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Chapter 1 Introduction

SOCRATES: Being able to cut things up again, class by
class, according to their natural joints, rather than trying
to break them up as an incompetent butcher might.

PLATO
Phaedrus

1.1 First Steps

Is torturing an innocent person OK?

Just now something happened: it seemed to you (I shall assume) that torturing an innocent person is wrong.

This went on for a period of time, then it stopped. What kind of thing happened?

You believe many things: that Paris is the capital of France, that the Eiffel Tower is in Paris, and that the
currency in France is the Euro, for example. You also have hopes and fears, desires and preferences, you rea-
son and ruminate, and you feel, taste, see, and hear various things. These are all mental states (or events,
hereafter simply ‘mental states’). What happened is broadly speaking the same kind of thing as any of these:

for a few seconds you were in a mental state.

But what kind of mental state were you in? What is its nature? These questions are interesting in their own
right. We want to know what the world is like; what the nature of reality is. Minds occupy a particularly in-
teresting corner of reality. We inquire into the nature of beliefs, preferences, hopes, and fears. In the same
spirit, and for the same reason, we should also seek to discover the nature of the mental state you were just

in.

It is also interesting to ask what, if anything, mental states like this one can do. Perhaps you now believe that
torturing the innocent is wrong because it just seemed to you that it is. If you do believe that, that is on the
face of things appropriate. A good question is whether it really is appropriate, and if so, why and in what

way.

Furthermore, ‘seemings’ like this one appear to play various roles, both in everyday life, and in various sci-
entific and academic disciplines, including physics, maths, linguistics, law, and philosophy. It is interesting

to ask whether they really do play the roles they appear to play, and if they do, whether that is appropriate.

Quite a bit of philosophical attention has been paid to questions like these last ones. Not nearly as much
attention has been paid to discovering the nature of mental states like the one you were just in. But this
creature of the mind is an interesting one, well worth our attention. Moreover, understanding the nature of
these states will help us to answer other questions about them, including in particular whether believing

something because that’s how it seems to you really is appropriate.



Let’s consider some further examples. To many people—and maybe to you, now that you think about it—it
seems that if something is red it is coloured. To many it seems that a rational person can't believe both that
things are, and are not, a certain way: both that there is and is not another person in the elevator with
them, for example. To many it seems that this sentence: “The boy the man the girl saw chased fled” is un-
grammatical. To many it seems that if Anne is taller than Bob, and Bob is taller than Cliff, then Anne is
taller than Cliff. To many it seems that people generally prefer less pain to more. To many it seems permis-
sible to kill an aggressor if that is the only way to save one’s own life. And to many it seems that if events A
and B happened at the same time, and B and C did too, then A and C must also have.

All these mental states have certain things in common. Most obviously; each of them ‘says’ something,
something that is either true or false. It is true that if something is red it is coloured, that people generally
prefer less pain to more, that if Anne is taller than Bob, who's taller than Cliff, then Anne is taller than
Cliff, and that killing in self-defence is morally permissible. It is false that the sentence is ungrammatical,
and that simultaneity is transitive.

A second commonality is that people sometimes come to believe that things are a certain way because that
is how things seem to them to be. We can easily imagine this happening for each of our examples; indeed it
has probably happened many times. All sorts of things might happen after that: the person might forget
that things seemed that way to them, they might reject the way it seemed on reflection (as you might, when
you manage to parse the sentence), or either lose or fail to form the belief for any number of other reasons.
But it is still clearly true that people often come to believe that things are a certain way because that is how
things seem to them to be.

A third commonality, already noted, is that if a person comes to believe that the sentence is ungrammatical,
or that it’s not OK to torture the innocent, because that is how things seem to him, then that is on the face
of things appropriate. In fact, we can say something stronger: it is apparently appropriate not just in any old
way, but in a particular way. Perhaps a sprinter should believe that she will win the race regardless of how
likely that is, if that encourages peak performance. By contrast, if you now believe that torturing the inno-
cent is not OK, that belief is not appropriate because it serves some further end: it is simply appropriate for

you to so believe, in and of itself.

Finally, the examples we have mentioned are similar in that being in the mental state feels a certain particu-
lar way. Exactly what it feels like is tricky to describe at first, and I will try hard to get this right later on. One
thing that immediately stands out, however, is that the mental states are not neutral with respect to what
they ‘say’. When it seems to you that if something is red it is coloured, for example, that is no longer some-
thing you can easily remain neutral about: you are pushed to believe that that is how things really are. (You
are not actually moved around, of course; think of this as a roundabout way of doing something quite diffi-

cult, namely to describe an aspect of what it feels like to be in that mental state.)

These apparent commonalities appear to bind these cases, and others, together. Here as elsewhere appear-
ances could be deceptive. But unless we find good reason to think that they actually are deceptive it will re-
main reasonable to think that there is a class of mental states worth caring about here.

So these are our first steps: a list of examples, the recognition that they all appear to have certain things in
common, and a preliminary description of these apparent commonalities.



1.2 More Rigour

Most of the examples of seemings above would be accepted by most philosophers as ‘intuitions’. I'll have
more to say about this later, but for now I will simply adopt this usage.

So far, I have tried to keep things simple and non-technical. But no terminology is innocent or pure, and
we won't get far by trying to stay clear of commitment and controversy. I will therefore now say some of the
same things again, in more detail, and using language that is a bit more technical, and which commits me a
bit more. This is useful because it makes the starting point clearer, because it shows what I mean by some
key terms, and because it brings to light some key assumptions that will play important roles in what fol-
lows.

Before that, a brief methodological point. Throughout this book I will make unashamed use of intuition
itself to characterise and discuss intuition. I can see no way around this, but also and more importantly no
reason not to. So I shall (continue to) feel free to say things like: “It seeming to an agent as if things are a
particular way seems to support her belief that things really are that way”. As we shall see, the conclusions 1
reach in later chapters vindicate this practice.

1.2.1 Representational Content
I said that each intuition ‘says’ something that is either true or false. Let’s get a bit clearer on what that
means.

My belief that there is a person behind me is either true or false. For it to be true, the way things are must
meet certain conditions, which they may or may not meet. In this case, these conditions are, roughly, that a
living human being (that is not disqualified from personhood, if that’s possible) must be located quite close
to my back, if I am standing up or sitting, or behind my head, if I am lying down. These are that belief’s
truth conditions. My belief represents that the way things are is one of the ways that satisfies these conditions.
That is the representational content of my belief, or just its content, for short.

‘One of the ways’, because there are many aspects of the way things are on which my belief places no condi-
tions, and therefore a lot of room for variation consistent with my belief. My belief doesn’t specify what the
weather is like, for instance, or what the person behind me is wearing. For my belief to be true, things must
be one of the many, many ways they might be that are compatible with what the belief does specify: Tom is
behind me wearing jeans in the sun; Dick is behind me wearing a trench coat in the fog; Harry is behind
me in a Batman outfit in the rain, and so on.

My belief has truth-conditions, but what I believe is not truth conditions. What [ believe is that the truth-
conditions are satisfied: that way things actually are is one of the many ways things might be while meeting
these conditions. It is tricky to state this without leaving any room for an interpretation on which the belief
represents both its own truth conditions and that these conditions are met, but to be clear, that is not the
picture.

This notion of representational content straightforwardly applies to other types of mental states as well.
Your intuition that torturing the innocent is not okay has truth-conditions. For it to be true, things have to
be a certain way, namely such that torturing the innocent is morally impermissible. Just as with my belief
discussed just above, there are many things on which the intuition places no conditions. What the intuition
represents is that the ways things are is one of the many ways things might be that is compatible with the



constraints that it does place. That is the representational content of the intuition, or just its content, for
short.

This notion of representational content applies to perception too, although a small adjustment is required.
Suppose I have a perceptual experience in which, among other things, I seem to see that a person is walking
down the street.! My perceptual experience represents a great many further things besides this: the colour of
the person’s clothing and of the houses in the background, that the sun shines on her head and torso but

not on her legs, and so on.

Because some of the things my perceptual experience represents might be true while others are false, a bi-
nary notion like truth conditions is too blunt an instrument to describe its content. Instead we say that per-
ceptual experience has accuracy-conditions: it is wholly accurate if those conditions are completely satisfied; and
otherwise it is accurate to various different degrees, all the way down to being wholly inaccurate. However,
even though perceptual experience represents many things, and therefore places many constraints on the
way things are, it resembles intuition and belief in that there are many things on which it places no re-
strictions at all. What it represents is that things are one of the many ways they might be such that those
conditions are (wholly) met. That is the representational content of perceptual experience, or just its con-
tent, for short.

This is a natural way to understand representational content, and a useful one for present purposes.” Other
notions may be more useful for other purposes, and may also deserve the label, but in this book the content
of intuitions, beliefs, perceptual experiences, and other mental states is understood as just outlined.

*

I can have a belief with the simple content that there is a cup on the table in front of me, but it is not clear
that I can see just that. If [ see that there is a cup on the table in front of me I usually see many other things
as well: that it has a certain colour, size, and shape; that it is a certain distance from the edge; that it is partly
in shadow and partly lit, and so on. Compared to belief and intuition, the content of perceptual experience
is usually very rich. (This point will become important later on, because it helps us to explain why some peo-
ple mistakenly take intuition to be more different from perception than it actually is.)

Some argue that perceptual experience differs from belief and intuition not only in the richness of its con-
tent, but also in its kind: whereas belief has ‘conceptual’ content, perceptual experience has content of a dif-
ferent, ‘non-conceptual’ variety.’ In my view, the similarities between perception and intuition are signifi-
cant, so I need to say something about this potential difference between the two states.

If the content of perception is sufficiently different from that of belief, it may be that we never literally be-

lieve what we see. However, we clearly do believe things on the basis of what we see, and properly so. Within
the things we properly believe on the basis of perception, we can distinguish beliefs that involve some meas-
ure of jumping to conclusions’ from those that do not. For example, when I look down the corridor and see

' say ‘seem to see’ since, because if I see that a person is walking down the street, it follows that a person actually is walking down
the street: the ‘seeing that’ locution is factive, to use some philosophical lingo. Many locutions are: ‘temember that’, and ‘realise
that’, for example. But just like with intuition and belief, perceptual experience can be inaccurate or false. So when we wish to talk
about the content of perceptual experience in a way that allows for this, we signal the absence of factivity by saying ‘seem to see’.
Tt is by no means my own invention, but a widespread way to understand the notion; see e.g. (Byrne 2009); (Jackson 2010: 44-50);
(Pautz 2010); (Schellenberg 2011); (Siewert 1998: 189-92); and (Siegel 2005,/2010, 2010).

3 See e.g. (Crane 1988a; Crane 1988b, 1992b); (Evans 1982); (Heck 2000); and (Peacocke 1986, 1992; Peacocke 2001).
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that nowhere is light shining out from under a door, in some sense I see that I am the only one still working.
But there is another sense in which that is not what I see: it is a conclusion I jump to based on what I do
see.

Because everyone needs a way to account for this difference, everyone needs a notion that plays much the
same role as representational content does here.* I think that perception has the same kind of content as
intuition and belief do, but I also think that even if this turns out to be wrong, my claims can be restated in
whatever terms ultimately turn out to be correct. The similarities I rely on between intuition and perception
will remain.’

Finally, representational content is often usefully characterised in terms of possible worlds. I will think of a
possible world as a complete way things might be. My belief that I have some coins in my pocket leaves all
sorts of things open. A possible world leaves nothing open; it settles all details. Restated in this jargon; my
belief represents that the actual world is in the set of possible worlds in which I have some coins in my
pocket. Because there are so many things on which my belief places no constraints, there are many worlds
in that set. What my belief represents is that the actual world is in it: it is one of those worlds.

1.2.2 Phenomenal Character

At any given time, there is something particular it is like to be a given conscious being, such as a human.
Suppose that one afternoon you are standing on a beautiful beach, looking out to sea. Your bare feet are
being lapped by small waves of pleasantly cool water, the sun and breeze are on your face, and the sound of
seagulls mixes with children’s laughter and the rustling of leaves from tall gumtrees behind you. You are
chewing on an apple and enjoying the smell of a nearby barbeque. You may not stop to think about it, but
it feels like something, right at that moment, to be you. There is something it is like overall to be you, right at

that moment. Your overall, global conscious experience has a particular phenomenal character.

* As Stalnaker notes, this notion of representational content is minimal in the sense that it is “a kind of content that everyone
should agree can be used to characterize mental and linguistic states, acts and events that can be said to have representational con-
tent of any kind” (Stalnaker 1998: 343). (See also Siegel 2012.) I think that the distinction I am drawing here largely coincides with
the distinction James Pryor draws between the propositions a perceptual experience basically represents, on the one hand, and those
that it only non-basically represents, on the other (2000: 538-9). As he notes, locutions such as ‘It looks as if ...", and ‘I (seem to) see
... are often applied even in the latter case. I still prefer a picture a more unitary notion of content, however; one on which a given
proposition simply is or is not in the contents of a given mental state. Many of the propositions Pryor (and others) take to be non-
basically represented by perceptual experience are in my view best regarded to not be part of those experiences’ contents at all, and
the fact that they are so easily justified by those experiences must be accounted for in some other way. What is and is not in the
content of a given experience will hinge on what the correct account of mental content turns out to be, and it may at least in part
be an empirical question. While we wait for all of that we will at least get close if we ask ourselves whether a given proposition is
part of the accuracy conditions of the state in question. The experience I have as I look down the corridor is not inaccurate if one of
my colleagues is working in the dark. It therefore does not represent that I am the only one still working, even though that proposi-
tion is easily justified by the experience. For these reasons, then, this book will not employ a distinction between basically versus
non-basically represented content, but simply discuss regard propositions as either in a state’s representational content, or not.

> I know of no philosophical account of intuition which contests the assumption that intuition has the type of content I have dis-
cussed here. (I set aside de re intuition, which (if it exists) is a separate phenomenon. See e.g. (Pust 2012,/2019) or (Parsons 1995)
for discussion.) Moreover, arguments intended to show that perception has ‘non-conceptual’ content have no bite on intuitions.
One example is Crane’s argument that one and the same experience has contradictory content, and that this shows that the content
cannot be conceptual (1988b). Another is the ‘richness’ argument discussed by Richard G. Heck Jr. (2000) among others. On the
former; though we may have intuitions that together are contradictory, it is not at all clear that there are single intuitions with contra-
dictory content. On the latter, there is no corresponding richness in intuition as in perception, and we usually have little trouble
articulating what we intuit. (Which is not to say, of course, that there can’t be disagreement about what a given intuition represents,
which of course there can be.)
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There is also something it is like to taste an apple; to hear rustling leaves or a particular piece of music; to
be embarrassed, elated, anxious; to have a tickle, a pain, or an itch. We don’t have such local conscious ex-
periences in isolation: when I eat an apple many other things are also happening which make a difference
to the character of my overall experience. But if there is something it is like to taste an apple, then doing so
makes a difference to the character of the overall experience of the person who is tasting it. A particular lo-
cal conscious experience has a particular phenomenal character just in case it makes a particular contribution
to the character of the global experience of the person who is having it. That is how these terms are used
here.

We can now restate the earlier claim of commonality with more precision. To say that being in this kind of
mental state feels a certain particular way is to say that having an intuition makes a certain distinctive contri-
bution to the character of the overall experience of the person who is having it. This claim can be under-
stood in different ways, and not all of them render it true. But there is an important sense in which it is

true; or so, at least, [ shall argue.®

1.2.3 Relation to Belief

I take it for granted that people often come to believe that things are certain ways because that is how they
seem to them to be. A person having an intuition that p will often cause her to form the belief that p.” The
interesting question is not whether or not this happens, but whether this is how it should be.

1.2.4 Degrees of Belief

We can talk about belief as a binary phenomenon: a person believes, or doesn’t believe, that it’s about to
rain, for example. But belief actually comes in degrees: one can believe more or less strongly that it’s about
to rain. Degrees of belief are often called credences, and denoted by numerical values in the [0,1] interval,
with 1 indicating certainty and O the opposite.

Just as binary beliefs can be justified, degrees of belief can be justified, too. Indeed, a natural way to opera-
tionalise the idea that justification comes in degrees is to tack it on to degrees of belief: stronger justification
justifies higher credence in the relevant proposition. That is how we will think of them here.

1.2.5 Justification

We all go around believing all sorts of things. We also routinely evaluate beliefs, our own and those of oth-
ers, along a number of dimensions. The most obvious one is truth: a belief being true is an important mark
in its favour, an important good-making feature of a belief, as one might put it.

But truth isn’t the only important good-making feature a belief can have. If a person believes that p because
it seems to her that p, that seems appropriate in the way that is specifically concerned with belief being ap-
propriate in and of itself, as opposed to believing something being instrumentally useful for some further

® Phrases like ‘the phenomenal character of experience’ sometimes carry heavy theoretical or metaphysical implications, but beyond
what has just been outlined, they carry no further implications here. I take no stance, for example, on the question of whether phe-
nomenal facts can ultimately be reduced to physical ones; on whether (some part of) the phenomenal character of experience is
ultimately ineffable; or on whether something general can be said about the relation between the phenomenal character of a mental
state and its representational content (and if so, what).

"‘An intuition that p’ is philosopher’s shorthand for an intuition the representational content of which is some proposition or
other, and it is used when it doesn’t matter which proposition is represented.
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end, like that of running a sprint as fast as possible. That is another good-making feature a belief might
have, and we capture it by saying that the belief is justified.

A person can have justification to believe that p even if she is unable to defend her belief against epistemic
challenge. To defend one’s belief—to argue that it is justified in the face of a claim to the contrary—requires a
lot of sophistication (and resilience). Having justification does not: justification is much easier to acquire
than to defend dialectically, or, indeed, to account for theoretically. But justification is not mysterious: if
my trustworthy and competent friend once in a blue moon tells me a lie, and I believe it, then my belief is
justified even though it is false. A very striking fact is that even those who are wholly unfamiliar with the
concept’s use in theoretical contexts—indeed even those who are wholly unfamiliar with thinking about be-
lief, and the things that might be good or bad about belief, in a theoretical way at all*—are often able to im-
mediately lock onto the target phenomenon from just one or two examples such as this one.

The most plausible explanation for this very striking fact is that we are all already familiar with the concept
of justification from its ubiquitous use in practice.’ It is commonplace, for example, to criticise someone for
holding an unjustified belief. When we say things like: ‘why do you say that?, ‘why do you think that?’, or
‘you’re just guessing!’, we are challenging someone to explain their justification for a belief they hold. In pri-
vate reflection we might (on good days) ask ourselves whether we really should believe what we believe, and
revise our beliefs if the answer is no. All this suggests that the concept of justification plays an important
role in our lives, and in particular in the ubiquitous and important practice of reflection on, and evaluation
of, belief (Smithies 2015)."° The view that we are all already familiar with the concept of justification can
explain the striking fact: the reason the concept of justification is so easily explained and understood is that
to ‘explain’ it is actually just to provide a convenient label for something that is already deeply familiar.

One might have chosen a more everyday turn of phrase instead. One could say, for example, that when it
seems to S that p, this ‘makes it OK’ for her to believe that p, or that p then has ‘the property of being wor-
thy of belief’ (Bengson 2010: 30). I see no virtue in this approach. Again, no term is free of commitment or
unfortunate connotation, and this is equally true for these would-be replacements. That the notion of justi-
fication can so easily be explained strongly suggests that it is one on which we have a solid grip inde-
pendently of theoretical engagement. This makes it an excellent notion to employ in our inquiry.

To say that justification is central to reflection on and evaluation of belief is not to claim that in order that a
person be justified in holding a certain belief, that belief must actually have been subjected to evaluation or
critical reflection. Instead, a justified belief is “in a position to pass such a test” (Alston 1989: 225-6), and
justification is “the epistemic property in virtue of which a belief has the potential to survive critical reflec-
tion” (Smithies 2015: 227-28)."" These are modal claims, and it is important to understand them correctly.

81 don’t mean to sound snooty; it’s of course completely reasonable for nearly everyone to not think about belief and its good-mak-
ing features in a theoretical way.

° This claim might seem to be belied by the relative scarcity of the use of that word in every day contexts. It is not; a concept can be
in use even if a word that denotes it in certain theoretical contexts is not. My friend the engineer once told me to ‘agitate’ a fluid.
That I didn’t understand him did not show that I lacked the concept of stirring.

10 See also (Kaplan 1985: 358): “The enterprise of trying to arrive at justified belief is nothing more than the enterprise of trying to
arrive at a belief supported by reasons that will stand up under critical scrutiny. In asking, of the argument you have produced in
the case under discussion, ‘Does that argument stand up under critical scrutiny?’, I am asking a kind of question I have occasion to
ask virtually every time I engage in inquiry”.

1 As Smithies notes, this idea needs to be nuanced in various ways to escape objections (Smithies 2015: 227-28), but this does not
matter here.
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First, that the belief is in a position to pass such a test does not mean that the person herself must be in a
position to submit it to critical reflection, or to defend it against epistemic challenge: young children and
persons with intellectual disabilities have justified beliefs. Second, such reflection takes into account that
available information is partial and limited: it is concerned with what can be expected of someone in the
subject’s epistemic position. It is no objection to the claim that a certain subject is justified in holding a cer-
tain belief that there is information out there somewhere which shows that the belief is false. It is an objec-
tion if one of the subject’s own beliefs shows this. We will return to this theme several times below.

Two final points. Earlier it seemed to you that torturing the innocent is wrong, and it seems that you there-
fore now have some justification to believe this. You have this justification whether or not you actually do
believe this. We mark this by saying that what’s at issue is propositional, not doxastic justification. A person
can have propositional justification to believe that p without believing that p. If she does believe it, she can
have, or fail to have, doxastic justification for that belief: having propositional justification to believe that p
doesn’t guarantee having doxastic justification to believe it. It is usually held that a person has doxastic justi-
fication to believe that p if i) she has propositional justification to believe it, and ii) she believes it on the
basis that provides propositional justification in the right sort of way.'? This again is an issue that we will
revisit later, but for now the point is to focus on propositional rather than doxastic justification.

Second, justification comes in degrees. One easy way to see this is to notice that several considerations can
favour believing the same thing. For example, seeing dark clouds rolling in gives you justification to believe
that it will rain before long. The weather forecast can make your justification stronger, and an inference
from your friend’s testimony that it’s already raining in the next suburb over coupled with knowledge of the
wind direction can make the justification stronger still. Belief can be justified more or less strongly.

