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Introduction

This work is a defense of the nature of intuition as a mental state and its use in epis-
temology. The everyday usage of intuition-terminology applies to more than such 
states. For instance, a parent might have an intuition that their child is highly intel-
ligent, or a student might have an intuition that certain parts of the syllabus are 
important for exams. The focus of this book is different: it is the study of intuition 
which serves an argumentative role in epistemic thought experiments, as in Jackson’s 
intuition that our physical knowledge about Fred does not help us to know every-
thing about his color experience, that Mary’s previous physical knowledge is incom-
plete, and Searle’s intuition that any computer lacks cognitive states.

Recently, much has been written about the topic of intuition, its nature, reliabil-
ity, or epistemic status. There are common disputes on intuition both on whether or 
not we should appeal to intuition in doing philosophy as well as on the question of 
what ‘intuition’ means. These debates have persisted for many years. Different phi-
losophers have different attitudes toward the nature of epistemic intuition. Similarly, 
there is no generally accepted theory of the reliability or evidential status of intu-
ition. One at least can differentiate between three main positions on the epistemic 
status of intuitions—the reliablists, skeptics, and perspectival relativists.

This book attempts to give an account of what intuition is and what is its epis-
temic status. In doing so, it will locate these views in the current landscape of dis-
cussion. I will argue that my account of intuition has advantages over other theories 
of intuition and its epistemic status. In the book, I will be developing an account of 
epistemic intuitions which correctly captures the nature of the intuition used in epis-
temology and demonstrates how epistemologists can best use those intuitions to 
justify their epistemological theorizing.

This book is divided up into four somewhat lengthy chapters, excluding the 
introduction and conclusion.

In the first chapter, I put the subject matter into perspective. To that end, I will 
look at the progenitor of epistemic intuitions, namely, thought experiments. I will 
initially be discussing how, generally speaking, thought experiments play a crucial 
role in different fields, including philosophy. Later, I shall go on to specifically 
focus on epistemic thought experiments discussing some paradigmatic examples of 
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thought experiments. As will become clear, an epistemic thought experiment is an 
imaginative, intentional, and concrete or possible scenario that takes a narrative 
form of a postulated development of events and can be best analyzed as an epistemic 
argument accompanied by a crucial epistemic significance of informativeness rela-
tive to the thought experimenter’s epistemic state. And such an argument is directed 
at criticizing, establishing, or simultaneously criticizing and establishing a theory. It 
does so mainly in virtue of the help offered by two unique components: an idealized 
assumption and the intuition arising from it, producing either justifiedness or unjus-
tifiedness of the pertinent theory.

In light of the above, the thought experiment detects the presence of intuition in 
contemporary epistemology. What I first plan to explore is how intuition termino-
logically and epistemically has been developed across epistemic discourses from 
Plato to the present. Consequently, I will be engaging in an attempt to describe and 
discuss what most intuition-theorists commonly identify as intuition. I shall be 
arguing that their mathematical conception of intuition amounts to Platonism about 
intuition. I shall argue that Wittgenstein’s anti-Platonic arguments in the philosophy 
of mathematics may help to successfully avoid such Platonism, but they leave us 
with an epistemology without intuition as a mental state.

In the second chapter, I will specifically be developing and defending what I see 
as the correct conception of epistemic intuitions. I explore and discuss three epis-
temic treatises given by recent epistemologists who identify intuition as a mental 
state. Those accounts are Bealer’s intellectual seeming analysis, Sosa’s understand-
ing view, and Chudnoff’s account of intuition as intellectual perception. The pre-
ceding accounts mainly ascribe three features to intuition. (1) Contrary to 
experimentalists who advocated the thesis that intuition is knowable a posteriori 
since it can easily be affected by variables irrelevant to the matter the thought exper-
iment seeks to address, apriorists argue that it is knowable in an a priori sense. (2) 
Intuition is a propositional attitude (i.e., a mental state held by a subject toward a 
proposition). (3) Intuition is phenomenal (i.e., what it is like to be intuiting). 
Maintaining that intuition is a mental state, I address each of those three features 
in turn.

First, I plan to show that the state of intuition is best understood as enshrined in 
a multi-dimensional space of appraisal. To that end, I first introduce two possible 
arguments against apriorism about intuition. One opposes Chudnoff’s argument of 
the number sequence, according to which intuition is a priori because it is part of 
our abstract knowledge that is purified or free from any sensory or experiential ele-
ments. However, an opponent of Chudnoff’s line of argument may argue that the 
number sequence may be just a result of memory, testimony, instruction, induction, 
or counting technique we learned by practice. If one or all of the aforementioned 
probabilities is true, then experience in one way or the other is involved in our 
knowledge of the number sequence. Therefore, Chudnoff might be wrong. Another 
is a response to the common argument from concepts given by Bealer, Sosa, and 
Chudnoff. According to it, intuition is a priori because it consists of concepts that 
involve abstract (non-experiential) thought. The problem with this argument is that 
it is not in sync with recent discoveries by cognitive scientists and cognitive 
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neuroscientists who identify certain perceptual mechanisms that underlie concep-
tual processing. If so, if intuition consists of concepts that include perceptual con-
struals, then intuition is a posteriori cognition. Yet, as used by philosophers, intuition 
is to show whether some cases are instances of the concept in question. In this sense, 
intuition is a priori. Thus, intuition can have both these features. And since there are 
some borderline cases, as in introspection, which is neither a priori nor a posteriori, 
if an intuition emerges from them, it will be introspective intuition and accordingly 
neither empirical nor rational. Therefore, I have come to the conclusion that intu-
ition might have the aspect of being a priori, a posteriori, both a priori and a poste-
riori, or neither a priori nor a posteriori. That is to say, intuition is multi-dimensional 
and cannot be restricted to a certain way of knowing.

Second, I move on to argue that the state of intuition is intentional though non- 
propositional. A proposition is the primary meaning of a sentence referring to one 
or all of the following: the bearer of truth and falsity and nothing else, the referent 
of a that-clause, or the object of a mental state. Such states are called propositional 
attitudes. By a propositional attitude, it was meant that a mental state articulates a 
relation between the subject and proposition. Bealer, Sosa, and Chudnoff adopt this 
view and regard the state of intuition as propositional.

Contrary to that, I show that propositions do not always take the form of a that- 
clause. Nor do characterizing mental states as propositional attitudes solve the long- 
term puzzle of empty names. For mental state, verbs can be about a name, an object, 
a number, or a proposition without predicating anything about them. Being directed 
to an object, mental state verbs may be intentional or objectual but not proposi-
tional. However, for a mental state to be propositional, it is not enough to be objec-
tual. Rather, it must have propositional content, i.e., to be sensitive to the 
truth-conditions. And this is not available due to reasons given by Cohen and 
Goldman. According to Cohen, the truth-conditions vary according to the inductive 
ground. And, for Goldman, they vary according to the distinguishability or discrim-
inability of the situation. Therefore, intuition is not propositional.

Next, I will show that intuition has no special phenomenology. My strategy to 
achieve this aim lies in the argument from the case studies, according to which 
thought experiments considered in the first chapter provide evidence that no men-
tion of a distinctive phenomenology is required to explain the emergence of the 
relevant intuitions. At no point in these thought experiments does the special phe-
nomenology of intuition play any role. The authors are unaware of such special 
phenomenology, and so they certainly did not mention either explicitly or implicitly 
that such special feeling accompanied their intuitions. As a result, the presence of a 
special phenomenology that allegedly accompanies intuition is not present in the 
original texts where cases were first presented.

Lastly, I conclude that intuition is not individuated in terms of phenomenal char-
acter, propositional attitude, and a priori-based view of conceptual competence. 
Instead, it is individuated in terms of the point of its origin, thought experiment, and 
has at least a lot in common with it, such as directedness, imagination, informative-
ness, being either controversial or universally accepted, and possessing a strong 
idealization.

Introduction
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Once I have developed and defended my account of the nature of epistemic intu-
itions, I will move on in the third chapter to show how those intuitions have epis-
temic weight—that they can be used to produce justified epistemic arguments. To 
show how intuitions have epistemic or evidential weight, I will critically look at 
three positions with regard to the question of the epistemic weight of intuitions—the 
reliablists, skeptics, and perspectival relativists.

Reliabilism concerning the epistemic status of intuitions maintains that intuitions 
are essential to epistemology and that one’s having an intuition that p provides epis-
temic support for one’s being justified in believing that p or for one to know that p. 
Such a position is mainly maintained by Bealer, Sosa, Chudnoff, and others. While 
there are slight differences between the various advocates of reliabilism, reliabilism 
about intuitions remains the main thesis that intuition evidentially qualifies as a reli-
able source of knowledge. However, in addition to expository prologues to these 
three views, I will be trying, at least, to undermine Bealer’s reliablist form of modal 
intuition, Sosa’s competence-based view, and Chudnoff’s phenomenal dogmatism.

To that end, I shall raise some difficulties with Bealer’s proposal of semantically 
stable philosophical terms such as intuition, its modality, and classifying the scien-
tific essentialism attack under the category of local scientific essentialism whose 
concepts are not central to philosophy. Similarly, Sosa’s proposal will be shown as 
problematic since it does not explain by virtue of what the competence he talks 
about makes epistemic intuitions reliable. Nor does it specify a standard on the basis 
of which we can verify our intuitions unless there is no dialectical-epistemic dichot-
omy. Lastly, I will give a demonstration of how Chudnoff’s view raises more diffi-
culties than it solves. For it does not explain why such alleged presentational 
phenomenology, if any, is relevant to the epistemic status of intuition at all. Chudnoff 
cannot place much weight upon his assumed phenomenological analogy between 
intuition and perception because even if such analogy holds, phenomenology does 
not save perception from the possibility of error which is verifiable in perception but 
not in intuition.

On the other hand, skepticism concerning the epistemic status of intuitions main-
tains that intuitions are epistemologically useless. There is something either about 
variation in intuitions or the lack of ability to calibrate our intuitions that leads the 
skeptics to the conclusion that intuitions have no epistemic weight and should be 
excluded from philosophy. In this regard, I will assess two arguments in support of 
skepticism about the epistemic status of intuitions: the variation argument and the 
calibration argument. Then, I will show that both of these arguments are doubtful. 
For, despite the fact that skeptics’ attack is an attempt to make a transition from a 
few studies to a very large statement, agreement is a self-defeating criterion by 
which something may be judged as true or false. And, if intuition does not calibrate, 
then it follows that skeptics’ method cannot be an admitted method to judge whether 
or not intuition qualifies as a reliable source of evidence in epistemology. It also 
entails that we cannot know which intuition is reliable and what is not.

Lastly, perspectival relativism holds that intuitions ought to and do count as evi-
dence in support of some claim, but we need to rethink how this happens in light of 
considerations derived from three perspectives or methods in the process of wide 
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reflective equilibrium; especially that none of these methods is superior over others 
and accordingly their truths have the same epistemic status. But I render this posi-
tion questionable. For worries crop up when it is said that Christian revelation and 
ritual use of hallucinogens are philosophical methods. If so, if they are not, we are 
left with intuition as a single method on which philosophy relies. But this is impre-
cise. Philosophers often rely on argument in their theorizing, for instance. However, 
subjecting intuition to reflective equilibrium does not necessarily lead to truth; it 
may lead to epistemic foundationalism or conservativism.

Having undermined the main positions on the epistemic status of intuitions, I 
will try to articulate what seems to me to be the right position that any adequate 
account must respect. The suggestion is, in fact, unlike the above analyses of the 
epistemic status of intuition, that intuition alone has no epistemic status. Yet, it sug-
gests that intuition has evidential weight. That is to say, intuition combined with 
other pieces makes up a whole. One part of the whole is the thought experiment that 
generated intuition. If so, the question of epistemic status does apply to the whole 
and not the intuition alone. I will attempt to show that such a whole constructs an 
epistemic argument. What is more, I shall argue that epistemic argument is different 
from the logical argument, and thereby they must be appraised differently both in 
terms of the standards of appraising as well as the appraisal words.

So conceived, this view is generally resistant to the errors of previous types of 
views. For it maintains the epistemic status of intuition without considering intu-
ition to have epistemic weight in virtue of its being phenomenal, propositional, or a 
priori. The suggestion is that intuition can have epistemic status and be calibrated by 
virtue of its ability to fit in well with other pieces to construct a justified or good 
argument that is understood in epistemological terms. If so, then whether intuition 
is semantically stable, modal, competent, dialectically significant, can be subjected 
to reflective equilibrium, or so on seems to be irrelevant to its evidentiality. Nor does 
the epistemic status of intuition analyzable in terms of the intuiter’s conceptual 
competence.

In the last chapter, I assess the quality of the account of the nature and epistemic 
role of intuition defended in the previous chapters in light of some of the main cur-
rent objections to the centrality of intuitions. Since the literature on this topic is 
huge and has lately been increasing at an exponential rate, I will only attempt to 
look at a few key objections. Specifically, I will focus on the following views: the 
thesis of anti-centrality given by Herman Cappelen, the philosophical method of the 
counterfactual conditional given by Timothy Williamson, and Max Deutsch’s view 
of anti-intuition-based methods of analytic philosophy.

While there are crucial differences between Williamson, Deutsch, and Cappelen, 
they all are inclined to adopt the extreme view that intuition never plays any eviden-
tial role in philosophy. More precisely, they mainly argue that (1) due to the dis-
agreement among philosophers at the level of the concept of intuition, they express 
skepticism toward whether there is a referent of the term ‘intuition’ at all; they also 
argue (2) against psychologizing the evidence in philosophy: intuition is a psycho-
logical event, and by considering it as evidence in philosophy, one psychologizes 
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the idea of philosophical evidence; and (3) they attempt to prove that philosophers 
never boost their views by means of intuition but always via argument.

I shall be responding to these three major intuition-rejecting arguments in these 
accounts: the argument from lacking reference, the argument against psychologiz-
ing the philosophical evidence, and the argument from argumentationalism. 
However, I will show that they fail to affect the account of intuition I attempted to 
establish in the previous chapters. If I do so successfully, then those intuition-deniers 
are wrong, and thereby my account is secured.

Concerning the argument from lacking reference, Cappelen argues that philoso-
phers have never shown a pattern of agreement on what intuition is, and accord-
ingly, they never rely on it as evidence. To this, one can respond that philosophers 
can rearrange their claims in terms of some less controversial category of intuition- 
terminology, like System 1 reasoning to mean what is intuitive and System 2 rea-
soning to mean what is not. In addition, his argument is too theory-laden. He 
assumes an overly thick theory of intuition. That is, intuition has a distinctive phe-
nomenology, being based only on conceptual competence, and offering fundamen-
tal justification. While my concept of intuition falls under the thin category of 
intuition and not the thick one. It does not require intuition to have any of the above- 
mentioned characteristics.

And unlike Williamson, who notes that philosophers vary in labeling intuition 
either as a priori, or empirical, or phenomenal, or non-inferential, I will argue, in my 
book, that intuition is multi-dimensional, non-phenomenal, and inferential. That 
being so, my account is not what he planned to deny.

According to Deutsch, treating intuitions as evidence can be understood either in 
the sense of CONTENT intuitions (relying on intuition, without considering it as 
evidence that it is true) or in the sense of STATE intuitions (relying on intuition as 
evidence that is true). He states that it is a myth to claim that philosophers rely on 
the sense of STATE intuitions as evidence. It is true that, in the picture given in my 
book, the focus will be on the sense of STATE intuitions. But I will also be arguing 
that in order for a state like intuition to be considered as evidence, one must have 
such intuition, and additional conditions (e.g., being combined with other pieces to 
make up a whole) must be added. That being so, it is misleading to allegedly extend 
Deutsch’s anti-centrality theory by making it applicable to my particular sense of 
intuition as a state.

Regarding the argument against psychologizing the philosophical evidence, anti- 
centralists suppose a propositional theory of philosophical evidence that consists of 
non-psychological propositions and facts such as beliefs, inclination to believe, etc., 
about intuition. Despite the fact that I am not going to suppose a propositional view 
of intuition, my account will imply that the evidential status of intuition does not 
depend on intuition itself; rather, it rests on its being combined with other pieces to 
make up a whole—thought experiment or argument. Hence, even if I might not 
think of intuition as ultimate evidence, I typically agree that intuitions can at least 
be derivative evidence. And the assumption of centrality does not require that the 
evidential role of intuition should be ultimate. Such a version of centrality is not one 
that supporters of the anti-centrality plan to reject.

Introduction
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Concerning the argument from argumentationalism, intuition-deniers analyze a 
series of canonical epistemic thought experiments and conclude that philosophers 
use argument rather than intuition as evidence in their evaluation of philosophical 
theories. For instance, in his analysis of Chalmers’ Zombie Case, Cappelen gives 
special importance to the absence of the aforementioned typical features of intuition 
and the presence of argument instead. Avoiding repetition at the level of my view 
concerning the typical features of intuition, my focus here will be mainly on the 
presence of argument, proposing an amendment, according to which intuition and 
argument are not mutually opposed, inconsistent, or exclusive. Intuition is part of 
the structure of epistemically justified argument and figures in it.

What all this entails is that my version of the nature of intuition and its justifica-
tory role remains untouched by anti-centrality objections.

Introduction
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Abstract

This work is an attempt to investigate the nature of intuitions demonstrating how 
philosophers can best use them in epistemology. First, I consider a number of para-
digmatic thought experiments in epistemology that depict the appeal to intuition 
and demonstrate that the nature of thought experiment-generated intuitions is not 
best explained by an a priori Platonism. Second, I develop and argue for a thin con-
ception of what epistemic intuitions are. This account maintains that intuition is 
neither a priori nor a posteriori but multi-dimensional, an intentional but non- 
propositional mental state, non-conceptual and non-phenomenal in nature, which is 
individuated in virtue of its progenitor, namely, thought experiment. Third, I pro-
vide an argument for the evidential status of intuitions based on the correct account 
of the nature of epistemic intuition. The suggestion is the fitting-ness approach: 
intuition alone has no epistemic status. Intuition has evidentiary value as long as it 
fits well with other pieces into a whole, namely, thought experiments. Finally, I 
address the key challenges raised by supporters of anti-centrality, according to 
which philosophers do not regard intuition as central evidence in philosophy. To that 
end, I respond to them, showing that they fail to affect the account of intuition devel-
oped in this book.
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Chapter 1
Epistemic Thought Experiment 
and Intuition

1.1  Introduction

This first chapter aims to start putting the subject matter, the nature and epistemic 
status of intuitions, into perspective. Intuition forms a central aspect of contempo-
rary theories in epistemology. Thought experiments are often used to elicit intu-
itions and arrive at judgments that support philosophical theories of one hue or the 
other. However, the problem is with establishing the claims made using intuitions. 
Epistemologists just take them for granted without offering a characterization of 
what it is to intuit. The nature of intuitions is not clear, and neither is it beyond 
doubt. I will articulate the nature of intuitions by investigating a number of paradig-
matic thought experiments from various written texts of contemporary epistemol-
ogy that would be indicative of an appeal to intuition.

That being the case, before launching into intuitions themselves, I will take a 
look at their generator, thought experiments. To that end, I will be showing how, 
generally speaking, thought experiments play a crucial role in different fields, 
including philosophy. Subsequently, I shall move on to focus on epistemic thought 
experiment discussing some representative examples of thought experiment from 
classical epistemology. Doing this will show that even though epistemic intuition is 
still a relatively young topic in epistemology, it is not a new phenomenon. Its roots 
in epistemology are deep enough. It is important to demonstrate this fact as it will 
set the stage for the next step, namely, discussing in more detail some paradigmatic 
cases from contemporary epistemology. The direct result of doing all this is that it 
will allow us to depict what epistemic thought experiments are like and what is their 
structure and function.

In fact, however, this understanding of the appeal to intuition as present in recent 
epistemic thought experiments has a twofold impact: an empirically founded view 
of the source of epistemic intuitions in general and paving the road to the two impor-
tant questions which will be addressed subsequently in this and the next chapters of 
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this book. One question concerns the nature of epistemic intuition. Another question 
concerns the epistemic role of intuition. In order to answer the first question, I will 
start attempting to explore how intuition terminologically and epistemically has 
been developed across epistemic discourses from Plato to present.

Nevertheless, exploring thought experiment-generated intuitions in the present 
literature alone is not enough to pave the way for establishing my own inclusive 
picture of the nature of intuition, simply because most of the intuition-theorists have 
different identifications of intuition. That is why I will be engaging in an attempt to 
describe and discuss what most of the theorists about intuition in the current litera-
ture identify as intuition. This discussion will show that thought experiment- 
generated intuitions with which I am concerned here, and intuition-theorists’ 
intuitions are different. I will argue that the latter brings about a Platonic view of 
intuition, which in turn entails that, contrary to what those theorists themselves 
argue, intuition is not a mental state. I shall also argue that Wittgenstein’s anti- 
platonic arguments may successfully avoid such Platonism but can lead to a picture 
in which intuition is not a mental state. Thus, I have to start drawing my own portrait 
of what epistemic intuition is and/or is not. Here is the plan for the chapter.

The chapter is divided into eight parts. In the second part, I will be showing how 
the usage of thought experiment is diversified among a great number of fields. As 
well, I will be providing a brief overview of the emergence of the concept of thought 
experiment and the development of its usage in philosophy over time from antiquity 
to the present. In the third part, I shall be concerned especially with thought experi-
ments that provide a probative force both in classical and contemporary epistemol-
ogy. In Sect. 1.3.1, I will be discussing three exemplary cases from classical 
epistemology. In Sect. 1.3.2, I will be considering ten of the most common thought 
experiments in contemporary analytic epistemology. In the fourth part, thought 
experiment itself will be the object of study. We will see how intuition inevitably 
arises from thought experiment. Accordingly, in the fifth part, I shall discuss in brief 
the history of the etymology and usage of intuition both in classical and contempo-
rary epistemological inquiry. In the sixth part, I will argue that the theories of intu-
ition offered by intuition-theorists amount to Platonism about intuition. In the 
seventh part, I shall be showing how Platonism as such can be avoidable by 
Wittgenstein’s view of mathematical intuition, which yet leaves us in epistemology 
without intuition as a mental state. In the last part, I will sketch some concluding 
remarks of the chapter.

1.2  The Emergence of Thought Experiments in Philosophy

In the literature to date, thought experiment plays the role of a means of reasoning 
that practitioners use to investigate philosophical principles or ideas. There is no 
doubt that thought experiment takes up the attention of scholars in a diverse set of 
fields such as political thought (Miščević 2018), economics (Schabas 2018), theol-
ogy (Fehige 2018), ethics (Brun 2018), philosophy of religion (Taliaferro & Knuths 
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2017), physics (Peacock 2018), biology (Schlaepfer & Weber 2018), and mathemat-
ics (Starikova & Giaquinto 2018). This list goes on and on.

Here is a brief sample of how a thought experiment may be used in a physics 
class. Suppose a teacher invites the students to construct a thought experiment in 
order to see to what extent their knowledge about the Coriolis effect is correct.1 The 
scenario can be described as the following. Suppose that two children are playing 
by propelling a ball with force through the air by a movement of the arm and hand 
to each other. They are doing so while riding on a merry-go-round platform and sit-
ting on opposite sides. Now, suppose that one of them hurls the ball straight ahead, 
relative to his position. The question is whether the other will be able to catch it. 
Pupils who have the right knowledge about the Coriolis effect said no simply 
because the ball hurled down by one of them straight ahead curves to the side from 
the standpoint of the one who is located on the merry-go-round. Thus, students who 
have the wrong knowledge about the Coriolis effect would say yes.

However, the value of thought experiment far outstrips the use any discipline 
makes of it. It is also common in philosophy. Accordingly, I turn to some under-
standing of its history in all domains of philosophy as it is practiced.2 Although, 
according to (Witt-Hansen 1976), it was Hans Christian Ørsted who coined the term 
“thought experiment” in philosophy for the first time in 1811, and thought experi-
ment as a subject of study started eagerly exciting philosophers’ concerns in the last 
few decades only, the history of philosophy and thought experiments are mutually 
dependent. In other words, thought experiments’ role “in philosophy is as old as the 
subject itself” (Rescher 1991, p. 32). This thesis sounds true to philosophical ears. 
It has at least initial support from intriguing experimental evidence.

This sort of evidence can be easily offered if we begin with ancient philosophy, 
where we can find that thought experiments served three key goals, namely, sup-
porting, attacking, or suspending particular philosophical claim(s). These three pur-
poses respectively match three thought experiments. The first thought experiment is 
described by the Pythagorean philosopher Archytas of Tarentum, who has given the 
image of a spear thrown across the edge of the cosmos in order to support the thesis 
of infinite space. The second thought experiment is mentioned by Plato in his 
Republic, namely, the ring of Gyges, in which Plato asks us to imagine a shepherd 
named Gyges, who was given a ring that enables him to become invisible and anon-
ymous. Gyges uses this invisibility and anonymity to seduce a queen, murder her 
husband, and take over the kingdom. The point of the story is to indicate, ultimately, 
the fault of the view that establishes happiness on the basis of desire, injustice, and 
self-interest. Lastly, Sextus Empiricus’ arguments whose conclusions suspend judg-
ment on whether a place is divisible or indivisible. To give emphasis to this view, 
one can discuss many thought experiments, such as the ship of Theseus, which 
raises the question of whether the identity of an object is equal to its components. In 

1 The Coriolis effect is an apparent deflection of a moving mass or object in a rotating frame.
2 I mean to imply that philosophers use thought experiments when doing philosophy. Not exclu-
sively, not always, and perhaps not all philosophers, but most of them and quite often.
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the story of Dion and Theon, Chrysippus questions the principle of identity, accord-
ing to which two different things cannot occupy the same place at the same time, 
and so on (Ierodiakonou 2018).3

However, some differentiate between these thought experiments in Greek phi-
losophy and what is called as fictional creations, which appear particularly in Plato’s 
Republic. It is maintained that one can identify mainly three fictional styles: myth, 
simile, and dialogue. These styles can be related to the myth of Gyges, the myth of 
Er, and the metaphor of the cave (Becker 2018).4 Moreover, the main function of 
thought experiments, according to Aristotle, is to compensate for our shortage of 
epistemic data, which is needed but cannot be obtained in sufficient amounts 
(Corcilius 2018). That is to say that when philosophers run out of epistemic data, 
they appeal to thought experiments that compensate for the lack of it.

It is important to note that, contrary to what some may think, thought experi-
ments were used both in Western as well as Eastern philosophical traditions. For 
example, we find that Gettier-like cases were discussed in Indo-Tibetan epistemol-
ogy. In fact, a number of highly respected scholars in Indo-Tibetan tradition like 
(Matilal 1986 and Dreyfus 1997), for example, hold that those traditions contain 
some cases similar to Gettier’s cases, according to which knowledge is not justified 
true belief. Just as with Gettier cases, in Gettier-like cases, the subject lacks knowl-
edge.5 In other words, the subject’s mental states or events do not successfully 
achieve knowledge. However, (Stoltz 2007) expresses his disagreement with this 
view due to two reasons. One is that what Matilal and Dreyfus consider as true 
belief in Indo-Tibetan tradition is a cognitive event or episode of factive assessment. 
But, first, Stoltz argues, “factive assessment is held to be a specific type of mental 
episode, whereas true belief is not.” Second,

the justified true belief analysis of knowledge is quite remote from Indo-Tibetan epistemol-
ogy, and so finding a parallel to ‘justification’ within this context is not straightforward. 

3 The ship of Theseus is a thought experiment that has been discussed by many philosophers such 
as Heraclitus, Plato, Plutarch, etc. The paradox’s basic strategy is to raise the question of whether 
an object remains the same after replacing all its parts.

Dion and Theon is a thought experiment that was posed by the Stoic philosopher Chrysippus 
as follows. Yesterday, there was a whole-limbed man called ‘Dion,’ who had a part, which consists 
of all of Dion except his left foot, called ‘Theon’. Today, Dion’s left foot was cut off. If the two 
individuals are still alive, they are two different objects residing in the same place and wholly made 
up of the same matter.
4 In the Myth of Er, Plato writes about a soldier called Er, who is dead and revived to describe the 
afterlife where the moral or just people are rewarded and the immoral or wicked people are 
punished.

In the allegory of the cave, Plato asks us to imagine chained people who can see only the wall 
of the cave in which they were imprisoned. Behind them, there is a fire that burns. Between them 
and the fire, there are puppeteers with puppets that throw shadows on the wall of the cave. What 
the prisoners see is not reality but only its shadows. Shadows represent the objects in the perceptual 
world. Puppeteers with puppets represent the world of Forms in which perceptual objects 
participate.
5 Gettier cases are two thought experiments given by (Gettier 1963) to question the usual concept 
of knowledge as justified true belief. In them, the characters have justified true beliefs without 
knowledge. These cases will be discussed in more detail in Sect. 1.3.2.8.
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This problem is compounded by the fact that if we are to attribute theories of justification 
to Indo-Tibetan epistemologists, many of these theories will need to be externalist in nature. 
Externalists commonly eschew the justified true belief model of knowledge, however 
(Stoltz, 2007, p. 396).

At any rate, our concern here is not whether examples from Indo-Tibetan tradition 
are similar to Gettier’s cases or not. What matters for us here is that thought experi-
ments are used in the Indo-Tibetan tradition. Even Stoltz himself agrees with a view 
as such.

Moving on to medieval Arabic and Islamic philosophy, thought experiments 
were also employed in the work of Avicenna, Ibn al-Haytham, Abu Hamid al- 
Ghazali, etc. For example, Avicenna’s case of the flying man presents thought 
experiment as a creative, subtle, internal, sensory faculty that excludes both hypo-
thetical counterfactuals (i.e., wahm) as well as Aristotle’s hypothetical conditionals 
that are dependent on imagination and intellect (McGinnis 2018).6 Avicenna’s fly-
ing man thought experiment was considered as the ancestral ground of Descartes’ 
cogito. (Oktar 2014) argues that Avicenna, long before Descartes, comes to the 
same conclusion as Descartes: the existence of a conscious self without the need for 
the existence of the body.

If we return to the Western tradition, we cannot ignore Galileo, the father of the 
fundamental turning point in our understanding of the world in the sixteenth cen-
tury. It is often said that thought experiments had an honored place in Galileo’s style 
of inquiry. However, Palmieri (2018) presents Galileo in an uncommon way: first, 
there is no division between what is real/material and what is a thought experiment. 
That is, for him, in Galileo, we can talk about reality through thought experiments. 
Second, Galileo enjoyed his thought experiments, and did not use them to go into a 
solution of paradoxes, as in Galileo’s case of falling and floating objects (Palmieri 
2018).7 Maybe, this enjoyment is particularly what makes his thought experiment 
attractive. Thought experiments had a certain aesthetic pleasure for Galileo, apart 
from their heuristic uses.

Sometimes different philosophers come up with almost the same thought experi-
ment. Typical examples of such thought experiments are those whose subject matter 
are properties of the physical universe. For instance, Newton’s bucket and Leibniz 
Mill are thought experiments about the nature of matter and motion. Although these 
thought experiments were also influenced by some ideas given by other philoso-
phers like Descartes, for example, they, in turn, influenced other contemporary phi-
losophers like Searle, who produced the Chinese room case in order to argue against 

6 Flying Man is a thought experiment given by Avicenna to argue for the idea that the existence of 
an immaterial rational soul or self is totally independent of the existence of the physical body. It 
asks us to imagine a man suspended in space in such a way that his individual self will lose aware-
ness of his physical body. Yet, it will be absolutely aware of its individual existence.
7 Unlike Aristotle, Galileo proved through this case study that both heavy and light objects fall at 
the same speed.

1.2  The Emergence of Thought Experiments in Philosophy



6

Physicalism (Arthur 2018).8 Each of these thought experiments branched out to 
another in a different context and motivation.

Last but not least, let us consider the transcendental thought experiments such as 
Kant’s request for us to think about the absence of space or time, Wittgenstein’s 
many cases in which he asks us to imagine ourselves breaking regularities, etc. 
These thought experiments play a crucial role in knowing the nature of philosophy 
and its limits. Westphal (2018) holds that if the subject matter of these thought 
experiments is what we can/cannot do, then our lacks and obstacles play an essential 
role in constructing philosophical theory. Recently, the scope of thought experi-
ments has grown considerably to shape the present of philosophy. This can be easily 
shown with reference to Quine’s Gavagai, Davidson’s Swampman, Putnam’s twin 
Earth, Thomson’s violinist, Foot’s trolley problem, and many more.9 In short, 
thought experiment is the very bones of philosophy. A question that arises with the 
connection between philosophy and thought experiment is whether thought 
 experiment plays the same crucial role in epistemology. This is what I will focus on 
in the next section.

8 A bucket is a thought experiment described by Newton to support his claim that motion can be 
explained only by absolute space. The experiment describes a bucket of water suspended by a cord 
that is twisted tightly and then released. At first, the bucket begins to rotate rapidly. Gradually, the 
water starts spinning even after the bucket rests. Then, the water stops rotating. Eventually, absolute 
motion accounts for the physical motion of both the bucket and the water. This worldview was 
debated by his contemporary Leibniz mainly by two arguments. Each argument involves what the 
so-called Leibniz shift is. Supporting in part Descartes’ recognition that motion is both absolute and 
relative, these shifts hold that space is actually nothing but the extension of bodies. In his 
Monadology, one can know better about his view about the nature of the body or matter. In there, 
he introduces what is known as the mill argument, in which he holds that pure material objects like 
the brain, machine, etc., cannot think, perceive, and so on. This thought experiment is an ancestor 
to Searle’s Chinese room case, according to which, regardless of how well-programmed a computer 
is, it cannot do what the human mind does. The case will be discussed in more detail in Sect. 1.3.2.3.
9 Gavagai is an example used by Quine to support his thesis on the indeterminacy of translation. 
The experiment runs as follows: Quine imagines a native speaker of some unknown language utter-
ing the word “Gavagai” when the native sees a rabbit. What seems natural is that many translations 
of this word can be given by speakers of English (rabbit, undetached rabbit part, stage of rabbit). 
This leads to the indeterminacy of translation. Swampman is the protagonist of a thought experi-
ment given by Donald Davidson to support his notion that the causal history of the speaker is what 
determines the meaning of one’s words. Swampman is a creature that is Davidson’s duplicate but 
means nothing by his words due to not having the same causal history. Putnam’s Twin Earth 
thought experiment argues that the meanings of words are not ultimately determined by means of 
pure psychological terms. Twin Earth is a replica of Earth in everything except that water in it is 
not H2O but XYZ. Although people on both planets share the same beliefs and images linked with 
the word water, the term varies in meaning on the two planets; simply because it refers to two dif-
ferent substances. Thomson aims to defend the view that the fetus’s right to life is overestimated 
and that abortion has to be permitted in some cases. To that end, she appeals to a thought experi-
ment in which she analogizes the case of a woman who has no right to abortion to the case of 
someone who was kidnapped and plugged into someone else to rescue the life of the latter. By this 
thought experiment, Thomson also aims to respond to Philippa Foot, who questions moral conse-
quentialism, the view that moral action is best explained by its consequences, by introducing the 
trolley dilemma in which she imagines a driver of a trolley who has no option but either killing a 
person and saving five people or the other way around. Either way, the consequence is immoral 
unless the killing is moral.

1 Epistemic Thought Experiment and Intuition
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1.3  Thought Experiments in Epistemology

In the previous section, we stressed the mutual dependence between the history of 
philosophy (western and eastern) and thought experiments on each other. This usage 
includes more in the extension of the term ‘thought experiment’ than we are con-
cerned with here: the use of thought experiment in epistemology. What I want to 
explore here is thought experiment as “a curios way of gaining knowledge about the 
world” (Clatterbuck 2013, p. 309). In what follows, I shall discuss such usage that 
was a common activity at least since Plato’s Theaetetus, Descartes’ case of Evil 
Demon, and the like.10 However, thought experiment has been found even more 
frequently in contemporary epistemology, as in Searle’s example of Chinese room, 
Chalmers’s case of Zombie and many more.11 My principal concern here is to bring 
out the epistemological use of thought experiment in recent years.

There are several perspectives on thought experiments. We can speak, for exam-
ple, with (Cohnitz and Häggqvist 2018; Brun 2018; Stuart 2018), that some thought 
experiments are “illustrative.” That is, they have no evidential role for or against a 
theory. Instead, they are intended merely to typify the claims of a theory seeking to 
make them clearer, obvious, and understandable. As an example of this sort of 
thought experiment, Cohnitz and Häggqvist refer to Plato’s Cave, which plays a 
significant role in illustrating his theory of Forms or knowledge. These experiments 
lack argumentative value. They do not have the function of affording evidence. 
Apart from epistemological texts, other examples may include didactical books. In 
fact, some write textbooks in order to make students acquainted with the entire his-
tory of philosophy through thought experiments (Schick & Vaughn 2012). Viewed 
in this way, thought experiments as such provide no probative force in the context 
of an epistemological argument. Nevertheless, they may have some function of a 
different kind. They may have pedagogical or rhetorical significance, for instance.

Also, (Cohnitz and Häggqvist 2018, pp.  407–8) speak about another type of 
thought experiment, calling them “puzzle cases,” which “are cases in which it is 
either not clear what we should say about the case, or where our pre-theoretic judg-
ment about the case seems incoherent … and they are typically intended to provoke 
or motivate a theoretical analysis.” The proper example of this kind of thought 
experiment is the so-called trolley case that questions the moral status of the driver 
of a trolley (Foot 2002, p. 157; Thomson 1985, pp. 1395–6). Some may see that the 
trolley case is a moral thought experiment, and accordingly, it does not situate in the 
scope of our interest here. Yet, others may respond by saying that most, not to say 
all, thought experiments have common epistemic functions, namely, supporting and 
refuting some claims or the others. Accordingly, that is what situates them in our 

10 I will explain in detail how Plato constructs his thought experiment in the Theaetetus in Sect. 
1.3.1.1. In the evil demon thought experiment, Descartes imagines an entity that is utterly able to 
subject the totality of our beliefs to strict skeptical doubt.
11 Chalmers Zombie thought experiment would be explained in detail in Sect. 1.3.2.4.
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scope of interest here.12 In my view, trolley cases ask us to support or refute some 
moral claims. So, it puts us in a moral and not an epistemic puzzle. If so, we can say 
that, just as in an illustrative thought experiment, the epistemic question does not 
seem to have arisen; the same is the case with puzzle cases in which “we do not 
know what to say about the hypothetical [moral] case” (Cohnitz and Häggqvist 
2018, pp.  408). And obviously, being morally puzzled is not itself an epistemic 
problem.

