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1 Introduction

Does having an intuition justify belief? That depends on what the nature of

intuition is. If intuitions are relevantly like emotions the answer is probably

‘no’, since emotions do not typically justify belief in their content. If intu-

itions are more like perception, the answer is more likely to be ‘yes’, since

perception usually does. Those who care about the epistemology of intuitions

should therefore also care about their nature.

In this paper I defend the view that intuition is relevantly like perception

against a particular challenge, recently forcefully presented by Earnest Sosa

and Timothy Williamson. The challenge, in a nutshell, is that there is no

such thing as an intuitional experience. Experience plays an important role

in explaining why perception justifies belief, so, if Sosa and Williamson are

right, intuition does not justify belief for the same reason, or in the same

way, as perception does (it justifies at all).

I show that there is genuine intuitional experience by drawing attention to

the phenomenal character which characterises it, and by arguing abductively

that intuitional experience actually has the character I impute to it. I also

explain why Sosa and Williamson have failed to notice intuitional experience,

even though it is there to be found. I end by outlining an account of the

epistemic significance of the phenomenal character of intuition.
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2 The Epistemic Significance of Perceptual

Experience

That perception justifies belief is widely agreed, and I assume it here without

argument. Recent philosophy of mind and epistemology has seen growing

acceptance of the view that perceptual experience is crucial in explaining

how this comes about. To motivate this stance we may consider two thought

experiments, originally presented as counterexamples to reliabilism:

Brain in a Vat: While you are sleeping, a malicious scientist

removes your brain from your body and places it in a vat where

he stimulates it with electrodes. You do not notice the change,

and your conscious mental life continues more or less as it would

have done if the scientist had not intervened. But the method

of forming beliefs on the basis of perceptual experience is now

unreliable, though it would have been reliable if the scientist had

not intervened.

Clairvoyance: While you are sleeping, a benevolent scientist

implants a mechanism in your brain which causes you to form be-

liefs about distant states of affairs on the basis of reliable hunches.

You do not notice the change, and your conscious mental life con-

tinues more or less as it would have done if the scientist had not

intervened. But the method of forming beliefs on the basis of

hunches is now reliable, though it would have been unreliable if

he had not intervened.1

These examples pose powerful challenges to reliabilism. The first strongly

suggests that reliability is not necessary for justification, since it seems clear

that you would continue to be justified in forming beliefs about the external

1I take these examples from (Smithies 2006, 13–14), who adapted them from (Lehrer
and Cohen 1983, 192) and (BonJour 1985, 41), respectively.
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world. The second challenges its sufficiency, since it seems clear that in

this case you would not be. Together, the examples strongly indicate that

the experience a person enjoys when perceiving is crucial in determining her

justificatory status vis-à-vis what those experiences represent.

Accepting this view immediately gives rise to the question of what it is

about the experiences that enable them to justify belief. The question is

pressing. It is easy to understand why an experience can make a person feel

as though she is justified in believing something, but harder to see that it

could actually make the person justified.

A notable recent attempt to answer this latter question is due to James

Pryor. Pryor argues that the epistemic powers of experience are explained

by the fact that when enjoying a perceptual experience, the perceiver feels

as if she can just tell that things are as they are perceived to be. Later on I

take issue with this explanation, and argue that it cannot be the correct one.

First, however, a much more fundamental challenge against the view that

intuition justifies belief in similar way as perception must be confronted.

3 The Absent Experience Challenge

Consider the following commonplace example of perception:

(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

different 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). Second, the experience mediates rationally : there is

a rational relation between the experience and the belief (Sosa 2006; see also
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Heck 2000, 500–2).

A paradigm example of intuition apparently supporting belief is Susan’s

belief that one plus one equals two. The Absent Experience Challenge to

the view that intuition justifies belief in a way relevantly similar to the way

perception does is the claim that in intuition there is not even a candidate

experience 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

Ernest Sosa raises this challenge. He argues that “no sensory experience

mediates between fact and belief, nor does anything like sensory experience

play that role” (2006, 209).2 Similarly, Timothy Williamson in several places

notes that intuition typically lacks the rich phenomenology of perceptual

experience (Williamson 2004, 117; 2007, 216–17). About the Gettier case he

writes:

I am aware of no intellectual seeming beyond my conscious incli-

nation to believe the Gettier propositions. Similarly, I am aware

of no intellectual seeming beyond my conscious inclination to be-

lieve Näıve 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. (Williamson 2007, 216–17)

Since Lewis and van Inwagen take intuition to be belief, or a disposition to

believe, it is clear that Williamson takes the absence of rich phenomenology in

2See also Sosa (2007b, 46; 48; 54; 55; 62), and (2006, 209). In the latter he says that
“there are no experience-like intuitive seemings”. It is not always clear how important or
unimportant Sosa takes the phenomenology associated with having an intuition to be; see
his 2007b, 54 and 2007a.
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the case of intuition to show that there is no genuine intuitional experience.3

4 A Key Distinction

Each of us has a multitude of experiences each day: gustatory, olfactory

and visual experiences; moods, emotions, and bodily sensations. Each has a

phenomenal character; there is something it is like to have it. There is also

a global phenomenal character, something it is like overall to be a particular

conscious being at a particular time. To say that there is such a thing as an

intuitional experience is to say that a person’s having an intuition contributes

to the phenomenal character of her overall experience.

Crucially, we can distinguish different ways such contributions can be

determined. On the one hand, the contribution a mental state makes can de-

pend on the content of that mental state. If perceiving something red makes

a different contribution than perceiving something green does, for example,

perception has content-specific phenomenology (and if not, it does not). On

the other hand, it may be that whatever I visually perceive, the fact that

I am having a visual perceptual experience makes a certain contribution—

it might contribute ‘visualness’, for example (Grice 1962/1989). In that

case perception has attitude-specific phenomenology. Mental states might

have both content-specific and attitude-specific phenomenology, and some

do; perception is a case in point.4

We can now more precisely pose the question of what contribution in-

tuitional experience makes to a person’s overall experience. Does intuition

3Alvin Plantinga also notes the difference between perception and intuition in his dis-
cussion 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 un-
obstructed view), or seeing sunshine on the grass or water” (1993, 105). 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.

4These terms are not perfect, but as they have gained some traction in the literature,
I shall keep using them (references omitted). A similar distinction is discussed by Horgan
and Tienson (2002).
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have content-specific phenomenology, attitude-specific phenomenology, does

it have both, or neither?

I claim that intuitional experience is similar in important respects to

perceptual experience, but I concede that it is dissimilar in other important

respects. In particular, I think we have very good reason to believe that

intuition does not have content-specific phenomenology: intuiting that p

might in itself make exactly the same contribution to the character of the

intuiter’s overall experience as intuiting that q (reference omitted). As we

have noted, however, perception does have content-specific phenomenology:

seeing something green makes a different contribution to the character of

overall experience than does seeing something red.

That perception has, but intuition lacks, content-specific phenomenology,

is a very significant difference between the two states. This suggests a plau-

sible explanation for why Sosa and Williamson do not detect intuitional ex-

perience, even if it is, as I claim, there to be found. They don’t, because

they are looking for the wrong kind of thing. They look for an experience

with content-specific phenomenology, and correctly note that there is no such

experience in intuition. Intuition does not have the rich phenomenology per-

ceptual experience has. But they overlook the possibility of an experience

which, while lacking content-specific phenomenology, does have attitude-spe-

cific phenomenology. That is just what intuition is. So they do not find

intuitional experience in introspection, even though it is there to be found.

So, what kind of phenomenal character does intuition have? The remain-

der of the paper seeks to answer this question.

5 Objectivity

We have seen that experience is likely to be crucial in explaining why percep-

tion justifies belief. The claim that intuition justifies belief in a way relevantly

similar to how perception does could be substantiated by noting similarities
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in the phenomenal character of intuition and perception. That is just what

I propose to do.

I will defend the following two claims:

Objectivity: Perception and intuition have phenomenology of objectivity

Pushiness: Perception and intuition have phenomenology of pushiness

The former is the topic of this section, the latter is defended in the next.

I take these to be plausible conceptual claims about perception and in-

tuition: on proper reflection we would not count something as an instance

of either perception or intuition unless the state had phenomenology of ob-

jectivity and pushiness. Here, however, I want to argue that these aspects

of phenomenal character help to single out categories of genuine explanatory

value: they help to single out psychological kinds. So the claims I defend are

existential : there are psychological kinds partly singled out by phenomen-

ology of objectivity and phenomenology of pushiness. I take these kinds to

be good deservers of the labels ‘intuition’ and ‘perception’ (and I will speak

of them in this way), but nothing much ultimately hinges on this.

5.1 Phenomenology of Objectivity in Perception

I begin by defending the claim that perception has phenomenology of objec-

tivity:

P-objectivity: Perception has phenomenology of objectivity

For an experience to have phenomenology of objectivity it must purport

to represent objective facts, and this must must be an aspect of the very

phenomenology of the experience, and, in particular, an attitude-specific

aspect.

Phenomenology of Objectivity: That the experience purports to be about

objective facts is itself an aspect of the attitude-specific phenomenology

of the experience
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The notion of objectivity at play here is independence from the subject

of the experience.

One might have thought that a better contender is mind -independence.

After all, I can have a perceptual experience that includes my own hand, and

this experience does not have a particular phenomenal quality that is usually

not present in visual perceptual experience, nor does it lack a quality that is

usually present. But my hand is not independent of me, and it might seem

odd to claim that perceptual experience in some sense says that is is.

