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ABSTRACT 
 I present an argument for a sophisticated version of sceptical invariantism that has so far gone unnoticed: Bifurcated Sceptical Invariantism (BSI). I argue that it can, on the one hand, (dis)solve the Gettier problem, address the dogmatism paradox and, on the other hand, show some due respect to the Moorean methodological incentive of ‘saving epistemic appearances’. A fortiori, BSI promises to reap some other important explanatory fruit that I go on to adduce (e.g. account for concessive knowledge attributions).  
BSI can achieve this much because it distinguishes between two distinct but closely interrelated (sub)concepts of (propositional) knowledge, fallible-but-safe knowledge and infallible-and-sensitive knowledge, and explains how the pragmatics and the semantics of knowledge discourse operate at the interface of these two (sub)concepts of knowledge. I conclude that BSI is a novel theory of knowledge discourse that merits serious investigation. 
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‘‘Hume, then, we may say, is ready to accept and to tolerate a distinction between two levels of thought: the level of philosophically critical thinking which can offer us no assurances against skepticism; and the level of everyday empirical thinking, at which the pretensions of critical thinking are completely overridden and suppressed by Nature, by an inescapable natural commitment to belief’’’
                                                                         P.F.Strawson (1985:12-3)

I. UNPACKING BIFURCATED SCEPTICAL INVARIANTISM
 Almost all epistemologists (moderate invariantists or contextualists) are nowadays fallibilists about knowledge.[endnoteRef:1] But as I hope to indicate here, infallibilism, which in essence entails sceptical invariantism[endnoteRef:2], remains a resourceful position that is not easy to put to rest. To this effect, I present an argument for a sophisticated version of infallibilism\sceptical invariantism that has so far gone unnoticed: Bifurcated Sceptical Invariantism (henceforth, BSI for short). I argue that BSI can, on the one hand, (dis)solve the Gettier problem, address the dogmatism paradox and, on the other hand, show some due respect to the Moorean methodological incentive of ‘saving epistemic appearances’.[endnoteRef:3] A fortiori, BSI promises to reap some other important explanatory fruit that I go on to adduce (e.g. account for concessive knowledge attributions).  [1:  See for example Sosa (1991, 2007), DeRose (1995), Cohen (1998), Williamson (2000), Rysiew (2001), Hawthorne (2004), Brown (2006), Pritchard (2007, 2012), Greco (2010). For a few and far between infallibilists see Unger (1968), Kirkham (1984), Fogelin (1994) and Moon (2012).]  [2:   This is the case because according to infallibilism knowledge requires epistemic probability 1 of the belief on the given justification and, as we very rarely satisfy such a stringent constraint of epistemic probability, it follows that very rarely we have knowledge. Thus, sceptical invariantism follows naturally from infallibilism. See Dodd (2011) for explication of infallibilism along such probabilistic lines.]  [3:  Hawthorne (2004) calls the Moorean methodological incentive of saving epistemic appearances ‘the Moorean constraint’.] 

Let us first outline the basic semantic and pragmatic component of the account. BSI has a normative and a descriptive, linguistic component. The normative component deals with how we, in principle, ought to use the concept of knowledge and, thereby, the semantics of knowledge discourse. The descriptive deals with how we actually use the concept of knowledge and, thereby, the pragmatics of knowledge discourse.[endnoteRef:4] Its fundamental insight is that to understand knowledge discourse we need to understand how knowledge discourse operates at the interface of the semantics and the pragmatics of knowledge discourse.  [4:  This is the standard way of drawing the semantics\pragmatics distinction in mainstream truth-conditional metasemantic frameworks. Roughly, semantics is understood to be fixed by truth-conditions while pragmatics is understood to be fixed by the contextually-informed actual linguistic usage. See for example Kearns (2000) and Fromkin et al. (2011). ] 

In its descriptive\pragmatic component, BSI amounts to the broadly contextualist view that our employed concept of knowledge is bifurcated between two closely related but distinct (sub)concepts of knowledge that operate in different epistemic contexts: fallible-but-safe knowledge and infallible-and-sensitive knowledge.[endnoteRef:5] Insofar as the pragmatics go, knowledge is what is sometimes called a non-classical concept, namely, a concept that is not amenable to a non-disjunctive, reductive analysis in necessary and sufficient conditions.[endnoteRef:6] We can perhaps understand it as an Aristotelian focal meaning concept because both (sub)concepts have a minimum common core, the necessary conditions of belief and truth, but I set this aspect aside because I am not here in the business to dwell on the matter in terms of concept theory.  [5:  Here I simplify for the sake of exposition and abstract from many pragmatic factors like practical interests and stakes, contrastive contexts etc. True enough, any full-fledged theory of knowledge discourse will have to take into account such phenomena, but obviously this work cannot be carried out here.]  [6:  See Lawrence and Margolis (2011) for some discussion of concept theory.] 

Justification is also common ground, but crucially their take on the nature of justification is very different.[endnoteRef:7] While fallible-but-safe knowledge only requires sufficiently strong but defeasible justification for knowledge, infallible-and-sensitive knowledge requires absolutely strong justification, namely, indefeasible justification that deductively entails truth.[endnoteRef:8] Fallible-but-safe knowledge is the concept of knowledge that is usually found at work in the epistemic contexts of ordinary everyday life. As when we claim to know that ‘Paris is a French City’ or that ‘George Washington was the first American President’. We can stipulate that S (fallibly-but-safely) knows that p if and only if:  [7:  One obvious way to understand justification here is in terms of (accessibility) internalism, namely, the approach that takes it that a belief is justified if and only if it is supported by accessible epistemic facts\reasons. But the epistemic internalism\externalism contention goes far beyond the scope of this article. So, for current purposes I shall assume that the proposed theory could be understood in either internalist or externalist terms and leave the question open about which interpretation is the most plausible. See Bonjour and Sosa (2003) for some discussion of the divide.]  [8:  In probabilistic terms, infallible-and-sensitive knowledge requires epistemic probability 1 of the belief on the given justification. Fallible-and-safe knowledge requires some sufficiently high ratio probability of the belief on the given justification. How high the ratio of probability is would depend on how strongly we spell out the notion of safety. Fortunately, for current purposes we need not dwell on that. See Dodd (2011) for explicating infallibilism along such probabilistic lines.] 