I have identified the epistemological use of thought experiment in the argumenta-
tive role it plays in the context of an epistemological theory. Yet, with many perspec-
tives on thought experiments, it is then worthwhile to exactly clarify the intended 
meaning, if there is any, of the term in epistemology. But, since there is no standard 
definition of it, it is better to provisionally develop our notion of thought experiment 
covering the most famous cases in the literature. We want to know what a review as 
such may tell us about the role it actually plays in constructing epistemological 
accounts.

1.3.1  Thought Experiment in Classical Epistemology

Just as with philosophy, thought experiments and the history of philosophy are 
interdependent; in epistemology, thought experiments define its history. 
Epistemologists’ usage of their epistemic thought experiments has been common 
since antiquity. In what follows, I will discuss some representative examples that 
uncover the roots of this practice in epistemology. Before turning to examples, I 
would like to mention that, with the intention of tracing the epistemic roots from 
which this practice arises, I will be following (Rorty 1984)‘s genre of rational 
reconstruction, according to which one can converse with past epistemologists in 
terms of current epistemology. Doing this also enables us to know about the devel-
opments of epistemologists’ use of thought experiments, which in turn will help us 
to elaborate our own sense of the term ‘thought experiment.’

1.3.1.1  Plato’s Theaetetus Case

The dialogue Theaetetus deals with the negative aspect of Plato’s theory of knowl-
edge. For it does not tell us what knowledge IS but what all knowledge is NOT. For 
example, he concludes in the dialogue that knowledge is neither sense perception 
nor true judgment or even a true belief accompanied by an account. His refutation 
of the third claim was concluded after considering three meanings of the word 

12 In one sense, there is an analogy between “puzzle cases” and epistemic thought experiments. 
Both have the function of supporting and refuting a theory. Yet, I believe that since we can maintain 
that, despite both having this common function, they are different from each other. So, I maintain 
that the analogy does not hold.
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‘account’ or ‘explanation’: opinion, listing the simplest parts or elements, and locat-
ing distinctive characteristics. But they all got rejected, respectively, due to the 
absence of any criterion that distinguishes a true opinion from a false one.

However, his main argument to refute these three claims –sense perception, true 
judgment, and true belief accompanied with an account– about knowledge is that all 
of them yield something which is changeable and universally unacceptable. So, we 
can negatively conclude that unchangeability, universal acceptability, and indubita-
bility are the necessary features or conditions of true knowledge. And since none of 
the above-mentioned three claims meets these conditions, they all do not qualify as 
true knowledge. In order to prove that Theaetetus’s view of knowledge as true belief 
is wrong, Socrates comes up with a thought experiment about the jurors who have a 
true belief that, intuitively, cannot be counted as knowledge. His main idea is to 
contrast the juryman’s belief and the knowledge of the eye-witness. In Plato’s words:

when a jury is rightly convinced of facts which can be known only by an eye-witness, then, 
judging by hear-say and accepting a true belief, they are judging without knowledge … if 
true belief and knowledge were the same thing, the best of jurymen could never have a cor-
rect belief without knowledge (Cornford 1935, p. 141).

However, the dialogues of Meno and Timaeus deal with the positive aspect of Plato’s 
epistemology. In these two dialogues, his main concern is with what knowledge 
IS. He gives meaning to the word ‘account,’ which was not given in Theaetetus: to 
be accompanied with an account is to be established on rational grounds (being 
unchangeable, universal, and apprehendable by the mind only via reasoning). In 
doing so, he enables the view of knowledge as true belief accompanied by an 
account to meet his three necessary conditions of true knowledge. Since then, the 
concept of knowledge as true belief with an account or as the justified true belief has 
been associated with Plato.13

1.3.1.2  Descartes’ Dreamer Case

As a matter of fact, Descartes was never quite far from the charming jungle of 
thought experiments. In order to establish indubitable knowledge, he made use of a 
number of thought experiments. For example, in Meditations on First Philosophy, 
he introduces probably the most famous formulation of dream skepticism, which is 
one of many arguments he offers to challenge the reliability of sensory knowledge. 
His main idea is that in both dreaming and waking time, one’s mind is presented 
with just the same ideas. There is no standard by means of which one can differenti-
ate between dreaming and waking ideas. Therefore, our claims of knowledge are 
always dubitable. For instance, he offers a thought experiment or, as he calls it, “a 
brilliant piece of reasoning” in which he supposes himself to be awake when in fact, 

13 As we will see later, this concept of knowledge will be contradicted by what is famously known 
in recent years as (Gettier 1963)‘s cases.
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he is asleep. After that, he turns the wheel contrariwise, supposing that he is asleep 
when in fact, he is not. Here is the thought experiment:

How often, asleep at night, am I convinced of just such familiar events - that I am here in 
my dressing-gown, sitting by the fire - when in fact I am lying undressed in bed! Yet at the 
moment my eyes are certainly wide awake when I look at this piece of paper; I shake my 
head and it is not asleep; as I stretch out and feel my hand I do so deliberately, and I know 
what I am doing … Suppose then that I am dreaming, and that these particulars - that my 
eyes are open, that I am moving my head and stretching out my hands  - are not true 
(Descartes 1996, p. 13).

This thought experiment shows that we have no precise criterion by virtue of which 
one can decide whether one is awake or asleep. If so, then our claims of perceptual 
knowledge are always prone to be accused of being confused by dreams and accord-
ingly being untruthful. True knowledge, for him, is not perceptual. Quite the oppo-
site, true knowledge must be certain, intellectual (i.e., not perceptual), distinct, and 
obtainable through reasoning alone, exactly as in the example of the Cogito, the 
idea of a triangle, and the like. An attentive reasoning mind is the only security as a 
means to knowledge.14 We have seen the view of Plato that sense-perception cannot 
be regarded as a means to knowledge. Descartes shares this tendency considering 
reason as superior to sense-perception in yielding knowledge.

1.3.1.3  Husserl’s Honeysuckle Case

It is a well-known fact that thought experiment plays a central role in Husserl’s 
phenomenological enterprise of the possibility of knowledge.15 In his view, know-
ing is an act. There is unity in the act of knowing. This unit includes two different 
phenomenological components or acts: one is the intentional meaning or semantic 
act, and the other is the fulfilling intuition or intuitive act. The latter leads to the 
former in order to compose an act of knowing that is immediate, conscious, non- 
inferential evidence. The best way to illustrate what this means is to take a look at 
the following thought experiment given by Husserl who writes:

Suppose I believe the honeysuckle in my yard is blooming. All I have here is the perfor-
mance of an act of meaning: a warranted thought that intends the relevant state of affairs. 
Now suppose I go into my yard and see the bushes covered in newly blossoming 
 honeysuckle. Where this happens, we experience a descriptively peculiar consciousness of 
fulfillment: the act of pure meaning, like a goal-seeking intention, finds its fulfillment in the 
act which renders the matter intuitive (Husserl 1970, p. 694).

The thought experiment well explains the main difference between the above- 
mentioned two phenomenological acts. The difference is that in an intuitive act, the 
object (i.e., blossoming honeysuckle) is present before the subject who represents it. 

14 It is worth mentioning that his idea of “attentive mind” plays a crucial role in Sosa’s and 
BonJour’s epistemology. For detailed elaboration, see Sect. 1.5.1 in this book.
15 It is important to note that some recent epistemologists like Chudnoff, for example, found the 
roots of their phenomenological epistemology of intuition in Husserl’s phenomenology.
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While in the semantic act, the object (i.e., the honeysuckle is only believed to be 
blooming) is not present before the subject. The possibility of knowing an object 
then happens when the fulfilling intuitive act brings the intentional meaning or 
semantic act with the sensuous presence of the object before the knower who repre-
sents it.

If thought experiments play a crucial role in classical epistemology, then the 
question arises as to whether contemporary epistemology has room for thought 
experiments. The purpose of the next section is an attempt to put myself in a posi-
tion to answer this question.

1.3.2  Thought Experiment in Contemporary Epistemology

In our own time, even more than before, epistemology has witnessed essential 
developments, much of which are grounded on the consequences of thought experi-
ments. So, contemporary epistemology would be a severely impoverished attempt 
at creativeness without thought experiments. We need only to discuss a short list of 
the most common thought experiments in contemporary epistemology to make this 
claim evident. In what follows, I am going to sketch some of the most well-known 
epistemic thought experiments in contemporary epistemology.

1.3.2.1  Jackson’s Fred Case

My first case study is Frank Jackson’s “Fred case” thought experiment in which he 
establishes what is famously known as the ‘knowledge argument’ which builds 
pressure on ‘physicalism’ according to which all mental states can be understood in 
virtue of physical terms. That is, knowing the physical truths (e.g., knowing all of 
the physical truths about colors) entails the conceivability of knowing all other types 
of truth, including phenomenal ones (e.g., what it is like for a person to see color). 
Contrary to that, Jackson argues that at least mental states like ‘qualia’ or ‘raw 
feels,’ for example, are located out of the range of physicalism. To defend this view, 
he comes up with the thought experiment of Fred’s case in which he asks us to 
imagine that:

Fred has better color vision than anyone else on record; he makes every discrimination that 
anyone has ever made, and moreover he makes one that we cannot even begin to make. 
Show him a batch of ripe tomatoes and he sorts them into two roughly equal groups and 
does so with complete consistency. That is, if you blindfold him, shuffle the tomatoes up, 
and then remove the blindfold and ask him to sort them out again, he sorts them into exactly 
the same two groups ... What kind of experience does Fred have …? … no amount of physi-
cal information about Fred's brain and optical system tells us (Jackson, 1982, pp 128-9).

This thought experiment explains how our having all physical information about the 
subject Fred won’t help us to know everything about his color experience. That is to 
say that even after we know everything about his brain processes, physiology, 
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history, body, etc., something will still be left out of this knowledge. Put another 
way, his color experience as a mental state cannot be understood merely in physical 
terms. If that is the case, then Physicalism is false.

1.3.2.2  Jackson’s Mary Case

To reinforce the ‘knowledge argument,’ Jackson formulates and uses another 
thought experiment which is famously known as the ‘Robot Mary case’ in which he 
asks us to suppose the following scenario. He writes:

Mary is confined to a black-and-white room, is educated through black-and-white books 
and through lectures relayed on black-and-white television. In this way she learns every-
thing there is to know about the physical nature of the world … It seems, however, that 
Mary does not know all there is to know. For when she is let out of the black-and-white 
room or given a color television, she will learn what it is like to see something red, say 
(Jackson 1986, p. 291).

One might roughly try to explicate Mary’s epistemic progress in the following way. 
If Mary gets in one way or the other to release herself from the black-and-white 
room, she will learn about other colors existing in the world. But, if her physical 
knowledge is complete, she is supposed not to learn anything more. Since she does 
learn more about the physical world, her previous physical knowledge is not as 
perfect as physicalism assumed it to be. One may argue that if she learns anything 
more, her new knowledge may be nonphysical. Even if this is true, again, physical-
ism is incomplete. For what this proves is that the world might be largely but not 
entirely physical or interpreted by physical terms.

All in all, the above formulation, however, shows very clearly, Jackson assumes, 
that the subject’s previous physical knowledge is incomplete. That is why, after 
releasing Mary from her black-and-white room, she will acquire more than all the 
physical information already known to her. Jackson holds that the same style of 
scenarios may be deployed for various mental states. Once again, if the argument of 
her lack of knowledge is true, then the thesis of physicalism is simply incorrect.

1.3.2.3  Searle’s Chinese Room Case

Another thought experiment was given by John Searle, which is nowadays well- 
known as The Chinese Room Argument. Searle’s main aim here is to argue against 
another form of physicalism, namely, the claims of artificial intelligence, according 
to which an adequately programmed computer can possess the cognitive states just 
like the human mind. On the contrary, Searle argues that computers and minds seem 
to be similar in the sense that both can program computational operations. 
Nevertheless, they are really dissimilar in the sense that computers, unlike minds, 
cannot have mental processes such as thinking, believing, intending, knowing, and 
so on. Computers can just simulate the brain’s computational operations, but they 
can never possess the aforesaid internal causal powers a human brain has. 
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Consequently, the only machine that can think, understand, intend, know, etc., is the 
human brain. The computer cannot do that because it is a program only and not an 
intentional brain. If so, then knowing more about computer programs won’t help 
knowing how the human brain produces these fundamental cognitive states. Here is 
the thought experiment in which Searle imagines himself as a monolingual English 
speaker and says:

Suppose that I'm locked in a room and given a large batch of Chinese writing. Suppose 
furthermore … that I know no Chinese … Now suppose further that after this first batch of 
Chinese writing I am given a second batch of Chinese script together with a set of rules for 
correlating the second batch with the first batch. The rules are in English ... They enable me 
to correlate one set of formal symbols with another set of formal symbols, and all that “for-
mal” means here is that I can identify the symbols entirely by their shapes. Now suppose 
also that I am given a third batch of Chinese symbols together with some instructions, again 
in English, that enable me to correlate elements of this third batch with the first two batches, 
and these rules instruct me how to give back certain Chinese symbols with certain sorts of 
shapes in response to certain sorts of shapes given me in the third batch. Unknown to me, 
the people who are giving me all of these symbols call the first batch “a script,” they call the 
second batch a “story,” and they call the third batch “questions.” Furthermore, they call the 
symbols I give them back in response to the third batch “answers to the questions,” and the 
set of rules in English that they gave me, they call “the program” ... Suppose also that after 
a while I get so good at following the instructions for manipulating the Chinese symbols 
and the programmers get so good at writing the programs that from the external point of 
view … my answers to the questions are absolutely indistinguishable from those of native 
Chinese speakers ... But … I produce the answers by manipulating uninterpreted formal 
symbols … I simply behave like a computer; I perform computational operations on for-
mally specified elements. For the purposes of the Chinese, I am simply an instantiation of 
the computer program (Searle 1980, pp. 417-8).

However, Searle goes on to wonder whether the manipulation of symbols, however 
convincing it might be, really comes up to the understanding of the propositions 
involved. The answer is a clear NO. The best and cleverest manipulation of symbols 
does not entail knowledge of their meaning. This thought experiment has an episte-
mological angle to it as it relates to the understanding of propositions and knowledge 
of meaning, which interacts with the epistemology of linguistic understanding.

1.3.2.4  Chalmers’ Zombie Case

In the same vein, David Chalmers argues against another distinct form of physical-
ism according to which conscious mental facts, especially consciousness, can be 
reductively knowable in a merely physical sense. That is to say; consciousness is 
just a physical process with a certain function. However, Chalmers does not agree 
with this view and argues that physicalism cannot explain the mental property of 
consciousness.

If physicalism is true, then there should be no possibility for there to be a world 
that is physically identical to but lacks some components of ours. But a zombie, 
which is a creature that is physically our duplicate but lacks our conscious experi-
ences, is conceivable or knowable. Therefore, physicalism is wrong. To put it 
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another way, if X is explainable in terms of Q, then Q is not conceivable without 
X. If consciousness is explainable in terms of physical facts, these physical facts 
cannot be conceivable without consciousness. But these physical facts are conceiv-
able without consciousness. Therefore, physicalism is wrong. Here is the thought 
experiment:

We can imagine that right now I am gazing out the window, experiencing some nice green 
sensations from seeing the trees outside, having pleasant taste experiences through munch-
ing on a chocolate bar, and feeling a dull aching sensation in my right shoulder. What is 
going on in my zombie twin? He is physically identical to me, and we may as well suppose 
that he is embedded in an identical environment. He will certainly be identical to me func-
tionally: he will be processing the same sort of information, reacting in a similar way to 
inputs, with his internal configurations being modified appropriately and with indistin-
guishable behavior resulting. He will be psychologically identical to me ... He will be per-
ceiving the trees outside, in the functional sense, and tasting the chocolate, in the 
psychological sense. All of this follows logically from the fact that he is physically identical 
to me, by virtue of the functional analyses of psychological notions. He will even be “con-
scious” in the functional senses … he will be awake, able to report the contents of his 
internal states, able to focus attention in various places, and so on. It is just that none of this 
functioning will be accompanied by any real conscious experience (Chalmers 1996, 
pp. 94-5).

In my view, this argument involves three theses: a modal thesis which is concerned 
with what is possible (i.e., the possibility of an unconscious zombie), a metaphysi-
cal thesis concerned with the nature of our world (i.e., it’s being both physical and 
phenomenal), and an epistemic thesis concerning what is knowable (i.e., the con-
ceivability of a world that has zombies). If it is possible to reduce this thought 
experiment to an epistemic argument, one can also consider the first two theses as 
grounds that generate justified belief in the third one as a conclusion.16

1.3.2.5  Cohen’s Lottery Cases

Stewart Cohen concerns himself with fallibilism, the view that induction is enough 
ground for obtaining true knowledge. To illustrate, let us say, for example, that a 
friend of mine came to visit me. When he arrived at my place, he gave me a carry 
bag on which it was written Vat 69. And it is already known to me that he knows I 
like this brand of whiskey. Given this, I come to believe that there is a whiskey bottle 
in the carry bag. My justified belief that there is a whiskey bottle in the carry bag 
counts as knowledge on the basis of induction. Cohen holds that this ordinary form 
of knowledge faces a problem that can be shown in what is famously known as ‘The 
lottery cases.’ Here, then, are his cases. He first provides us with Case 1:

Suppose S holds a ticket in a fair lottery with n tickets, where the probability n - 1 /n of S 
losing is very high. Does S know that his ticket will lose? Although (if n is suitably large) S 

16 This depends on whether the thought experiment is a logical argument. Later on, I will argue that 
this commitment is risky. Instead, I will argue that thought experiments are epistemic arguments.
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has good reasons to believe he will lose, it does not seem right to say that S knows he 
will lose.

Then, he articulates Cases 2 & 3:

Suppose S learns from Jones, the person running the lottery, that Jones intends to fix the 
lottery so S will lose. Does S, then, know that he will lose? Better still, suppose S reads in 
the paper that another ticket has won. In both of these cases we are inclined to say that S 
does know that he loses (Cohen 1988, p. 92).

The main idea of these cases is that, in the first case, one cannot know that a particu-
lar lottery ticket is going to lose by means of induction from the odds alone. But, in 
the second and third cases, this is not the case: one can know that a particular lottery 
ticket is going to lose by dint of the induction from the odds alone. For that reason, 
the problem of these cases consists in that they amount to contradiction. For, in case 
1, the subject does not know that she will lose. But, in cases 2&3, the subject knows 
that she will lose. If induction is good enough ground for knowledge, the subject in 
lottery cases would have consistent knowledge. However, it is intuitively clear that 
she does not. Induction, therefore, issues the wrong verdict in this case.

1.3.2.6  Lehrer’s Truetemp Case

Reliabilism in epistemology is an approach that explains the truth of epistemic 
themes like knowledge, justification, etc., for example, in terms of the reliability of 
the factor that forms them. For example, something is reliable knowledge if the 
process that formed it is reliable. In his outstanding book, Theory of Knowledge, 
Keith Lehrer considers two versions of reliabilism. One is an externalist account of 
knowledge which generally holds that something is reliable knowledge if there is a 
tie between it and the world. That is, one’s belief won’t be considered reliable 
knowledge unless there is a tie between it and what the very belief is about. Another 
account of knowledge Lehrer considers is internalism, the view that the belief-world 
connection is NOT sufficient to obtain reliable knowledge. Rather, what is more 
important is how this connection is made. Lehrer concerns himself with the debate 
between internalists and externalists in the theory of knowledge. He subjects exter-
nalists to criticism by virtue of using thought experiments such as the Truetemp 
case. Here is the case:

Suppose a person, whom we shall name Mr. Truetemp, undergoes brain surgery by an 
experimental surgeon who invents a small device which is both a very accurate thermome-
ter and a computational device capable of generating thoughts. The device, call it a tempu-
comp, is implanted in Truetemp’s head so that the very tip of the device, no larger than the 
head of pin, sits unnoticed on his scalp and acts as a sensor to transmit information about 
the temperature to the computational system in his brain. This device, in turn, sends a mes-
sage to his brain causing him to think of the temperature recorded by the external sensor. 
Assume that the tempucomp is very reliable, and so his thoughts are correct temperature 
thoughts. All told, this is a reliable belief-forming process. Now imagine, finally, that he has 
no idea that the tempucomp has been inserted in his brain, is only slightly puzzled about 
why he thinks so obsessively about the temperature, but never checks a thermometer to 
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determine whether these thoughts about the temperature are correct. He accepts them unre-
flectively, another effect of the tempucomp. Thus, he thinks and accepts that the tempera-
ture is 104 degrees. It is. Does he know that it is? Surely not (Lehrer 1990, pp. 163-4).

Among many thought experiments discussed in contemporary epistemological lit-
erature, Lehrer’s Truetemp case is extensively cited as a paradigmatic case, where 
the author constructs his thought experiment on the following basis: the subject, Mr. 
Truetemp, does not know what is the temperature is when he truly says what it is. 
That is to say; he defends a conception of knowledge according to which the subject 
must know that the information she has is true over a conception of knowledge 
according to which it is enough for the subject to obtain information from the world 
in a reliable way. Hence Lehrer advances internalism over externalism, and his 
appeal to the Truetemp case is evidence against externalism.

1.3.2.7  Goldman’s Fake Barn Case

In recent decades, much has been written about ‘fake barn’ cases that were intro-
duced into the literature in Alvin Goldman’s article “Discrimination and Perceptual 
Knowledge”, where his main aim is to address the question of how the variability in 
our intuitive assessments can be explained. Suppose you believe that something is 
true because you see it in a direct manner, with nothing in between. On the basis of 
these details, if we are asked, we will intuitively say that you know what you per-
ceive. But suppose we come to know that your perceptual evidence misled you to 
form a false belief. On the basis of these new details, if we are asked, we will intui-
tively say that you do not know what you perceive.

In the same way, in the fake barn thought experiment, Goldman asks us to imag-
ine Henry and his son getting into their car. Henry drives it in the countryside and 
has no reason not to identify outside objects as they are. Accordingly, he, without 
any doubt, identifies to his son an object as a barn, which in fact, it is. Based on this 
information, if we are asked, we will intuitively say that Henry knows that the object 
is a barn. But suppose we got to know what is unknown to Henry; namely, the area 
is full of papier-mâché facsimiles of barns. Yet, when he entered the area, he saw a 
real barn. But if the object was a facsimile, he would mistakenly identify it as a 
genuine barn. Now, based on this information, if we are asked, we will intuitively 
say that Henry does not know that the object is a barn (Goldman 1976, pp. 772–3).

What interests Goldman is how to explain the change in our intuitive assess-
ments from ‘Henry knows’ to ‘Henry does not know’. Without going into too many 
details of Goldman’s view, I shall just say that he suggests that what determines 
whether our assessment is true or false is the distinguishability or discriminability 
of the situation. It is worth mentioning that some epistemologists consider Lottery 
cases, the Truetemp case, Goldman’s fake barn country case, and many more as 
proper examples of the next thought experiment I am going to discuss, namely, the 
Gettier cases. For all of these cases emphasize the following: there is a gap between 
being truly justified in believing something on the one hand and getting knowledge 
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about that something on the other hand. Nevertheless, in my view, they are different 
means intended to achieve different forms of the target.17

1.3.2.8  Gettier’s Cases

Some philosophers have formulated a tripartite analysis of knowledge as justified 
true belief. According to this analysis, something is knowledge if and only if it does 
meet three necessary and jointly sufficient conditions: it must be true, believed to be 
true, and justifiably believed to be true. In his brief but very influential paper, “Is 
Justified True Belief Knowledge?”, Edmund Gettier revised this long-held view of 
knowledge by means of scenarios in which the subject has justified true belief with-
out having knowledge. Accordingly, in recent epistemology, the two cases that 
Gettier sets up are broadly considered important turning points in the history of 
epistemology: they show how justified true belief can fail to be knowledge.18 Let us 
take a look at one of Gettier’s two cases.

The first example Gettier comes up with has to do with Jones and Smith, who 
have applied for a particular job. Suppose that the boss told Smith that Jones would 
be offered the job. Suppose also that Smith has already checked and got to know that 
Jones has ten coins in his pocket. With the given evidence, Smith has a solid justifi-
cation for believing the following proposition is true: the one who will get the job 
has ten coins in his pocket. In this case, if Jones got the job, we would say that Smith 
knew that Jones would get the job. But suppose further that Smith, in the end, was 
selected and that, unknown to him, he himself has ten coins in his pocket. In this 
case, we have to say that although he is justified in believing the previous proposi-
tion, Smith does not know that it is true. In fact, his belief that it is true is just a kind 
of luck (Gettier 1963).

Gettier’s two examples have been hotly debated in recent literature. It was often 
argued that they successfully function as a serious challenge to the tripartite analysis 
of knowledge. Thus, they had a dramatic impact on epistemology. Their evidentiary 
status designates and secures them. In the 10 coins-case, which was just presented 
above, for example, it is obvious that Smith does not know the proposition ‘the one 
who will get the job has ten coins in his pocket’ is true. In fact, he was very lucky to 
believe it was true.

17 In one sense, there is an analogy between these cases. They share the same objective (i.e., justi-
fied true belief does not qualify as knowledge). Yet, they are different in two senses. One is that 
different cases of them produce evidence against different types of the theory of knowledge as 
justified true belief. For example, for Cohen’s Lottery cases, inductively justified true belief is not 
knowledge. While for Lehrer’s Truetemp case, lucky justified true belief is not knowledge. Another 
is that they produce different evidences against the very theory. That is, some of them are construc-
tive, others are destructive, etc. This latter point will be clearer in Sect. 1.4.1, where I will discuss 
both characterizations of thought experiment and their epistemic function.
18 It is worth noting that Gettier’s cases are not purported to provide a definition of what knowledge 
is. They challenge the sufficiency of justified true belief description as a definitional analysis of 
knowledge.
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1.3.2.9  Kripke’s Gödel–Schmidt Case19

In his book, Naming and Necessity, Saul Kripke argues against the descriptivist 
theory of reference held by Frege, Russell, Searle, and many others, whose main 
concern is the relation between language and the world. According to this theory, 
proper names with definite descriptions associated with them refer to the object that 
meets such descriptions. Attacking this view, Kripke provides several arguments, 
such as the epistemological argument that goes as follows. The proposition ‘if 
proper name exists, then proper names are definite descriptions’ is not known a 
priori. Or it is not known a priori as true. If it were otherwise, we would be wrong. 
But descriptivism entails otherwise. So, descriptivism is fallacious.

The book is well-supplied with thought experiments that support this argument. 
One of them is the well-known Gödel-Schmidt example in which he asks us to 
imagine the proper name “Gödel,” which is associated with the definite description 
as the author of the incompleteness theorems. But he asks us to suppose further that 
Gödel has stolen the script of the theorem from its real author Schmidt who passed 
away immediately after coming up with the theorem. Gödel published the work in 
his name, and this is how since then, people have associate with his name the defi-
nite description “the author of the incompleteness theorems” (Kripke 1980, 
pp. 83–4).

Now, whether or not any of such things indeed occurred, the main thing is that 
we do not know it a prior, although we know a priori that the author of the incom-
pleteness theorems wrote them. Moreover, if the descriptivist theory is true, we 
should refer to Schmidt when we use the name, Gödel. But we do not do that. So, 
the proposition ‘Gödel wrote the incompleteness theorems’ is different from the 
proposition ‘the author of the incompleteness theorems wrote the incompleteness 
theorems.’ The latter is knowable a priori, but the former is not. What is more, 
“Gödel” is a proper name. The description associated with the name is the proposi-
tion ‘the man who wrote the incompleteness theorems.’ The proper name and 
description do not refer to Schmidt. Therefore, descriptivism is wrong.

1.3.2.10  BonJour’s Example of Norman the Clairvoyant

In the first part of his book, The Structure of Empirical Knowledge, Laurence 
BonJour’s main goal is to show the inadequacy of foundationalism in providing a 
satisfactory explanation of empirical justification. For foundationalists like 
Descartes, Armstrong, and others, empirical beliefs are fundamental or basic: they 
are justified, and their justification does not depend on other empirical beliefs that 
themselves are in need of justification. Not so, argues BonJour, saying that “there is 
no way for the foundationalist’s allegedly basic empirical beliefs to be genuinely 

19 It is worth mentioning that in his book, Kripke uses this case and many others in various contexts 
of arguing against descriptivism. Here I am concerned with his usage of it in the context of what 
he calls as the epistemological argument.
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justified for the believer in question without that justification itself depending on 
further empirical beliefs which are themselves in need of justification” (BonJour 
1985, p. 84). If so, however, foundationalism clearly entails further problems.

BonJour’s main problem with empirical foundationalism is that it amounts to the 
epistemic regress problem. This serious and fundamental problem commonly takes 
the following form: “to know any proposition P we must know a proposition Q that 
provides evidence for P, but this requires an endless regress of known propositions—
a circle or an infinite regress—so, since we cannot acquire knowledge by means of 
such regresses, knowledge is impossible” (Cling 2014, p.  162). At the opposite 
extreme, the externalist version of foundationalism responds to the epistemic regress 
problem by claiming that “the justification of a basic belief depends on an external 
relation between the believer (and his belief), on the one hand, and the world, on the 
other, specifically a lawlike connection” (BonJour 1985, p.  35). In other words, 
contrary to internalism, externalism holds that justification is an entirely external/
nonmental matter and that it is NOT always possible to know what justifies your 
belief when it is justified. That is to say, even when your belief is justified, you may 
not know what justifies it simply because its justifier may not always be accessi-
ble to you.

BonJour rejects the externalist’s response and presents four clairvoyant cases to 
show the major problems with externalism. Due to our purpose here, it is enough to 
focus only on the case of Norman, which can be described as follows. Norman is a 
completely reliable clairvoyant, in certain conditions which can be usually obtained, 
with respect to certain kinds of subject matter. He possesses no evidence or reason 
of any kind for or against the general possibility of such a cognitive power. One day 
Norman comes to believe that the President is in New York City, though he has no 
evidence either for or against this belief. In fact, the belief is true. Is Norman epis-
temically justified in believing that the President is in New York City so that his 
belief is an instance of knowledge? (BonJour 1985, p. 41).

According to the externalist view, we must say that he is; simply because, accord-
ing to externalism, “a person’s beliefs might be epistemically justified merely in 
virtue of facts or relations that are external to his subjective conception” (BonJour 
1985, p. 36). If so, if what justifies one’s belief is just one’s external facts or rela-
tions and not one’s beliefs and other cognitive states, the regress of justification 
stops occurring, and the epistemic regress problem is resolved, externalists hold. In 
contrast, BonJour thinks that the problem at issue, however, is obviously more seri-
ous. He rejects the externalist response because it reveals a poor understanding of 
the epistemic regress problem that came into view in terms of justification rather 
than knowledge. Additionally, it seems safe to say that the externalist response is 
hopelessly irrelevant to the epistemic regress problem. Despite the problem of 
changing the subject, the thought experiment shows how the subject is epistemically 
unjustified depending on her mere external facts or relations and not on her internal 
beliefs, and accordingly, such belief is not an instance of knowledge.

The goal of this section is limited to making some observations about appealing 
to epistemic thought experiments in contemporary epistemology. If we are asked to 
come up with further paradigms, many more interesting pieces of thought 
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experiments are available. Examples may include Burge’s arthritis case, Cohen’s 
airport case, and many others.20 Such examples are not hard to explain, but the cases 
presented so far offer an adequate background for our upcoming considerations: 
what are the common characteristics of these thought experiments, their structsure, 
and function?

1.4  Commentaries on Thought Experiments in Epistemology

In previous sections, we have seen how thought experiments dominate epistemol-
ogy. In particular, I have sketched some of the best-known thought experiments that 
play a significant methodological role in epistemology. Although thought experi-
ments are quite common in many areas, what makes thought experiment in episte-
mology different is that epistemologists make it the object of study itself. They 
concern themselves with questions of its common nature, features, etc. In the cur-
rent debate over the nature of thought experiment in analytic epistemology, there are 
many characterizations of thought experiment. Examples of these characterizations 
could be empiricism, according to which thought experiment is a sub-argument 
(Brendel 2018), rationalism, which considers it to be a stimulation of rational insight 
(Grundmann 2018); naturalism, which looks at it as stimulation of cognitivists’ 
mental models (Nersessian 2018), Kantianism that treats thought experiment as a 
continuous function with a real one or/and a condition for a possible one (Buzzoni 
2018), and phenomenologism that deals with it as a first-person anticipation pump 
(Wiltsche 2018).

In what follows, I shall be attempting to characterize thought experiments. To 
that end, I shall try to explore its structure and function. To do so, I will borrow and 
discuss some common portrayals offered by some contemporary philosophers who 
are interested in this subject. I shall make use of these depictions in order to draw 
my own picture of the issue at hand. By doing this, I can proceed to create a safer 
pathway for carrying out the purpose I have tasked myself to fulfill in the next step, 
namely, the nature and evidential role of epistemic intuition.

20 In brief, Tyler Burge’s thought experiment concerns Oscar, who has an imperfect understanding 
of the concept of ‘arthritis.’ Accordingly, he falsely thinks that he has arthritis in his thighs. Oscar 
got corrected and was convinced by the medical definition of arthritis given by his doctor. While 
Stewart Cohen’s airport case concerns Mary and John, who are at Louisiana airport and want to fly 
to New York by a certain flight. They want to know if it has a stopover in Chicago. They overhear 
from a passenger, Smith, who tells someone after checking the plane itinerary, that it has. Mary 
rightly suspects this. Hence, they change the schedule agreeing that Smith does not really know 
what he uttered.
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1.4.1  Characterizations of Thought Experiment and Their 
Epistemic Function

My aim in this section is to give proof or evidence that clearly shows the variety of 
accounts proposed to explain the thought experiment. The point is also to show that 
thought experiment has a certain epistemological depth and thereby attempt to elab-
orate the basic ideas of the ongoing discourse in the philosophical literature into a 
more comprehensive account of epistemic thought experiments.

The standard characterization of thought experiments is that they serve to 
describe a scenario of a postulated development of events. If so, the question now 
is, do they weave concrete or possible scenario? Some hold that a thought experi-
ment is a scenario woven from some particulars of the real world (Hintikka and 
Hintikka 1989; Häggqvist 1996). On the other hand, others argue that it is woven 
from some psychological particulars, such as imagination, for instance. Each of 
these two positions is partly right: I think that thought experiments may be woven 
from both sources, the real world and the use of the imagination. For example, 
Lehrer’s Truetemp thought experiment makes us think about whether we should 
count Truetemp’s thoughts caused by an imaginary device implanted in his head as 
reliable knowledge. Whatever this imaginary device is, it creates the very frame of 
this thought experiment, and accordingly, it is essential, particular to the relevant 
thought experiment. Moreover, the same thought experiment is, to some extent, 
woven from real-life particulars. For instance, in addition to the above-mentioned 
imaginary device, Truetemp’s thought experiment also includes concrete particulars 
such as the surgeon, thermometer, and temperature, which help us to continue with 
the thought experiment and consider it relevant. These two kinds of components 
lead us to discuss the following two characteristics of thought experiments: argu-
ment and counterfactuality.

To my understanding of the word ‘argument’, it means reason(s) or evidence(s) 
produced for the claim that this or that theory is justified or unjustified.21 For exam-
ple, Oscar has pain in his thighs, and he knows there is a disease called ‘arthritis’ 
which causes painful inflammation and stiffness of some part of the body. This justi-
fies his thinking that he has arthritis in his thighs. But Oscar got to know the medical 
definition of arthritis given by his doctor. For that reason, Oscar’s previous under-
standing of the concept of ‘arthritis’ is imperfect. If my understanding is correct, 
then I think one important lesson, maybe among many, is to be learned, namely, 
thought experiments are arguments. Among proponents of the argument-based 
view of thought experiments are (Norton 1991, 1993, 1996); (Rescher 1991); (Irvine 
1991), and (Forge 1991). In other words, a thought experiment offers an argument 
for or against a target theory. When it is against, it takes the form of a counterex-
ample. In fact, there is “a usual practice of analytic philosophy of giving 

21 This point will be discussed again, and what is meant here by the word ‘argument’ will become 
clearer when I argue in the third chapter that thought experiments provide arguments in an epis-
temic and not a logical sense.
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counterexamples with the practice of constructing thought experiments” (Engel 
2011, p. 157). A thought experiment is a counterexample when it has an explicitly 
negative implication that disproves an assertion made by a claim of an already-
standing theory. For example, suppose there is a theory that says every A is B. If you 
can find a thought experiment in which at least one A is not B, then that thought 
experiment will be considered as a counterexample against the already-standing 
theory. Thought experiment, as a counterexample, commonly works as follows: it 
shows that something is the case and makes use of it in an argument against a theory. 
Smith, the subject of Smith-Jones Gettier’s example, who has justified true belief 
but no knowledge, was used to provide such a refuting argument against the claim 
that knowledge is justified true belief. Or, Mary, the subject of Jackson’s example 
who got to know more about colors after she was freed from the black-and-white 
room in which she was raised, was used to provide such a refuting argument against 
physicalism, according to which all truths are physical ones.

But it is argued that we cannot say that thought experiments are arguments for 
many reasons: first, thought experiments and arguments are two different entities 
(Brendel 2018). Otherwise, a thought experiment should be called explicitly an 
argument, not a thought experiment. The problem with this objection is that it over-
looks the fact that a thought experiment may be implicitly argument, communicat-
ing analogous thoughts. Second, if by ‘argument,’ it is meant logical argument, this 
reduces the thought experiment to a proposition. And thought experiments are more 
than logical propositions; they include some psychological elements like imagina-
tion, for example (Cooper 2005). Here I have to maintain that I am not following 
Norton’s and his colleagues’ usage of the term ‘argument.’ They use ‘argument’ in 
a logical sense. While I use the very term in an epistemic sense. An epistemic argu-
ment includes reasons, grounds, or pieces of evidence that produce justified or 
unjustified beliefs and exists entirely without propositions that are sensitive to the 
truth conditions under which the given proposition is true or false. Thus, this strat-
egy, I think, enables my usage of the term to avoid the charge of reducing the con-
cept of ‘thought experiment’ to the notion of ‘proposition.’