However, what is salient in the phenomenology of visual perceptual ex-

perience is simply that the world I seem to see seems to be independent of

me. There is no feeling of independence from my mind. This is generally the

case in perception, and in intuition. How, then, do we account for the fact

that the phenomenology is present when I am looking at my own hand? The

answer seems to be that the subject does not always equate itself with the

body: the hand seems to be just as much a part of a subject-independent

world as does the desk it is resting on.5

Some might worry that this over-intellectualises the phenomenon of per-

ception, on account of requiring the deployment of a concept of self, and

because we have good reason to think that perception takes place in crea-

tures who lack (the ability to deploy) this concept: infant human beings and

animals, for instance.

In reply, note first that in order to represent subject-independence, there

is no reason to think that a person or an organism needs to be able to

represent general conditions under which subject-independence would obtain,

nor the fact that such conditions are fulfilled in any particular case (Burge

2009). Second, although the concept of self in adult human beings is quite

5Arguably, this is at the root of the Cartesian intuition that I could exist without my
body. Note that the claim I make here is entirely compatible with the view that as I am
moving my hand around, there is some phenomenology of agency (Horgan, Tienson, and
Graham 2003), and even with the view that when I am not exercising that agency, still
my ability to do so is somehow phenomenologically present to me.

8



substantial, what is required here is quite minimal. In the explanation of a

cat’s ability to jump onto a chair, for example, a representation of the cat’s

own location will already have to figure (Schellenberg 2007, 620). A cat is

also able to detect foreign influence on its body and to respond appropriately

and with much flexibility; by retracting a limb, jumping away, swiping at

or turning toward the influencer, and so on. Here the influence must be

represented as impacting on the body of the animal itself.

An animal’s concept of self may be nothing more than a (more or less

integrated) collection of ingredients such as these, ingredients we have solid

independent reason to think are present. That each of these ingredients must

be present does not guarantee their integration, but such integration would

have significant advantages. Once it is acknowledged that such ingredients

must be present, the claim that to assume that they can be integrated is to

over-intellectualise has very little plausibility.

Why should we believe P-objectivity? For three reasons. First, we can

recognise phenomenology of objectivity in perceptual experience (§5.1.1).

Second, P-objectivity explains certain facts about the contents of perceptual

experiences (§5.1.2). Third, P-objectivity explains another widely accepted

thesis about perceptual phenomenology, namely its transparency (§5.1.3).

5.1.1 Recognising Objectivity in Perception

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. The experience represents various of its features:

its shape, size, position, colour and so on. But your experience also represents

that the world of which the paper is a part is not a figment of your own

imagination. It exists independently of you, objectively. And this is part of

the very phenomenology of the experience.6

6Compare William Tolhurst: “Some seemings purport to be experiences of an object
independent of the person having the experience” (1998, 300).
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Perceptual experience has content-specific phenomenology: perceiving a

white sheet of paper makes a different contribution to overall phenomenology

than does perceiving an orange sheet of paper. But the phenomenology of

objectivity is not content-specific. It is not to be found at the same level as

the whiteness of the sheet of paper. It is not, for instance, the phenomen-

ology of a ‘marker’ attached to the experience of the sheet (and also to all

the other elements of the experience), proclaiming it to exist objectively, or

anything of that nature. Rather, it is an overall feature of perceptual phen-

omenology. P-objectivity is a fact about the entirety of perceptual experience

(in a modality). After all, in the case of visual perceptual phenomenology, for

example, the phenomenology is that of an objective world being represented,

not that of individual objects being represented as objective. One might say

that phenomenology of objectivity is a feature of the entire visual gestalt.7

It is plausible that phenomenology of objectivity is also present in the

other perceptual modalities. When touching the edge of a table, it seems

to be an aspect of the phenomenology of the tactile experience that what is

being perceived is part of a world independent of the perceiver. In auditory

perception, determining the content of the experience is not straightforward.

Perhaps it is that there is a source of sound nearby, perhaps something

else. But the experience seems to be characterised by phenomenology of

objectivity: it is part of the phenomenology of that experience that the

source or the sound (or whatever) is independent of the perceiving subject.

7It is compatible with what has been said so far that phenomenology of objectivity
‘trickles down’ from the overall experience to the individual elements, so that objectivity
is felt with respect to some but not all of the individual objects represented in experience,
and to some but not all of the represented properties. Farid Masrour (Forthcoming) argues
that phenomenology of objectivity is felt of some but not all of the properties of objects
represented in perceptual experience. It is also compatible with what has been said that
phenomenology of objectivity attaches only to the visual gestalt as a whole, and to none of
the individual objects. This is my view. As we shall see, it allows for explanation of certain
features of the content of perception. (Note that the claim is not that individual objects
have phenomenology of mind-dependence, merely that phenomenology of objectivity fails
to be felt of each of them, but is instead felt overall.)
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Among the best reasons one can have to believe that there is phenomen-

ology of objectivity is that one recognises it in one’s own experience. I hope

the above remarks have sufficed to enable the reader to do so. In an attempt

to promote this goal further I will now employ phenomenal contrast. I am

not certain that this will help focus attention on the correct feature (reference

omitted). But it might, so it is worth the attempt.

In the auditory case, one salient contrast arises between the experience of

a beeping sound sometimes had in the absence of an external sound source,

and similar experiences had when there is an external source of the beeping

sound. (This is related to the affliction of tinnitus, which involves, I under-

stand, constant auditory experiences of the former kind.) Sometimes when

an auditory experience arises in the absence of a sound source, one cannot

tell; one must ask others whether they also experience the sound. But there

are times when it seems clear from the experience itself that there is no ex-

ternal sound source; one does not feel the need to ask others to make sure.

In those cases the experience lacks phenomenology of objectivity.8

Another salient contrast obtains between perception and iconic imagi-

nation, the kind which intuitively corresponds to perception in a sensory

modality: pictorial imagination, auditory imagination, olfactory imagina-

tion, and so on.9 Iconic imagination is similar in various ways to perceptual

experience. It has content-specific phenomenology, for example: imagining a

red cottage makes a different contribution to the character of the imaginer’s

overall phenomenology than does imagining a blue cottage. But at least as

a rule, iconic imagination lacks phenomenology of objectivity. Consider, for

example, my visual imagination of a small, red cottage in a forest. It is no

part of my phenomenology that the cottage is a part of a world independent

of me. Similarly, if I auditorially imagine a piece of music, this experience

8If the conceptual claim discussed above is true, this will not count as a perceptual
experience.

9It is a substantial question whether there is such a thing as non-iconic imagination,
but we need not enter this debate here.
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does not have the phenomenology of objectivity.

Visual and auditory imagination is often fleeting and vague. I am more

likely to be left with a vague impression of the visual ‘feel’ of the imagined

cottage than with a sharp image rich in detail. But one can improve one’s

capacity to visually imagine. It might be possible to come to imagine a small,

red cottage in a forest in detail as great as that which is present in perceptual

experience, and mutatis mutandis in the other cases.

Iconic imagination is also often voluntary, and some argue that taking

oneself to perform an action voluntarily contributes to phenomenal experi-

ence (Horgan et al. 2003). But imagination need not be voluntary: witness

how images one decidedly does not want to enjoy can be conjured up by

conversation, for example. So, we may suppose that, though improving one’s

ability to visually imagine may require voluntary effort, once that improved

proficiency has been achieved, the resulting iconic imaginative experiences

can also arise without a voluntary effort.

Suppose, then, that as I am walking in the forest, I spontaneously—

that is, not as a result of an act of will—visually imagine this cottage, and

then, cresting a small hill, I come to have a perceptual experience exactly

alike in content-specific phenomenology as that which I just had in visual

imagination. Many are inclined to say that there would be a difference in

phenomenology between the two experiences. If so, this would have to be a

difference in attitude-specific phenomenology: ex hypothesi there is no dif-

ference in content-specific aspects. I claim that the difference would partly

consist in the absence of phenomenology of objectivity in the case of imag-

ination and its presence in the perceptual experience. The analogous point

holds in the auditory case, and in the other cases.10

The first reason for accepting P-objectivity, then, is that we can recognise

phenomenology of objectivity in our own perceptual experience.

10Note that the claim is not that the imaginative experience has phenomenology of
subject-dependence: it merely lacks phenomenology of objectivity.
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5.1.2 Objectivity and the Content of Perception

A second reason to accept P-objectivity is that it explains features of the

content of perceptual experience. In particular, it explains both the fact

that objectivity is part of the content of perceptual experience, and more

detailed facts about how exactly objectivity figures there.

That objectivity is part of the content of perceptual experience is inde-

pendently plausible.11 For a perceptual experience to be accurate things have

to be a certain way. According to the notion of content in use here, what the

perceptual experience represents, its content, is that things are that way. It

is very plausible that objectivity is part of the content of perceptual experi-

ence, on this notion of content. For if there is no objective world, perceptual

experience is surely inaccurate. This is, at any rate, a commitment I am

happy to take on. I am currently having a visual experience as of a computer

screen, a messy desk, and so on. If, objectively speaking, there are no desks,

no computer screens and no mess, if these things do not exist except in my

mind, this is enough to show that my perceptual experience is inaccurate.

My perceptual experience represents that things are a certain way. But

it represents something more than that, namely that they are this way in a

world which is independent of me, a world which exists objectively. This is

well explained by P-objectivity: in virtue of phenomenology of objectivity

being an aspect of perceptual experience, it itself ‘tells me’ that the repre-

sented way things are is a part of an objective world. Because perception

has phenomenology of objectivity, when I have a perceptual experience, that

is how it seems to me.