(a) S believes that p.
(b) p is true.
(c) S justifiably believes that p on the basis of defeasible justification.
(d) S’s defeasible justification that p is sufficiently strong, so that p could not have easily been false. In other words, p is safe, namely, if p were false, S could not have easily believed that p, given her justification.[endnoteRef:9] [9:  For the safety principle see Sosa (1999), Williamson (2001) and Pritchard (2007; 2012). Of course, how to spell out the matter of ‘easiness’ of error is a tricky one that unfortunately we have to set aside here.] 

 Infallible-and-sensitive knowledge is the concept of knowledge that is usually found at work at the fringes of the epistemic contexts of ordinary everyday life. Most often, we do not require indefeasible justification to attribute knowledge, though sometimes we may do, either in the context of everyday life, in the philosophical classroom or even the scientific lab. This is evident, for example, in cases that resemble the so-called ‘dogmatism paradox’, namely, cases where one resists strong undermining evidence because it undermines an instance of considered knowledge that she holds with obstinate absolute certainty, like a mother’s considered knowledge that her son is not the murderer.[endnoteRef:10]  [10:  For the stipulation of the dogmatism paradox see Harman (1973:148). Harman’s (1973:148) original exposition of the paradox is the following: 
‘‘ If I know that h is true, I know that any evidence against h… is misleading. But I should disregard evidence that I know is misleading. So, once I know that h is true, I am in a position to disregard any future evidence that seems to tell against h. This is paradoxical, because I am never in a position to disregard any future evidence even though I do know a great many different things.’’] 

No matter how strong the evidence to the contrary, she would never yield because she thinks she (infallibly-and-sensitively) knows that her son is innocent. The history of science attests that similar things sometimes happen when experimental evidence refutes someone’s theory. It cannot be wrong because it is his whole life’s precious work. Not everyone is as intellectually honest and magnanimous as Frege was in the wake of learning of Russell’s devastating paradox to the basic law V.[endnoteRef:11]  [11:  Note the reference to intellectual virtues like intellectual honesty and magnanimity. Character virtue-theoretic accounts are on the rise in epistemology, though, some have high (e.g. Zagzebski (1996)) and some more modest aspirations about them  (e.g. Baehr (2012)).] 

We can stipulate that S (infallibly-and-sensitively) knows that p iff:
(a) S believes that p.
(b) p is true.
(c) S justifiably believes that p on the basis of indefeasible justification.
(d) S’s justification that p is absolutely strong and therefore indefeasible, so that p could not have been false. In other words, p is sensitive, namely, if p were false, S could not have believed that p, given her justification.[endnoteRef:12] [12:  For the sensitivity principle see Nozick (1981), Pritchard (2007) and Black (2008).] 

However, this bifurcation of the concept of knowledge holds only for the pragmatics and not the semantics of knowledge discourse. This is an important distinction for BSI.[endnoteRef:13] We can understand how we speak and mean in epistemic discourse in terms of the bifurcated concept of knowledge that I have described. This is one thing and aspires to describe the contours of the actual linguistic knowledge discourse i.e. the everyday practice of knowledge assertions and attributions. But it is a very different thing to consider how we, in principle, ought to use the concept of knowledge. For, from the ordinary linguistic usage of a concept nothing substantial needs to follow about the correct usage and how we, in principle, ought to use it.[endnoteRef:14] In reminiscence of Hume’s famous is\ought argument, this is a different kind of matter. It is a clearly normative, semantic question.[endnoteRef:15] Instead the semantics, I would tentatively propose, are invariantist and infallibilist because this is how we ought to speak, strictly speaking. We ought, in principle, to employ the infallible-and-sensitive concept of knowledge because it offers an explanatorily promising theoretical framework; or so the thought goes.  [13:  Compare Rysiew (2011: Section 1) and his distinction between substantive and semantic contextualism for a similar observation and discussion. This distinction sits at the heart of contextualism debates and threatens to leave contextualism either a philosophically trivial theory or a plain false theory. The reason for this is that if we don’t go for a semantic account of contextualism, then contextualism is only a descriptive position of mere linguistic interest. This is why many epistemologists question whether contextualist solutions to the radical scepticism puzzle really engage with the puzzle. Rysiew (2011: Section 1) suggests that most contextualists understand contextualism as a pragmatic thesis – at least according to the assumed mainstream understanding of the semantics\pragmatics distinction- (DeRose (1995), Cohen (1998) etc.) though some like Annis (1978) and Williams (2001) take it to be a semantic thesis. Of course, DeRose (1995) and Cohen (1998) would themselves take their views to be semantic. Moreover, there is some debate about whether contextually relevant factors for knowledge discourse could simply be explained away as pragmatic phenomena from the perspective of invariantism (sceptical or moderate). Rysiew (2001) and Brown (2006) offer such (moderate) invariantist debunking explanations of contextual factors. They also envisage the possibility of a sceptical invariantist debunking explanation that would best comport with BSI but quickly dismiss it as outright implausible. But this is a discussion for another occasion.]  [14:   This of course goes against use theories of meaning like late Wittgenstein’s (1952). This is the case because, intuitively, conventional linguistic usage and correct usage may easily come apart. If this is right, meaning is not merely conventional. Also, compare Rysiew (2001:487): ‘…we can see this example as providing evidence for the idea that ‘‘the content of ‘know’’’ changes with shifts in context only if we conflate speaker meaning and linguistic meaning.’ (Rysiew’s emphasis). Rysiew’s point is exactly that how we speak should not mislead us about linguistic meaning and how we should speak. We might be natural contextualists about how we speak but this need not imply anything about semantics.]  [15:  I am assuming the rather orthodox view that semantics is a normative domain concerned with how we ought to mean, apply concepts and their contents and eventually use sentences. See Gibbard (2014) for some recent work on the normativity of meaning.] 

We now turn to some motivation for the theoretical framework we have sketched.