Third, arguments are not opaque, but we usually feel uncertain because of the 
opacity of the thought experiment. Such opacity causes disagreement among phi-
losophers on the validity of thought experiments. If a thought experiment is obvi-
ously an argument, then there should not be a disagreement among philosophers on 
its validity; but disagreement is there (Häggqvist 2019). However, it is imagination 
that causes the opaqueness of some details of thought experiments, as in Chalmers’ 
world of Zombies. The reason behind the unclarity of worlds as such is that they are 
not actual worlds. That is, some thought experiments present a scenario that is 
called in contemporary epistemology as involving possible worlds, i.e., total ways 
that the world might have been. For example, Gettier’s example is a possible world 
for the conception of knowledge as justified true belief. In Gettier’s possible world, 
it is possible for one to have justified true belief without knowledge.

Furthermore, possible worlds take, in some philosophical writings, the form of 
‘what if’ a certain scenario happened differently. For example, in the actual world, 
one cannot always predict the temperature correctly, but ‘what if’ it happened that 
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someone called Truetemp could always predict the temperature degree correctly, as 
in Lehrer’s scenario of the Truetemp case? This is a topic where possible worlds 
take the form of a ‘counterfactual,’ and accordingly, the possibility is understood in 
terms of models relative to the modalities (e.g., possibility, impossibility, necessity, 
contingency, etc.). In this context, (Sorensen 1992) characterizes thought experi-
ments as “alethic refuters,” and (Dohrn 2018) claims that there is a consensus on the 
idea that thought experiment is counterfactual. However, this claim won’t withstand 
Kripke’s argument that I adopt. According to it, the differences, if any, between pos-
sible and actual worlds are minor.

An opponent of thought experiment as argument may object that it is important 
to distinguish between three sorts of possibility, logical, metaphysical, and epis-
temic. A thought experiment is logically possible when it includes what is consis-
tent with the fundamental laws of logic. For example, whether or not anything of 
Gödel–Schmidt scenario indeed happened, it is logically possible—there is no 
latent inconsistency in supposing Gödel has stolen the script of the theorem from its 
real author Schmidt. Gödel published the work in his name, and this is how people 
associate with his name the definite description of the author of the incompleteness 
theorems. Those who do not admit the view of thought experiment as argument take 
‘argument’ to be understood as having a logical form. Or in (Stuart 2016)‘s words, 
they focus on “the logic of thought experiments.” For them, epistemologists make 
an appeal to thought experiment as a counterfactual, a form of ‘what if’ or a form of 
‘if … then’.

But the counterfactual conditional is subject to a serious problem: it violates the 
property of transitivity that constitutes the syllogistic argument (Luisa & Chiara 
1992). Consider the following example. Premise 1: If Hilary Putnam were a scien-
tist, then he would not be wrong. Premise 2: If Hilary Putnam were not wrong, then 
water would not be H2O. Conclusion: If Hilary Putnam were a scientist, then water 
would not be H2O. In the framework of possible worlds, one can imagine a possible 
world where Putnam is a successful scientist who discovered that water is xxx. The 
transitive property is violated because our assertion of the second possible world or 
second premise does not necessarily include what we assert by the first possible 
world or first premise. As a result, two premises may be true, but the conclusion may 
be false. ‘Water is not H2O’ breaks down the laws of nature. What all this shows is 
that it is better not to take thought experiment as a counterfactual argument draped 
in the logic of modality. Thought experiments would lose much of their force if that 
happened.

This brings us to the second sort of possibility, metaphysical possibility. For it 
might be argued that if I am right about the failure of transitivity and if the counter-
factual conditional breaks laws of nature, then (Ghins 2007, p. 127) is right: “the 
truth of scientific laws is based on a metaphysics of nature.” Inasmuch as thought 
experiment includes what is inconsistent with the fundamental laws of nature, it 
speaks of what is metaphysically possible, perhaps as in the example of zombies. 
That is to say, the laws of nature and science as we know them now do not admit as 
acceptable the idea that zombie-like creatures, which are physically identical to 
human beings but have no consciousness, can exist. Recall that a few decades ago, 
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it was odd to claim that the laws of nature and science allow human beings to go to 
the moon. In my view, Zombiehood is metaphysically possible in the way it was, a 
few decades, ago odd to claim that the laws of nature and science allow human 
beings to go to the moon. The example of going to the moon shows that it is risky to 
understand a thought experiment as a metaphysical possibility simply because the 
output of doing so may be making the thought experiment be taken under a false 
sense of possibility.

The third sense of possibility is the epistemic possibility, according to which 
what is possible is relative to the thought experimenter’s epistemic state—what is 
possible for all she (the thought experimenter) knows (Dohrn 2018, p. 373). For 
instance, for all Gettier (the thought experimenter) knows, justified true belief does 
not entail knowledge. This understanding of epistemic possibility is compatible 
with my above-mentioned understanding of argument as a list of ground(s), 
reason(s), or evidence(s) that justify each other, producing justifiedness or unjusti-
fiedness for the claim that this or that theory is justified or unjustified. With this in 
mind, the thought experiment is an argument that is innocent of all charges of meta-
physical and logical commitments. It is grounded in the experimenter’s limited 
knowledge of the world, her epistemic commitment.

At any rate, a thought experiment as an argument is directed at destroying, estab-
lishing, or simultaneously destroying and establishing a theory. One way to clarify 
this point is to use Brown’s (1986, 1991) taxonomy. Brown distinguishes between 
three ways in which a thought experiment can be directed at a theory. First, thought 
experiments may be destructive. A thought experiment is destructive when it aims 
to destroy an old theory and generates no new one. For example, Jackson’s Fred and 
Mary cases, Searle’s Chinese Room case, and Chalmers’ Zombie case are aimed at 
refutation of different forms of physicalism. More examples of a destructive thought 
experiment may include Gettier’s refutation of the conception of knowledge as jus-
tified true belief and Cohen’s refutation of fallibilism.

Second, the thought experiment may be constructive. A thought experiment is 
constructive when it aims to establish evidence for a theory. Examples of a construc-
tive thought experiment may include the Truetemp case, in which Lehrer establishes 
evidence for internalism, and the Fake Barn Country case, in which Goldman estab-
lishes evidence for the theory that what determines whether our assessment is true 
or false is the distinguishability or discriminability of the situation.

Third, the thought experiment may be Platonic. That is, it is simultaneously 
destructive and constructive. It aims at both an act of destroying an old theory and 
an act of establishing evidence for a theory at the same time. As an example of a 
Platonic thought experiment, Brown gives Galileo’s Falling Stones thought experi-
ment, in which Galileo proves Aristotle’s view, according to which weighty objects 
fall quicker than light ones to be wrong and replaces it with his own view according 
to which all such objects fall at the same rate. This thought experiment is platonic 
because it refutes Aristotle’s theory and at once establishes a piece of evidence for 
an alternative theory. In the same way, Kripke’s Gödel-Schmidt case simultaneously 
refutes the descriptive theory of names and suggests the causal-historical theory of 
reference. Analogously, BonJour’s case of Norman the clairvoyant, at the same 
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time, poses a serious threat to the externalist version of foundationalism and moti-
vates the internalist account of justification.

This leads us to a character of thought experiments called by (Brendel 2004) as 
“the informativeness of thought experiments” (p. 93). That is, in virtue of thought 
experiments, “we learn something new about theories and concepts” which already 
exist. Thought experiments, as such then, have crucial epistemic significance. We 
can say, for example, that by virtue of Galileo’s Falling Stones thought experiment, 
we learn something new about the world; namely, Aristotle’s view is wrong, and all 
objects fall at the same speed.

The focus has been so far on how a thought experiment as an argument is directed 
at a theory. However, this directedness is intentional. More precisely, the scenario is 
framed in the context of the experimenter’s cognitive intention(s). That is, the 
thought experiment is a result of the experimenter-intentional-directedness. In other 
words, “it is correct to say that someone [i.e., the experimenter] did something 
intentionally under a certain description” (Ludwig 2007, p 129). What a thought 
experiment shows is intentional content (Burge 1982). For example, Gettier had a 
certain intention (i.e., him being interested in the question about knowledge) that 
made him formulate his cases as they are: the experimenter –intentional- directedness 
frames the details of the scenario. That is why he questioned the usual conception 
of knowledge, proving its weakness by giving two examples in which he came to 
conclude that justified true belief does not qualify as knowledge.

1.4.2  The Structures of Thought Experiment and Their 
Epistemic Function

One may be motivated by the view that the epistemic function of a thought experi-
ment cannot be completely captured in terms of its distinctive features, but rather, 
its structure is also required to be accounted for. I take it that, seen in this light, it is 
also important that one investigates the structure of the concept one is concerned 
with. In what follows, I elaborate on the most basic ideas of recognized accounts of 
the structure of thought experiments in the literature and employ them to continue 
constructing a more sophisticated account of epistemic thought experiments.

Every thought experiment depends on an initial assumption whose function is 
directly relevant to drawing a conclusion (Meynell 2014; Myers 1986; Norton 1996; 
Brendel 2004). For example, the assumption of Gödel-Schmidt’s example is that the 
only description associated with the proper name “Gödel” is the proposition ‘the 
man who wrote the incompleteness theorems.’ Having made this assumption, 
Kripke has come to two kinds of conclusions. One is epistemic: we cannot know the 
proposition ‘Gödel wrote the incompleteness theorems’ a priori. Another is seman-
tic: the descriptivist theory of reference according to which proper names (e.g., 
“Gödel” in this case) with the definite descriptions associated with them (e.g., the 
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author of incompleteness theorems in this case) refer to the object that meets such 
descriptions (e.g., Schmidt in this case) is wrong.

The same story goes for BonJour’s example of Norman, whose initial assump-
tion is that the only evidence or justification, if any, Norman has for his belief that 
‘the President is in New York City’ is luck. Having made this assumption, BonJour 
has come to the conclusion that such belief is not an instance of knowledge, and 
accordingly, externalism does not hold.

Along the same line, (Ierodiakonou 2011) provides us with an analogous charac-
terization of thought experiment. In her view, thought experiments are suppositional 
stories beginning with a fictitious assumption that puts one before two different 
potentials. These two options need to be investigated in order for one to know which 
of them one should follow to draw a clear conclusion. For this reason, one’s approach 
to a thought experiment should direct her attention towards scrutinizing the assump-
tion made to know its function in conclusion.

Idealization is another essential ingredient of thought experiment. By the word 
‘idealization,’ I mean that the description of the relevant thought experiment is per-
fect. For instance, Chalmers’ Zombie as an anti-physicalist thought experiment 
would not be successful without his strategy of idealizing the description of both the 
conceivability and possibility theses: the description of a conceivable world of 
Zombie, and the description of a possible world that satisfies to be exactly like ours 
with one exception that consciousness is not there. If so, if idealization is what 
makes a thought experiment exists, idealization must play a central role in enabling 
us to distinguish between successful and unsuccessful thought experiment. In 
(Norton 2018)‘s words, epistemologists usually focus on successful thought experi-
ments. But some thought experiments fail because they lack idealization. A thought 
experiment can be idealized if the experimenter has enough freedom to consider it 
to be ideal. Now, when can we say that an idealization is justified? Idealization is 
justified if it is informative and its effects are knowable (Reiss 2018). Meeting those 
two conditions enable a thought experiment to acquire its epistemological power 
successfully. Without idealization just described, Chalmers would not be able to 
reach his conclusion that disproves the idea that consciousness can be explained by 
physical terms only. What is left is the question of whether idealization makes 
thought experiment similar to computer simulation (Lenhard 2018). I believe with 
Lenhard that the answer is no. For thought experiment is completely accessible to 
epistemic assessment but computer simulation is not.

Nevertheless, Lenhard holds that both thought experiment and computer simula-
tion emerge from a common root, imagination. This leads us to another conspicuous 
component of thought experiment: imagination. In the process of conducting a 
thought experiment, the experimenter imaginatively interacts with images. These 
images are pillars which instruct her to imagine certain scenarios in a particular way 
(Meynell 2018). Consequently, these pillars play a needed role in justifying the 
conclusion of the imagined scenario. That is, they provide the experimenter with a 
justification for its epistemic success. If so, imagination plays an essential role in 
warranting the epistemic success of a thought experiment. It is what enables the 
relevant thought experiment or invented narrative to increase our knowledge about 
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the world through assembling unjointed cognitive resources (Davies 2018). Cohen’s 
lottery cases, for example, increase our knowledge about the nature of knowledge. 
They teach us that induction is not enough ground for obtaining true knowledge.

Last and not least, it is often argued that intuition is the most salient component 
of thought experiment. It is also said that this component also plays the role of evi-
dence for the thought experiment that involves it. Now, if epistemology, especially 
the contemporary variety of it, depends on thought experiments that, in turn, count 
on intuition, then intuition plays a crucial role in contemporary epistemology. Here 
is how Hilary Kornblith introduces the assumption that epistemologists, as a matter 
of fact, rely widely on intuitions as evidence in their theorizing: “George Bealer 
does it. Roderick Chisholm does it a lot. Most philosophers do it openly and unapol-
ogetically, and the rest arguably do it too, although some of them would deny it. 
What they all do is appeal to intuitions in constructing, shaping, and refining their 
philosophical views” (Kornblith 1998, p. 129). Alvin Goldman, another proponent 
of intuition-based epistemology, writes: “One thing that distinguishes philosophical 
methodology from the methodology of the sciences is its extensive and avowed reli-
ance on intuition” (Goldman 2007, p.  1). Thus, reliance on intuition taken as a 
philosophical method is what differentiates philosophy from science.

However, the experimental philosophers’ version of this normative claim may be 
more direct and radical. (Weinberg 2007), for example, tells us that “analytic phi-
losophy without intuitions just wouldn’t be analytic philosophy” and “that intu-
itions have become not just one of philosophy’s tools but part of its subject matter 
as well” (p. 318). As I see it, contemporary epistemologists consider intuition-based 
epistemology as plain truth. What evidence Jackson and Searle, for instance, pro-
vide is only intuition that our having all physical information about the subject Fred 
won’t help us to know everything about his color experience, that Mary’s previous 
physical knowledge is incomplete, and that any computer lacks cognitive states.

Given the centrality of thought experiments in epistemological inquiry, the better 
one’s account of thought experiment as evidence is, the better understanding of the 
nature of epistemological methodology one gains. Upon this motivation, (Stich and 
Tobia 2018) differentiate between two kinds of intuitions used by epistemologists as 
evidence in thought experiments. One is used as evidence for mental entities, such 
as the content of concepts, the justification for tacit theories, etc. Another is used as 
evidence for extra mental entities such as universals, modal truths, etc. Stich and 
Tobia argue that while we have no good reason to defend the reliability of the latter, 
experimental philosophy (i.e., survey-based methods) shows the unreliability of the 
former. This unfaithfulness of intuition was argued for mainly on the basis of the 
fact that the strength of intuition varies according to factors irrelevant to the topic of 
the relevant thought experiment itself.

However, the point of variability in intuitions was defended by (Cohnitz and 
Häggqvist 2018). Like (McAllister 2018)‘s historicist approach, according to which 
thought experiment is historical attainment and, accordingly, its historical and cul-
tural contexts underlay its epistemic status, the proposed argument argues that 
thought experiments are best explained as follows. Different factors formulate a 
dialectical context for thought experiment that involves intuitive modal judgment. 
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Different sub-epistemological fields require different things from these intuitions. If 
so, either several epistemological accounts of intuition are necessary, or we have to 
consider the dialectical context of thought experiments that involve these intuitions 
in order to formulate a complete epistemological account.

Another motivation for this variation comes from (Bokulich and Frappier 2018). 
According to them, the thought experiment is changeable over time, as in Lucretius’ 
version of Archytas’ thought experiment.22 In the same vein, (Goffi and Roux 2018) 
propose a dialectical account of thought experiment according to which thought 
experiment is a cognitive, contextual and counterfactual scenario. Contrary to that, 
it can be argued that these methods can show the variability of intuitions without 
being able to cast any serious charge on their reliability (Ludwig 2018). The vari-
ability of intuitions and their reliability are two different things. Also, the invari-
ability of intuitions does not entail their reliability. Therefore, experimental 
philosophical results are unwarranted.23

We have come to the conclusion that an epistemic thought experiment is an 
imaginative, intentional, and concrete or possible scenario that takes a narrative 
form of a postulated development of events and can be best analyzed as an argument 
of the sort defined. This argument is accompanied by a crucial epistemic signifi-
cance of informativeness relative to the thought experimenter’s epistemic state. And 
the such argument is directed at destroying, establishing, or simultaneously destroy-
ing and establishing a theory. It does mainly and really so in virtue of the help 
offered by two unique components: an idealized assumption and an intuition arises 
from it, producing either justifiedness or unjustifiedness of the pertinent theory.24

But then again, the main epistemological concern is the same, the one I raised 
right at the beginning: what is the nature of intuition. In recent years, this concern 
has been increasingly and repeatedly discussed. In order to locate my small contri-
bution in responding to this urgent query within the scope of these ongoing debates, 
intuition will be my next concern beginning with its emergence in epistemology.

22 Archytas’ thought experiment was later taken over and modified by many philosophers like the 
Roman philosopher Lucretius, for example. By imagining the man who tries to throw a spear 
stands at the outer edge of the world, Lucretius supported two doctrines: the plurality of the worlds 
and the doctrine that the world has no fixed limits.
23 It is worth noting that here I neither defend nor deny any of these accounts. For regardless of the 
rightness or wrongness of any of them, all that concerns me here is to show how intuition arises as 
a genuine component of epistemic thought experiment.
24 For detailed elaboration about how the abilities and limits of thought experiment can be traced to 
the fact that intuition arises from it, see (Ichikawa & Jarvis 2009).
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1.5  Intuition in Epistemology

While the question of the nature of intuition is not only young but highly conten-
tious in epistemology, philosophers’ usage of intuition in their epistemic thought 
experiments has been common since antiquities. For since intuitions arise from 
thought experiments and philosophers have used thought experiments since the 
term ‘philosophy’ was coined, then intuition’s usage in philosophy is as old as the 
subject itself. If this is the case, then it seems plausible to initially look for a histori-
cal explanation of the term ‘intuition’. In what follows, I would like to focus on the 
history of the word ‘intuition,’ its origin, what it stands for, and how its meaning has 
changed over time.

1.5.1  Epistemic Intuition in Classical Epistemology25

There is a long tradition of the activity of philosophizing that produces an inclina-
tion in many philosophers to set out to write philosophy in the way in which intu-
ition plays a key role in epistemological inquiry to the extent that their epistemological 
writings are marked by heavy doses of intuition. Nevertheless, epistemologists have 
never shown an interest in developing an overall definition of the term ‘intuition.’ 
Accordingly, it is better to start with the etymology of the word ‘intuition.’ The 
primary conception of intuition is ancient. According to (Lee 1989, p. 2), the word 
can be traced back to the Latin verb ‘intueri,’ which is roughly equivalent to obtain-
ing knowledge from an internal source. In Greek philosophy, especially Plato’s and 
Aristotle’s systems, the term was used as one of the cognates of the terms ‘nous’ or 
‘noesis.’ That is, it referred to a “direct intellectual cognition” with “an intersubjec-
tive communicability and verifiability” (Piętka 2015, p.  24). This can be easily 
shown with reference to the aforementioned Theaetetus thought experiment. 
According to the way by which contemporary philosophers analyze thought experi-
ment, Plato in the Theaetetus relies on the intuition that the jurors lack knowledge. 
This intuition is a direct cognition since Plato did not argue for it.26 And Socrates got 
it intersubjectively verified by asking Theaetetus whether he was right in comparing 
the juryman’s belief and the knowledge of the eye-witness, who responded directly 
by saying, “certainly.”

In modern western philosophy, “it was, in fact, Descartes who had first employed 
the word intuition to mean “the conception of a pure and attentive mind, which is so 
easy and definite that no doubt about what we are understanding can remain” – a 

25 It would take us too long to completely explain the notion of intuition in classical epistemology. 
A few words, however, should be said about some of the most interesting issues in this regard.
26 In one sense which is widespread in contemporary epistemology, intuition is frequently deemed 
to be fairly spontaneous, immediate, and unreflective knowledge (Goldman & Pust 1998, p. 179; 
Cohnitz & Häggqvist 2009; Nado 2015; Hannon 2018).
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usage that he acknowledged to be a novel use of the Latin, intueri” (Meehan 2014, 
p. 94). Applying this meaning of the term ‘intuition’ to his above-discussed thought 
experiment of the dreamer, he relies on the intuition that the dreamer’s belief is typi-
cally false. For, in dreams, one might touch objects which do not exist. And since 
we have no precise criterion by means of which one can decide whether one is 
awake or asleep, our claims of knowledge are no more able to be relied on as true. 
That is why he considers dreams to be a serious threat to our claims of knowledge.

Moreover, it is worth mentioning that his idea of an “attentive mind” plays a 
crucial role in Sosa’s and BonJour’s defense of the evidentiality of intuition.27 On 
Sosa’s view, for example, intuitions are products of mental competence. Although 
they are fallible, intuitions are reliable because they are competent. Their fallibility, 
when they are fallible, is due to the subject’s inattentiveness; they are correctable by 
paying more attention. When intuition is false, its falsifiability is not relative to the 
competence itself. The same story is not true in the case of other faculties of cogni-
tion, such as perception and introspection, where the frailty of intuition is relative to 
the system itself.

In the same way, BonJour’s view of both the source and evidential status of intu-
ition is very close to Sosa’s. Just as in Sosa’s view, intuition is a product of mental 
competence, in BonJour’s view, it is a product of a “cognitive state.” And just as in 
(Sosa 2007a, p. 59)‘s view, intuition may be fallible due to “performance errors 
chargeable against the subject, by contrast with deliverances of a competence;” yet, 
the fallibility of intuitions can be avoided by exercising more care and attention; in 
(BonJour 1985, p. 208)‘s view, “a mistake in a priori intuitive apprehension can 
only result from some sort of confusion or unclarity;” yet, the frailty of intuition 
“can always be corrected by exercising greater care” (Tidman 1996, p. 164). What 
is more, this Cartesian rational view of intuition- derived from an attentive mind- as 
the source of knowledge is a common thought with Bealer, who also sees rational 
intuition as a source of knowledge, defining it as intellectual seeming.28

In his book Ideas, Husserl identifies intuition simply as “intellectual seeing” 
(Husserl 1983, p. 32). According to him, this intellectual seeing enables us to be 
conscious of the essence of objects (Husserl 1983, pp. 9–10). Further, in Logical 
Investigations, he draws a clear distinction between signitive and intuitive inten-
tions. He writes that “a signitive intention merely points to its object, an intuitive 
intention gives it ‘presence,’ in the pregnant sense of the word, it imports something 
of the fullness of the object itself” (Husserl 2001, p. 233). To explain that, he utilizes 
some terms such as ‘matter’ by which he means intentional content. The best way 
to illustrate the meaning of this is to take a look into his above-discussed thought 
experiment of the honeysuckle, in which he distinguishes, as we have seen, between 
intuitive and semantic acts. In intuitive act =  intuitive (full) intention, the object 
(i.e., blossoming honeysuckle) bodily presents before the subject who represents it, 
while in semantic act = signitive intention, the object (i.e., the honeysuckle believed 

27 Sosa’s view of the attentive mind will be discussed again in detail later in this book.
28 Bealer’s view of rational intuition will be discussed again in detail later in this book.
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to be blooming) does not present itself before the subject; the object is just signified 
without presence.

As a related matter, some recent theorists about intuition like Chudnoff, for 
example, start from what Husserl calls ‘matter’ as “a dependent part of the psycho-
logical event that represents the relevant object (in this case, the honeysuckle 
itself)”.29 Chudnoff believes that intuition is true just in virtue of this phenomeno-
logical representation. His view that intuition is an experience and analogous to 
perception can then finds its roots in Husserl’s phenomenology. The danger is that 
if so, if “every part of the expansive body of human knowledge, according to 
Husserl’s view, finds its origins in some act of fulfillment, be it in my own personal 
psychological history or in that of some other individual or group of individuals that 
has been handed down in scientific practice and culture;” then recent empirical the-
orists’ thesis about intuition according to which intuition varies according to factors 
irrelevant to its truth such as culture, social status, or so on is true (Kidd 2014, 
p. 132–3).

For Husserl, however, there are minimally three sorts of intuition with three dif-
ferent kinds of objects.30 They are: (1) perceptual intuition qualifies as inadequate 
knowledge because its content is mere appearance; (2) categorial intuition synthe-
sizes between perceptual and categorial content plus a prior awareness of the world, 
but it also qualifies as inadequate knowledge because its content lacks abstraction; 
and (3) essential intuition of abstract entities qualifies as fallible but adequate 
knowledge: adequate because it grasps the object’s constant and necessary essence 
such as numbers, Plato’s Forms, etc., and fallible because it is subject to further cor-
rection through more experiences. As we have already seen, this idea of correction 
is the only warranty for the epistemic value of intuition in many contemporary phi-
losophers’ views, such as Sosa’s, BonJour’s, and so on.

1.5.2  Epistemic Intuition in Contemporary Epistemology

As it was often said, Gettier’s examples were the kind of entry that warranted the 
ongoing debate on intuition. For since then, philosophical discussion about the 
appeal to intuitions has become a familiar phenomenon in contemporary epistemo-
logical literature. Frequently, epistemologists start with some target claim for evalu-
ation and then present one with a thought experiment that contains as part of a 
whole an intuition that has some bearing on the claim under evaluation. It is within 
the context of a thought experiment, then, that intuition gets its appearance. In 
(Dennett 1984)‘s words, thought experiments are “intuition pumps.” Intuition, 
therefore, lies at the heart of much current epistemological activity and the aim of 

29 Chudnoff’s phenomenological view of intuition will be discussed again in more detail later in 
this book.
30 It would take us too long to completely explain this Husserlian classification of intuition. A few 
words, however, should be said about it.
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this section is to show how the phenomena of intuition gained great prominence in 
recent analytic epistemology by virtue of thought experiment.

Let us apply this idea to the examples we considered in Sect. 1.3.2. It was often 
argued that the above thought experiments are dependent on intuitions. For exam-
ple, Jackson’s thought experiment of Fred was widely considered by many contem-
porary philosophers to be relying on intuition; namely, our having all physical 
information about the subject won’t help us to know everything about his color 
experience. That is, even after we know everything about his brain processes, physi-
ology, history, body, etc., something still will be left out. Similarly, in his Robot 
Mary case, Jackson’s intuition that lies behind this thought experiment is that the 
subject’s previous physical knowledge is incomplete. That is why, after releasing 
her from her black and white room, she will acquire more than all the physical infor-
mation already known to her.

Similarly, Searle’s Chinese room case depends on the intuition that the computer 
lacks cognitive states. In the same way, Chalmers’ Zombie case relies on the intu-
ition that the realm of Zombies or Zombie itself (the subject of the story) is, indeed, 
conceivable. The same story goes for Cohen’s Lottery cases. In case 1, the intuition 
is that the subject does not know that he will lose. In case 2&3, the intuition is that 
the subject knows that he will lose. Also, in Lehrer’s Truetemp case, the author 
constructs his thought experiment on the basis of the following intuition: the sub-
ject, Mr. Truetemp, does not know what the temperature is when he truly says what 
it is. By the same token, Goldman’s fake barn case involves two intuitions that are 
‘Henry knows’ to ‘Henry does not know.’

In Gettier’s example we discussed, it is intuitive that Smith does not know the 
proposition ‘the one who will get the job has ten coins in his pocket’ is true. In fact, 
he was very lucky to believe it as true. In like manner, Kripke’s Gödel–Schmidt 
thought experiment rests on the intuition that we do not refer to Schmidt when we 
use the name, Gödel. Finally, BonJour’s example of Norman rests on an intuition 
that externalism violates: the subject is epistemically unjustified in believing that 
the President is in New York City.

This opens up the intriguing question of what intuition is.31 Although there is no 
general consensus among contemporary philosophers about what intuition is, clus-
ters of them reduce it to some other cognitive state such as belief (Lewis 1983), 
non-inferential belief (Gopnik and Schwitzgebel 1998; Devitt 2006, p.  491; 
Kornblith 1998), inclination or disposition to believe (Inwagen 1997, p.  309; 
Earlenbaugh and Molyneux 2009; Sosa 1998), sui generis mental state with propo-
sitional attitude namely, seeming (Bealer 1998a, 2002; Pust 2000; Huemer 2001, 
2005a; Chudnoff 2011a; Bengson 2015; Koksvik 2011), inclination to judgment 
(Cohen 1986), and “spontaneous mental judgement” (Goldman & Pust 1998, 
p. 179). This list goes on and on.

31 While chapter two will be entirely devoted to the analysis and development of an account of the 
nature of intuition, I will here lay out some of its prevailing definitions for purposes of clarity.
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In summary, there is room for disagreement about the nature of intuition. 
However, a question arises as to whether this divergence can be divided into two 
types. One type lies in the variation of thought experiments’ intuitions. And the 
other lies in the variety of what at least some intuition-theorists consider as intuition 
in their accounts. My principal concern in the next section is to emphasize this divi-
sion by trying to explicitly identify what the epistemic consequences that follow 
from this action of considering such a divergence are.

1.5.2.1  Intuition in some Intuition-Theorists’ Accounts

We just saw how different philosophers have different understandings of the term 
‘intuition.’ But much is also left to be said. Some intuition-theorists, while arguing 
for their accounts of what intuition is, give examples of intuition that are different 
from the aforesaid thought experiment intuitions. This, with its consequences, will 
occupy the remainder of this chapter. In the next section, I will show that maybe it 
is improbable to have a general agreement on what intuition is. But it is unaccept-
able to claim that an account of intuition is conclusive, where in fact, it excludes 
thought experiment-generated intuitions. Whatever theory of intuition one has, one 
must be careful to keep in mind that it is thought experiments that generate intu-
itions. Here, I will begin by discussing what is considered as intuition by some 
contemporary intuition-theorists, outlining and discussing several examples from 
their accounts.

1.5.2.1.1 Chudnoff’s Phenomenology-Based View

In his book, Intuition, Elijah Chudnoff tries to elaborate on and defend a 
phenomenology- based view of intuition, according to which “intuition is best 
understood as “a form of intellectual perception” (Chudnoff 2013a, p. 1). To that 
end, he establishes an alleged intuition-perception analogy: both intuition and per-
ception are experiences with immediate capacity to justify beliefs making us aware 
of their subject matter. Yet, they are different in two senses. One is that they have 
two different subject matters. Another is that perception involves sensory experi-
ence, but intuition may and may not do so. To prove this view, he gives many exam-
ples. My aim here is not to argue for or against his view but simply to cite some of 
his examples of intuition. Doing so will help us to know what kind of intuitions he 
talks about and to what extent they are close to thought experiment intuitions. To 
save breath, ink, and energy, I will present his main examples within their contex-
tual background in brief.

For exposition and defense of the idea that intuition has a distinct subject matter, 
he gives the following geometrical example: “you can intuit that all circles are sym-
metrical about all of their diameters” (Chudnoff 2013a, p. 10). Likewise, in order to 
put intuition experience in the scope of presentational phenomenology, he gives the 
following two geometrical examples: one is “two circles can have at most two 
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common points.” Another is “if a quadrilateral is inscribed in a circle, the sum of the 
products of the two pairs of opposite sides is equal to the product of the diagonals” 
(Chudnoff 2012a, pp. 58). His idea is that the former has presentational phenome-
nology, but the latter does not have this feature. However, Chudnoff also attempts to 
reply to the advocates of the claim that intuition has no presentational phenomenol-
ogy. To that end, he differentiates between levels, so to speak, of intuition: the intu-
ition that picks out intuition experience and intuition that picks out intuitive belief. 
The first has presentational phenomenology, but the second does not have this 
feature.

He first argues that in the case of perception, it is wrong to equate perceiving and 
to recall the sky as blue. And he moves on to say that the same story is true in the 
case of intuition by giving the following arithmetical example: “Suppose you intuit 
that 1 + 1 = 2, take your intuition at face value, and so form an intuitive belief that 
1 + 1 = 2. Later, you might recall the intuitive belief that 1 + 1 = 2 ... it would be 
wrong to argue that some intuitions lack presentational phenomenology because 
this intuitive belief lacks presentational phenomenology. It would be wrong, because 
it would be committing the fallacy of equivocation” (Chudnoff 2013a, p. 59). That 
is, it would be confusing between the aforesaid two levels of intuition.

Having established the epistemology of intuitions on the basis of their phenom-
enology, Chudnoff goes on to explain what are the ingredients of intuition as experi-
ence consists of by giving the following arithmetical example: “the bigger of two 
numbers is the average of their sum and difference—max (m, n) = [(m + n) + |m – 
n|]/2” (Chudnoff 2013a, p. 63). For him, at first glance, one will be neutral regarding 
the true value of this intuition. After a while, one will get to know that this is the 
case. What happens in between is reflection along with other mental states such as 
conscious thoughts, imaginings, and so on. At any rate, we will see below that Sosa 
offers an alternative view that opposes two of Chudnoff’s major claims: intuition as 
experience and the analogy between perception and intuition.

1.5.2.1.2 Sosa’s Competence-Based View

In “Minimal Intuition,” Ernest Sosa attempts to provide an understanding-based 
view of intuition, according to which intuition is belief about abstract propositions 
gained by understanding only, without any role played by any other source of 
knowledge such as reasoning, perception, inference, and so on. Sosa gives us the 
following examples of it: “that 2 + 2 = 4; that no cube is a sphere; that nothing is 
numerically self-diverse” (Sosa 1998, p. 262). It seems that he thinks that to anyone 
reasonably competent in basic arithmetic, it will be obviously true that 2 + 2 = 4.

He then moves on to consider two main objections to this view of intuition. The 
objections under consideration are these: it introduces intuition being thin and unre-
liable. His response to the first objection is that, in his view, intuition may be falli-
ble, but its fallibility is due to “our performance” of “our reasoning competence” 
rather than the competence itself. To respond to the second objection, he empha-
sizes a comparison between intuition and other sources of knowledge and argues 
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that intuition is reliable, at least in normal circumstances, and generally appropriate 
for exercising the competence of intuition.

Later on, in a series of publications, Sosa developed this idea of competence or 
virtue model of intuition. He first rejected what he calls the perceptual model of 
intuition, according to which intuition is analogous to perception. His pressing 
rejection comes from the base that in perception, sensory experience mediates 
between belief and its object. While in intuition, no experience plays any mediative 
role as such. Otherwise, the truth of intuition will be an episodic phenomenon. 
Therefore, the perceptual model is not appropriate for intuition. In addition, he gave 
up what he calls the introspective model of intuition, which can be considered to be 
justifying fallacious reasoning, as in affirming the consequent in the following false 
intuition: “that, necessarily, if q, and p→ q, then p” (Sosa 2007a, p. 58). Consequently, 
the introspective model is, he thinks, also not appropriate for intuition. Sosa, accord-
ingly, introduces his competence model according to which intuition is prima facie 
true when it is so if it manifests an epistemic competence (or virtue). And when it is 
false, it will be so because of an error related to the subject’s performance of her 
competence and not to the competence itself.

1.5.2.1.3 Bealer’s Sui Generis Mental State-Based View

Begin reading on the issue of intuition in contemporary analytic philosophy; it will 
not be long before you stumble upon George Bealer’s own view of the very issue. 
Bealer has provided, in several writings, a phenomenological account of intuition, 
according to which the philosophical method or what he calls “Standard Justificatory 
Procedure” (or the procedure of a priori justification) relies on rational and a priori 
type of intuition. Arguing that intuition enables philosophy to provide independent 
and stronger answers to the common questions between science and philosophy 
than science can do, he holds that the thesis of the autonomy and authority of phi-
losophy with respect to empirical sciences is true, unlike how scientific essentialists 
habitually used to think.

On the present view, intuition is an intellectual (not experiential) seeming or a sui 
generis mental state with an episodic character. A state as such qualifies, though it 
is fallible, as a reliable basic source of evidence (or as the reason) to justify our theo-
ries and beliefs in virtue of its modal tie to the truth. It has a tie as such because it 
consists of semantically stable concepts that an individual possesses a priori and 
understands determinately, not nominally. However, to understand the Bealer-style 
account of intuition, one has to properly understand a matrix of other expressions 
such as rephrasal strategy, conceivability, epistemic possibility, metaphysical pos-
sibility, modal error, etc.32

32 (Bealer 1996a) adopts the Kripkean rephrasal strategy to correct the errant modal intuitions. 
Kripke’s strategy was “to handle the apparent contingency of certain cases of the necessary a pos-
teriori” (Kripke 1980, p. 150). I will not pursue it further here, especially that Bealer; later on, 
presents many arguments to reject it in (Bealer 2004).

1.5  Intuition in Epistemology



36

As we have seen, philosophy, for Bealer, is committed to intuition, which is, in 
turn, committed to modality. He, therefore, uses the modal character to dye both 
intuition and philosophy equally. A few examples will suffice to make us know the 
kind of intuition he regularly talks about in his writings. Here are the examples: “if 
P then not not P” (Bealer 1998a, pp. 205, 209, 211, 217; 1996a, p. 127; 1996b, 
pp.  5, 11); “it is impossible that P iff it is necessary that not P” (Bealer 1998a, 
p. 201); “De Morgan’s laws” (Bealer 1996a, p. 123 & Bealer 1998a, p. 207 & Bealer 
2008, p. 190 & Bealer 1996b, p. 5); “the naive comprehension axiom of set theory” 
(Bealer 1996a, p. 123 & Bealer 1996b, p. 6 & Bealer 1998a, pp. 202, 208, 209 & 
Bealer 2008, p.  190); “Mathematical limits” (Bealer 1998a, p.  211); “intuitions 
about simultaneity and Euclidean geometry” (Bealer 1996a, p. 123 & Bealer 1996b, 
p. 9); and so on and so forth.

