no one signal of a man’s knowing how to shoot, but a modest assemblage of heterogeneous performances generally suffices to establish beyond reasonable doubt whether he knows how to shoot or not.”7 At the level of ordinary common-sense attributions of know-how, Ryle seems correct. However, conceptually there is something more to the “assemblage of heterogeneous performances” that, in Ryle’s account, are loosely associated with knowing-how. And our aim in this paper is to discuss one element of that “something more.”
That element will concern how a person’s knowing-how becomes manifest in action—specifically, the role of knowing-to in putting knowing-how into effect, into action.8 And such epistemology could profit, we will find, from attending to some pertinent Chinese philosophy. Some Chinese philosophical texts discuss matters in a manner that emphasizes knowing-to, as an accompaniment to their talking of knowing-how. Their discussions were not markedly conceptual, being more focused on applications of knowing-how. Nevertheless, we may regard their focus as an encouraging datum with which to complement any conceptual investigation of knowing-to and its epistemological significance.

In anticipation of the data we will soon present, then, here is how we may begin fashioning a concept of knowing-to. Think of someone who knows how, for example, to choose the right words for calming a group of agitated or angry people. Imagine her being confronted by just such a group. Part of her knowing how to calm them is, we assume, her having the ability to do so. But how does this ability lead to her acting in a way that manifests or expresses it? As indicated earlier, such a result would be what Ryle called an intelligent action. An action is intelligent in his sense precisely by manifesting or expressing some knowledge-how. To cook a healthy and tasty meal, for instance, is to act intelligently in Ryle’s sense of manifesting the knowledge-how to perform that sort of action. One is putting into action the ability which, we are supposing, is one’s knowledge-how.

Again, though, how does that transition occur? By what means does the knowledge-how to perform a general sort of action become manifested in a particular action? The knowing-how is itself more or less general. So, we may view the following as a crucial question about the process of manifesting or expressing the knowledge-how: What particular knowledge, if any, is added to the knowing-how so as to produce the particular intelligent action?9 Intellectualism’s answer is that some knowledge-that is needed—and that this is sufficient for rendering the particular action intelligent (in the sense of being some sort of manifestation of a way of knowing). Ryle famously argued against that answer. And our related suggestion is that knowing-to is also needed as a further ingredient. Knowledge-that, even if present, is not enough to spark or activate the knowledge-how into action on the given occasion. And knowledge-that is not itself active.10 It is inert in the relevant sense. All of this is why knowledge-to is needed.

Thus (to return to our example), whenever someone has an ability to calm dangerous crowds, such as by saying word W at just the right time and in just the right way, then even on an occasion when it would be appropriate for her to put into effect that ability she might fail to do it. And although there are a few possible reasons for this failure, one of them could be her lacking at that crucial moment the knowledge to calm the particular crowd in front of her by uttering W aptly. She could still know how to accomplish that general sort of outcome, without—at the vital moment—knowing to do it right then and there. How might this failure occur? Perhaps she has overlooked at that moment a subtle indicator of the need for her to act swiftly and calmingly in that W-saying special way of which, in general, she is so capable.11 And this combination has resulted—as surely as if she did not know how in general to calm crowds—in her not performing the action of calming this particular crowd by giving voice to W in the appropriate way at the appropriate time. She was capable of doing so; she knew in general how to do so. But in fact, at the relevant moment, she did not know to do so. She did not know then and there to say W as was needed.12
Of course, if that sort of failure to implement a given kind of knowledge-how happened too often in pertinent circumstances, we may well begin denying that the person really does know how to perform the given kind of action. Still, we need not reach for that denial on the first occasion of non-implementation, maybe not even on the second such occasion. This would depend upon contextual factors. In any case, in general we have the conceptual license to allow that a given kind of knowledge-how is fallible—hence that at least some failures to act in a way manifesting that knowledge-how remain compatible with nonetheless knowing how to perform actions of that kind. Epistemologists often concede that knowledge-that is a fallible form of knowledge. Even more readily available, it seems, is a conception of knowledge-how as a fallible form of knowledge. After all, remember that for argument’s sake we are conceiving of each case of knowledge-how as an ability. And it is clear that in general abilities can be fallible. How many of your own many abilities are not fallible? Exactly so. And in each case although an ability’s being fallible is an imperfection in it, such imperfections are part of the usual reality of having abilities.

We will reinforce that intuitive thought by explaining briefly what such fallibility within some knowledge-how would involve. Here is one simple way of possibly articulating the nature of fallible knowing-how:

An instance of knowing-how to do X is fallible, just in case it is possible for that knowledge-how not to be manifested or expressed even when circumstances are apt (and all else is equal). And when the knowledge-how to do X is not being manifested or expressed, the following state of affairs would obtain:

One does not do X, even while knowing how to do X and not being disinclined to do X, and even while the particular circumstances are apt for doing X, maybe even while one knows that they are.

For instance, one would not calm a particular crowd by saying W in the needed way, even while knowing in general how to do so and while not being disinclined to do so, and even while the particular circumstances are apt for doing so, maybe even while one knows that they are.

That formulation is supported by being sufficiently analogous to how fallibility could well be described (at any rate in a first approximation) for knowledge-that:
An instance of knowledge-that—some case of knowledge that p—is fallible, just in case it was possible for the same true belief that p not to arise, even given the same means and motivations for arising (even deliberatively and responsibly so) from the same evidence.13
So there is an independent prima facie case for allowing knowing-how, like knowing-that, to be fallible. Within each, some indeterminate amount of non-success is conceptually allowed. And the explanatory point we are adding here is that, at least sometimes, the non-success can eventuate because appropriate knowing-to is absent. How often can that happen? Even if knowing how to perform a given kind of action need not always be accompanied by knowing to perform it on a particular apt occasion, the knowledge-how had better be mostly accompanied by such knowing-to whenever this would be apt. Otherwise, the knowledge-how will be unable to mostly be manifested when this would be apt. Certainly in practice, therefore (this being the domain of such manifestations), when we attribute to someone a particular form of knowledge-how on the basis of her acting thus-and-so (acting in a way exemplifying that knowledge-how) we are crediting her likewise with associated knowledge-to. For this, we are suggesting, is the extra epistemic element whereby the knowledge-how is exemplified in the specific action.