II. (DIS)SOLVING THE GETTIER PROBLEM, THE DOGMATISM PARADOX AND SAVING EPISTEMIC APPEARANCES
The idea is that, on the one hand, we need the infallible-and-sensitive concept of knowledge to (dis)solve and debunk the Gettier problem and account for such fringe discursive contexts that resemble the dogmatism paradox and, on the other hand, we need the fallible-but-safe concept of knowledge to save the Moorean epistemic appearance that we know quite a lot, at least in some sufficiently robust sense of ‘know’. All three are strong desiderata that a plausible theory of knowledge should accommodate and BSI is especially suited in doing so.[endnoteRef:16]  [16:  Compare Hetherington (2005, Section 7): ‘The standard epistemological objection to [infallibilism] is that it fails to do justice to the reality of our lives, seemingly as knowers of many aspects of the surrounding world…Yet we rarely, if ever, possess infallible justificatory support for a belief. And we accept this about ourselves… But the infallibility proposal –when combined with acceptance of our general fallibility- would imply that we are not knowers at all. It would thereby ground a scepticism about ever having knowledge’ (Hetherington’s own emphasis). For similar points see Heller (1999), Hetherington (2005), Lemos (2007) and Pritchard (2007). They all conclude that only fallibilism is viable. Hawthorne (2004:140-1) more sympathetically acknowledges the relative attractions of ‘sceptical invariantism’ but suggests that it incurs at least two major costs. First, that it does not respect epistemic appearances about ‘know’, that is, what he calls ‘the Moorean constraint’. Second, that it does not respect the intuitive connections between knowledge, assertion and practical reasoning. I will only be trying to assuage his first worry here. Of note is that even insightful critics of infallibilism\sceptical invariantism, like Hawthorne (2004:140-1), concede that ‘a number of the structural constraints on the concept of knowledge are perfectly compatible with scepticism. Indeed, scepticism uses them to its advantage…[T]he scoreboard is not obviously terrible. But we should carefully examine alternative approaches’. I instead try here to explore a version of sceptical invariantism.] 

First, it (dis)solves the Gettier problem by means of debunking and our best theory should, arguably, tackle this notorious problem.[endnoteRef:17] It debunks the problem because indefeasible justification closes the logical gap between justification and truth that allows Gettier cases to slip through.[endnoteRef:18] In effect, the Gettier problem is not allowed the logical space to arise. Note also that the Gettier problem is a problem for the semantics of knowledge discourse and not the pragmatics. It is a problem for an analysis of ‘know’ that purports to give us respective truth-conditions and thereby its real meaning -not the merely conventional use of ‘know’.[endnoteRef:19] Therefore, it is the semantic theory that should surmount it and BSI does exactly this.[endnoteRef:20] [17:  For externalist attempts see Goldman (1967), Nozick (1981), Heller (1999) and Greco (2010). For internalist attempts see Lehrer (1965) and Klein (1971). For an overview of the post-Gettier literature see Shope (2002) and Hetherington (2005).]  [18:  For virtually the same kind of debunking solution to the Gettier problem see Fogelin (1994). ]  [19:  Some epistemologists like Sosa (2003:158) distinguish between ‘meaning analysis’ and ‘substantive analysis’ and suggest that their proposed analysis purports to be only a substantive analysis. In particular, according to Sosa (2003:158), meaning analysis ‘…leads to conclusions that no one could possibly reject without failing to understand one or another of the constitutive concepts, and hence to conclusions that no one could possibly reject period’ (Sosa’s italics). I suppose an example of such a meaning analysis is the ‘vixen is female fox’.  Instead, ‘[s]ubstantive analysis…leads to conclusions that are a priori and necessary all right, yet difficult enough that a mistake would not necessarily evince failure to understand.’ Now, could BSI show that the Gettier problem is not a problem for attempts at a substantive analysis? Presumably, it could because it would point to the theoretical complexity of the BSI theory in order to explain why some mistake on behalf of an agent might impede awareness\understanding of the (supposedly) correct BSI theory even though there is no failure in understanding at least the basics of the target concept of knowledge. Thanks to an anonymous reviewer who pressed this concern.]  [20:  It might be pointed out that the Gettier cases concern fallible knowledge in particular and, hence, that the problem remains in regard to fallible knowledge even if infallible knowledge is immune to the problem. Thus, we haven’t made any real progress against the Gettier problem. The infallibilist response would be that this is part of the reason why we don’t, strictly speaking, have fallible knowledge but only could have infallible knowledge. As I explain below, in BSI we could still speak of fallible knowledge but only in a more loose sense.] 

The explanatory value of addressing the Gettier problem should not be underestimated, especially in light of the fact that many epistemologists have pronounced the problem insoluble for (fallibilist) theories of knowledge.[endnoteRef:21] If a theory of knowledge needs to solve the Gettier problem in order to be adequate, fallibilist theories of knowledge fail to do so and infallibilism does exactly that, then we need at least to give some serious consideration to some infallibilist theory that solves the problem. As many epistemologists have noted, the Gettier problem seems insoluble because of the logical gap between defeasible justification and truth.[endnoteRef:22] I cannot really delve into this, but here is a very brief summary of the basic modal argument. Modally speaking, no matter how far-fetched a possibility, it is always possible for a strongly but defeasibly justified true belief to be accidentally true. Thus, fallibilism seems doomed in regard to the Gettier problem. Infallibilism instead has no such problem. [21:  See for example Kirkham (1984), Blackburn (1993), Fogelin (1994), Zagzebski (1996), Williamson (2000) and Floridi (2004).]  [22:  See Kirkham (1984), Fogelin (1994), Zagzebski (1996) and Floridi (2004).] 

Of course, some have doubted of the importance of Gettier cases for an overall theory of knowledge and others have conspicuously downplayed the importance of the problem while proposing theories of knowledge.[endnoteRef:23] They may contend that a theory of knowledge is plausible even if it cannot solve the Gettier problem. I am sceptical of such dismissive attitudes towards the Gettier problem largely because of methodological reasons. If a theory faces a certain problem or implies a certain puzzle, the right attitude is not to attenuate its significance (or even pretend that is not there). Rather, the right attitude is either to emend the theory with an eye to addressing the problem or to try out novel theories that may fare better in regard to the specific problem. The resultant theory would still have to be assessed in regard to its overall explanatory power, parsimony, simplicity etc. but the question of the overall plausibility of a theory is a question down the road. What matters here and now is that BSI follows the latter horn of the dilemma and tries out a novel approach to the problem. [23:  See for example Weathersoon (2003) and Hetherington (2012) for the former attitude and Williamson (2000) and Hawthorne (2004) for the latter attitude.] 