With regard to the three intuition-theorists’ examples of intuition, it is clear that 
they are logical and, to a greater extent, mathematical intuitions. One can object that 
this particular sort of intuition may have nothing to do with philosophical intuitions 
in general and epistemic ones in particular unless Aristotle, for example, was wrong 
and, accordingly, all branches of knowledge are expected to have the same degree 
of mathematical precision. Furthermore, let us leave this point for the sake of argu-
ment and ask: is this sort of intuition the same one, which was used in the thought 
experiments of analytic epistemology?

Taking a look at the above-discussed ten cases, we can comfortably say no; they 
are not the intuitions involved in the standard intuition-based philosophical practice 
of thought experiments in contemporary analytic epistemology. At any rate, in the 
sense of the target object involved, there is an analogy between mathematical and 
thought experiments’ intuitions. Both involve abstract objects. But in the sense of 
content, the analogy is wrong. For while the content of mathematical intuitions is 
mathematical truths, the content of epistemic intuitions is a type of mental state.33 
However, some might say that maybe without this kind of mixing up these two dif-
ferent things (i.e., mathematical and thought experiment intuitions), those theorists 
would not be able to establish their accounts of intuition. That may be true, but, as I 
will show in the next part, doing this reduces intuitions to the world of Platonic forms.

1.6  Mathematical Platonism

I will not be arguing that the examples of intuition given by a particular position of 
the three intuition-theorists and thought experiments’ intuitions are the same. Nor 
will I argue for or against the claim that the examples of intuition given by any of 
the other two positions just mentioned and thought experiments’ intuitions are not 

33 There may be many other ways to argue that this analogy does not hold. But discussing these 
plausible alternatives is out of my working framework. I simply wanted to differentiate between 
mathematical and thought experiment intuitions, and what was mentioned is enough for that 
purpose.
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different. At the end of the previous section, it was firmly resolved that they are dis-
similar. Accordingly, my point in this section is largely consequent: suppose we 
have reason to believe that the examples of intuition given by these three intuition- 
theorists depict the sort of intuitions used to arise in the thought experiments of 
contemporary analytic epistemology; what is the thing that follows from a supposi-
tion as such.

According to Plato, true knowledge enjoys the following three features: it must 
be certain, unchanging, and universally acceptable. What meets those three condi-
tions is the knowledge of abstract mathematical objects. Mathematics is considered 
to be a stepping stone to the quest for true knowledge. Mathematics deals with 
concepts or forms (like triangularity) that are objects of true knowledge (a triangular 
block). Now, if those three intuition-theorists hold that intuitions are mathematical 
entities, it follows that they look at intuition as capturing Platonic forms. In such a 
circumstance, as (Goldman 2007) holds, intuition captures some sort of eternal, 
non-spatially located entity that exists entirely outside the mind, like the form of the 
Good, for example. The thesis under consideration, then, is this: it seems true to 
believe that these intuition-theorists are committed to mathematical Platonism.

Perhaps, such a view is in need of motivation in light of the following reflection. 
Upon considerations, it would not be fair not to indicate that those intuition- theorists 
do sometimes discuss intuitions that emerge from contemporary epistemic thought 
experiments. For example, (Bealer 1998a) discusses Jackson’s Mary case (p. 205) 
to show the dominance of the philosophers’ use of intuitions while philosophizing. 
He also discusses Burge’s arthritis case (pp.  205, 208, 221) as an inappropriate 
example of intuition; it misleads us in achieving determinate possession of semanti-
cally stable concepts, the necessary condition for the reliability of intuition. Bealer 
goes beyond that and claims that thought experiments involve only physical intu-
itions (Bealer 2002, p. 74).34

In the same way, (Chudnoff 2013a) discusses Goldman’s fake-barns case 
(pp.181–3, 192–3) and Gettier’s cases (pp. 77–8, 142, 181, 192–3, 200). But these 
cases were discussed in order to draw some similarities between thought experiment 
intuitions and geometrical intuitions. These analogies were claimed in order to say 
that “philosophical intuitions are phenomenally like logical and mathematical intu-
itions, just different in their subject matter” (p. 76). Thus, his phenomenological 
view of mathematical intuitions also goes for philosophical intuitions, he claims. 
That is why his book is full of examples of mathematical intuitions. However, one 
may object that if this analogy is true, the argument could go in the opposite direc-
tion. That is, he could make his book full of examples of philosophical intuitions 
claiming that they are phenomenologically analogous to mathematical intuitions. 
What about Sosa? He does not discuss thought experiment intuitions even, at least 

34 Bealer claims that there is an important distinction between intellectual seemings or a priori 
intuitions that present themselves as necessary and physical intuitions elicited by thought experi-
ments that present themselves as contingent. While philosophical inquiry typically relies upon the 
former, empirical sciences rely upon the latter.
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not to my knowledge of his works. This means that Sosa’s favorite examples of 
intuition are restricted to mathematical and logical truths.

What all this shows is that by intuition, they understand mathematical intuition 
over thought experiments’ intuitions. But even so, there are several problems with 
this view. For instance, one may object that the more mathematical the intuition, the 
harder it becomes to account for without being loyal to Platonism. To simplify, the 
above three criteria of knowledge can be used to find out if something is true knowl-
edge or not. We use these criteria to eliminate different sources of knowledge that 
do not fulfill these criteria, like perception and memory, for example. For Plato, true 
knowledge is knowledge of virtues. There are three types of virtues: Truth, Beauty, 
and Goodness. The highest virtue, according to Plato, is Goodness. For Goodness is 
not a quality of Truth and Beauty. It is their essence. Truth is good and Beauty is 
good. Why is the knowledge of virtues true knowledge? He believes that true knowl-
edge must bring about betterment or change in the character of a person. If you 
know what right is, then you won’t do what is not right. If one does not do so, then 
the knowledge of this value is incomplete. And untrue knowledge or ignorance hap-
pens when one’s virtue of knowledge is incomplete.

In the same way, Sosa proposes an intellectual virtue of intuition as a warranted 
source of true knowledge. While this epistemic virtue is indeed reliable, the sub-
ject’s errors in performing its mechanisms make it produce false intuitions. 
Therefore, I propose that Sosa’s intuition–virtue qualifies as a virtuous source of 
knowledge according to the criteria of Plato’s realm of Forms. Moreover, Bealer 
holds that the question of intuition or any central philosophical question has some 
features such as universality (noncontextuality), generality (not pertaining to a cer-
tain individual, species, or historical event), etc. (Bealer 1998a, pp. 203–4). These 
correspond respectively to Plato’s universal acceptability and unchangeability as 
two out of the three conditions true knowledge must meet. In addition, (Chudnoff 
2014a) adopts Gödel’s perceptualist view of mathematical intuitions. And the most 
distinctive aspect of Kurt Gödel’s thought is certainly Platonism about mathemati-
cal objects and knowledge (Parsons 1995). As a result, those three philosophers did 
not get rid of the belief in a separate world of abstract mathematical entities, and 
then they fell victim to Platonism about intuitions.

Viewed in this way, intuitions become copied instances of a Form of intuition 
that causes them. According to Plato’s theory of Forms, Forms are ideal or abstract, 
and particular entities in the physical reality are copies of them. For instance, Beauty 
is a virtue, and one’s actions, those that count as beautiful, are instances of it. If this 
line of thought is true, this amounts to the view that instances of intuition are derived 
from INTUITION as a Platonic Form. The danger of this view is that Plato consid-
ers Forms as independent from the human mind. That is to say that if intuition is a 
Form, intuition is no more created by the mind. Rather, an instance of intuition turns 
out to be determined by a Form of intuition to which it must also conform. Here 
those philosophers create a dilemma; they are committed to Platonism, according to 
which Forms are independent of the human mind, and at the same time claim that 
intuition is dependent on the human mind. Whether intuition is an intellectual 
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perception, a belief about an abstract proposition gained by understanding, or a sui 
generis mental state of seeming, it is still dependent on the human mind.

On the other hand, suppose that those intuition-theorists are right: a particular 
intuition is derived from INTUITION as a Platonic Form independently from the 
intuiter’s mind. This raises a difficult issue concerning the question of what connec-
tion is there between the particular intuition and its Form. Take any of their mathe-
matical examples. Or, equally, take, for example, BonJour’s intuition that Norman 
is not epistemically justified in believing that the President is in New York City. As 
noted above, we must recognize that the intuiter of any of their mathematical exam-
ples or even BonJour acquired the relevant intuition by passively receiving it from 
its Form. A further and much more interesting consequence of Platonism is that 
intuition fails to be a mental state. For if intuition is independent of the human mind, 
then it cannot be a mental state. That is, if Platonism is true, then intuition is not an 
intellectual perception, a belief about an abstract proposition gained by understand-
ing, or a sui generis mental state of seeming.

Either Platonism about intuition is true. Thus, intuition fails to be a mental state 
of any kind. Or Platonism about intuition is false. Therefore, these intuition- theorists 
should stop giving examples of mathematical intuition as the finest examples to 
illustrate or exemplify what intuition is, especially when the debate is on thought 
experiment-generated intuitions. Either way, they are wrong.

In the next section, I will explain and defend an anti-Platonist approach to the 
issue of intuition.

1.7  Epistemology without Intuition35

It is common in the philosophy of mathematics to discuss mathematical questions 
related to epistemology. Whether it is with reference to Pythagoras, or Plato, or 
Aristotle, or Leibniz, or in the more recent times with philosophers like Frege, 
Russell, etc., epistemological issues have always occupied a special place in some 
form or the other in the philosophy of mathematics. Wittgenstein is also famous for 
his formulations in the philosophy of mathematics.

What follows will be an overview of what I call Wittgenstein’s anti-Platonic 
argument. Wittgenstein appears to think that intuition is the situation in which one 
“knows immediately which others only know after long experience or after calcula-
tion” (Wittgenstein 1976, p. 30). The preceding claim, then, is that intuition is a 
spontaneous mental activity that occurs without reasoning. An initial consideration 
in favor of intuition is that, according to him, mathematics needs intuition. The 
source of intuition is language. Language is a human activity of non-experiential 
calculating procedure (Wittgenstein 1922, p. 83). If Wittgenstein is right, then math-
ematical intuitions are not derived from the world of Forms, and accordingly, 

35 This part is mainly derived from my paper (Hamdo 2018), unless otherwise indicated.
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Platonism is false. I shall argue that this is true, but Wittgenstein’s argument ends up 
with a different problem, namely, an epistemology without an epistemic role for 
intuition.

Now, upon reflection, the description of intuition I just mention does not only 
mean that the process of calculation is not based on empirical intuition, but it also 
means that the very process provides the a priori form of intuition representing the 
experiential world. I said ‘representing’ and not ‘describing’ because, for him, 
mathematics does not describe things. Instead, it is the way we describe things 
(Wittgenstein 1922, p. 85). Traditionally, philosophers used to establish the origin 
and possibility of knowing necessary truths on a firm or permanent basis of the role 
they play. This story does not go for Wittgenstein, whose aim is to know by virtue 
of what a certain proposition is necessarily true. His view is that the truth of a propo-
sition depends on our usage of it and not on the role it plays (p. 82). So, unlike 
Platonism, the view that mathematical proposition is concerned with a distinct 
world of truths that are abstract entities, Wittgenstein asserts that mathematical 
propositions refer neither to abstract nor to empirical entities. Nor are they account-
able by the law of excluded middle.

Having regarded language as a human activity of a non-experiential calculation 
process, he argues that a mathematical proposition is a linguistic statement which is 
a rule for our usage of signs (Wittgenstein 1978, p. 243). This leads us to what he 
calls a sign-game, according to which mathematical propositions may be applicable 
outside mathematics, but this does not mean that mathematics must empirically be 
applicable. For him, mathematics is both pure and applied (Wittgenstein 1978, 
pp. 257, 232, 258–60, 295, 376). It is pure or non-applied when it is not tied to 
empirical applications, as in establishing that 16 x 14 = 224. It is applied when one 
makes a mathematical statement meaningful by empirically using it in or applying 
it to reality, as in applying any arithmetic theorem. However, the applied aspect of 
mathematics makes it a part of the history of human beings (Wittgenstein 1978, 
pp. 92–3, 176,182, 399).

Moreover, it can also be interpreted as an attempt to argue against a psychologis-
tic approach to intuition. That is why Wittgenstein holds that intuition is free from 
any psychologistic aspect (Wittgenstein 1958, §§ 186 & 187). He maintains the idea 
that following a rule of succession does not rest on a prior mental grasp of the suc-
cession. Therefore, such a mental grasp does not explain rule-following, or it has no 
role to play in knowing how to follow a rule. To emphasize this point, he introduces 
a new word, ‘technique’ (Wittgenstein 1958, § 199). By the term ‘technique,’ he 
means, in particular, the technique of counting. He writes: “there is no discovery 
that 13 follows 12. That’s our technique- we fix, we teach our technique that way” 
(Wittgenstein 1976, p. 83). His key thought is that what justifies the series of natural 
numbers is not a certain mental grasp. What does so is the fact that they are already 
given in the custom or technique of counting? Unlike the Platonist picture of ideal 
abstract objects, Wittgenstein defends a type of reasoning related to rules or norms 
of representing things. For example, a mathematical proposition is a priori because 
it is an intelligible description of reality (Wittgenstein 1978, pp. 363, 425, 431). It is 
normative because it is the norm of applicable representation; it can be applied to a 
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pyramid (Wittgenstein 1958, § 139). Now, when a rule is correctly followed, in 
virtue of what does it get obeyed by people?

Wittgenstein’s response to such a question is that a rule gets followed because 
technique produces consensus. Otherwise, it won’t be called a rule. In (Wittgenstein 
1958, § 142), he holds that people won’t correctly apply a rule that looks abnormal 
to them. Here it may be argued that technique cannot be a matter of stipulated con-
vention because mathematical theorems cannot be true just because of their corre-
spondence to conventional wisdom. In my reading, he adopted moderate 
conventionalism, according to which technique is customary of rules/norms and a 
way to apply them by the community. If you can imagine mathematics before it got 
axiomatized by the Greeks, you can understand what he meant by technique 
(Wittgenstein 1978, pp. 232—4).

As far as I can tell, if Wittgenstein is right, then it follows that Platonism is false. 
The reason to entail the denial of Platonism is owed to the fact that Wittgenstein 
asserts that mathematical proposition is not part of the alleged world of the truths of 
abstract entities. Instead, it is a linguistic statement whose truth value has certain 
conventionality to it. In such a circumstance, intuition is no more considered as 
some sort of eternal, non-spatially located entity. In my view, for him, intuition is 
part of human mathematical activity. In his words, “what interests me is not having 
immediate insight into a truth, but the phenomenon of immediate insight. Not 
indeed as a special mental phenomenon, but as one of human action” (Wittgenstein 
1978, pp. 32). One can say that Wittgenstein gives us an alternative idea of how one 
can intuit a mathematical truth without appealing to platonic entities or even to 
infallible intuitions.

Suppose that those intuition-theorists’ accounts of intuition do not suffer from a 
contradiction arising from being too Platonic and consider intuition to be a mind- 
dependent mental state, whether as an intellectual perception, a belief about an 
abstract proposition gained by understanding, or a sui generis mental state of seem-
ing. If Wittgenstein is right, it is not clear whether mathematical intuition can still 
be best understood as a mental state in any of those intuition-theorists’ sense of the 
word. Actually, perceiving the grasp of rules as a community driven normative exer-
cise makes it exist entirely outside the mind. This entails that if there is any epis-
temic role to be granted to intuition, it must be attributed to the norm governing it 
and not to intuition as a mental state. If so, then although Wittgenstein may success-
fully avoid Platonism, his view is subjected to the problem of not considering intu-
ition as a mental state. As a result, we have come to the conclusion that if Wittgenstein 
is right, then from now onwards, intuition as a mental state should disappear from 
epistemology, and accordingly, it no more plays any epistemic or evidential role. 
That may well have been something Wittgenstein would have applauded.

However, considering the fact that thought experiments generate intuitions and 
these are used in philosophy extensively, we need an account of intuitions such that 
we know what their evidential status is and what their nature is. We know that too 
much reliance on mathematical examples may not do much to answer either ques-
tion. Wittgenstein’s views may cause Platonism to retreat but leaves us wondering 
about the current status of the use and evidential value of intuitions. We need to 
investigate further to arrive at any strong conclusions.
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1.8  Concluding Remarks

In this chapter, I have shed light on how thought experiments are used by scholars 
in a diverse set of fields. Subsequently, I have illustrated the emergence of thought 
experiments, particularly in philosophy. I have shown the interdependence between 
thought experiment and the history of philosophy (western and eastern) from pre- 
Socratic philosophy to the present. Then, in order to put the subject matter of the 
chapter in the right track, I have narrowed down the scope of focus by making it 
limited to epistemology in particular. Discussing some representative thought 
experiments, both from classical and contemporary epistemology, I have attempted 
to characterize epistemic thought experiment along with trying to explore its struc-
ture and function.

As a result, I have developed my own definition of thought experiment, showing 
how intuition is an inevitable constituent of thought experiments in contemporary 
analytic epistemology. Since it was often argued that thought experiment really 
does what it seems to be doing in virtue of its reliance on intuition, my concern 
became the nature of intuition. To that end, I have reviewed some examples of intu-
ition given by three of the most distinct intuition-theorists’ accounts showing how 
their examples of intuition are different from thought experiments’ intuitions. After 
this, I have argued that these intuition-theorists are committed to Platonism. And, I 
have shown how Wittgenstein got rid of Platonism but left epistemology without 
intuition as a mental state. Accordingly, the epistemological concern remains the 
same: what is the nature of intuition? If philosophers want to do epistemology and 
do it well, then we need an answer to this question. The next chapter is devoted to 
the task of answering this question.
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Chapter 2
The Nature of Epistemic Intuition

2.1  Introduction

In the last chapter, we saw that epistemic intuition is an essential constituent of 
epistemic thought experiments. The question then arises: what is the nature of epis-
temic intuition? To answer this question, I reviewed some examples of intuition 
given by three of the most distinct intuition-theorists’ accounts. I argued that these 
intuitions belong to a Platonic kind of realm and, accordingly, are different from 
intuitions pumped by epistemic thought experiments. As a result, the question 
remains the same: what is the nature of thought experiment-generated intuition? It 
is now time to attempt to develop one core concept of what epistemic intuition is so 
that we can assess the merits of the various types of epistemic theorizing. It is my 
contention that there is a better form of epistemic intuition than the Platonic one. 
This conception of epistemic intuition is important in that it will serve to determine 
whether the various types of analysis concerning the structure of epistemic intuition 
are plausible in yielding our epistemic goals (whether they are justified by a good or 
legitimate reason). To this end, the goal of this chapter is devoted to developing such 
a conception.

In other words, I am going to develop an account of intuition that captures the 
appropriate form of intuition for the appropriate form of epistemological analysis. 
This account will go beyond the brief explication of intuition given at the end of 
chapter one. This chapter will be organized in terms of the possible features of intu-
itions, not in terms of people who have provided accounts. Consequently, I will 
initially present and discuss substantive accounts of intuitions when they have the 
feature that I am discussing in that section. I do not intend to attack or defend any-
one’s account directly per se; rather, I will attack or defend the necessity of particu-
lar desiderata. The rejection or defense of anyone’s account is purely tangential to 
my overall goal.
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I am going to develop an account of the nature of intuition according to which 
epistemic intuition is not captured by the traditional distinction between a priori and 
a posteriori way of knowing. Instead, intuition involves several dimensions or 
aspects: a priori, a posteriori, both a priori and a posteriori, and neither a priori nor 
a posteriori. Moreover, keeping in mind that it is directed to an object, I will be argu-
ing that epistemic intuition is an intentional but non-propositional mental state that 
has no special phenomenology. In addition, I shall be trying to show that epistemic 
intuition can be individuated by virtue of its home, thought experiment. Here is the 
plan for the chapter.

The chapter is divided into five parts. In the second part, I will attempt to discuss 
three epistemic discourses given by recent epistemologists who identify intuition as 
a mental state. In the third part, I will be considering three ascriptions attributed to 
intuition by these three discourses: intuition is a priori, propositional, and a phe-
nomenal mental state. Contrary to that, I shall be arguing that intuition transcends 
the a priori-a posteriori distinction. Putting it another way, I will be discussing each 
of those aspects, showing when intuition possesses one of them, when it has none, 
and when it has all of them. Subsequently, I will try to prove that mental states, 
including intuition, are intentional though non-propositional. Next, I will attempt to 
show that intuition has no distinct phenomenology. In the fourth part, I will demon-
strate that intuition is individuated by the particular place where it arises, thought 
experiment. I will devote the fifth part to sketching some concluding remarks of the 
chapter. So, in the end, my picture of the nature of intuition will be different from 
what is usually assumed by many who concern themselves with the topic of what 
intuition is.

2.2  Intuition as Mental State

The issue of intuition arouses considerable interest when it is raised in epistemologi-
cal analysis. Furthermore, each analysis made different claims about the type of 
intuition at hand. To many, it is obvious that intuition must be considered a linguistic 
disposition. For example, Richard Miller writes that “intuition is … linguistic dispo-
sition as manifested in the imagined circumstances” (Miller 2000, p. 235). This is to 
be contrasted with a trend by some philosophers who treat intuition as a mental state. 
By ‘mental state,’ it meant the state of mind the subject is in while intuiting. In what 
follows, I will be discussing three forms of such a trend. In the previous chapter, I 
have looked only at some examples of intuition given by these intuition-theorists’ 
accounts. Let us, in what follows, look at their accounts of the nature of intuition in 
the detail they truly deserve. So, in this section, I will look at the aspects of intuition 
according to these three accounts given by present epistemologists refining some 
and rejecting others. However, while presenting objections to them, I will be paving 
the way to develop my own conception of the nature of intuition.
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2.2.1  Bealer’s Intellectual Seeming Analysis

George Bealer has, in a series of papers, come up with a comprehensive and per-
spicuously defended account of intuition that describes the distinctive features of 
intuition. The cornerstone of Bealer’s account of intuition is his understanding of 
intuition in phenomenological terms. That is, intuition is a form of phenomenal 
seeming or appearing. In this sense, intuition is just what seems true to the subject 
or what she feels to be true. He writes: “for you to have an intuition A is just for it 
to seem to you that A” (Bealer 1998b, p. 271). So, it would seem obvious to Bealer 
that intuitions ought to be treated as a mental state. But this requirement is not just 
that intuition is a mental state, but a certain mental state. For a better understanding, 
it might be helpful to view his account as being divided into two arguments.

The first is a negative argument, in which he tries to tell us what intuition is NOT, 
attempting to refute others’ way of characterizing intuition. By providing a cluster 
of negative characterizations of intuition, in fact, he refuses to confuse intuition with 
other mental states. For instance, one should not mix intuition up with belief because 
“belief is not a seeming; intuition is” (Bealer 1998a, p. 208). I may believe what I 
do not have any intuition about, as in many mathematical theorems. Contrariwise, I 
may intuit what I do not believe. I may intuit that set theory is true but believe it is 
paradoxical. The same story goes for the Muller-Lyer illusion, where I may intuit 
that the lines are not of the same length but believe that they are congruent.1 In both 
cases, intuition and perception, seeming, is present regardless of the presence of 
belief. To lend more plausibility to this view, he points out that “belief is highly 
plastic; not so for intuition” (Bealer 1998a, p. 208). One often doubts one’s beliefs 
but rarely disputes one’s intuition. Furthermore, intuition cannot be confused with a 
spontaneous inclination to believe (Bealer 1998a, 1996c). I may have an attraction 
to believe in eternal life without having any intuition about eternality. While intuit-
ing, some cognitive processes must happen episodically to the subject, but the incli-
nation to belief is not episodic. I may be spontaneously inclined to believe De 
Morgan’s laws as false, but after reflection, I start finding them true. If intuition is 
an inclination to belief, these laws would seem to me spontaneously (not episodi-
cally) true. Another proposal equates between intuition and conscious belief raised 
from unconscious background beliefs. Although Bealer does not rule out the notion 
that non-conscious mechanisms may play some role in formulating intuition, he 

1 Here, he draws a kind of intuition-perception analogy. He gives the optical illusion of Muller-Lyer 
as an example of intuition that must be differentiated from belief. It seems that he tries to say that 
intuition should be acceptable as seeming just like perception. The case is of interest because 
intuition-perception analogy, as we will see later in this book, is not a part of Bealer’s conception 
of intuition.

At any rate, the Muller-Lyer illusion is an optical illusion devised by Franz Carl Muller-Lyer. 
It consists of three arrows of equal length. When subject to it, it still seems to one that one arrow is 
longer than the other, even after one has convinced oneself otherwise by measuring the lines. What 
explains the Muller-Lyer illusion is the fact that the lines are processed by the visual system as a 
three-dimensional scene. This is the reason why one gets to see one arrow as longer than the other.

2.2 Intuition as Mental State



46

rejects this proposal. For our non-conscious background beliefs about a topic could 
be opposed to one another. This contradiction prevents us from having an intuition 
about the very topic. I may have a non-conscious background belief about some-
thing without having an intuition about it. For example, I may have a non-conscious 
background belief that I was not born in India without having any intuition about 
that. Also, if this proposal (i.e., the proposal of non-conscious background intuition) 
is true, then intuition becomes just a copy of the unconscious background belief one 
already had (Bealer 1998a). We can conclude that the proposed account does not do 
justice to the matter of the novelty of intuition.

What is more, intuition is different from sense perception, judgment, guessing, 
hunch, memory, common sense, linguistic intuition, conceptual intuition, and report 
of consistency. Intuition is not sense perception because the former is intellectual 
and the latter is perceptual (Bealer 1987a, 1998a). What seems to you intellectually 
the case may not seem to you sensorily so and vice versa. For instance, mathemati-
cal truths do not seem sensorily the case, and the number of cells in your body does 
not seem intellectually the case.2 Moreover, “judgments are a kind of occurrent 
belief; as such, they are not seemings. Guesses are phenomenologically rather more 
like choices; they are plainly not seemings. And hunches are akin to merely caused, 
ungrounded convictions or non-inferential beliefs; they too are not seemings” 
(Bealer 1998a). Similarly, recalling something from your memory is phenomeno-
logically different from intuiting it. In memory, the feeling of ‘pastness’ does pres-
ent, but in intuition, it does not. When you remember that 18 + 17 = 35, you feel that 
you are recollecting something you have already learned. While it just seems to you, 
when confronted with, that 2 + 2 = 4. When you remember a theory you have already 
proven, it may not just seem to you; it is the case.

Also, intuiting that P is different from P’s being just true by common sense. For 
common sense can be identified with elementary intuition only. But since not every 
intuition is elementary, so intuition is not common sense. It is also wrong to claim 
that all intuitions are linguistic ones, especially if linguistic intuition is understood 
in terms of words of a certain language and their applicability. I, as a non-Hindi 
speaker, can have an intuition in Hindi though I do not have intuition about Hindi 
words and their applicability. Intuition then does not concern words of a certain 
language. It concerns concepts, where ‘concept’ is understood in a broad sense and 
not as a cognate word of ‘analytic’ simply because not all intuitions are analytic.3 
The same story goes for considering intuition to be the same as a report of consis-
tency (Bealer 1998a). The main thing that differentiates intuition from the aforesaid 
mental states is that intuition is phenomenologically different, i.e., its being 

2 A clearer explanation of the point of the previous footnote is provided here. The analogy between 
intuition and perception is acceptable only in the sense that, in both cases, seeming is present. We 
should not go beyond that confusing intuition with perception. Instead, as we will see later in this 
book, Bealer’s conception of rational/a priori intuition excludes any perceptual element.
3 If I understood the intended meaning correctly here, what Bealer means is that not all intuitions 
have intrinsic conceptual connections. Nor do we grasp the true knowledge of them by virtue of 
meaning only.
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seeming, but other mental states are not. For example, S intuits P means that it 
seems to S that P. Perhaps this point can be elaborated more in the second argument.

The second is a positive argument in which he tries to tell us what intuition 
IS. On the positive side, not much is said beyond claiming that “intuition is an intel-
lectual seeming,” where seeming is understood as a unique, conscious, and cogni-
tively reflective episode (Bealer 1998a, p. 208, 1992, P. 102).4 Bealer maintains that 
a genuine “intuition … is a sui generis, irreducible, natural … propositional attitude 
which occurs episodically” ((Bealer 1998a, p. 213, 1996b, p 29, 1996c, p. 169). 
Consider, for example, Gettier’s Smith-Jones case. When confronted with Gettier’s 
intuition that ‘Smith does not know,’ it will first seem to you neither true nor false. 
But after a few moments, a conscious and cognitively reflective episode happens 
and makes you see the intuition to be the case. However, it is worth noting that by 
‘intuition,’ he means ‘a priori intuition’ (Bealer 1996b, p 30, 1992, P 102). He draws 
a distinction between this type of intuition which he calls “rational intuition,” and 
what he calls “physical intuition.” Rational intuition expresses itself as necessary in 
the sense that it could not be otherwise. For example, “necessarily, if x intuits that 
P, it seems to x that P and also that necessarily P” (Bealer 1998a, p. 207). If so, if 
rational intuition is a priori and necessary, then by ‘intuition,’ he understands ana-
lytic intuition in the traditional sense of the term ‘analytic,’ though he, as mentioned 
earlier, rejects to identify intuition as a cognate word of analytic.

Physical intuition, on the other hand, does not strike us as necessary. Instead, it 
expresses itself as contingent in the sense that it could be otherwise, as in physical 
and natural laws. More importantly, “rational intuition is silent about this sort of 
question. Rational intuitions concern such matters as whether a case is possible 
(logically or metaphysically), and about whether a concept applies to such case” 
(Bealer 1998a, p. 207). Applied to Gettier’s Smith-Jones case, we have two rational 
intuitions. One is that the case is possible. Another is that the concept of knowledge 
is not applicable to the subject in the example.

Putting aside the details of this characterization, it exemplifies a general strategy: 
S has an a priori and rational intuition that p, if and only if it intellectually seems to 
S that necessarily p. This way of understanding intuition makes the necessary part 
of the content of the intuited proposition. What he says is that every a priori intuition 
is necessary. This might be said to be imprecise. Let us begin with an obvious obser-
vation: the problem is the fact that under some circumstances, one’s a priori and 
rational intuition may lack the property of being necessarily the case. There are situ-
ations in which one’s a priori and rational intuition seem to be precisely the case, but 
not necessarily so. These remarks result in one of two conclusions. Either Bealer 
intends to offer this analysis solely as an account of intuitions in logic or mathemat-
ics. Or this analysis is applicable to the kinds of epistemic intuitions invoked in 
thought experiments. To evaluate the status of these conclusions, let us consider 
each of them individually.

4 I have to admit I am not quite sure what ‘a unique, conscious, and cognitively reflective episode’ 
is. Put it into Bealer’s context; I guess it signifies a mental event that takes place when it seems to 
someone that such-and-such is the case.
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To begin, let us consider the status of the second conclusion. Take, for example, 
the Truetemp case. Let us say that Lehrer a priori and rationally intuited that the 
subject Mr. Truetemp, does not know what the temperature is when he truly says 
what it is because it intellectually seems to Lehrer that this is necessarily the case. 
But the case can be otherwise because “examining empirical studies of actual sub-
jects who, like Truetemp, have received new perceptual faculties … show[s] that 
Truetemp must have been endowed with all of the reorganized neural circuitry and 
cognitive skills that subjects with new perceptual faculties normally acquire during 
a long and difficult process of adaptation and development” (Beebe 2004, p. 307). 
If these studies are right, then Lehrer’s a priori and rational intuition might occur 
during such a long and difficult process of adaptation and development and accord-
ingly lack the property of being necessarily the case.

Suppose that Bealer does intend to offer his analysis solely as an account of 
intuitions in logic or mathematics. Even in such a case, the necessity of one’s a 
priori, rational and intellectual seeming won’t be warranted. Suppose, for example, 
that I a priori and rationally intuit that I can always connect two points with a straight 
line simply because it intellectually seems to me that it is necessarily the case. That 
will be the case so far as we consider it by Euclidean geometries that understand 
space as a plane and two-dimensional. But under some circumstances, the case 
won’t remain necessary at all. It won’t be the case so far as we consider it by non- 
Euclidean geometry that understands space as curved and not flat. This is not the 
only example in the town. Since the advent of mathematics to the present, mathema-
ticians have frequently debated over the apparent necessity of their propositions that 
are equally intuitions but jointly incoherent. Whether it is with reference to non- 
Euclidean geometry, Cantor’s theory of the hierarchy of infinite sets, or the recent 
theory of the continuum of elements that are noticeably different from each other, 
mathematicians have repeatedly debated over the necessity of their most potent 
intuitive convictions. On the strength of these sorts of examples, it seems that they 
provide the database for the formation and justification of the conclusion that neces-
sity is not necessary for intuition.5 However, some oppose this conclusion defending 
Bealer’s position regarding necessity. For example, although he provides a different 
phenomenological approach to intuition, Sosa agrees with Bealer in many signifi-
cant respects.

2.2.2  Sosa’s Understanding Analysis

Bealer’s considered account was shown to be unfavorable by Ernest Sosa, who, like 
Bealer, accepts that a person cannot account for intuition as a form of belief. 
Nonetheless, he differentiates between two senses of the intuition-belief distinction: 
the weaker sense, according to which not every belief is necessarily intuition, and a 

5 I will leave further consideration of this proposal until Sect. 2.3.
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stronger sense, according to which being an intuition cannot be equivalent to being 
a belief. On Sosa’s view, Bealer has given many arguments in favor of the intuition- 
belief distinction, but only one of these arguments can be classified under the stron-
ger sense of the intuition-belief distinction. And this argument is the one that says 
that intuition and belief are significantly two different things. So, if the intuition- 
belief distinction is to be understood both in the weaker and stronger senses, then 
other arguments given by Bealer are not adequate to meet this purpose since they are 
classified under the weaker sense that does not firmly ensure that intuition and belief 
are substantially different (Sosa 1996). Nonetheless, according to Sosa, we can 
think better of intuition. Here is how.

Sosa has offered an account of intuition that attempts, unlike Bealer’s account 
just offered, to deal with a reducible notion of intuition: intuition as intellectual 
seeming which is reducible to an attraction to assent a propositional content. Here 
is how he develops his argument. To Sosa’s mind, Bealer asks us to think of intuition 
as intellectual seeming, which is similar to sensory seeming in visual perception. 
This entails that experience and seeming are analogous.6 Contrary to that, Sosa 
argues that seeming is constitutively and functionally different from experience. 
They are constitutively different because experience does not need a rational under-
lying foundation. On the other hand, seeming does need a rational underlying foun-
dation, namely, one’s rational agency that plays the role of motivating, stative 
reason, or reason for which. In his words, “the seeming manifests the subject’s ratio-
nal agency; the experience does not.” To clarify, he gives the example of the visual 
sensory experience of a Spanish word. In a fluent Spanish speaker, such an experi-
ence prompts seeming, but in a person ignorant of Spanish, it does not (Sosa 2014, 
pp. 36–39). In addition, seeming is conceptual; experience is not. One cannot intuit 
content that one cannot completely represent because of lacking the required con-
cepts, but one can experience content that one cannot completely represent because 
of lacking the required concepts (Sosa 2013, p. 188; 2011, pp. 456–457). At any 
rate, experience is not only constitutively but also functionally different from 
seeming.

Suppose you see a table in your room. Here we have to distinguish between three 
things: your perceptual belief that there is a table, your perceptual experience as you 
immediately see a table, and the fact that there is a table. According to Sosa, in a 
case like this, “visual experience mediates between the fact seen and the perceptual 
belief through which it is known” (Sosa 2007a, p.46). Now, suppose you have an 
intuition that a triangle is a three-sided figure. Here we have to distinguish between 
two things: your belief that a triangle has three sides and the fact that a triangle is a 
figure composed of three sides. According to him, the perceptual model holds that 
“intellectual seeming is here seen as a state of awareness with a mediating role 
analogous to that of visual experience in visual perception” (Sosa 2007a, p.47). But, 

6 Although the intuition-perception analogy was accepted by Bealer in the sense of seeming pres-
ence, Yet, Sosa does not agree with this level of analogy simply because it leads us to confuse two 
different things: seeming and experience. Intellectual seeming is not analogous to experience but 
to sensory seeming.
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in his view, this analogy is misguided. For while it is true that in perception, “sen-
sory experience … mediates between object seen and perceptual belief” (Sosa 2006, 
p. 208). In intuition, “nothing ... mediate[s] ... between facts known intuitively and 
beliefs through which they are known” (Sosa 2007b, p. 51). This is not the only 
functional role experience plays for perceptual belief.

Experience works as a foundational justification for perceptual belief. A founda-
tional justification is “a mental state that provides justification without requiring it 
in turn” (Sosa 2007a, p.49). Experience, as an irrational basis, then serves a justifi-
catory role for perceptual belief, but it itself does not need justification, for it is a 
regress-stopper. In Sosa’s words, “experiences are supposed to be rationally passive 
so as to lie beyond rational justification or unjustification. They just happen to us, 
independently of our rational agency, which is why they are not rationally assess-
able” (Sosa 2014, p. 41). Here, it is worth noting that although he draws a clear 
distinction between experience and seeming, he does not deny that there is a 
perception- intuition analogy. He writes that “the way intuition is supposed to func-
tion in epistemology … is by analogy with the way observation is supposed to func-
tion in the natural sciences” (Sosa 2007a, p. 106).7 Sosa discusses what might be the 
analogous role in the case of intuitive knowledge to the justificatory role that experi-
ence plays for perceptual belief. It might be thought that intuitive seeming or attrac-
tion to assent does so (Sosa 2014, pp. 41–42). He argues that the perceptual analogue 
of intellectual seeming is not sensory experience, but it is perceptual seeming.

For that reason, it is worth noting that he does not argue against the idea of seem-
ing. Quite the contrary, seeming is there even in perception. But seeming itself, 
unlike experience, is evaluable and does not serve as a regress-stopper; rather, it 
itself needs a foundation as such. In a Muller-Lyer illusion, says Sosa, seeing the 
lines prompts a prima facie, direct, or “one-thing-considered” seeming that they are 
incongruent, even if ultima facie, episodic, “all-things-considered” or resultant 
seeming makes the lines seem to be congruent (Sosa 2007a, pp. 50–51). The initial 
visual attraction to think the lines are incongruent remains even after a measurement 
that makes them seem to one congruent. So even in the case of perception, argues 
Sosa, seeming is operative. The difference is that perceptual seeming is based on 
experience as a sufficient regress-stopping reason. Concerning intellectual seeming, 
he holds that although it is not based on experience, it is not baseless. The question 
now is what foundationally and rationally underlies seeming, what that plausible 
regress-stopper for intellectual seeming could be?