P-objectivity explains the fact that objectivity is part of the content of

perceptual experience. It also explains more detailed facts about exactly how

objectivity features in that content. In particular, it explains why, although

11Jackson 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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perceptual experience is committed to the existence of a subject-indepen-

dent world, it does not seem to be committed to anything more substantial,

demanding or specific than this.

In perception, the world seems to be independent of me. But what does

it mean for an entity to be independent of another? This is a substantive

question of metaphysics. But perceptual experience does not take a stance; it

is not committed to any one particular understanding of such independence.

It is committed to the world being independent of the perceiving subject,

but it does not seem to take a stance on what that amounts to.

This fits well with the commitment to objectivity arising from the phen-

omenology. It is a general feature of phenomenal experience that it does

not suffice to narrow down the content of a mental state completely (Siew-

ert 1998, 287). If objectivity is part of the content of perceptual experience

because perceptual experience has phenomenology of objectivity, this lack of

commitment is exactly what we should expect.

To illustrate, we may compare two types of accounts of the content of a

subject’s perceptual experience as of a white cup. On one view, the content

can be glossed as: a subject-independent cup subject-independently instanti-

ates the subject-independent property of whiteness. On the other, the content

can be glossed as objectively: the cup is white (where ‘objectively’ is un-

derstood as subject-independence).12 The latter account is more plausible

than the former, and again this is well explained by the present account. The

phenomenology of objectivity is attitude-specific phenomenology not content-

specific phenomenology: it is a feature of the overall visual perceptual expe-

rience. It cannot plausibly give rise to a content such as the former. But it

can give rise to a content such as the latter.

To sum up, perceptual experience having phenomenology of objectivity

explains both why the objectivity is part of the content of perceptual expe-

rience, and more specific facts about the role of objectivity in that content.

This constitutes a reason to believe that P-objectivity is true.

12Thanks to [name omitted] for helpful discussion.
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5.1.3 Objectivity and Transparency in Perception

In recent years, an alleged feature of perceptual experience described as its

‘transparency’ has received much attention. Michael Tye gives an accessible

statement of the issue:

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 ex-

ternal 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 ex-

perience that distinguishes it from other experiences, something

other than what it is an experience of. The task seems impossi-

ble: one’s awareness seems always to slip through the experience

to blueness and squareness, as instantiated together in an exter-

nal object. . . . [I]ntrospection does not seem to reveal any further

distinctive features of the experience over and above what one

experiences . . . . (Tye 1995, 30)

This description makes the datum sound stronger than I believe it is.

It seems to me that numerous examples show that we can, even though we

typically do not, focus on aspects of our experience. Suppose, for exam-

ple, that you experience a dizzying array of colours. You can be aware that

your visual experience has this feature; it is dizzying. (This need not mean

that you become dizzy.) But there is no sense in which the array itself is

dizzying.13 You can also become aware of the very ‘visualness’ of your visual

experience, and mutatis mutandis for the other perceptual modalities.14 You

can become aware of the auditory part of your experience dominating your

overall experience, or the visual part dominating. Or suppose that you shift

13The same is true for heights: it is the experiences of them that can be dizzying.
14This point is usually attributed to Grice (1962/1989), see also Crane (2001, 144).
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your attention to the slight humming of the computer, back to the whiteness

of the computer screen, and so on, back and forth. If you do this rhythmi-

cally, you can become aware that your overall experience has a ‘pulsating’

character. But you are not aware of anything pulsating. Nothing is, nor does

it seem to you that way.

I need not belabour this point, however, for it seems clear that Tye has

overlooked the possibility of attitude-specific phenomenology. Tye asks us to

focus on a feature of an experience which “distinguishes it from other experi-

ences”. If objectivity and pushiness are, as I claim, attitude-specific aspects

of perceptual phenomenology, they do not, of course, distinguish particular

perceptual experiences from other perceptual experiences: the claim is pre-

cisely that all perceptual experiences share these features. There may even be

aspects of phenomenology which are shared by all phenomenal experiences,

perceptual or non-perceptual.15 Any inability we might have to focus on

features of our experiences which distinguish them from other experiences

therefore does nothing to indicate the truth of transparency.

Moreover, even if Tye is right that we cannot become aware of any

content-specific features of our experience (because if we try, we always ‘slip

through’ to the world), from this nothing follows about our ability or in-

ability to become aware of attitude-specific phenomenology. Transparency

may hold for content-specific phenomenology but fail for attitude-specific

phenomenology.

In fact, it seems that Tye presupposes the truth of P-objectivity: “In-

tuitively, 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).

Here Tye seems to refer to the phenomenal character of your experience.16

About that he is right: it is a feature of perceptual experience that what we

seem to perceive is ‘out there’ in the subject-independent world: perceptual

15Uriah Kriegel (2007, 129) suggests two candidates: phenomenology of expectancies
(for which he cites Noë 2004) and ‘for-me-ness’ (Kriegel 2004).

16I read “intuitively” here as (more or less): ‘it seems from experience that . . . ’.
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experience has phenomenology of objectivity.

Because phenomenology of objectivity is a feature of our experience of

which we can become aware, the transparency thesis stated in full generality

is false.17 Tye cannot deny this: his statement of the transparency thesis for

content-specific phenomenology relies on perceptual experience having this

aspect of attitude-specific phenomenology. What is more, our appreciation of

the truth of transparency for content-specific phenomenology (to the degree

that it is true) relies on our ability to become aware of precisely this aspect of

attitude-specific phenomenology.18 And this is no accidental feature of Tye’s

statement. P-objectivity is the deeper fact about perceptual experience, an

underlying truth of which transparency is but a symptom. P-objectivity

explains the transparency datum for perceptual experience.

To see this, consider first the question of what transparency is purportedly

a fact about. It is plausibly interpreted as a fact about attention.19 But many

(Tye included) talk about it as a fact about awareness. Does this come to the

same thing? No. Suppose that whenever I perceive something, its features

‘grab my attention’ in much the same way a sharp pain grabs one’s attention,

or a sudden movement in peripheral vision does. If so, one might think that

we would usually be unable to attend to features of our experiences, but we

might still be capable of being aware of them. For it is far from obvious that

one cannot be aware of things that are outside attention. Indeed, peripheral

17We do not become aware of this by becoming aware of some feature of the world.
18Objection: Tye is only committed to spatial relations being part of the content of

perceptual experience, to content like ‘two metres in front of me’. Reply: the way spatial
relations between the perceiver and perceived objects appear to the subject is equally a
content-specific feature of visual imaginative experience, and this experience lacks phen-
omenology of objectivity, and transparency. Although there is internal organisation to
visual imaginative experiences, and one can imagine the way an object would look if partly
occluded by another object and so on, the entirety of what is visually imagined—the visual
imaginary gestalt—does not have phenomenology of objectivity.

19David Chalmers: “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).
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vision and related phenomena seem to suggest that we can.20

Construed as a fact about attention, I take the transparency datum to be

that focusing attention on features of experiences apparently does not come

easily, and that it often appears to us that we focus attention on features of

experiences by focusing attention on something else, namely on that which we

experience. Taken as a fact about awareness I will construe the transparency

datum to be that awareness of features of our experiences apparently does not

come easily, and that we are apparently usually aware principally of features

of that which we experience.

In either case, P-objectivity explains the datum. The key is that when

I have a perceptual experience, because the experience has phenomenology

of objectivity, the experience itself ‘tells me’ that what I am attending to or

aware of is a part of a world which exists independently of me.

Consider the case of attention. Suppose that, as I am visually perceiving

a chair in front of me, I try to attend to a content-specific feature of my expe-

rience. If perception has phenomenology of objectivity, then the experience

itself tells me that the feature to which I am attending is a part of a world

which exists objectively. It does so irrespective of whether a) I am in fact

primarily attending to a feature of the experience and only derivatively or

secondarily, or even not at all, attending to a feature of the chair, or b) I am

in fact primarily attending to a feature of the chair, and only derivatively or

secondarily, or even not at all, attending to a feature of my experience, or c)

I am in fact somehow attending equally both to a feature of the experience

and a feature of the chair.

Similarly, consider the case of awareness. If perception has phenomen-

ology of objectivity, then, as I try to become aware of a content-specific

feature of my experience, experience itself tells me that the feature of which

20This is an area of intense debate, which I do not propose to try to settle here. Although
discussion is usually conducted in these binary terms it is plausible that attention comes
in degrees. The point can then be restated: it is plausible that we can be aware of features
to which we do not pay full attention.
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I am aware is a feature of a world which exists objectively. Again, 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, or e) I 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 equally aware both of

a feature of the experience and of a feature of the chair.

In either case, if 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, not a feature of my experience. So P-objectivity explains

the datum of transparency on either interpretation.

The claim that P-objectivity explains transparency can be further sup-

ported by consideration of what things would be like if perceptual experience

did not have phenomenology of objectivity. Attending to features of expe-

rience itself would then come with the greatest ease. By attending to any

content-specific aspect of my experience, I would seem to accomplish attend-

ing to a feature of the experience itself.

Some agree that objectivity is a feature of perception, but reject the view

that it is a feature of the phenomenology.21 By the same reasoning we can

see that this view is unpromising. For when I attempt to become aware of

(or attend to) an aspect of my content-specific phenomenology, if experience

itself did not tell me that what I am aware of (attending to) is a feature of

the objective world I would not appear unable to be aware of (attend to)

features of the experience itself. It is because objectivity is a feature of the

phenomenology that we appear to ‘slip through’ perceptual experience and

out to the objective world.