1.2.6  Not Knowledge

In epistemology, a question with a long and venerable history is the so-called ‘value problem’.” You'd be
forgiven for thinking that (perhaps partial) formulations of a problem with that name might be:

What should epistemic agents value? What ought epistemic agents to strive for?

To be sure, these formulations raise questions of their own, such as ‘are the two statements equivalent?,
‘what is an epistemic agent!’, and so on. But it is clear that they get at something central to epistemology,
and something that might aptly be called ‘the value problem’.

But they don’t reflect the received way of thinking about the value problem. One is forewarned of this by
the way the field of epistemology itself is introduced in textbooks, where it is usually glossed as the study of
knowledge.'* Similarly, the value problem is often said to be the problem of specifying in virtue of what
knowledge is more valuable than mere true belief (Fricker 2009; Haddock 2009). Notice that this presup-
poses particular answers to the above questions, namely that what we should value and strive for is
knowledge. It also presupposes a particular contrast, namely between knowledge and (mere) true belief.

12 An early deployment of the distinction is found in a paper by William Alston, who asks “whether it is enough for justification
that S have adequate grounds for his belief, whether used or not, or whether it is also required that the belief be based on those
grounds” (1985: 74). Alvin Goldman (1979: n. 17) attributes the distinction to (Firth 1978).

B A really long and venerable history, as it turns out: the problem is raised in the Meno (Plato: 97a).

" See e.g. (Audi 1998/2011); (Markie 2004,/2017); and (Pritchard 2006,/2014).
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Knowledge is indeed widely seen as the epistemic gold standard, the thing which epistemic agents ought to
and do strive for, and the primary object of epistemic inquiry.

This is not the only possible view. For one, it is reasonable to object to the contrast: contrasting knowledge
with mere true belief stacks the deck in favour of knowledge since it is easy to see that knowledge is more
valuable than mere true belief. A better alternative says that justification is the thing that really matters: not
simply or even primarily for its role in knowledge, but for its own sake. To illustrate, Miranda Fricker argues
that the value of knowledge (over mere true belief) is its resilience; its “tendency to survive misleading counter-
evidence owing to the subject’s being in a position to weigh it against positive evidence already possessed” (2009: 129).
But justified belief is just as resilient to misleading counter-evidence as knowledge is, or at any rate as resili-
ent as we should want it to be: if too much counter-evidence stacks up and you don’t change your belief
that’s not resilience but stubbornness, which is not a good thing but a bad one. Sufficient counter-evidence
should cause us to give up a belief, even if the counter-evidence is misleading because the belief is true."

In Knowledge and Its Limits, Timothy Williamson (2000) argues for ‘knowledge first’ epistemology: an ap-
proach which rejects that knowledge is the primary target for explanation and analysis, and instead uses
knowledge to explain other phenomena. Williamson’s argument is wide-ranging and influential, and I can-
not fully addressed it here. But a few remarks are in order.

First, Williamson claims that the stance is supported by the value we place on knowledge. “[K]nowing mat-
ters”, he says; “[e]ven unsophisticated curiosity is a desire to know” (30). But it is at least equally clear that
being justified matters, and curiosity is equally well understood as the manifestation of the desire to do one’s
best, rationally speaking; to believe ‘as best one can’. “Factive mental states [such as knowledge] are important
to us as states whose essence includes a matching between mind and world”, says Williamson (40). But it is
no less plausible that justified beliefs are important to us as states whose essence include being appropriately
responsive to one’s own epistemic position. Responding appropriately to one’s own epistemic position is
the very best one can do to match one’s mind to the world. It is the thing it makes sense to strive for.

Second, Williamson notes that a person knowing that p sometimes better explains her actions than her
merely truly believing that p (62). That is true, but does not count against the view that justification is what
really matters, since those cases fail to establish that anything is explained by a subject’s knowing that p that
isn’t equally well explained by her believing that p with strong justification. Indeed, Williamson’s cases can
be explained without reference to justification, and by reference to high and robust credence.' In one of
Williamson’s examples, a burglar continues to search for a hidden diamond even at high risk of detection,
and this is better explained by his knowing that it is in the house than merely by his truly believing it. True.
But it is not better explained by his knowing that the diamond is in the house than by his having a high and
robust credence to this effect; and still less better explained by his knowing that it is in the house than by
his having a strongly justified belief to this effect. If we wish to explain not only that the burglar stayed on,
but that he was (at least potentially) rational in so doing we need an epistemic notion, but knowledge and
strong justification will do equally well.

5 I'm using ‘evidence’ in a way intended to exclude mere obfuscation or noise; the situation I have in mind is one where there are
real epistemic indications that one should change one’s belief, it just so happens that those indications don’t track truth.

16 When specifying the attitude a person should hold to a proposition given some evidence, it is not sufficient to note what cre-
dence she should have. One must also note how robustly that credence should be held. Different evidence may dictate the same
credence, but different robustness. The testimony of one credible witness dictates high credence but lower robustness than that of
twenty credible witnesses to the same effect, even though the latter may easily fail to dictate a higher credence.
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Finally, since justification remains important in knowledge first epistemology (41); even those who fully ac-
cept Williamson’s view can still find value in clarifying when justification does and does not obtain."”

I think it better to focus not on knowledge but on justification. A convincing argument to this effect was
advocated by Mark Kaplan (1985). He argues that being able to distinguish between cases when an agent
can truly be ascribed knowledge from cases in which an agent can merely be ascribed justified belief can play
no role in the central epistemic project of “advancing or clarifying the proper conduct of inquiry” (354).
What matters is determining whether one’s reasons for belief “stand up under critical scrutiny”, a determi-
nation, as he notes, that is at “the very heart of the process of arriving at justified belief” (358). Since we
cannot distinguish between knowledge and mere justified belief from the inside, all we can do in order to

conduct inquiry as well as possible is to seek justified belief (361); to conduct ourselves with as much of
what Wright calls ‘intellectual integrity” as possible (Wright 2004: 210; see also Huemer 2001: 20-22, 104-
5).

Conducting inquiry as well possible is, I think, what epistemic agents should strive to do, and epistemology
will in my view be most useful if it sheds light on what doing that consists in. Thus the focus in this book is
on whether intuition can provide justification, and if so, how. It is not on whether or how intuition can
provide knowledge. From the point of view of clarifying rationality and the proper conduct of inquiry the
former questions matter a great deal, and a lot more than the latter, if indeed the latter matters at all.

1.2.7 ... and Not Evidence

Finally, the focus in this book is also not on the question of whether intuition provides evidence, despite the
fact that much recent discussion in philosophy has been couched in these terms (see e.g. (Climenhaga
2018), and references therein).'® The notion of evidence has been recruited to play a number of different
theoretical roles, and it is far from clear that a single notion can play them all (Kelly 2006/2016). There are
also widely divergent views of what constitutes evidence.” Correspondingly, the term is used with very dif-
ferent meanings in a way that invites confusion and equivocation, both in discussions of intuition and else-
where.?® While perhaps possible, conducting the discussion in a way that would forestall all potential mis-
understandings here would be quite difficult, so I choose instead to avoid the term as much as possible, and
to focus squarely on justification.

1.3 Aim and Approach

The commonalities I have outlined between instances of intuition give us good initial reason to think that
grouping the cases together will give us valuable explanatory purchase. It seems significant that the cases ap-
parently share these features. We should seek to discover whether that really is so, but that there is a class of
phenomena worth caring about here is a natural working hypothesis.

17 Accepting my account does require rejecting Williamson’s claim that only what one knows can justify belief (or ‘E=K’), however,
since (I take it) one’s experiences aren’t known in the relevant sense.

18 See (Huemer 2001: 102) for lucid discussion of this point in the context of his phenomenal conservativism.

19 Kim says that “one thing is ‘evidence’ for another just in case the first tends to enhance the reasonableness or justification of the
second” (Kim 1988: 390). According to Smithies, evidence is “what gives you epistemic justification to hold certain beliefs and oth-
ers doxastic attitudes by supporting their contents to a fitting degree” (Smithies 2019: 196). Epistemically powerful experiences qual-
ify as evidence on these notions, but not on other notions: as the totality of what one knows, for example (Williamson 2000).

20 Some uses aim to capture things that are justification-making, in that they make it the case that you have justification to hold some
belief or credence. Others aim to capture things that are justification-showing: “propositions you have epistemic justification to be-
lieve, which you are rationally permitted to use as premises in reasoning” (Smithies 2019: 196); the distinction is from (Pryor
2005/2013). Intuition is evidence in the first of these senses, but not in the second.
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A central aim of this book is to contribute to our understanding of mind and rationality by investigating
whether these cases really do have something important in common, and if so, what exactly that is. Neither
the list of examples nor the descriptions I have given are sacrosanct. I adopt the methodological approach of
letting these two elements jointly constitute the starting point, with the expectation that amendments in
either or both may be necessary as the investigation proceeds.

[ aim to vindicate the starting-point impression by convincing you that there really is a psychological kind
reasonably called ‘intuition’. A psychological kind is simply a natural kind of the mind. A natural kind is a
category that, as Socrates said, ‘cuts nature at its joints’'—a category that traces differences that really are there,
as opposed to dividing lines artificially imposed by an idiosyncratic human perspective. A psychological
kind cuts the mind at its joints—tracing differences between mental states that really are there.

To justify belief in the existence of a psychological kind I must show that the characteristics shared by mem-
bers of that kind explain how a kind as thus conceived can do sufficiently significant theoretical work. That
is what I set out to do. This parallels what is required for belief in a natural kind more generally: we have
reason to believe in the elements on the periodic table because of what our story about elements’ shared
properties allows us to explain, for example.

It is worth noting that I do not aim to investigate how the word ‘intuition’ and its cognates are used in ordi-
nary English, or within philosophy, mathematics, law, or any other academic discipline. Commentators of-
ten point out that these words are used in varied ways, and often in such a way that they clearly don’t refer
to mental states at all (Bengson 2010: 10-11; 2015b, 2014; Cappelen 2012). That is true, but poses no chal-

lenge to any claim made in this book.

First, many instances of loose usage are clearly derivative of uses that do refer to mental states: I can truly
say that a colleague has a certain intuition even when I know that she’s asleep, for example, if | know that
she has the relevant intuition whenever she considers the issue. But second, although it would certainly be
neater if people consistently used exactly one label for all and only the instances of the psychological kind
that I claim exists, the fact that they don’t does not at all suggest that it doesn’t.

Suppose that an investigation by a group of grumpy marine biologists were to find that most uses of the
term ‘clown fish’ in fact don’t refer to members of the relevant species, but instead to other small and
brightly coloured tropical fish. Such a finding would obviously not imperil the status of anemonefish as a
natural kind. To do that one would have to undermine its explanatory purchase, for example by showing
that a mutualistic symbiotic relationship between such fish and their host anemone in fact does not obtain.

In the same way, even if most uses of ‘intuition’ and cognates fail to refer to instances of the putative psy-
chological kind, this does not imperil the claim that there really is a psychological kind here. To do that one
would have to show that the noted characteristics do not in fact enable the kind to do the claimed explana-
tory work. In other words, the advocated account of the nature and epistemic status of intuition would have
to be criticised on its merits, and not on the basis of claims about word usage. This holds regardless of
whether one talks about the use of ‘intuition’ in common parlance, or restrict the cases of interest more
carefully, for example to uses within philosophy.

By far the most important and interesting question is whether there is a natural kind here, and whether it
can do the theoretical-explanatory work that I claim that it can do. Of much less interest is what we should
call that kind, assuming that its existence and explanatory properties is established. Nevertheless, that ques-
tion also has some interest to some.
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What justifies applying the label ‘intuition’ to the kind is that the explanatory work the kind can do over-
laps sufficiently well with the core explanatory work things with that label have historically been invoked to
carry out. In the next section I argue that the core work is to be a ground-level source of justification, in ad-
dition to perception. If the story I tell succeeds in showing that mental states with the characteristics I single
out can play that role, then by this criterion it has also thereby justified labelling that state ‘intuition’.
Again, cases of loose usage, no matter how numerous or preponderant, make no difference.*'

An often noted fact about intuition is that we commonly use perceptual language to talk about it. George
Bealer says about de Morgan’s laws, for example: “you suddenly ‘just see’ it” (1992: 101). Unlike objections
from loose usage, the analogy between perception and intuition this talk suggests, is worth taking seriously.

I hasten to add that I do not wish to defend a ‘perceptual model” of intuition. I am not sure what it would
take for an account to count as such, and I am ever keen to avoid verbal disputes. Instead, ‘taking the anal-
ogy seriously’ for me amounts to a methodological claim; namely that comparing intuition and perception
is theoretically fruitful. That this is so I hope to demonstrate by example.

1.4 Why This Matters

Why does this matter? I have already given an answer. We inquire into the nature of beliefs, preferences,
hopes, and fears. In the same spirit, and for the same reason, understanding the nature of intuition matters.

But we can say more. Not only do intuitions exist, but they play important epistemic roles, both in various
academic fields, and in our everyday lives. We form beliefs on the basis of intuition all the time, even if not
always explicitly. We shouldn’t do that if intuitions do not in fact justify belief: we should then revise our epis-
temic practice. So it is very important to find out whether or not they do.

This book thus forms part of a large, varied, and ongoing research project; namely that of examining the
ways in which human reasoning and inquiry goes right, and the ways in which it goes wrong. The aim,
broadly speaking, is self-improvement: to go right more often and to go wrong less frequently, and thereby
to increase our understanding, and live better lives. Much of this project is empirical; studying, for example,
how people actually reason or make choices in a range of situations. But not all of it can be: that people of-
ten rate a conjunction as more probable than one of its conjuncts (Tversky and Kahneman 1983) is interest-
ing only because we regard it as a fallacy, a misstep, a way in which we go wrong; and we can do so only
against the background of a priori justified beliefs about probability theory. Similarly, how we should evalu-
ate belief based on intuition depends on whether or not intuitions justify belief; again an a priori question.

To be an epistemic agent is to accept some epistemic practices and to reject others. Consider the epistemic
outrage you, a person of reason, might feel when someone suggests that a piece of quartz under your pillow
will improve your sleep, or that your flu might be cured by sleeping with an onion in your sock. Or consider
an atheist’s unwillingness to countenance religious experience as a source of justification for belief. One
needn’t be a nutritionist to lead a healthy life, and one does not require a theory of justification to form
justified beliefs. In both cases, however, theory is useful and important. The theory of intuition advocated
in this book says that what sets intuitions apart from the quartz-and-onion-peddler’s hunches, and from reli-
gious experience, is the specific phenomenal character intuition has and that those states lack. If we wish to

1 Since the word ‘intuition’ is often used loosely one must take care to not inadvertently apply to cases of loose usage the epistemic
lessons that only legitimately apply to core cases. But that is a point about how we apply the theory this book advances about the
nature and epistemology of intuition to (for example) philosophical methodology once that theory has been accepted, and not, as cases
of loose usage are often touted, a reason not to accept that theory in the first place.
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claim that there is an important epistemic contrast to be had in these cases, it is important to know whether
that claim holds up.

Another way to bring out the importance of this inquiry is to situate it in a seminal dispute in the history of
thought, namely that between rationalism and empiricism. Simplifying somewhat we can say that rational-
ism and empiricism disagree whether all justification ultimately stems from perception.** Suppose I see a
bee and then a wasp, and come to be justified in believing that there are at least two insects nearby. For all
my justification to ultimately stem from perception not only must the justification for ‘there’s a wasp’ and
‘there’s a bee’ stem from perception (which it does); so too must any justification I relied on in the infer-
ence.

Empiricism is the view that all justification ultimately stems from perception. Rationalism is the view that
there are additional ‘ground-level’” sources of justification. If the argument in this book goes through, it vin-
dicates rationalism so conceived. That tells us something fundamental about the nature of rationality, about
the proper conduct of inquiry, and about the kinds of creatures that we are.

Rationalism is instead sometimes characterised as the view that these other sources of justification provide a
special kind of justification—justification strong enough to warrant certainty, for example; or justification that
cannot be overturned; or such that if you have it, what you believe must be true”—or to hold that there are
propositions for which justification is only available from non-perceptual sources.** But all of these things
saddle rationalism with unnecessarily strong claims. Rationalism can allow that the additional source(s) of
justification it countenances (usually, or often) fails to rationalise certainty, that the justification can be
overturned and doesn’t guarantee truth, and it needn’t say that some propositions can only be justified
non-perceptually.

The core rationalist claim, what is most fundamentally and importantly at issue, is simply that something
other than perception is a source of ground-level justification. The deepest question about intuition is
whether it is a source of justification at all. The position advocated here is that it is.

In current analytic philosophy this conclusion is radical. Scepticism about intuition is widespread and runs
deep; and derision of a philosophical method that makes use of it is often on clear display.”’ So if the con-

clusion can be established that intuition sometimes provides the intuiting subject with at least some justifi-
cation, that really is quite significant.

How the conclusion is established matters, too. In particular, it matters that it follows from a detailed ac-
count of the state’s nature. That is because scepticism about intuition’s ability to justify belief so often is (al-
leged to be) justified by the mystery said to surround its nature.

221 put the point in terms of justification, rather than, what is more common, knowledge, for the reasons given above. As has often
been observed (e.g. by Markie (2004/2017: §1.2 ), the degree of opposition between these two camps, and indeed the extent to
which it makes sense to think of ‘camps’ here at all, can be overstated; and portrayals sometimes misrepresent what historical figures
actually believed. What’s important to us is not what people did or didn’t believe, however; but rather the distinction between two
broad approaches to the question of what sources of justification there are.

B See (Popper 2001). Pollock (1974) holds this for a subset of intuitions.

% See (Markie 2004/2017: §1.1); see also (Huemer 2005: §5, 111).

5 Cf., for example, Cummins’ claim that ‘[p]hilosophical intuition ... is epistemologically useless’ (1998: 118). Fumerton says that
he has ‘no idea what these intuitions are supposed to be’ (1990: 5). And Mackie calls “the suggestion that moral judgements are
made ... by... having an ethical intuition” a “travesty” (1977/1990: 38).
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Timothy Williamson, for example, rhetorically asks, “What are intuitions supposed to be, anyway?’ (2007:
215), and concludes that there is no plausible candidate for a psychological kind answering to that term.
Philosophers should not, he says, talk about intuition, because doing so functions “not to answer questions
about the nature of the evidence on offer but to fudge them, by appearing to provide answers without really

doing so” (Williamson 2007: 220).

We shouldn’t refer to intuitions, Williamson thinks, because, in effect, there are none: there is no class of
mental states for such talk to refer to. The things we call intuitions belong to a motley class of phenomena
whose members have nothing significant in common.

Williamson is far from alone in thinking this (Ayer 1956,/1964: 33; Cappelen 2012; Deutsch 2015;
Fumerton 1990: 6; Pollock 1974: 305). Here, for example, is Tara Smith:

[What] exactly is an intuition? One rarely encounters clear statements of their nature. If an intuition
is a thought, why employ a term suggesting it is anything less than that? If intuition is a particular
type of thought, what type? If an intuition is an emotion or feeling, what distinguishes intuition from
illfounded feelings? . . . Are intuitions desires? Hunches? Stubborn convictions that a person refuses
to surrender? The point is, we cannot be sure whether we have such things, let alone what role they
play in providing moral guidance, until we know precisely what intuitions are. One suspects that the
absence of definition, keeping intuition afloat as a hazy “something” between a thought and a feel-
ing, may hide the fact that there are no such things. (Smith 2000: 23-4)

This book provides what Williamson, Smith and others take to be lacking: a clear statement of the nature
of intuition, an account which in detail vindicates the impression that the items on our list really do have
something significant in common. I will try to leave you in no doubt that you really do have such mental
states, and | will argue as clearly as I can that intuition as thus conceived really justifies belief. I hope, of
course, to convince you of the truth of every aspect of this story. But whether or not I succeed in doing so,
the reader at least will not be hindered from considering the justificatory status of intuition by the lack of a
clear grasp of its nature. There can be no further pretence of not knowing what intuitions are supposed to

be.

1.5 A New View

I have said that instances of intuition seem bound together by having representational content, causing be-
lief, apparently justifying belief, and by a distinctive phenomenal character; that a central question is
whether intuition not just apparently but in fact justifies belief; and that I will argue that it does.

But the claim isn’t merely that intuition justifies belief and has a characteristic phenomenal character. The
claim is that intuition justifies belief because it has that phenomenal character. The view that intuition has a
characteristic phenomenal character and justifies belief has been around for some time, but the claim that
the two are explanatorily connected is new.

Consider George Bealer, a prolific author on intuition, who regards intuition as a “sui generis, irreducible,
natural propositional attitude which occurs episodically” (1996a: n. 6; 1998a: 207; see also 2002: 74):

For you to have an intuition that A is just for it to seem to you that A. Here ‘seems’ is understood .
.. in its use as a term for a genuine kind of conscious episode. ... [Tlhis kind of seeming is intellec-
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tual, not sensory or introspective (or imaginative). Intuition must be distinguished from belief: be-
lief is not a seeming; intuition is. . . . Similar phenomenological considerations make it clear that intu-
itions are likewise distinct from judgements, guesses, hunches, and common sense (1998b: 271-2,
emphasis mine).?

Here and in many other places Bealer makes it clear that he thinks we can tell that intuition is its own psy-
chological kind at least in part because it has a distinctive phenomenal character. Despite this, he has next
to nothing to say about what that phenomenal character actually is.”” He does say that ‘rational’ intuition
“presents itself as necessary: it does not seem to us that things could be otherwise” (1992: 102), but even
this turns out to not be a point about intuition’s phenomenal character, but about its content.”® Moreover,
although he assigns intuition’s phenomenal character importance, Bealer never suggests that intuition’s
phenomenal character might be what explains its ability to justify belief, instead he advocates for ‘modal
reliabilism’; “the doctrine that there’s a certain kind of qualified modal tie between intuitions and the

truth” (2004: 13-14).

Or consider Michael Huemer, who defends a principle he calls ‘phenomenal conservativism’: “[i]f it seems
to S that p, then, in the absence of defeaters, S thereby has at least some degree of justification for believing
that p” (2007: 30; see 2001: 99 for a similar formulation). Among the seemings of Huemer’s concern are
‘intellectual’ ones; which are what I call intuitions. Huemer’s view is similar to Bealer’s in that he takes the
phenomenal character of a mental state to be among the characteristics that qualifies it as a seeming.”’ How-
ever, also like Bealer, Huemer says next to nothing about what that phenomenal character is,” and doesn’t
claim that the ability of seemings to justify belief rests on its phenomenal character, arguing instead that the
principle of phenomenal conservativism is self-evident and that resisting it is self-defeating (2001: 103-8;

2005: 99-101).