He argues that a person’s sheer understanding foundationally underlies seeming 
understanding without any “unaided reflection,” where reflection includes relevant 
perception, memory, introspection, inference, and reasoning (Sosa 2003, p. 557). 
He argues that intuitive seeming is based on nothing other than one’s transparent 
understanding of its propositional content represented by concepts. “I am attracted 
to think that nothing is self-diverse simply through understanding that content well 

7 It seems that he does not argue against the intuition-perception analogy. Quite the contrary, he 
argues for the right form of it, according to which intuition should have a similar functional status 
as perception.
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enough” (Sosa 2014, p  42). Understanding is not only ground but also the only 
foundational justification for seeming. That being so, intellectual seeming, like per-
ception, seems to involve a foundation or regress-stopper of the sort defined.

Now, does understanding qualify as a rational regress-stopper for seeming? Yes, 
answers Sosa. But in virtue of what, does understanding-based seeming qualify as a 
rational attraction? Sosa argues that an attraction can also be grounded on a bias, 
superstition, social pressure, brainwashing, hypnosis, etc. And none of these flawed 
sources is reason-based. In a case as such, even if the relevant proposition is quite 
well understood, mere understanding is likely a poor reason (Sosa 2014, p. 44). For 
that reason, we need to specify a condition that, in combination with understanding, 
will plausibly explain the rationality of attraction to assent. To that end, he buckles 
down to the Cartesian, factive model according to which we directly grasp the clear 
and distinct seeming by appeal to the introspection of an attentive mind. On this 
view, “a propositional content about a present state of consciousness can attract 
assent through its sheer truth” (Sosa 2007a, p. 57). Sosa draws two main motives to 
refute this model. “One problem is shared by this appeal to truth with the earlier 
appeal to understanding, for truth per se is no less ludicrous as a source of justifica-
tion than is understanding per se, yet no condition has been specified that in combi-
nation with truth would plausibly explain foundational justification” (Sosa 2007a, 
p. 57). Another problem is that if this direct grasp model is true, then it is defendable 
through fallacious reasoning, as in the false but intuitively justified attractions and 
the fallacy of affirming the consequent (Sosa 2007a, p.57–8). The same story goes 
for the appeal to simple truth as a condition that explains foundational justification. 
For “no proposition will ever be that much simpler than its negation” (Sosa 2014, 
p. 46). As a consequence, he concludes that neither distinctness nor simplicity suf-
fices on its own to explain what makes an attraction rational.

Instead, Sosa argues for intellectual competence as a source of rationally struc-
tured attraction (Sosa 2013). The competence model is a particular application of 
virtue epistemology to the epistemology of intuition in order to locate intuition 
within the scope of an a priori theory of knowledge. This view consists of two main 
parts. One is that intellectual seeming is intuitive when our attraction to assent a 
propositional content is drawn by considering it consciously with understanding, as 
in the example “that 2 + 2 = 4; that no cube is a sphere; that nothing is numerically 
self-diverse” (Sosa 1998, p.  262). Since our assent can be attracted only by an 
unaided understanding of the propositional content represented by concepts, this 
intellectual competence guarantees that our conceptual ability is exercised in our 
understanding of such propositional contents. Another is that such an attraction is 
rational because it is explained by competence as such. When one intuits, one is 
epistemically virtuous because one performs one’s epistemic virtue of intuition. In 
view of that, intuitive seeming is rational if and only if it is given rise by such com-
petence present in one’s attraction to assent. And then Sosa’s point is that intuition 
is competent or competence-based if and only if it is derived from such intellectual 
competence, and it is basis-dependent or incompetent if and only if it is derived 
from bias, superstition, social pressure, perception, memory, etc.
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In sum, we have arrived at a general account that intuition is intellectual seeming. 
And intellectual seeming is an attraction to assent to a propositional content based 
only on consciously understanding it. And such an attraction is rational if and only 
if it is explained by epistemic competence, ability, or virtue. Unlike intellectual 
seeming, a crucial feature of sensory seeming is that it is an attraction to assent on 
the basis of both one’s understanding as well as a sensory experience. That being so, 
Sosa thinks that he avoids the challenges he raised against the previous two models, 
namely, the perceptual model and the Cartesian or introspective model.

However, although understanding plays a crucial role in his account of the nature 
of intuition, what we are told by Sosa about what it is to understand propositional 
content is very little. To make the point more precise, let us recall his understanding- 
view of intuition. For him, intuition is intellectual seeming, which is, in turn, an 
attraction to assent a propositional content on the basis of the subject’s understand-
ing of it alone. Let us consider a type of example that arises from the application of 
this view. In the 10 coins-case, Gettier’s intuition that ‘Smith does not know that the 
one who will get the job has ten coins in his pocket’ is intellectual seeming which 
attracted Gettier to assent to its propositional content as true, merely because he 
understood it. It is safe to say that beyond a statement of this account, Sosa did not 
develop an argument that explains how a person’s understanding of propositional 
content alone can serve as an epistemic ground to make that person attracted to 
assent to that very propositional content.

Further, an opponent of his view may argue that this proposal is an area of some 
controversy. Such an opponent may say that I may understand many epistemic prop-
ositions without being attracted to assent to any of their propositional contents. I 
may understand many epistemological theories that were given out as propositions 
without being attracted to assent to any of them. Moreover, I may equally under-
stand two incoherent propositions, an opponent may say, yet I may be attracted to 
assent to the propositional contents of one of them. Suppose I equally understand 
both the traditional conception of knowledge according to which ‘knowledge is 
justified true belief’ and Gettier’s view according to which ‘knowledge is not just 
justified true belief’, yet I may only be attracted to assent the propositional content 
of the proposition ‘knowledge is justified true belief.’

Moreover, suppose for the sake of argument that a person’s understanding of a 
propositional content alone makes that person attracted to assent to the very propo-
sitional content represented by concepts. Simply put, intuition is based solely on 
conceptual competence. Accordingly, the word ‘understanding’ means grasping the 
concepts that represent the propositional content. Take, for example, Gettier’s intu-
ition that ‘Smith does not know.’ On this reading of the understanding-based view, 
understanding of the propositional content of this intuition consists in grasping its 
concepts expressed by “Smith,” “does,” “not,” and “know.” I do not think that grasp-
ing these concepts is enough to assent to the propositional content of intuition. As 
Nagel writes, “popular presentations of fundamental scientific discoveries, given 
out as propositions to which one must subscribe without really understanding them. 
For example, people are now told at an early age that all matter is really energy. But 
despite the fact that they know what ‘is’ means, most of them never form a 
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conception of what makes this claim true” (Nagel 1979, p. 177). Rather, things other 
than grasping these concepts may be needed, such as their mode of combination. 
Let us assume that a proponent of the understanding-based view says that by ‘under-
standing,’ it meant both grasping concepts and their mode of combination in a prop-
osition. Still, understanding does not qualify as a compelling reason for assenting. 
For to understand how 3 follows 2, as Wittgenstein argues, is just to learn one tech-
nique. It is just a technique of counting that we were trained in.8

2.2.3  Chudnoff’s Intellectual Perception Analysis

Like Bealer, too, Elijah Chudnoff sets out a phenomenologically modelled account 
of intuition according to which intuition is “a form of intellectual perception” 
(Chudnoff 2013a, p.1).9 This account is an improvement, and support of a view that 
has a long tradition in epistemology from Plato to the present. However, he charac-
terizes it in terms of three similarities and two differences between intuition and 
perception. Similarities lie in that [1] both intuition and perception are phenomeno-
logically unique experiences, [2] these experiences directly justify beliefs, and [3] 
They enable us to be aware of their subject matter and accordingly acquire knowl-
edge.10 Differences lie in that intuition experience can happen involving perception 
experience, and it may happen alone, and both include their subject matter. However, 
while the subject matter of perception is a concrete reality, the subject matter of 
intuition is abstract reality (Chudnoff 2013a, p. 3). By ‘abstract reality’ he under-
stands “the necessary, normative, infinite, and abstract as in non-spatiotemporal and 
causally inert. Mathematics, metaphysics, and morality are about it” (Chudnoff 
2013a, p. 11). To put it simply, in perception, “the ... relationship [is] between a 
concept and a particular object”. A concept is an ingredient that is linked to an 
object. In intuition, “it is a relationship between concepts” (Chudnoff 2013a, p. 5). 
Concepts are both ingredients and objects. He attempts “to motivate the view by 
situating it within an approach to a priori knowledge,” according to which “our 
knowledge of abstract matters, or at least our knowledge of some abstract matters, 
is based on purely intuitive reasoning—i.e., reasoning that is both a priori, so not 
empirical, and intuitive” (Chudnoff 2013a, pp.  13–6). The question now arises: 
what is it for a person to have an intuition?

8 Further considerations of this proposal are left until Sect. 2.3.
9 The view that intuition is a phenomenologically unique experience has a lot of believers, such as 
Pollock 1974; Plantinga 1993; Huemer 2005b; etc.
10 Intuition is experience: he shares this idea with Bealer, who thinks that intellectual seeming is a 
state of awareness or a consciously cognitive and reflective episode. Sosa does not agree with this 
view because it presupposes that intuition has a mediating role analogous to that of visual experi-
ence in visual perception. For Sosa, this analogy is misguided: sensory experience mediates 
between the object seen and perceptual belief, but nothing mediates between facts known intui-
tively and beliefs through which they are known.

2.2 Intuition as Mental State



54

In order to answer this question, he starts challenging doxasticism about intu-
ition, according to which “intuitions are … doxastic attitudes or doxastic disposi-
tions,” and defending sui generism, according to which “intuitions—like perceptual 
experiences—are pre-doxastic experiences that—unlike perceptual experiences—
represent abstract matters as being a certain way” (Chudnoff 2011a, p. 626, 2013a, 
pp. 25–6).11 He offers two anti-doxastic arguments. One is “that intuition experi-
ences do not imply the presence of doxastic attitudes or dispositions” (Chudnoff 
2013a, p. 17). That is, one may intuit without judging or having any inclination to 
judge. For example, in perception, you might have a perceptual experience that 
Muller-Lyer lines are not the same in length without judging or having any inclina-
tion to judge that they are different in length. Likewise, in intuition, it is possible for 
you to have an intuition that Naïve Comprehension Axiom is true without judging 
or having any inclination to judge that it is true. If so, if intuition is not judgment or 
inclination to judge, “it is a sui generis experience. That is: in having an intuition 
experience representing that p, it intuitively seems to you that p, and this is a sui 
generis experience, irreducible to other experiences” (Chudnoff 2013a, p. 44). The 
second argument is “that doxastic attitudes and dispositions do not imply the pres-
ence of intuition experiences” (p. 17). That is, one may judge or have an inclination 
to judge without intuiting. The major point of this argument is that both intuitions 
and perception possess presentational phenomenology but judgments or inclina-
tions to judge do not.

In (Chudnoff 2012a), his main aim is to answer the question of what is the nature, 
scope, and significance of this presentational phenomenology. Regarding its nature, 
he holds that the experience that has presentational phenomenology both represents 
the relevant proposition and makes it seem as if the subject is aware of its truth- 
maker. His idea of the scope of an experience as such can be stated as follows: these 
very considerations are equally applicable to at least perceptual, intuitive, introspec-
tive, imaginative, and recollective experiences. To lend more plausibility to this 
view, he argues that, in perception, you might judge or have an inclination to judge 
that the scene is a certain way without—presentational phenomenology—you feel 
the presence of the scene’s objects and their features directly to your mind (Chudnoff 
2013a, p. 31).

Similarly, in intuition, there is a difference between judging or having the incli-
nation to judge on the one hand and “entertaining the proposition that diameters 
determine lines of symmetry, and intuiting that diameters determine lines of sym-
metry” on the other hand (Chudnoff 2011a, p. 637). The difference lies in that in the 
latter case, the subject will have a feeling of presence in the mind of the properties 
of being a diameter, line, and symmetry, but in the former case, the subject won’t 
have such a feeling. Therefore, he concludes that “intuitions have presentational 
phenomenology and that judgments as well as inclinations to make judgments do 

11 If Bealer accepted the intuition-perception analogy in order to defend the presence of seeming 
and if Sosa accepted it to clarify the functional role of intuition, it is Chudnoff’s main strategy to 
defend his view of intuition as intellectual perception.
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not” (Chudnoff 2013a, p. 52). More importantly, Chudnoff, in the context of presen-
tational phenomenology, explicitly refers to Husserl.

In fact, presentational phenomenology plays a central role in Husserl’s episte-
mology. Chudnoff borrowed this Husserlian basic idea and developed it to be a 
distinctive aspect of intuition. He writes: “all intuition experiences have presenta-
tional phenomenology with respect to at least part of their content.” This is what he 
calls a ‘presentationality’ thesis. Presentational phenomenology does two things. 
One is that it makes the intuition seems to its subject that it is the case. Another is 
that it makes the subject aware of how such intuition is the case. He also introduces 
what he calls a ‘constitutedness’ thesis, according to which “all intuition experi-
ences are constituted by other experiences, e.g. conscious thoughts, imaginings, 
etc.” though an intuition experience is distinct from its constituents (Chudnoff 
2013a, p. 58). He considers some worries about these theses.

Regarding presentationality, he answers the question of whether all intuitions 
have presentational phenomenology. His response is yes, but he adds that there are 
reasons why some intuitions apparently look as if they do not have presentational 
phenomenology, such as (1) confusing intuition experiences with intuitive beliefs, 
which sometimes might lack presentational phenomenology that; (2) in some cases 
might be difficult to catch or; (3) in other cases might be hard to describe and; (4) 
sometimes “some intuitions lack presentational phenomenology with respect to 
some [Not all] of their content” (Chudnoff 2013a, p. 60). But presentational phe-
nomenology is omnipresent; that’s as plain as the nose on someone’s face.

Regarding constitutedness, he considers a Cartesian worry that some intuitions 
lack imagination; they are of pure thought and, accordingly, lack presentational 
phenomenology. Giving many mathematical examples, Chudnoff replies that “there 
is no obvious conceptual confusion in the idea that some experiences both have 
presentational phenomenology and consist wholly of thoughts” (Chudnoff 2013a, 
p. 61). All reflections, such as thought, imagination, etc., coincide with intuition 
experience that sometimes persists after them—where reflections are memory, for 
example. Even in the case of an unreflective experience, “intuition experience … 
possesses presentational phenomenology with respect to [minimal parts or] more 
than minimal parts of its content” (Chudnoff 2013a, p. 72). This is what happens 
with a subject having logical, mathematical, or philosophical intuition.

We have come to the following conclusions: an intuition, according to Chudnoff, 
is an a priori sui generis experience or mental state which is constituted by other 
experiences, e.g., conscious thoughts, imaginings, etc. And such an experience pos-
sesses a presentational phenomenology that does two main things: it makes the 
relevant intuition seems it is the case; it makes the subject aware that such intuition 
is the case.

As we have seen, Chudnoff’s basic strategy to defend this view of the nature of 
intuition places so much weight upon an assumed analogy between intuition and 
perception. As I understand Chudnoff, when I see my grey laptop in front of me, it 
visually seems to me that there is a grey laptop. This is an example of perceptual 
seeming. When I realize that 1 + 1 = 2, it intellectually seems to me that 1 + 1 = 2. 
This is an example of an intellectual (intuitive) seeming. To be precise, his account 
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is equally as much about perception as intuition. The idea of the intuition- perception 
analogy is not new. For example, Robert Audi writes, “intuitions are analogous to 
visual beliefs grounded in seeing, which also provides non-inferential but defeasible 
justification for those beliefs” (Audi 2008, p. 485). Many other philosophers also 
have widely discussed the issue at hand.

To turn back to Chudnoff’s analogy, it easily raises many worries that are not 
easy to account for. His argument goes as follows. Two things are analogous if and 
only if they are phenomenologically so. Intuition and perception are phenomeno-
logically analogous. Therefore, they are analogous. The problem lies in the first 
premise. Let us suppose that intuition and perception are phenomenologically anal-
ogous. Yet, there are no conclusive or compelling reasons or cohesive arguments to 
reduce their differences to a supposed unique phenomenology. There are so many 
things that apparently look analogous, but they are not. If plain water and Eastern 
Mediterranean white alcohol (Arak) phenomenologically seem similar, it does not 
mean they are analogous; their structure is not alike. Since their structure is not 
alike, they do not function likewise, and accordingly, they are two different things. 
I am not arguing that intuition and perception are not phenomenologically analo-
gous.12 What I am trying to say is that even if they are, their phenomenological 
analogy may not be enough to warrant their analogy. For someone may object that 
what makes two mental states analogous is not their phenomenology but the nature 
of the process that gives rise to them. In this case, we are required to check whether 
the cognitive processes that give rise to the idea that intuition and perception are 
analogous are themselves similar. If yes, they do function likewise, and accordingly, 
they amount to the same result (result = their capability to justify).

Chudnoff cannot easily close his eyes to these points. It is open to him to keep 
defending his view about the phenomenology of intuitions. But unless he meets this 
challenge, defending his view on the basis of the aforesaid analogy becomes diffi-
cult. This is not to say that saying that intuition comes with a certain phenomenol-
ogy is incorrect because the assumption of the intuition-perception analogy fails. 
The claim of intuition’s phenomenal character might be correct even if the view of 
the intuition-perception analogy fails.13 It is not necessary for the former to be estab-
lished on the latter. The former might very much be established on something else 
or even on its own. But in that case, Chudnoff has to find a way other than his strat-
egy of intuition-perception analogy to defend the phenomenology of intuition.

I think that this is a good entry to go further. One might ask, what if intuition 
cannot be characterized in terms of a supposedly special phenomenology? What if 
the authors of the aforesaid ten thought experiments were asked about the special 
phenomenal character their intuitions have, and they replied that they have none? In 
that case, why should we trust the claim that intuition can be demarcated in terms of 
phenomenology at all? These questions might seem rather extreme. Nevertheless, 
they have been asked by some philosophers. Herman Cappelen, for example, in 

12 Though I will do so in Sect. 2.3.
13 Though I will be arguing to deny a phenomenal character as such later in this chapter.
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Philosophy without Intuitions (2012), thinks that it is just a common mistake of 
philosophers to suppose that intuition has characteristics such as having a special 
phenomenology, etc. Here, I do not intend to support Cappelen’s argument against 
Chudnoff’s. All I want to do is to know on the basis of what reason Chudnoff claims 
that intuition has the putatively characteristic phenomenology. If I understood his 
argument correctly, I think the only answer he has is that intuition is like perception. 
Perception has the character of phenomenology. Therefore, intuition also has the 
character of phenomenology. But what if such an analogy is just like the Water-Arak 
one? In a case like such, Chudnoff is required to provide us with a more plausible 
response.

What is more, Chudnoff asserts that the phenomenology of intuition is structured 
by other conscious experiences such as thoughts, imaginings, etc. But he completely 
rejects the reducibility of the phenomenology of intuition experience to these ingre-
dients. To support this view of irreducibility, he gives an example that “a statue is 
distinct from but constituted by the clay out of which it is made” (Chudnoff 2013a, 
p18). Here, there is something missed. The clay and the statue are distinct not only 
in the sense of form. But they are also distinct in the sense of space. That is, the 
amount of clay used in making the statue did not only take a new form. But it also 
occupied a new space. An opponent of Chudnoffism might tend to worry about 
whether or not the phenomenology of intuition experience occupies a new and dis-
tinct space of the land of consciousness from that of its ingredients. But he gives no 
strong rebuttal or confirmation of this query for the independent form and space of 
the phenomenology of intuition existence; indeed, he does not discuss this issue at 
all, at least not to my knowledge in his works. I don’t mean that this is a fault of 
Chudnoff’s. Chudnoff gives no clear indication as to what he takes to be the form 
and space of the phenomenology of intuition existence or how this phenomenology 
is to be determined. But that may be because he is writing on the phenomenology of 
epistemology and not the metaphysics of epistemology.

Moreover, a different challenge arises against Chudnoff’s account of the phe-
nomenology of intuition experience. For it is hard to see how it is possible for dif-
ferent intuitions to share the putatively characteristic phenomenology, which is 
made by different conscious experiences. “Why should different intuitions have 
something phenomenological in common if they are constituted by very different 
collections of mental states?” (Koksvik 2017, p.  5). If the phenomenology of X 
intuition was made by imagination and introspection, and the phenomenology of Z 
intuition was made by inference and perception; how is it possible for X and Z to 
share the same phenomenal character of being spontaneous, for example?14

14 I am leaving further considerations of this proposal until Sect. 2.3.

2.2 Intuition as Mental State



58

2.3  Ascriptions of Intuition

Each of the preceding accounts expands the analysis of the nature of intuition. 
Intuitions were considered mainly to be: knowable a priori, propositional attitude 
(i.e., a mental state held by a subject toward a proposition), and phenomenal (i.e., 
what it is like to be intuiting). Maybe the previous accounts attributed more features 
to intuition. However, in what follows, I will be focusing mainly on these three 
conditions. Let me address each in turn.

2.3.1  Intuition and the A Priori

The topic of a priori played an important role in the history of epistemology. The 
historical source for contemporary debates on the a priori has its origin in Kant’s 
Critique of Pure Reason. Kant articulates the term by contrasting it with the a pos-
teriori. He draws the a priori-a posteriori distinction by linking it to the cognitive 
source of the justification. According to him, if knowledge is wholly independent of 
all kinds of experience, then it is called a priori.15 In contrast, if knowledge is derived 
from any type of experience, then it is called empirical or a posteriori. He writes: 
“we will understand by a priori cognitions not those that occur independently of this 
or that experience, but rather those occur absolutely independently of all experi-
ence. Opposed to them are empirical cognitions, or those that are possible only a 
posteriori, i.e., through experience” (Kant 1998, p. 137). Of course, this approach 
implies a negative program: knowledge is a priori only if its justification is free from 
any experiential aspects; otherwise, it is a posteriori. As a result, neither there is a 
third option apart from the a priori and a posteriori options, nor is there any border-
line case between them.

However, the Kantian concept of intuition (Anschauung) benefited from this dis-
tinction.16 In light of the above distinction, Kant demarcates a semantic distinction 
to distinguish between two kinds of truth: analytic truths and synthetic truths. 
Analytic truths are reduced to the meaning of the words and concepts involved. This 

15 It is important to emphasize that this is what the Kantian a priori means. However, there are vari-
ous other accounts of the a priori. For example, Foucault argued for a historically constructed sort 
of a prior. According to The Cambridge Foucault Lexicon, “the historical a priori serves as a 
mechanism by which certain specific, bounded, and concrete practices (like the gaze, which orga-
nizes aesthetics) are able to saturate and reorganize domains seemingly far removed from them 
(domains like medicine). And, in the process, these “historical” discourses sculpt new “a priori” 
objects for their disciplines: they construct (in the guise of “discovering”) new objects and new 
protocols that enable different engagements and new methods of investigation” (Nealon 2014, 
p. 201). Also, C. I. Lewis developed a pragmatic/relativized account of the a prior, according to 
which “a priori knowledge arises from the analysis of conceptual principles: practices that are 
nested in the conceptual scheme we are, by convention, committed to” (Järvilehto 2011, p. 107). 
Thanks to an anonymous referee for raising this concern.
16 Thanks to an anonymous referee for raising this concern.
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can be simply seen in the classic case of “all bachelors are unmarried men.” The 
subject (bachelor) contains the predicate (unmarried man). Synthetic truths are 
based on both the contents as well as empirical confirmation. For example, the geo-
metrical truth “a straight line is the shortest distance between two points” is syn-
thetic because “straight” is not synonymous with quantum. Thus, this proposition, 
if true, cannot only be known independently of all experience. It’s truth, and all 
kindred truths can be known better through investigation.

What is at stake for Kant are the foundations for any claim of knowledge of the 
external world. To that end, Kant developed his transcendental arguments to delin-
eate the necessary conditions for the possibility of experience. Briefly considered, 
sensory experiences must be spatiotemporally framed. In a transcendental mode of 
analysis, we must conceive of intuition (Anschauung) as featuring a disposition to 
apprehend the external world. As is a disposition, intuition is a priori, albeit it can 
be given in the empirical. The pure forms of intuition, namely, space and time, 
structure the experience. That is to say that they are themselves a priori, but they are 
given in the a posterior. If so, it follows that although intuitions of space and time 
are nonempirical, they can ideally establish synthetic truths.

In the last few decades, however, epistemology has witnessed interesting devel-
opments that bear directly on the a priori–a posteriori distinction.17 Intuition is an 
example of developments as such. It was often said that it is intuition that justifies 
Jackson’s thought experiments of Fred and that of Mary, Searle’s Chinese Room 
case, Chalmers’ Zombie case, Cohen’s two Lottery cases, Lehrer’s Truetemp case, 
and so on. In view of that, these developments led to investigations of the nature of 
this justification or intuition. This brings up the question: is intuition a priori or a 
posteriori? At this point, some epistemologists try to situate their views of intuition 
within the scope of a positive approach of a priori justified knowledge. Here is 
Bealer, for example, who says very clearly that when he speaks of intuition, he 
means a priori intuition (Bealer 1999a, p. 30). In like manner, Chudnoff attempts to 
show the importance of his view of “intuition as intellectual perception … motivat-
ing interest in it by relating it to the broader topic of the a priori” (Chudnoff 2013a, 
p. 1). In a similar fashion, Sosa holds that intuition is “involved in abstract, a priori, 
armchair thought” (Sosa 2007c, p. 101). But how do these theorists argue for the a 
priori intuition?

Bealer, Chudnoff, and Sosa wholeheartedly follow the Kantian conception of a 
priori while speaking about intuition. Bealer argues that philosophy answers its 
questions by appealing to intuitions, where sense experience is thought to be irrel-
evant. He argues that philosophy is autonomous from empirical sciences such as 
cognitive psychology, psychology, neuroscience, and so on. In case of conflict 
between philosophical and scientific answers to a certain philosophical question, he 
asserts that intuition outweighs empirical data, and accordingly, philosophy has 
authority over empirical sciences. He writes that:

17 Casullo and Thurow restrict those developments to intuitions, the recent movement of experi-
mental philosophy, the concept of possession, the new disagreement problem, contextualism, and 
naturalism. For more details, see (Casullo and Thurow 2013).
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all philosophers seek answers to such questions as the nature of substance, mind, intelli-
gence, consciousness, sensation, perception, knowledge, wisdom, truth, identity, infinity, 
divinity, time, explanation, causation, freedom, purpose, goodness, duty, the virtues, love, 
life, happiness, and so forth (Bealer 1998a, p. 203).

Then the central terms of philosophy are relevant to metaphysics, philosophy of 
mind, epistemology, ethics, logic, and philosophy of science. This seems to me to 
be close to Chudnoff’s view that dichotomizes a priori vs. a posteriori reasoning as 
follows. In empirical reasoning, sensory perception injects a posteriori reasoning 
with some content. In intuition, some conscious episode does provide a priori rea-
soning with some content. He writes that “there should be some conscious episode 
that, just as sensory perception does for empirical reasoning, injects a priori reason-
ing with some content. Intuitions thought of as intellectual perceptions fit the bill” 
(Chudnoff 2013a, p. 16).

In the same vein, Sosa analogizes the role of intuition in a priori knowledge to 
the role of perception in empirical knowledge as follows. He argues that seeming is 
operative both in perception and intuition as well. However, he distinguishes 
between intellectual and perceptual seemings. Both are based on conscious under-
standing. Nonetheless, perceptual seeming is based on conscious understanding as 
well as a sensory experience. Conscious understanding alone does not yield attrac-
tion. Only when conscious understanding combines with experience can attraction 
be exerted. While, in intuition or intellectual seeming, an unaided conscious under-
standing of a propositional content is enough to yield an attraction to assent (Sosa 
2014, p. 47). Thus, intuition is understood to be a source of a priori knowledge.

In light of the above discussion, according to Bealer’s, Chudnoff’s, and Sosa’s 
version of the Kantian conception of a priori, intuition is best understood as a source 
of a priori knowledge. This is what is commonly rejected by experimental philoso-
phy—a very recent development—that appears to clash with recent epistemological 
literature, offering an entirely different view.

2.3.1.1  The Experimental Approach18

One of the most salient recent developments in epistemology is the experimental 
philosophy movement. Waves of work have been written by proponents of this 
movement, explaining what intuition is like. It was often said that the results of 
experimental philosophy constitute a serious challenge to the view that intuition is 
a priori. Whether these results affect the a priori status of intuition is an interesting 

18 It is worth noting that the recent development of experimental philosophy is an approach that 
makes use of the methods of experimental psychology and cognitive science to come up with some-
thing new regarding both the traditional methods and claims about issues in philosophy. However, 
it can be divided into two programs: negative, which questions the traditional methods of analytic 
philosophy, and positive, which props up the conventional claims about traditional philosophical 
matters.
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question about the a priori. In the present section, I shall be presenting the argument 
from experimental philosophy.

When all is said and done, experimental philosophy has advocated the thesis that 
the apriorists’ approach is questionable. Experimental philosophers argue that an 
epistemic intuition about thought experiment is a source of a priori (non- experiential) 
knowledge if and only if it is intuited by a subject without looking into the world, 
where the word “world” includes effective variables that are irrelevant to the matter 
the thought experiment seeks to address. To investigate this premise, they conduct 
pilot studies surveying the intuitions of both non-philosophers and philosophers 
about thought experiments that are similar to those that philosophers have employed 
in their texts. Making use of the methods of experimental psychology and cognitive 
science, proponents of this movement claim that their results show that intuitions 
are affected by factors that are irrelevant to the issues the thought experiments aim 
to address. For instance, Gettier’s intuition that Smith does not know could be influ-
enced by factors irrelevant to the concept of knowledge. The followings are exam-
ples of these studies.

Among the examples of such variables, the results of a recent investigation of 
epistemic intuitions by experimental philosophers talk about ethnicity (Nichols 
et al. 2003; Feltz 2008), socio-economic status (Weinberg et al. 2001), cultural dis-
similarities (Weinberg et al. 2001; Machery et al. 2004; Nichols 2004; Spicer 2010); 
educational background (Kuntz and Kuntz 2011; Weinberg et al. 2001), native lan-
guage (Vaesen et  al. 2013), gender (Buckwalter and Stich 2013; Adleberg et  al. 
2015; Seyedsayamdost 2015), the order in which the thought experiment is pre-
sented (Swain et al. 2008; Weinberg et al. 2001), individual differences (Nichols 
and Ulatowski 2007), age (Colaco et al. 2014), moral judgments (Knobe 2010), and 
so on and so forth. The proponents of experimental philosophy have concluded that 
this data raises serious questions about the a priori status of epistemic intuition.

In other words, experimental philosophers argue that the results of their studies 
constitute experimental evidence that puts the apriority of intuition in deep trouble. 
Being affected by these factors, intuitions are now considered cases of our cognition 
of the empirical world. However, some philosophers assimilate experimentalists’ 
findings and argue for the a priori status of intuitions. Their arguments for doing so 
will be our concern in what follows.

2.3.1.2  Peacemaking Attempts

In recent years, groups of philosophers have taken on the roles of reconciling adver-
saries, those who believe that intuition is not a priori bolstered by the results of 
experimental philosophers and those who believe that intuitions have some a priori 
purchase. They think that apriorism has to and can assimilate with the empirical 
findings. That is to say that one has not to attempt to give up apriorism initially 
because empirical findings can fit in with apriorism. In what follows, I will be laying 
out the best-known four approaches that try to rescue the apriority of intuition from 
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the impacts of experimental philosophy attacks. I shall also point out the reason why 
I think these arguments are not satisfactory. Here are the arguments.

2.3.1.2.1 Conciliatory Argument

Philosophers have made great efforts to conciliate in the dispute. For example, 
(Goldman 2013) nicely distinguishes between two kinds of questions about intu-
itions. One is the first-order question of whether intuition qualifies as evidence at 
all. Another is the second-order question, that is, is there good a priori or empirical 
evidence that says intuition qualifies as evidence? In light of these, he reads experi-
mentalists’ findings as second-order evidence about intuitions’ first-order evidenti-
ality. In other words, the results of experimental philosophy provide second-order 
empirical evidence against a priori first-order evidence of intuitions. Therefore, 
intuition is a priori evidence, but whether there is evidence indicating its evidential-
ity is an empirical task.

In the same spirit, (Ichikawa 2013) denies the contention that the results of 
experimental philosophy, even if they are correct, undermine the a priori status of 
intuitions. He maintains that experience can play an enabling role in one’s having an 
a priori intuition, but it cannot warrant such intuition. Experience facilitates one’s 
having an a priori intuition, but it cannot be part of its warrant. For example, experi-
ence enables Jackson to intuit that our having all physical information about the 
subject won’t help us to know everything about her color experience. But experi-
ence does not warrant this intuition. For more explication, suppose that Jackson 
thinks he has no good reason to have the following a priori intuition: all physical 
information about the subject won’t help us to know everything about her color 
experience. Call this intuition Z. A thought as such defeats the apriority of his intu-
ition Z. Yet, a new experience may present evidence that he does not lack a good 
reason to a priori intuit Z. This experiential evidence defeats the previous defeater 
and saves the a priori character of his intuition Z. Nevertheless, whether this intu-
ition is warranted or not is a different question. Accordingly, for Ichikawa, the 
apparent inconsistency between empiricism, according to which one has to proceed 
from empirical data in order to get knowledge, and apriorism; according to which 
one has to begin one’s course of obtaining knowledge from the armchair, is just an 
illusion. And, experimental philosophy, if true, has just a limited effect on armchair 
intuitions.

This conciliatory approach is also defended by (Thurow 2013). Thurow intro-
duces a theory that maintains both the a priori character of intuitions and the viabil-
ity of experimental philosophy. On this view, the a priori character of intuitions 
consists in their being comprised of concepts. And the viability of experimental 
findings is preserved since the content of concepts is determined by one’s commu-
nity. Like Ichikawa and Thurow, (Weinberg 2013) argues that experimental results 
may modify the conception of the a priori intuition. Nevertheless, an intuition as 
such can correctly be deemed a priori in the sense of Ichikawa’s view of defeating 
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the empirical defeaters. In other words, these intuitions are a priori, but not com-
pletely so. In this sense, experimental results can cause only minor modifications to 
the notion of a priori intuition.

In accordance with Weinberg, (Henderson and Horgan 2013) argue for “low- 
grade” kind of apriority. In short, an a priori judgment is conceptually grounded 
justification, i.e., it is an analytic judgment because its quality of being a priori is 
based on the meanings of its constituent concepts. Yet, it has an inescapable empiri-
cal feature since its justification is based on the very meaning that is empirically 
informed by abduction. For example, although the claim that “Water = H20” can be 
conducted from the armchair by virtue of the meanings of its constituent concepts, 
its justification abductively comes by way of empirical intuitions, facts, scientific 
knowledge, and other data. “Water = H20” is analytically generated by an armchair 
reflection based on the meanings of its concepts. Nevertheless, it involves an inelim-
inable empirical dimension because its justification is constituted by the content of 
its concepts which is acquired by empirical abduction. In view of that, the justifica-
tion of a claim as such may be a priori, but not purely so.

Analyticity is defended by (Hill 2013) against the revisability thesis, according 
to which any statement is revisable by empirical evidence, a position maintained by 
Quine. Contrary to that, Hill develops and defends a threefold argument that argues 
in favor of the analytic statements’ immunity to revision. On this view, certain 
beliefs possess epistemic immunity, teleological immunity, and a combination of 
the two. The laws of mathematics possess epistemic immunity since we accept them 
by virtue of the fundamental dispositions their concepts aesthetically serve. The 
laws of classical logic possess teleological immunity since we accept them by virtue 
of the fundamental cognitive concerns their concepts serve independently of our 
interests. Such cognitive concerns cannot be reduced to the idea of mere efficient 
prediction, as in the case of religious, disjunctive, conjunctive, truth, and modal 
beliefs. The combination of the previous two immunities provides the subject with 
considerable knowledge of the correct use of the terms. Therefore, at least in many 
cases, we cannot revise the analytic statement by empirical evidence. Nor can we 
derive it from such evidence.

To succeed in conciliating both aprioristic and experimental views, one does not 
have to include any obvious example of the a posteriori knowledge within the scope 
of the a priori knowledge. For that reason, (Malmgren 2006, 2013) opposes the 
plausibility of Tyler Burge’s argument that expands the scope of the a priori to 
include testimonial knowledge that traditionally has been considered an obvious 
example of the a posteriori knowledge. On Burge’s view, a subject has a priori war-
rant both to her understanding and rationality of her source. These two warranties 
guarantee the source of testimony that someone knows something a priori. If so, 
then one can know the same thing a priori depending on the source of testimony. 
Contrary to that, Malmgren argues that Burge’s view offers no good reason for why 
an agent has to believe any testimonial warrant a priori. And, in case it happens that 
an agent believed what is said, a testimonial belief as such is inevitably a posteriori.
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2.3.1.2.2 Anti- skepticism Argument

Traditionally, philosophers used to turn to the a priori in order to avoid skepticism, 
the view that knowledge is impossible. In light of that, (Pust 2013) takes up this 
traditional epistemological problem of skepticism seeking to show how intuition as 
a priori justification is an unavoidable base to get rid of skepticism. To that end, he 
defends “The Cartesian Perspective” that introspection and a priori intuition are suf-
ficient to make our beliefs justified. In the same vein, he rebuts the Reidian objec-
tion that The Cartesian Perspective arbitrarily reduces justification to introspection 
and a priori intuition. He turns this objection on its head and argues that unlike other 
sources of justification, such as perception and memory, at least most deliverances 
of introspection and a priori intuition are justified. If so, then it is the Reidian 
account that is arbitrary.