I have given three reasons to accept P-objectivity. First, we can recog-

nise phenomenology of objectivity in our experience. Second, P-objectivity

21Or they remain uncommitted to it. See e.g. Burge (2009).
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explains salient facts about the content of perceptual experience. Third, it

explains the transparency of perceptual experience.

5.2 Phenomenology of Objectivity in Intuition

I now defend the following claim:

I-objectivity: Intuition has phenomenology of objectivity

For this to be so, intuition must purport to represent subject-indepen-

dent facts. Moreover, that it so purports must be an aspect of the very

phenomenology of the experience.

Why accept I-objectivity? First, we can recognise phenomenology of ob-

jectivity in intuition, just as in perception. Second, I-objectivity also explains

facts about the content of intuition, and this constitutes another reason to

accept it. I argue, however, that there is no analogue of transparency in the

case of intuition, so this reason for accepting that a state has phenomenology

of objectivity does not apply to intuition.

5.2.1 Recognising Objectivity in Intuition

Consider a Gettier scenario. Does Smith know? When you have the Gettier

intuition, that Smith does not know feels like a fact that is independent of

you. The experience purports to represent an objective fact, and this is an

aspect of the very phenomenology of the experience. It is part of what it is

like to have the intuition.

Or consider the intuition that torturing the innocent is wrong. I assume

that it seems to you that this is so. When it does, it is part of the phen-

omenology of the experience that this is so objectively. Finally, if you have

the intuition that people generally prefer less pain to more, it seems to you

that most people really do, objectively speaking, have that preference. It is

a part of the very phenomenology of the experience that this is a subject-
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independent fact. Unlike perception, intuition does not have content-specific

phenomenology. But that is no hindrance for phenomenology of objectivity,

since phenomenology of objectivity is attitude-specific.

One of the best reasons one can have to believe that intuition has phen-

omenology of objectivity is that one recognises it in one’s own experience,

and I hope you do recognise it. Attempting to promote this goal further, I

now employ phenomenal contrast.

Not all mental states which we might designate using the ‘seeming’ locu-

tion are intuitions. Suppose a person was in a mental state which she would

describe by saying that it seems to her that cold, bright autumn days are

better than warm, overcast ones. It need be no part of her phenomenology

that this is the way things are objectively speaking. Rather, this ‘better’ can

just seem to the subject as a preference of her own.

Similarly, it seems to me that all tight rope performers are recklessly

endangering their lives. But this does not seem to be the way things are

objectively speaking. It is (I am guessing) merely an output of my irrationally

strong fear of heights, one that has not managed to penetrate deeply enough

to make it seem to me that that is the way things are independently of me.

Finally, it may seem to someone that siblings ought not to sleep with

each other even if they cannot conceive, are both consenting adults, and the

liaison will remain a secret without it seeming to that person that that is the

way things are, independently of her or him. For this may seem to be a mere

aesthetic preference, akin to a preference for cold, clear autumn days.22

Of course, a person might instead intuit that siblings ought not to sleep

22Compare 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 contention that the demands which
we experience when we make a direct moral judgment are always experienced as
emanating from ’outside’ 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).
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with each other, that cold, bright autumn days are better, and so on. If so,

her mental state would have phenomenology of objectivity. She might still

not come to believe this, perhaps because she has arrived at the considered

opinion that there are no subject-independent truths about this matter. Or

perhaps she believes that her intuition is not good evidence for subject-

independent truth in the domain. Or perhaps she take herself to be influenced

unduly by some non-moral factor. All of this is possible. But it is also

possible that it does not seem subject-independently true to begin with. It

is between this state and an intuition that the relevant contrast obtains.

5.2.2 Objectivity and the Content of Intuition

A second reason to accept I-objectivity is that phenomenology of objectivity

explains features of the content of intuitional experience. In particular, it

explains both the fact that objectivity is part of the content of intuitional

experience, and more detailed facts about how exactly objectivity figures

there, just as in the case of perception.

That objectivity is part of the content of intuitional experience is inde-

pendently plausible. For an intuitional experience to be accurate things have

to be a certain way, and what the experience represents is that things are that

way. It is very plausible that objectivity is part of the content of intuitional

experience, on this notion of content. For 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, that intuition is inaccurate.

Consider for instance my intuition that if p, then not-not-p. If there is

no way things are with respect to logic independently of me, that suffices to

show that the intuition is inaccurate. Or consider my intuition that torturing

the innocent is wrong. If there is no objective moral truths, that intuition is

at least partly inaccurate.

My intuitional experience represents that things are a certain way, ob-

jectively speaking. This is well explained by I-objectivity. In virtue of
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phenomenology of objectivity being an aspect of intuitional experience, it

itself ‘tells me’ that the way things are with respect to what I intuit is how

things are objectively speaking. In virtue of intuitional experience having

this attitude-specific phenomenology, that is how it seems to me.

I-objectivity also explains more detailed facts about exactly how objec-

tivity features in that content. In particular, it explains why, although in-

tuitional experience is committed to the existence of a subject-independent

world, it does not seem to be committed to anything more substantial, de-

manding or specific than this.

In intuition, the way things are represented as being seems independent

of me. But what it means for an entity to be independent of another is a

substantive question of metaphysics. Intuitional experience does not take

a stance: it is committed to the way things are being independent of the

subject, but not to any particular understanding of what that means. As we

have noted, it is a general feature of phenomenal experience that it does not

suffice to narrow down the content of a mental state completely. So if, as

I have suggested, objectivity is part of the content of intuitional experience

because that experience has phenomenology of objectivity, that intuition is

committed to objectivity, but not to a more substantial specification of this,

is exactly what we should expect.

Finally, we can compare two accounts of the content of a person’s in-

tuitional experience that torturing the innocent for fun is morally wrong.

It is plausible that the accuracy conditions of my intuition is objectively:

torturing the innocent for fun is morally wrong. But it not plausible that

it is what objectively qualifies as torture of those that objectively qualify as

being innocent objectively instantiates the objective quality of being morally

wrong, or anything similar. The phenomenology of objectivity is attitude-

specific phenomenology. It can give rise to a content such as the former, but

it cannot plausibly give rise to a content such as the latter.
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5.2.3 Objectivity and Transparency in Intuition?

I argued above that P-objectivity explains a widely acknowledged datum

about perceptual experience, namely its transparency. Michael Huemer has

suggested that transparency also characterises intuition. If this were right it

would be natural to argue from the transparency of intuition to I-objectivity.

But I do not think intuitional experience is transparent.

What is Huemer’s claim? “Transparency”, he says, 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 ourselves presented with moral

properties and relationships, not with mental states.

(Huemer 2005, 121–2)

It is true that, as in the case of perception, when a person has an in-

tuitional experience, her attention is not usually on the properties of the

mental state. 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 properties

and relationships in moral intuition, nor a more substantial sense than that

in which I am ‘presented with’ logical properties and relationships in logical

intuitions.

Transparency is a property of content-specific phenomenology, one that

obtains because an experience has attitude-specific phenomenology of ob-

jectivity. But intuition does not have content-specific phenomenology. So

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 be-

coming aware of, that which we experience. There are no features of our
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intuitional experience which we could become aware of (attend to) in this

way.

6 Phenomenology of Pushiness

The second feature perception and intuition have in common is phenomen-

ology of pushiness. I defend the following two claims:

P-pushiness: Perception has phenomenology of pushiness

I-pushiness: Intuition has phenomenology of pushiness

For an experience to have phenomenology of pushiness it must not rep-

resent its content neutrally, as a possibility for consideration. It must ‘push’

the subject of the experience to accept its content. Moreover, that it does

so must be an aspect of the very phenomenology of the experience, and, in

particular, an attitude-specific aspect.

Phenomenology of Pushiness: That the experience pushes its subject to

accept its content is itself an aspect of the attitude-specific phenomen-

ology of the experience

Why should one believe P-pushiness and I-pushiness? First, we can recog-

nise phenomenology of pushiness in our experiences. Second, phenomenology

of pushiness explains a crucial feature of perception and intuition, namely

that it purports to inform the subject.

6.1 Recognising Pushiness

Perceptual experience purports to represent a world that is independent of

the perceiving subject. But perceptual experience does not represent the

objective world in any old way. It does not offer for the subject’s consid-

eration the possibility that things might be a certain way in the objective
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world. 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 being a certain way

independently of the subject. But intuitional experience does not offer for

the subject’s consideration the possibility that things might be a certain

way independently of the subject. Instead, intuition 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. There are

many I have never considered, and many about which I regard myself to

have no evidence either way. Let one of these be the proposition that p. If I

now have a perceptual experience that p, something changes. I can no longer

remain neutral with respect to p; I must take some kind of stance. This

does not mean that I must come to believe that p or that not-p: I can still

suspend belief. But I am pushed to believe that p. Not believing it, or even

suspending belief, involves a feeling of resisting the phenomenal push from

the experience.

I am at the moment neutral with respect to whether there is a black

bicycle parked at the bike rack outside my office. Should I care to, there

are many ways I could check, and one of them is by visual inspection. If,

after walking outside, I have a visual experience as of a black bike in the

appropriate place, I can no longer remain neutral with respect to whether

there is a black bicycle parked at the bike rack. The perceptual experience

pushes me to believe that this is so.