John Pollock (1974: 319-21) and Joel Pust (2000: Chapter 2) also hold that intuition is a mental state with a
characteristic phenomenal character, but these philosophers, too, have next to nothing to say about what
that character is, nor do they claim that intuitions justify in virtue of their phenomenal character.

On the theory I advance, phenomenal character plays a much more central role. An important historical
precursor for this view came with a couple of papers published nearly twenty years ago by James Pryor. In
‘The Skeptic and the Dogmatist’, Pryor (2000) suggested that perceptual experience justifies belief because
of “the peculiar ‘phenomenal force’” of such experiences (n.37). And a few years later he elaborated:

My view is that our perceptual experiences have the epistemic powers the dogmatist says they have
because of what the phenomenology of perception is like. I think there’s a distinctive phenomenology:

26 In an early article, Bealer identified intuitions with non-inferential beliefs, or with states “having a strong modal tie” with such
beliefs (1987: 300). Otherwise, however, Bealer’s view of the nature of intuition has been very stable. For similar characterisations,
see e.g. his (1992: 101-4; 1996a: 4-7; 1996b: 123-4; 1998a: 207-13; 1998b: 271-2; 2001: 3-4; 2004: 12-13; 2008: 190-1). In discussing
Bealer I usually give a single reference, but most of the characteristics Bealer attributes to intuition are discussed in several or most
of these places—indeed, the passages are often almost identical.

2T Bealer offers some indirect characterisation of intuition’s phenomenal character by mentioning mental states which he thinks dif-
fer from intuition in phenomenology, and cases where he thinks there is no difference (e.g. between those with synthetic and ana-
Iytic content (1998a: 212), and between modal and non-modal ones (Bealer: 75)).

28 Bealer expresses uncertainty about how ‘presents itself as necessary’ should be understood, but suggests “something like this: nec-
essarily, if x intuits that P, it seems to x that P, and also that necessarily P” (1996a: 5). And that is to suggest that the content of the
relevant intuition is P & OP, and not to characterise its phenomenal character.

» Huemer has confirmed this interpretation in personal communication.

% In his 2001, he discusses the ‘forcefulness’ of perceptual experience, but says that this is not a matter of its phenomenal character

(what he calls ‘qualia’) (79).
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the feeling of seeming to ascertain that a given proposition is true. This is present when the way a
mental episode represents its content makes it feel as though, by enjoying that episode, you can

thereby just tell that that content obtains (2004: 356-57).

If the phenomenology of perceptual experience is what explains why perception justifies beliefs, mightn’t
the phenomenal character of intuitional experience furnish an argument that intuition does so too! This
idea was developed independently by Elijah Chudnoff, John Bengson, and myself, in PhD dissertations
completed in the years leading up to 2010-11 (Chudnoff 2011b, 2011a; Bengson 2010, 2015b; Koksvik
2011, 2013, 2017). Although these theories have a common point of departure there are, as we shall see,
important differences between them. In what might not be a complete surprise, I shall argue that these
other views suffer from significant structural problems.

Even though others have given some weight to intuition’s phenomenal character, they haven’t matched that
view with a detailed description of that character—indeed, they often haven’t described it at all. And they
have invariably failed to provide any kind of an argument that intuition really does have the relevant charac-
ter. Both these elements are important. Moreover, unlike some, I think that significant progress can be
made here, despite some methodological challenges. A significant part of the book is therefore dedicated to
describing the phenomenal character of intuition in detail, and to arguing that intuition really has this char-
acter. We can see that intuition has the phenomenal character I say that it has not only through introspec-

tion and reflection on our own experience, but because of what it allows us to explain.

I claim not only that there are phenomenal similarities between perception and intuition, but that they are
significant: the phenomenal character perception and intuition share allows both states to provide the expe-
riencer with ground-level justification. Perception and intuition are thus in an important sense on equal
footing, epistemically speaking: there is a way to understand intuition where it is not, as is sometimes
claimed, “utterly different from our ordinary ways of knowing everything else” (Mackie 1977/1990: 38).
This conception of intuition also belies the dictum that intuitions are not “data of experience” (Bealer

2001: 3): there is, I argue, something which truly deserves the name intuitional experience.*

A final point. Unlike all other philosophical accounts of intuition of which I am aware, I will argue that
there are no restrictions on the kinds of contents intuitions can have: anything you can believe you can also
intuit (§3.8). This opens up the intriguing possibility that, in addition to its role in philosophy and other
academic disciplines, intuition may play an important role throughout our epistemic lives.

We often have intuitions, in the sense developed here. When we do, the mere having of the intuitional ex-
perience can make the person justified in believing that things really are the way they seem to her to be.
Whether it actually does so in a particular instance depends on a number of things, not all of which will be
uncovered here. But, [ will argue, it is not unlikely that intuition, as this psychological kind is understood in
this book, plays a pervasive and important role not only in various academic disciplines, but in our mental
and rational lives quite generally.

31 4[]t would be wrong to deny the occurrence of states with such a phenomenology. While it might be nice to have a further under-

standing of it, I think that the combination of introspective ostension and distinction offered by Bealer is sufficient . . . . In fact, I'm
inclined to think that this is all that can be done and that the sort of state at issue admits, like a pure phenomenal color, of no fut-
ther analysis” (Pust 2000: 36).

32 An empiricist might acknowledge this, and yet hold that all justification ultimately stems from sense experience. However, such a
position is incompatible with the conjunction of the views that i) intuitional experience provides foundational justification (Chap-
ter 5), and ii) that intuition is not constrained by aetiology (§3.6), both of which I defend in this book.
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Chapter 2 Reduction?

The theory advanced in this book is that intuitions constitute a psychological kind: a kind which cuts the
mind at its natural joints, and which can do significant explanatory work. In particular, I claim that careful
study of the phenomenal character of intuition and perception, and of the epistemic importance of that
character, reveals that the intuition and perception are equally good candidates for psychological kindhood,
and for justifying belief in their contents.

That perception constitutes a psychological kind which can do significant explanatory work is a dominant
view in philosophy. By contrast, the view that intuition is epistemically and metaphysically on a par with
perception is a tiny minority view.

Those who reject that view often say one of two things. As we have seen, some say that there is no mental
kind here at all. What we call intuitions are really something else: a motley class of different mental states
(Smith 2000), for example; or just the exercise of our capacity for judgement (Williamson 2007). Others say
that there is a kind nearby, but that it is one with which we are already familiar, and that the things we call
intuitions are at best a sub-class of that familiar psychological kind.

Views of the first kind are best countered by a positive theory of the nature of intuition, one which also ex-
plains how it can do significant explanatory work. This book gives such an account. But views of the second
kind are fruitfully met head on, and that is the business of the present chapter.

2.1 Doxastic Views

Some say that what we call intuitions are really just beliefs.” A standard argument is widely taken to show
that such doxastic views of the nature of intuition fail. But the standard argument overlooks a straightfor-
ward reply available to defenders of doxastic views. Below I outline the standard case and this reply, before
presenting what I take to be a new, fully general, and decisive argument against any doxastic view of the na-
ture of intuition, or of perception.

2.1.1 Motivation

Reductive views can seem attractive for a few different reasons. First, there is clearly a tight connection be-
tween intuition and belief (§1.2.3), and a simple way to account for this is to identify the two: intuitions
just are beliefs.

 Views of this kind have been proposed by (Lewis 1983), (Plantinga 1993) and (van Inwagen 1997), and endorsed by (Williamson
2007), and I have often encountered sympathy with such views in conversation. See also (Cummins 1998) and (Ichikawa and Jarvis

2009).
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Second, suppose you start out thinking that intuition is a grasp of objective reality (Bengson 2015a). That
can’t be the whole story, since a false intuition can’t be said to grasp reality.”* A doxastic theory solves the
problem, since beliefs can be false.

Third, absent demonstration that a proposed new mental state kind can do explanatory work that otherwise
won’t get done it is reasonable to reject it. Belief and desire have passed this test: they are integral to folk-
psychological explanation and prediction, and folk-psychology is very successful.” They are also ‘pure’ exem-
plars of directions of fit:*° a belief is ‘successful’ if it fits the world, a desire is ‘successful’ if the world comes to
fit it. Other states are not ‘pure’ in this way: fear is actualised if the world comes to fit it, but wellfounded if it
fits the world; hope is realised if the world comes to fit it, but realistic if it fits the world.

This might suggest that mental states are generally reducible to some mix of belief and desire: fear that an
avalanche will strike might be some degree of belief that it will combined with desire that it does not; hope
that stocks will rise might be a mixture of some degree of belief that they will combined with a desire that
they do. A natural thought is that intuition might be thus reducible. Since there is no obvious role for de-
sire, reduction to belief suggests itself.

A fourth motivation stems from epistemic concerns. Those who believe that intuition justifies belief would
like an explanation of why that is so. Many believe that intuition is used as evidence in philosophy, and
might wonder whether an account can be given that validates such use.’” Some think that the only mental
state which justifies belief in a way we understand is belief itself.” If so, the natural view is again that intui-
tion is itself a belief, and that it justifies belief in the same way that belief generally does.”

Finally, a doxastic account of intuition might also be motivated by broadly logical concerns: that a reductive

account best explains how intuition behaves, how we use it, and so forth.*

2.1.2  Taxonomy

That intuitions are beliefs seems to be a simple idea, but the view comes in a number of different varieties. We can distin-
guish between them according to whether intuition is reduced to a disposition to have a doxastic mental
state, or to the doxastic state itself; whether it is reduced to a doxastic state itself, or to the acquisition of the

3* George Bealer (1998a) argues that what he terms the ‘local’ fallibility of intuition is no bar to the hypothesis that intuition is
strongly modally tied to truth. The tie holds in rather special circumstances, however: “Human beings only approximate the rele-
vant cognitive conditions, and they do this only by working collectively over historical time” (202). Sosa (2007b: Chapter 3) dis-
cusses the fallibility of intuition and factive models. See also (Pollock 1974).

3 1 regard this line of argument as decisive, but my purpose here is merely to explain a possible source of motivation for doxastic
views of intuition. For opposing views regarding folk-psychology, see e.g. (Churchland 1981). Sterelny (2003) is one of many who
argues that belief has earned its keep in this way, but he is more doubtful about preferences.

% See Humberstone (1992) for discussion, and an account of the historical origins of the terminology.

3" For arguments that intuitions are used as evidence in philosophy, see e.g. (Pust 2000: Chapter 1); (Goldman and Pust 1998);

and (Climenhaga 2018). Bealer (1998a) argues that intuitions are part of our ‘standard justificatory procedure’. He has been
interpreted by some as referring to philosophers’ use of intuition (Earlenbaugh and Molyneux 2009: 91). However, he is in my
view much more naturally understood as claiming that intuition is part of a justificatory procedure that is standard in a wider
sense; viz. standard relative to normal human life and inquiry. For arguments that intuition is not used as evidence in philoso-

phy, see (Cappelen 2012); (Earlenbaugh and Molyneux 2009); and (Williamson 2004).

38 See Pryor’s discussion of the ‘Premise Principle’ (2005/2013). (Ghijsen 2014) also argues along these lines.

% Timothy Williamson is clearly motivated at least in part by such considerations in his (2007). Richard G. Heck Jr. (2000: 507-8)
spells out this type of motivation for perception.

0 This motivation is operative in (Earlenbaugh and Molyneux 2009). These authors argue for a dispositional view (see below), but,
again, the motivation applies in either case.
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doxastic state; to all-out, or partial, belief; and depending on the content of the reducing state (the same as
the intuition; or a function on that content). This yields the following taxonomy:

intuition
that p
il sl HRHH
,//--J--/ H-H‘h‘““ -
> T
not a a
disposition disposition
/’// H\\\\_‘
e
S ‘\‘\\
— T
state acquisition
itself
/\rml /\artm
belief belief

behef

A AN

thatp thatf(p) thatp thatf(p) thatp thatf(p) thatp that f(p)
(A) (B) ©) (D) (E) (F) (&) (H)

Figure 2.1: Doxastic Views of Intuition

I begin with views (A) through (H), which I collectively label ‘doxastic’ views of intuition. (We return to
views on the omitted branch below.) I shall argue that a single line of argument deals decisively with all dox-
astic views. But first I will show that the standard case against such views fails.

2.2 The Standard Case Against Doxastic Views
We begin with views of type (A), views according to which an intuition that p reduces to a belief that p. A
simple view of this type is:

Equivalence: oVxVp(Ixp < Bxp)

25



Equivalence says that all and only those who intuit that p believe that p. Equivalence does not say that an
intuition that p is identical to a belief that p, that ‘intuition’ and ‘belief’ are synonymous, or that the con-
cept intuition is the same as the concept belief. But if any of these views are true, so too is Equivalence, so its
falsity establishes the falsity of all these views.*!

And Equivalence clearly is false. There are many things that I believe but that I do not intuit: that m* yields
the area of a circle, that the (northern) winter solstice is in December, that light travels faster than sound,

that nothlng traVelS faster than hght, and that lf b, then i e e e e O i i i i B B B PN for eXample.

A natural next suggestion is that anyone who intuits that p believes that p, but not vice versa. An intuition
that p could then be taken to be a particular type of belief that p, so that an intuition that p reduces to the
conjunction of a belief that p with some other condition:

Ellipsis: oOVxVp(Ixp < Bxp & ...)

Clearly there are ways to fill in the blank that render the view false. The question is whether there are some
that render it true. Until we are told what is missing we can’t assess the view directly. But we can assess it

indirectly, via:
Entailment: OVxVp(Ixp —» Bxp)
If Entailment is false, then (by modus tollens) Ellipsis is too, since the former is entailed by the latter.

Agents sometimes come to regard something they intuit as false. This is widely thought to show that such
simple reductive views as Entailment are false (Bealer 1992, 1998a, 1996a, 1996b, 2001, 2002, 2004, 2008;
Bengson 2010, 2015b; Chudnoff 2011b; Earlenbaugh and Molyneux 2009; Huemer 2001, 2005, 2007;

Kagan 1989; Katz 1981; Plantinga 1993; Pollock 1974; Pust 2000, 2012/2019; Sosa 2007b, 1996, 1998,
2006, 2007a; Williamson 2007). An oft-noted example is the naive comprehension axiom of set theory:

... I have an intuition—it still seems to me—that the naive comprehension axiom of set theory is true;
this is so despite the fact that I do not believe that it is true (because I know of the set-theoretical

paradoxes) (Bealer 1998a: 208).

Call this ‘the standard case’ against doxastic views. To evaluate it we need to know whether the naive com-
prehension axiom is something we intuit but regard as false. So we need to know whether we intuit it, and
for that we need a formulation. Bealer doesn’t offer one. Moreover, on some common formulations it is
questionable whether we have the intuition.*” However, I think most people do have the following intui-

tion:

#1 Absent a reason to think that the properties of intuiting that p and believing that p could be necessarily coextensive but non-iden-
tical (a la that presented for having three sides and having three angles in (Sober 1982)) one might think that the truth of Equivalence
would justify credence in the identity of belief and intuition. But I won’t pursue this here.

# For example: “For every predicate, there is a set of all and only the things to which the predicate applies”, or “To every intelligible
condition there corresponds a class: its members (if any) are all and only the things that satisfy the condition” (Sainsbury

1987/2003: 109).
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NCA: If anything which satisfies condition F satisfies condition G and wice versa, then the set of the
things which satisfy F is identical to the set of things which satisfy G*

NCA is false, for from it is derivable the claim that for any F there is a set of all and only the things that sat-
isfy F, and from this Russell’s paradox follows.* What makes NCA such a good candidate for a counterex-
ample to Entailment is precisely that it is provably false. Becoming apprised of a proof that demonstrates
that a proposition is false seems very likely to cause an agent to believe that it is.

Consider therefore an agent who has the intuition that NCA is true and as a result acquires the belief that
it is, but who then learns the proof of its falsity. If NCA is to work as a counterexample to Entailment, two
things must be true:

(i) She keeps the intuition that NCA is true
(ii) She sheds the belief that NCA is true

I stipulate that a belief is shed if it is non-accidentally lost in an appropriate way. In this instance it means
that the agent loses her belief in NCA as a result of learning the proof that shows that NCA is false.

Are (i) and (ii) true? In my view, the answer for (i) hinges on considerations about the agent’s phenomenol-
ogy to which we return at some length below. I think the answer is ‘yves’, and I will assume this in what fol-
lows. But what should we say about (ii)?

That Entailment is false is usually thought to be demonstrated by the fact that agents sometimes come to
believe that p is false while still having the intuition that p. But this doesn’t yet constitute a counterexample
to Entailment, since coming to believe that a proposition is false is not the same thing as shedding a belief
that it is true. A defender of a doxastic view can simply insist that the person who learns the proof keeps her
intuition—on her view, her belief—that NCA is true, and also acquires the additional and contradictory belief

that NCA is false. She believes both NCA and its negation.

Mere reference to NCA and similar cases therefore doesn’t show that there really are cases of intuition with-
out belief. We have been given no argument for that conclusion, but merely been told to consider the cases
and come to agree. We need a stronger case: a real argument for why there must be cases of intuition with-

out belief. The next section provides one.

2.3 The Argument from Rational Criticisability
The key to demonstrating that Entailment is false is to recognise that agents who hold contradictory beliefs
are usually ipso facto—that is, for that very reason—rationally criticisable.

B Or: ifany Fisa G, and any G is an F, then the set of the Fs just is the set of the Gs. In what follows I restrict the discussion
to NCA as stated here. If you find a different example more convincing—the conjunction of the premises in the Sorites para-
dox, perhaps—please substitute accordingly. Incidentally, if you think that the formulations discussed in the main text, or the
ones discussed in the previous footnote, are not accurately thought of as statements of ‘the native comprehension axiom’ of set
theory, then you may well be historically correct—thanks to David Ripley for discussion—and you should feel free to regard
‘NCA’ and the corresponding phrases as mere labels. In the present context, the phrase has come to mean something like ‘the
thing we intuit but that Russell’s Paradox shows is false’. For this reason, and because the details really don’t matter for the
point [ am making—again, feel free to substitute—I stick with the traditional usage.

# See (Koksvik 2011: p. 42, n. 64).
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‘Usually’, because there might be exceptions. For instance, there might be cognitive ‘positions’ a person can
be in relative to a pair of contradictory propositions such that if you are in it you are not rationally criticisa-
ble for believing them.* There might also be other factors or circumstances that shield one from rational
criticisability. However, for NCA and its negation, one needn’t be in such a position, and no such circum-
stances need obtain. (If there are no such positions or circumstances, so much the better for this argument.)
Therefore, if Entailment were true, the agent who intuits NCA and believes not-NCA would be ipso facto
rationally criticisable. She is not. So Entailment is false, and so, too, is Ellipsis.

This simple argument is powerful. The central notion is rational criticisability. As we saw in Chapter 1, it is
highly plausible that the concept of justification is already deeply familiar to rational agents, even if they do
not label it that way. Exactly the same point holds for rational criticisability: indeed a central way of being
rationally criticisable is by believing something without justification. So applying this notion in this argu-

ment is a safe move indeed.
Regimenting the argument can help to make it apparent just how innocuous the premises are.

(1) All who concurrently believe both a proposition and its negation are either ipso facto rationally
criticisable, or shielded from criticisability by being in special circumstances

(2) Some people concurrently intuit NCA and believe notNCA

(3) None of these are ipso facto rationally criticisable

(4) Some of these are not shielded by being in special circumstances

(5) So, some of those who intuit NCA and believe notNCA do not thereby believe both a propo-

sition and its negation

(6) So, some who intuit NCA and believe notNCA do not believe NCA

(7) So, it's not the case that whoever intuits a proposition believes that proposition*’

Let’s go through the premises.

(1) is clearly true, and if we're liberal about what counts as ‘special circumstances’, it is analytic. It presupposes
only that there are circumstances in which holding contradictory beliefs renders one open to rational criti-
cism, and that such circumstances are not too rare. One couldn’t retain rational criticisability as a useful
concept while denying this.

(2) might be more contentious. Phenomenology isn’t completely unaffected by acquisition of the belief that

NCA is false, and some are tempted to say that the intuition vanishes. I think that that is an overreaction.*

# Having a ‘compartmentalised’ or ‘fragmented’ mind are candidates, see (Stalnaker 1984: Chapters 4 and 5) and (Lewis 1986:

309; 1982). My interest here is in the core idea, not in the particular uses to which these authors put it. In particular, it is
plausible that one can be shielded from rational criticisability for believing contradictory propositions if the two beliefs reside

in different fragments or compartments.

# For a formal version, see (Koksvik 2011: 45-6, n. 70).

7 To foreshadow, I think that what happens in cases such as this is (usually at most) that the intuition becomes less strong, without
vanishing. The account advocated in this book has a straightforward way to account for this, because on this view, one aspect of the
phenomenal character of intuitional experience comes in degrees. See Chapter 4 for all the details.
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Moreover, (2) only requires that not all those who learn the proof lose the intuition as a result. This cannot

be denied.

(3) falls out of the notion of rational criticisability. No one is ipso facto rationally criticisable for concurrently
intuiting a proposition and believing its negation, just as no one is ipso facto rationally criticisable for a halfway
immersed oar looking bent to them while they believe that it is not. It is possible that one thereby falls short
of being rationally ideal, but that is a very different matter.

Some think that simply having the intuition that NCA is true renders one ipso facto rationally criticisable.*
I think that’s a mistake, but even if true it doesn’t show that (3) is false. From an agent being ipso facto ra-

tionally criticisable for intuiting NCA it does not follow that she is ipso facto rationally criticisable for intuit-
ing-NCA-and-believingnot-NCA.

Being ipso facto rationally criticisable for is a non-monotonic two-place relation. A two-place relation is monotonic
if, whenever A is thus related to B, then anything which entails B also stands in that relation to A; and non-
monotonic otherwise. For example, being entailed by is monotonic, since if p is entailed by g, then p is also
entailed by anything which entails g: &, for example. By contrast, being rationally supported by is non-mono-
tonic, since it is not true that if p is rationally supported by q, p is also rationally supported by anything
which entails ¢q. That the partygoers have arrived might rationally support the party going well even if the
partygoers having arrived extremely drunk does not, even though the partygoers having arrived extremely
drunk entails that they have arrived.