Second, BSI also accounts nicely for the meaningfulness of the largely ignored fringe discursive contexts exemplified by the dogmatism paradox that raise the standards of justification to indefeasibility. It can make full sense of such discursive contexts because it can explain why agents may refuse to give up a belief they think they know in spite of having strong undermining evidence. They refuse because they are unwittingly operating with the infallible-and-sensitive (sub)concept of knowledge. That is, they take their (allegedly) known belief to be indefeasibly justified and therefore think that any undermining evidence, no matter how strong, should be washed away as circumstantial. 
But, of course, we should almost never be resistant to novel and knowledge-undermining evidence because almost never can we have indefeasible justification for our knowledge assertions. The disgruntled mother should be open-minded enough to consider the evidence against her son, given that her justification for what she considers to be knowledge is less-strong-than-indefeasible. If her justification is merely defeasible, then she does not strictly speaking know and, therefore, she should be open-minded and receptive to new evidence that may tip the balance against the truth of the belief she holds. Thus, BSI gives a neat account of the epistemic psychology of agents in such dogmatism contexts and also explains what is epistemically wrong about the agent’s dogmatism in such contexts.
 In contrast, fallibilists do not seem prima facie capable of offering as elegant an explanation of such fringe discursive contexts.[endnoteRef:24] As in the case of the Gettier problem, the problem for their accounts is the logical gap between defeasible justification and truth. For, fallibilists insist that they can claim knowledge if there is defeasible justification of sufficient strength that delivers truth. Yet this would inevitably give rise to cases of resistance to novel and knowledge-undermining evidence because knowledge seems to motivate termination of inquiry.[endnoteRef:25] It just seems a bare psychological fact that agents who sincerely think they know tend to be motivated to terminate inquiry and this would imply resistance to knowledge-undermining evidence. Again, infallibilism faces no such problem. It allows by definition that novel knowledge-undermining evidence is almost always taken into consideration because it denies that we have much of real knowledge.  [24:  Contra Harman (1973) who offers a fallibilist solution to the problem. For Harman, we can both claim to know and be sensitive to novel, knowledge-undermining evidence. The problem with such accounts is that it seems unnatural, if not paradoxical, for a speaker to claim to know and also accept that knowledge-undermining evidence may exist. This also relates to the problem fallibilists have with concessive knowledge attributions (i.e. ‘ I know that p, but p might be false’) that we will briefly discuss in section 5.]  [25:  See Kappel and Moeller (2014) for detailed discussion of the point. They argue that this motivational fact about knowledge judgments favors some form of ecumenical expressivism. ] 

Third, BSI shows some due respect to the epistemic appearance that we know quite a lot, in some fairly robust sense of ‘know’, in a way that no extant sceptical invariantist theory does. We (fallibly-but-safely) know quite a lot because in ordinary epistemic contexts we mostly operate with (and often seem to satisfy) the fallible-but-safe (sub)concept of knowledge. Therefore, the Moorean intuition that we know a lot, in some robust sense of ‘know’, is vindicated. Of course, given the infallible-and-sensitive concept of knowledge that semantics employ, we do not really know (in the full-blooded sense of the term, anyway) in most contexts of our everyday lives. Strictly speaking, we do not know because, for one thing, it is always possible that our strongly-but-only-defeasibly justified true belief may fall prey to epistemic luck and constitute a Gettier case.[endnoteRef:26]  [26:  This is at least part of the reason why some epistemologists think Gettier cases ‘inescapable’ (cf. Zagzebski (1996), Kirkham (1984) or ‘unsolvable’ (cf. Floridi (2004)) for fallibilist accounts of knowledge. I confess that I share their pessimist intuitions but I cannot here further belabor my pessimism.] 

 Admittedly, this is a serious cost for BSI because, against the Moorean incentive of saving ordinary epistemic appearances of knowledge, it concedes that we don’t really know. But it at least explains why we (fallibly-but-safely) know a lot in some sufficiently robust sense of ‘know’ and, hence, shows some due respect to epistemic appearances and ameliorates the sceptical result. I understand that fallibilists would probably still hesitate to trade the Moorean intuition for a neat solution of the Gettier problem (and perhaps for any other solution of any other epistemic problem or combination of problems thereof). 
But we should be wary of such dogmatic insistence on intuitions and be open-minded enough to detach from this intuition in order to investigate alternative theoretical frameworks.[endnoteRef:27] For one thing, intuitions are often unreliable and, for another, new theoretical space opens up if we are willing for a moment to envisage that the Moorean intuition might not be as trustworthy as it is usually assumed to be. We should at least try out this space. Besides, it is merely an entrenched, pre-theoretical intuition and pre-theoretical intuitions might need to give way in light of an explanatorily powerful theory. Questioning intuitions and assumptions pretty much encapsulates the history of scientific progress and some philosophical puzzles might have to follow in tandem. [27:  Indeed, this is how Baehr (2012) analyzes open-mindedness and as theorists we should strive to be open-minded enough to tentatively explore neglected alternatives.] 

Later on, I will suggest that BSI promises to address even more desiderata and also say more about the ‘amelioration effect’ along Humean lines. Perhaps the promise for more explanatory fruit will tip the balance and convince fallibilists to give BSI a hearing. At any rate, for time being we can suggest that it is a plausible way to (dis)solve (by debunking) the Gettier problem, account for fringe knowledge contexts that resemble the dogmatism paradox and show some due respect to ordinary epistemic appearances.[endnoteRef:28] What is more, fallibilism prima facie has trouble with the first two desiderata and BSI ameliorates the sceptical result and shows some due respect to the Moorean intuition in a way that typically sceptical positions do not. We now turn to some objections to the theory. Addressing objections will offer the opportunity to further elaborate and refine the sketch of a theory we have developed. [28:  Compare Heller (1999: 119): ‘It is not that scepticism itself is an unacceptable conclusion. Rather it is that such [high] standards fail to draw the distinctions that are important to us…Scepticism would not be a problem at all if we had another word of epistemic praise that distinguished [knowledge from lucky justified true belief]. But ‘’knowledge’’ is the word we use for epistemic praise; we have no other to take its place’. BSI exactly responds to Heller’s plea for a single concept of knowledge that can distinguish knowledge proper from Gettierized justified true belief. It is one concept of knowledge that is constituted by two (sub)concepts of knowledge that can do the trick.] 