The same is the case if I have an intuition that p. Let p be if my shoes

are by the door, then they are not not by the door. Suppose I have never

considered this proposition. But now I do, and it comes to seem to me that

if my shoes are by the door, then they are not not by the door. I can no

longer remain neutral with respect to the proposition: I am pushed to believe
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it. Not believing it, or even suspending judgement, involves the feeling of

resisting the phenomenal push from the experience.

Or consider again the Gettier intuition. When you have the intuition that

Smith does not know, this seems to be the way things are independently of

you, and this is a feature of the phenomenology. But it also feels like some-

thing you are pushed to believe. This is a part of the phenomenology of the

experience, a part of what it is like to have it. The same is true for the intu-

ition that torturing the innocent is wrong, and that people generally prefer

less pain to more. If you have these intuitions, they seem to be about objec-

tive reality. But they do not seem to be about features of objective reality

neutrally represented, as a mere possibility. If you have these intuitions you

are pushed to believe that things actually are that way, and this is an aspect

of the very phenomenology of the experience.

Consider the contrast between assertions and questions in speech. I might

utter the very same sentence in two similar contexts, but if my intonation

differs in certain ways in the two cases, the result can be that one utterance

constitutes an assertion and the other a question. The assertiveness arises

from the tone of the entire sentence, and that the sentence is assertive is

usually something of which we are immediately aware. Analogously, phen-

omenology of pushiness impacts not on its content, but on how its content

is conveyed.23 In this way it may be contrasted with phenomenology of ob-

jectivity, which does impact on the content of the experience.

I emphasise that, like the claims about objectivity, the claim about pushi-

ness are claims about the phenomenal character of perceptual and intuitional

experiences, and not about their functional roles. Although perceptual and

intuitional experience often give rise to belief, they are independent of it (ref-

23One might reasonably think that the contents of an assertoric utterance and an in-
quisitive one are different, even if the same words are used. I am using a simpleminded
view of the difference between assertoric and inquisitive utterances, on which the content
is the same (at least in some cases), but how what is said is said, differs. It does not
matter whether this is ultimately correct; my purposes here are to illustrate.
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erence omitted). More importantly for present purposes, however, we can

make claims about the phenomenology of experience irrespective of claims

about its functional role.

Our language for talking about phenomenal experience is underdeveloped,

and there is therefore often a need to coin new terms for aspects of phenome-

nal experience. We usually do this by appropriating terms from other parts of

the language. We could use neutral terms instead, ‘type 2 phenomenology’,

or whatever. But more evocative terms can aid in the recognition of the

relevant phenomenology, and are also easier to remember. Of course, terms

are evocative precisely because of connotations they carry from other uses,

and in this case, no doubt, some of those connotations are functional. That

can be distracting when the term is used to single out an aspect of phenome-

nal experience. But stipulating a strictly phenomenal reading is still possible.

As a description of an aspect of experience, the term ‘pushiness’ must

of course be understood metaphorically. I take the metaphor to be apt,

and evocative of the correct aspect of experience. But the term is far from

perfect, and indeed not even clearly superior to all nearby alternatives. For

one, in addition to its functional connotations (which I take to be helpful

when considered with the stipulated phenomenal reading in mind), the term

‘pushiness’ also has associations of etiquette. If a person is pushy, then she

is to some degree rude.24 This does not fit with perceptual experience.

The point here is not to establish the propriety of a label, but to lock

on to a real attitude-specific aspect of perceptual and intuitional experience.

There are other terms we might have used instead, some of which would have

served as well. Making note of what is right and what is not about these

other terms can aid in the recognition of the correct aspect of experience.

One might instead characterise the target phenomenology as ‘coercive’.

But coercion is a success term: if I coerce you to Φ, you Φ. The target aspect

24Thanks to [name omitted] for reminding me of this.
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of perceptual experience is real, but it does not guarantee success: I can fail

to believe what I seem to see, in known illusions, for example. And I can

fail to believe what I intuit. As with pushiness, this term also has negative

connotations: to be coerced is not a good thing, and again this does not fit

with the phenomenal character of perceptual or intuitional experience. But

all in all, to say that perception and intuition have coercive phenomenology

seems like quite an apt description, and were it not for the implied success,

this would, I think, be the term we should choose.25

We might also characterise the target aspect of experience by calling it

‘insistent’. Saying that perceptual and intuitional experience insist on their

content being accepted does seem to be on the right track: perhaps my

bicycle-experience insists that I believe that there is a bicycle there. Unlike

coercion, insistence is not a success term: I can insist that you Φ without

you Φ-ing (you might not care what I want). Perhaps the connotations of

exerted force are a bit weak, but again this is a good contender.

Frank Jackson uses the term ‘badgering’ to denote what may well be the

aspect of perceptual experience which I have called pushiness. The problem

is that this has the whiff of repeated or continuous insistence: if I badger

you to Φ, I talk to you about Φ-ing incessantly, and use every opportunity

to tell you that you should by all means remember to Φ. But perceptual

and intuitional experience is not at all like this. Each time you have one

it pushes you to accept the content of that experience, but there is no one

content that experiences keep going on about. Even when you look steadily

at an unchanging scene, the phenomenology is not like that.

None of these terms, then, are perfect for the job. Let ‘pushiness’ be

understood as an evocative but imperfect label for the aspect of the phen-

omenology which we have hopefully managed to home in on.

25M.G.F. Martin, who also discusses the ‘non-neutrality’ of perceptual experience, says:
“it seems inconceivable that one should be in a mental state phenomenologically just the
same as such a perceptual experience and yet not feel coerced into believing that things
are the way that they are presented as being” (2002, 390).
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Other thinkers have discussed the phenomenology of intuition or perception

in ways which seem to indicate that their view of the character of such experi-

ence is similar to the one offered here. When James Pryor notes “the peculiar

‘phenomenal force’” of perceptual experience (2000, n. 37), for example, this

may be intended as a description of phenomenology that is quite similar to

phenomenology of pushiness: if perceptual experience has phenomenal force,

then perhaps it can push me to accept its content, and vice versa.

Similarly, Michael Huemer describes perceptual experience as being ‘force-

ful’, and characterises the difference between an iconic imaginative experience

with a perceptual experience as the presence in the latter but not the former

case of forcefulness (Huemer 2001, 77). If Huemer intends to pick out the

same character of experience by his term ‘forcefulness’ as I do by pushiness,

then I agree that one difference between imagining and perceiving is that

perceptual experience has phenomenology of pushiness. However, the differ-

ence between imagining and perceiving also partly consists in the absence of

phenomenology of objectivity in the case of imagination and its presence in

perceptual experience. And it seems that Huemer does not, after all, have

the same character in mind, since he seems willing to say that belief shares

the relevant phenomenal feature (Huemer 2001, 53–4). Belief does not have

phenomenology of pushiness (reference omitted).

Ernest Sosa has described the phenomenology associated with intuition

by saying that one can “feel the ’pull’ of conflicting considerations” when

one has a seeming of the relevant kind (Sosa 2007b, 47). This may well be

the same feature which I have called phenomenology of pushiness.

William Tolhurst discusses a general class of seemings, which he takes to

incorporate perceptual and intuitional experiences. “[S]eemings”, he says,

“are mental states in which the subject experiences a felt demand to believe

the content of the state” (1998, 298). Again, what Tolhurst is noting here

seems closely related to phenomenology of pushiness. For perhaps there is a
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sense in which, when one is pushed to believe that p, so believing seems to

be demanded. Tolhurst even notes that a subject can feel “pressured” and

“pushed” by felt demands (1998, 298). So there may be a close similarity

between the aspect of experience which is the target of Tolhurt’s descriptions,

and the target of mine.

Finally, the thought that perceptual experience has phenomenology of

pushiness may not have been foreign to David Hume. In the Treatise, he

writes:

The difference [between impressions and ideas] consists in the

degrees of force and liveliness, with which they strike upon the

mind, and make their way into our thoughts and consciousness

. . . . Those perceptions, which enter with most force and violence,

we may name impressions . . . . (Hume 1739/2007, 1.1.1.1)

I make no claim to Hume scholarship, but the contrast between episodes26

which enter consciousness with force (and ‘violence’) and those that do so to

a significantly lesser degree does seem to bear resemblance to the distinction

I have been drawing between experiences that have the phenomenology of

pushiness and those that do not.

Of course, not all who discuss the phenomenology of seemings or of per-

ceptual or intuitional experience acknowledge phenomenology of pushiness.

Some characterise the phenomenology of perception and intuition in terms of

presentation: we return to these cases below. George Bealer, in many places

emphasises that intuitions—or, at any rate, the intuitions he is interested in—

‘present themselves as necessary’. I have argued elsewhere that this should

not be understood as a feature of the phenomenology of intuition (reference

omitted), so there is no room to interpret this aspect of Bealer’s account as

26‘Perceptions’ is Hume’s catch-all term for mental states; on this see e.g. Huemer (2001,
78). However, the point here is that Hume seems to have been concerned with a similar
phenomenal feature as that which I am attempting to describe, and not to which mental
episodes he wishes to attribute these features.

31



noting in intuitional experience the same feature which I have described here.

And Bealer also does not say anything else which indicates that he believes

intuitional experience is characterised by something like phenomenology of

pushiness. Nevertheless, Bealer does put great weight on the phenomenology

of intuition in distinguishing intuition from a range of other mental states,

so his account is at least not incompatible with the one I have urged here.27

One of the best reasons one can have to believe that there is phenomenology

of pushiness is that one recognises it in one’s own experience. I hope the

above discussion has sufficed to enable this to happen. But we can also

consider phenomenal contrast.