Being ipso facto rationally criticisable for is non-monotonic. I may be ipso facto rationally criticisable for failing
to listen to a local’s advice before going for a hike in the mountains, but I am not ipso facto rationally criti-
cisable for failing to listen while wearing a bowler hat, even though the latter entails the former. (My ra-
tional, or aesthetic, criticisability for going on a hike while wearing a bowler hat is a separate issue.) I am ra-
tionally criticisable for failing to listen to the local while wearing a bowler hat, of course; but not ipso facto
rationally criticisable—I am not rationally criticisable for that very fact. Correspondingly, even if it were true
that an agent might be ipso facto rationally criticisable for intuiting that p, this would not indicate that she is
ipso facto rationally criticisable for intuiting-that-p-and-believing-that-not-p. She is not.

It is also clearly true, as (4) claims, that some cases of intuiting that NCA and believing that not-NCA occur
outside the circumstances, if there are any, that shield one from rational criticisability. For example, one
might be shielded from rational criticisability for believing a contradiction if the contradiction is very hard
to discover—perhaps you believe the premises of Peano arithmetic and also the negation of one of its theo-
rems, for instance—but this is not one of those cases. Perhaps even some believers of obvious contradictions
are not rationally criticisable. Whatever the correct account of these cases is, some notion of cognitive separa-
tion between the offending beliefs will have to play a key role: the agent is somehow barred from bringing
the two beliefs under rational scrutiny together. In our example there need be no such separation.

One might be tempted to deny (4) by claiming that one cannot help believing what one intuits. Ought im-
plies can, so it’s false that anyone who intuits NCA ought to not believe it, so they aren’t rationally criticisa-
ble for believing it.

8 See (Sosa 2007b). Sosa only aims to show that an intuition is rationally criticisable under certain conditions. To resist (3) on these
grounds one would need to show that all cases of intuiting NCA while believing not:NCA occur under these conditions.
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But rational criticisability isn’t subject to ought-implies-can restrictions of this sort. A parent who has lost
his child may not be able to help believing that the child is still alive even though he knows full well—and so
believes—that the child is deceased. A person with a psychological illness may not be able to help believing
that her food is poisoned even though she has compelling evidence to the contrary, and so believes that it is
not.* If these people’s minds are not compartmentalised—and perhaps even if they are—they are rationally
criticisable for so believing, however psychologically impossible it may be to shed the beliefs.*

Finally, if the reductionist simply insists that having an intuition shields one from rational criticisability
without explaining why this should be so, she is making a merely verbal claim. The concept of belief in play
here just does not allow for brute shielding from criticisability. One can be shielded by the contradiction be-
ing hard to discover, by being barred from bringing both beliefs under rational scrutiny together, and per-
haps in further ways.”' But if there are further ways we require an explanation of why the shielding occurs.
To simply assert that it does is to change the subject. Premise (4) is true.

From these four premises it follows that Entailment is false: intuition does not entail belief. And from this

it follows that Ellipsis is false, too.”

What’s the difference between my case and the standard one? The latter claims that certain cases directly
show that there is intuition without belief. Presenting no argument it simply gestures at the cases and relies
on us to accept its view about them. By contrast, [ have presented a detailed argument demonstrating that
Entailment entails that people are rationally criticisable in situations in which we know they are not, and
that it must therefore be rejected.

I formulated the argument in terms of views of type (A), but it generalises immediately to views of type (E),
which say that an intuition that p is reducible to the acquisition of a belief that p.** If an agent who believes
that notp intuits that p, and if she thereby acquires a belief that p, she would immediately thereafter be ra-
tionally criticisable. Since she is not, such views also fail.

2.4 Partial Belief

In the sixties and seventies David Armstrong and George Pitcher developed analogous views of perception
to the positions about intuition that we have just been discussing:

[Plerception is nothing but the acquiring of true or false beliefs concerning the current state of the
organism’s body and environment. (Armstrong 1968: 209)

# Thanks to Weng Hong Tang for this second example.

%0 See also n. 77 below. Everything I say is consistent with rational criticisability being subject to some ought-implies-can type re-
strictions. (Thanks to John Bengson for this point.) For example, it is plausible that we are not rationally criticisable for failing to
deduce all the theorems of Peano arithmetic largely because we cannot. I take the cases in the main text to show (at least) that there
is an exception to oughtimplies-can restrictions to rational criticisability when it’s clear to the agent what rationality requires.

> Gilbert Harman suggests that there may be situations where “the best response [to discovering an inconsistency in one’s beliefs]
may be to keep the inconsistency and try to avoid inferences that exploit it” (1986: 15). This claim is orthogonal to the issue at
hand, since being rationally criticisable for holding obviously contradictory beliefs is consistent with the best response all things
considered being to not revise one’s beliefs.

52 An alternative strategy says that upon learning the proof the agent doesn’t acquire the belief that NCA is false, rather she sus-
pends belief, and believes neither NCA nor its negation. However, it s very plausible that learning the proof will usually cause the
agent to believe not-NCA, and anyway all the argument requires is that some agent concurrently intuits NCA and (for whatever rea-
son) believes not-NCA.

53 Views of this type were advanced by David Armstrong (1968) and George Pitcher (1971) for perception.
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Sense perception is the acquiring of true beliefs concerning particular facts about one’s environ-
ment, by means of or by the use of, one’s sense organs. (Pitcher 1971: 65)

Against this view a precisely parallel argument can be mounted, based, for instance, on known perceptual
illusions, which are cases in which agents don’t believe what they see (Koksvik 2011: §2.6). In response to
this thought, Pitcher and Armstrong held that perception should sometimes be identified with a partial be-
lief instead of an all-out one, thus maintaining a correspondence between perception and a doxastic state.
One might think that a parallel move could save doxastic views of intuition, so it’s important to rule it out.
I first show how the manoeuvre fails for perception, and then make the point for intuition.

For simplicity, let’s understand a partial belief as a credence: a degree of belief specified by a real number in
the [0,1] interval, where O indicates certainty that the proposition is false, and 1 certainty of its truth.

In some cases when we disbelieve perceptual experience it’s because of the experience itself: a rock which
appears to undulate in the heat looks unreal. But in many cases nothing about the experience itself alerts us
to the illusion: there is nothing inherently ‘wrong-looking’ about a bent oar, for example. In these latter
cases, if perception is identified with credence we can demand that it not be very low. Indeed, a stronger
constraint would be reasonable: it should be high. But we only need the weaker version.

My credence that the oar is straight might be very high indeed. I might have run my hand up and down it
and placed rigid objects alongside it, I might understand how optics works, and so on. On the partial belief
account, and given the constraint, I would have credences in two contradictory propositions adding up to
(much) more than one. On standard views of rational constraints on credences I would thereby be ration-
ally criticisable. I am not. So perception can’t be reduced to partial belief.

Turning to intuition, the question is whether all and only those who intuit that p have a credence in p:
Equivalence (credence): OVxVp(Ixp < Cxp)

As in the case of outright belief, it’s easy to come up with cases of having some credence in the proposition
that p without intuiting that p. But perhaps intuiting that p implies having a credence that p along with the
obtaining of some other condition:

Ellipsis (credence): OVxVp(Ixp & Cxp &...)
As before we cannot assess Ellipsis (credence) directly. But we can assess:
Entailment (credence): OVxVp(Ixp — Cxp)

If Entailment (credence) is false, then Ellipsis (credence) is false too, since the former is entailed by the lat-
ter. And Entailment (credence) fails in analogous ways to how Entailment fails. To bring this out we again
impose a reasonable constraint:

Correspondence: If intuition is to be identified with credence, whenever the intuition is strong, the
credence must not be very low

As before, a stronger constraint would be reasonable: the credence should be high. But we only need the

weaker version.

Consider NCA, discussed above. Many people have a strong intuition with that content. Fix on such an
agent, and assume she understands the proof showing that NCA is false. If Entailment (credence) is true,
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she will, given Correspondence, have a credence in NCA which is not very low. She also has very high cre-
dence in not:NCA: she knows the proof, has consulted experts, and so on. She comes out as rationally criti-
cisable, since her credences add up to (much) more than one. But she is not rationally criticisable, so Entail-
ment (credence) is false.

This argument has concerned views of type (C), but it generalises immediately to views of type (G), which
say that intuition is reducible to the acquisition of a partial belief that p, for reasons given at the end of §2.3
above. Intuition is not reducible—wholly or in part—to the acquisition of partial belief, either.

2.5 Doxastic Attitudes with Different Content

What about views that identify intuition with a belief or a partial belief in a different content, or to the ac-
quisition thereof! To be even remotely plausible, such views must hold that q is some function of p: f(p).
However, regardless of what we take g to be, and therefore regardless of what the function f is, one can intuit
that p while believing that notq without incurring ipso facto rational criticisability. Such accounts therefore
fail, with complete generality.

Consider the suggestion that an intuition that p is reducible to the belief I have some reason to believe that p.**
Suppose that for theoretical reasons I firmly believe that there are no such things as reasons at all, that I de-
duce from this that, a fortiori, there are no reasons to believe that p, and that I in this way come to believe: I
have no reason to believe that p. It is obviously compatible with this that I have the intuition that p, and
compatible without ipso facto rational criticisability. If my intuition were reducible as suggested, I would now
believe that I have some reason to believe that p and that I have no reason to believe that p, and so, since

this is an obvious contradiction, be ipso facto rationally criticisable. I am not, so the reductive account fails.”

We can in fact always construct a case in which reductionists are committed to my being ipso facto rationally
criticisable but in which we know that I am not, because no matter what q is, I am newer ipso facto rationally
criticisable for intuiting that p and believing that not-q. If intuiting that p entailed believing that q (for some
q) however, I would be. So, intuiting that p does not entail believing that g, for any q. A fortiori, intuiting
that p doesn’t entail believing that f (p), for any function f.

This shows that views of type (B) fail. Applying reasoning we have already gone through we see that intuit-
ing that p does not entail acquiring the belief f (p) (type F), or having or acquiring a partial belief that f (p)
(types D and H).

This completes the case against doxastic views.

2.6 Intuition as a Disposition to Believe

One might think that the objection from rational criticisability could be avoided if the relation between re-
duced and reducing state were loosened, and in particular if intuitions were identified with a disposition to
be in the doxastic state rather than with the doxastic state itself.

> Such a position has been advocated by Christian Nimtz (2010).
% Tt is possible that I can’t correctly believe that I have no reason to believe that p. I regret to report, however, that the fact that I
can’t correctly believe something has proven itself no bar at all to my actually believing it.
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Such dispositional views of the nature of intuition come in different varieties. Some of the above distinctions
collapse: a disposition to acquire a belief that p is just a disposition to believe that p. But some carry across:
it might be a disposition to have an all-out, or a partial, belief, for instance. So we can complete our taxon-
omy of reductive views as follows:

intuition
that p
not a a
disposition disposition
/// \\‘\
r W
belief partial belief
P /\
\ /
/ \ o kY

|

thatp thatf(p) thatp thatf(p)
@) J) (K) (L)

A very simple view of type (I) would be the following:
Equivalence (disposition): OVxVp(Ixp < DBxp)

Where DBxp is read as saying that x is disposed to believe that p. As before it’s easy to come up with coun-
terexamples: there are many things I am disposed to believe but which I do not intuit.

Next, intuition might be thought of as a particular kind of disposition to believe:
Ellipsis (disposition): oVxVp(Ixp < DBxp &...)

Until we've been told how to fill in the ellipsis, we can’t directly assess this thesis. But we can assess it indi-
rectly, via:

Entailment (disposition): aVxVp(Ixp — DBxp)

If Entailment (disposition) is false, then Ellipsis (disposition) is too, since the former is entailed by the lat-
ter.

To fix ideas, let’s consider a relatively detailed version of this latter type of view.’® In ‘Minimal Intuition’,
Ernest Sosa argues that a subject S has an intuition that p at time t iff:

a) If at t S were merely to understand fully enough the proposition that p (absent relevant perception,
introspection, and reasoning), then S would believe that p;
b) Att, S does understand the proposition that p; and

%6 Timothy Williamson has made a similar proposal (2000, 2007), and dispositional accounts are also advocated by (Boghossian

2009); (Cohen 1981); (Earlenbaugh and Molyneux 2009); (Lynch 2006); and (van Inwagen 1997).
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¢) the proposition that p is abstract (1998: 259)."

A crucial notion here is mere understanding. As a matter of interpretation, I think that the bracket is best un-
derstood as explanation of this phrase.”® A disposition to believe a proposition counts as an intuition just in
case mere understanding of the proposition constitutes the disposition’s conditions of manifestation.

One effect of this clause is to weed out false positives. Suppose I perceive that there’s a cup in front of me,
and that I am disposed to believe this. I understand the proposition, but I do not merely understand it, since
I have perception relevant to it. Were I to merely understand it, [ wouldn’t believe it. So this doesn’t count

as an instance of intuition, as it shouldn’t.

On the other hand, we sometimes fail to believe a proposition when we ‘do more’ than merely to under-
stand it: when we reason our way to its negation, for instance. So the clause also weeds out false negatives:
cases where we would believe the proposition, except for the ‘more’ we do with respect to it. This allows the

unmanifested disposition to believe NCA to count as an instance, as it should.

Clause b) serves to avoid overgeneralisation: the implausible result that I intuit a number of propositions I
have never entertained in virtue of the fact that were I to understand them I would believe them. As for
clause c), Sosa doesn’t define what it is for a proposition to be abstract, but suggests that “abstract proposi-
tions abstract away from any mention of particulars”, though they might be “quite specific and determinate
in the properties or relations that they involve” (1998: 358).

2.7 Rational Criticisability Returns

Tom believes not-NCA on the basis of knowing the proof, but he also has the NCA intuition. According to
the dispositional account he thereby has the disposition to believe NCA in certain conditions C. Tom be-
lieves this account: he believes that were C to eventuate, he would believe NCA. He also believes, for what-
ever reason, that he could easily stamp out this disposition, but he takes no steps to do so.

Intuitively, Tom is ipso facto rationally criticisable in this situation. After all, by his own lights he is disposed
to believe something false, could easily amend that situation, but he does not.

When we describe Tom'’s situation in a theory-neutral way, however, it is abundantly clear that he is not ra-
tionally criticisable. Tom has the intuition that NCA, believes that NCA is false, that he could take steps to
rid himself of the intuition, but he takes no such steps. He is not ipso facto rationally criticisable for this. So

the dispositional account is wrong.

Regimenting this we get the:

57 See also (Sosa 1996) for similar formulations. In his (2007b), Sosa says that intuitions “are not factors that attract us to assent . . . .
They are rather the attractions themselves. When such attraction is exerted by one’s entertaining a proposition, with its specific
content, then the attraction is intuitive” (Sosa 2007b: 54). Similarly, in his (2007a), Sosa argues that intuitions are conscious attrac-
tions to assent to propositions, that arise in a particular way. I'm not certain how to understand these proposals. However, on my
best understanding they constitute a variety of the dispositional view Sosa presents in the passages discussed in the main text. Chud-
noff (2011b: n. 4) also endorses this interpretation of Sosa (2007b).

58 Elsewhere, Sosa adds that the introspection, perception and reasoning is excluded “singly or in combination”, “even through the

channel of memory” (2006: 213; 2007a: 52). I take this as read throughout.
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Second Argument from Rational Criticisability

(1) All who concurrently believe (i) that they are disposed to believe that p, (ii) that p is false, (iii) that
they can take easy steps to rid themselves of this disposition, but who (iv) take no such steps, are
either ipso facto rationally criticisable or shielded from rational criticisability by being in special cir-
cumstances

(2) Some people concurrently intuit NCA, believe not-NCA, believe they could take easy steps to rid
themselves of the intuition, but take no such steps

(3) None of these are ipso facto rationally criticisable

(4) None of these would become ipso facto rationally criticisable by coming to hold a true belief about
the nature of intuition

(5) Some of these are not shielded by being in special circumstances

(6) So, an intuition that p is not a disposition to believe that p*’

To see that (1) is true it may be helpful to think about analogous situations. Consider first a person dis-
posed to get angry with poorly dressed people. He eventually realises that he has this disposition, that his
reaction isn’t justified, and that he is harming people. He also believes that he could easily rid himself of the
disposition. But he doesn’t do that: instead he increases his efforts to surround himself only with well-
dressed people.

Second, consider two competing conceptions of freedom: as non-interference, or as absence of dominance.®
If a slave master is benign or disinterested he may never impose on the will of a slave. He still dominates the
slave, however, since were the master to wish to so impose, he could. This is incompatible with freedom,
even if imposition is unlikely (Pettit 1997).

The lesson is that in normative matters, principle often matters even if practical effect is unlikely. Even if
our fashion-freak is unlikely to run into the poorly dressed, leaving the disposition in place when he (be-
lieves that he®") could easily do otherwise makes him morally criticisable. Even if the master will almost cer-
tainly not impose, slavery is still an evil.

For parallel reasons, the agent who does not (attempt to) stamp out a disposition to believe a falsehood even
when he thinks he could easily do so is thereby rationally criticisable. By their own lights, those in (1) need-
lessly expose themselves to epistemic risk. This renders them rationally criticisable.

Turning to premise (2), the phenomenology associated with having the intuition that NCA is, as noted, not
wholly unaffected by coming to believe not-NCA, but the change is small enough to be consistent with the
intuition obtaining. Moreover, the account of intuition defended in this book accounts for and explains

% Chudnoff (2011b: 12-14) and Bengson (2010: 14-15) mount arguments against the dispositional account of intuition based on
phenomenology. (And I have done the same (Koksvik 2011: §3.6), but I no longer defend that argument.) Bengson simply posits (in
the presentation of ‘the ardent physicalist’ (2010: 13)) the distinction between a conscious inclination to believe and an intuition,
so his discussion can do little to support it. Chudnoff relies on the claim that intuition has ‘presentational’ phenomenology (2011b:
17), a claim argue against below, so again this does not help. We need a separate case, like the one presented here.

€ Thanks to Nicholas Southwood for discussion.

1 If he is wrong about this he is morally criticisable for failing to make the attempt.
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this fact. So it is very plausible that the first two conjuncts of (2) are true. Let the last two conjuncts be true
by stipulation.®

As regards (3), above I argued that our ordinary understanding of rational criticisability dictates that no one
is ipso facto rationally criticisable for concurrently intuiting a proposition and believing its negation, just as
no one is ipso facto rationally criticisable for a halfway submerged oar looking bent to them while believing
that it is not. It seems clear that if a subject in addition believes that she can take steps to rid herself of the
intuition, but does not, she is not thereby ipso facto rationally criticisable. After all, if the subject attracts no
rational criticism for having the intuition while believing its negation, how could she be under any rational
obligation to rid herself of the intuition if she comes to believe that she can? She could not, so (3) is true.

There is room to think that a person in (2) falls short of being rationally ideal, but there is distance between
falling short of this ideal and being rationally criticisable. Second, it seems that what makes such a person
fall short of the rational ideal (if she does) is that the first conjunct is true of her: perhaps a rationally ideal
person has no false intuitions. Finally, even if, by not attempting to rid herself of the intuition she fails to
take steps towards the rationally ideal, it does not follow that she fails to take steps she is rationally required
to take: if she attracted no rational criticism for intuiting that p and believing that notp she can’t be ration-
ally required to take such steps. The analogy with the halfway submerged oar is again helpful: a person who
doesn’t attempt to rid herself of this appearance may fail to take steps toward the rational ideal, but doesn’t
fail to take steps she is rationally required to take.

(3) is also not threatened by the possibility of being ipso facto rationally criticisable for having a false intui-
tion. I think one never is, but even if one could be it wouldn’t follow that the person in (2) is ipso facto ra-
tionally criticisable, as demonstrated above, since ‘being ipso facto rationally criticisable for’ is non-mono-
tonic.

(4) should now be unproblematic. If a person attracts no rational criticism for intuiting that p and believing
that not-p, adding a true belief about the nature of intuition can make no difference. A person who isn’t al-
ready rationally criticisable doesn’t become so when she acquires a true belief about intuition.

Premise (5) in this argument is the analogue of premise (4) in the argument discussed above. I argued at
some length for that premise there. The considerations largely transfer across, but it’s worth making two
quick notes. First, recall that a notion of cognitive separation would have to play a key role. There need be
no such separation in this case either, and typically there is none. Second, if Tom believed that the steps he
could take to stamp out his disposition partly consist in his F-ing, and if he believed himself to be prevented
from F-ing, he would plausibly be shielded. But in our example, Tom believes that he could take easily avail-
able steps to stamp out the disposition, so he is not shielded.

The premises in the argument are all plausible. If they are true, intuition is not a disposition to believe. So
the argument gives us good reason to think an intuition that p does not reduce to a disposition to believe
that p. Moreover, the argument is equally effective (mutatis mutandis) against views of types (J)-(L).*’

62 The actual existence of such people is of course immaterial; what matters is that they could exist.

 Simply change premise (1) so that, first, the subject believes that she has the disposition the account alleges that she has, and,
second, she believes that the relevant proposition—the one she would, on the account in question, end up believing if the disposi-
tion manifested—is false.
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This completes the case against dispositional views.**

2.8 A Lesson about the Nature of Intuition

The reasoning in this chapter is, I believe, revelatory of the nature of intuition and perception, and of their
rational roles, in a way that goes beyond the mere production of counterexamples (Bratman 1987: 20). Ra-
tionality makes demands on our doxastic attitudes, inter alia on their coherence. It makes no such demands
on the combination of an experience with a doxastic attitude. There is no belief which renders a subject ipso
facto rationally criticisable when combined with an experience.® I have argued that what holds for experi-
ences holds for intuition and perception: there is no belief such that a combination of the belief with the
state renders the subject ipso facto rationally criticisable.

I want to explain this by noting that doxastic states are rational commitment to their contents, but experi-
ences are not. This is a claim about the nature of these states: to be a belief that p is at least in part to be a
rational commitment to p. The explanation for why a person who believes that p and also that notp—or who
hold corresponding credences adding up to more than 1—is rationally criticisable, is that she is committed
to something impossible: to things both being and not being such that p. By contrast, it is no part of the
nature of an experience to be a commitment to p. This explains the absence of ipso facto rational criticisabil-

ity where an experience combines with a doxastic state.

Dispositional accounts of intuition also falsely predict rational criticisability. I supported my argument to
this effect in part by noting that the subjects in the argument by their own lights needlessly expose them-
selves to epistemic risk. A disposition to believe that p in conditions C is a disposition to so believe if C
arise. That’s an epistemic risk if you also believe that notp, because it then constitutes a disposition to be
committed to something impossible. No such thing is true for intuition and perception, and the explana-
tion is the same: a perceiver or intuiter does not expose herself to rational risk, because experiences aren’t
commitments to their contents.

