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                    Abstract
In this paper I will be arguing that there are cases in which a subject, S, should have known that p, even though, given her state of evidence at the time, she was in no position to know it. My argument for this result will involve making two claims. The uncontroversial claim is this: S should have known that p when (one) another person has, or would have, legitimate expectations regarding S’s epistemic condition, (two) the satisfaction of these expectations would require that S knows that p, and (three) S fails to know that p. The controversial claim is that these three conditions are sometimes jointly satisfied. I will spend the majority of my time defending the controversial claim. I will argue that there are (at least) two main sources of legitimate expectations regarding another’s epistemic condition: participation in a legitimate social practice (where one’s role entitles others to expect things of one); and moral and epistemic expectations more generally (the institutions of morality and epistemic assessment being such as to entitle us to expect various things of one another). In developing my position on this score, I will have an opportunity (i) to defend the doctrine that there are “practice-generated entitlements” to expect certain things, where it can happen that the satisfaction of these expectations requires another’s having certain pieces of knowledge; (ii) to contrast practice-generated entitlements to expect with epistemic reasons to believe; (iii) to defend the idea that moral and epistemic standards themselves can be taken to reflect legitimate expectations we have of each other; (iv) to compare the “should have known” phenomenon with a widely-discussed phenomenon in the ethics literature—that of culpable ignorance; and finally (v) to suggest the bearing of the “should have known” phenomenon to epistemology itself (in particular, the theory of epistemic justification).
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	The more general phenomenon is actually the should have believed phenomenon—that phenomenon whereby one ought to have had certain evidence, and ought to have believed on that basis what the evidence supported. The epistemically interesting should have known is a special case of the should have believed. Still, I will continue to talk of the should have known. (With thanks to Jennifer Lackey and to Daniel Silvermint, who, independently, urged this point on me.)


	As we will see, Gideon Rosen (2002, 2004) defends a view that might be taken to be in the vicinity of the claim that they are impossible. I will address Rosen’s position below, in Sect. 3.


	Various people have stressed this point to me in conversation, including Matthew McGrath and Juan Comesana. (I should say that their view appears to be, not that there are no such cases, only that the cases have no interest for epistemology proper.)


	Variants of this case are discussed in Smith (1983, pp. 544–545), Rosen (2004, p. 303), FitzPatrick (2008, p. 597), and Miller and Record (2013, p. 122).


	Below, I will discuss the relationship between the should have known phenomenon and the phenomenon of culpable ignorance. Here I merely assume—what I take to be plausible—that if S’s ignorance is culpable, S should have known.


	There are other examples in the literature on culpable ignorance in which the culpability of the ignorance reflects the fact that the subject did not have relevant alternatives in mind. See, for example, Fischer and Tognazzini (2009, p. 546).


	Compare Fitzpatrick (2008, p. 597), who writes that the doctor’s ignorance will be culpable whenever the doctor acquires a false belief about a patient, where this acquisition is the result of “a culpable failure to discharge procedural epistemic obligations” in connection with her role as doctor. Compare Smith (1983, pp. 544–545) as well.


	I will return to the relation between blame and “should have known” allegations below in Sect. 3, below.


	Many authors speak of the legitimacy of our expectations of others, and of the relationship between these expectations and allegations of “culpable ignorance.” This is a theme in the ethics literature on culpable ignorance, for which see e.g. Montmarquet (1992, pp. 336–337) and (1999, p. 845); Moody-Adams (1994, p. 291) (although she does not speak of entitlements); Rosen (2002, p. 79); and FitzPatrick (2008, pp. 603, 612). It is also a theme in the epistemology literature on normative defeaters to knowledge and justification. See e.g. Pollock (1986, p. 192); Meeker (2004, pp. 162–163); Senor (2007, p. 207) (although Senor does not speak of entitlements); Record (2013, pp. 3, 8); and Miller and Record (2013, pp. 122, 124). In short, there would appear to be some agreement among ethicists and epistemologists who think about related matters, to the effect that people are entitled to certain epistemic expectations regarding others. Below I will try to give an account of the basis of this entitlement.


	For discussions about the nature of epistemic entitlements, see Burge (1993, 1996, 1997, 2003), Dretske (2000); Peacocke (2004); Wright (2004), and Goldberg (forthcoming).