We have already seen one relevant contrast: between perception and

imagination. Above we considered a person who has improved his capac-

ity for visual imagination, and who, as he is walking in a forest, suddenly

comes upon a small, red, cottage, exactly similar to one he had just imagined.

The contrast between the two experiences would, I argued, partly consist in

the presence in the latter case of the phenomenology of objectivity. The con-

trast would also partly consist in the presence in perceptual experience and

the absence in visual imaginative experience of phenomenology of pushiness.

Imagination does not push the imaginer to accept its content, but perceptual

experience does. Since pushiness and objectivity go together here, the utility

of the contrast is somewhat limited, but taken together with the foregoing

discussion it can still perhaps be useful.

A more useful contrast is between perceptual or intuitional experience,

on the one hand, and conscious belief, on the other. In belief, there is phen-

omenology of objectivity. When I consciously believe that the Naive Com-

27In various places he says that we can, on the basis of proper reflection on the phen-
omenology of intuition, distinguish intuition from belief, imagination, introspection, per-
ception and memory (Bealer 1992, 102–3), from guesses, hunches, judgements and common
sense (Bealer 1998b, 272). He also at times appears to suggest that we can on this basis
distinguish rational from physical intuition (Bealer 1996, 5; 1998a, 207).

32



prehension Axiom (NCA) is false, for instance, I believe that this is the way

things are independently of me, objectively speaking, and this is a feature

of the very phenomenology of conscious belief. But I do not feel a ‘push’ to

believe that NCA is false. Conscious belief has phenomenology of already

present commitment, not of pushiness.

This contrast is not so easy to elicit in the case of perception, for my

conscious belief usually has far simpler content than the content of a per-

ceptual experience. But there are very simple ways thing can look. It can

look to me as if there is a white, point-sized patch of light on an otherwise

completely dark surface about three metres in front of me in an otherwise

completely dark space, not flickering and approximately of the strength of a

candle. Presumably I could consciously believe that content. It is plausible

that there would still be a difference in the character of the experience, and

the difference would partly consist in the presence in perception, but the

absence in conscious belief, of phenomenology of pushiness.

6.2 What Pushiness Explains

We can recognise the phenomenology of pushiness in perceptual and intu-

itional experience. But this aspect of the attitude-specific phenomenology of

these states can also explain a feature of perception and intuition in which

we have solid independent reason to believe. It is clear that perception and

intuition appear to inform the subject about the way things are. Few deny

that perception can in fact inform us about the way things are; many more

deny this for intuition. But no one should deny that the intuition appears to

inform us about the way things are.

This fact about perception and intuition is well explained by phenomen-

ology of pushiness. Indeed, the case for this has already been made in the

above discussion: let us here simply remind ourselves what it is. Perceptual

and intuitional experiences experience do not, as we have noted, offer up the

possibility for consideration that things might be a certain way. Perceptual
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and intuitional experiences push the subject to believe that they actually are

that way. It is in virtue of doing this that the experiences appear to inform

the subject that things are the way they represent them as being. Unlike

phenomenology of objectivity, phenomenology of pushiness is not reflected

in the content of perceptual experience. What phenomenology of pushiness

explains is that perceptual and intuitional experience purports to inform us

about the way things are.

6.3 Pushiness Comes in Degrees

An often noted fact about intuitions is that they come in different strengths.

On the present view, this is accounted by the fact that phenomenology of

pushiness comes in degrees: the push can be weaker or stronger. A strong

intuition is one where the phenomenal push is strong. A weak intuition is

one where the phenomenal push is weak. And in general intuitions can be

ordered according to their strength, that is, according to the strength of the

phenomenology of pushiness.

This commits me to the view that perceptual experience can also push a

person to believe the content of the experience to various different degrees. I

embrace this commitment. However, it is worth noting that it is compatible

with this view that the majority of perceptual experience has phenomenology

of pushiness of approximately equal strength. I think that is so, and this

explains why, while the varying strength of intuitions is often noted, the

varying strength of perception is not.

To see that perception really does push to different degrees, consider the

following example:

Blizzard: Ann is stationary on a flat, snow-covered plain in a blizzard.

The wind is whipping snow around in all directions, and no features of

34



the landscape are visible. Ann can barely see her own knees, and she

cannot see the tips of her skis.

Someone approaches very slowly from the direction in which Ann is

looking. At first she is completely unable to distinguish the approaching

person from patterns randomly forming and dissipating in the snow.

As the person approaches, Ann’s experience slowly changes, as does

her credence that a person is approaching.

A plausible way to describe this case is to say that from very early on,

Ann’s perceptual experience represents that there is a person there, but that,

as the person approaches, she is pushed ever more strongly to believe that

this is so. So, just like intuition, perception also pushes the experiencer to

believe that things are as they are represented as being with various different

strengths.

Intuition has phenomenology of pushiness. That means that when a

person has an intuition that p, this makes a certain contribution to the

character of the person’s overall phenomenal experience. It is plausible that

acquiring a belief that not-p will result in the overall phenomenal experience

being characterised by pushiness to a lesser extent. But it is not plausible

that the phenomenology of pushiness vanishes altogether. And so long as it

is still there, so long as the intuitional experience pushes the experiencing

subject to believe that p to some degree, there is still an intuition that p.

There is, after all, such a thing as a very weak intuition.

This lends credence to the claim that I-pushiness is a conceptual truth

about intuition. For, while it is plausible that an intuition remains if the

push is diminished, it is not plausible that there is still an intuition if the

phenomenology of pushiness vanishes altogether. Similarly, in Blizzard, it is

plausible that the experience is only correctly characterised as a perceptual

experience inasmuch as phenomenology of pushiness is part of the attitude-

specific phenomenology. If there is no pushiness at all, there is no perceptual

experience.

35



7 Valence

We have noted three very important similarities between intuition and per-

ception: both have representational content, and both are characterised by

the attitude-specific phenomenologies of pushiness and objectivity. We have

also noted an important disanalogy between the two states: perception does,

but intuition does not, have content-specific phenomenology. It is time now

to note another salient difference between the two states: intuition has va-

lence, but perception does not.

By this I mean that in intuition it can seem false that p, just as it can seem

true that p. In perception, however, there is no corresponding phenomenon:

it cannot perceptually seem false that p.28

Suppose I ask you to consider the proposition that people are usually

indifferent between pleasure and pain. I assume that this seems false to you.

But that does not mean that what happened is that it seemed true to you

that people usually prefer pain over pleasure, or that it seemed true that it

is false that people are usually indifferent between pleasure and pain. That

people usually prefer pain over pleasure entails that they are not indifferent

between the two, of course. And you might at other times have either of these

two other intuitions. But you can also have an intuition with the content

people are usually indifferent between pleasure and pain, but with negative

valence.29

So, when it seems false to you that p, I do not mean to suggest that it

seems to you that it is false that p. The content of the mental state is simply

that p. You can have an intuition with that content with negative valence.

That is what I mean when I say that p seems false to you.

It is worth noting that intuitions with negative valence are not as easily

28Note that I am not taking a stance on the question of whether absences are percep-
tually represented: it is consistent with what is claimed in the text that one can see that
Tom is not in the room, for example.

29I am leaving ‘objectively’ suppressed. Our reports are often elliptical in this way.
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reported using the ‘x intuits that . . . ’ way of talking. If I say that you intuit

that it is false that such and such, it is not clear whether I am referring to

a mental state with the content such and such or one with the content it is

false that such and such. My report can be made true both by your having

an intuition with the former content but with negative valence, but also by

your having an intuition with the latter content and with positive valence.

When we are interested in valence, therefore, we do well to make this explicit.

I take the valence of intuition to be an aspect of its attitude-specific

phenomenology. What it is like for something to seem true to a person is not

the same as what it is like for that same thing to seem false to that person:

the two make different contributions to the character of the person’s overall

phenomenology.

I do not know how to decide between the claims that perception does not

have valence, or to say that it does, but it is only ever positive. For present

purposes it suffices to say that perceptual experience never has negative

valence, and that is true in either case.

8 Objectivity, Pushiness and ‘Presentation’

There are other thinkers who emphasise the similarity between the phe-

nomenologies of perception and intuition. Some of them rely on the notion

of ‘presentation’, where this is at least partly understood as a phenomenal

notion. How is that notion related to objectivity and pushiness?

Before going on to critical points, let me note that the disparity between

these accounts and mine should be seen against the background of deep and

substantial agreement. Presentation theorists and I both agree that there are

important similarities between perception and intuition, and that a part of

the similarity is in the phenomenology of these mental states. And in discus-

sions of what it is like to have an intuitional experience, there is often much

we agree on. Moreover, the lack of well established methods for arriving at
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precise conclusions about the nature of our phenomenal experience, and the

fact that our vocabulary is often imprecise or underdeveloped may contribute

to give the appearance of disagreement where there is none. That said, how-

ever, it seems to me that the account of the phenomenology of intuitional

experience in terms of ‘presentation’ either hyper-intellectualises the phenom-

ena, or constitutes a less perspicuous—and therefore less informative—way

of describing the phenomenology than that which has been offered here.

As I have described the phenomenology of intuition, it is not a highly

intellectual or complicated affair. The intuitional experience pushes me to

accept what it represents, just as perceptual experience does. That is part

of the very phenomenology of intuitional experience. And it is also part of

the phenomenology of the experience that what I am purportedly informed

about is independent of me. Both of these notions are uncomplicated and

straightforward, and there can be little doubt that phenomenology with this

character could be present in quite simple creatures.