I have argued that intuition and perception share an absence of commitment to their contents. I have also
argued that instances of intuition share a characteristic phenomenal character (§1.2.2). It is plausible that
instances of perception do, too.* Taken together these points strongly suggests a lesson about what percep-
tion and intuition are. Perception and intuition are experiences.

 The argument applies with equal force to the case of perception. A person is not ipso facto rationally criticisable if an oar looks
bent to her, she believes that it is not bent, that she could take easy steps to rid herself of the relevant appearances, but doesn’t. So
the Second Argument from Rational Criticisability also shows that perception is not reducible to a disposition to believe.

% Rationality also doesn’t require coherence between what a person supposes for the sake of argument and what she believes. I take
it for granted that to intuit or perceive that p isn’t to suppose for the sake of argument that p. For one, supposing for the sake of
argument that p doesn’t justify belief that p, not even apparently.

% Both these points are explored in detail in Chapter 4.
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Chapter 3 The Shape of the View

The theory advanced in this book has two main parts. First, a metaphysical claim: intuition is a certain con-
scious experience. Second, an epistemological one: intuition justifies belief. To some degree these claims are
treated separately: Chapters 2 and 4 focus on metaphysics; Chapters 5, 6, and 7 on epistemology.

It is important to realise, however, that the argument for the theory as a whole can’t be divided up in this
way. There is an overarching narrative about how metaphysics and epistemology fit together, the various

parts of which are mutually supportive. Here is that narrative in overview.

Perception justifies belief in what it represents. More specifically, perception provides a certain type of justi-
fication for belief, in a certain particular pattern. The best explanation of this is that perception justifies be-
lief because it is a conscious experience with a certain characteristic phenomenal character. Intuition is also
a conscious experience, and it shares the relevant aspects of its phenomenal character with perception.
Therefore, if nothing gets in the way, intuition also justifies belief in what it represents. Nothing gets in the
way, so intuition, like perception, justifies belief in what it represents.

This chapter fleshes out some of the elements of this narrative a bit further. The aim is to give you a better
idea of the shape of the view that [ wish to advocate, so the discussion is conducted at a fairly high level of
generality, with most of the nitty-gritty set aside for later. Keeping both the shape of the view and the overall
argument in mind is useful when we get into the weeds later on, and will also allow readers who take issue
with certain parts of the story to still appreciate the value of the overall picture.

3.1 Intuition is a Conscious Experience

What kinds of things are intuitions? The previous chapter demonstrated that two popular answers to this
question are ruled out: intuitions are not beliefs, and they are not dispositions to believe. The reasoning in
that chapter also pointed to a positive lesson about their nature: just like perceptions, intuitions are con-
scious experiences. That intuition belongs in this metaphysical category is the first aspect of the shape of the
view advocated herein that I wish to draw your attention to.

What are experiences? I understand ‘experience’ to name a genus of psychological kinds that meet the fol-
lowing conditions.

First, many experiences, though in my view not all, have representational content. Perception and intuition
are both examples, and we cash out this talk in terms of the states’ truth or accuracy conditions (§1.2.1).

Second, to have an experience that p is not to be rationally committed to p (§2.8). In this respect, experi-
ences contrast sharply with doxastic states. This has various consequences, for example for how we evaluate
experiencing subjects with respect to rationality.
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Third, content is among experiences’ identity conditions: a difference in content shows that we're dealing
with two numerically different experiences. Fourth, phenomenal character is, too: a difference in character

is also enough to establish this (Chudnoff 2013a).*

Fifth, experiences are such that the kind of thing they are also depends on phenomenal character: some dif-
ferences in phenomenal character suffice for a difference in kind. Experiences are thus mental states for
which phenomenology suffices for distinctness both in token and in type. Chapter 4 explores the phenome-
nal character of intuition in detail.

Some but not all experiences justify belief in their content. Perception is the go-to example of experiences
that do. Fear and hope are good examples of experiences that don’t. A central question for us is therefore
whether intuition in this respect is more like the former, or more like the latter.

3.2 The Justification Hypothesis is True

I began the book by asking you whether torturing the innocent is OK. This put you in a mental state that
has certain properties, one of which is that if you now believe that torturing the innocent is wrong because
you were in that state, that appears to be appropriate. The appropriateness at issue is the very same that is
operative in our ubiquitous practice of reflection on and evaluation of belief (§1.2.5). This amounts to say-
ing that intuition at least apparently justifies belief. But appearances might be deceptive: it is as yet an open
question whether intuition actually does justify belief.

Let’s call the claim that intuition does justify belief the Justification Hypothesis. Whether the Justification Hy-
pothesis is true or false really matters: if it is false we must significantly revise our epistemic practices (§1.4).
To assess the thesis it is useful to make it clearer.

To begin with, the Justification Hypothesis is of course not intended to say that just any intuition justifies
just any belief. Your earlier intuition about torture does not justify the belief that five plus seven equals
twelve. The hypothesis says that that intuition justifies belief in its content: an intuition that p justifies the
belief that p.

Second, intuitions aren’t free-floating phenomena; they are mental states, states of someone’s mind, and it
is persons who are, or fail to be, justified, in believing various propositions. When a subject S has the intui-
tion that p, that subject, S, is the only candidate for thereby being justified in believing that p.

Third, the Justification Hypothesis needn’t say that S’s having an intuition that p always justifies belief to be
interesting. As we saw in Chapter 1, simply establishing that intuition is a source of ground-level justifica-
tion, that it can justify belief, would itself be very significant.

Fourth, it is similarly not necessary that having the intuition that p fully justifies belief: showing that S can
be provided some justification for belief by having an intuition would still be an important result.

Taking all this into account, a more precise version of the Justification Hypothesis that remains useful for
our purposes is the following:

7 As noted, I take no stance on the relationship between representational content and phenomenal character, so for all I say there
can be differences in content between two experiences that don’t entail differences in phenomenal character, and vice versa.
Thanks to Elijah Chudnoff for discussion.
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Justification Hypothesis:
S’s having the intuition that p can provide S with some justification to believe that p

The second part of the shape of the view to which I want to draw your attention is that according to it, the
Justification Hypothesis is true.

3.2.1 A Lower Boundary

How much justification can the intuiter get! The Justification Hypothesis is not intended to allow just any
amount of justification, however miniscule. If it did, it would no longer be a distinctive and interesting hy-
pothesis.®

A helpful way to think about what happens when I acquire new information, for example through percep-
tion, is that I locate the actual world more accurately in the space of all possible worlds. I do this by exclud-
ing as candidates for being the actual world all the possible worlds that are inconsistent with what I have
now learned (Jackson 2010: Lecture 2, especially 44-50; Stalnaker 1978). I am then left with a more re-
stricted set of possible worlds such that each of them may, for all I know, be the actual one.

Suppose I have a perceptual experience as of a hand in front of me, and let’s divide the possible worlds into
those in which there actually is a hand in front of me—the ‘hand worlds’—and those in which there isn’t—
the ‘no-hand worlds’. Given the way of thinking about new information I just outlined, if I can exclude
even one no-hand world as a candidate for being the actual one, then I have increased my justification to
believe that there is a hand in front of me at least a little.

As it turns out, everyone must acknowledge that having the perceptual experience excludes some no-hand
worlds as candidates for being actual; namely those in which my perceptual apparatus is working as it
should, and is appropriately connected with the world around me, but in which there isn’t a hand in front
of me. While many no-hands worlds are compatible with my experience—ones in which my perceptual appa-
ratus is malfunctioning or being interfered with, for example—those no-hands worlds are not. The perceptual
experience I'm enjoying excludes them, and by having it | increase my justification to believe that the actual
world is a hand world at least some small amount.

Similarly, everyone must acknowledge that having an intuition that p provides at least a small amount of
justification to believe that p; namely the amount which corresponds to excluding worlds in which my intui-
tional apparatus is working as it should and is appropriately connected with the way things are, but in
which it is not the case that p. While many not-p worlds are compatible with my experience—ones in which
my intuitional apparatus is malfunctioning or being interfered with, for example—those notp worlds ones are
not. The intuitional experience I'm enjoying excludes them, and thereby increases my justification to be-
lieve that p some small amount. To remain distinctive and interesting, the Justification Hypothesis must say
that one gets more justification from having an intuition that p than the tiny amount which everyone must
allow that one gets.

3.3 Liberalism

Consider the following thesis:

 Many thanks to Leon Leontyev here.
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Liberalism: For experiences of certain kinds, if certain conditions are met, then, absent defeat, S’s
having such an experience that p makes S to some non-negligible degree justified in believing that p

This thesis can be applied to intuition:

Liberalism about Intuition: If certain conditions are met, then, absent defeat, S’s having an intui-
tional experience that p makes S to some non-negligible degree justified in believing that p

Liberalism about Intuition—hereafter often just ‘Liberalism’—resembles the Justification Hypothesis, but dif-
fers from it. First, it makes the lower boundary of justification just discussed explicit. I'll take this as read
from now on. Second, where the Justification Hypothesis says that having an intuition can justify a subject
in believing what it represents, Liberalism specifies that this happens when defeat is absent. Finally, Liberal-
ism makes a strong claim on which the Justification Hypothesis is silent, namely that having the intuition is
what makes S justified in believing what the intuition represents.

What does this last claim mean? Let’s say that a subject’s justification 8 to believe ¢ is independent of her
justification a to believe p just in case S could have B even if she did not have a. A normal subject who has
an intuitional experience E that p, also has independent justification to believe a number of other proposi-
tions. An immediate consequence of Liberalism is that when relevant conditions are met, S’s having inde-
pendent justification to believe these other propositions is no part of what makes S justified in believing p. In-
stead, simply having E is what makes S justified in believing p.

Liberalism should be understood as a claim about the epistemic powers of certain types of experiences.
Some experiences are such that, if certain conditions are met, simply having such an experience can make a
person justified in believing what it represents. The experience does this all on its own, without ‘requiring
assistance’ from the justification the person has to believe any other proposition.

Here’s an analogy. It is no part of what makes me justified in believing that there are three pens on my desk
that I'm not distracted by a deafening noise. My visual perceptual experience is what makes me justified.
Still, not being distracted by a deafening noise is a necessary condition for being justified by the visual percep-
tual experience. This simply reflects a general distinction between necessary conditions, on the one hand,
and the things involved in making certain things so, on the other.

Let’s say that if Liberalism is true for experiences of a certain type, then experiences of that type singlehand-
edly justify the subject in believing the content of the experience.” Liberalism about Intuition says that intui-
tional experiences singlehandedly justify belief in their content.

Liberalism thus understood is separable from the claim that S doesn’t need to have justification to believe
other propositions in order to be made justified in believing that p by having E (Silins 2007). One can reject
that claim while still claiming that E singlehandedly justifies S’s belief. For example, a supporter of Liberal-
ism about Perception can hold that, when S has a perceptual experience that p, S’s having justification to
believe that she’s not a brain in a vat is among the conditions that must be met for her experience to make

% My terminological choices here more closely follows Silins (2007) than Pryor (2004), but note that my use of the term ‘Liberalism’
differs from both Silins’ and Pryor’s uses. (It is not too far from Boghossian’s use in his (2009).) Silins adapts the term from Pryor,
but uses it for his own purposes.
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her justified in believing that p.™® But a supporter of Liberalism needn’t take that justification to be in any
way involved in making the subject justified.

Liberalism embodies a point made earlier, namely that justification is easier to acquire than to defend dia-
lectically. If simply having E makes S justified in believing p it follows that S may be justified in believing p
without (herself) being able to defend her belief against epistemic challenge, because the mental capacities
that are required for the latter far outstrip those that are required for the former.

A supporter of Liberalism could in addition defend:

Dogmatism: Liberalism is true, and S’s having independent justification to believe some other proposi-
tion is not among the conditions that must be met in order for S’s having an experience that p to make
her justified in believing that p

And here is that thesis applied to intuition:

Dogmatism about Intuition: Liberalism about Intuition is true, and S’s having independent justifica-
tion to believe some other proposition is not among the conditions that must be met in order for S’s
having an intuitional experience that p to make her justified in believing that p

According to Dogmatism, S’s having independent justification to believe some other proposition is not even
a necessary condition for her acquiring justification from having the experience.” For example, when S has a
perceptual experience E that p, S’s having justification to believe that she is not a brain in a vat, or that her
experience is reliable, are not among the conditions that must be met for E to make her justified in believ-
ing that p. Dogmatists do say that S must lack justification to believe that she is a brain in a vat, however:
this and other defeaters for her justification must be absent.

Let’s say that if Dogmatism is true for experiences of a certain type, then experiences of that type immediately
justify the subject in believing the content of the experience.” One can hold that certain experiences single-
handedly justify belief while rejecting or taking no stance on the view that they immediately do.

In Chapter 1 we saw that an important precursor to the present view of intuition is Pryor’s defence of Dog-
matism about Perception. One virtue of presenting Liberalism and Dogmatism as I have done here is that
doing so makes it very clear that Dogmatism is the stronger of the two theses, since it’s as a conjunction that
has Liberalism as its first conjunct.

I think the most fundamental insight from Pryor’s work on this topic is that certain experiences are epistem-
ically powerful. And while Pryor does defend Dogmatism (about perception), this insight doesn’t depend on
that view: it is wholly captured in the weaker thesis of Liberalism. Given that our interest is in investigating

® Arguments for such views can be found inter alia in Cohen (2010); Davies (2000b, 2000a); Silins (2007); Wright (1985, 2000,
2002, 2007). A conservative view would on my usage say that a part of what makes an experience justify belief includes the perceiver
having some independent justification to believe other propositions (cf. Silins 2007: 111). Again, this differs from Pryor’s use
(2004).

" Having justification to believe some other proposition might still be a necessary condition for S to be able to form the belief that p.
Consider the analogy: if having certain perceptual experiences is necessary in order to acquire certain concepts, it is not usually
thought to follow that reflection on these concepts cannot yield a priori justification.

™ It is a further question whether it being true that S is not a brain in a vat, or that her experience is reliable, are among the necessary
conditions for S’s having an experience to justify her in believing what her experience represents. Pryor: “Conservative and liberal
treatments of H may or may not also assign H a truth-requiring role” (2004: 354).
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the possibility of extending that insight from perception to intuition it therefore makes sense to focus on
Liberalism.

For this reason I focus on the thesis that intuitional experience singlehandedly justifies belief in its content,
and bracket the further question of whether it immediately justifies such belief. The third aspect of the view
advocated here to which I wish to draw your attention is that it says that Liberalism about Intuition is true.

3.4 Phenomenalism
Liberalism is a thesis about the epistemic power of intuitional experiences. Phenomenalism accepts Liberal-
ism, but adds a further claim:

Phenomenalism: For experiences of certain kinds, Liberalism about such experiences is true be-
cause of the phenomenal character such experiences have

Phenomenalism about Intuition: Liberalism about Intuition is true because of the phenomenal
character intuitional experiences have

As before, a virtue of presenting Phenomenalism in this way is that it makes it very clear that Phenomenal-
ism is stronger than Liberalism. Phenomenalism entails Liberalism but not vice versa, since Liberalism
could be true for some other reason: one could hold that having a perceptual experience is what makes a
person justified in believing its content but that phenomenal character has nothing to do with it.

At the beginning of this chapter I outlined the overall argument this book advances. Restated in these new
terms we can say that the argument for Liberalism about Intuition is indirect, because it proceeds via an ar-
gument for Phenomenalism about Perception. That argument, in turn, is an inference to the best explana-
tion: the justification that perception provides is best explained by the phenomenal character of perceptual
experience. Since intuitional experience is relevantly similar to perceptual experience, and since none of the
differences between the two states get in the way, Phenomenalism about Intuition is true, as well.

Note that the claim is not merely that consideration of phenomenal character allows us to systematise a set
of previously established facts. Instead the claim is that consideration of phenomenal character both system-
atises a set of facts about justification many but not all of which are uncontroversial, but also that it
strengthens the case that justification in fact obtains in these cases. It is a mutually supporting structure.

There are other possible arguments one might advance in favour of the Justification Hypothesis, Liberalism,
or Dogmatism; for perception, intuition, or both, or perhaps for a larger class of seemings. One influential
line of argument says that rejection of the Justification Hypothesis faces epistemic self-defeat.” I think this
line of argument has a lot going for it. It is compatible with and complimentary to the line of argument that
I pursue: if it works, it further strengthens the claim that intuition does justify belief, and thereby makes the
call for an explanation and theory of this fact—which this book provides—all the more urgent.

B Bealer (1992) and Pust (2001) argue that blanket distrust in intuition faces epistemic self-defeat. Huemer argues via self-defeat for
what he calls ‘the rule of Phenomenal Conservativism’, according to which “if it seems to S as if P, then S has at least prima facie
justification for believing that P” (2001: 99; see also his 2007; and his 2009). BonJour argues that rejection of all a priori justifica-
tion, which he says only intuition can give, amounts to ‘intellectual suicide’ (1998: 4-6). For objections see DePaul (2009), Wein-
berg (2007), and Silva (2013).
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A second line of argument in the case of intuition says that for a range of propositions we take ourselves to
be justified in believing, intuition is the only plausible explanation of why we are justified.” A weakness of
this line of argument is that it seems to underestimate the potential of inference to the best explanation as a
mode of argument. There are many facts to be explained, and from the epistemic position we’re currently
in—in which we are very far from having an all-encompassing understanding of the entirety of the way things
are—it is unclear that we can rule out that there are facts for which the relevant range of propositions forms
part of the best explanation. Still, I think this line too has a lot going for it, and if it works it has the same

effect as the one previously considered.

A third line of argument in the case of perception says that our concepts of everyday objects entail that
we’re justified.” And a fourth line says that the ‘irresistibility’ of perceptual beliefs gives us entitlement or

justification for these beliefs.™

I think these two latter lines of argument are misguided. The former begs all the important questions be-
cause, if our concepts entail justification, the question just becomes why we are justified in believing the
propositions constituted by those concepts, instead of believing propositions constituted by concepts other-
wise exactly similar but that lack these entailments. For the latter, perceptual (or intuitional) beliefs are not
generally irresistible, as cases of known illusions make vivid for perception, and the NCA intuition and oth-
ers, discussed in Chapter 2, make vivid for intuition. Moreover, even if they were, this would at most buy a
very short reprieve from rational criticisability. Justification is much more than this.”

At any rate, insofar as the explanatory project in this book succeeds, these latter two lines of argument are at
best superfluous. The fourth aspect of the shape of the view I defend is that the ability of perceptual and
intuitional experience to singlehandedly justify belief is explained by the states’ phenomenal character.

3.5 The Absent-Experience Challenge and ‘Overlookable’ Phenomenal Character

Consider the following commonplace example of perception:

™ Huemer (2005: 110-15) makes s this point in response to Mackie’s “queerness” objection to moral intuitionism.
5 See e.g. (Pollock 1974: 50).
™ Fred Dretske, for example, discusses whether a person is ever entitled to believe a proposition p in cases where there is no propo-
sition ¢ which the person already accepts and to which she can appeal in support of p. He argues that we can come to realise we do
have such entitlement by focusing on the “psychological immediacy and irresistibility” of perceptual beliefs:
We have no choice about what to believe when we see (hear, smell, feel etc.) that things are thus and so. We experience
and forthwith believe. Between the experience and the belief there isn’t time to weigh evidence. The causal process . . .
runs its course before rational processes can be mobilized (2000: 598).
™ Even if Dretske is right that there’s not enough time for rational processes to come into play, not much would follow. Suppose I
have a perceptual belief about which it would be true that I ought to jettison it, were it not for the fact that I have not yet had time
to mobilise the required cognitive resources to do so; where to jettison a belief is to deliberately cause oneself to lose it. As soon as
enough time passes it becomes true that I ought to have jettisoned it. I'm rationally criticisable if I haven’t, even if at first [ was
shielded by ought-implies-can style considerations. Dretske notes that we don’t directly control our beliefs the way we control our
limbs (2000: 604). That's true but irrelevant since directness isn’t required: we can initiate processes which predictably will result in
the belief being jettisoned. Dretske acknowledges this, he agrees that we have indirect control over our beliefs (2000: 600), though,
he claims, only before having perceptual experiences. That’s a mistake: there are processes I can initiate both before and after having
an experience which will predictably lead me to fail to believe its content. So long as some such process is voluntary the simple irre-
sistibility claim is false. Finally, Dretske’s notes that there’s nothing an epistemically responsible agent can do to jettison her true per-
ceptual beliefs. That is most certainly true: I can jettison my belief, but I oughtn’t. But this is a mere restatement of the fact with which
we started, namely that perceptual experience justifies belief, and not an explanation of it.
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(1) There is a small cardboard box before Susan
(2) Susan has a visual experience as of a small, brown, cubical object
(3) Susan believes that a small, brown, cubical object is before her

In cases like this, it is natural to say that Susan’s experience mediates in two ways between her belief and the
way things are. First, the experience mediates causally: it is plausible that there is a causal relation between
the cardboard box in (1) and Susan’s experience (2), and between the experience and Susan’s belief (3). Sec-
ond, the experience mediates rationally: there is a rational relation between the experience and the belief.”

We have noted that intuition appears to justify belief. Consider a paradigm example of this: Susan’s belief
that one plus one equals two. A significant challenge to the view that intuition actually does support belief
is the claim that in intuition there is no experience that is even a candidate for the role of rational mediation
between belief and the way things are:

(a) One plus one equals two
b) ...?

(c) Susan believes that one plus one equals two

We might call this the Absent-Experience Challenge to intuition justifying belief in its content.” Ernest Sosa is
among those who raise it. He argues that “no sensory experience mediates between fact and belief, nor does
anything like sensory experience play that role” (2006: 209).*° Similarly, Timothy Williamson in several
places notes that intuition typically lacks the rich phenomenology of perceptual experience (2004: 117;
2007: 216-17). About the Gettier case he writes:

I am aware of no intellectual seeming beyond my conscious inclination to believe the Gettier prop-
ositions. Similarly, I am aware of no intellectual seeming beyond my conscious inclination to be-
lieve Naive Comprehension, which I resist because I know better. ... These paradigms provide no
evidence of intellectual seemings, if the phrase is supposed to mean anything more than intuitions
in Lewis’s or van Inwagen’s sense (2007: 216-17).

Since Lewis and van Inwagen take intuition to be belief, or a disposition to believe (Lewis 1983; van
Inwagen 1997), it is clear that Williamson takes the absence of rich phenomenology in the case of intuition
to show that there is no genuine intuitional experience. And others have raised the challenge in similar

81
ways.