But some might direct this objection against our suggestion:

One’s knowing to say W precisely when confronted by a particular group of agitated people is simply one’s being able to manifest or express on that occasion one’s knowledge-how to calm crowds by saying W suitably. Hence, the knowing-to is thereby itself knowing-how. Indeed, it could even be part of that same knowing-how-to-calm-crowds-by-saying-W. It could be so, such as by being the knowledge how to manifest or express the other parts of that knowing-how-to-calm-crowds-by-saying-W. In that case, we are mistaken in regarding knowing-to as conceptually distinct from knowing-how—as a different way of knowing from knowing-how.
No. That objection’s first two claims are false. (1) The knowing-to in question is not simply one’s being able to manifest or express on the given occasion one’s knowing how to calm a crowd by saying W, for example. The knowing-to is not mere ability. Whatever it is exactly (and we are not offering a full account of it), it is not merely that. In general, there is a constitutive gap between having an ability to do X and knowing to do X here and now. The ability need not result in action (even with all else being equal); whereas knowing-to must do so (all else being equal). (2) Even if (contrary to what (1) has claimed just now) one’s knowing to calm this crowd by saying W is one’s being able to manifest or express on this occasion one’s knowing how to calm this crowd by saying W, it need not itself be knowing-how.14 This is because, even then, it need not be a general ability to manifest or express the knowing-how. Instead, this knowing-to is endemic to a particular here-and-now. Correlatively, it should be understood along these lines:

If a person knows how to calm agitated crowds by saying W, she must also—if that sort of action is to be performed intelligently by her on a particular occasion, manifesting or expressing that knowledge-how—have the knowledge to calm this specific crowd right here and now, at the vital moment in the vital location. (Otherwise, that general knowledge-how of hers remains latent, unexpressed in this particular circumstance where and when it should be manifested or expressed.) That knowledge-to only ever arises, though, within a given context—a particular “right here and now”—for which the intelligent action in question is apt. And the important point is that this knowledge-to is not quite knowledge-how. It is knowledge to act—but only specifically here and now. It is thereby knowledge to do, here and now, what one knows how to do more generally, in some range of circumstances relevantly akin to this particular circumstance here and now.

Accordingly, we find a prima facie place in the epistemological story for talk of knowing-to. We see that knowing-to is contextually constituted and perhaps contextually fleeting. These features do not clash with its being a kind of knowledge.15 Schematically, we may express this example as follows16:

Sally knows how to calm angry or agitated crowds.
On a specific occasion O, there is an agitated crowd.
Sally utters W.
The crowd calms down.
Know-how: Sally has the general ability to calm crowds by uttering W on each relevant occasion.

Know-to: On the particular occasion O, Sally knew to utter W so as to calm that crowd.

Again, the knowing-to has a central success component (namely, the action in question being performed) that is akin to the success component in knowledge-that (the true belief’s arising). And the knowing-to’s central success component properly includes its arising only in contexts where an associated knowing-how can be manifested or expressed intelligently. This is like a true belief’s arising only in apt contexts if it is to be knowledge.17 Hopefully, these contexts include ones where the knowing-how can be useful in practice. In what follows, that potential usefulness will be clear in the examples discussed.
2 Knowing in the Lüshi Chunqiu
For the purposes of our discussion, we have selected a text, the Lüshi Chunqiu 呂氏春秋 (Master Lü’s Spring and Autumn Annals), written around 239 BCE,18 for two primary reasons.
First, the Lüshi Chunqiu emphasizes the ability of the ruler to handle a range of tasks associated with government. Most important among these was the selection of capable officials, and the ability to put their talents to good use. This was a concern shared by many thinkers of the Warring States period (475–221 BCE). To use officials effectively in one’s government was referred to in some of the texts of the time as zhi ren 知人, often translated as “to know men.”19 The meaning of the term zhi roughly corresponds to knowledge, understanding, insight, and their cognates. In the Warring States texts, two key characters denoting knowledge overlap in meaning: zhi 智, meaning wisdom, skill,20 or intelligence; and zhi 知, meaning to know, to understand, be aware of, be acquainted with, or to appreciate.21 While the former is the nominal form of the term and hence more closely approximates to the term “knowledge,” both were used interchangeably during the period in question. This is indicative of the lack of a distinction between knowing-that and knowing-how.22 Yet a majority of discussions in the texts emphasize manifest knowledge, therefore giving the impression that its primary epistemological interest is in knowing-how.23 The Lüshi Chunqiu’s conception of zhi falls in line with this pattern of usage, but we can also detect in some of its passages a sense of knowing-to.

Second, the text is by far the most systematic and comprehensive text of its time, aiming to present “a total cosmological scheme, intertwining the world of man with the course of Heaven and the sequences of the seasons on Earth.”24 Each topic in the text, specified in the chapter titles, is elaborated on by the use of two or three examples. This structure not only lends itself to analysis, it seems that its references to knowing may be interpreted as statements of general knowing-how, accompanied with specific examples of knowing-to.

Before we proceed to that in the following sections, we examine a passage in the text that captures its sense of knowing. The passage also helps us to demonstrate the way in which knowing-how is expressed in some of the discussions in Chinese philosophy of the period. In this particular example, the text makes a distinction between a person’s knowing the notion of shi 士 (an official) and knowing to apply it in particular situations. The passage considers what it means to know officials (zhi shi 知士).25 The Lüshi Chunqiu 16 / 8.2 states:

As a general rule, confusion arises when name and form do not match. A ruler, though unworthy, may seem to employ the worthy, heed the good, and do what is proper. The problem is that those he calls “worthy” are nothing more than foolish, those he calls “good” are nothing more than wicked, and what he calls “proper” is utterly unreasonable and contradictory. This is an example of form and name being different in reality, and of word and actuality referring to different things. … King Min of Qi was an example of this. [He knew to speak of shi (zhi shuo shi 知說士) but he did not know how to appropriately deem shi (bu zhi suo wei shi 不知所謂士).] Thus, when Yin Wen asked the king to explain himself, he was unable to respond.26
King Min has a problem, in that he calls and deems “worthy” those who are unworthy. To wei 謂 (call), is not merely to carry out the performative of naming a shi but also to evaluate each shi’s capacities accurately. The term wei may refer to both the act of calling and the judgment that underlies the act. This very possibly draws on a text, the Mozi (late fifth century BCE), associated with a group of thinkers dubbed the Mohists.27 A passage in the Mozi articulates the gap between knowing the terms in language and applying them.28 It discusses the case of the terms “white” and “black,” whereby it concludes that a blind person does not know black and white not because they do not know their definitions but because they cannot select them from among black and white objects.29 The upshot of this passage is that simply saying what black and white are does not constitute knowledge of black and white. To be able to select (qu 取) black objects or white ones is a necessary condition of knowing (the terms) black and white.
That King Min was not able to select the right shi—he deems “worthy” those who are foolish—constitutes his not knowing how to select (capable) officials. In similar vein to Ryle’s suggestion that knowing-how is basic, King Min’s not knowing how to select officials—rather than his ability to speak about them (evidence of knowing that they are such and such)—is basic in knowing officials. This passage prioritizes knowing-how over knowing-that, although it articulates the contrast between the two not in the terms typical in Western epistemology, where practical knowledge is contrasted with conceptual knowledge. Although it is not clear that the early Chinese thinkers recognized the idea of conceptual knowledge, as such, this does not prevent them from expressing the view that simply to say X is different from correctly using the name X. This indicates that to know X is the ability to put knowing-how into effect.

To further illustrate our point, there is an example in the text of how the Lord of Jingguo had such ability.30 In the chapter titled “Knowing Shi (Zhi shi 知士)”; 9 / 3.2; translation by Lai), the Lord of Jingguo is known to have a reputation for knowing shi; this means that he has an accurate understanding of their capacities and dispositions. The passage presents an account of how he demonstrated this capacity in relation to Ji Maobian 劑貌辨. Many spoke against Ji Maobian, but the Lord of Jingguo maintained a close relationship with him. The passage recounts how Ji Maobian remained loyal to the Lord of Jingguo, sacrificing much for the Lord. Ji Maobian took measures to defend the Lord of Jingguo, on pain of death. Ji Maobian sought an audience with King Xuan (宣王), who was extremely displeased with the Lord of Jingguo. Ji Maobian explicitly expresses his loyalty to the Lord of Jingguo: “My purpose is not to seek to have my life spared. I beg you, you must let me go.”31 That Ji Maobian’s loyalty was demonstrated subsequent to the Lord of Jingguo’s sustained support proves that the Lord made the right decision about Ji Maobian. This in turn holds up the text’s assertion about the Lord’s knowing shi. In the conclusion of this detailed account, the Lord of Jingguo is commended for his knowledge of Ji Maobian: “At this time, the Lord of Jingguo could properly be said to have the ability to [know] others on his own.”32
How the conclusion is drawn in this passage is significant to our discussion of knowing-to in two ways. First, the conclusion explicitly recognizes the moment of the Lord of Jingguo’s ability to zhi ren: “at this time (dang shi shi 當是時).” This emphasizes a particular feature of knowing-to, timeliness, which we discuss in greater detail in section 4. Second, the judgment about the Lord of Jingguo’s capability is announced in the phrase “could properly be said to (ke wei 可謂).” In other words, the Lord of Jingguo may correctly be deemed “zhi ren” because he was able to manifest zhi ren in relation to Ji Maobian. This attribution of knowledge is demonstrated by a specific example, suggesting that the text is not concerned to describe ability in general terms—it implicitly acknowledges that there are different types of know-how in some of its chapter titles—but to provide details of successful manifestation of knowledge in particular situations. In the case of the Lord of Jingguo:

The Lord of Jingguo has the ability accurately to know people.
Ji Maobian was slandered.
On this occasion, the Lord of Jingguo stood by Ji Maobian, ignoring the widespread slander.
Ji Maobian proved to be deeply loyal to the Lord of Jingguo, sacrificing much for the Lord.

[There are sublists in this chapter. Here come two of them.]

Know-how: Has the general ability accurately to know people.

Know-to: On the specific occasion when Ji Maobian was slandered, the Lord of Jingguo knew to stand by him.

The following section notes how, in a number of the text’s discussions, various individuals are said to “zhi”—to have knowledge—on the basis of particular measures they have taken, in response to specific circumstances. We suggest that these attributions of knowledge assume a particular conception of knowledge, namely, knowing-to.

3 Attributions of Knowledge in the Lüshi Chunqiu
There are seven other occurrences in the text that have a similar logical structure to the Lord of Jingguo passage.33 Each mentions a particular instance where a person successfully manifests an ability in a particular activity. On the basis of each particular instance, the text judges that the person should be deemed to have knowledge of the relevant kind. Can knowledge be so fleeting, so as to vary from one situation to the next? In note 15 we suggested that this is possible for knowing-to, at any rate. It seems that one successful instance of knowing-to helps to substantiate the claim that a particular person, X, knew Y. Here, we discuss two such instances in detail.

In the first, the State of Wey (衛) was deemed to know (how to effectively use) the capacities of the officials. Wey had shrewdly sent ten shi to the State of Zhao (趙), and they advised Viscount Jian of Zhao (趙簡子) not to attack Wey. The conclusion upholds the actions of Wey, noting that “It may be said that Wey understood to employ men (wei ke wei zhi yong ren yi 衛可謂知用人矣).”34 Hence,

Wey knew how to effectively use the capacities of officials.
Viscount Jian of Zhao was planning to attack Wey.
Wey sent ten shi to convince Viscount Jian of the immorality of attacking a weaker state.
Viscount Jian heeded their advice and did not wage war.
Knowing-how: Has the general ability to employ shi.

Knowing-to: On the particular occasion when Viscount Jian of Zhao thought of waging war, Wey knew to send ten shi to counsel Viscount Jian against the attack.