For comparison, consider now the explication of ‘presentational phen-

omenology’ given by Elijah Chudnoff:

(Presentationality of Intuition) Whenever you seem to intuit that

p, there is some q (maybe = p) such that—in the same experience

—you seem to intuit that q, and you seem to be intellectually

aware of an item that makes q true. (Chudnoff 2011)

One way to understand this talk of seeming to be aware of an item that

makes the proposition p true is as asserting nothing more than it seeming

that p, with some force. If so, Chudnoff could be understood as saying that

when I have an intuition that p, I feel pushed to accept that p. In that case

I will of course regard his description as correct but incomplete: intuition

does have phenomenology of pushiness, but it also has phenomenology of

objectivity (and valence).

A second interpretation has it that the talk of being aware of an ‘item’, a

truth-maker for the content of one’s intuition, is to be understood as the intu-
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ition having in addition the phenomenology of objectivity. Perhaps Chudnoff

means by what he says much the same as what I mean when I say that in

intuition, as in perception, I am purportedly informed about the way things

are independently of me, and that this is part of the very phenomenology of

intuitional and perceptual experience. If so, naturally I have no objections,

other than that I take my description of the phenomenology to be somewhat

more perspicuous than that offered by Chudnoff.

But there is a third interpretation, according to which Chudnoff is making

a much stronger assertion. On this interpretation, when a person has the

intuition that p, it seems to her that she is in contact with—aware of—some

truth-maker for p, and moreover, of the fact that it makes p true. This strikes

me as so obviously phenomenally inadequate that I am tempted to simply

point to the interpretation, and set it aside as too implausible.

It is just false that I seem to be aware of a truth-maker for p when I have

the intuition that p. It is even more obviously false that I seem to be aware

of the truth-maker as a truth-maker. What would it be like to seem to be in

contact with a truth-maker for a mathematical claim as a truth-maker for

the claim? That depends, obviously, on what mathematical claims are about.

But we do not get information about the nature of mathematical objects that

directly from our intuition. If it seemed to me that I was in contact with

‘an item that makes q true’, should I not be able to say something about

the properties that ‘item’ has? But I am not; nothing like that goes on in

intuition at all. It simply seems to me that two plus two equals four.

Yes, it also seems that this is an aspect of how things are independently

of me. Perhaps all Chudnoff intends is that when it seems to me that p,

it seems that that is how things are objectively speaking, independently of

me. That is true. In this limited sense intuition seems to put me in touch

with a subject-independent reality. But not in any more substantial sense

than this. It does not seem to me that I am aware of any object when I

have the intuition that if p, then not-not-p. What object would that be?

39



What would it be like to seem to be aware of it? There are no acceptable

answers to these questions that do not leave the phenomenology of intuition

hyper-intellectualised.30 Still less are there answers that escape that charge,

while making sense of being aware of an object as the truth-maker of (the

content of) an intuition.

It is true that it seems to me that things really are a certain way, inde-

pendently of me. But there is nothing in the phenomenology of intuition that

seems to reveal what this consists in in any more substantial or demanding

sense than that this is the way things are.

So the view that intuition has ‘presentational phenomenology’ might

amount to the claim that intuitional experience has phenomenology of pushi-

ness; in which case it is true but incomplete, since it leaves out phenomen-

ology of objectivity. It might also amount to the claim that intuitional experi-

ence has phenomenology of objectivity and phenomenology of pushiness (and

valence); in which case it is true, but not perspicuously formulated.31 And it

might amount to the claim that intuitional experience consists in awareness

of the truth-makers of the contents of intuition in some more substantial

30Boghossian 2001, 637–8 raises a similar challenge against BonJour 1998, for similar
reasons.

31Understood this way I regard ‘presentation’ as somewhat of a black box in what
is sometimes called the ‘boxology’ of the mind. I think it arises in this way: we note
that we have very good reason to believe that a certain function is carried out: in this
case I take the function to be the bringing about of the appearance of justification from
perception and intuition. We then draw a box in the place of that function, and we give it
a name. In this way arise, I suspect, both ‘presentation’ and ‘acquaintance’. But clearly
this manoeuvre does not necessarily advance our understanding. Compare Boghossian’s
criticism of BonJour (1998): “We are left staring at the problem with which we began,
rather than feeling that we have been placed on the path to real enlightenment” (2001,
637). If we already knew that the function is carried out, drawing a box around it and
naming that box does not improve our understanding.

In contrast, I will argue that the fact that perceptual experience has pushy and objective
phenomenology explains why it can support belief in the way that it does. Identifying and
separating these aspects of attitude-specific phenomenology thus takes our understanding
further with respect to this question than does appending the name ‘presentation’ to what
is happening. It allows, for instance, for the possibility that we can come to understand
why other mental states fail to provide such support for belief in a nuanced way. Perhaps
this is because the state lacks objective phenomenology (as in wishful thinking), perhaps
it is because it lacks pushy phenomenology (as in conscious belief), or perhaps it lacks
both (as in imagination).
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sense than that it merely seems that that is the way things are objectively

speaking. In this latter case it is, I think, clearly false.

John Bengson also argues that intuition and perception share the feature

of being ‘presentational’.32 I find much to agree with in Bengson’s view,

most particularly the view that “intuition is similar to perceptual experience

in epistemically significant respects” (Manuscript, 2), and the view that at

least part of the similarity consists in similarities in what it is like to have a

perceptual and an intuitional experience.

Bengson’s seeks to isolate the phenomenal feature he takes perception and

intuition to share by contrasting those states with what he terms ‘merely con-

tentful’ mental states and ‘merely representational’ mental states. The main

example of ‘merely contentful’ mental states is imagination, and the main

example of ’merely representational’ states is belief. (‘Presentational’ men-

tal states like intuition and perception are representational, but not merely

representational.)

As is clear from the foregoing discussion, there is significant agreement

between Bengson’s view and mine in where the fault lines are to be drawn.

I agree that there is an important contrast between imagination and percep-

tion or intuition. However, I have characterised that distinction in detail:

imagination lacks both phenomenology of pushiness and phenomenology of

objectivity. Moreover, iconic imagination is similar to perception, but dis-

similar from intuition, in having content-specific phenomenology; non-iconic

imagination the other way around.

Bengson and I also agree that there is an important distinction between

intuition and perception, on the one hand, and belief on the other. I have

characterised this by saying that intuition and perception have phenomen-

ology of pushiness, which belief lacks. I confess that I find this rather more

elucidatory of the phenomenal character of perception and intuition than it

32In two places: in his PhD thesis (2010, §§3–4), and in an unpublished manuscript.
The discussion is quite similar, though somewhat extended in the manuscript.
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is to say that belief ‘merely represents’, whereas intuition and perception

‘present ’. Intuition and perception push me to believe that things are thus

and so; belief at most reminds me of previous commitments. This, it seems

to me, gets closer to the actual phenomenal character of perceptual and in-

tuitional experience. Similarly, I do not find Bengson’s distinction between

‘having’ and ‘being under’ an impression elucidatory. Both of these evoke a

force being applied, so this talk, in my view, obscures rather than clarifies the

distinction between intuition and perception, on the one hand, and belief, on

the other.

To reiterate, there is important agreement here. But I do find reason

to complain about the view on the grounds that it fails to distinguish two

importantly different characteristics of the phenomenology of intuition and

perception, and as a result, is less perspicuous in its description of the phen-

omenology than I believe it ought to be. The above discussion is my attempt

at doing better.

9 Epistemic Upshot

Unlike perceptual experience, intuitional experience does not have content-

specific phenomenology, but like perceptual experience, it has attitude-spe-

cific phenomenology of objectivity and pushiness.

It is natural to wonder whether these similarities result in similarities in

the epistemic roles intuition and perception can play. A proper defence of a

positive answer to this question would be a lengthy affair (reference omitted);

here I shall be content to sketch the outlines of such a case.

Let us return to a question posed earlier. Given that perceptual experi-

ence is crucial in explaining why perception justifies belief, what exactly is it

about the experience that explains this ability? Here is one recent influential

attempt to answer this question:
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My view is that our perceptual experiences have the epistemic

powers the dogmatist says they have because of what the phen-

omenology of perception is like. I think theres a distinctive phen-

omenology: the feeling of seeming to ascertain that a given propo-

sition 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.

(Pryor 2004, 357)

Let us refer to the phenomenology Pryor describes here as ‘the phen-

omenology of seeming able to just tell ’.

To see why this attempt at singling out the epistemically powerful prop-

erties of perceptual experience does not succeed, consider again the Blizzard

case given on page 34 above. There is a point at which Ann acquires some

justification from her visual perceptual experience for the belief that there

is a person there. Moreover, it seems clear that this point comes well before

Ann’s experience takes on the character of her seeming able to just tell that

there is. If that is correct, what explains why she acquires justification from

her experience obviously cannot be that her experience has this character,

since at that time it does not.

It is also extremely plausible that Ann’s justification gets stronger as the

person approaches, and as her perceptual experience changes accordingly. If

her credence that there is a person there gradually increases, this is clearly

epistemically appropriate. And it is epistemically appropriate because of the

gradual changes to Ann’s visual perceptual experience.