The Absent-Experience Challenge to Phenomenalism is that skilful philosophers who have thought deeply
about the issue profess to not detect any intuitional experience in their own mental lives. That means that a
theory like mine, which places intuitional experience front and centre, must attribute to these thinkers a
significant mistake, namely that of overlooking a conscious experience that really is there, even while trying

™ Here [ am following Ernest Sosa’s presentation (2006). The nature of the rational relation is not currently at issue; what matters is
that it is very plausible that there is such a relation. For interesting discussion see Richard Heck Jr. on McDowell (2000: 500-2).

™ (Koksvik 2011: §5.1). Chudnoff (2011b: §4; 2013a: §1.5) calls it ‘the Absent Intuition Challenge’.

80 See also Sosa (2007b: 46; 48; 54; 55; 62), and (2006: 209). In the latter he says that “there are no experience-like intuitive seem-
ings” (209). It is not always clear how important Sosa takes the phenomenology of intuition to be; see Koksvik 2011, p. 22.

81 Alvin Plantinga notes the difference between perception and intuition in his discussion of the phenomenology of the latter: “I
note nothing phenomenologically like, say, clearly seeing the color of Paul’s shirt (seeing it in sunlight, from up close, with an unob-
structed view), or seeing sunshine on the grass or water” (1993: 105). And Michael Lynch (2006: 228-30) argues that Sosa’s failing
to find an experience in introspection ought to dissuade him from taking intuitions to be attractions to believe.
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to detect it. Because these people are skilled at their work, to so attribute is quite costly: a reader might eas-
ily think it more likely that the present theory is wrong than that these thinkers have made this mistake.

Not every challenge superficially similar to this one would be a real cause for concern. To appreciate the
force of this challenge it is worth being clear about certain aspects of the situation.

First, there are philosophers who quite generally claim not to understand what talk of phenomenology, or
of the subjective character of experience, is about.** Now, we should all admit that it is difficult to speak
with precision about the phenomenal character of experience, and that we can often disagree about how
that character is best described. Still, this is not a challenge worth taking seriously. At any rate, it is not a
challenge I am prepared to take seriously. For one, everyone’s entitled to a starting point, and that there are
conscious experiences with phenomenal character is part of mine. But starting points aside, I think it can-
not rationally be denied that we have conscious experiences with distinctive phenomenal characters. To
throw the phenomenal-character-baby out with the difficult-to-describe-bathwater is not my idea of responsi-
ble theorising. So if the thinkers at issue in the objection currently under consideration were in general un-
willing to countenance phenomenal characters I think we should have little reason to worry: we would be

justified in concluding that the fault, whatever exactly it be, lies squarely with them, and not with us.

But that is not our situation. The force of the challenge rests in part on the contrast these thinkers point to
between the phenomenal character of perceptual experience—which they readily admit to notice and appre-
ciate—and what they take to be the absence of anything comparable in the case of intuition.

Now, the alleged absence of an experience is of course not the only reason for doubt about intuition’s abil-
ity to epistemically support belief about the way things are. Many hold that intuition cannot support belief
unless we can explain how we can be in contact with the way things are, and that realist construals of the
subject-matters of mathematics and logic, for example, make such contact unintelligible (Benacerraf 1973;
Devitt 2005; Dretske 2000). But the absent experience challenge arises regardless of what one takes the sub-
ject matter of beliefs supported by intuition to be: it is just as much a challenge, for example, to the view
that intuition provides us with justification for beliefs about our own conceptual structures (Goldman and
Pust 1998; Goldman 1999) as it is to the view that intuition provides us with justification for belief about
mathematical or logical reality. In that sense, it is a more fundamental challenge.

I do not, at this point, raise this challenge in order to answer it (I'll get to that later), but to allow you to ap-
preciate a constraint on any Phenomenalist theory of intuition. Phenomenalism says that the phenomenal
character of intuition explains why it justifies belief in its content. But given that skilful philosophers who
have thought long and hard about the issue profess to not detect any phenomenology in these instances,
the phenomenalist can’t make reference to just any phenomenal character. The character the phenomenal-
ist claims is epistemically significant must allow us to understand how it could be that skilful philosophers
could come to overlook it. So, the fifth aspect of the theory to which I wish to draw your attention is that
according to the view on offer here, although intuition is a conscious experience in the full sense of that
word, its phenomenal character is still, at least in some intellectual contexts, ‘overlookable’: if one goes
looking for the wrong kind of thing, one can indeed fail to notice that it is there.

8 For example Daniel Dennett (1988).
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3.6 No Etiological Restrictions

Before counting a mental state as an intuition, many thinkers place restrictions on the state’s causal history.
There are two broad types of such restrictions: the state must either have a particular history, or it must lack
one. A common positive etiological restriction is that the state must derive ‘from one’s understanding of one’s
concepts’ (Bealer 2004: 13; 2008: 191; Boghossian 2009: 119; BonJour 1998: 101). A widely accepted nega-
tive etiological restriction is that it must fail to result from conscious reasoning (See, for example Boghossian
2001: 636; Cohen 1986: 75-6; Gopnik and Schwitzgebel 1998: 77; Lynch 2006; Plantinga 1993: 106; Pust
2000: 44-5; but compare Huemer 2005: 101; see also Cappelen 2012: 33, 46).

The sixth aspect to which I wish to draw your attention is that on my view there are no etiological re-
strictions on which mental states count as intuitions: if a state has representational content and the right
phenomenal character, then it is an intuition.

Why are etiological restrictions so popular? Perhaps some think this is the only way to avoid epistemological
mystery: by tying intuition to concept-possession they try to show how intuition could play the epistemic
role they think that it does or should play. However, if the account I give is correct, that manoeuvre is un-
necessary. Intuition needn’t arise from concept possession for its epistemic role to make sense; explaining
how intuitional and perceptual experience are similar is enough. The positive account of intuition provided
here thus constitutes an argument against positive etiological restrictions generally: we have no reason to

impose such a restriction.

Similarly with negative etiological restrictions: one good way to show that there’s a psychological kind de-
serving of the name ‘intuition’ which can result from conscious reasoning is to provide a positive characteri-
sation of that kind without restricting on the basis of aetiology. If the kind thus delineated can do a suffi-
cient amount of interesting theoretical work—if it plays a sufficiently interesting epistemological role, let’s
say—then the claim has been vindicated. Exactly so, according to this book. So, just as with the positive vari-
ety, this book constitutes an argument against negative etiological restrictions generally.

One could also attack the various suggested etiological requirements directly. Since this book constitutes a
general argument against all such restrictions [ won’t do that for all of them, but here is a case against the
very prevalent restriction of not having resulted from conscious reasoning.

[t is of course true that one can come to believe a proposition p by reasoning one’s way to p without this in-

volving its seeming to one that p; if one believes that certain premises are true and that p follows from them,
for example.”’ But why should we think that a process of conscious inference with p as its conclusion cannot
result in it seeming to the agent that p?

No one thinks that thinking about the concepts involved in p just before the mental state in question arises
disqualifies that state from being an intuition: pondering the logical connectives obviously doesn’t bar one
from then having the intuition that a double negation can be eliminated, or that one of de Morgan’s laws
holds, for example. Similarly for thinking about that law itself: as Bealer notes it is naturally most often pre-
cisely when you consider the law that it suddenly seems true to you (1992: 101).

So, one can clearly think both about the concepts involved in p, and about p itself, before having an intui-
tion; and this can be what causes the intuition to arise. Given this, it really is quite hard to see why one

8 See, for example, (Bealer 1992: 102). It is a separate and interesting question whether one must have an intuition corresponding
to each transition in a proof or argument, as Locke arguably thought; see (Locke 1689,/1996: §§4.2.1-4.2.7).
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would allow these thoughts to take any form whatever, except only the particular form of an argument. Such
a restriction would be ad hoc, so the clear presumption should be that this negative etiological restriction
does not apply to intuition. We would need an argument to deviate from this stance.

Joel Pust has presented such an argument:**

[Ulnless intuitions are non-inferential they cannot serve ... as the ultimate premises in philosophical
argumentation and analysis. Philosophical practice treats intuitions as basic, as not admitting of fur-
ther inferential support, and this provides us with a reason for requiring of any genuine intuition
that it not be the result of conscious inference (2000: 45).

Similarly, L. Jonathan Cohen, to whom Pust attributes this argument, argues that “[i]f intuition is to pro-
vide the ultimate premises of philosophical argument, those premises should not themselves be the conclu-
sions of further reasoning” (Cohen 1986: 76). And it is reasonable to assume that the very widespread ac-
ceptance of the negative etiological requirement is in no small part due to (perhaps implicit) sympathy with
similar reasoning.

But let’s distinguish two senses of being ‘non-inferential’. In one sense, S’s intuition that p is non-inferential
if it is not the result of—in the sense of being caused by—conscious deliberation. In another, the intuition is
non-inferential just in case S’s justification to believe that p after having the intuition does not wholly rest
on the support p receives in virtue of being the conclusion of an argument.

To provide foundational justification, it is certainly true that intuition must be non-inferential in the sec-
ond sense. But why think it must be non-inferential in the first sense? [ can think of no other reason than
the belief that the two don’t come apart.

But in fact, clearly they do. To see this, imagine that I don’t yet grasp de Morgan’s laws, and that you set out
to explain them to me:

Assume that it is not the case that p-and-q, which is to say that p-and-q is false. One way for that to happen is
if p is false. In that case, p and q are obviously not both true (we just said that p is false). And if p and q are
not both true, pand-q is false. So one way for p-and-q to be false is for p to be false.

Naturally, another way to get the same result is for g to be false instead: the reasoning is just the same. And a
third way is if p and q are both false. But if p-and-q is false, one of these three things has to be the case: either
p is false, or q is false, or both p and q are false. There is no other way.

Now, not-p-ornotq is true in exactly those three situations; when either one of p and q is false, or both p and q

are false. So, you see, if it’s not the case that p-and-q, then it is the case that notp-ornotq.

This may not be the snappiest of arguments, but it is an argument. It is valid, and it yields one direction of
one of de Morgan’s laws as its conclusion. In similar fashion you could have explained the other direction
to me. And it is surely at least possible that at the end of such patient explanations it comes to seem to me
that the transformation in question is valid—that, after all, seems to be point of the entire affair!

Had I been a little quicker I might have arrived at the point where I could ‘see’ that the transformation
holds simply by staring at =(p & q) < (=p V —q) for a while. But my being able to ‘see’ this can just as

8 Pust no longer defends this argument.
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well be the result of your explanation, a result of you arguing that it does, and of my following along in a

conscious reasoning process.

In such a circumstance, why should the value of my being able to see this depend on what took place just
before? If I really do see it, my justification does not rest wholly on the support it receives in virtue of being
the conclusion of an argument. It rests in part on the fact that I see it, that I have the intuition.

So a proposition which is the conclusion of an argument does not have foundational justification if it is jus-
tified only because it follows from justified premises, but its having foundational justification in virtue of
being the content of an intuition is not hindered if what caused the intuition to arise was a conscious rea-

soning process.”

The sixth aspect of the theory I advocate that I wish to draw your attention to is that, according to it, intui-

tion is not subject to any etiological restrictions.

3.7 Intuition is Wholly Permissive with respect to Content

The view advocated in this book is that intuition is a mental state which often causes belief, which appar-
ently and actually justifies belief, which has representational content and characteristic phenomenal charac-
ter, and that is not subject to any etiological restrictions. Moreover, I hold that intuition is wholly permissive
with respect to content, in this sense: any proposition a person can believe she can in principle intuit, and ab-

sent defeat she would thereby have some justification to believe it.

This is not a common view: I am, to my knowledge, its only advocate.® Instead, philosophers standardly
take intuition to be heavily restricted with respect to content, holding either a) that all intuitions can provide
justification, but that only states with certain contents count as intuitions, or b) that intuitions can have all
sorts of contents but that only a certain sub-class—for example, the ‘philosophical’ ones—provides justifica-
tion, and that the relevant sub-class is restricted by content.”’

I think both kinds of views should be rejected, for much the same reason. Bealer is an example of an advo-
cate of a view of type b). He acknowledges intuitions other than the ‘rational’ ones (which are his focus), for

% Knowing what caused the experience might defeat the justification, as Peter Singer thinks is the case for moral intuitions, for ex-
ample, but that is a different matter (Singer 2005).

% That is, I am the only advocate of the view that intuition is permissive with respect to content and justifies belief. Proponents of
doxastic views of intuition may share the first half of this view, but they reject the second half. Thanks to a n anonymous reviewer
here.

87 For example, intuition is often thought to essentially involve necessity (Bealer 1996a: 5; Plantinga 1993: 105; BonJour 1985: 192).
Joel Pust also holds that ‘philosophical’ intuitions “involve an apparent necessity of some kind” (2000: 46), but doubts that all phil-
osophical intuitions have modal content. He suggests a weaker involvement of modality: a person counts as having a philosophical
intuition that p so long as “if S were to consider whether p is necessarily true, then S would have a purely intellectual experience
that necessarily p” (35-9). Pollock (1974, Chapter 4) seems to limit the content of intuition to logical truths. Others say that intui-
tions concern only abstract propositions (Sosa 1996, 2007b; 2007a, discussed in §2.6 above), or that the “the subject matter of intu-
ition includes abstract reality and excludes concrete reality” (Chudnoff 2013b: 11,227-28). Bengson’s view is a bit harder to pin
down. One the one hand, he criticizes the view that intuition must have necessary contents, or that it must regard explanation
Bengson (2010: §7). On the other, the selection of examples he uses to elucidate his account seems to indicate that he views intui-
tions as at least de facto limited with respect to content in fairly traditional ways (Bengson 2010: 8-9,11-13,18,24; 2015b: 707, 10-12;
2015a: 4). (I criticize ‘presentation’ accounts of intuition in §§4.8 and 5.3.2 below.)
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example ‘physical intuitions’, such as that a house which is undermined will fall (e.g. in his (2001: 3))*. So
Bealer regards rational intuition as a sub-class of intuitions, a species of the genus.” Many other subclasses
could be singled out by content: Bealer discusses linguistic intuitions—intuitions about words and their

proper usage—and Huemer (2005: 102) delineates ethical intuitions as those whose contents are evaluative

propositions, for example.

The question is why we should think that each such subclass, or any one of them, corresponds to a psycho-
logical kind. Psychological kinds cut the mind at its natural joints. We're justified in believing that we have
found one when we can characterise the members of that kind in a strongly unified way, and especially
when that characterisation also explains how the kind can do a sufficient amount of significant theoretical
work. But all the characteristics outlined in Chapter 1 apply to the intuition that a house that is under-
mined will fall, to linguistic intuitions, to intuitions with evaluative propositions as their content, and so
on. When it seems to a person that a house that is undermined will fall, or that “The boy the man the girl
saw chased fled” is ungrammatical, or that torturing the innocent is wrong; the mental state in question rep-
resentational content, it has the very same phenomenal character as the other examples we started with, it
seems to justify belief, and it often in fact brings about belief. This is very strong reason to reject the idea
that a sub-class of intuitions constitutes a psychological kind, in favour of the view that intuition is the psy-
chological kind in this vicinity, a kind which admits of all sorts of contents.

Again, we need an argument to deviate from this stance, and the mere existence of different contents is
clearly insufficient. We have beliefs about things natural and artificial, about things small or large, about
particular and general states of affairs, about the necessary and the contingent, about morality and language,
about well-known, everyday things as well as esoteric and far-fetched ones, and so on, and on, and on; but
all of this gives us precisely no reason to think that belief is divided into so many psychological kinds ac-
cordingly. This would commit us to psychological kinds restricted by content in absurd ways. There is no
psychological kind corresponding to the belief that libraries contain books, or to fear of bicycles, or to hope
for fair weather.”

This reasoning applies with equal force whether the putative kind restricted by content is a sub-class, a ‘spe-
cies of a genus’, of whether it is instead the overarching kind. Just as it makes no sense to think that a sub-
category of intuitions that is demarcated by content corresponds to a psychological kind, it makes no sense

81 think Bealer’s position is unstable: there is no room for him to coherently single out a sub-type of intuitions to which a positive
epistemic status may be adduced. One sign of this is in his (Bealer 1998a: 212) where he argues against a division based on a differ-
ent sort of difference in content, namely synthetic versus analytic. Even more tellingly, in his (Bealer 2002) he explicitly acknowl-
edges that “[t]here is no relevant phenomenological difference between modal and nonmodal intuitions” (75). He raises this point
in favour of attributing a positive epistemic status not only to non-modal intuitions but also to modal ones. But he apparently does
not see that this admission undermines his attempt at singling out ‘rational’ intuitions as a distinct subcategory, with distinct epis-
temic features, set apart, for instance, from ‘physical’ ones.

% Bealer has confirmed this interpretation in personal communication. In what way is rational intuition singled out by content on
his account? By necessity being involved. Throughout his work, Bealer says that intuition ‘presents itself as necessary’. Elsewhere I
argue that if necessity (or ‘modal strength’, see (Koksvik 2011: n. 41)) were to be involved in intuition, it would have to be as part of
its content (Koksvik 2011: §1.5.1). Bealer himself (weakly) supports this interpretation: “I’'m unsure how to analyze what is meant
by saying that an a priori intuition presents itself as necessary. Perhaps something like this: necessarily, if x intuits that P, it seems to
x that P, and also that necessarily P. But I wish to take no stance on this” (1996a: 5).

© Michael Lynch raises a similar challenge: “If intuiting is a distinct kind of attitude, why can’t we, given the right circumstances,
take up that attitude towards almost any proposition, in the way that, given the right circumstances, we can find ourselves hoping or
fearing, or believing almost any proposition? Without argument, it is difficult to see how intuition would be restricted in a more
comprehensive way than other attitudes” (2006: 230).
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to think that in order to count as an intuition at all, given that we’re thinking of intuition as a psychological kind,
a state can have only certain kinds of content. We have intuitions about all sorts of different things: general
and particular, natural and artificial, necessary and contingent, everyday and far-fetched, small and large;
about morality, language, aesthetics, danger, psychology, behaviour, nature, preferences, rationality, and on,
and on, and on, and on. They’re all intuitions. They should all be treated the same.

So the final aspect of the view to which I wish to draw your attention is that intuition, as that psychological

kind is conceived of here, is wholly permissive with respect to content.”!

91 What is the epistemic status of my claims in §§3.6 and 3.77 I take these (and other claims in this book, in particular the claims
about the phenomenal character of intuition in Chapter 4) to be necessary truths about the nature of the natural kind that intui-
tion is. I also take these truths to be a priori. Actually having perceptual and intuitional experiences enables us to reflect upon them
and their epistemic roles, and thus to argue as I have. But this role is merely enabling, and a different possible creature might per-
fectly imagine these experiences, even if it did not experience them; and such a creature both could and should reach the same epis-
temic conclusions as I do here.

It remains possible that there be a posteriori necessary restrictions either on the aetiology of intuition, on the content of intuition,
or on both. (Thanks to an anonymous reviewer here.) But I see no reason to think that there are. There are obvious contingent
limitations on what we can in fact intuit with respect to complexity, just as there are on what we can in fact believe. But I see no
such limitations with respect to type of content, ruling out, for example, the concrete, the contingent, or the everyday, which is
what my opponents on this point need; no contingent ones, even—since on my view we manifestly have intuitions with such con-
tent—and a fortiori no (a posteriori) necessary ones. There are also contingent limits on our perceptual experiences: we do not have
vicarious perceptual experiences, for instance. That limit may even hold with nomological necessity: perhaps the laws of nature
make it impossible for me to literally see with your eyes. But no stronger necessity limits perceptual experiences to my own body: in
principle, I could see with your eyes, and the experience could still be perceptual in the fullest sense of that word.

Perhaps the strongest candidate restriction in this area is perceptual experience being restricted away from abstract content. But
first, even here our limitation might well stem simply from our contingent wiring rather than from anything deeper. And second,
even if there are a posteriori necessary limits to the kind of content perception admits, this does not give us reason to think that the
content of intuition is conversely restricted to exclude concrete content (or whatever), in the absence of independent reason to be-
lieve in a neat ‘division of labour’ between the two types of state—which we certainly do not have. And third, and to repeat myself,
we very clearly have intuitions with all sorts of different content, certainly going well beyond the abstract. So we have no reason to
believe in a posteriori restrictions here.
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Chapter 4 Perceptual and Intuitional Experience

This book advances the view that intuition is a conscious experience which justifies belief in its content. We
have discussed content in several places already. This chapter is about phenomenal character.

According to the argument advanced in this book, the best explanation for why perception provides the
type of justification which it does provide, in the pattern that it provides it, is that it is a conscious experi-
ence with a certain phenomenal character. Since the epistemically relevant aspects of perceptual experience
are shared by intuitional experience, and since none of the differences between the two mental states get in
the way, intuition also justifies belief.

This chapter substantiates the that intuitional and perceptual experiences have aspect of their phenomenal
characters in common. Chapter 5 explains how those shared aspects are epistemically relevant.

4.1 Methodology

There is, in analytic philosophy, somewhat of an aversion to examining the phenomenal character of con-
scious experiences in detail, and an even greater aversion to placing theoretical weight on what such exami-
nations might reveal.”” This pattern holds for intuition as well: even accounts on which phenomenal charac-
ter helps to distinguish intuition from other mental states usually have little or nothing to say about what
that character actually is. In my view, this is a mistake, but it has to be acknowledged that it is a mistake
made for good reason.

One reason is historical precedent. The introspectionist movement in psychology famously ended in irre-
solvable disagreement (Bengson 2010: 55), and present-day philosophers are understandably eager to avoid
a similar predicament. More generally, it is just really hard to improve our knowledge of the phenomenal
character of our experiences. This is due to the problem of missing methods (Koksvik 2015): we lack good and
authoritative methods for determining what the character of a given experience actually is.

In this book I use three complimentary methods in an attempt to move forward.

First, careful description: simply describing the character of intuitional experience in detail. This is challeng-
ing. Our language is underdeveloped, so the use of metaphor is often required. The aim is to assist you in
recognising the relevant phenomenal character in your own conscious experience.

The second method is phenomenal contrast. Elsewhere I have argued that phenomenal contrast arguments
consistently fail, and I do not present such arguments here. However, we can distinguish ostensive uses of

phenomenal contrast from argumentative ones (Koksvik 2011: §4.9.1; 2015: §6.3). Uses of the former kind
do not aim to rationally persuade us of anything, but, as with description, to assist in recognition: they are a

2 See §1.7 above. There are exceptions, for example, (Dorsch 2009; Horgan and Tienson 2002; Horgan and Timmons 2007;
Kriegel 2009, 2015; Nes 2012; Pitt 2004; Siewert 1998). A more general exception may be the so-called ‘feeling theories’ of emo-
tions. But even in this tradition there’s resistance: Goldie, for example, emphasizes how one’s options “are limited” when it comes
to ‘substantially characterise’ relevant phenomenal characters (Goldie 2002).
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way of ‘pointing’ in a space where index fingers don’t exist. Unlike argumentative uses, I think that osten-

sive uses have a reasonably good chance of success.