In the second occurrence, Duke Huan (huan gong 桓公) is said to know how to confer rewards. In this passage, Bao Shu 鮑叔 had persisted in his recommendation of Guan Zhong 管仲 for prime minister even when the latter was in prison. When he was appointed Prime Minister, Guan Zhong more than adequately proved himself; “everything he initiated ended in success.”35 To reward these men, Duke Huan first rewarded Bao Shu, who suggested the appointment of Guan Zhong, rather than simply reward Guan Zhong, the capable official. The conclusion is drawn that “it may be said of Duke Huan that he knew to distribute rewards huan gong ke wei zhi xing shang yi 桓公可謂知行賞矣.36 Hence,
Duke Huan has the ability to distribute rewards (appropriately).
Bao Shu recommended Guan Zhong for Prime Minister.
Duke Huan acted on Bao Shu’s advice.
Guan Zhong proved to be a highly successful Prime Minister.
Duke Huan gave the first reward to Bao Shu as Guan Zhong was appointed on Bao Shu’s recommendation.
Know-how: Has the general ability to distribute rewards appropriately.

Know-to: On the particular occasion, Duke Huan knew to give the first reward to Bao Shu in recognition that he was the person who had initiated the appointment.

The syntax of the conclusions in these passages is “Person X may properly be regarded as (called) knowing Y” (X ke wei zhi 可謂知 Y). The construction “X ke wei zhi 可謂知 Y yi 矣” is reasonably widespread in the text and hence we take it that the argument structure in these passages expresses a kind of knowledge that cannot simply be assimilated to know-how,37 for the latter does not typically vary from one instance to the next. For example, we do not speak, from one case to the next, in the following way:
Samantha knew how (or had the ability) to cook on Monday, Tuesday and Friday. But because she burnt the food on Wednesday and served undercooked chicken on Thursday, she therefore did not know how to cook (or lacked the ability) on Wednesday and Thursday.
In the Lüshi Chunqiu, the view of knowledge implicit in the passages with the construction “X ke wei zhi Y yi,” is a particular type of knowing, whereby a single occasion in which a person appropriately deals with or responds to the situation at hand is deemed to have sufficiently demonstrated knowledge. Additionally, in these passages, the focus is on the person’s manifest knowledge in particular circumstances. It is not about whether a person knows how to X because to say that suggests that, up to a point, a person knows how to X, but on some occasion may fail to manifest X. To say that a person knows to X is to say that such knowledge is or has been manifest in a particular situation. These manifestations of knowing—knowing-to—are partly constitutive of knowing-how’s being exemplified and therefore not reducible to knowledge-how. Manifestations of knowing-to are irreducibly contextual and timely; which explains our description of it as “knowing to act in the moment.” In the following section, we discuss four features of knowing-to that are explicitly discussed in the Lüshi Chunqiu.
4 Knowing-To in the Lüshi Chunqiu
A number of the Lüshi Chunqiu’s chapter titles and discussions deal specifically with aspects of knowing to act in the moment. Although these passages do not always refer to or contain the term zhi, some of them are no less important than those that do, in revealing the text’s epistemological assumptions. It is clear from some of the discussions that there is a concern in the text about how knowledge (knowing-to) is manifest. The question we consider is, “What kinds of considerations might apply in the realization of knowing-how in specific circumstances?” The Lüshi Chunqiu discussions cover a number of these, including the anticipation of outcomes, acting in a timely manner, attentiveness to relevant contextual cues, and understanding what is weighty. We discuss each of these in turn.

4.1 Anticipating Outcomes

Chapter 16 / 6, “Scrutiny of the subtle (cha wei 察微),” commends Confucius on his ability to focus on subtle aspects of situations which in turn contributes to his knowledge in the anticipation of outcomes. In this account, Confucius was deemed capable of “realizing what the end result would be from the very beginning, because his ability to perceive future developments [hua 化] was far-reaching.”38
In 23 / 3.1–2, hua is used in a construction directly involving knowledge. To zhi hua 知化 is not to know about transformation but rather to know to incorporate potential changes into one’s decisions. The passage that elaborates on zhi hua states:

As a general principle, the value of the intellect [zhi 智] lies in being able to predict how things will change [zhi hua 知化]. Foolish rulers possess no such ability. Before change comes; they are unaware of it; and when change has already occurred, they may recognize after the fact that it has happened. But this is exactly the same as their not having recognized it at all … .39 [emphasis added]
Knoblock and Riegel’s translation of zhi in this passage as a verb, “to predict,” is appropriately sensitive to the coupling of zhi and hua in this passage. Zhi hua refers to the ability to anticipate potential changes. The passage also highlights two possible scenarios in which a ruler is said to lack an ability to anticipate change.
In contrast, returning to the previous passage that ascribes such knowledge to Confucius, two specific examples are given of Confucius’ ability. We suggest that these two examples demonstrate Confucius’ knowing to anticipate outcomes with respect to two of his followers:

According to the laws of Lu, if a native of Lu was a servant or concubine to another feudal lord and could be purchased out of bondage, the purchase price would be recompensed from the Lu state treasury. The disciple Zigong 子貢 purchased a Lu native from a feudal lord: but when he returned from his mission, Zigong refused the payment of recompense from the treasury.40
Confucius remarked that Zigong’s decision not to receive recompense was erroneous. It was fueled by Zigong’s zealousness in not accepting undue payments, seeing all undue payments as potentially morally corrupt. However, in this case, “obtaining money for such a purpose does not damage moral conduct; but if the price is not recompensed, no one will ever again purchase the freedom of others.”41 In brief, Zigong did not appreciate the negative consequences of his staunch commitment to be morally upright. In the same schematic representation used earlier:
Zigong purchased a Lu native from a feudal lord.
(In all cases) if a native of Lu could be purchased out of bondage, the purchase price would be recompensed from the Lu state treasury.
Zigong refused such recompense.
Confucius anticipated that Zigong’s refusal would have the effect of dissuading others in the future from purchasing the freedom of other slaves (as the recompense would no longer seem guaranteed).
Know-how: Has the general ability to anticipate outcomes.

Know-to: On the particular occasion, Confucius disagreed with Zigong’s actions, knowing to anticipate that they would produce undesirable consequences.

In the second case in the same passage, another follower, Zilu 子路, rescued someone who was drowning. Zilu was rewarded with an ox, which he accepted.42 In this case, Confucius agreed with Zilu’s actions, suggesting that this would encourage others to engage in similar acts of assistance for people in need. Accordingly,
Zilu saved a drowning person.
Zilu was offered an ox as a reward.
Zilu accepted the reward.
Confucius anticipated that the possibility of reward would motivate people to help others in need.
Know-how: Has the general ability to anticipate outcomes.