	The second condition is meant to cover cases in which what is expected of S is that he has been epistemically responsible in such-and-such a way, where, were S to have been epistemically responsible in the relevant way, he would have known that p. In such cases, S* herself may not know the contents of the knowledge S ought to have; what S* expects, rather, is that S was responsible in such-and-such a way.


	We might say that the first two conditions identify the conditions on its being the case that S should know that p, and the third condition is what (together with the first two) transforms a should know into a should have known.


	Although Ross speaks of assumptions where I speak of expectations, I think this difference is negligible.


	Alternatively: were S to form her belief through the process which makes her belief reasonable.


	‘Practice-generated entitlement’ is my term, not Ross’s, but it is clear that this is what he has in mind.


	Think of things that are generally true of the practice without being “internal to” it, in the sense that they are not mandated by the standards of the practice. For example, most soccer players run fast; but it is no part of the rules of soccer that players have to be fast, and so those rules do not entitle you to expect that (most) soccer players run fast. So, too, for other examples from the world of sports: lefties don’t play third base in baseball; gymnasts are flexible; basketball players are tall; figure skaters have excellent balance; and so forth.


	There are very interesting questions to be asked about cases in which no sanitation worker saw the bins. It is tempting in such cases to accuse the Sanitation Department itself as being such that it should have known that the bins needed emptying. This raises all sorts of interesting issues regarding group knowledge and group ignorance that I can’t address here. (With thanks to Jennifer Lackey for indicating the relevance of group ignorance to the should have known phenomenon, in conversation.)


	This point is emphasized by Smith (1983, p. 544), Rosen (2004, pp. 301–303), FitzPatrick (2008, p. 597), and Miller and Record (2013, p. 122), among many others.


	My account of the “should have known” in connection with professional and institutional responsibilities has some affinities with the notion of a “role ought” found in Feldman (2004). As I will develop my account, role “oughts” are a special case of a more general phenomenon, which is to be understood in terms of practice-generated entitlements.


	See Meeker (2004, p. 162) and Record (2013, p. 3), among many others.


	See Smith (1983, p. 551).


	This point is emphasized in Moody-Smith (1994, p. 291).


	Indeed, our expectations go beyond merely what we can expect of others insofar as they are playing certain professional or institutional roles; we also are entitled to certain epistemic expectations of our friends and lovers [for which see Smith (2005, pp. 236, 244–245) and Ebels-Duggan (2008)], as well as people more generally, as that they recognize other people’s feelings (Adams 1985, p. 18). I will address these matters below.


	Most of the cases to be found are found in the ethics literature.


	‘Arguably’ cannot be handled by \(\hbox {SHK}_{\mathrm{PGE}}\): if our moral and epistemic expectations of one another can be plausibly rendered as reflecting legitimate moral and epistemic practices, then \(\hbox {SHK}_{\mathrm{PGE}}\) 
                              would be able to cover the range of cases. I myself have toyed with the idea that our moral and epistemic expectations can be so rendered; but colleagues who have thought much longer and harder than I have about the moral case (Kyla Ebels-Duggan, Ellie Mason, and others) are dubious, and their worries have given me pause.


	Hacking’s interest in the case was what it tells us about epistemic modals.


	I thank Ellie Mason for raising this point, and for urging that I consider whether such cases can always be handled by appeal to \(\hbox {SHK}_{\mathrm{PGE}}\).


	See also Goldberg (2011), where I tried to identify what we might reasonably expect of one another regarding how quickly information from other sources reach us, and on what topics this is likely.


	“Observing” is meant to cover apprehension through any of the sensory modalities (not merely vision).


	“All” is not equal when basic reading competence alone does not suffice to ensure comprehension of the text in question—say, because the text is hard to read, or requires special expertise.


	See (Goldberg (2015), Chaps. 2 and 3) for a full discussion.


	Here I bracket the difficult question whether moral standards can ever pertain to oneself and oneself alone—whether it is possible to have moral expectations of oneself that have nothing to do with how one treats others. This is a difficult question which, happily, need not be settled for my purposes.


	This case may not count as an epistemically interesting case: after all, the subject did have the evidence in question. But the next case I describe is epistemically interesting.


	Objection: this assumes, without argument, that any ignorance of a moral injunctions is culpable. Reply: no it doesn’t. I haven’t said a word about culpability or blameworthiness. More on this in Sect. 3.


	Or at least that if this person doesn’t recognize the principle, her ignorance will at that point be culpable.