III. THREE OBJECTIONS AND BRIEF REPLIES
First, we have ‘the impracticality objection’. Some may object that the theory is psycho-linguistically impractical, unrealistic and inapplicable at the level of everyday knowledge discourse and, therefore, this leads to a straight reductio for BSI.[endnoteRef:29] That is, even if we grant that the proposal is to the right direction and we in principle ought to employ an infallibille-and-sensitive concept of knowledge, it is totally impractical and unrealistic because psycho-linguistically we cannot apply it and therefore the theory runs into a straight reductio. To see how impractical such a demanding concept of knowledge is for everyday purposes suppose that a stray tourist asks a local (operating with the infallibilist-and-sensitive concept of knowledge) about the whereabouts of the national museum:  [29:  In his thorough discussion of sceptical invariantism, Hawthorne (2004: 126-132) discusses both a version of the impracticality objection that he calls the objection of ‘the impermanence of sceptical attitudes’ and ‘the common sense objection’. Although he is not fully persuaded by these objections, and sees sceptical invariantism with some sympathy, he decides to explore a different approach to knowledge.] 

T:  Hi Sir, do you know where the national museum is?
L: Hi, ah, not really I am afraid. I only have a strongly (epistemically) justified belief that it is still in the central square, next to the town hall, where it stood a few hours ago. Or at least this is what looked to me to be the national museum a few hours ago (!).[endnoteRef:30] [30:  Not to mention that you could also add: ‘At least this is what my memory suggests’.] 

One can imagine the bewildered facial expression of the tourist upon receiving this weird sounding response. Note also the whole mouthful of quasi-technical terms that are required for such a response (‘strongly (epistemically) justified belief’). Therefore, it does seem plausible to think that infallible-and-sensitive knowledge is not really applicable to the circumstance of everyday life knowledge thought and talk, and there may be good evolutionary reasons relating to cognitive economy (and the fast-and-frugal nature of adaptive pressures on language and cognition) why the cognitive processing of ‘know’ works like this.[endnoteRef:31]  Hence, it seems that there is some prima facie plausibility in the idea that we cannot systematically employ such a demanding infallibilist concept of knowledge in everyday life and that such an understanding of knowledge does not do justice to the reality of the more relaxed, everyday knowledge discourse. Therefore, there is something seriously amiss with the theory. [31:  As is well-known, natural selection was not (and needed not be) an optimal designing process. It was ‘selecting’ via adaptive pressures traits and processes that would be good enough for survival and reproduction. This means that some cognitive traits and processes may have been designed in a fast-and-frugal fashion. For some discussion of the point see Papineau (2001) and Griffiths and Wilkins (forthcoming). For genealogical-contractarian accounts of the origins of the concept of knowledge see Craig (1990), Greco (2010) and Pritchard (2012).] 

This is a relatively strong objection against BSI but I think it can be met along Humean lines. A preliminary point is that the empirical hypothesis that psycho-linguistically we are not capable of systematically operating with such a demanding concept of knowledge merits serious independent empirical investigation. But at any rate, we should be willing to grant the prima facie plausibility of this empirical hypothesis about cognition. As the simple example above illustrates, it does seem plausible that we could not systematically operate with such a cognitively burdensome concept. 
Once we grant that in principle we could not systematically operate with such a demanding concept of knowledge, we should respond to the objection in the following Humean way. We should deny that if the demanding concept of infallible knowledge is systematically practically inapplicable then this leads the theory to a fatal reductio. That perhaps would be the case if we could never apply the infallible concept of knowledge. In such a scenario we would propose an understanding of a concept that is never cognitively and practically available to us and that would perhaps be paradoxical enough to refute the theory. Yet this is not the case with the demanding concept of infallible knowledge. As the fringe knowledge contexts that resemble the dogmatism paradox have shown, we often do operate with such a demanding concept of knowledge.
 Moreover, we can and often use alternative linguistic means to express the demanding infallibilist concept of knowledge. We could employ (and we actually often employ in everyday life) other simpler, linguistic vehicles to the same effect as using the infallibilist concept of knowledge. As such paradigmatic linguistic vehicles, I have in mind adverbial expressions like ‘strictly speaking’, ‘really’, ‘ultimately’, ‘fully’, ‘exactly’ etc. that can be used to qualify and specify how well we know.[endnoteRef:32] If this is right, then even if we cannot systematically operate with such a demanding concept of knowledge across contexts, BSI has alternative linguistic means for fulfilling the same goal of expression when required. Besides, language is an evolved multitask tool, quite like a Swiss knife, that has developed the means for easy resolution of such problems of expression.[endnoteRef:33] But let me first illustrate how this is meant to work with a simple discursive example. [32:  Besides, this is the functional semantic contribution of adverbs in natural language constructions. See Howson (1997) for the semantic value of adverbs in truth-conditional semantics.]  [33:  See late Wittgenstein’s (1952) pragmatic take on language and Pinker’s (1994) ruminations about the evolutionary origins of language.] 

Suppose that two friends converse about the historicity of Socrates.
A: ‘How do you know that Socrates is a historical figure and not a mere figment of imagination like, say, unicorns?’
B: ‘Well, I know that Socrates existed in Classical Athens because strong evidence supports this. Famous authors of his time like Plato, Xenophon and Aristophanes report his life and times, as well as there are important affinities between their reports that would have been highly improbable to be mere coincidences’.
A: ‘Surely that is pretty strong evidence for Socrates, but you can’t really claim to know his historicity because the evidence is inconclusive. It could be the case, for example, that these authors had agreed to present a fictional persona for some strange reason and you cannot preclude that possibility. So, at best you have a strongly justified belief but not, strictly speaking, knowledge’.[endnoteRef:34] [34:  This part of the dialogue exemplifies why concessive knowledge attributions sound so unnatural, if not paradoxical. On the basis of BSI I offer a brief explication of concessive knowledge attributions that dispels their unnaturalness in section 5. ] 