Moreover, ostensive uses of phenomenal contrast are significantly more likely to succeed in aiding recogni-
tion of attitude-specific phenomenology than in doing so for content-specific phenomenology. The core of
my objection to phenomenal contrast arguments in favour of content-specific phenomenology of is that in
the cases these arguments use, a multitude of other contributors to overall phenomenal character invariably
also differ between the two cases. Each difference constitutes an equally good explanation of the existence of
a difference in overall phenomenal character between the two situations (the only legitimate explanandum
here), so we can never be warranted in inferring that the thinking that p and thinking that q themselves
make different contributions to phenomenal character by this method (Koksvik 2011: §§4.5-4.8; 2015).
This poses a problem for ostensive uses too: ostension can easily fail to focus the speaker’s and the listener’s
attention on the same aspect of the character of experience.

But nearly all these other differences exist because of the content of the state, and are just as likely to arise
when one considers that p for the sake of argument as when one thinks that p, hopes that p, and so on.
When two distinct attitudes with the same content are contrasted, on the other hand, there is a significantly
smaller likelihood that the true explanation of the difference in overall phenomenal character is that con-
founding contributors obtain in one case but not in the other. It is much more likely that the same ones
obtain in both cases, and so the existence of a difference in the character of overall conscious experience is
not as easy to explain away. To be sure, this only goes so far: it is probably more likely that an emotional re-
action arises if one believes that p than if one supposes that p for the sake of argument, for example. But the
difference is general and significant enough to make the use of phenomenal contrast for attitude-specific
phenomenology significantly more likely to succeed than uses aimed at content-specific phenomenology.

Putting these two points together we get that ostensive uses of phenomenal contrast for attitude-specific
phenomenology are much more likely to succeed than argumentative uses in general, and than argumenta-
tive uses for content-specific phenomenology in particular, even though the latter are, by a large margin, the
more common. Ostensive use of phenomenal contrast for attitude-specific phenomenology is what [ employ
here.

These first two methods compliment each other and have the same goal: to allow recognition in your own
experience of the aspects of phenomenal character that, I claim, are there to be found.

The third method is inference to the best explanation: I will argue that perceptual and intuitional experi-
ence having the phenomenal character I say that they have best explains certain other facts. If it succeeds,
this line gives you a reason to believe my claims that is separate from and independent of recognising the
relevant aspects of phenomenal character in your own experience.

As with all abductive arguments, how well this line of argument fares depends on the extent to which the
purported facts are uncontroversial or can be established, and the extent to which a case can be made that
the explanation offered really is the only possible, or the best available. However, because the facts I explain
are widely accepted, a conscientious opponent cannot simply reply that they do not recognise in their own
experience the aspects of phenomenal character that I say are there. If the abductive arguments are success-
ful the opponent has reason to believe that the relevant aspects of phenomenal experience are there even if
they don’t recognise them. Absent a better explanation than the one I offer, the rational response would be
to put this down to inadvertently ‘looking for the wrong kind of thing’ (§3.5), at least for a time.
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All of this notwithstanding, one could certainly wish for stronger arguments than what is available. Again,
we just don’t have strong methods that command widespread agreement. Abductive inference is accepted,
but it is seldom uncontroversial that the proposed explanation is the best one. An additional difficulty
where phenomenology is concerned is that the facts to be explained are often themselves under dispute.
The facts I claim to explain—about the transparency and content of experience—are in pretty good standing,
but no such case is bulletproof.

That does not mean that we should give up. We have excellent reason to think that understanding phenom-
enal experience is central to understanding the mind (see §6.4 below, and Koksvik 2011, §4.5; 2015, §1).
The dialectical situation is what it is. We must proceed with what we have and go as far as it can take us,
balancing intellectual humility and intellectual courage by paying heed to the challenges without despairing.
When, as in this case, distinct methods pull in the same direction, the chances for success are pretty good.

4.2 No Content-Specific Phenomenology

The phenomenal character of an experience is what it feels like to have it. In Chapter One we distinguished
between the character of persons’ global conscious experience—what it is like to be her overall-and the char-
acter of the various local experiences she is undergoing—what it is like for her to taste a fresh, crisp apple, for
example. A local conscious experience has a particular phenomenal character just in case it makes a particu-

lar contribution to the character of the global experience of the person who is having it.”’

Intuition is a local conscious experience, so the phenomenal character of intuition is the contribution that
having it makes to the character of the person’s global experience.

We can distinguish different ways in which the contribution from a certain mental state can be determined.
It might depend on the state’s content; it might depend on the type of mental state that it is; or it might de-
pend on both.

Consider perception. If perceiving something red makes a different contribution to the character of a per-
son’s overall conscious experience than perceiving something green does, perception has contentspecific phe-
nomenology; and if not, it does not. On the other hand, it may be that whatever a person visually perceives,
the fact that she is having a visual perceptual experience makes a contribution to the character of her overall ex-
perience: perhaps a certain ‘visualness’ is contributed, for example (Grice 1962/1989). In that case, percep-
tion has attitude-specific phenomenology (Koksvik 2011: §4.1). A mental state type may have, and perception
actually does have, both attitude-specific and content-specific phenomenology: it is true both that perceiving
something red makes a different contribution to the character of a person’s overall experience than perceiv-

ing something green does, and that whatever I visually perceive, a certain ‘visualness’ is contributed.

The terms ‘content-specific phenomenology” and ‘attitude-specific phenomenology’ are not perfect. For one,
the latter might make it sound like the phenomenal character suffices to distinguish one propositional atti-
tude (or mental state type) from another. As I will be using the terms this is a substantive question; indeed
it is crucial to the theory of intuition developed here that intuition and perception share aspects of their atti-
tude-specific phenomenology.

% This claim is more permissive than it might at first seem, because it can be made true by surprisingly varied underlying metaphysi-

cal realities (Koksvik 2014).
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The terms may also suggest that the ultimate origin of the phenomenology is in the content, or in the atti-
tude, respectively. The issues here are somewhat subtle, but on their intended reading the terms leave ques-
tions of origin open.

It is possible, for example, that a certain attitude only admits of content of a particular kind. As we have
seen, some think that perception is like this in that it only admits of non-conceptual content. Let’s suppose
that these people are correct, and that non-conceptual content always makes a different kind of contribu-
tion to the character of a person’s overall conscious experience than conceptual content does. But let us
also suppose, contrary to fact, that no-matter what the content is, the contribution is always the same. In
that case perception would have attitude-specific phenomenology but lack content-specific phenomenology,
on my usage. Thus the terms are intended to indicate variation with, rather than ultimate origin in, content
and attitude, respectively (though again, different attitudes can share aspects of their attitude-specific phe-

nomenal character).
The question [ now wish to consider is whether intuition has content-specific phenomenology.

This book places intuition and perception on a par in important ways, and I take it to be beyond rational
dispute that perception has content-specific phenomenology. The conclusion that intuition does, too,
would therefore seem to fit my account most easily.

But that is just not where the arguments lead. In particular, i) intuition most likely has content-specific phe-
nomenology just in case conscious thought does, ii) conscious thought most likely does not, so iii) intuition
also most likely does not.

i) is supported by phenomenological considerations. Conscious belief is a kind of conscious thought. If in-
tuition had content-specific phenomenology but belief did not, coming to believe what one intuits should
be systematically associated with a loss of complexity in phenomenal character. Since there is no such loss, it
is unlikely that intuition has but conscious belief lacks contentspecific phenomenal character.”* Nor is
there a gain in complexity, so the opposite situation is just as unlikely. Intuition therefore most likely has
content-specific phenomenology just in case conscious belief does. Conscious belief has contentspecific
phenomenology just in case conscious thought in general does for the same reasons: if this were not so,
passing the same content back and forth between different propositional attitudes should be associated with
systematic gain or loss of phenomenal complexity. There is no such gain or loss. So, intuition most likely
has content-specific phenomenology just in case conscious thought generally does.

Conscious thought most likely does not have contentspecific phenomenology. First, if thought did have
content-specific phenomenology, it would have to be of a much subtler variety than in the case of percep-
tion. It is obvious that perceiving a red ball makes a different contribution to the character of overall experi-
ence than perceiving a blue ball does, but it is far from obvious that (non-iconically) thinking that Brexit is
an enormous mistake makes a different contribution to the character of a person’s global conscious experi-
ence than does thinking that the economic consequences of the CIVID-19 pandemic will be long-lasting.
Indeed, advocates of content-specific cognitive phenomenology usually explicitly acknowledge that content-
specific phenomenology of thought isn’t simply ‘there to be seen’ in the way that it is in perception.

% The phenomenal character of intuition does differ from that of conscious belief, a difference I discuss in detail below, but the
difference is not one of complexity.
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The elusiveness of the alleged content-specific phenomenology of thought establishes a presumption against
it. We need an argument to conclude that there is such phenomenology. If no argument succeeds, we have
good reason to believe that thought does not have content-specific phenomenology.

However, and as I argue in detail elsewhere, the two most important (Kriegel (2015) lines of argument in
favour of that view—namely that we need such phenomenology to know the content of our thoughts, and
that we can tell that there is such phenomenology through the use of phenomenal contrast arguments—both
fail (Koksvik 2011: §4.4; 2015). Overall, therefore, we have most reason to think that thought lacks content-

specific phenomenology, and, via i), to think that intuition does, too.

It might be objected that the question of whether intuition has content-specific phenomenology cannot be
addressed independently of assessing whole theories about the phenomenology of intuition.”” In this objec-
tion we can discern two different claims. One has merit, the other does not, and neither threatens my view.

The first claim says that our view of the nature of intuition generally, and of contentspecific phenomenol-
ogy specifically, must be sensitive to all the evidence that bears upon it, and that an important part of that
evidence is the relative fruitfulness of the overall theories which competing views of the nature of intui-
tional experience give rise to and support. Put differently, if a theory of intuition that in part is built on the
claim that intuition has content-specific phenomenology is significantly more fruitful than a theory built in
part on the negation of that claim, this fact counts strongly in favour of the former over the latter.

This claim has merit but does not constitute an objection to the theory defended here, since recognition of
this fact is a crucial part of my argumentative strategy in that theory’s favour: the views of the nature and
epistemology of intuition defended here constitute a mutually supporting structure.

The second claim says that one cannot consider whether intuition has content-specific phenomenology ex-
cept through such considerations of theoretical fruitfulness. That claim does not have merit. The fruitfulness
or otherwise of the resulting theory is an important part of the evidence that bears on a theory, but it does
not exhaust it. Direct phenomenological considerations, such as the ones presented here, are also relevant.
It is implausible, from direct consideration of intuitional experience, of conscious thought, and of their re-
lations, that intuition has content-specific phenomenology. This point could be trumped by general theoret-
ical considerations. It could be, but in fact is not, since it turns out that the fact that intuition lacks but per-
ception has content-specific phenomenology is no obstacle to placing intuition and perception epistemically
on a par (§5.5.1); and that the attitude-specific phenomenology the two states share explains both states’
ability to provide ground-level justification for belief (§§5.2 - 5.4). So, although they must indeed be consid-
ered in context, direct phenomenological considerations are still relevant.

Another reason to think that intuition lacks content-specific phenomenology is that it supports the most
plausible explanation of why, though intuition really is an experience, some people that sincerely look for it

still can’t find it in their own mental lives (§3.5).

Before turning to this point, a brief aside. Does the claim that intuition lacks content-specific phenomenol-

ogy commit me to the claim that what it is like to intuit that p is just the same as what it is like to intuit that

% Thanks to an anonymous reviewer here.
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q, for any p and ¢? It does.”® That may seem implausible, but this concern relies on overlooking important
features of the situation.

Since intuition is a local conscious experience, if what it is like to intuit that p is the same as what it is like
to intuit that g, intuiting that p makes the same contribution to the character of overall conscious experi-
ence as does intuiting that q. But this is wholly compatible with the character of a person’s overall conscious
experiences when intuiting that p differing significantly from the character of her overall conscious experi-
ence when intuiting that g, both typically and in any particular pair of cases.

Our mental lives are characterised by Richness and Flux (Koksvik 2015): at any one time a number of
things contribute to the character of a person’s overall experience—occurrent, remembered and imagined
perceptions, moods, emotions and bodily sensations all play a role—and the contributions change often.

What a person remembers or imagines, and which emotional reactions she has, is almost certainly influ-
enced by whether she intuits that p or that g. A person who intuits that torturing the innocent is wrong will
imagine and remember different things than a person who intuits that if something is red it is coloured, she
will have different emotional reactions, and so on.

It is therefore very likely that the character of this person’s overall experience will differ in the two cases,
even though the contribution from intuition itself is just the same. For this reason, the view that intuition
lacks content-specific phenomenology does not commit me to the consequence that what it is like overall to
intuit that p will typically be just the same as what it is like overall to intuit that q. That is the counterintui-
tive consequence to be avoided, so there is no threat to the view here.

4.3  Answering the Absent Experience Challenge

Here are three questions that might well be asked of the theory in this book. First, if intuition lacks content-
specific phenomenology, in what sense is it really a conscious experience? Second, if it really is a conscious
experience, how can careful thinkers fail to recognise it in their own mental lives? And third, what would an
aspect of phenomenal character have to be like in order to make Phenomenalism come out true? As it turns

out, these questions are interlinked, and answering one of them will allow us to answer all three.

Let’s begin with the third question. Liberalism says that if background conditions are met, and absent de-
feat, having an intuitional experience makes the experiencer justified in believing what the experience repre-
sents. If, as Phenomenalism says, this is to be explained by the phenomenal character of intuition, then
every instance of intuition must have that character. After all, every instance of intuition has the potential
to justify belief in what it represents: whether or not it does hinges not on intrinsic differences between dif-
ferent instances of intuition, but rather on the extrinsic factor of whether defeat is present or not.

Different intuitions ‘say’ different things: they have different representational content. Phenomenal charac-
ter determined by that content would vary accordingly, as it does in the cases of perception and iconic imag-
ination, for instance. Such character therefore could not explain the epistemic power of intuitional experi-
ences. For that we need an aspect of phenomenal character that is stable between all intuitions. That is to
say, for an explanation of the epistemic power of intuitional experiences, attitude-specific phenomenology is

% On the assumption that the two are of the same valence, and that the pushiness is equally strong in both cases. These issues are

discussed in detail in Chapter 5.
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required. If Phenomenalism is true, and intuition singlehandedly justifies belief because of some aspect of
its phenomenal character, the phenomenal character in question must be attitude-specific.

One might object that intuition could justify belief because of its phenomenal character even if each in-
stance had a different phenomenal character; it’s just that the explanation would be different each time.
And it is true that some variation in character between instances of intuition is compatible with Phenome-
nalism; in fact such variation in my view plays an important explanatory role. But the variation cannot be
thoroughgoing. If it were, we would have to tell an entirely different story about how each instance of intuition
made the intuiter justified in believing what it represents. We would then not have explained how intuition
justifies belief in any useful sense of that word. On the intended interpretation, Phenomenalism about Intu-
ition would then be false. The only kind of phenomenology that can make Phenomenalism come out true
is the attitude-specific kind.

This brings us to the first question. That intuition lacks content-specific phenomenology might initially
cause one to question the claim that it is an experience properly speaking, but the fact that it has attitude-
specific phenomenology puts that worry to rest. Just as required by the characteristics of conscious experi-
ences outlined above (§3.1), differences in phenomenal character, depending on how significant they are,
suffice for distinctness both in token and in type.”’

Finally, that intuition is a conscious experience with attitude-specific phenomenology but without content-
specific phenomenology allows us to answer the Absent-Experience Challenge to Phenomenalism (§3.5). As
we saw, Ernest Sosa and Timothy Williamson, for example, report not finding an experience in their own
mental lives when they reflect on cases of intuition. This challenge is forceful since these thinkers readily
acknowledge the phenomenal character of other conscious experience, for example that of perceptual expe-
rience.

That intuition is a conscious experience with attitude-specific phenomenology but without contentspecific phe-
nomenology allows us to explain what happens in these cases. The reason these people cannot find the experi-
ence that really is there to be found is that they are looking for the wrong kind of thing. They are looking
for an experience with contentspecific phenomenology, but correctly note that there is no such experience
in intuition (Sosa 2006: 209, 2013-14; Williamson 2004: 117; 2007: 216-17): there really is no experience
of comparable richness there to be found. However, to conclude on these grounds that there is no intui-
tional experience is unwarranted, since such experience could have attitude-specific phenomenology in-
stead. Exactly so, on this account.

Thus the same feature of intuitional experience that makes its epistemic power intelligible also explains its
status as a conscious experience properly speaking, and gives rise to a plausible answer to the absent-experi-
ence challenge to Phenomenalism.

4.4 Phenomenology of Objectivity

I now want to defend the following thesis:

Objectivity: Intuition and perception both have phenomenology of objectivity

97 A difference in degree of pushiness would suffice for a numerically distinct experience; but if pushiness is altogether absent the
mental state is no longer an intuition.
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For an experience to have phenomenology of objectivity it must purport to represent objective facts, but
that is not all. That it so purports must be an aspect of the very phenomenology of the experience; and, in
particular, an attitude-specific aspect.

By ‘objective facts’ I simply mean facts that are independent of the subject: when I perceive or intuit, the
experience appears to tell me about the way things are independently of me.”®

Why accept this thesis? I give three reasons. First, because you can come to recognise the phenomenal char-
acter in your own experience, a recognition I hope to facilitate shortly. Second, because Objectivity explains
facts about the content of these experiences. Third, because it also explains another widely acknowledged

feature about perceptual experience, namely its transparency.

4.4.1 Recognising Objectivity

Consider the visual perceptual experience you are currently undergoing. The experience purports to be
about various things that surround you; one of them is this sheet of paper (or this screen). The experience
represents various of its properties: its shape, size, position, colour and so on. But your experience also rep-
resents that the world of which the paper is a part is not a figment of your imagination. It exists inde-
pendently of you, objectively. This is part of the very phenomenology of the experience.”

Perceptual experience has content-specific phenomenology: perceiving a white sheet of paper makes a differ-
ent contribution to overall phenomenology than perceiving an orange sheet of paper does. But phenome-
nology of objectivity is attitude-specific, not contentspecific, so it is not at the same ‘level’ as the sheet’s
whiteness. It is not, for instance, the phenomenology of a ‘marker’ attached to the sheet (and every other
experienced object), proclaiming it to exist objectively. It is instead an overall feature of perceptual phenom-
enology; a fact about the entirety of perceptual experience (in a modality). In the case of visual perceptual
phenomenology, the phenomenology is that of seeing an objective world, not of individual things being ob-

jective. It is a feature of the entire visual gestalt.

Phenomenology of objectivity is also present in other perceptual modalities. When touching the edge of a
table, an aspect of the tactile experience is very clearly that the perceived object is part of a world that is in-
dependent of the perceiver. In auditory perception, while determining the content of the experience is not
straightforward—perhaps that there is a source of sound nearby, perhaps something else—it is again clear
that the experience has phenomenology of objectivity: it is part of the what it is like to have it that the
sound source (or whatever) seems to be independent of the perceiving subject.

A salient contrast in the auditory case is between the beeping or humming sound sometimes experienced in
the absence of an external sound source, and a similar experience in the presence of one. (This is related to

% Objection: this over-intellectualises, because animals and infants perceive but can’t conceive of independence from themselves.
Reply: to represent subject-independence one need not represent conditions under which this would obtain, and that they are met
(Burge 2009). Attributing that would over-intellectualise, but we don’t have to. The concept of self in adult humans is substantial,
but what’s required by the present account is quite minimal, and anyway required for different purposes. As Susanna Schellenberg
notes, for example, in the explanation of animal behaviour, a minimal concept of the self is already presupposed: “When a cat per-
ceives a chair . . . it sees something that is located in a certain relation to itself and something onto which it can jump. . . . Its loca-
tion in relation to the chair must figure in its perception for it to be able to flex its muscles so as to land on the chair” (2007: 620,
emphasis added). An animal’s concept of self may be nothing more than a relatively integrated collection of ingredients such as
these, ingredients we have independent reason to think exist, and the integration of which we can safely postulate given the evolu-
tionary advantages this plausibly yields.

? Compare William Tolhurst: “Some seemings purport to be experiences of an object independent of the person having the experi-

ence” (1998: 300).
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tinnitus, an affliction involving prolonged auditory experiences of the former kind.) Sometimes one cannot
tell whether the experience has an external source or not: one must check by asking others. But at other
times it is clear from the experience itself that there is no external sound source, and one feels no need to

check. In those cases the experience lacks phenomenology of objectivity.

Or consider the contrast between perception and iconic imagination; the kind which corresponds to percep-
tion in a sensory modality: visual imagination, auditory imagination, and so on. Iconic imagination is simi-
lar in various ways to perceptual experience. It has content-specific phenomenology, for example: imagining
a red cottage in a forest clearing makes a different contribution to the character of your overall conscious
experience than imagining a blue one does. But imagination lacks phenomenology of objectivity. If you im-
agine a small, red cottage in a forest, it is no part of your phenomenology that the cottage is a part of a
world that is independent of you.

You might object that visual imagination is so different from perception that we learn nothing from this
contrast. And it is certainly true that the difference between perception and imagination usually is stark.

For one, there is usually a difference in content. Visual imagination is often fleeting and indistinct: you are
more likely to be left with a vague impression of the ‘feel’ of the imagined cottage than with a sharp image
rich in detail. However, one can improve one’s capacity to visually imagine. It may be possible to imagine a
small, red cottage in a forest in as great detail as in a perceptual experience. And second, some perceptual
experiences have very simple content: with enough money (or a modern artist) to hand one could induce a
visual perceptual experience of a white, pointsized patch of yellowish light on an otherwise completely dark
surface about three metres in front, not flickering and approximately the strength of a candle. The contrast
can then be re-run between that visual perceptual experience, and the corresponding visual imaginative one.

A second difference between perception and iconic imagination is that iconic imagination is often volun-
tary, and some philosophers hold that taking oneself to perform an action voluntarily contributes to the
character of experience (Horgan, Tienson, and Graham 2003). But imagination need not be voluntary: wit-
ness how images one decidedly does not want to enjoy can be conjured up by conversation, for example. Im-
aginative experience can easily arise without voluntary effort, and so without any attendant phenomenology,
if such there be.