The deep problem with explaining justification by reference to the char-

acter of seeming able to just tell is that this is a binary notion. When I have

an experience with the representational content that p, it either seems to

me that I can just tell that p, or it does not: even if it weakly seems to me

that I can just tell, it still seems to me that I can just tell. But justification

is a matter of degree: I can have more or less of it. This is a principled
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reason to think that the notion Pryor uses to explain why experience yields

justification is ill-suited to do the job.

That perceptual experience has phenomenology of pushiness and objectiv-

ity is, I claim, much more promising. Phenomenology of objectivity provides

one part of the explanation. An experience could represent something as

merely imagined. That my perceptual experience is characterised by phen-

omenology of objectivity explains why that experience does not. The pur-

ported content of perceptual experience, what it purports to represent, is the

way things are, objectively speaking. What perceptual experience purports

to represent is not the way things are according to my imagination. Percep-

tual experience purports to be about something independent of me. That my

perceptual experience purports to be about the way things are independently

of me is part of the very phenomenology of the experience. Because it has

such phenomenology, the subject matter of the experience is the objective

way things are.

One thing it is possible to say about the way things are is that they are not

a certain way. Or, speaking about the way things are subject-independently,

I could ask you to suppose that things are a certain way. But perceptual

experience is not analogous to any of these things. By virtue of having

phenomenology of pushiness perceptual experience purports to inform me

that things actually are a particular way. My experience pushes me to believe

that this is how things actually are; it does not merely ask me to consider

the possibility, nor does it say that things are not that way.

Together it seems that these aspects of perceptual experience can explain

why we get justification from having it. For being pushed to accept that

things actually are a certain way, not by an agent—whose intentions and

honesty one might doubt—but simply by how it appears to one that things

are, this seems to constitute a genuine reason to accept that things actually

are that way.

Indeed, it is hard to see what more, or what else, could be required
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to derive justification from having an experience. A perceptual experience

makes it seem to the perceiving subject that things actually are as they

are represented as being, in the objective world. If that could not give her

justification to believe that things actually are that way, it is hard to see

what could. Both of these aspects of experience seem necessary. Jointly they

seem to be sufficient.

A strength of this explanation is that these aspects of the character of

perceptual experience can be present even when a person’s perceptual expe-

rience does not have the phenomenal character of seeming able to just tell.

Ann’s experience can be characterised by objectivity and pushiness before it

takes on the character of seeming able to just tell.

The explanation in terms of pushiness and objectivity improves on Pryor’s

in three ways. First, it explains how a subject can acquire justification from

her experiences in cases when they do not have the character of seeming

able to just tell. Second, it accounts for the strong intuition that as the

phenomenal character of Ann’s experience changes, she progressively acquires

more (or stronger) justification.

Third, Pryor’s claim is that when I have a perceptual experience it seems

to me that I can just tell that things are a certain way. The question is

salient, however: why should that give me justification to believe that things

actually are that way? The description I have given of the phenomenal

character of perceptual experience allows us to answer that question. Being

pushed to accept that things actually are a certain way objectively by how

things appear to oneself to be constitutes a reason to believe that they are

that way. How much justification one acquires in this way depends on how

strong the pushy phenomenology is.

To see that this explanation carries over to the case of intuition, begin

by considering Tim. Tim has the intuitions that torturing the innocent is

morally wrong, that if Ann is taller than Bob, and Bob is taller than Cam,

than Ann is taller than Cam, and that an object cannot be both red all over
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and blue all over at the same time. When he has one of these intuitions, it

seems to him that he can just tell that that is the way things are, and it is

plausible that he gets some justification from his experience. But sometimes

Tim’s intuitional experience does not have this character.

Many people, Tim included, have the intuition that in war it is wrong

to kill civilians in order to save the lives of soldiers. While some people’s

intuitions are absolute, for Tim, numbers matter. If the numbers of civilians

killed and soldiers saved by an action are equal, Tim has a strong intuition

that the action is impermissible. But if the ratio of lives saved to lives taken

becomes large enough, Tim has the opposite intuition. Tim has a strong

intuition, for instance, that it is permissible, indeed obligatory, to take one

civilian’s life in order to save the lives of one million soldiers. In both these

cases it seems to Tim that he can just tell that that is the way things are.

In between these two cases, there are many cases about which Tim has

weak intuitions. As the ratio between civilians and soldiers becomes larger

there is a point at which Tim has a weak intuition that the action is permis-

sible, but at which, nevertheless, it does not seem to him that he can just

tell that this is so. His intuitional experience does not have this phenomenal

character. Still, it is very plausible that Tim thereby gets some justification

to believe that the action is permissible, just by having the experience. True,

he gets less justification than if the intuition were strong. But he does get

some. So Pryor’s explanation would fail in the case of intuition.

Just as in Blizzard, it is extremely plausible that Tim’s justification gets

stronger as the phenomenal character of his intuitional experience changes.

If Tim’s credence that the act is permissible gets higher as the ratio becomes

larger, that seems to be epistemically appropriate. And it is epistemically

appropriate because of the gradual changes to his intuitional experience.

As before, therefore, the deep problem with explaining justification by

means of seeming able to just tell is that it is a binary notion. When Tim

has an intuitional experience which represents that p, it either seems to him
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that he is able to just tell, or it does not. But justification is a matter of

degree, and Tim can have more or less of it. So this is, as before, a principled

reason to think that justification should not be explained in terms of seeming

able to just tell.

As in the case of perception, the fact that intuitional experience has the

phenomenologies of pushiness and objectivity can explain Tim’s justification.

Phenomenology of objectivity provides one part of the explanation. When

it seems to Tim that killing x civilians to save y soldiers is permissible,

the subject-matter of his intuition seems to him to be the way things are

independently of him; the way they are objectively speaking. The way things

are represented as being do not seem to him to result from a flight of his

own fancy. In virtue of his intuitional experience having phenomenology of

objectivity, it purports to represent ways things are which are independent of

him. The way things are objectively is the subject-matter of Tim’s intuition.

But what does intuition say about the way things are, objectively speak-

ing? One can say that things are not a certain way, request that it be

supposed for the sake of argument that they are a certain way, or one can

say that it is possible that they are a certain way, without taking a commit-

ted stance. But intuition is not analogous to any of these. By virtue of its

having phenomenology of pushiness Tim’s intuitional experience purports to

inform him that things actually are that way. Tim’s intuitional experience

pushes him to believe that that is how things are.

Just as in the case of perception, it seems that intuitional experience hav-

ing both phenomenology of pushiness and phenomenology of objectivity can

explain why we get justification from having it. For being pushed to accept

that things actually are a certain way, not by an agent—whose intentions and

honesty one might doubt—but simply by how it appears to one that things

are, this seems to constitute a genuine reason to accept that things actually

are that way.

It is hard to see what more, or what else, could be required to derive
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justification from having an experience. An intuitional experience makes it

seem to the intuiting subject that things actually are as they are represented

as being independently of her. If that could not give her justification to

believe that things actually are that way, it is hard to see what could. Both

of these aspects of experience seem necessary. Jointly they seem sufficient.

The explanation also allows us to account for the intuition that Tim’s

justification changes as his experience does. Phenomenology of pushiness

comes in degrees. We may suppose that, as the ratio y/x increases, Tim’s

experience pushes him ever harder to accept that the action is permissible.

This allows us to explain why Tim derives progressively more (stronger)

justification as his experience changes.

10 Concluding Remarks

There is a class of mental states, which have representational content, which

are characterised by attitude-specific phenomenology of objectivity, pushi-

ness, and valence, but which do not have content-specific phenomenology.

This class of states, this class of experiences, can also, as we have seen, play

an important epistemological role. It is thus a prime candidate for consti-

tuting a psychological kind.

The class of experiences is a good deserver of the label ‘intuition’. It

answers well to our use of that term, certainly capturing the paradigmatic

cases. It also enables relevant distinctions to be drawn, for example between

intuition and conscious belief.

Is this really an answer to the question of what intuition is? First, there is

a verbal question in the vicinity which we have been careful to avoid. Because

the class is a good candidate for a psychological kind, it is likely that it will

serve us well to reserve the term ‘intuition’ for members of the class, though

ultimately not much hinges on how we decide to use the term ‘intuition’.

Even when we restrict our attention to the metaphysics of the interesting
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class of mental states I have singled out, a form of the same challenge can be

raised. Have I really given an account of the nature of these states?33

I have no hesitation in admitting that it is not a complete answer. Had we

found that intuition has content-specific phenomenology, that what it is like

to intuit that p differs from what it is like to intuit that q, the claim would

be open to us that intuition has ‘phenomenal intentionality’: intentionality

“constitutively determined by phenomenology alone” (Horgan and Tienson

2002; see also Pitt 2004). We would then have been able to claim that

intuition is a purely phenomenal state. But that is not where the arguments

take us: we have good reason to think that intuition does not have content-

specific phenomenology.

This leaves us with the view that although phenomenal character is im-

portant to the nature of intuition—it is an essential feature of it—phenomenal

character does not exhaust its nature. We also need an account of what it is

in virtue of which an intuition has the particular content it has: of what it

is in virtue of which it is the intuition that p and not the intuition that q.

But we need such an account anyway. For even if some mental states have

phenomenal intentionality, there are many contentful mental states that do

not. When I think that p, there is something in virtue of which I think that,

and not instead that q. But that something is not the phenomenal character

of the state.

To complete the picture of the nature of intuition, we need an account

of representational content. What we have provided is an account which,

coupled with that account, will answer the question of what the nature is

of the mental states in the class we have identified. And that constitutes a

significant advance in our understanding of the nature of intuition.

33I am grateful to [name omitted] for helpful discussion here.
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