B: ‘Ah, the way you present it, yes, I cannot claim to know the historical existence of Socrates but also the way you put it sounds a bit like another conspiracy fantasy. Why would ancient authors agree to conjure a fictional persona? ’
A: ‘This I cannot pretend to know but you have to grant that it is a logically open, live possibility and in light of this possibility you cannot, really and ultimately, claim knowledge’.
B: ‘OK, fair enough. I see your point but I am still puzzled about how seriously we should take such crazy possibilities into serious consideration. I am not sure that such crazy possibilities should be considered as ‘live’’.
A: ‘I understand your misgivings but bear in mind that often great cognitive leaps forward are made because ‘crazy’ (at their time of conception) possibilities are, finally, envisaged as ‘live’. From Copernicus and Galileo to Darwin, Einstein and beyond. So, we need to be cognitively humble and keep an open mind to crazy possibilities.’
B: ‘ Hmm, this philosophical stuff is wearing down my brains. I am off for a beer but I will be back on the matter. I am not yet entirely convinced. ’.
A: ‘I will be waiting. Take care.’
This is a quite coherent and meaningful piece of knowledge discourse that sometimes takes place in broadly similar forms, especially among people with instilled cognitive humility and widened horizons by scientific practice, literary exercise and philosophical theorizing. People may easily invoke and apply an infallible-and-sensitive concept of knowledge by means of adverbial expressions like the ‘strictly speaking’ and ‘really and ultimately’ above. Note also the comfortable ‘semantic oscillation’ between the two (sub)concepts of knowledge without any conceptual confusion, ambiguity or even incoherence that would produce miscommunication.
But, unfortunately, we are not yet off the hook of the impracticality objection. Although adverbial expressions can be the flexible linguistic vehicle for the occasional application of a demanding infallible-and-sensitive concept of knowledge, this cannot be the general rule for the application of the concept. We simply cannot go around in our everyday lives qualifying by means of adverbial expressions our knowledge assertions and attributions. That would simply be cognitively burdensome and impractical, which is the rub of the impracticality objection. Thus, we are still plagued by the impracticality objection, even if we occasionally unwittingly assume the infallibilist concept of knowledge or use adverbial qualifications to express it.
 There is no reason, however, to reject an explanatorily promising theory just because we cannot systematically operate with the suggested cognitively demanding semantics of the corresponding concept. It suffices for the theory that, if required for conversational practical purposes, we can qualify the true meaning of the concept. And this is a broadly Humean point.  Famously, Hume argued that we cannot rationally tackle scepticism about causation\induction but this is no reason to think that we should stop applying the relevant concepts and draw inductive inferences in our everyday life.[endnoteRef:35] Nature will follow its course in ordinary everyday life and will, at least temporally, silence scepticism[endnoteRef:36], and today we can even offer evolutionary psychological explanations why our nature is so disposed.[endnoteRef:37] Thus, in Humean style, we can both be skeptics about most knowledge in our reflective moments and withhold application of the (infallible-and-sensitive) (sub)concept, and largely intuitive non-skeptics in the course of more mundane everyday life and apply the (fallible-and-safe) (sub)concept.[endnoteRef:38] [35:  See Strawson (1985: Ch.1) for discussion and endorsement of the Humean, naturalist response to scepticism.]  [36:  Compare Hume, Treat. i.iv.i, (1986:238) : ‘‘Tis happy, therefore, that nature breaks the force of all sceptical arguments in time, and keeps them from having any considerable influence on the understanding’’. ]  [37:  Presumably, natural selection favored hominids that weren’t prone to over-intellectualizing because that would have had little adaptive value in a time that practical needs for survival and reproduction were a top priority.]  [38:   This is broadly consistent with Kahneman’s (2012) dual processing ‘two systems’ theory of cognition and also comports well with Sosa’s (2007) distinction between animal and reflective knowledge. But this is a story for another occasion.] 

 This should be the case not only for philosophical concepts but also for more scientific and mathematical (e.g. Euclidean\non-Euclidean geometry) ones. A case in point is physical theory. Take, for example, how relativity theory has radically revolutionized our understanding of fundamental physical concepts like time, space, mass, energy, gravity etc., yet no one would think that the theory is plain false just because the relativist understanding of such concepts is especially demanding and systematically inapplicable for ordinary discourse. That would be absurd. By parity of reasoning the same should hold for other theories, be it philosophical, mathematical or scientific. Let us explain a bit through an example.
According to relativity, strictly speaking, there are no two simultaneous events occurring because time is always relative to an observer’s physical frame of reference. Yet our relativist understanding of the concept of simultaneity (and time) is plausible and there is no reductio for relativity theory coming from the perspective of ordinary temporal discourse. That is, just because we cannot systematically apply the relativist understanding of ‘simultaneity’ it does not follow that the relativity theory should be abandoned. That would be an absurd claim and the same should hold for a theory of knowledge. Pre-theoretical intuitions stemming from ordinary discourse should not be allowed to decide the matter.[endnoteRef:39] For one thing, that would be entirely question-begging and, for another, only ultimate explanatory power should be allowed to carry the day. I conclude that the impracticality objection can be met along Humean lines.[endnoteRef:40] [39:   Compare this rather strong indictment of common sense by Einstein: ‘Common sense consists of those layers of prejudice laid down in the mind before the age of eighteen’. Attributed to Einstein by Stannard (2008:preface).]  [40:  There might be a mismatch in the analogy between simultaneity and knowledge. The meaning simultaneity has in special relativity theory is not intended to be reductive while the meaning analysis we offer here is tentatively intended to be reductive. But I am doubtful that the fact that the meaning simultaneity acquires in the framework of our best relevant physical theory (i.e. relativity) is not intended to be reductive, while the analysis of knowledge is precisely so intended, mars the analogy. Even if this mismatch exists in the analogy between simultaneity and knowledge, I don’t think that it adversely affects the philosophical point: both concepts can be ordinarily used in a non-accurate manner but this won’t tell against our currently best theory of the meaning of simultaneity and knowledge.
The fact that simultaneity in relativity theory is perhaps not intended to be reductive while knowledge is intended to reflects I think a prima facie methodological difference between empirical physics and philosophy proper, who often employs aprioristic methodology. Of course, this methodological difference has come under criticism by naturalistically-minded philosophers from Quine (1953) to Kornblith (2002), but I can’t really pursue this here.] 

