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                    Abstract
This paper considers ways that experimental design can affect judgments about informally presented context shifting experiments. Reasons are given to think that judgments about informal context shifting experiments are affected by an exclusive reliance on binary truth value judgments and by experimenter bias. Exclusive reliance on binary truth value judgments may produce experimental artifacts by obscuring important differences of degree between the phenomena being investigated. Experimenter bias is an effect generated when, for example, experimenters disclose (even unconsciously) their own beliefs about the outcome of an experiment. Eliminating experimenter bias from context shifting experiments makes it far less obvious what the “intuitive” responses to those experiments are. After it is shown how those different kinds of bias can affect judgments about informal context shifting experiments, those experiments are revised to control for those forms of bias. The upshot of these investigations is that participants in the contextualist debate who employ informal experiments should pay just as much attention to the design of their experiments as those who employ more formal experimental techniques if they want to avoid obscuring the phenomena they aim to uncover.
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                    Notes
	The “Basic Set” includes indexicals like “I”, “here”, and “today”, demonstratives like “you”, “she”, and “that”, and adjectives like “actual” and “present”.


	(Stern (2009), p. 2) draws the helpful distinction between descriptive and explanatory methods of classifying positions in the contextualist debate.


	For a representative statement of the role of intuitions of competent speakers as evidence for semantic theory, see (Larson and Segal (1995), p. 9). (Cappelen and Lepore (2005), p. 87) make the connection between speakers’ intuitions and contextualism explicit: “There is a sense...in which [contextualism] is an empirical thesis, based as it is on a variety of contingent features about human psychology, in particular, based on the contingent fact that we happen to have certain intuitions”. Other sources of evidence for linguistic theories include corpus data and non-meta-linguistic performace, though these sources (so far) only play a small role in philosophical reflection on language. See Devitt (2012), Krifka (2011), Ludlow (2005) and (2011, Chap. 3), Martí (2009), and Schütze (2011), for discussions of sources of linguistic evidence beyond the intuitions of competent speakers.


	A complementary use of context shifting experiments is to disconfirm existing theories of the meaning of target expressions that would predict no change in judgments about the use of the target expression in two contexts.


	An anonymous reviewer pointed out that there is much less uncertainty about how to respond to Travis’s milk case, and observed that one difference between the milk and bank cases is that “the bank case requests of us a verdict concerning a loaded philosophical term”. There is some experimental evidence that backs up the observation that judgments about the bank case are less clear-cut than judgments about the milk case: Hansen and Chemla (forthcoming) found significantly greater contrasts in judgments about “miscellaneous” cases (which include the milk case) than in judgments about “knowledge” cases (which included a revised version of the bank case).


	Jonathan (Weinberg (2007), p. 335) claims that “gradation [in intuitions] is largely unexplored—and unexploited—by current philosophical practice”. But, as pointed out in (Schütze (1996), p. 62), linguists have acknowledged that judgments of linguistic acceptability come in various degrees of strength at least since Chomsky (1985) (Chomsky’s thesis from 1955). Chomsky says that “there is little doubt that speakers can fairly consistently order new utterances, never previously heard, with respect to their degree of ‘belongingness’ to the language” (p. 132). See (Schütze (1996), pp. 62–81) for discussion of the gradability of intuitions in linguistics.
   One example of a philosopher making use of gradation in responses to thought experiments is Peter Unger (1982), who discusses what he calls dominant and dominated responses to thought experiments. A dominant response is felt more strongly than a dominated response, but both responses are felt to be plausible to some degree. Unger considers Putnam’s (1979, pp. 238–239) robot cat thought experiment, which asks us to imagine a world in which “there never have been any cats”, and in which everything we have thought to be a cat is in fact an artifact,

                    
                      every movement [of which], every twitch of a muscle, every meow, every flicker of an eyelid is thought out by a man in a control center on Mars and is then executed by the cat’s body as the result of signals that emanate not from the cat’s ‘brain’ but from a highly miniaturized radio receiver located, let us say, in the cat’s pineal gland.

                    


                  In the scenario Putnam imagines, the following three individually plausible claims cannot all be true:
	
                        1.
                        
                          There are cats.

                        
                      
	
                        2.
                        
                          Cats are animals.

                        
                      
	
                        3.
                        