Know-to: On the particular occasion, Confucius agreed with Zilu’s actions, knowing to anticipate that they would produce desirable consequences.

The point of this passage is not to focus not on the specific actions of the two followers but rather on Confucius’ capacity to explain and enlighten the correctness of their decision in light of anticipated outcomes. What the potential changes are in each situation will vary according to circumstantial factors, among other things, as demonstrated in the two cases. Indeed, when we reflect on some of the cases of knowing-to discussed previously—of Wey sending officials to counsel Viscount Jian against war, and of Duke Huan rewarding Bao Shu first—we see that these involve to some degree the anticipation of outcomes. In summary, a person’s ability to “know change” cannot fully be explained with respect to know-how as a general ability, as to know change is necessarily manifest in specific situations.

4.2 Timeliness

In Lüshi Chunqiu 20 / 6.1, the distinctiveness of a ruler’s conduct and responsibilities is expressed partly in terms of his timely actions and measures:

The conduct of a ruler is different from that of people who wear the clothes of commoners. When the circumstances are not advantageous and the time not beneficial ([shi bu li] 時不利), a ruler must serve his opponents in order to survive. He holds in his hands the fate of his people. To hold in one’s hands the fate of the people is a heavy responsibility, and so he cannot permit himself to do as he pleases.43
The passage highlights that an important characteristic of a good ruler is knowing to act in a timely fashion. Clearly, considerations of timeliness must be made in context. In this passage, when the ruler decided to serve his opponents, he takes on what he would not normally do, even though it is at this point in time an appropriate response. Timeliness is a major factor in a ruler’s success in putting into effect the range of initiatives and measures associated with government as, for instance, in implementing or reforming regulations, instituting agricultural and military ventures, and negotiating his relationships.44 Two chapters in the text deal explicitly with the term shi 時 (time): “Awaiting the Right Time (xu shi 胥時)” and “Examining the Season” (shen shi 審時; 26 / 6).45 Another chapter, titled “On ‘Encountering’ and ‘Coinciding’ (yu he 遇合),”46 discusses the centrality of timing to opportunity: if timing does not fit on one occasion then a person needs to wait for another that does: “Opportunity (yu 遇), in general, is a matter of fitting (he 合). If one does not fit (he 合) with the times (shi 時), one must wait to fit, and only afterward can things be done.”47
James Sellman’s meticulous investigation of timing in the Lüshi Chunqiu covers a range of realms—environmental, historical-political, and interpersonal—and the importance of the ruler’s timely, effective integration of matters across these realms in his government. What is timely will vary according to the relevant time frames of particular activities and their contexts: in swerving one’s car to avoid an accident, the time frame is a question of seconds, while the question of when to present a reward may be relative to the recipient’s opportunities to manifest his abilities. The passage above recognizes that the measure of appropriate timing is that of fit (he 合). According to this analysis, all of our examples above of successful manifestations of knowing-to require timely execution: for example, rewarding Bao Shu for Guan Zhong’s successes could have been premature, had Guan Zhong’s capacities not been fully demonstrated—or it could have been belated. Sellman highlights another passage in the Lüshi Chunqiu that recognizes the momentariness and particularity of opportunities: “The fitting opportunity is never constant, and giving advice is a matter of occasion too.”48 This statement clearly expresses the importance of attentiveness to timeliness, especially in light of its situationality. This is a key characteristic of knowing to act in the moment.

4.3 Context

A passage in the chapter titled “On being appropriate to the circumstances” (dang wu 當務) best exemplifies the importance of sensitivity to context:

Discriminations [bian 辨] that do not correspond to proper assessments, keeping faith [xin 信] where it does not conform to reason, being brave [yong 勇] where it will not agree with one’s moral duty, making laws [fa 法] that are inappropriate to the circumstances—all these are like the dazed man who rides a fast-galloping horse or the madman who wields the Ganjiang sword of Wu. The four must be regarded as the most disruptive things in the world.49
In this passage, each of the four terms (prominent in the debates of the Warring States period) is tempered with reference to their respective contexts of realization. This move draws attention to contextual factors that affect judgment, decision, and action. On this account, knowing to act appropriately in light of particular contextual factors is not merely knowing-how or knowing-that. For example, it is not simply that a person knows how to keep faith except when it does not agree with her moral duty. Nor is it just that a person understands the limits of keeping faith and the notion of moral duty. Rather, it is knowing in context that one’s moral duty will be challenged in light of one’s keeping faith, and responding within that context in a way that moral duty is not compromised. The epistemological picture underlying such sensitivity to context is the conception of knowing-to: knowledge that is meaningful only when appropriately, correctly, or successfully manifested in specific contexts.
These contextual factors do not simply refer to the physical environment. They capture a deeper, thicker, sense of the situational context that may involve knowledge of others who are involved in the situation including, where relevant, their personal characteristics and dispositions. For example, in order for Wey to send ten shi to persuade Viscount Jian that it was immoral for a large state to attack a small state, Wey would have had a sense that moral argument has persuasive power as far as Viscount Jian is concerned. Had Viscount Jian been an unconscionable warrior, Wey could have lost the ten officials. Such awareness of context is not to be taken lightly.

4.4 Understanding Weightiness

As a corollary to knowing in context, it is important also to know the weight, and relative weight, of matters. This idea is expressed in one of its passages in terms of “knowing the unimportant and the important” (zhi qing zhong 知輕重; lit.: to know the light and the heavy).50 In this passage, Master Hua (zi huazi 子華子) presented sound advice to the Marquis of Han. The two states 韓, Han and Wei 魏, were disputing over territory. Master Hua counsels the Marquis of Han to abandon the fight as he had much to lose (i.e., the entire state) for want of the disputed territory. The passage suggests that Master Hua knew the relative weight of wins and losses in the territorial wars, concluding: “It may properly be said of Master Hua that he [knew the unimportant and the important]. Because he knew this, his assessments were never in error.”51
We have also seen how the Lord of Jingguo was praised for his ability to understand people. He considered his own judgment more weighty than the views of many others, who were mumbling against and slandering Ji Maobian. This could be a profoundly foolish act and it could, we imagine, lead to disastrous consequences in certain situations. Clearly, to ignore the views of many is not a universalizable rule. But, in this passage, the Lord of Jingguo’s judgment was proven correct, hence corroborating the claim that he knew people (zhi ren).