Second, we have ‘the common sense objection’. This objection presses that BSI is a wildly revisionist, anti-commonsensical theory because it suggests that we embrace radical scepticism about knowledge. According to BSI, we rarely, if ever, have knowledge and we may not have knowledge even of that (and of that, ad infinitum). This implies a very revisionist picture of everyday knowledge discourse that culminates in the counterintuitive result that almost all of our ordinary knowledge judgments are uniformly false. In essence, it gives an error theory about knowledge discourse. The fact, the objection continues, that we know a lot in terms of the fallible-but-safe (sub)concept of knowledge does nothing to ameliorate the revisionist for ordinary discourse error theory that BSI saddles us with.
This is an objection that we can again cope with in a Humean way and there are at least two preliminary points to make in response.[endnoteRef:41] First, it is true that in reality BSI culminates in scepticism and to an error theory about knowledge discourse. But in philosophy, as elsewhere, we should follow the argument where it leads. True, if we are led to an unpalatable conclusion we may reexamine the argument because there might be something amiss with the argument. But if we fail to find a misstep in the argument, then we should also be courageous enough to accept what the argument supports; at least if we are to avoid devious epistemic irrationalities like wishful thinking and self-deception. Moreover, there is something cowardly and undignified in refraining from the conclusion of a good argument. I have of course offered one argument in favor of BSI and there may be more powerful counterarguments. But this remains to be seen, anyway. [41:  Hawthorne (2004: 131-2) also envisages a Humean line of response to the common sense objection on behalf of sceptical invariantism.] 

Second, crucially, we should not underestimate the Humean capacity of BSI to ameliorate the impression of the sceptical result by giving some due respect to ordinary epistemic appearances. BSI does not urge for any revisionary transformation of our epistemic lives and the ordinary usage of the concept of knowledge as some eliminativists reductionists have proposed about folk psychology concepts (and some even about moral concepts).[endnoteRef:42] The bifurcated character of the theory and the fallible-but-safe (sub)concept of knowledge ensure that our knowledge judgments should largely remain as they customarily have been for a long time now. [42:   See Churchland (1981) for the classic statement of mental concepts eliminativism and Garner (2007) for moral concepts eliminativism. Note also that more moderate moral error theorists like Mackie (1971) and Joyce (2001) never urged for any radical transformation of our moral talk and practice. It is one think to realize the error-theoretic condition of a certain discourse and another to ask for its radical revision. The same line of thought is advised here for the case of knowledge discourse.] 

 For one good Humean reason, they should largely remain as they have been for pragmatic reasons, namely, for reasons of practical benefit that follow from our extensive usage of the fallible-but-safe concept of knowledge (practical coordination, flagging reliable sources of knowledge, giving credit etc.).[endnoteRef:43] If they are to change somewhat, this should be to the direction of caution in certain ‘high stakes’ practical contexts (perhaps by means of adverbial expressions) in light of the fact that, strictly speaking, almost all our knowledge judgments are false. But this need not imply anything radical about ordinary epistemic lives. Our epistemic lives can go on as they have been going on since the inception and gradual ‘objectification’ of the concept of knowledge in its current form.[endnoteRef:44] To suggest otherwise is to gratuitously be committed to the radical revision of ordinary knowledge discourse. [43:  This is for instance the view of moral error theorists like Joyce (2001) for moral discourse.]  [44:   The term ‘objectification’ comes from Craig (1990).] 

To press the point home, compare again with the relativist understanding of ‘simultaneity’. Given that ordinary discourse about simultaneous events is more relaxed, less cognitively burdensome and nearly accurate (because the time discrepancies are negligibly minute) we have good pragmatic reasons to go on applying the ordinary concept of simultaneity. Needless to say, this need not imply anything about the exactly accurate and correct usage of simultaneity and physicists may invoke and apply the more accurate relativist understanding of the concept if this is required in a context that time discrepancies may practically matter.[endnoteRef:45]  [45:  Compare the words of a physicist, Stannard (2008:8-9): ‘[T]he dilation effect…means that, strictly speaking, whenever we undertake a journey-say, a bus trip- on alighting we ought to readjust our watch to get it back into synchronization with all the stationary clocks and watches. The reason we do not is that the effect is so small. For instance, someone opting to drive express trains all their life will get out of step with those following sedentary jobs by no more than about one-millionth of a second by the time they retire. Hardly worth bothering about’. ] 

Yet this implies no radical revisionism about our everyday application of the concept of simultaneity (and time). Ordinary discourse goes on as it has been going long before the advent of revolutionary relativity theory. The parallel with the concept of infallible knowledge in BSI is obvious and there is no reason why we should treat knowledge any different from simultaneity. In Humean style, we can be skeptics about most knowledge in our reflective moments, and largely intuitive non-skeptics in the course of more mundane everyday life. I conclude that the common sense objection can also be met. 
Third, we have ‘the self-defeat objection’. Some may object that the semantic part of the theory raises the standards of justification to the implausibly demanding level of indefeasibility and because of this the theory fails by its own lights because it cannot offer an indefeasible justification for the indefeasibility infallibilism that propounds. We do not know that BSI is true because we are lacking of indefeasible justification that knowledge, by the theory’s own lights, requires. Hence, the theory is self-defeating. 
This is an objection that can be deflected in one of two ways. Either we play it modest and concede that we do not have indefeasible justification for BSI and, therefore, at best have only some good epistemic reasons in support of the theory. So, in this scenario scepticism about knowledge penetrates at the second-order level of knowledge judgments and, perhaps like Pyrrhonists, we cannot claim to know that we do not know much (and we cannot claim to know this at the third-order level, ad infinitum).[endnoteRef:46] Or we play it more arrogant and pronounce that we do know that we do not know much because we can have indefeasible justification for the claim that we know that we do not know much.[endnoteRef:47]  [46:  See Sextus Empiricus (1933) for the classic text about Pyrrhonism and for contemporary restatements see Fogelin (1994) and Klein (2003).]  [47:  Although some may have mistakenly thought that a priori and necessary beliefs are immune to Gettierization, it is clear that they are also susceptible to the Gettier problem. For discussion see McGinn (1984) and Besson (2009). Russell (1912: Ch.13) was also sensitive to the fact of deductive Gettierization. Of course, not all a priori and necessary beliefs need to be Gettierizable.  If there is an a priori deductive and Gettier-proof argument for BSI then we can follow the arrogant line of response to the self-defeat objection.] 