Suppose, then, that as I am out for a walk in the forest [ spontaneously visually imagine, in detail as full and
rich as in normal visual perceptual experience, a small red cottage in a forest clearing, and then, as I crest a
small hill, I see exactly that scene. There would still be a difference in phenomenology between the two ex-
periences. This can’t be a difference in contentspecific phenomenology—ex hypothesi there is none—so it
would have to be a difference in attitude-specific phenomenology. The difference would partly consist in
the absence of phenomenology of objectivity in the case of imagination and its presence in perceptual expe-
rience. The analogous point holds in the auditory case, and in the other cases.

Turning to intuition, consider a Gettier case.'® That Smith doesn’t know feels like a fact that is independ-
ent of you. The experience purports to represent an objective fact, and this is an aspect of the very phenom-

100 ‘Gettier-cases’ are situations similar to those presented as counter-examples to an account of knowledge as justified true belief in
a widely cited paper by Edmund Gettier (Gettier 1963). Here is such a case. Smith is justified in believing that Jones owns a Ford,
because he has excellent evidence for that fact. He competently deduces that either Jones owns a Ford or Brown is in Barcelona
(this is a valid deduction), and is therefore justified in believing that proposition. Unbeknownst to him, however, Jones has sold his
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enology of the experience, a part of what it is like to have it. Or take the intuition that torturing the inno-
cent is morally wrong. When it seems to you that this is so, it is part of the phenomenology of the experi-
ence that this is so objectively speaking, independently of you. If you have the intuition that people gener-
ally prefer less pain to more, it seems to you that most people really do, objectively speaking, so prefer. It is
part of the phenomenology of the experience that this is a subject-independent fact. And so on.

For a useful contrast in the case of intuition, recall that not all mental states that we refer to using the
‘seeming’ locution are intuitions. Suppose someone were in a mental state that she described as it seeming
to her that cold, bright autumn days are better than warm, overcast ones. It need not be a part of her phe-
nomenology that this is the way things are objectively speaking: this ‘better’ might not seem to be a matter
of the way things are objectively speaking, but more like a preference of her own.'®' Similarly, it seems to
me that all free-climbers recklessly endanger their lives, but this does not seem to be the way things are ob-
jectively speaking. Plausibly, this is an output of my irrational fear of heights, but one that hasn’t quite pen-
etrated deeply enough to make it seem to me that that is the way things are independently of me. Finally, it
might seem to you that siblings ought not to sleep with each other even if they cannot conceive, are both
consenting adults, and so on, without it seeming to you that that is the way things are objectively.

Of course, a person might instead intuit that siblings ought not to sleep with each other, or any of the other
things.'” If so, this would have the phenomenology of objectivity. But it is also possible that things don’t
seem that way to begin with, and it is with that state the informative contrast holds.

Among the best reasons one can have to believe that there is phenomenology of objectivity in perception
and intuition is recognising it in one’s own experience. | hope I have now managed to facilitate this recogni-
tion in you.

4.4.2 Objectivity and the Content of Perception and Intuition
A second reason to accept Objectivity is that it explains features of the content of perceptual and intuitional
experiences: both that objectivity is part of the content, and more detailed facts about how it figures there.

That objectivity is part of the content of perceptual experience is independently plausible.'® For a percep-
tual experience to be accurate things have to be a certain way. On the notion of content we are using, what
the perceptual experience represents, its content, is that things are that way. It is very plausible that objectiv-
ity is part of the content of perceptual experience, on this notion. For there is a very strong intuition that if
there is no objective world, if the world is but an aspect of my mind, then my perceptual experience is inac-

Ford, but it just so happens that Brown is in Barcelona. So Smith has a justified true belief that either Jones owns a Ford or Brown
is in Barcelona. But he doesn’t know that either Jones owns a Ford or Brown is in Barcelona, so knowledge is not the same as justi-
fied true belief.

1T don’t mean to suggest that it’s marked as ‘just my preference’; rather, the absence of objectivity can make it feel that way, since
we are so familiar with intuitional experiences with phenomenology of objectivity.

102 Compare Maurice Mandalbaum, who argues that “the demands which appear to an agent to be ‘moral demands’ are seen by him
to be objective and independent of his desires” (1955: 57). And earlier: “|A] demand is experienced as a force. . . . It is my conten-
tion that the demands which we experience when we make a direct moral judgment are always experienced as emanating from ‘out-
side’ us, and as being directed against us. They are demands which seem to be independent of us, and to which we feel that we
ought to respond” (1955: 54).

103 Erank Jackson takes there to be ‘a causal element’ in the content of perceptual experience: “When I hear a sound as being, say,
behind and to the left, my experience represents the sound as coming from this location” (2003: 270). I take Jackson’s view about
the content of perceptual experience to entail, but not be entailed by, my view of it.
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curate. I am currently having a visual experience as of a computer screen, a messy desk, and so on. If objec-
tively speaking there are no desks, no screens, and no mess, that suffices to show that my experience is inac-
curate, regardless of what else is going on.'™* Objectivity is part of the content of perceptual experience.

My perceptual experience represents that things are a certain way, but also that they are this way inde-
pendently of me; objectively. This is well explained by Objectivity. Because perceptual experience has phe-
nomenology of objectivity, the experience itself ‘tells me’ that the way it represents things as being is part of the
way they are objectively. Because perception has this phenomenology, that is how it seems to me in percep-
tion, and this is reflected in the state’s content.

It is similarly plausible that objectivity is part of the content of intuitional experience. For an intuitional ex-
perience to be accurate things have to be a certain way. What the experience represents is that that is the
way things are. And there is a very strong intuition that if there is no objective way things are with respect to
the subject matter of a given intuition, then that intuition is inaccurate.

Take my intuition that if p, then notnot-p. If there is no way things are with respect to logic independently of
me, that suffices to show that the intuition is inaccurate. If there are no objective moral truths, my intuition
that torturing the innocent is wrong is inaccurate. My intuitional experience represents that things are a cer-
tain way, but also that they are this way independently of me; objectively.

This is well explained by Objectivity. Because intuitional experience has phenomenology of objectivity, the
experience itself ‘tells me’ that the way it represents things as being is part of how things are, objectively speak-
ing. Because intuition has this phenomenology, that is how it seems to me in intuition, and this is reflected
in that state’s content.

Objectivity thus explains that subject-independence is part of the content of intuitional and perceptual ex-
perience.'® It also explains more detailed facts about how objectivity features there.

Compare two accounts of the content of a perceptual experience as of a white cup. On one account, the
content may be glossed as: a subjectindependent cup subjectindependently instantiates the subjectindependent prop-
erty of whiteness. On the other, the gloss is, objectively: the cup is white.'® The latter is more plausible than the
former, and this is well explained by the present account. Phenomenology of objectivity is attitude-specific:
a feature of the visual perceptual experience overall. It cannot plausibly give rise to content such as the for-
mer. But it can give rise to content such as the latter.

Similarly for intuition. On one account the content is glossed as a subjectindependent person subjectinde-
pendently standing in the subjectindependent relation of torturing a subjectindependent person who subject-inde-
pendently counts as innocent, is subjectindependently wrong. On the other, the gloss is: objectively, torturing the inno-
cent is wrong. The latter is more plausible than the former, and this is well explained by the present account.
Phenomenology of objectivity is attitude-specific: a feature of intuitional experience overall. It cannot plausi-
bly give rise to content such as the former. But it can give rise to content such as the latter.

1% Another possibility is that objectivity is merely entailed by the content, for example by being ‘built in to’ our concepts of ordinary
objects, though not a part of the content proper: perhaps something just doesn’t qualify as a table unless it’s objective. I think my
claims could be translated into these terms; but also that objectivity is really in the content proper. That we seem to see a subject-
independent world in perceptual experience is widely acknowledged, and arguably reflected in the popularity and intuitive pull of
such positions as direct realism and disjunctivism in the philosophy of perception.

1% Why is it not, then, contentspecific phenomenology! Because ‘content-specific phenomenology’ indicates (potential) variation
with, and not ultimate origin in, attitude as opposed to content, as discussed in §4.2, above.

106 Thanks to Nicholas Silins for helpful discussion here.

62



4.4.3 Objectivity Explains Transparency

A third reason to believe that perceptual experience has phenomenology of objectivity is that it explains an-
other widely accepted fact about such experience, namely its transparency. Here is an accessible and repre-
sentative statement by Michael Tye:

Focus your attention on a square that has been painted blue. Intuitively, you are directly aware of
blueness and squareness as out there in the world away from you, as features of an external surface.
Now shift your gaze inward and try to become aware of your experience itself, inside you, apart
from its objects. Try to focus your attention on some intrinsic feature of the experience that distin-
guishes it from other experiences, something other than what it is an experience of. The task seems
impossible: one’s awareness seems always to slip through the experience to blueness and square-

ness, as instantiated together in an external object. . . . [Ilntrospection does not seem to reveal any
further distinctive features of the experience over and above what one experiences . . . . (Tye
1995)'

Let’s begin by noting that this is a description of what it is like to have a visual perceptual experience: the
transparency datum, to the extent that it is a datum, concerns the phenomenal character of experience. Sec-
ond, this description makes the datum sound stronger than it actually is: numerous examples show that we
can, although we typically do not, focus on aspects of our experience.'® I needn’t belabour the point, how-
ever, since it is clear that Tye has overlooked the possibility of attitude-specific phenomenology entirely.

Tye asks us to focus on a feature of an experience which “distinguishes it from other experiences”. But if
objectivity and pushiness (on which more below) are, as I claim, attitude-specific aspects of perceptual phe-
nomenology, they don’t distinguish one perceptual experience from another: the claim is precisely that all
perceptual experiences share these features. There may even be aspects of phenomenology which are shared
by all phenomenal experiences simpliciter, perceptual or non-perceptual.'® Either way, an inability to focus
on a feature of a perceptual experience which distinguish it from other perceptual experiences cannot possi-
bly demonstrate the truth of transparency across the board, on pain of ruling out attitude-specific phenome-
nology by fiat.

I think Tye is wrong even about contentspecific phenomenology, but even were he right that we cannot be-
come aware of any content-specific features of our experience, nothing would follow about attitude-specific
phenomenology, because transparency may hold for the former but fail for the latter.

Indeed, Tye seems to presuppose the truth of Objectivity when he says that “[i|ntuitively, you are directly
aware of blueness and squareness as out there in the world away from you, as features of an external surface” (my
emphases). Again, this is a statement about the phenomenal character of experience, since that is what the
transparency datum is a datum about (to the degree that it is a datum at all). About that Tye is right: it is a
feature of perceptual experience that what is perceived seems to be ‘out there’ in the subject-independent
world. This is a fact about the phenomenal character of perceptual experience, exactly as Objectivity says.

107 See also (Harman 1990: 667).

108 See Amy Kind (2003) for forceful arguments for this conclusion. In addition, you can become aware of the ‘visualness’ of your
visual experience, and mutatis mutandis for the other perceptual modalities (Grice 1962/1989; see also Crane 2001: 144). You can
become aware of the auditory part of your experience dominating your overall experience, or the visual part dominating. If you shift
your attention to the slight humming of the computer, back to the whiteness of the computer screen, and so on, back and forth,
you can become aware that your overall experience has a ‘pulsating’ character. But you're not aware of anything pulsating. Nothing
is, nor does it seem to you that way. And so on, and so forth.

199 Uriah Kriegel (2007: 129) suggests two candidates: phenomenology of expectancies (for which he cites No& 2004), and ‘for-me-
ness’ (Kriegel 2004).
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That phenomenology of objectivity is a feature of our experience of which we can become aware suffices on
its own to show that the transparency thesis is false, when stated in full generality. Tye is not in a position
to deny this, because his statement of the transparency thesis, and our ability to see the morsel of truth that
it contains, both rely on perceptual experience having this aspect of attitude-specific phenomenology.

This is no accidental feature of Tye’s account, easily avoided by a different formulation. Instead, Objectivity
is the deeper fact about perceptual experience, an underlying truth of which transparency is but a symptom.
To bring this out, let us again consider what transparency is supposed to be a fact about. It is plausibly inter-
preted as a fact about attention,''° but many, Tye included, describe it as a fact about awareness.'"!

Construed the former way I take the datum to be that focusing attention on features of experiences appar-
ently doesn’t come easily, and that it often appears to us that we focus attention on features of experiences
by focusing attention on that which we experience. Construed the latter way I understand the datum to be
that awareness of features of our experiences apparently doesn’t come easily, and that we are apparently usu-
ally aware principally of features of that which we experience.

In either case, Objectivity explains the datum. In virtue of having phenomenology of objectivity, the experi-
ence itself ‘tells me’ that what I am attending to, or aware of, is part of a world which exists independently of
me.

Suppose that I am visually perceiving a chair, and that [ try to attend to a contentspecific feature of my ex-
perience. Since perception has phenomenology of objectivity, experience itself ‘tells me’ that the feature I am
attending to is part of a world which exists objectively. It does so irrespective of whether a) I am in fact pri-
marily attending to a feature of the experience, and only derivatively or secondarily, or even not at all, at-
tending to a feature of the chair, or b) I am in fact primarily attending to a feature of the chair, and only de-
rivatively or secondarily, or even not at all, attending to a feature of my experience, or ¢) I am in fact some-
how attending both to a feature of the experience and a feature of the chair.

Similarly, since perception has phenomenology of objectivity, as I try to become aware of a content-specific
feature of my experience, experience itself tells me that the feature I am aware of is a feature of a world which
exists objectively. It tells me this irrespective of whether d) I am in fact primarily aware of a feature of my
experience and only derivatively or secondarily, or even not at all, aware of a feature of the chair, ore)  am
in fact primarily aware of a feature of the chair, and only derivatively or secondarily, or even not at all, aware
of a feature of my experience, or f) I am in fact (somehow) aware both of a feature of the experience and of a
feature of the chair.

Either way, because perceptual experience has phenomenology of objectivity it will appear to me that I am
attending to, or aware of, a feature of the objective world, and not a feature of my experience. Objectivity
thus explains the datum on either interpretation. This constitutes a strong reason to believe the thesis.

Michael Huemer has suggested that transparency also characterises intuition. If this were right it would be
natural to argue in parallel fashion from the transparency of intuition to Objectivity. And again, it would be

10 Chalmers says that “the central datum of transparency is that when we attempt to introspect the qualities of our experiences (e.g.
phenomenal redness), we do so by attending to the qualities of external objects (e.g. redness)” (2004: 176).

"' The two might come apart. Suppose that whenever I perceive something, its features ‘grab my attention’ in much the same way a
sharp pain or a sudden movement does. If so, we might usually be unable to attend to features of our experiences, but we might still
become aware of them, since it’s far from obvious that one cannot be aware of things outside attention.

64



pleasing to complete the analogy between intuition and perception in this way (cf. §4.2). But again (again),
this is not where the arguments lead.

“Transparency”, says Huemer, is the view that:

... the way we determine the properties of our sensory experiences is by looking at the objects
we're perceiving; when we try to look at our experiences, we just ‘see through’ them to the objects
they represent. . . . Likewise, in ethical intuition, as a point of phenomenological fact, we find our-
selves presented with moral properties and relationships, not with mental states. (2005: 121-2)

It is true that a person enjoying an intuitional experience isn’t usually attending to the properties of her ex-
perience. It is also true that when I intuit that torturing the innocent is wrong, that is the way things seem
to me to be. But there is no more substantial sense than that in which I am ‘presented with’ moral proper-
ties and relationships in moral intuition, nor a more substantial sense in which I am ‘presented with’ logical
properties and relationships in logical intuitions, and so on.

Insofar as it holds at all, transparency holds only for contentspecific phenomenology. Since intuition
doesn’t have that, there is no analogue in intuition of the transparency datum for perceptual experience,
namely that it often appears to us that we focus attention on, or become aware of, features of experiences by
focusing attention on, or by becoming aware of, that which we experience. There aren’t any content-specific
features of intuitional experience to become aware of or attend to in this way.

The argument in this section strengthens the claim that perception has phenomenology of objectivity. At
first glance it might seem to do so only at the cost of undermining the claim that perceptual and intuitional
experience are phenomenologically similar.

But not so. I have already argued that intuition lacks content-specific phenomenology, so there is no further
disanalogy here. Moreover, an account that placed intuition and perception completely on a par, phenome-
nologically speaking, would not be credible, since it is obvious that there are significant differences in phe-
nomenal character between the two mental states. Theoretical contortions aimed at avoiding this datum
does not strengthen a theory, it weakens it.

The trick is to properly account for these differences—which the account in this book does by saying that
perception has, but intuition lacks, content-specific phenomenology, a significant and very noticeable fea-
ture of perceptual phenomenology—while at the same time upholding the analogy where it matters—which
the account in this book does by arguing that epistemically significant aspects of phenomenal character
must be attitude-specific, and by showing that intuition and perception are alike in these respects. That is
the right balance.

4.5 Phenomenology of Pushiness

I now want to defend the following thesis:

Pushiness: Intuition and perception both have phenomenology of pushiness
An experience has phenomenology of pushiness if, instead of representing its content ‘neutrally’, or as a

possibility for consideration, it ‘pushes’ the subject of the experience to accept its content, and this is an as-
pect of the very phenomenology of the experience.
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4.5.1 Recognising Pushiness

One of the best reasons you could have for believing that intuition and perception have phenomenology of
pushiness is that you recognise this aspect of the phenomenal character in your own experience. My aim
now is to describe the phenomenology in a way that allows this to happen.

Perceptual experience purports to represent a world that is independent of the perceiving subject. But per-
ceptual experience doesn’t represent the objective world in just any old way. It doesn’t present a picture of
the subject-independent world neutrally, nor does it present for consideration the possibility that things
might be a certain way there. Instead, perception pushes the subject to believe that things really are that way.
That it does so is an aspect of the very phenomenology of the experience, an attitude-specific aspect.

Similarly, intuitional experience represents things as being a certain way independently of the subject. But
intuitional experience doesn’t present that content completely neutrally, or offer for the subject’s considera-
tion the possibility that things might be a certain way independently of the subject. Instead, it pushes the
subject to believe that things really are that way. That it does so is an aspect of the very phenomenology of
the experience, an attitude-specific aspect.

I am neutral about the truth or falsity of many propositions; let one of these be the proposition that p. If I
have a perceptual experience that p, a drastic change occurs. I can no longer remain neutral. I must take a
stance. That needn’t be coming to believe that p, or even coming to believe its negation. I can still suspend
belief. But I am pushed to believe that p, so not believing that p, and even suspending belief as to whether p,
involve a feeling of resisting the push from experience.

For example, I am currently neutral with respect to the proposition that a black bicycle is parked at a partic-
ular bike rack outside my office. I can check if I want, for example by visual inspection. But if I end up hav-
ing a perceptual experience as of a black bike in the appropriate place I can no longer remain neutral: the
experience pushes me to believe that there really is a black bike there.

The same holds for intuition. Consider my intuition that if my shoes are by the door, they are not not by the door,
and suppose what was until recently true, namely that I have never before considered this proposition. But
now I do consider it, and I have an intuition with that content.

Then I can then no longer remain neutral with respect to that proposition: I am pushed to believe it. Not
believing it, even suspending judgement with respect to it, involves a feeling of resisting the push from expe-
rience. When in the Gettier case you have the intuition that Smith doesn’t know, this seems to be the way
things are independently of you. It also feels like something you are pushed to believe, and this is a part of
what it is like to have the experience. Similarly for the intuitions that torturing the innocent is wrong, that peo-
ple generally prefer less pain to more, and so on. If you have these intuitions they are not neutrally represented:
you are pushed to believe that things actually are that way, and this is an aspect of the very phenomenology
of the experience.

By analogy, consider the contrast between assertions and questions in speech.''? If I utter the same sentence

in two similar contexts and my intonation differs in the right way, one utterance can constitute an assertion

12 Richard G. Heck Jr. also uses a conversational analogy to characterise perception (2000: 507; 08 n. 26). However, Heck goes on
to say that perception and belief share this feature; both have “assertoric force” (2000: 508). By contrast, it is very important to the
account advocated in this book that phenomenology of pushiness is not shared with belief. Huemer (2001: 53-4) also takes belief
to share the crucial feature, so—even though he has recently expressed sympathy with the idea that the ‘forcefulness’ of experience
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and the other a question.'” The assertiveness arises from the tone of the entire sentence, and is usually
something of which we are immediately aware. Similarly, phenomenology of pushiness impacts not on the
content itself, but on how (the entirety of) the content is conveyed.

Let’s return to perception and imagination. Above we imagined a situation in which, while out on a walk,
you suddenly come upon a small, red, cottage that is exactly similar to one that you have just visually imag-
ined. The two experiences would, I noted, differ in part by the presence in perception and the absence in
imagination of phenomenology of objectivity. They would also differ with respect to pushiness. Imagination
does not push the subject to accept its content, but perceptual experience does.

Another contrast is between perceptual or intuitional experience, on the one hand, and conscious belief, on
the other. In belief, there is phenomenology of objectivity. When I consciously believe that the Naive Com-
prehension Axiom is false, I believe that that is the way things are independently of me, objectively speak-
ing. This is a feature of the phenomenology of the belief. But I don’t feel a push to believe that NCA is
false. Conscious belief lacks phenomenology of pushiness, intuition has it.

For perception the contrast is complicated by the fact that conscious belief usually has far simpler content
than perceptual experience does, so that for many visual perceptual experiences it seems unlikely that there
can be a counterpart belief with the same content. As we have noted, however, there are very simple ways
thing can look: it can look to me as if there is a white, point-sized patch of yellow light on an otherwise dark
surface about three metres in front of me, for example. | can clearly consciously believe that content. There
would still be a difference in the character of the experience, and the difference would partly consist in the

presence in perception and the absence in conscious belief of phenomenology of pushiness.'"*

Like the claims about objectivity above, these claims about pushiness concern the phenomenal character of
perceptual and intuitional experiences. They are not claims about their functional roles. Although percep-
tual and intuitional experience often give rise to belief they are, as we saw in Chapter 2, independent of it,
and we can make claims about phenomenology without making claims about functional role.

Because our language for talking about phenomenal character is underdeveloped, those who wish to take
phenomenal character seriously are often forced to coin new terms. A common practice is to appropriate
terms from other parts of language. Another approach would be to create new terms in neutral language:
‘type 2 phenomenology’, or whatever. But more evocative terms can aid in recognition, and are easier to
remember. Terms are of course evocative precisely because of their connotations. In this case some of those
are functional, which is an unwelcome distraction. Still, stipulating a strictly phenomenal r