                          No animals are robots.

                        
                      

Putnam considers the different possible reactions that one might have to the thought experiment, each of which involves giving up one of the three claims (p. 239):

                    
                      My own feeling is that to say that cats turned out not to be animals is to keep the meaning of both words unchanged. Someone else may feel that the correct thing is to say is [sic], “It’s turned out that there aren’t and never were any cats”. Someone else may feel that the correct thing to say is, “It’s turned out that some animals are robots”.

                    


                  Unger agrees with Putnam that his “dominant” response to the thought experiment is to reject the claim that cats are animals, but he notes a “dominated” response that aligns with J.J. Katz’s intuition (cited in Putnam 1975, pp. 243–244) that in the scenario Putnam imagines, the correct thing to say is that “it’s turned out that there aren’t and never were any cats”. Unger feels the pull of both the dominant and the dominated responses at the same time. That complex intuition can be represented by ranking the possible responses to the robot cat thought experiment, rather than an all-or-nothing choice of one response. The same “quest for the elusive correct intuition” that Unger resists in the case of Putnam’s thought experiment can be resisted in context shifting experiments as well.


	For further uses of the continuous scale response, see Chemla (2009a, b) and Chemla and Spector (2011).


	This is a modified version of a control scenario employed in Hansen and Chemla (forthcoming).


	There is disagreement about the advantages of magnitude estimation over interval scales in measuring responses to linguistic phenomena. (Schütze (2011), pp. 213–214 ) summarizes arguments for and against the superiority of magnitude estimation over interval scales. On one hand, magnitude estimation “allows participants to distinguish as many levels of acceptability as they can perceive, unlike tasks in which they are limited to five or seven choices”, and “the intervals between levels of acceptability are measured in uniform units calibrated by the acceptability of the [standard]”, while Likert scales may be interpreted unevenly by participants. On the other hand, participants employing magnitude estimation often do not seem to be actually guided in their responses by the value assigned to the standard, it has been found that there is more unexplained variance in magnitude estimation response tasks than in standard Likert scale tasks, and magnitude estimation tasks are more cognitively demanding for participants.


	In this remark, Schaffer is commenting on the fact that characters in the context shifting experiments make assertions that align with the predictions of SSI.


	In conversation, Aidan Gray and Sören Häggqvist pointed out that there may a subtle form of order of presentation bias hidden in Austin’s donkey scenario. Austin switches the order in which the options are given so that the preferred response appears second in each case. Emmanuel Chemla and I conducted a formal experiment that tested this claim, but we found no evidence that the order in which response options are presented for Austin’s donkey stories affects responses (Hansen and Chemla, Ms.).


	The original version of the Thelma and Louise case is accompanied with the following gloss (DeRose 2009, p. 5):

                    
                      When thinking about the case set-up and Thelma’s conversation at the tavern, and especially when not considering those in connection with Louise’ss discussion with the police, it can seem that

                    


                  (4) When Thelma says at the tavern that Lena knows that John was at work, her claim is true.
But when considering the case set-up and Louise’s discussion with the police, especially when not worrying about how that discussion relates to Thelma’s talk at the tavern, it can seem that
(5) When Louise tells the police that Lena doesn’t know that John was at work, her claim is true.


	See Sprouse and Almeida (Ms., p. 32).


	For arguments in favor of the superiority of certain kinds of “expert” judgments in contrast with the judgments of naïve subjects in certain cases, see, e.g., Ludwig (2007) and Kornblith (2007). But Sprouse and Almeida, Ms., provides compelling evidence that the informal acceptability judgments of linguists align with the judgments of “ordinary” speakers made in controlled circumstances.


	(DeRose (2009), p. 49) says that he thinks that contextualist intuitions about the bank scenario will be strongest when one considers the high and low standards contexts independently of one another: “[W]here the contextualist’s cases are well chosen, those are the fairly strong intuitions about the cases, at least where each case is considered individually”. DeRose says that he thinks that if the high and low standards contexts are presented together, “the pressure to give the same verdict about whether the subject knows in the two cases would be great”. But empirical studies have found that contrast effects actually enhance, rather than detract from, contextualist effects. See Hansen Ms. and Phelan forthcoming for discussion of contrast effects.


	Thanks to the editors for emphasizing this point.
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