In light of the fact that, with the possible exception of the a priori domain, we rarely, if ever, can claim indefeasible justification, it is questionable whether the more arrogant response is the most plausible for BSI. It means that we know very little, almost nothing, although we fallibly-but-safely know quite a lot.  But we can (infallibly-and-sensitively) know that we know very little. Once we get rid of semantic blindness about the concept of knowledge and grasp the smooth synergistic operation of the two (sub)concepts of knowledge and the subsequent possibility of BSI, then we can come to know that we know very little; or so the thought goes.
Both options are in principle available for a response on behalf of BSI to the self-defeat objection, though the latter and more arrogant option would require an a priori deductive argument from indefeasibly justified premises that has as a conclusion the indefeasibly justified truth of BSI. That sounds like a very demanding argument to be sought for, but we cannot jump to the question-begging conclusion that such an argument is not to be had. So, we cannot at this point decide which of the two responses to the self-defeat objection is the correct one. But for the time being that is beside the point. The point is that BSI, one way or another, is comfortable with the self-defeat objection.
I conclude that the impracticality, common sense and self-defeat objections can be dealt with and move on to very briefly tally some more important explanatory promise that BSI can showcase.

IV. TALLYING SOME MORE EXPLANATORY PROMISE
First, BSI does not beg the question against the skeptic as, arguably, rival theories often do (e.g. Neomoorean ‘knowledge first’ approaches, safety approaches, contextualist approaches, Nozickian closure denials) because we take very seriously the sceptical challenge. We accept the full brunt of the sceptical challenge as we accept a sensitivity requirement on (the semantics of) knowledge.[endnoteRef:48]  [48:  Of course, unlike Nozick (1981), the account is meant to accept both sensitivity and closure.] 

Second, BSI explains what stirs a semblance of incoherence about the concept of knowledge as some like Bonjour (2003) and Schiffer (2004) have noted.[endnoteRef:49] It is the fact that different considerations seem to pull the concept of knowledge apart, towards contradictory directions. On the one hand, some discursive contexts seem to pull towards infalliblism and, on the other hand, some contexts seem to pull towards fallibilism. But, of course, there is no incoherence or systematic ambiguity in the concept of knowledge. It is not that knowledge is an incoherent concept like ‘round square’ or an ambiguous one like ‘bank’. It is just another concept that its actual use is context-sensitive like ‘tallness’ or ‘cleanliness’, though its semantics are invariantist.  [49:  Compare Schiffer (2004:179): ‘…there’s a certain kind of glitch in the concept, or concepts, generating the [sceptical] paradox. Aspects of the concept’s underived conceptual role…are in tension, pull us in different directions, and there is nothing else in the concept or elsewhere to resolve that tension for us’. BSI concurs that the different conceptual roles of knowledge give a semblance of incoherence but disagrees that this tension is irresolvable. Indeed, it offers an explication of the (sub)conceptual roles of knowledge that explains away the semblance of incoherence and rehabilitates the integrity of the concept, albeit in a bifurcated style.] 

 Third, it incorporates the basic contextualist idea, namely, that the actual linguistic standards of knowledge may vary from context to context. Four, it takes into account the basic safety\sensitivity distinction and distinguishes two distinct but closely interrelated (sub)concepts of knowledge. Fifth, it helps instill and inculcate wisdom-conducive epistemic virtues like cognitive humility and open-mindedness, since upon realizing the infallibilist semantics of knowledge, wisely to my mind[endnoteRef:50], people in their reflective moments should be more hesitant to pronounce knowledge assertions with dogmatic obstinacy.[endnoteRef:51] [50:  See Kyriacou (2016) for an argument in favor of ‘theoretical minimal wisdom’ as an epistemic goal.]  [51:  See Ryan (2013) for some discussion of what she calls the epistemic humility theory of wisdom.] 

Sixth, it offers a plausible understanding of the so-called ‘abominable conjunctions’ of concessive knowledge attributions i.e. ‘S knows that p, but may\might\could be false’.[endnoteRef:52] BSI dispels the paradoxical feeling that such locutions exhibit because it suggests that such locutions operate with the fallible-but-safe (sub)concept of knowledge while in principle they should operate with the infallible-and-sensitive (sub)concept of knowledge. So, ‘S knows that p, but may\might\could be false’ really means in the mind\mouth of the speaker something like ‘ S (fallibly-but-safely) knows that p, but p may\might\could be false’.  [52:   See De Rose (1995) for the appellation ‘abominable conjunctions’. See Rysiew (2011) and Dodds (2011) for some discussion.] 

There is no air of unnaturalness in the locution upon realizing that we are operating with a fallibilist concept of knowledge. Indeed, the second conjunct is rendered semantically redundant once we clarify that we are operating with a fallibilist conception of knowledge because the same content is conveyed by the first conjunct of the sentence. This is the case because the concept of fallibility implicates the possibility of falsity. But also note that we cannot coherently and meaningfully utter the same locution if we specify that we are operating with the infallible-and-sensitive (sub)concept of knowledge, namely, ‘S (infallibly-and-sensitively) knows that p, but p may be false’. The locution is obviously a contradiction in terms because the concept of infallibility implicates the impossibility of falsity.
BSI promises to elegantly explain much more, but as a first stab towards motivating the theory this much will have to suffice.[endnoteRef:53] [53:  For example, it could be applied to lottery problems. For a sketch of such an infallibilist application see Fumerton (1995:6-7) and Hawthorne (2004:Ch.3). Hawthorne (2004:141) admits that an error-theoretic sceptical invariantist approach to the lottery puzzle, like BSI is, bears significant attractions. For example, it respects multi-premise closure on knowledge. He is ‘by no means fully convinced that the sceptical reaction [to the lottery problem] is the wrong one’ (2004:7), but he eventually rejects it partly because it violates ‘the Moorean constraint’. This papers tries to motivate the idea that we need not reject such a position because of ‘the Moorean constraint’. 
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] 


V. SUMMING UP AND CONCLUSION
I presented an argument for a novel version of infallibilism, namely, BSI. I argued that BSI can, on the one hand, (dis)solve and debunk the Gettier problem, address the dogmatism paradox and, on the other hand, show due respect to the Moorean methodological incentive of ‘saving epistemic appearances’. A fortiori, BSI promises to reap some other important explanatory fruit that I went on to adduce. BSI can achieve this explanatory result because it distinguishes between two distinct but closely interrelated (sub)concepts of (propositional) knowledge, fallible-but-safe knowledge and infallible-and-sensitive knowledge, and explains how the pragmatics and the semantics of knowledge discourse operate at the interface of these two (sub)concepts of knowledge.
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