In a quite different way, (Wedgwood 2013) argues that skepticism about a priori 
justification is misplaced. He explains the skeptical argument as follows. Our beliefs 
about the world are justified if and only if we are justified in believing that we are 
not in a skeptical scenario. Only experience can provide us with a justified belief 
that we are not in a skeptical scenario. Unfortunately, the experience cannot justify 
such a belief. Wedgwood argues that the only way to respond to the skeptical argu-
ment is to accept the fact that we have a priori justification for believing the proposi-
tions that the world is knowable by our experiences. This argument relies on the 
assumption that there is a belief-forming process that considers taking experience at 
face value to be rational. But this rationality of the belief-forming process is taken 
for granted. Accordingly, he ends up facing a more fundamental question: how to 
explain the rationality of a belief-forming process as such.

2.3.1.2.3 Argument from Anti- A Priori–A Posteriori Distinction

Some contemporary philosophers argue that the a priori–a posteriori distinction is 
defendable. For example, (Casullo 2013) evaluates the challenges to the a priori–a 
posteriori distinction presented by Philip Kitcher, John Hawthorne, C. S. Jenkins, 
and Timothy Williamson. Casullo argues that these philosophers failed to fulfill a 
goal as such simply because they could not articulate a correct concept of the afore-
mentioned a priori–a posteriori distinction. According to Casullo, there are three 
factors they did not take into account. Consequently, these three factors amount to 
three errors in articulating the concept. First, they are not clear whether their analy-
sis of the a priori knowledge or justification is theory-neutral, as Jenkins believes, 
and Hawthorne and Williamson argue, or theory-dependent, as Kitcher thinks. This 
entails an incoherent articulation of a traditional concept of a priori knowledge 
within a nontraditional theory of knowledge. Second, they are not clear whether 
they target the reductive approach to a priori that reduces it to the a priori justifica-
tion, as Kitcher and Williamson hold, or the nonreductive approach to a priori that 
expands it to mean the a priori knowledge, as Hawthorne prefers. This makes it hard 
to know whether the source of the aforesaid incoherence is the a priori itself or the 
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background theory of knowledge. Third, they do not specify a standard that sets 
apart a priori knowledge or justification from a posteriori one. All they mention is 
what is common to both. That is why they were not able to distinguish between what 
is constitutive for a priori knowledge or justification and what is constitutive for the 
background theory of knowledge or justification. As a result, Casullo concludes that 
these philosophers have not provided any persuasive reason to deny the a priori–a 
posteriori distinction.

Nevertheless, the a priori–a posteriori distinction cannot be drawn clearly. 
(Williamson 2013a) argues that the distinction between a priori and a posteriori way 
of knowing is superficial simply because there are many borderline cases that are 
knowable both a priori and a posteriori. An example of these borderline cases could 
be Williamson’s own example of Mary and John, who have come to the same dis-
junctive truth in two different ways. Mary deduced it a priori, while John deduced it 
a posteriori. Consequently, cases like these show that a priori and a posteriori are not 
substantially different, and accordingly, the aforesaid distinction is theoretically of 
little interest. He does not deny a priori knowledge. Nor is he saying that knowledge 
is always a posteriori. All he is trying to say is that both are there. But the distinction 
between them is shallow to the extent that it cannot be drawn.

2.3.1.2.4 Argument from the A Priori-Naturalism Compatibility

Some argue that the idea of a priori intuition is incompatible with naturalism, the 
view that the world is what science says it is. On the contrary, (Jenkins 2007, 2008, 
2013) resists W. V. O. Quine’s, Penelope Maddy’s, and David Papineau’s thesis that 
the a priori knowledge or justification clashes with naturalism. Quine argues that if 
empirical science does not confirm an a priori faculty that gives rise to small ana-
lytic (concept-sized) units of meaning, then the acquisition of a priori knowledge is 
not possible. To this, Jenkins replies, we get concepts in two ways. Either we acquire 
concepts in response to sensory input, or sensory input filters out pre-existing con-
cepts. If so, then the meaning is not too far separated from what experience can 
provide. Furthermore, Maddy holds that adopting naturalism as an empirical scien-
tific enterprise leaves no space that can be occupied by a priori knowledge. In her 
response, Jenkins states that it is true that naturalism leaves no space for a priori 
separately from the empirical scientific enterprise. Yet, this offers us no reason to 
say that both enterprises cannot coexist. Finally, Papineau holds that if philosophi-
cal and scientific inquiries are the like, then a posteriori knowledge, not a priori, 
plays a crucial role in philosophy. For example, we do not trust intuitions that were 
often strongly associated with aprioricity until they get a posteriori justification. 
Nevertheless, Jenkins meets this challenge by arguing that Papineau seems to be 
interested in the possibility of error more than he is when it comes to the aprioricity. 
However, intuition is not the only source of a priori in philosophy. As a result, 
Jenkins concludes that the thesis of a priorism-naturalism clash fails.

I find these arguments for the a priori-a posteriori coexistence interesting. But 
they still look at the issue through the traditional terms, while they have enough 
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reason not to do so. If intuition may be knowable a priori, a posteriori, both a priori 
and a posteriori, or neither a priori nor a posteriori, that means it is neither a priori 
nor a posteriori. It transcends the merely traditional distinction about the ways of 
knowing. I take that this is what intuition is. So, I am not exactly arguing for a con-
ciliatory position, yet I accept it as a step toward a more ambitious account of the 
nature of intuition. In what follows, I will start by presenting two anti-apriorism 
arguments.

2.3.1.3  Two Possible Responses

While it may seem obvious, for some, that intuition is a priori; there do seem to be 
a few possible arguments that can be put forth to argue otherwise. In this section, I 
introduce two of these possible arguments against apriorism about intuition. One is 
against Chudnoff’s exemplifying of the a priori. And the other is against Sosa’s, 
Chudnoff’s, and Bealer’s view that explains a priori in terms of concepts. The for-
mer asserts the conciliatory position and concludes that Chudnoff is wrong. The 
latter introduces empirical evidence that concepts involve empirical elements. 
Based on these two arguments, I show that apriorism about intuition seems to be 
untenable.

2.3.1.3.1 Against the Number Sequence Argument

Chudnoff has presented his answer to the question of why intuition is a priori. His 
response consists in that intuition is part of our abstract knowledge that is purified 
or free from any sensory or experiential elements. The number sequence is an exam-
ple of this view. He writes that “I know that every natural number has a finite num-
ber of predecessors just by thinking about the structure of the number sequence” 
(Chudnoff 2013a, p. 15). I agree that examples as such are traditionally considered 
serious instances of a priori. On the other hand, these kinds of examples can be read 
in different ways.

Suppose I am not an apriorist. In that case, I wouldn’t have any commitments to 
apriorism. And I might say that our knowledge of examples such as the number 
sequence is caused by one or all of the following. Firstly, I may argue that they 
might be caused by memory. They may be stored in the mind that recalls them when 
it needs them. Suppose I learned the number sequence from my childhood teacher, 
who taught it to me by using apples. Suppose also I stored in my mind and recalled 
it once I needed it. Secondly, I may say that they were conveyed to me by a form of 
testimony. They may be a kind of written or spoken statement given by somebody 
else. Suppose I grant whatever is said by my father, suppose I grant the number 
sequence just because it is a written or spoken statement given by him. Thirdly, I 
may think that they might be a kind of induction. They may be a kind of general law 
or principle inferred from particular instances. Suppose I induce the law of the num-
ber sequence from many particular instances that happened in my or someone else’s 
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experience. And lastly, I might say that it is a sort of counting technique we learned 
through practice, instructions, etc. As Wittgenstein once said, our knowledge of 
examples as such may be just a result of some technique, we have learned earlier. 
He holds that the reason why 13 follows 12 is the fact that they are already given this 
way in the custom or technique of counting we have learned earlier.

If one or all of the aforesaid probabilities is true, then experience in one way or 
the other is involved in our knowledge of the number sequence. Thus, our abstract 
knowledge is not totally purified or completely free from all sensory or experiential 
elements. It is based, at least in part, on empirical reasoning. It is open to Chudnoff 
or his proponents to argue that if something is a priori in origin and conveyed by 
memory, testimony, or induction, it will still remain a priori. In this case, it is diffi-
cult to accept that such examples were a priori in origin without giving any plausible 
argument. In the absence of such an argument, one can claim that the so-called 
abstract knowledge is not too far from what experience provides.

2.3.1.3.2 Against the Argument from Concepts

A common version of the Kantian conception of a priori among Bealer, Sosa, and 
Chudnoff is that intuition is best understood as a source of a priori knowledge. They 
declare their approval or support of this view by introducing what is called the argu-
ment from concepts.

The idea is that concepts involve abstract (non-experiential) thought. According 
to Bealer, we may possess concepts in two ways. None of them is a posteriori. The 
first is that one can possess concepts in a minimal, weak, indeterminate, or incom-
plete sense, as in Burge’s arthritis example, where the subject of Burge’s arthritis 
thought experiment misunderstood the concept of arthritis. The second is that one 
can possess concepts in a complete, determinate, full, or strong sense, as in the mul-
tigon and chromic examples, and most of the central concepts of philosophy where 
the term expresses some definite concept. Ernest Sosa develops the idea this way:

S rationally intuits that p if and only if S’s intuitive attraction to assent to <p> is explained 
by a competence (an epistemic ability or virtue) on the part of S to discriminate, among the 
contents that he understands well enough, the true from the false, in some subfield of the 
modally strong (the necessarily true or necessarily false), with no reliance on introspection, 
perception, memory, testimony, or inference (no further reliance, anyhow, than any required 
for so much as understanding the given proposition) (Sosa 2007a, p. 61).

Not too far from that, Chudnoff looks at intuition as a relationship between concepts 
that are ingredients and objects. All in all, based on the argument from concept, they 
set up a framework that intuition is a priori of the sort defined.19

Simply put, the concepts-based view of intuitive justification develops the idea 
that if your intuition that p justifies you in believing that p, it does so because your 

19 The question that arises here is whether the content is somehow already given in our concepts. 
However, I am not discussing this point here.
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intuition is based on your fully grasping the concepts the proposition that p consists 
of. Take, for example, Gettier’s intuition that ‘Smith does not know.’ In this reading 
of the concepts-based view, understanding the propositional content of this intuition 
consists in grasping its concepts expressed by “Smith”, “does”, “not”, and “know.” 
And since concepts are derived from non-perceptual construals, intuition is a priori.

This attunes to (Fodor 1975)’s view of the concept, according to which a concept 
is considered abstract, amodal, non-experiential, non-perceptual, and mental repre-
sentations. Fodor postulates that concept possession includes computation. And 
this, in turn, requires the organism to confirm a relationship between the observed 
and inferred reward contingencies. This computational operation is not possible 
without a system that represents the relevant information and carries out the compu-
tations. So, the organism has at its disposal a representational system of the requisite 
power. This can be clearer in the following experiment. The subject in the thought 
experiment is required to categorize cards that contain either red circles or black 
squares. If she places the cards that contain red circles in the pile of red circle cards 
and the cards that contain black squares in the pile of black square cards, she will 
only then be rewarded. The subject did just that: she properly sorted the cards and 
thereby got rewarded. For Fodor, this is a kind of inductive operation which goes 
beyond the experiential data. And since she learned the concepts of a red circle or a 
black square without a natural language, the system of representation cannot be 
determined by a natural language; it is genetically determined.

If I correctly understood Fodor’s position, he attempts to say that concepts are 
part of our biological endowment. A knack as such helps us to acquire any concept 
from the environment. Since they are genetically available to us without looking 
into the world, concepts do not include empirical construals, and thereby they are a 
priori. But are they so? In what follows, I would like to produce some empirical 
evidence that shows why a priori-based view of the concept is false.

The a priori-based view of concepts does not seem to be satisfactory. My main 
dissatisfaction with this account is its lack of attunement to the current develop-
ments in the sciences of the mind. For example, it does not attune to the recent dis-
coveries of cognitive scientists who have identified certain mechanisms that underlie 
conceptual processing. To proceed further, cognitive scientists persist in debating 
the issue of concepts. It is true that according to amodal theories such as Fodor’s 
one, a concept is considered an abstract, amodal, non-experiential, non-perceptual, 
mental and representation (Tulving 1972; Smith and Medin 1981; Fodor 1975; 
Pylyshyn 1984). But, contrary to that, recently, a modal approach accumulated 
promising empirical evidence, suggesting that concepts emerged from the modali-
ties of the mind (Lakoff and Johnson 1980; Mandler 1992; Newton 1996; Glenberg 
1997; Clark 1997; Barsalou 1999). In particular, the studies of this growing wing of 
cognitive scientists show that conceptual processing resides in modality-specific 
systems for perception (Barsalou 1999, 2003, 2009). As a result of this, concepts are 
not devoid of perceptual materials. Rather, they are, indeed, derived from perceptual 
construals.

Let us go through some modal findings. (Barsalou et al. 2003) collected many 
strong empirical pieces of evidence from experimental studies to show the role of 
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modalities in concepts. Studies on, for example, vision, auditory, movement, imag-
ery, gustatory, etc., demonstrate that perceptual variables (e.g., occlusion, size, 
shape, orientation, etc.) affect conceptual processing. Here is a brief sample Barsalou 
and his colleagues use as empirical shreds of evidence to support their modal thesis 
that conceptual processing is affected by perceptual variables:

In feature listing, a feature is produced less often when occluded than when unoccluded 
(e.g. participants produce roots less often for lawn than for rolled-up lawn). Participants 
simulate a referent of the target concept, with features visible in the initial simulation easier 
to report than occluded features (p. 86).

This example, along with many other examples, endorses the notion that conceptual 
representations are involved in modality-specific systems for perception.

These multiple instances of evidence resonate with other evidence from cogni-
tive neuroscience. Studies show that the brain has various areas for conceptual pro-
cessing. Researchers localized those areas in modality-specific systems for 
perception. Studies by (Martin et al. 2000; Martin 2001; Martin and Chao 2001) 
confirm that different conceptual processes activate different modality-specific 
areas. For example, the conceptual processing of color sensations is confined to an 
area near V4. And the areas that process forms and motion are near brain centers. 
Analogously, the motor system is the area that processes action. At the visual level, 
visual areas process visual sensations, and so on and so forth. In short, different 
types of conceptual processing activate different modality-specific zones.

Most importantly, though, is how this activation is happening. According to 
(Barsalou et al. 2003)’s neuroimaging techniques, conjunctive neurons in conver-
gence zones constitute a somewhat amodal mechanism for capturing and re- enacting 
modality-specific states … that conjunctive neurons generally seem to have 
modality- specific tunings. Furthermore, their primary role might be to reactivate 
modality-specific states that then support conceptual processing” (p. 87). All this 
empirical evidence indicates that concepts involve perceptual, experiential cogni-
tion. In light of the traditional distinction, such cognition is just not a priori: it is a 
posteriori.

2.3.1.4  Intuition and Multi-dimensionality

In the previous section, I have shown how concepts can be derived from perceptual 
construals. A direct result of doing so is that if the concept-based view of intuition 
is right, if intuition consists of these concepts, then intuition is a posteriori. 
Nevertheless, as used by philosophers, intuition is used to show whether some cases 
are instances of the concept in question. For example, Jackson’s intuitions are to 
show that the cases of Mary and Fred are not instances of physicalism. Also, 
BonJour’s intuition in Norman the clairvoyant is anti-externalist in nature. Similarly, 
Gettier’s intuition that Smith does not know is a case in which the traditional con-
cept of knowledge as justified true belief is not applicable. In these cases, intuition 
is a priori. Jackson, BonJour, Gettier, etc., utilize no empirical steps to have such 
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intuitions. If so, intuition involves both a priori (rational) and a posteriori (empiri-
cal) aspects. That is, intuition has a posteriori components when it is explained as 
being constituted by concepts, memory, induction, testimony, and technical mecha-
nism. It has a priori constituents when it is just a procedure to show whether some 
cases are instances of a certain concept without looking into the world.

That being said, what should we call intuition that includes both a priori and a 
posteriori elements? It may be said that we can call it empirico-rational. The prob-
lem with this suggestion is that it treats every intuition as having both empirical and 
rational grounds equally. But this is a misleading perspective because there are 
some borderline cases, as in introspection, which is neither empirical nor rational.

Like Descartes, one may acquire some propositions by means of a mere rational 
reflection and totally independently of experience, such as I exist or I am a thinking 
thing. As Kant presents it, an introspective acquisition as such comes out a priori 
without further ado, and thus it can be classified along with logical and mathemati-
cal knowledge. Nevertheless, in fact, the notion of experience is not well defined for 
grounding the distinction. In the case of knowledge by introspection, one is justified 
in believing a belief by appeal to, presumably, a kind of inner seeing or reflection 
(i.e., inner experience)—as that I am in pain at a certain time or am thinking about 
Paris. Of course, if we believe, like Kant, that a priori knowledge is knowledge that 
one has independently of experience, then introspectively acquiring these examples 
is supposed to be viewed as a posteriori. For this kind of inner seeing or reflection 
is conceivable as experiential since it involves some sort of phenomenal character. 
In this sense, knowledge by introspection is viewed as a posteriori. As commonly 
conceived, introspection then cannot be arranged in the pure a priori or a posteriori 
category.

If an intuition emerges from it, it will be introspective intuition and, accordingly, 
neither empirical nor rational. If that is true, I am raising doubts about the conten-
tion that intuition is either a priori or a posteriori. As we have seen, intuition may 
have both labels, and it may have none. As a result, intuition cannot be explained by 
the traditional a priori-a posteriori dichotomy which accordingly has to be tran-
scended. Intuition is better to be taken as involving several dimensions or aspects. 
An intuition might have the aspect of being a priori, a posteriori, both a priori and a 
posteriori, or neither a priori nor a posteriori. If so, we have come to the conclusion 
that intuition is multi-dimensional.

But suppose that I am right: intuition is multi-dimensional. Why does this mat-
ter? For at least two reasons. Most obviously, realizing that intuition is multi- 
dimensional teaches us something about its nature and provides a constraint on 
theory. Someone who wishes to account for the nature of intuition must also con-
sider this fact and must ensure that her theory can capture these dimensions. 
Secondly, the reasoning which shows that intuition is multi-dimensional can also 
teach us something about the structure of justification. If epistemic intuition justifies 
epistemic claims, then those who care about the epistemology of intuition as evi-
dence that justifies epistemic claims should, therefore, also care about its nature. An 
intuition, one might have thought, cannot provide multi-dimensional justification. 
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Not so, if what I have argued is correct. In the same vein, there is, however, the ques-
tion of whether intuition is better characterized as propositional.

2.3.2  Non-propositional Intuition

Propositionalism has become almost an orthodox doctrine in the philosophy of 
mind, language, the epistemology of justification, and so on. On this view, the prop-
osition is the primary part of the meaning of a sentence referring to one or all of the 
following. Some philosophers consider it to be the bearer of truth, falsity, and noth-
ing else. For instance, Gottlob Frege believed in the idea that being true means 
being in relation to an abstract entity, i.e., ‘Thought.’ Thought is the sense of a 
declarative sentence under the truth and falsity conditions. Thought is impercepti-
ble, can be expressed but not asserted, and can be under and over-determined by 
sentential content.

Given that, it is not a constituent of the external or sensible world of objects. Nor 
does it belong to the inner realm of ideas such as sensations, desires, intentions, and 
so forth. Since it is independent of both aforementioned realms, the only choice left 
is the graspable but non-spatiotemporal, Platonic, or “third realm” of thought, prop-
osition, or bearer of truth (Frege 1956). In recent years, Trenton Merricks has deliv-
ered a similar idea: “I think that propositions are the primary bearers of truth and 
falsity. Moreover, I think that propositions represent things as being a certain way” 
(Merricks 2009, p. 207).

Secondly, others regard it as the referent the that-clause denotes or stands for, 
where the that-clause is often considered as a predicate modifier (Kratzer 2006), 
(Moltmann 2013); (Moulton 2009, 2015); (Elswyk 2019). Here is, for instance, 
what (Moltmann 2013, p. 123) writes: “that-clause is taken to stand for a proposi-
tion” (p. 123). Ikeya also writes that “we treat to PP [prepositional phrase], to VP 
[verb phrase] and that clause as constituting predicate modifiers” (Ikeya 1995, 
p. 155). In sum, it is widely accepted that that-clause comprises a full sentence that 
expresses a proposition.

And lastly, some look at it as the object of mental states such as thought, belief, 
hope, desire, fear, contemplation, perception, love, hate, mourning, etc. As a result, 
all those mental attitudes, states, or events are said to be propositional attitudes. In 
(Merricks 2009)’s words, “I shall use ‘propositional attitude’ to mean an attitude 
that is analyzed as-or reduced to-a relation between an agent and a proposition” 
(210). That is, a propositional attitude is a mental state that articulates a relation 
between a subject and a proposition. This philosophical practice of characterizing 
mental states as propositional attitudes starts with Bertrand Russell, who, in “Are 
beliefs, etc., irreducible facts?”, writes:

“Etc.” covers understanding a proposition; it covers desiring, willing, any other attitude of 
that sort that you may think of that involves a proposition. It seems natural to say one 
believes a proposition and unnatural to say one desires a proposition, but as a matter of fact 
that is only a prejudice. What you believe and what you desire are of exactly the same 
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nature. You may desire to get some sugar to-morrow and of course you may possibly 
believe that you will (Russell 1919, p. 50).

This Russellian attempt at providing a propositional analysis of mental states con-
tinued to dominate philosophy to the extent that it is widely believed that “funda-
mentally, all attitudes are propositional attitudes” (Grzankowski 2016a, p. 819). The 
following is a set of examples of philosophers who opt for the Russellian idea (Perry 
1994; Stoljar 1996; Lemos 1994; Fodor 1978) and so on and so forth. Now, as it 
turns out, propositional attitudes must basically be analyzed as relations between a 
subject and a proposition. According to Grzankowski, “propositional attitudes are 
said to be mental or intentional relations holding between subjects and proposi-
tions” (Grzankowski 2016b, p  317). A theory of propositional attitudes should 
account for this relation.

So far, we have seen that such theories are dominating in philosophy. But what 
about non-propositional attitudes, if any? Recently, some philosophers, unlike prop-
ositionalists, have successfully, I believe, argued that propositionalism is at best 
imprecise and accordingly argued for non-propositionalism (Ben-Yami 1997; 
Brewer 2006; Crane 2001, 2009; Buchanan 2012; Grzankowski 2012, 2013, 2016a, 
b; Merricks 2009; Montague 2007; Thagard 2006). For instance, it has been argued 
that mental states like loving, belief, perception, liking, hoping, hating, fearing, and 
so on are attitudes but not propositional. Furthermore, some argue that mental states 
may be relational without being propositional. In other words, “there are intentional 
states relating subjects to propositions that are not propositional attitudes” 
(Grzankowski 2016b, p 317).

Here, by non-propositional attitudes, it was meant attitudes that “are [not] evalu-
able for truth, accuracy, satisfaction, or so on” (Grzankowski 2013, p. 1124). As 
expected, a considerable number of philosophers hold that concentrating on propo-
sitional attitudes amounts to neglecting the actually non-propositional attitudes. 
(Grzankowski 2012) tackles what he regards to be the main reasons behind this 
neglect.

One reason is that several philosophers have equated what is intentional with 
what is propositional (Stoljar 1996; Perry 1994). Analogously, others have consid-
ered propositions to be the objects of attitudes (McGrath and Frank 2018). That is 
to say; an attitude must be about an object that is a proposition. Second, some phi-
losophers regard propositional attitudes as the most fundamental attitudes among 
the intentional ones, and all non-propositional attitudes are reducible to them. For 
example, (Bealer 1982, p. 225) writes:

however, I have said nothing yet concerning the intentionality of intentional acts, i.e., their 
directedness or aboutness. How does that arise? The answer is that it arises from proposi-
tional objects, i.e., from the thought to which a person stands in the relation of thought, 
belief, judgement, etc.

Here non-propositional attitudes have not been defined away, yet they were consid-
ered as mediative, derivative, or not central. Bealer writes:

nothing ever has been or ever will be (or ever has had or ever will have the capacity to be) 
conscious in any fashion-to have sense experiences, pleasures, pains, realizations, fears, 
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wishes, and so forth. In such a situation, the envisaged etiological system would, intuitively, 
not have genuine intentional states (Bealer 1993, p. 115).

In this version of propositionalism, Bealer investigates a universe in which every-
thing is either a fundamental propositional attitude or a derivative non-propositional 
attitude. Bealer, as a result, leaves aside those attitudes that are merely non- 
propositional and focuses on propositional attitudes.

It is with this in mind that we have to look at Bealer’s view of intuition. That is, 
we have to do that in light of his notion of propositional and non-propositional atti-
tudes. As we have seen, for him, intuition is a unique or sui generis, irreducible, 
natural propositional attitude. That is, it is the most fundamental, intentional, sui 
generis propositional attitude. And, all non-propositional attitudes are reducible to 
it. In accordance with such apprehension, intuition is conceived of as belonging to 
the category of fundamental propositional attitudes. What actually happened in this 
practice is that Bealer introduces the category of intentionally genuine propositional 
attitudes and then moves straight on to a discussion of intuition as one of them. 
Similarly, Sosa mentions that by intuition, he specifically means propositional intu-
ition that is not derived from certain sources such as perception, memory, introspec-
tion, reasoning, etc. (Sosa 2006, p.  213). Also, we have seen that for Chudnoff, 
mental states like perceptual, intuitive, introspective, imaginative, and recollective 
experiences both represent the relevant proposition and make it seem as if the sub-
ject is aware of its truth-maker. As a result, Bealer, Sosa, and Chudnoff regard the 
state of intuition as propositional.

But what if there is a category of intentional but non-propositional attitudes? 
What if intuition belongs to it? To argue that such a category includes intuition is 
there is to argue that Bealer, Sosa, and Chudnoff are wrong about the category into 
which intuition belongs.

In what follows, I will adopt and defend a non-propositional analysis of mental 
states, arguing that it is applicable to intuition. To that end, I have to successfully 
argue that there is no good reason to characterize mental states as propositional 
attitudes.

The first reason why philosophers characterize mental states as propositional 
attitudes is the form of sentences that ascribes propositional attitude to a subject. 
Such a sentence takes “the form ‘S Vs that p,’ where V is the verb used to ascribe 
the mental state and p a proposition” (Ben-Yami 1997, p. 84). An example could be 
“Gettier believes that Smith does not know,” where “believes” is V or the mental 
state verb and “Smith does not know” is P or proposition.

In other words, propositionalists found it rewarding to argue that mental states 
are propositional attitudes in virtue of ‘that-clause’, where ‘that-clause’ is under-
stood as a term that refers to objects of mental states. As an example, one may think 
of Tyler Burge, who writes: “thoughts, beliefs, intentions, and so forth are typically 
specified in terms of subordinate sentential clauses, that-clauses, which may be 
judged true or false” (Burge 1979, p. 74). That is, that-clause refers to the proposi-
tion as objects of the given mental state. Here are some examples of it.
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 (1) John believes that taxation is unfair
 (2) Jenny desires that you deal with your problems.

Nevertheless, it is not the case that every sentence takes the same form, even if 
it includes a verb used to ascribe the mental state. Consider the following 
examples.

 (3) John wants you to come on time
 (4) Jenny knows how to deal with her problem

By the same token, the reason why Bealer characterizes the mental state of intuition 
as a propositional attitude may be the form ‘S Vs that p’ that ascribes intuition, as a 
mental state, to a subject, as in ‘Jackson intuits that our having all physical informa-
tion about the subject won’t help us to know everything about his color experience’, 
‘Goldman intuits that Henry knows, or Goldman intuits that Henry does not know’. 
However, it does not seem to be the case that every intuition sentence takes the same 
form, even if it includes a verb used to ascribe the mental state of intuition, as in 
‘Jackson intuits the incompleteness of Mary’s previous physical knowledge’, 
‘Lehrer intuits the ignorance of Truetemp regarding what the temperature is when 
he truly says what it is,’ and so on. As a result, if the reason for characterizing intu-
ition as a propositional attitude is the form of a sentence, then it cannot be so char-
acterized all the time.

However, to say that not every sentence takes the form of ‘S Vs that p’ does not 
entail that ‘that-clause’ is not a reporting or a referential term. Consider the follow-
ing example: ‘Kripke intuits that we do not refer to Schmidt when we use the name 
Gödel’. In this that-clause example, Kripke intends to tell us whom we do and do 
not refer to when we use the name Gödel: we do not refer to Schmidt but to Gödel 
himself when we use the name Gödel. But that doesn’t mean that what was referred 
to by the ‘that-clause’ is a proposition. One could say that what was intuited was 
what the name Gödel referred to, which was expressed as a proposition when Kripke 
was lecturing, but when he intuited it, this was not necessarily a propositional 
intuition.

All that one may refer to by using a that-clause is what Ray Buchanan calls a 
kind of ‘communicative intentions,’ which, in turn, serve different purposes. The 
purpose might be informing, meeting social expectations, imagining, and the like. 
Consider the following example: ‘BonJour intuits that Norman is epistemically 
unjustified in believing that the President is in New York City.’ In uttering his intu-
ition using that-clause in this example, all that BonJour may indeed intend to report 
is that his subject is not justified in believing what she does. However, “communica-
tive intentions is not a proposition but rather a property of propositions … [which] 
is “associated” with many non-truth conditionally equivalent propositions” 
(Buchanan 2012, p. 17). If so, then there is a prima facie reason to reject the thesis 
that ‘that-clause’ refer to propositional entities.

However, many go in for characterizing mental states as propositional attitudes 
because they think that propositional attitudes are required to solve the long-term 
puzzle in the philosophy of language, namely, the puzzle of the empty name, i.e., a 
fictional proper name without referents (Orenstein 2003). Consider the following 
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example: ‘John believes that Pegasus has two wings.’ How can Pegasus, which does 
not exist, have two wings? Propositionalists argue that taking mental states as prop-
ositional attitudes resolves the problem. The suggestion is that we have to consider 
the mental state of ‘belief’ to be in relation to the proposition ‘Pegasus has two 
wings.’ One can have a Russellian analysis imposed on this, removing the name 
“Pegasus” and replacing it with the descriptions that are attached to Pegasus.

To this, one can first object that this suggestion is not the case when it comes to 
examples such as: ‘John loves Jenny’, ‘John likes Jenny’, ‘John hates Jenny’, etc. In 
these examples, the mental state verbs are about ‘Jenny’. That is, they are about an 
object, not propositions. They refer to Jenny without predicating anything about her. 
In the same sense, intuition is a non-propositional attitude since one can intuit an 
object without predicating anything about it. For example, ‘John intuits four’. In this 
example, John intuits a number, the number four, and does not predicate anything 
more about it. The same considerations go for the example: ‘Truetemp intuits the 
temperature.’ In this example, the mental state verb ‘intuit’ is about the object and 
not a proposition with a single predication. In all examples discussed above, mental 
state verbs are not propositional, and they lack predication; yet that does not rule out 
intuiting, loving, liking, and hating from the relevant mental state verbs.

On the other hand, it is not clear how this suggestion makes the latter proposi-
tion, ‘Pegasus has two wings’, which involves a meaningless name, meaningful, 
after all. The meaningless name may make some sense if and only if we adopt the 
Russellian analysis. But why should we do that? Apart from that, Ben-Yami 
argues that:

this approach would not work with states like, for instance, love: ‘x loves y’ cannot be 
construed as a relation between x and a proposition. Nevertheless, many people love, 
admire, despise, and so on, fictional characters. So some relations or attitudes to non- 
existent objects cannot be explained as actually being relations to propositions (1997, p. 87).

Analogously, the story goes for intuition. Take this example: ‘Chalmers intuits that 
the realm of Zombies or Zombie itself (the subject of the story) is, indeed, conceiv-
able.’ It is not clear how the meaningless name ‘Zombie’ becomes meaningful just 
by following the aforesaid suggestion, i.e., taking the mental state verb ‘intuit’ as a 
relation to the proposition of ‘the realm of Zombie or Zombie itself (the subject of 
the story) is, indeed, conceivable.’ Nor can the mental state verb ‘intuit’, in accor-
dance with Ben-Yami’s view, be explained as related to the relevant proposition, 
even if many people do intuit fictional characters.

However, suppose that Ben-Yami is wrong and that mental state can be explained 
in terms of relation to the proposition. That won’t make mental states propositional 
simply because, in such case, it will have the proposition as an object. Notice that in 
all the above discussion, it is admitted that mental state is intentional (i.e., it is about 
an object), yet it is not propositional. Here, I follow Grzankowski, who, by the word 
‘object,’ understands, on the basis of the representational theory of mind, “a term in 
the language of thought that refers (or putatively refers if there is no referent) to o,” 
where o = object (2016b, p. 318). This point will be clearer in the discussion below 
that focuses on differentiating between the two terms ‘objectual’ and ‘propositional.’
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Being intentional means that the mental state is directed to an object. And that 
object might be a proposition. But that might be enough to make a mental state an 
objectual attitude. Here I have to maintain that I am not following (Montague 2007; 
Forbes 2000)’s usage of the term ‘objectual attitude.’ They use ‘objectual attitude’ 
to mean attitude to an object other than proposition. But I use the very term to mean 
attitude to an object, even if that object is a proposition. But being objectual in a 
sense defined above does not make a mental state propositional. That is, it won’t be 
enough to make it sensitive to the truth conditions under which the given proposi-
tion is true or false. An example can be ‘Jenny fears the proposition that Superman 
exists.’ The mental state verb ‘fear’ is intentional; it is directed to an object, i.e., ‘the 
proposition that Superman exists.’ Furthermore, being directed to an object, even if 
that object is a proposition, makes the relevant mental state verb objectual but not 
propositional. Similar considerations can be applied to intuition, as in ‘Gettier intu-
its the proposition that Smith does not know’, ‘Cohen intuits the proposition that the 
subject does not know he will lose,’ ‘Cohen intuits the proposition that the subject 
knows he will lose,’ and so on. Although the mental state verb ‘intuit’ is intentional- 
it is directed to an object that might be a proposition- and accordingly, objectual, it 
is not propositional simply because it is not sensitive to the truth conditions of the 
given proposition.

A mental state with an object or a proposition as an object is similar to empty 
names, which are “representations that refer to things” that might not exist. As 
Grzankowski says:

one might fear Pegasus even though Pegasus doesn’t exist and in fearing Superman one 
needn’t fear Kent. It is hard to see how to make sense of these facts without appeal to rep-
resentations (Grzankowski 2016b).

These representations seem to be de dicto: they are related to the form of expression 
itself (e.g., Superman, Pegasus, etc.) rather than any property of its referent (e.g., 
being strong). Consider the following examples. ‘Jenny fears Zombie’ and ‘Searle 
intuits the proposition that the computer (the protagonist of the story) lacks cogni-
tive states.’ ‘Zombie’ and ‘the proposition that the computer (the protagonist of the 
story) lacks cognitive states’ are representations that refer to objects. These objects 
here are non-existent entities in the case of ‘Zombie’ and proposition as an object in 
the case of ‘the proposition that the computer (the protagonist of the story) lacks 
cognitive states.’

Propositional object is not enough to make a mental state propositional. However, 
for a mental state to be propositional, it must be a representation that has a proposi-
tional content (Grzankowski 2016b).20 All this leads us to (Grzankowski 2013)’s 
idea that non-propositional attitudes are intentional mental states. They have about-
ness, i.e., they are about things, objects, propositions, etc. This aboutness is not 

20 Sosa won’t have any problem with the notion of the propositional content of intuition. Yet, the 
problem is with his idea that this propositional content is expressed by concepts, and we are 
attracted to assent to this content based only on consciously understanding those concepts. I have 
already objected to his idea of both understanding and concepts.
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mediated by subjects’ relations to propositions regarding those things but by virtue 
of other things such as mode of presentation, relations to non-existent entities, etc.

If all I have argued for in this section is true, then mental states, intuition included, 
are attitudes but not propositional. But suppose I am right: Intuition is non- 
propositional. So what? Why does all this matter at all? For at least one reason: 
whether intuition is propositional or non-propositional is relevant to the question 
about the nature of intuition which inherits interest from the question about the 
epistemic status of intuition since how we answer the former affects how we answer 
the latter. Intuition, some have thought, is propositional. Not so, if what I have 
argued for is correct. Realizing that there is a prima facie case for intuition being 
non-propositional teaches us that it cannot be judged as true or false. Thus, the cur-
rent debate on whether intuition is true or false loses its ground of legitimacy.

But the one, who seeks a correct account of the nature of the mental state of 
intuition, is supposed to wonder whether it possesses a phenomenology. I have 
argued for the intentional but not the propositional character of intuition. However, 
I do not want to presuppose that such a mental state is phenomenal or it has phe-
nomenal character. Accordingly, in the next section, my main objective will be to 
question whether such a phenomenology exists.

2.3.3  Non-phenomenal Intuition

We have seen that, following Husserl and Bealer, Chudnoff argues for the phenom-
enality of intuition. The term ‘phenomenology’ refers to a metaphysical assumption 
of what the world is like and to an epistemological notion of how the world can be 
known (Berrios 1989, p. 425). In the spirit of this view, Chudnoff develops his defi-
nition of intuition’s phenomenality as follows: in having an intuition that p, it is like 
to be that p or it seems to you that p. However, intuition is underlain by other mental 
states that I have successfully, I believe, shown as non-propositional attitudes such 
as imagination, thought, and so on. Also, for him, their phenomenal character con-
stitutes that of intuition. He explains the special phenomenology such mental states 
possess as follows:

there is something it is like for you before understanding, intuiting, seeing, or reacting. 
There is something it is like at the moment of understanding, intuiting, seeing, or reacting. 
And what it is like before being in these mental states is different from what it is like while 
being in these mental states (Chudnoff 2015, p. 2).

Bealer argues that “for you to have an intuition that A is just for it to seem to you 
that A” (Bealer 1996b, p. 5). Even Sosa, as we have seen, did not argue against the 
idea of seeming. What he denies is the claim that seeming does serve as a regress- 
stopper. However, in classifying mental states as phenomenal, Bealer, Sosa, and 
Chudnoff do not stand alone. In particular, this position was also expressed by 
David Braddon-Mitchell and Frank Jackson. They draw a distinction between sen-
sory and cognitive states, holding that sensory states have a distinctive phenomenal 
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character, but cognitive states do not. Here is a helpful and representative example 
of this standpoint:

bodily sensations and perceptual experiences are prime examples of states for which there 
is something it is like to be in them. They have a phenomenal feel, a phenomenology, or, in 
a term sometimes used in psychology, are raw feels. Cognitive states are prime examples of 
states for which there is not something it is like to be in them, of states that lack a phenom-
enology (Braddon-Mitchell and Jackson 2007, p. 129).