In the passage on Duke Huan’s ability to distribute rewards appropriately, it is again in part a case of appreciating what is weighty. Duke Huan looks not to reward Guan Zhong in the first instance, but the person, Bao Shu, who recommended him. In commending Duke Huan’s ability, the text notes that he knew in that situation to reward the initiator of this course of action; the word used to describe the initiator, ben 本, also has the meaning of “root” and was commonly used to refer to what is fundamental.

In this section, we have demonstrated the ways in which some of the Lüshi Chunqiu’s examples address elements of knowing-to. The discussions on anticipating outcomes, acting in a timely manner, sensitivity to context, and understanding weightiness, express the importance of manifest knowledge. For example, if a person fails successfully to manifest their know-how of a certain activity, it may be because they have failed to anticipate outcomes, or to understand the relevance of a particular aspect of a situation, and so on. But what exactly are these aspects, and are they necessary or sufficient for knowledge-to? Apart from timeliness,52 seemingly none of them is either necessary or sufficient. Given the nature of knowing-to, some of them will be pertinent, even critical, in some, but not all, cases. For instance, sensitivity to contextual cues may not be as relevant as, for example, when one is preparing a typical family dinner.

Furthermore, these four aspects of knowing-to we have identified in the Lüshi Chunqiu do not jointly constitute an exhaustive list. There may be others, such as sensitivity to facial gestures and other bodily cues, or appreciation of the nuances of verbal communication, or of language more generally. It is not our aim here to present an exhaustive list of facets of knowing-to; in fact, we doubt that this is possible for reasons stated above. Nevertheless, these aspects have an important role to play in our understanding of knowing-how and of the relationship between knowing-how and knowing-to. Where a person’s ability in a particular type of activity fails on a specific occasion, it may well be due to a lack of attentiveness to one or more relevant aspects of knowing-to. In other words, some failures to manifest know-how are failures or absences of knowing-to. On the other hand, each failure of knowing-to of a particular activity does not, on its own, constitute a lack or absence of ability or know-how. Over the longer term, however, patterns of successes and failures of knowing-to in a particular type of activity are indicative of a person’s ability in undertaking that activity. Should Samantha consistently undercook chicken, or should Sally often fail to calm particular crowds, we might conclude that they do not know how to carry out these respective kinds of activity. Such details expand our understanding of knowing-how’s being manifested, courtesy in part of repeated instances of knowing-to.

Conclusion

Western epistemology tends to be developed as an autonomously conceptual project of theory-building. When data are sought, often the quest begins and ends with apparently shared intuitions, particularly ones claimed to reflect present language-use. Here, we have expanded the relevant domain of such searches, both culturally and temporally. Specifically, can contemporary Western epistemology welcome data from some comparatively ancient Chinese philosophy? We believe so, as this chapter demonstrates.

Thus, we have offered some specific suggestions for one respect in which an enriched conception of knowing could be gained. Our main piece of advice is this: Do not forget the constitutive importance of knowing-to. Any epistemological discussion of knowledge can thereby be a discussion of so much more than has generally been the case within Western epistemology. To talk about some specific knowledge, we suggest, is to talk about any or all of the following: a specific content that is known; a state of a person—the knowing-that—in which she actually or potentially contemplates that content; an ability of that person—the knowing-how—to act in some or all of the ways (asserting, questioning, replying, explaining, building, appointing, etc.) that are relevantly related to that content and that state; and the person’s proceeding to act in such a way, on a particular occasion, as to manifest that ability in one or another way. This sort of action is what we have highlighted. It is knowing-to. And it is vital if knowledge—a content; some contemplation; an ability to act—is ever to be put into effect, so to make an actual difference in someone’s life of action. This has been made manifest in the passages we have discussed from the Lüshi Chunqiu.
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Notes

1. Gilbert Ryle, The Concept of Mind, chapter 2 (“Knowing How and Knowing That”).

2. Ibid., 29.

3. Ibid., 32.

4. Ibid., 28.

5. Ibid., 44, 46.

6. Ibid., 45. Are dispositions conceptually distinct from abilities? And is one of these two categories—dispositions, abilities—more conceptually apt than the other for understanding knowledge? Alan White argues so (The Nature of Knowledge, 111–121). Perhaps the most important difference, for our purposes, is that an ability might admit of a wider range of strengths than a disposition does. (This will be important later in our paper.) On whether abilities as such are conceptually apt for understanding knowledge, see Jeremy Fantl, “Knowing-How and Knowing-That”; Stephen Hetherington, How to Know (chapter 2); Ephraim Glick, “Abilities and Know-How Attributions.”
7. Ryle, The Concept of Mind, 46.

8. Our thanks here to Phillip Staines, who first suggested to one of us the possible philosophical significance of attending to the nature of knowledge-to.

9. We include “if any” in case whatever is added plays a merely causal role, not an epistemic one. Our hypothesis will be that knowing-to is epistemically explanatory (and that others, too, have realized this, at least implicitly).

10. There is recent epistemological discussion of whether knowledge(-that) is normatively linked to action (e.g., Timothy Williamson, Knowledge and Its Limits, chapter 11; John Hawthorne and Jason Stanley, “Knowledge and Action”; Jeremy Fantl and Matthew McGrath, Knowledge in an Uncertain World). But our claim will be constitutive, adverting to the actual presence within action of some knowledge(-to).

11. Potential objection: “Must her overlooking this need have been constituted by her lacking some knowledge-that—such as her not knowing at the crucial moment that the circumstance is one where her saying W would be effective in calming the crowd?” If so, we must accept (contrary to what Ryle argued) that the intellectualist is right in thinking that knowledge-that is required within any intelligent action—that is, required even for guiding the action to fruition. Ryle considered this form of intellectualist objection (“Knowing How and Knowing That, 215–216). Once more, though, even if knowledge-that is always involved in explaining such a circumstance (and whether it was Ryle’s battle, more so than it is ours), our point is that knowing-to is also needed in one’s moving from having some general knowledge-how to one’s performing a particular action expressing that knowledge-how. This is so, even if knowledge-that is part of what one would be implementing in bringing about the intelligent action. We expand upon this point below. (And we acknowledge that sometimes “He knows to do X” is a report of knowledge-that—only analogously, however, to the way in which “He knows how to do X” can be used to mean “He knows how it is that X is to be done.” Just as the latter sense of “knows how” is not the relevant one for understanding the Rylean sense of knowledge-how, neither is the sense of “knows to” that we acknowledged just above. The sense of “knows to” on which we are focusing is inherently and always linked to “knows how.” Only accidentally and sometimes, we suspect, does it involve “knows that.”).