	I thank both Ellie Mason and Kyla Ebels-Duggan for raising this worry, in slightly different ways.


	More accurately: if you are entitled to expect something whose satisfaction requires that they know.


	Of course, in that case we will want to know what the point of “should have known” allegations is—a matter I will discuss in Sect. 3.


	This is an issue that is relevant to Moody-Adams (1994) discussion of the nineteenth century American slaveowner. Moody-Adams’ view is that the slaveowners in question were not in good faith when defending the practices of slavery. On the contrary, she regards them as motivated by “affected ignorance” (1994, p. 296). In an unpublished manuscript, Ellie Mason discusses the case of mid-twentieth-century sexists. It is worth noting, though, that both of these authors are discussing the issue of culpability, whereas I want to distinguish the issue of culpability from the issue of the should have known.


	In this connection it is worth citing the distinction between moral reproach and moral blameworthiness, as found in Calhoun (1989). This distinction highlights something very close to a (moralized) version of the difference between should have known and culpably ignorant.


	The point that there can be such cases appears to have been anticipated in FitzPatrick (2008, p. 602). He brings out the point in passing, in connection with his criticism of Rosen’s (blamelessness constraint) view of culpable ignorance (cited above). But—apparently in contrast to FitzPatrick—I think that the present point, to the effect that “S should have known that p” does not entail “S’s ignorance regarding p is culpable,” need not antagonize Rosen’s account of culpable ignorance. This is for the reason I noted in Sect. 2, above: Rosen can allow that the allegation that S should have known does not always cast blame on S herself. Then again, if there are epistemically interesting cases of the “should have known” phenomenon that involve epistemic blame of the subject in question, these would antagonize Rosen’s view. (I haven’t argued in this paper that there are such cases, however.)


	For dissenting views, see Moody-Adams (1994) and FitzPatrick (2008, pp. 606–608). For a hybrid view, according to which we ought to distinguish moral reproach from moral blameworthiness, see Calhoun (1989). And for a hybrid view in epistemology, according to which there can be gaps between epistemic blameworthiness and epistemic praiseworthiness, see Weatherson (2008).


	These cases raise very interesting questions about collective epistemic subjects. I hope to be able to return to this in future work. (I thank Jennifer Lackey for bring to my attention, in conversation, how culpable ignorance and the should have known phenomenon are connected to issues in collective epistemology.)


	Objection: if my analysis yields the result that S should have known, despite the fact that there was no reasonable way S could have known, then my analysis violates the “ought implies can” principle. Reply: I am suggesting that the “should” in “should have known” often tracks what is rightly expected of one, and it is not clear why we would want to impose the “ought implies can” constraint on these sets of expectations. If we did impose this constraint on these expectations, this would undermine the possibility of epistemically interesting cases of the “should have known” phenomenon. Since there are clear examples of such cases—the ones with which I started in Sect. 1 of this paper, for example—we should reject the move to insist that this principle applies to these cases. (In this respect my reply is a bit like the reply Feldman (2004) made in response to a similar objection, in which he appealed to “role oughts”; only my reply is based on an account of the relevant “ought” of which his “role ought” is a special case.)


	See Sect. 2 for details.


	Named after Clifford, famed for his debate on the “ethics of belief” with William James (1896/1979). Clifford’s (1879/1999) view, roughly, was that one’s only epistemic duty was to believe in accord with the evidence one has.


	This point can be rejected if one accepts that only knowledge warrants assertion (in which case only those beliefs that are the expressions of knowledge are worthy of belief by others). However, there would appear to be some tension between Extreme Cliffordianism, which tells one to tailor one’s beliefs to one’s evidence, and the knowledge norm of assertion, which tells one to assert only what one knows. This tension is seen in cases in which one’s belief conforms to one’s evidence yet one fails to know. In such cases, the combination of Extreme Cliffordianism and the knowledge norm of assertion entails that one who expresses one’s belief in an assertion does something which would appear to be both permissible (in line with one’s evidence) and wrong (in violation of the norm of assertion). Perhaps this position can be made out (e.g. by distinguishing the norm of belief from that of assertion); but in any case it faces serious challenges of motivation.


	See Harman (1973), Pollock (1986, p. 192), Meeker (2004, pp. 162–663), Record (2013, p. 3), and Miller and Record (2013, pp. 122, 124).
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