That is to say that if someone stabs me in the stomach, then there will be something 
it is like for me to have stabbing pain which feels different from a bone fracture. But 
if I intuit that knowledge is justified true belief, then there won’t be something it is 
like for me to have this intuition. Nor will this intuition be different from the intu-
ition that Aramaic is a living language.21 Does that mean that we can exclude cogni-
tive states from the list of phenomenal states? The answer to this question comes 
from Goldman in the negative. The central task of Goldman’s “The Psychology of 
Folk Psychology” is to instigate a phenomenological approach to mental states, 
both sensory and cognitive. To that end, he cites Jackson’s anti-physicalism exam-
ple of the Mary case and suggests that a similar argument for attitudes is possible. 
He writes:

just as someone deprived of any experience of colors would learn new things upon being 
exposed to them, namely, what it feels like to see red, green, and so forth, so (I submit) 
someone who had never experienced certain propositional attitudes, for example, doubt or 
disappointment, would learn new things on first undergoing these experiences. There is 
“something it is like” to have these attitudes, just as much as there is “something it is like” 
to see red (Goldman 1993, p. 24).

To understand the view, we have to flesh it out a bit further (albeit at the risk of 
simplifying somewhat). There is something it is like to have a stabbing pain, just as 
much as there is something it is like to believe that knowledge is justified true belief. 
Accordingly, both sensory and cognitive or intellectual states have a phenomenal 
character. In the same vein, David Pitt defends the view that mental states are con-
scious thoughts that have distinct phenomenal properties. He writes: “there’s some-
thing it’s like consciously to think that p, which is distinct from what it’s like 
consciously to think that q” (Pitt 2004, p. 1). Simply put, what it is like to be in a 
mental state is different from what it is like to be in another. For instance, what it is 
like consciously to think that Modi is the prime minister of India is distinct from 
what it is like consciously to think that Aristotle is a great philosopher. In each case, 
there is something special it is like to be in it.

Furthermore, other philosophers did not only view mental states from the phe-
nomenological angle, but they also argued that mental states are best understood 
through their distinct phenomenal character. Here is an instance of this perspective: 
“if you don’t know what it’s like to feel sad, you can’t understand what it is to feel 
sad. And if you can’t understand what it is to feel sad, you can’t regard something 

21 Aramaic is the ancient Semitic language of the Arameans in Syria. Aramaic was the mother lan-
guage of Jesus, and it is still spoken nowadays as a first language by many communities of Syria.
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as feeling sad” (Robbins and Jack 2006, p. 70). That is to say, to know the nature of 
mental states well, one has to consider them as phenomenal states. All in all, mental 
states have intrinsic phenomenal character.

This raises an important question. Does the above picture justify the belief that 
classifies mental states as phenomenal? The answer Nichols and Stich construe is a 
simple no. They straightforwardly put the phenomenal properties of the mental state 
into question: “believing that 17 is a prime number doesn’t feel any different from 
believing that 19 is a prime number. Indeed, as best we can tell, neither of these 
states has any distinctive qualitative properties” (Nichols and Stich 2003, p. 196). In 
a similar vein, Ludwig describes the view that there is a distinctive phenomenology 
for every type of judgment, ‘a defect’. He writes:

a defect of the phenomenological classification is that it is unclear that every judgment 
which expresses solely conceptual competence has a distinctive phenomenology. The phe-
nomenology of intellectual intuitions cannot simply be that something seems to us to be so. 
Things can seem to us to be a certain way though we are not having an intuition because the 
seeming has the wrong sort of explanation (Ludwig 2010, p. 433).

In short, Ludwig defends the assumption that intuition is accompanied by a certain 
phenomenology as incorrect. In what follows, I will try to be consistent with this 
view. An option for me to do so will be to adopt a view according to which there is 
hope to show in a convincing manner that mental states, including intuition, are 
non-phenomenal. If (Chalmers 1996) does not find the phenomenology of mental 
states worth fighting for, my view is to argue that their non-phenomenality is worth 
fighting for. My strategy to achieve this aim lies in the argument from case studies.

The Argument from the Case Studies The examples of thought experiments con-
sidered in the first chapter provide evidence that no mention of a distinctive phe-
nomenology is required to explain the emergence of the relevant intuitions. As an 
illustration, consider again the Chinese Room case, where Searle imagined himself 
as ignorant of Chinese and locked in a room with Chinese writing, script, symbols, 
and Chinese rules and with instructions written in English. Yet, behaving like an 
intelligent computer, his performance in Chinese was just as any native Chinese 
speaker’s. Searle’s Chinese Room case depends on the intuition that the computer 
lacks cognitive states. Searle presented his case. Nothing about it strikes us as seem-
ing, in some special phenomenological sense, to be true. So, we can wonder whether 
this kind of ‘seem true’ feeling exists at all. Searle presented his case in a way that 
clearly doesn’t attempt to appeal to any such feeling. I am not aware of any contri-
bution to the discussion of this thought experiment that appeals to a special phe-
nomenology when the intuition about this case arises. Nor did Searle himself give a 
hint that he had such a special feeling when the intuition about this case was 
contemplated.

Consider again Lehrer’s Truetemp case in which Lehrer invites us to imagine a 
person called Mr. Truetemp who underwent a brain operation. The surgeon 
implanted in Truetemp’s head a device that enables him to think truly about tem-
perature. Lehrer’s intuition is that Truetemp does not know that the temperature is 
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104 degrees when he correctly thinks it to be so. At no point in this thought experi-
ment does the special phenomenology of intuition play any role. The author is 
unaware of any such special phenomenology, and so he certainly did not mention 
either explicitly or implicitly that such a special feeling accompanied his intuition.

In short, neither Searle nor Lehrer thinks that he required a distinctive phenom-
enology to come up with his intuition. The same approach goes for the rest of the 
epistemic thought experiments, especially those which were considered in the first 
chapter. That being so, I conclude that the presence of a special phenomenology that 
accompanies intuition is not present in the original texts where cases were first pre-
sented. Thus, philosophers do not appeal to phenomenology as such when intuiting.

It may be thought that in Frank Jackson’s “Robot” Mary case, clearly, Mary has 
a new phenomenological experience of red or whatever color when she sees all the 
flowers in the garden. That may well be true, but this does not show that the intuition 
that Mary had a new experience in itself has a special phenomenology to it. Did 
Jackson say, “I think I feel something special about the way my intuition feels about 
the way Mary felt after seeing red?” No.

The same goes for Chalmers’ case of Zombies. Whether this case shows that 
physicalism is false or not, Chalmers has never claimed that the intuition he has had 
some special phenomenological feel about it. Did Chalmers phenomenologically 
feel that physicalism is wrong? What does such a feeling feel like? As can be seen 
from the debates all philosophers carry about these cases; it is clear that no philoso-
pher ever says that she is winning because of the phenomenological way her argu-
ments feel.

We have come to the conclusion that thought experiments provide evidence that 
their authors do not appeal to any phenomenological property along with which 
they arrived at the relevant intuitions. On the contrary, philosophers provide some 
thought experiments as evidence that mental states, in general, and intuition, in 
particular, have no phenomenal properties. But if not by phenomenology, what indi-
viduates intuition?

2.4  The Individuation of Intuition

Intuition is said to be individuated in terms of phenomenal character. This sugges-
tion was already rejected. Some want to individuate intuition in terms of other men-
tal states, namely, emotions. Keeping in mind the argument provided in the previous 
section that intuition comes without a special feeling or what it feels like, this view 
is no more acceptable. The story goes for the view that individuates intuition in 
terms of its being a propositional attitude. Since I have argued that intuition is non- 
propositional, this perspective is no longer satisfactory. And others, as we have seen 
in the case of the three intuition-theorists’ accounts considered in this chapter, indi-
vidualize intuition in terms of understanding. On the understanding of individual-
ization, intuition is taken to be composed of a priori concepts. But we have shown 
how the view that considers concepts to be pure a priori in nature is misguided. 
However, one can contemplate a new account of intuition individualization.
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The suggestion is that intuition can be individuated in terms of its origin, namely, 
thought experiment. Intuition is supposed to have a lot in common with the thought 
experiment. For example, it is true that the statue may be distinct, in terms of form, 
color, size, etc., from the clay out of which it is constituted. Nevertheless, both the 
statue and clay are made exactly from the same feedstock. In the same manner, 
intuition emerges from the thought experiment, and accordingly, it shares at least 
some of the characteristics of the thought experiment already identified. In view of 
that, we may talk about the intuition state as directed at an object, where this direct-
edness is taken in its intentional terms. When I intuit, my intuition is about an object. 
Consider Jackson’s intuition that our physical knowledge is incomplete. It is obvi-
ous that the object at which the intuition is directed is knowledge. The same story 
goes for other intuitions of thought experiments we have discussed in the previous 
chapter. In this sense, intuition was considered to be an intentional or objectual 
mental state but not propositional.

This leads us to the informativeness of intuition. That is, by virtue of intuition, 
we learn something new about its object. Intuition can be constructively informa-
tive: it aims as a part of a whole at an act of establishing evidence for a theory, as in 
Plato’s intuition that knowledge is true belief with an account.22 It can also be 
destructively informative; it aims -as a part of a whole- at an act of destroying an old 
theory and generates no new one as in Gettier’s intuition that knowledge is not justi-
fied true belief. Lastly, it may be Platonic: it aims -as a part of a whole- at both an 
act of destroying an old theory and an act of establishing evidence for a new theory 
at the same time. For instance, Galileo’s intuition that all objects fall alike. This 
intuition is platonic because it refutes Aristotle’s view that weighty objects fall 
quicker than light ones and at once establishes evidence for an alternative theory. At 
any rate, by virtue of intuition, we learn something new about its object.

And, if intuition has constructive, destructive, or Platonic informativeness, then 
this illustrates a significant feature of it, namely, its independence from the asser-
tions regarding its object. Our intuition is not sacred and so deserving veneration; 
nor is others’. In fact, our intuitions conflict from one brain to another, as in Ayer’s 
and Gettier’s intuitions regarding knowledge. Variation in intuition is widely- 
discussed but ill-understood. The technique of thought experiment, whether con-
structive, destructive, or Platonic, brings us to new knowledge: the intuition of such 
thought experiment enjoys its powers and limits as an intuition of exceptional cases. 
What is new and exceptional is, I think, controversial. This does not mean that we 
do not often idealize our intuitions, thinking about them as perfect.

Consider BonJour’s intuition that Norman’s belief that the President is in New York 
City is mere luck. If BonJour did not look at this intuition as ideal, he would not have 
considered it to be a wrong instance of knowledge. Of course, not every intuition is 
controversial; some are universally accepted. To differentiate between these two kinds 
of intuitions, we need a standard which I will set in the next chapter.

22 By the term ‘whole,’ I mean thought experiment as an argument. So conceived, there are some 
great ways in the teachings of intuition and thought experiments that reinforce each other. I will 
come back to this idea later in the next chapter.
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2.5  Concluding Remarks

In this chapter, I have developed an account of what intuition is. This account main-
tains that intuition is intentional or objectual, but it is a non-propositional, non- 
phenomenal mental state which can be individuated by its origin. And such intuition 
transcends the traditional a priori-a posteriori distinction toward a multi- dimensional 
space. This stipulation is likely to raise a further question we are now supposed to 
be poised to address: what epistemic weight does intuition carry? It is this question 
that I will address in the next chapter.
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Chapter 3
The Epistemic Status of Intuitions

3.1  Introduction

The main goal of this chapter is to assess the various positions and arguments that 
epistemologists have given for and against the epistemic status of intuitions. I plan 
to do that in light of the conception of the nature of intuitions developed and 
defended in the last two chapters. It must be made clear that I am taking account of 
intuitions developed at the end of chapter one, transferring through chapter two to 
be the correct general account of the nature of epistemic intuitions, and the positions 
and arguments given in this chapter will be assessed in light of that account. 
Moreover, this chapter will be concerned with the question of whether epistemic 
intuitions have evidentiary status.

There is a wide range of questions one could pose about the epistemic role of 
intuition. I focus on the basic issue of whether intuitions have epistemic statuses or 
whether they are instead outside the scope of epistemic evaluability. More specifi-
cally, this chapter will be concerned with the following question: when, if ever, do 
our intuitions qualify as evidence, and in virtue of what do they do so?1 I must also 
make clear that the main concern for the epistemic status of intuitions will be 
whether they can play the role of epistemic justifications in the form of arguments. 
In other words, the main consideration for this chapter will be whether intuition is 
apt for such a role. This is what will be meant by the expression ‘epistemic status’ 
of intuition.

1 I leave it open whether philosophers rely on intuitions as evidence or as sources of evidence. In 
doing so, I follow Bealer, who writes that intuitions are evidence (see, e.g., Bealer 1996a, p. 2). 
However, in other passages, he considers intuitions as a source of evidence (see Bealer 1992). 
Nonetheless, it is difficult to run the debate about the epistemic status of intuitions in complete 
isolation from the endorsement of a particular account of evidence. Even though I stay neutral on 
that issue, I will talk only of ‘intuitions as evidence,’ by which I will mean ‘intuitions as evidence 
or source(s) of evidence.’
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This assumption will concern many epistemologists. I will start this chapter by 
considering the main positions on the epistemic status of intuitions. These positions 
will be broken down into three main camps: reliablists, skeptics, and perspectival 
relativists. Reliabilism concerning the epistemic status of intuitions maintains that 
intuitions are essential to epistemology and that one’s having an intuition that p 
provides epistemic support for one’s being justified in believing that p or for one to 
know that p. Such a position is mainly maintained by Bealer, Sosa, Chudnoff, and 
others. While there are slight differences between the various advocates of reliabi-
lism, reliabilism about intuitions remains the main thesis that intuition evidentially 
qualifies as a reliable source of knowledge. However, in addition to expository pro-
logues to these three views, I will be trying, at least, to undermine Bealer’s reliablist 
form of modal intuition, Sosa’s competence-based view, and Chudnoff’s phenom-
enal dogmatism.

On the other hand, skepticism (the anti-intuition camp) concerning the epistemic 
status of intuitions maintains that intuitions are epistemologically useless. There is 
something either about variation in intuitions or the lack of ability to calibrate our 
intuitions that leads the skeptics to the conclusion that intuitions have no epistemic 
weight and should be excluded from epistemology. It must be noted that most of the 
skeptics’ arguments for the unreliability of intuitions are due to their concern with 
the nature of intuitions as cashed by reliablists. Most of the skeptics’ worries about 
the epistemic status of intuitions are worries about the epistemic status of a priori 
intuitions. Skeptics have not concerned themselves with an account of intuitions as 
was developed in chapter two. This position has become increasingly popular in 
recent years. In this regard, I will assess two arguments in support of skepticism 
about the epistemic status of intuitions: the variation argument and the calibration 
argument. Then, I will show that both of these arguments are problematic.

Lastly, perspectival relativism (the middle path camp) holds that intuitions ought 
to and do count as evidence in support of some claim (contra the skeptics), but we 
need to rethink how this happens in light of considerations derived from several 
perspectives and disciplines in the process of wide reflective equilibrium and how 
much support intuitions can give (contra the reliablists). Simply put, perspectival 
relativism concerning the epistemic status of intuitions rejects the absolute epis-
temic status of intuitions but does not believe epistemic intuitions to be false. But I 
render this position doubtful.

Having undermined the main positions on the epistemic status of intuitions, I 
will try to articulate what seems to me to be the right position that any adequate 
account must respect: intuition alone has no epistemic status. That is to say, intu-
ition combined with other pieces makes up a whole. One part of the whole is the 
thought experiment that generated intuition. If so, the question of epistemic status 
does apply to the whole and not the intuition alone, and if it is true that the epistemic 
argument is different from the logical argument, then they both also must be 
appraised differently both in the sense of the standards of appraising as well as the 
appraisal words. Here is the plan for the chapter.

In Sect. 3.2, I will discuss reliabilism about intuition and raise some skeptical 
worries about it. Similarly, in Sect. 3.3, I shall address the challenges of 
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experimentalism. After that, in Sect. 3.4, I will consider perspectival relativism 
about intuition and articulate some criticism of it. In Sect. 3.5, I will be stating my 
desiderata for the epistemic status of intuition. Finally, in Sect. 3.6, I will conclude, 
wrapping up the various threads of discussion.

3.2  Reliabilism About Intuition

By reliabilism about intuition, I mean the view according to which intuitions are to 
be regarded as a reliable evidential source of knowledge. To see more precisely how 
reliabilism about intuition proceeds, we must begin with its characteristics shown 
by reliablists themselves. Keeping in mind at this point that I am in no way commit-
ting myself to one particular framework here, I will focus on the main paradigmatic 
forms of this view in what follows.2

3.2.1  Bealer on Modal Reliabilism

Initially, Bealer’s account seems enticing. He explains how intuition qualifies as 
evidence by introducing what he calls ‘Standard Justificatory Procedure,’ according 
to which, he describes, just like many other items, such as experiences, observa-
tions, phenomenal experiences, or testimony; in our standard epistemic practice, 
intuitions are to be treated as evidence or reason to justify various conclusions, 
beliefs, or theories (Bealer 1992, P 100; 1996a, p  122; b, p  3; 1998a, p  204–7; 
1999a, p 30; b, p 246; 2002, P 73; 2004, P 13; 2008, p. 191). By ‘evidence’, he 
understands the content of the intuition intuited by an aware individual. While intu-
iting that Mary will learn something new about the colors in the world after she gets 
released from her black-and-white room, Jackson is aware that he is intuiting that. 
If so, philosophers consciously use intuition as evidence in their argumentative the-
orizing. This usage, according to Bealer, takes “the following idealization: canvass-
ing intuitions; subjecting those intuitions to dialectical critique; constructing 
theories that systematize the surviving intuitions; testing those theories against fur-
ther intuitions; and so on until equilibrium [among intuitions] is approached” 
(Bealer 1998a, p  205). As it is described by Bealer, ‘Standard Justificatory 
Procedure’ is just a different name of the method for reflective equilibrium.

Once the method of Standard Justificatory Procedure takes place, his problem 
with naturalism or empiricism becomes clear. According to him, his opponents, 
naturalists, are inconsistent. On the one side, they hold that the use of intuitions as 
evidence in philosophy is what ultimately plagues philosophy. Evidence, for 

2 Bealer, Sosa and Chudnoff are obviously not the only defenders of the reliability of intuitions. I 
particularly discuss their arguments only because they have presented substantive views of such 
types of defense in very recent literature.
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naturalists or empiricists, comprises one’s experiences and observations, excluding 
intuition.3 On the other side, they do allow intuitions to act as evidence and thereby 
end up in an epistemically self-defeating position. They do rely on intuitions regard-
ing, e.g., twin-earth scenarios as evidence for the truth of scientific essentialism. It 
is, after all, philosophers’ intuitions about twin-earth-style scenarios which led us to 
conclude that terms like “water” are semantically like indexicals. However, for him, 
empiricists, when challenging the evidential status of intuition, do not understand 
by the term ‘intuition’ what he does, namely, rational intuition that expresses itself 
as necessary.

To reply to empiricists, however, he offers two arguments. The first is ‘The 
Argument from Evidence’ or a restricted form of reliabilism, according to which it 
is “only … basic sources of evidence be reliable.” And what is that basic source of 
evidence? He defends the thesis that “something is a basic source of evidence iff it 
has an appropriate kind of reliable tie to the truth” (Bealer 1998a, p. 215). This reli-
able tie to the truth cannot be contingent because if it is contingent, some experi-
ences (e.g., accidentally-reliable guesses) will be counted as basic evidence, but 
they should not be so considered. So, contingent reliabilism is false.

The most convincing theory left is ‘modal reliabilism,’ according to which 
“something counts as a basic source iff there is an appropriate kind of strong modal 
tie between its deliverances and the truth” (Bealer 1998a, p. 216). But what kind of 
modal tie is appropriate? Bealer suggests “the weakest modal tie that lets in the right 
sources and excludes the wrong ones” (Bealer 1998a, p. 218). According to this 
weakest modal tie, “a candidate source is basic iff for cognitive conditions of some 
suitably high quality, necessarily, if someone in those cognitive conditions were to 
process theoretically the deliverances of the candidate source, the resulting theory 
would provide a correct assessment as to the truth or falsity of most of those deliver-
ances” (Bealer 1998a, p. 219). So here, not every but most of the deliverances are 
required to be true. “Intuition does have that sort of modal tie; hence, intuition is a 
basic source of evidence” (Bealer 1998a, p.  219). If so, Bealer’s ‘Autonomy of 
Philosophy’ thesis holds. That is, philosophy can answer its central questions with-
out getting help from science. But why should intuition have such a tie to the truth?

To answer this question, he introduces the second anti-empirical argument: ‘The 
Argument from Concepts’.4 As mentioned earlier, by ‘evidence,’ he understands the 
content of the intuition, the conceptual content of it. So, in order to track the truth of 
intuition as evidence in the sense of aforesaid weakest modal reliabilism, we have 

3 Nevertheless, he states that naturalists themselves use intuition. Accordingly, the Standard 
Justificatory Procedure is practically followed by naturalists who then, if they want to be consis-
tent, have little room to legitimate their beliefs that are supposed to be relied on experience and 
observation and not on intuition. If so, if naturalism relies on intuition, naturalism is a self- 
defeating thesis.
4 Bealer’s account of concept possession is one of impressive scope. I am not discussing it here in 
detail. Nor am I going to evaluate it. All that the context of our research requires us to know about 
it is that it is an account of a priori knowledge and it is an account of modalities (possibility, neces-
sity, contingency).
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to investigate the question of how we possess concepts. According to Bealer, one 
can possess concepts in two ways. The first is that one can possess concepts in a 
minimal, weak, indeterminate, or incomplete sense, as in Burge’s arthritis example 
(Bealer 1998a, b, 2004). The second is that one can possess concepts in a complete, 
determinate, full, or strong sense, as in the multigon and chromic examples (Bealer 
1987a, 1998a, b, c). Rational intuition is grounded in the second way.

It lies in our abilities to grasp and apply its concepts in an a priori stable fashion 
with a high level of cognitive conditions. We are able to do so, as in the Multigon 
and Chromic examples and most of the central concepts of philosophy. So, intuition 
has the above-mentioned tie to the truth (i.e., rational or a priori intuitions are neces-
sarily true). If so, the ‘The Authority of Philosophy’ thesis holds. That is, philo-
sophical answers to questions are stronger and greater than scientific ones (Bealer 
1998a). But this amounts to a clash with scientific essentialism, the view advocated 
mainly by Saul Kripke and Hilary Putnam, according to which some necessities 
such as water = H20 “require empirical investigation, making them essentially a 
posteriori” (Bealer 1998d, p. 30).5 That is, “water cannot be decided a priori by our 
modal intuitions; empirical science is required (Bealer 1994, p. 186).

To solve this problem, he distinguishes between local scientific essentialism, 
which includes naturalistic concepts (e.g., water, heat, etc.) and global scientific 
essentialism, which includes content concepts that “are intended to include the con-
cepts in terms of which (most of) the central questions of philosophy are formu-
lated” (Bealer 1987a, p. 295). For him, the attack from scientific essentialism comes 
under the category of local scientific essentialism, which is excluded from philoso-
phy. The relevant issue, then, is what saves the boundary between intuition and 
empirical science (Bealer 1987b). For him, it is saved by the two theses of the 
autonomy and authority of philosophy.6

The proposal is that scientific essentialism is not merely applicable to the central 
concepts in philosophy. Unlike concepts such as water, philosophical terminologies 
have the characteristic of being semantically stable. If an expression is semantically 
stable, it follows that the contingent factors of the competent utterer’s milieu are not 
able to take part in constituting its meaning. That is the reason why a concept like 
knowledge is not a twin-earthable term. However, (Bealer 1996a) admits that there 
are some philosophical terms which are semantically unstable such as time, space, 
cause, and probability. Nevertheless, he proposes that these terms have generic uses 
which are semantically stable, as evidenced by phrases like ‘Euclidian space is a 

5 Scientific essentialism is the thesis “that: (1) each scientific kind is associated with the same set 
of properties in every possible world; and (2) every individual member of a scientific kind belongs 
to that kind in every possible world in which it exists” (Khalidi 2009).
6 It is worth mentioning that Hans-Johann Glock (2017) defends the idea of the autonomy of phi-
losophy. According to him, when philosophy deals with issues that also interest science, philoso-
phy is noncontinuous with science. That is, philosophers should not indulge themselves in the 
issues that also interest science. In cases as such, “scientists should be duly grateful rather than 
hostile” (100). But Glock does not defend the idea of the authority of philosophy over science. 
That is, when philosophy deals with issues that also interest science, philosophy is less a part of 
science, and it has no epistemic priority over science.
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possible kind of space’. It is these generic uses which underlie the general philoso-
phy of e.g., space and time.

Having spent some time exploring Bealer’s account of the epistemic status of 
intuitions, I now proceed to raise difficulties with the proposal. The move just con-
sidered is, I think, open to serious question. The list of semantically unstable philo-
sophical terms is possibly much larger than Bealer imagines. For example, the thesis 
that the term “knowledge” denotes semantic instability can be easily defended: it is 
Plato’s supposed conception of knowledge as a justified true belief that Gettier sub-
jected to criticism. Similar positions with regard to terms like intuition have been 
held by, e.g., experimentalists and reliablists.

Bealer’s account deliberately models intuitions on modal intuitions: our intu-
itions are the foundations for our possible and necessary beliefs. But they are not. 
Take Gettier’s Smith-Jones case, for example. It might not be straightforwardly nec-
essary that Smith does not know that the one who will get the job has ten coins in 
his pocket. Gettier might partly or completely make up his scenario in a different 
way where the intuition that Smith does know is acceptable. Nor does reflection on 
Truetemp’s case make it simply seem to you that necessarily Mr. Truetemp does not 
know what the temperature is when he truly says what it is. Philosophers have very 
different intuitions regarding whether Henry knows that there is a barn in front of 
him in the Fake Barn cases.

I take it that Lehrer’s scenario of Truetemp can be argued to be incomplete. 
Having received a new perceptual faculty, Truetemp must also be given many neural 
circuitries and cognitive abilities through a long process of adaptation and develop-
ment. Lehrer’s scenario and the intuition that arises from it can be otherwise. To my 
mind, the reason behind this mistake of Bealer is based on the alleged intuition- 
perception analogy on a phenomenal basis. That is, just as with seeing an apple, the 
proposition ‘I see an apple’ seems to be necessarily true. The same story goes for 
intuition. I have already argued against the phenomenal character of intuition.

The thesis that the clash with scientific essentialism can be solved by merely 
classifying the scientific essentialism attack under the category of local scientific 
essentialism, whose concepts are not central to philosophy, is imprecise. It is true 
that scientific essentialists discussed natural kind concepts. For example, in 
“Meaning and Reference” (1973) and “The Meaning of ‘Meaning’” (1975), Putnam 
argues for his thesis of semantic externalism, according to which the meaning of a 
word cannot be determined only by psychological terms, such as beliefs, images, 
etc. Similarly, in Naming and Necessity, Kripke discussed the same kind of con-
cepts, such as gold, H2O, etc. But scientific essentialists also discussed content con-
cepts that are, according to Bealer himself, central to philosophy. For example, 
(Kripke 1980), along with the problem of natural kind terms, deals with the problem 
of names, intentionality, a priori, a posteriori, necessity, contingency, truth, essential 
properties, identity, etc. Unlike the traditional picture that holds that everything nec-
essary is a priori and everything contingent is a posteriori, Kripke argues that there 
are both necessary a posteriori propositions and contingent a priori ones.

Regarding necessary a posteriori propositions, Kripke presents many examples. 
One of them is the statement that asserts the identity between Hesperus and 
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Phosphorus. He argues that we empirically know that Hesperus is Phosphorus. We 
need empirical evidence to determine that both names have the same reference. 
Then the statement is knowable a posteriori. Nevertheless, the moment we get this 
evidence, the statement that Hesperus is Phosphorus becomes necessarily true. This 
is the case because as soon as we get this empirical evidence, we will get to know 
that both names Hesperus and Phosphorus are rigid designators: they refer to the 
same object in every possible world where Hesperus and Phosphorus exist. Thus, 
we should accept that there are necessary a posteriori truths.

Regarding contingent a priori propositions, Kripke also presents many examples. 
One of them is the proposition “the length of stick S at time t0 is one meter.” He 
argues that this proposition is contingent a priori. For the one who is fixing the refer-
ence of “one meter”, this proposition is a priori. To fix that, one just has to stipulate 
that the length “one meter” “is the length of stick S at time t0”. In other words, it is 
not a matter of learning or investigation. It is just a matter of reflection, which is 
enough to make one realize that the stick is one meter. But it is contingent because 
it is possible that the length of the stick was not one meter but because stresses and 
strains were less or more than one meter.

Given the fact that Kripke thinks that these examples of necessary a posteriori 
and contingent a priori are intuitively correct, two things are true. First, that scien-
tific essentialism does not include only naturalistic concepts, but it does include 
content concepts that are, as Bealer himself says, central to philosophy. Second, if 
Kripke is right, then even if there are necessary truths, it would not follow that there 
can be only a priori knowledge of the general modal status of necessary intuitions. 
The crucial point is that if any of these two options is correct, then it would appear 
that Bealer ought to admit that it is not even obvious that his arguments for the reli-
ability of intuition succeed. For that reason, Ernest Sosa has offered a somewhat 
different account of the epistemic status of intuition.

3.2.2  Sosa on the Competence-Based View

Ernest Sosa has offered an account of the epistemic status of intuition which dis-
agrees with Bealer’s idea of what gives intuition the status of being a basic source 
of evidence. He argues that Bealer discusses two possibilities that show why intu-
ition is a basic source of evidence. One is contingent reliabilism, according to which 
intuition is a basic source of evidence because it has a contingent tie to the truth. 
Another is modal reliabilism, according to which intuition is a basic source of evi-
dence because it has a modal tie to the truth. As construed by Sosa, Bealer uses five 
examples to show the contingency of contingent reliabilism to reject it, shifting to 
modal reliabilism. Examples include the case of the subject who is reliable, on the 
basis of telepathic manipulation or through hardwiring, in believing some contin-
gent and necessary propositions. Sosa holds that the subject of any of these exam-
ples does not have only contingent but necessarily true belief. Hence, he criticizes 
this shift saying that the examples against contingent reliabilism are as effective as 
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those against modal reliabilism. As a result, intuition is hardly a basic source of 
evidence.

What is more, against empiricism, Bealer defends intuition as a valid source of 
evidence by appealing to the standard procedure. The problem with this proposal, 
according to Sosa, is that such an appeal is

not to the standardness of that procedure, but rather to the substantive considerations appeal 
to which is allowed by that procedure which is in fact standard among us. If this is the 
strategy, however, then the problem we face is one of relative emptiness, of insufficient 
content. If the reference via standardness is entirely accidental … then, until the substantive 
character of the procedures in question is revealed, we cannot assess the large claims made 
in their behalf (Sosa 1996, p. 161).

Another view Sosa rejects is the introspective view of intuition, according to which 
intuition is true because it gives us a direct insight into the abstract. Contrary to that, 
Sosa holds that if we accept the introspective view as true, then we justify “the epis-
temology of fallacious reasoning,” as in one’s affirming the consequent in the form 
“that, necessarily, if q, and p→ q, then p.”7 The word “necessarily” indicates that the 
intuition is clear and distinct and accordingly true, but it is not so (Sosa 2007a, 
p.57). For that reason, he comes to the conclusion that this model is inadequate for 
the epistemic worth of intuition. But what denies justification to the fallacious 
reasoning?

Sosa’s own favored view of the epistemic role of intuition is the competence- 
based view which does not only make intuition rational, as we have seen in the last 
chapter, but it also makes it evidential.8 In other words, intuition can attract someone 
if and only if: (1) it was based only on understanding, and (2) it was derived from 
competence which gives the understanding both its rationality and evidentiality.9 On 
this view, intuition is evidentially true; because it is virtuous (i.e. it is derived from 
this virtue or competence). In addition, fallacious intuitions are counted to be one’s 
“performance errors … by contrast with deliverances of a competence.” That is, 
intuitions can be fallible as performance errors due to one’s carelessness, inatten-
tiveness, etc. Accordingly, “what denies justification to the fallacious reasoner 
might just be his carelessness or inattention or blundering haste.” Sosa then does not 
deny that intuition may be false, but then again, they are reliable or epistemically 
justified because they are competent. They are reliable though they may sometimes 

7 Sosa is interested in modally true intuitions. If this is true, and if his account is to be a general 
theory of the truths, why does it restrict itself to tell the true from the false in the domain of the 
modally strong – the necessarily – true or false?
8 He sees here an opportunity for his signature virtue-based account of justification. He distin-
guishes between Basis-Dependent Foundational Justification and Virtue Foundational Justification. 
The former is foundational justification that derives from the justified belief’s being based on a 
psychological state of the subject, one that is beyond issues of justification; the latter is founda-
tional justification that derives essentially from the justified propositional attitude manifesting an 
epistemic competence.
9 But there is a standard worry about Sosa’s account; namely, it makes it hard to know whether 
someone’s intuitive judgment that p is or is not rational without first knowing whether this particu-
lar judgment is a manifestation of his capacity to reliably tell the true from the false.
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be false due to inattentiveness or the like. The same story does not go for the percep-
tual and introspective models where false intuitions are not counted as reliable 
because “error is not just due to carelessness, moreover, nor to inattention or the 
like,” but it is relative to … [the] system itself, simply because “the attraction is a 
deliverance of … [the] system itself” (Sosa 2007a, p.59).

If fallacious intuitions are so because of the subject’s carelessness, inattentive-
ness, etc., then they are correctable by paying more care, attention, etc. At any rate, 
Sosa does not suggest that. He suggests that they are correctable by reflective equi-
librium. In (Sosa 2009), the main aim is to save reflective equilibrium from Stephen 
Stich’s attack. By ‘reflective equilibrium,’ he understands that we reach a coherent, 
justified, revised, or refined point among our judgments, intuitions, or principles by 
examining them against each other. In case we cannot reach a coherent point as 
such, that means that the disagreement about intuitions is just unreal or apparent, 
possibly due to linguistic reasons (Sosa 2009), deceptive hermeneutics (Sosa 2010), 
or verbal and normative (Sosa 2007c) issues.

Opponents of the epistemic status of intuitions might reply to this line of think-
ing that if the above-mentioned competence makes epistemic intuitions reliable, 
then in virtue of what does it do so? In other words, it might be said that Sosa stated 
that the aforesaid competence provides our intuitions with reliable evidentiality, but 
he did not tell us what it is which enables it to do so. This is not explained by the 
competence theory in terms of which intuition is supposed to be defined; they may 
object. However, a proponent of the competence theory may reply to this worry in 
two ways.

The first is to deny the objection: competence provides our intuitions with reli-
able evidentiality by virtue of attentiveness or the like. To this, it can be replied that 
attentiveness and the like are not part of the structure of epistemic excellence 
because false intuitions are attributed to performance errors in contrast to deliver-
ances of competence, not to the attentiveness and the like. And since they are cor-
rectable by paying more care, attention, etc., through reflective equilibrium, this 
means that attentiveness and the like are external to the structure of epistemic 
excellence.

Sosa is required to explain that the structure of epistemic excellence supervenes 
entirely on factors that provide our intuition with its evaluative properties. Otherwise, 
Sosa’s thesis will be understood as follows: epistemic excellence provides our intu-
itions with their evaluative properties, but it possesses none. In addition, he should 
show that introspective and sensory experiences do not supervene on factors that 
provide our introspections and perceptions with their epistemically evaluative prop-
erties. That is why, in introspection and perception, false intuitions are attributed 
both to performance errors as well as the system itself.

The second is to lend credence to epistemologists and their intuitions: episte-
mologists are competent, and their intuitions seem to be true. But this view has 
problems. Let us suppose, for the sake of argument, the existence of such epistemic 
excellence. It does not follow that it is the only generator of intuition even when 
attentiveness and the like are there. For example, one can have practical reasons that 
generate an intuition that does seem true. Suppose there is a competent 
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epistemologist with attentiveness and the like, but he is a poor man. Suppose further 
that he has a Platonic intuition that knowledge is justified true belief. Imagine, for 
some reason or the other; a milliner offers him a million dollars for promoting an 
anti-Platonic epistemology. In spite of his attentive competence, a million dollars 
may generate an attraction to assent that knowledge is not justified true belief. In 
this case, what makes it true is not the subject’s competency. Nor is it her attentive-
ness and the like. It is the million dollars which attract him to assent it.

The problem with this line of thought is that it practicalizes epistemology, reduc-
ing epistemic phenomena to mere practical factors. Whether belief should be con-
sidered knowledge is independent of practical factors such as interests, concerns, 
and so on. What is at stake may determine one’s preferences. But epistemic states 
are defined by their role in explaining the character of warranted knowledge. And 
while the value of practical interest is appraised in terms of practical success or 
failure, the quality of epistemic phenomena is assessed in terms of the condition of 
being fit to contribute to attaining knowledge.

Still, we are without a good reason for supposing that Sosa’s proposal is unprob-
lematic. In general, the objection to Sosa’s strategy can be raised in a different way 
as follows: Sosa’s theory of epistemic competence does not specify a standard on 
the basis of which we can verify our intuitions. That is to say, Sosa’s proposal is that 
the subject’s epistemic competence is the source of both true and false intuition, but 
this account did not tell us whether competence as such helps in verifying our intu-
itions. Nor does it tell us in virtue of what it does do so when it does. In response, 
Sosa again might point out the virtues of reflective equilibrium. But even so, there 
are several problems with this view.