12. Potential objection: “Suppose that saying W is a somewhat complex action. Then would the person’s knowing at a particular time to say W require her to know at that time to do various further actions—sub-actions, in effect—before she could know to do W? Would our understanding her as knowing to do W require us to embark on a vicious infinite regress—needing to understand more and more actions endlessly, even to understand just one? Would there be knowing to know to know to … to do each specific sub-action? That would be impossible.” No, the conceptual requirements are not so demanding. There could be further knowing-to involved in performing each sub-action, so long as each of these is itself an intelligent action. But even this would not entail that, for each of those sub-actions, there are still further intelligent actions—more and more knowing-to, unto infinitude. Knowing to say W could have an internal structure, whereby it comprises conceptually, even if not practically, separable cases of knowing-to, without each of these also having an internal structure involving further cases of knowing-to.

13. For more on epistemic fallibilism, see Hetherington, “Knowing Failably” and “Fallibilism”; Trent Dougherty, “Fallibilism.”
14. We have assumed that knowledge-how is always an ability—not that all abilities are cases of knowledge-how.

15. Potential objection: “Yet how could knowledge be like that—contextually constituted, contextually fleeting, so immediate in its content and so transient in its existence?” This is a larger issue. But a few comments will be useful. First, the knowledge is so transient in its existence partly because it is so immediate in its content. Second, suppose that someone knows for quite some years how to calm a crowd by saying W. Suppose that during those years, although she is faced on ten occasions with an upset group of people, on only eight of those ten times does she know to act in the way encompassed by her general knowledge-how to achieve the desired calming effect. (And so on those eight occasions the person does act accordingly: she utters W.) Do those eight occasions also share a general knowledge-to—one that is apt for all such circumstances? Not on our approach. Rather, each instance of knowledge-to is unique and passing. All that is general is the knowledge-how. (So—if we are counting—the person would throughout those years have one case of knowing how in general to calm a crowd by saying W, along with, as it transpires, eight specific cases of knowing-to-act-at-an-apt-time-and-place-for-implementing-that-general-knowing-how. Granted, people sometimes make claims like “He generally knew/knows to do X when he needed/needs to do it.” But that is not a report of general knowing-to. It is a general report, or even prediction, of particular instances of knowing-to.) Finally, what of those two occasions when the person failed to know to act aptly, thereby failing to apply the general knowledge-how to calm a crowd? Could she nevertheless retain the knowledge-how to act aptly, even on such occasions of not implementing it? Yes, but fallibly so. Those two occasions are themselves a manifestation or expression of the fallibility that is part of the knowing-how.

16. This way of representing the example is one we will use several times in the paper. Its aim is to clarify the differences and links between knowing-how and knowing-to, rather than to provide analytical definitions. Again, our overall aim is to make a prima facie case even for using—as against reductively defining—a concept of knowing-to within epistemological discussions. (This is why the entries for “know-to,” here and later in the paper, will use the phrase “knew to.”).

17. It is worth noting that some epistemologists regard knowing as a matter of a true belief’s arising by manifesting a pertinent cognitive ability. See, for example, Ernest Sosa, Knowing Full Well and John Turri, “Manifest Failure.”
18. The text bears the name of Lü Buwei 呂不韋, Prime Minister of the Qin 秦 state from 250 to 235 BCE, who commissioned it. The text comprises three sections, the “Almanacs” (ji 紀), the “Examinations” (lan 覽), and the “Discourses” (lun 論). Although scholarly opinion generally agrees that the text was completed before Qin unification (221 BCE), there is some uncertainty on the date of the completion of the text and whether its “Examinations” and “Discourses” sections (the second and third sections) post-date the text’s “Postface” (xuyi 序意), which follows the “Almanac” section. In light of this and other factors, John Knoblock and Jeffrey Riegel suggest that the extant text is incomplete with respect to the design that Lü originally had in mind for the book (see a discussion in their translation, The Annals of Lü Buwei, 32). Unless otherwise noted, the translations and chaptering convention of the Lüshi Chunqiu used here (for both Chinese and English text) are from Knoblock and Riegel, The Annals of Lü Buwei.

19. See, for example, Simon Leys, The Analects of Confucius, 12.22 (59). Also see Analects 20.3.

20. In Lisa Raphals’ examination of metic intelligence, where she dwells on the semantic range of zhi, she notes that it has “a wide variety of meanings from wisdom, knowledge, and intelligence to skill, craft, cleverness or cunning” (Knowing Words, 7).

21. Ibid., 16.

22. In her comparison of knowledge in the Chinese and Greek philosophical traditions, Raphals suggests that zhi in the Confucian tradition involves both knowing-how and knowing-that (ibid.). Although Raphals does not specifically refer to the phrases “knowing-how” and “knowing-that,” she states that “Confucian knowledge concerns both ideas and modes of action” (ibid., 33). Here, Raphals integrates knowing how and knowing that in the life of the accomplished person in Confucianism. This challenges an important assertion of the intellectualist debate that reduces knowing-how to knowing-that. For an influential recent version of that form of intellectualism, see Stanley and Williamson, “Knowing How.”
23. Chad Hansen states that in Confucian philosophy zhi 知 denotes knowing-how rather than knowing-that: “Knowledge is knowledge of dao, knowledge of what to do. … Zhiknowing [sic] is more akin to skill than to information processing. We should understand zhiknow as know-how or know-to rather than know-that. To zhiknow dao is to know (how) to perform it properly” (A Daoist Theory of Chinese Thought, 85–86). Here, Hansen refers to knowing-how and knowing-to interchangeably. In our view, the conflation of these two types of knowing can conceal important differences between the two, resulting in a conceptual incompleteness also present in Ryle’s discussion. What we wish to demonstrate in this chapter is that the classification of epistemology in Chinese philosophy in terms of knowing-how does not do justice to the discussions in some of the texts.

