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                    Abstract
Epistemic contextualists think that the truth-conditions of ‘knowledge’ ascriptions depend in part on the context in which they are uttered. But what features of context play a role in determining truth-conditions? The idea that the making salient of error possibilities is a central part of the story has often been attributed to contextualists, and a number of contextualists seem to endorse it (see Cohen (Philos Perspect, 13:57–89, 1999) and Hawthorne, (Knowledge and lotteries, Oxford University Press, Oxford, 2004)). In this paper I argue that the focus on salience relations is a mistake. On the view I defend, the relevant features of context are facts about what error-possibilities and alternatives those in the context have a reason to consider, not facts about what error-possibilities and alternatives those in the context actually consider. As I will argue, this view has certain advantages over the standard view.
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                    Notes
	Prominent defenders include Cohen (1999), DeRose (2009) and Lewis (1996). To avoid any tricky issues with use and mention, I have followed the convention of always putting quotation marks around ‘knows’ and its cognates.


	DeRose (2009, pp. 141–142) considers what he calls a ‘pure reasonableness view’, on which the features of context that determine the truth-conditions of ‘knowledge’ ascriptions are facts about what epistemic standard it would be most reasonable for those in the context to use. This view differs from interests contextualism in that it is put in terms of contextually varying epistemic standards rather than relevant alternatives (on this point see fn. 3), but otherwise it is very much in the same spirit. However, DeRose does not develop the view in any detail, and his main reason for rejecting it is that it is hard to see what makes an epistemic standard reasonable. One of my aims in this paper is to explain what makes it the case that those in the context have reasons to consider certain alternatives.


	The framework is from Lewis (1996). I will often talk as if the truth of a ‘knowledge’ ascription requires the ruling out of relevant alternatives but nothing of substance relies upon this. I could just as well talk of epistemic standards, and at a few points it will be convenient to talk in these terms. A translation scheme will be useful. Instead of saying, as I do here, that an utterance of a sentence of the form ‘S knows that p’ in context C expresses a proposition that’s true iff S possesses evidence that rules out the not-p alternatives that are relevant in C one could say that an utterance of a sentence of the form ‘S knows that p’ in context C expresses a proposition that’s true iff S’s epistemic position with respect to p is strong enough to meet the epistemic standard operative in C (see DeRose 1995).


	For some contrary data, see Buckwalter (2010) and May et al. (2010). For responses, see DeRose (2011) and Sripada and Stanley (2012).


	For some claims made by moon landing conspiracy theorists (and their detailed rebuttals) seehttp://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Moon_landing_conspiracy_theories- Photograph_and_film_oddities.


	This example, and the discussion that follows it, draws heavily on Williams (1980).


	It is worth emphasising that the view I am presenting here differs from the view defended in Stanley (2005). First, Stanley’s view—which he calls ‘interest-relative invariantism’—is a view about knowledge, whereas interests contextualism is a view about the truth-conditions of ‘knowledge’ ascriptions. Second, for the interests contextualist it is the practical interests of the ‘knowledge’ ascriber that matter, whereas on Stanley’s view it is the practical interests of the subject that matter. One dimension along which these views can be evaluated and compared is with respect to the range of cases discussed in Stanley (2005), and I carry out this task in McKenna (2013). A brief summary: First, I show that, while interests contextualism and interests-relative invariantism give the same result in certain cases (cases like Normal and High, and variants of those cases where those in the context are ignorant of the stakes), they give different results in cases where the ‘knowledge’ ascriber and the subject of the ‘knowledge’ ascription are in different contexts. Second, I argue that, on balance, these cases are more problematic for the interests-relative invariantist than the interests contextualist.


	Craig develops his account in Craig (1990). I am only going to discuss Craig’s account in very broad outline here, but I should emphasise that, while there may be problems with the details of Craig’s account, all I need to support my argument is that something in the general ballpark be correct. For further discussion see Kappel (2010) and Kusch (2011).


	While I do not argue that Craig’s account favours a sort of contextualism over invariantism here, Fricker (2008), Greco (2009), Hannon (2012) and Henderson (2009) do.


	I borrow this way of putting things from Hannon (2012). Can the defender of this Craigian story say anything more about the default relevant alternatives? The idea is that, for each proposition p, a community of ‘knowledge’ ascribers will converge on a relatively stable range of alternatives in which not-p that are relevant. It is important to note that someone who defends this part of the Craigian story does not have to specify how wide the range of default relevant alternatives is. After all, a ‘traditional’ or ‘strict’ invariantist might think that, for each proposition p, a stable range of alternatives in which not-p are relevant, but she does not need to specify how wide the range is. The Craigian story is a story about how the range came about—through social pressures—not about how wide it is.


	Thanks to a referee for this journal for pushing me to say more about the differences between the modified view and the original view.


	Thanks to a referee for this journal for pressing me on these questions.


	
DeRose (2009) and Ichikawa (2011) both seem to endorse a similar view.


	As a referee for this journal pointed out to me, Lewis (1979) puts ‘within certain limits’ provisos on the rules of accommodation he proposes (see, for example, pp. 340–341; 349). Lewis accepts that there are certain limits (or, constraints) on conversational kinematics, but the challenge for Lewis (and the pluralist) is to specify those constraints (or limits) in a non-ad-hoc and informative way. I discuss some of the constraints proposed in Lewis (1996) below.


	Another of Lewis’s rules—the rule of resemblance—has it that any alternative that saliently resembles actuality is relevant (see Lewis 1996, pp. 556–558).
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