24. Knoblock and Riegel, The Annals of Lü Buwei, 42. The text is unique in that its discussions transcend doctrinal boundaries, borrowing extensively from other texts belonging to a range of traditions including the Confucian (rujia 儒家), Mohist (mojia 墨家), Daoist (daojia 道家), and Legalist (fajia 法家). It has therefore been classified as having a mixed character (zajia 雜家), as if to suggest it was a miscellany (Knoblock and Riegel, ibid., 43). Yet the discussions are neither unwieldy nor unsystematic as the text reads as a unified whole, “representing previously distinct positions” (ibid.). The text considers a wide range of topics including beliefs and customs, administration of government, moral cultivation, technical knowledge, agriculture, and music.

25. The terms jun 君 and shi 士 are fairly similar, meaning official, although we may take it that shi is the more general term, with jun used frequently by the Confucians to refer to an official with moral standing. Stephen Angle notes that in one passage in the Xunzi (third to second? century BCE), there are stages of progression from shi 士 to jun 君 to sheng 聖 (a sage) (Sagehood, 21).

26. Knoblock and Riegel, The Annals of Lü Buwei, 401 (passage in brackets translated by Karyn Lai).

27. The Mozi is noted for its explicit attention to issues concerning language (yan 言) and its action-guiding nature (Lai, Introduction to Chinese Philosophy, 136–139). King Min was conversing with Yin Wen (fl. 350–285 BCE), a Mohist thinker (see also Chang, The Rise of the Chinese Empire, 116). Knoblock and Riegel emphasize the Mohist connection of this passage: “When the early Mohist Yin Wen claims that those who do not fight when insulted are not disgraced and that the king should reward such individuals with official appointment, King Min of Qi is too weak-minded to respond. According to this chapter, the success of Yin Wen’s argument signals the demise of the grand old state of Qi and calls for a Rectification of Names (the chapter’s title) in the state” (The Annals of Lü Buwei, 372–373).

28. Mozi, “Gui yi 貴義,” 47, 83 (lines 23–26).

29. The passage reads as follows: “A blind person says, ‘That which is bright is white. That which is dark is black.’ Even those who are clear-sighted cannot change this. But if we mixed black and white [objects], and asked the blind to select them, they are not able to know. Hence the basis on which I say, ‘The blind do not know white and black’ does not lie in their definition but in selection” (Mozi, “Gui yi 貴義,” tr. Lai). Although classical Chinese does not have a single term or phrase that captures the idea of a “concept,” it is implied in this passage that whoever only grasps the definitions (ming 名) of “black” and “white” does not know (zhi 知) them. This example clearly prioritizes knowing-how over knowing-that.

30. Knoblock and Riegel, The Annals of Lü Buwei, 9 / 3.2, 214–215.

31. Knoblock and Riegel, ibid., 9 / 3.2, 214.

32. Ibid., 215 (passage in brackets translated by Lai).

33. These can be located in ibid., as follows: (1) 13 / 2.3, 285–286, (2) 15 / 6.4, 361–362, (3) 19 / 6.4, 497–499, (4) 20 / 3.4, 520–521, (5) 21 / 4.3, 558–559, (6) 25 / 4.6, 636–637, (7) 25 / 5.3, 637–639.

34. Trans. Lai; see ibid., 21 / 3.2, 554–555. The characters in the phrase zhi yong ren 知用人 may be read literally as “know employ people.” Translation into English requires the insertion of a qualifier for zhi (know). Interestingly, in a grammatically correct English construction, that qualifier tells us the type of knowledge required in employing people (e.g., knows that or knows how to). The use of the phrase in this passage rules out knowing-that and what comes most readily to mind then, for most speakers of English, is knowing-how: Wey knew how to employ men. (Refer to Knoblock and Riegel’s rendering.) However, the Chinese phrase zhi yong ren does not preclude its translation as “knew to employ men.” Lai’s translation here aims to capture the situational focus of the type of knowledge alluded to in the passage.

35. Ibid., 24 / 2.2, 610.

36. Trans. Lai; see ibid., 24 / 2.2, 609–610. The point made in note 34 applies also to this translation—compare Knoblock and Riegel’s rendering.

37. It might be objected that these instances of such reasoning reflect hasty generalizations in attributing knowledge to a person on the basis of one successful or effective execution of a task. We argue, contrary to this objection, that there are passages in the text that warn against generalizations. For example, in chapter 25 / 2, lacquer and copper are used as examples to demonstrate how their properties manifest differently under different conditions (ibid., 25 / 2.1, 627). The passage cautions against generalizing from single cases. Although it may be pointed out that this passage merely reflects the views of a particular thinker in a composite text, we demonstrate in the following section that the attentiveness to context and timeliness—which is indicative of some resistance against generalizations—is present in many of the text’s discussions.

38. Ibid., 16 / 6.2, 394.

39. Ibid., 23 / 3.1, 593.

40. Ibid., 16 / 6.2, 394.

41. Ibid.

42. Ibid.

43. Ibid., 531; see also 14 / 3.3, 313.

44. Cf. James Sellman, Timing and Rulership in Master Lü’s Spring and Autumn Annals, 133–139.

45. Knoblock and Riegel, Annals, 14 / 3 and 26 / 6 respectively.

46. Ibid., 14 / 7.

47. Lüshi Chunqiu 14 / 7.1; translation by Sellman, Timing and Rulership, 140.

48. Lüshi Chunqiu 14 / 7.3; translation by Sellman, ibid., 141.

49. Knoblock and Riegel, Annals, 11 / 4.1, 250.

50. Lüshi Chunqiu, 21 / 4.3; tr. Lai.

51. Knoblock and Riegel, Annals, 21 / 4.3, 558 (passage in brackets translated by Lai).

52. Why do we make this exception? See section 1 on knowing-to’s inherent here-and-now directedness. What we have seen in the subsequent sections is that this directedness may be understood more rather than less broadly—encompassing time periods of varying durations, as a given context demands. Each of these periods is nonetheless a now, for the purpose of knowing-to here and now within a particular context.
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