First, even if a reflective equilibrium is free from any objection, it is not part of 
the epistemic competence, as I have already argued. Second, suppose that reflective 
equilibrium is a reliable standard for verifying our intuitions; this does not mean 
that Sosa’s epistemic competence is helpful in calibrating our intuitions. All it 
means is that the truth of intuition can be derived from a dialectical criterion. And, 
in such a case, it can be asked: is it that dialectical criteria need to be applied instead 
of epistemic criteria? The main difference between the dialectical and epistemic 
criteria lies in the conception of the argument contained in each.

In the dialectical criteria, the argument is acceptance-based. That is, the focus is 
on whether or not the premises and conclusion are subject to retraction in the con-
text of a practical process of opinion revision. Suppose I debate the subject of 
knowledge with other people. I say it is a justified true belief, and they say it is not. 
The process of evaluating our opinions has two options: either it goes ad infinitum, 
or it ends up agreeing with one particular view. If this is true, the aim of the dialecti-
cal criteria is just to bring other interlocutor(s) into an agreement with one’s point 
of view. Whether or not what was agreed on is true is not so essential. Indeed, the 
dialectical argument seems a familiar kind of argumentation that occurs in everyday 
conversations.

On the other hand, in the epistemic criteria, the argument is knowledge-based. 
That is to say; the epistemic argument focuses on whether or not the premises and 
conclusion are justified or known to be so. Suppose, for example, that we are trying 
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to investigate the following proposition: Norman knows that the President is in 
New York City. In this case, we will be concerned with the following questions: is 
what Norman knows considered knowledge or belief? Is it a true belief? Is it a justi-
fied belief or just a matter of luck? Is having evidence enough for a belief to be justi-
fied? Understood more precisely, we will be concerned with questions that have to 
do with the creation of knowledge.

If so, we have a dialectical-epistemic dichotomy where the dialectical argument 
does not necessarily entail or imply the epistemic one. In addition, it has come to be 
more apparent that Sosa’s competence theory is not an appropriate account of the 
epistemic value of intuition. However, Sosa’s competence theory is not the only 
approach to the role of intuition in epistemology. Competing views are available.

3.2.3  Chudnoff on Phenomenal Dogmatism

Taking intuition to be the proper target of his analyses, the metaphilosopher 
Chudnoff addresses reliability and justification. Due to this fact, he discusses the 
epistemology of intuitions, i.e., how they can provide us with justification and reli-
able knowledge. In this context, he introduces what he calls ‘Phenomenal 
Dogmatism,’ according to which intuition, in virtue of its presentational phenome-
nology, prima facie justifies a belief. In his words:

it is dogmatic because it includes the thesis: if it intuitively seems to you that p, then you 
thereby have some prima facie justification for believing that p. It is phenomenalist because 
it includes the thesis: intuitions justify us in believing their contents in virtue of their phe-
nomenology—and in particular their presentational phenomenology (Chudnoff 2011b, 
p. 313).10

Chudnoff defends a phenomenal dogmatism about perceptual justification. That is, 
the “perceptual experiences prima facie justify us in believing propositions with 
respect to which they have presentational phenomenology and do so in virtue of 
their presentational phenomenology” (Chudnoff 2013a, p. 83). Just as with percep-
tion, intuition prima facie justifies us in believing propositions with respect to which 
they have presentational phenomenology and do so in virtue of their presentational 
phenomenology (Chudnoff 2013a, pp. 93–8).11 Presentational phenomenology then 
is what explains the epistemic power of both perception and intuition as well.

What is more, he considers four skeptical challenges to this claim. First, the 
argument from inescapable error, according to which intuitions—specifically math-
ematical intuitions—are inescapably unreliable. To this, he replies that “error—spe-
cifically error at the level of the content of intuition—cannot only be avoided 

10 On Chudnoff’s account, the phenomenology of intuitions is important both to their nature and 
epistemic status.
11 It seems Chudnoff thinks that just because perception has presentational phenomenology, it does 
entail that intuition also has presentational phenomenology.
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through further reflection, but also positively corrected” (Chudnoff 2013a, 
pp. 103–4). Second, the no access argument, according to which intuition is just an 
intellectual hallucination since it does not provide us with access to its abstract sub-
ject matter. Contrary to that, he replies that intuition provides access as such, i.e., 
awareness. In (Chudnoff 2013b), the main idea is that intuition amounts to knowl-
edge in virtue of, at least partly, its ability to make the subject aware of its abstract 
object. Third, the argument from disagreement, according to which people undeni-
ably have conflicting intuitions that have presentational phenomenology. To this, he 
responds that “disagreements that derive from conflicting intuitions might not derive 
from intuitions that have presentational phenomenology with respect to the conflict-
ing propositions. And, we can add, even if some do so derive, they might not be 
persistent among normal people” (Chudnoff 2013a, p. 107). The fourth challenge is 
the argument from experimental philosophy, according to which “intuitions are 
unreliable because they are influenced by a variety of factors that, like cultural back-
ground, do not track the truth about their subject matter” (Chudnoff 2013a, p. 109). 
Chudnoff’s brief reply to this challenge can be stated as follow:

the experiments need to control for the conditions that must obtain in order for a judgment 
to derive from intuition ... Further, if the skeptical challenge is supposed to defeat the prima 
facie justification intuition experiences provide … then the experiments need to control for 
presentational phenomenology with respect to the propositions expressed in the answers to 
surveys (Chudnoff 2013a, p. 113).

Unless experimental philosophers fulfill these conditions, they will never be able 
“to account for the motivations philosophers give for their intuitions about cases” 
(Chudnoff 2017, p  384). Having replied to those challenges, he concludes that 
Phenomenal Dogmatism holds.

Next, he examines the main competitor to Phenomenal Dogmatism, namely, 
understanding-based views of intuitive justification, according to which “intuitions 
justify beliefs because they are based on understanding” (Chudnoff 2012b, p. 1).12 
That is, your intuition justifies you in believing a certain proposition in virtue of 
your psychological processes that depend on its content and way of the combination 
of its concepts to constitute your full understanding of it. Discussing two counterex-
amples, viz., The Jordan Curve Theorem, “a simple (i.e. non-self-intersecting) 
closed curve in a plane separates the plane into two disconnected regions—an inside 
and an outside” (Chudnoff 2013a, p. 125) and naïve set theory; Chudnoff argues that 
understanding plays a role in having intuition but not in establishing its justifying 
value. So, this view loses its attractiveness. Nevertheless, understanding might play 
a positive epistemic role in justifying intuition experiences. A role as such “depends 
on two conditions. First, there is the extent of the presentational phenomenology of 
the subject’s intuition experience. Second, there is the extent of the information that 
is part of the subject’s understanding” (Chudnoff 2013a, p. 144).

12 Chudnoff, who challenges empiricism, also challenges the understanding-based account of intu-
ition on which Bealer and Sosa have elaborated.
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Chudnoff has been so far discussing one rational role of intuition, namely, intu-
ition as a justifier. (Chudnoff 2014b) talks about one more role, which he calls 
intuition as evidence that is something that helps to prove that a belief is true. In 
addition to these two “methodological issues,” as he calls them; (Chudnoff 2011c), 
he discusses a third rational role a phenomenal intuition plays, namely, its ‘action- 
guiding role,’ according to which

in order to gain justification for believing the conclusion of an argument by inferring it from 
the premises in that argument one must “see” that the premises support the conclusion ... 
one’s “seeing” such a support relation consists of one’s having an intuition (Chudnoff 
2013a, p. 146).

So, although intuition’s guiding and justifying roles are different, it performs its 
guiding role by virtue of having the justifying one.

What is left is to discern in virtue of what intuitions enable us to get knowledge. 
His response to this question is that just as with the ground of perceptual knowl-
edge, the ground of intuitive knowledge lies in that the veridical presentational phe-
nomenology of intuition experience puts its subjects in a position to gain knowledge 
because it makes the relevant proposition intellectually seem to be the case and it 
makes its subject as if she is aware of a truth-maker for the relevant proposition. In 
sum, like perception, intuition grounds knowledge without necessitating it (Chudnoff 
2013a, pp. 174–207). What about intuitive awareness of abstract objects?

On his view, perceptual experience makes its subject aware of a truth-maker for 
the relevant proposition because: [1] her awareness is dependent on the object of 
experience, and [2] the presentation of the object differentiates it from its sensory 
background. In a slightly different way, intuition experience makes its subject aware 
of a truth-maker for the relevant proposition because: [1] her awareness is consti-
tuted as non-causally dependent on its abstract object, which along with other intu-
ition experiences constituents, such as thoughts and imaginings; instantiates and 
thereby determines the phenomenal character of intuition experience, and [2] con-
stituents as such are arranged in a way that the phenomenology of this experience 
differentiates its abstract object from its background (Chudnoff 2013c). And this is 
the significance of presentational phenomenology.

These are the central arguments presented by Chudnoff to defend the epistemic 
significance of intuition. Let us consider Chudnoff’s reply to skepticism about intu-
itions. Skepticism about intuitions is the view that intuitions are unreliable as a 
source of knowledge simply because they are unstable and are influenced by irrel-
evant factors to their truth. Chudnoff’s response is that skeptics, while talking about 
intuitions, do not take into consideration the fact that intuitions have presentational 
phenomenology.

But this characterization raises a number of tricky questions. First, how do we 
determine whether an intuition made in an epistemological text is accompanied by 
such a presentational phenomenology in the relevant group of subjects? Those who 
claim that the epistemic status of intuitions can be explained by their alleged presen-
tational phenomenology should be deeply concerned with how to detect the pres-
ence of an intuition accompanied by such a presentational phenomenology. Second, 
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if it is accompanied by such a presentational phenomenology in the relevant group, 
how do we determine whether its presence is effective and it is not just an idle 
accompaniment? Third, if its presence is effective and it is not just an idle accompa-
niment, Chudnoff did not show why intuitions with presentational phenomenology 
do not conflict and vary according to different factors. Chudnoff might say that he 
is talking about intuitions with presentational phenomenology being veridical. To 
my mind, this response is worth exploring further. That is, it, in turn, leads to another 
question about how to assert whether or not an intuition with a presentational phe-
nomenology is veridical. We need to decide the valid and authoritative standards 
under which an intuition with a presentational phenomenology is veridical. To date, 
such standards are not provided and accordingly, Chudnoff’s proposal of veridical-
ity is just an assumption of the truth of intuition. In light of the above-mentioned 
queries, while I can see the motivation for this kind of suggestion, I think it raises 
more difficulties than it solves.

Setting these worries aside, the question arises as to how Chudnoff explains the 
phenomenology of intuitions in virtue of which they are epistemically significant. 
Chudnoff’s basic strategy places much weight on an assumed analogy between intu-
ition and perception. Both have the putatively characteristic phenomenology. I have 
already argued that this supposed analogy instantly raises many worries that are not 
easily accountable for. Yet, some philosophers, Chudnoff included, think that this 
analogy is legitimate. Even reliablists, such as Ernest Sosa, repeatedly tried to save 
the reliability of intuitions on the basis of drawing a similar analogy. That is, if the 
error is enough reason not to consider something a reliable source of knowledge, 
then this standard should be applied in the case of perception and intuition as well. 
For we all know that sometimes our senses might wholly deceive us, and so intu-
itions do. If this is so, then either we are justified in relying on both of the faculties, 
or they both are not reliable.

But this is not the whole story. This line of argument focuses only on the possi-
bility of an error on both sides: intuition and perception. But it ignores the most 
important thing, which is the possibility of checking out the error. That is, with 
perception, it is easy to identify and inspect the shortcomings. With intuition, this is 
not the case. Accordingly, one might object that “worries about intuitions are more 
pressing than those about perception” (Talbot 2009, p. 158). For with perception, 
we know which circumstances render perception reliable or unreliable. For instance, 
we know that the un/reliability of a perceptual judgment depends on whether the 
light is on/off. This aspect is not available in the case of intuition. Put simply, “we 
don’t know what is the parallel for intuition of making sure that the light is on” 
(Swain et al. 2008, p. 148). This is where the aforementioned analogy fails, and 
therefore intuition and perception are disanalogous. Chudnoff cannot easily close 
his eyes to these points. It is open to him to keep defending his view about the phe-
nomenology of intuitions. But unless he meets this challenge, defending his view on 
the basis of the aforesaid analogy becomes difficult.

So far, I have been arguing that the claim about the phenomenology of intuitions 
is imprecise, and the intuition-perception analogy does not hold. Yet, let us suppose 
for the sake of argument that Chudnoff is right. Intuition is analogous to perception. 
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And both have a characteristic phenomenology. Still, the question may arise: why is 
it necessary that an intuition having phenomenology entails its being true? One 
might worry that it is an exaggeration to say that one’s intuition “cannot be true 
unless that phenomenology is present” (Cappelen 2012, p.80). What is true can, or 
perhaps must, be true regardless of whether or not it has phenomenal character. 
Suppose that someone intuits that 1 + 1 = 2 and that this intuition is true. This does 
not mean that it is true in virtue of its phenomenal character. On top of that, having 
a particular phenomenology is simply a property. If this is so, Chudnoff does not 
focus on things themselves but on their properties. And it is inappropriate to say that 
the truthfulness of something hangs on having a certain property. For instance, the 
truthfulness of ‘x is a teacher’ is independent of x’s being a great researcher. The 
property of knowing Arabic, for example, has nothing to do with the truthfulness of 
‘Manhal is a smart PhD student.’

This is not to say that intuition is not true because the claim that it comes with a 
certain phenomenology is incorrect or because the assumption of the intuition- 
perception analogy fails. On the contrary, the claim that intuition is true may be 
correct even if intuition has no phenomenal character, it might also be correct even 
if the view of the intuition-perception analogy fails. In other words, it is not neces-
sary for the truthfulness of intuition to be established on whether or not intuition has 
a phenomenal character and the view of intuition-perception analogy holds. It might 
very much be established on something else or even on its own. If so, the question 
again arises what that thing in virtue of which intuition is reliable evidence? In what 
follows, we will see how experimentalists neglect any positive response to this 
question while Steven Hales tries to respond to it positively.

3.3  The Challenges of Experimentalism

Reliablists’ position on the epistemic status of intuitions has received much criti-
cism from experimental philosophy. Some philosophers like Weinberg, Machery, 
Nichols, Stich and many others have started raising doubts about the reliablists’ 
thesis that intuitions constitute evidence for or against epistemic thought experi-
ments.13 In particular, I talk about experimental critics, who challenge the  evidentiary 

13 It is worth mentioning that (Bengson 2013) responds to these recent empirical studies. For him, 
they do not undermine the epistemic status rationalists used to grand to intuitions simply because 
they rest on “the Answers-Express-Intuitions Thesis” (AEI) (p.  504). According to this thesis, 
“subjects’ prompted answers express subjects’ intuitions” (p. 503). Bengson argues that AEI is 
false. To that end, he examines four empirical studies that have been used “as evidence that intu-
itions about knowledge are culturally relative … and that epistemic … intuitions are vulnerable to 
ordering and wording effects” (p. 496). Bengson provides two observations about the subjects’ 
prompted answers in such studies: “the first observation records the possibility of blind answers 
(answers in the absence of intuition),” and the “second observation records the possibility of stray 
answers (answers that depart from intuition). Answers do not always express intuitions, and intu-
itions are not always expressed in answers. In both directions, we find a gap between intuitions and 
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status of intuitions by a variety of arguments.14 In what follows, I will be exposing 
and commenting on two main types of arguments provided by experimental critics 
of the evidentiary role of intuition: the phenomenon of variation in intuition and the 
unamenability to calibration of intuition.

3.3.1  The Variation Argument

According to experimentalists, reliablists’ epistemological views regarding the 
epistemic status of intuitions are ill-grounded. However, the structure of the varia-
tion argument is as follows. If intuition varies, then it does not qualify as evidence. 
The findings of empirical studies support the claim that intuition does, in fact, vary 
both between and within subjects. These results of recent studies might have their 
roots in William James’ pragmatism.15 (James 2000)’s picture was one in which 
philosophers’ “temperament” has a tremendous and inescapable effect on their phil-
osophical approaches. James holds that philosophers have varying temperaments: 
some are “tender-minded”, and others are “tough-minded.” Those who are tough- 
minded philosophers have a certain characteristic of tending towards empiricism, 
and those who are tender-minded philosophers are favorably disposed towards 
rationalism.

As a result, experimentalists concluded that intuition does not serve as evidence. 
To show how experimental philosophers offer support for variation in intuition, I 
present the results of some empirical studies of intuition. A study by (Weinberg 
et al.  2001) finds that Western subjects do not consider Gettier’s and Truetemp’s 
scenarios as cases of knowledge, while East Asians do. It is concluded that intuition 
varies according to the cultural background of the subjects. The same results were 
emphasized by (Machery et al. 2004), in which Westerners’ and East Asian sub-
jects’ intuitions about Kripke’s Gödel-Schmidt thought experiment differed from 
each other. As a consequence, folk intuitions about reference do also vary from 

answers. Consequently, [AEI] is false: subjects’ prompted answers need not express subjects’ 
intuitions” (p.  511). For example, in the order effect studies, “subjects’ prompted answers ... 
expressed, not intuitions [about knowledge], but rather (order-influenced)” and “(background- 
influenced)” in the cultural relativity studies. That is, in these two cases, subjects’ prompted 
answers expressed “hypotheses, guesses, or inferences.” In the wording effect studies, subjects 
“expressed (description-influenced) emotional reactions,” and “conclusions—inferences” in the 
affective bias studies, rather than intuitions (pp. 516–521). If so, if the empirical studies invoke that 
subjects’ prompted answers express, not intuitions, but other mental states “that rationalists and 
their opponents can mutually agree have no positive epistemic status,” then AEI does not give rise 
to any negative conclusions about the epistemic status of intuitions. On the contrary, it may “pro-
vide substantial prima facie motivation for the conclusion that the relevant empirical studies may 
actually support rather than undermine intuition’s epistemic status” (pp. 521–3).
14 Experimentalists, who question the traditional methods of analytic philosophy, also challenge 
the evidentiary status analytic philosophers used to grant to intuitions.
15 Thanks to an anonymous referee for raising this concern.
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culture to culture. The preceding two surveys argue that we are left with no option 
but to accept and support a naïve form of relativism, namely, ethnocentrism, i.e., to 
say that a particular intuition is false because it has emerged in a certain group of 
people or to say that a certain ethnicity has better intuitions than others. But what is 
true is supposed to be so regardless of the ethnicity in which it arises. In view of 
that, they conclude that intuition should not be considered evidence for epistemo-
logical claims.

There are other reasons that give an additional boost to the theory. Experimentalists 
engage in more studies to confirm that culture is not the only factor according to 
which intuition varies. To favor that view, (Swain et al. 2008) conducted a study by 
trading on purely empirical data and found that intuitions also vary according to the 
order in which cases are presented. For example, they noticed that participants’ 
intuition about whether or not the subject in Truetemp’s case knows the right tem-
perature varies according to whether or not they were presented with either a clear 
case of knowledge or non-knowledge before presenting the Truetemp case. 
Furthermore, the empirical data shows other factors behind variation in intuitions, 
such as educational background (Kuntz and Kuntz 2011; Weinberg et al.  2001), 
native language (Vaesen et al. 2013), gender (Buckwalter and Stich 2013; Adleberg 
et al. 2015; Seyedsayamdost 2015), individual differences (Nichols and Ulatowski 
2007), age (Colaço et al. 2014), moral judgments (Knobe 2010). This list goes on 
and on. All in all, if the above examples are true, it follows that the most recent kind 
of skepticism about intuition came to light within the movement of experimental 
philosophers who hold that disagreement in intuitions is real and, accordingly, intu-
ition cannot be regarded as a reliable source of evidence in epistemology.

3.3.2  The Calibration Argument

According to experimentalists, the above widespread disagreement in intuition also 
suggests that intuition cannot both have independent calibration and remain epis-
temically useful. The second argument then holds that intuition seems to be offering 
resistance to calibration. This argument was first inaugurated by (Cummins 1998).16 
Cummins argues that scientists consider observation as a key source of evidence for 
their theories. A proponent of the reliability of intuition will consider the role intu-
ition plays in epistemology to be similar to the role observation plays in science. 
That is, intuition is epistemologists’ key source of evidence for their claims in 
thought experiments.

Contrary to that, the role intuition plays in epistemology is not analogous to the 
role observation plays in science. Observation, in science, is possible to be vali-
dated. Before accepting the telescope as a source of evidence, it was subjected to 
calibration. But, in most cases, it is impossible to calibrate intuition. That is because 

16 Cummins is then a naturalist or empiricist in Bealer’s sense of naturalism or empiricism.
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there are no independent means by which we can measure the accuracy of intuition. 
Therefore, the intuition-observation analogy is misleading and, accordingly, intu-
ition, in most cases, cannot be deemed as a reliable source of evidence.

The calibration argument has been defended by (Weinberg 2007) and (Weinberg 
et  al. 2012). In brief, the structure of the calibration argument is as follows. 
Something can be deemed as a reliable source of evidence if it can be calibrated. 
Intuition cannot be calibrated. Therefore, intuition is not a reliable source of evi-
dence. Weinberg argues that sources of evidence, such as observation, perception, 
etc., are fallible, but validating them is always available. If a microscope gives two 
different readings at different times, we can always identify what affects it. After 
that, we either fix or restrict it. If none of these options is available, we doubt its 
reliability. But, fallibility in the case of intuition is a hopeless case simply because 
intuition cannot be calibrated against independent data and, accordingly, it cannot 
be considered a reliable source of evidence.

Of course, this is the area of experimental philosophy whose epistemic findings 
may have much to contribute to the ongoing debate about the epistemic status of 
intuition. Yet, one can always reply to experimentalists’ claims by arguing that 
appealing to such types of surveys in order to show variations in people’s intuitions 
can always be challenged by referring to exceptions or different results generated 
from different surveys. That is, one may refer to exceptions from the empiricists’ 
surveys to conclude the possibility of different results. For instance, following the 
same data collection method as the experimentalists’ studies, (Wright 2010) con-
ducted a survey on paradigmatic cases, which shows “that only some intuitions (that 
is, intuitions about certain sorts of cases) are vulnerable to intuitional instability and 
that people are implicitly aware of which cases these will be” (p. 492). Or one may 
conduct researches that indicate the agreement among people’s intuitions about 
some question or the other regardless of factors such as gender, culture, age, and so 
on. For example, a study of (Kim and Yuan 2015) is a study of “data [that] provide 
strong evidence that the purported cross-cultural difference in intuitions about 
Gettier-style cases does not exist” (p. 355).

That being the case, the experimentalists’ view itself cannot be substantiated by 
empirical evidence because it cannot provide empirical evidence to support or prove 
the justification of its own allegations through its own method. If people’s intuitions 
typically vary according to the above-mentioned factors, it is not easy to see how 
experimentalists’ thesis about intuitions can be empirically confirmed. Furthermore, 
one might also criticize experimentalists for trying to make a transition from a few 
studies to a huge statement. In this context, one can understand Matthew Liao’s 
observation that it is odd for experimentalism “to be making such a large generaliza-
tion from very limited study” (Liao 2008, P. 4).

What is more, some might argue that experimentalists’ findings commit are self- 
defeating. Experimentalists assert that if something is true, then it must be univer-
sally shared. (Kim and Yuan 2015; Wright 2010) show that experimentalists’ 
findings are not universally shared. Therefore, experimentalists’ criteria are 
self-defeating.
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This endangers the empirical account in two ways. One is that experimentalists 
do their surveys in order to prove the unreliability of intuitions based on their insta-
bility. This presupposes that they completely trust the authenticity of the intuitions 
presented by the subjects who participated in their surveys. “Hence, they believe the 
spontaneous judgments they have collected do qualify as intuitions” or authentic 
intuitions (Liao 2008, P. 5). Second, if experimentalists’ method is efficient and 
their results are empirically defensible, then this means that the same types of exper-
iments may amount in future to completely different results since people’s intu-
itions are unstable. For example, if people’s intuitions are unstable, then the result 
that “there are large and systematic differences between East Asians and Westerners” 
may collapse in the future (Weinberg et al.  2001, P. 436). Thus, if this empirical 
method itself is efficient, then its results will be unstable, and the instability of 
something is enough reason not to believe in it. Therefore, it is self-defeating and, 
accordingly, false. And if this method is not efficient, then, due to this inefficiency, 
it is certainly better that people should not believe in it. So, either way, it is better 
that people do not believe in it.

What is more, the conflict of intuitions alone is not a sufficient reason to deny 
any epistemological role to them. In Sosa’s words, “disagreement need not be sub-
stantive” (Sosa 2007c, P. 100). Moreover, a proponent of the evidential status of 
intuition may reply to the variation argument by saying that insofar, in epistemol-
ogy, what is reliable is so regardless of what majority of people may say, the reli-
ability of intuition in question does not depend on whether or not it is widely shared. 
If people agreed that 1 + 1 = 4, it does not mean that 1 + 1 = 2 is wrong. Indeed, 
people may agree on unreliable things and regard them as reliable. For example, 
humanity believed for a long that the sun rotates around the earth. If so, universality 
is not necessary to explain the reliability of intuition.

More to the point, experimentalists pose their argument as follows: something 
can have a positive epistemic status if it is stable and universally shared. Intuitions 
are neither stable nor universally shared; then they are unreliable, and therefore they 
have no epistemic role. However, the entire history of philosophy in general and 
epistemology, in particular, was established based on similar types of conflicts, such 
as the conflict between empiricism and rationalism, but none of them has found in 
the conflict itself a sufficient reason either to deny other’s epistemic role or to assert 
its own. On the contrary, the conflict as such has formed the history of 
epistemology.

Further, the conflict of intuitions exists between empiricists and rationalists 
themselves. Hence, the conflict of intuitions and their alleged instability alone is not 
enough to deny their role in epistemology simply because being unstable and being 
epistemologically useless are two different things. In addition to that, one can say 
that conflicts, variations, contradictions, and so on form the matrix from which epis-
temology started and continued its progress and therefore, an appeal to the absence 
of conflict among intuitions can be considered as demand for stopping this progress.

However, suppose that experimentalists are right: for intuition to be reliable, it 
needs to be universally shared. Suppose an experimentalist forms the following 
hypothesis: intuitions vary, and then they are unreliable. With the empirical 
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foundations in mind, a hypothesis as such is to be taken innocent until proven guilty. 
The experimentalist forms a thought experiment in which participants are asked 
whether the subject of the thought experiment knows or just believes. Suppose the 
results are as follows: 30% of Indians said she knows, and 60% of Americans said 
she just believes. The experimentalist concludes that intuitions vary, and then they 
are unreliable. Nevertheless, the result shows a different assertion, too: 70% of 
Indians and 40% of Americans do share intuition about the relevant issue. Such an 
intuition must be reliable according to the experimentalists’ standard itself. This is 
what was missed from the experimentalists’ view and what should be accepted 
by them.

On the other hand, experimental philosophers are required not to exaggerate the 
epistemic significance of their findings. According to these findings, intuition does 
not calibrate. Here, I will make two quick points. First, we are by no means con-
vinced that the data collection method –experimentalists’ method- will be an admit-
ted method to judge whether or not intuition qualifies as a reliable source of evidence 
in epistemology. If, in science, observation does not calibrate, then a telescope can 
no more be considered an optical instrument to collect images of distant objects. 
The same story goes for intuition.

Second, if intuition does not calibrate, this does not entail that intuition is not a 
reliable source of evidence. What this means is that we do not know whether or not 
intuition qualifies as evidence simply because we cannot know what intuition is reli-
able and what is not. If observation does not calibrate, this does not mean that it is 
not correct evidence in science simply because we lack the criteria/telescope which 
plays the role of an optical instrument. What this means is that we do not know 
whether or not intuition is reliable evidence.

As can be noted from the above discussion, there is a marked diversity of views 
on questions of the epistemic status of intuition. Some philosophers move from 
disagreement to perspectival relativism. The central claim of this view is that 
between reliabilism and experimentalism, there is a middle ground which should 
not, I think, be ignored.

3.4  Perspectival Relativism About Intuition

Another position on the epistemic status of intuition is perspectival relativism, 
according to which the truth of intuition is perspectively dependent on the epistemic 
method in virtue of which one gains one’s belief about the relevant intuition. 
However, this view differs from both reliablists’ and experimentalists’ approaches. 
It differs from reliabilism because it defends the claim that a view is only relatively 
true, depending on the use of basic, non-inferential and rational intuition. This 
means it agrees that rational intuition is a source of evidence, and this is enough for 
it to be different from experimentalism. Yet, it agrees with experimentalists since it 
defends the view that the relative truths depending on the use of basic, 
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non-inferential and rational intuition should be brought into reflective equilibrium.17 
Defenses of perspectival relativism then are motivated by an attempt to find a mid-
dle ground between reliabilism, the view that intuition epistemically qualifies as 
reliable evidence of knowledge; and experimentalism, the view that intuition is 
epistemically useless as evidence of knowledge.

This type of view was championed by (Hales 2006). Here is the structure of his 
argument. There are three methods for obtaining epistemic beliefs about proposi-
tions. They are intuition, Christian revelation and the ritualistic usage of hallucino-
gens. No method is epistemically superior to any of the other two alternatives. 
Accordingly, although the results of these methods will be inconsistent, their epis-
temic status will be the same; because they will be relative to the perspectives or 
methods by which they were obtained. Therefore, amongst nihilism, according to 
which we have to neglect the existence of proposition, skepticism according to 
which knowledge is impossible, and relativism, perspectival relativism is true.

As mentioned earlier, Hales considers three methods through which epistemol-
ogy can address its concerns. The first is intuition which, like Bealer, he differenti-
ates between two types: physical intuition, which creates “beliefs about contingent 
truths,” and rational intuition, which “generates beliefs about putative necessary 
truths” (Hales 2006, p. 20). Furthermore, while the reliability of physical intuition 
can be checked by appealing to empirical data, the reliability of rational intuition is 
examinable “through appeals to possible cases and nonempirical counterexamples” 
(Hales 2006, p.  24). But how is rational intuition reliable? To this question, he 
responds by adopting a view which holds that the “reliability of intuition is a task 
that intuition itself must perform” (Hales 2006, p. 27). It is easy to see that this leads 
us to the problem of epistemic circularity: the reliability of intuition as a source of 
justification relies on the very source (i.e. intuition itself).

The simplest example of this circularity is the case where he proposes a modest 
form of foundationalism according to which “there are justified propositions whose 
justification depends on nothing other than themselves” (Hales 2006, p. 32). So, he 
argues that rational intuition provides this illuminating sort of justification. 
Additionally, rational intuition produces basic, non-inferential and a priori beliefs. 
Unlike the Cartesian tradition, rational intuition is not indubitably certain, even if it 
produces basic, non-inferential, and a priori beliefs. Rather, it is defeasible because 
it is testable against a wide reflective equilibrium with different theories from differ-
ent fields (Hales 2006, pp. 36–43).

The second and third methods “are Christian revelation and the ritual use of hal-
lucinogens” (Hales 2006, p. 50). Those two methods produce epistemically founda-
tional, basic, non-inferential and a priori beliefs that are also testable against 
reflective equilibrium. Hence, all three methods supposedly possess equal depend-
ability. But the problem is that they yield inconsistent results. In a situation as such, 
we face the problem of judging which method is preferable. According to him, to 

17 This means that it partly differs from both reliabilism and experimentalism, though it partly 
shares a common ground with both of them.
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solve this problem, we have to believe in one of the following views: skepticism, 
nihilism, or relativism. Skepticism is the view that philosophical knowledge is 
impossible. He rejects skepticism simply because it “is not merely self-destructive; 
it leads to the knower paradox” (Hales 2006, p.  94).18 Nihilism is the view that 
philosophical propositions do not exist. He rejects nihilism simply because it pro-
poses that we must “reject philosophical propositions as either unphilosophical or 
not really propositions (Hales 2006, p. 95). We are left with only one option, relativ-
ism; the view that “what propositions are true is therefore dependent on, and relative 
to, method” (Hales 2006, p. 96).

He considers the well-known anti-relativism argument, which is sometimes 
called a self-refuting argument. To meet this challenge, he distinguishes between 
global and perspectival relativism. He accepts that “global relativism,” according to 
which “everything is relative,” is self-refuting because the modal proposition 
“everything is relative” can be true either absolutely or relatively. If it is absolutely 
true, then it is true in all perspectives, and accordingly, relativism is false. If it is 
relatively true, then absolutism must be true, at least from some perspective, and so 
relativism is false. Either way, relativism is false. In view of that, he proposes per-
spectival relativism that takes the form that “everything true is relatively true” 
(Hales 2006, p.  102). Here, the modal proposition “everything true is relatively 
true” absolutely won’t be a problem for any proponent of perspectival relativism 
since there is no non-perspectival truth. Therefore, the self-refuting argument is 
sidestepped.

He goes on to defend his version of relativism against naturalism that reduces 
propositions to science. To that end, he draws a distinction between two kinds of 
naturalism. The first is “global naturalism,” according to which knowledge is pos-
sible only by using the scientific (natural and social) methods of solving philosophi-
cal matters. In reply, he says that it is not true that non-naturalistic methods provide 
no knowledge at all. In view of that, global naturalism is wrong.

The second is “local naturalism”, the view that knowledge acquired by non- 
naturalistic methods such as intuition is untrustworthy (Hales 2006, p. 167). He also 
distinguishes between two versions of local naturalism. One is Goldman’s continu-
alism, according to which rational intuitions, “what seemed like a priori philosophi-
cal propositions are empirical and a posteriori after all … Thus rationalism is both 
continuous with science and superior to revelation and hallucinogen” (Hales 2006, 
pp. 167–68).

In reply, Hales argues that except for British empiricists, who believe in the supe-
riority of experience over reason as a source of knowledge, philosophers often used 
to depend on pure reason without trying to emphasize disagreement with science. In 
addition, “both Christianity and hallucinogenic traditions have been influenced by 
science” (Hales 2006, p.  168). Another form of local naturalism is the view of 
experimental philosophers who used the empirical method of social science to con-
duct studies which show that rational intuition is unstable because it varies 

18 Knower paradox belongs to the family of self-referential paradoxes.
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according to factors that has nothing to do with the truth of intuition itself, such as 
culture, language, socioeconomic background, etc., and accordingly intuition is not 
a reliable source of knowledge. To this, Hales responds that rational intuition is a 
subject to reason in the wide process of reflective equilibrium. Naturalists should 
explain why mathematics, pure logic, etc., do not have to be empirically testable, 
but rational intuition does. They are also required to show that philosophers’ intu-
ition is not better than non-philosophers’. What is more, if intuition does not imply 
its truth, experimental philosophers should justify their dependency on the standard 
of social science by which they judge or decide the value of intuition. Otherwise, 
they may be accused of presupposing that normativity is true, but cognitivism is 
false. If a justification as such is not offered, then knowledge can be obtained by 
some other methods. Rational intuition may be one of these methods without being 
superior to them (Hales 2006, pp. 169–77). Therefore, experimental philosophers 
are wrong.

Having explained and presented Hales’ approach, let us consider some of its 
problems. Let us start with his initial thesis that rational intuition is a method on 
which philosophy relies while addressing its issues. This claim seems to be objec-
tionable. It might be said that it is argument and not rational intuition that philoso-
phy is all about. That is, what a philosopher does is to argue (i.e., to give a reason or 
set of reasons with the aim of persuading others) that a view, theory, or idea is true 
or false. For that reason, if the aim of philosophy is to remove uncertainty and ambi-
guity so that we are left with clarity in terms of what is right and what is wrong, then 
philosophy is basically motivated by different forms of argument.

Next, in order to establish his perspectival relativism, Hales suggests that there 
are three methods that produce beliefs about philosophical propositions: rational 
intuition, Christian revelation and ritual use of hallucinogens. Here, he is required 
to do two things. He first needs to argue well that knowledge is beliefs about philo-
sophical propositions. Further, he has to show why Gettier is wrong in arguing that 
justified true belief is not knowledge. And he has to show that Christian revelation 
and ritual use of hallucinogens have something to do with knowledge about philo-
sophical propositions. Just as he criticizes naturalists for their dependency on scien-
tific methods dealing with unempirical propositions, he himself can be criticized for 
his dependency on religious methods dealing with unreligious propositions. Since 
methodic divergence is the bedrock of his form of relativism, he needs to consider 
these two essential comments.

However, these three methods yield conflicting results. Just as none of the meth-
ods is at a higher level than another, so too the result of any of these methods does 
not have any truth that is superior to those of another since all of them will be sub-
mitted to the authority of reflective equilibrium which is, according to Sankey, “a 
method of justification whereby judgments about particular cases are brought into 
conformity with general principles … [and] in which a broader range of consider-
ations is taken to be relevant” (Sankey 2014, p. 288).

If we apply this quotation to what Hales is saying, at least regarding intuition, we 
would say that an intuition that was already subjected to many considerations in the 
process of reflective equilibrium is true. As if reflective equilibrium necessarily 
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leads to truth. But that is not necessarily the case. It might be objected that reflective 
equilibrium is very weak to lead to truth (Kelly and McGrath 2010). Instead, they 
argue that it might lead to what (DePaul 1986) called epistemic foundationalism. 
Suppose that Hales is right. Rational intuition generates foundational or self- 
justifying beliefs. Then, if two different people have two different intuitions that 
produce two different initial beliefs, both beliefs are supposed to be foundational or 
self-justifying. The danger is that there is no guarantee each of these two people will 
not fully trust their initial belief even after being subjected to many considerations 
in the process of reflective equilibrium. That is, these two beliefs might not be 
brought into conformity with general principles because these two people may not 
reach equilibrium because both will keep full trust in their foundational, self- 
justifying, and initial beliefs. In such a case, maybe all that reflective equilibrium 
can do is confirm their initial beliefs. And this leads to what (Brandt 1979) calls 
conservatism, in opposition to the quality of not trusting change. In view of that, it 
seems as if Hales just took for granted that reflective equilibrium is to be relied on 
as a source of truth. If reflective equilibrium is unreliable, then the base upon which 
he rests to defend relativism is no more available. Therefore, relativism is wrong.

Last but not least, two comments are left. One is that, unlike Hales, I do not think 
that Goldman argued against the a priori status of intuitions. Nor does he defend 
their a posteriori status. What Goldman says is that intuitions as evidence “are a 
clear example of a priori cognition” or “non-experiential and ratiocinative cogni-
tion.” This depends on “what cognitive science tells us about the cognitive processes 
underlying classification intuitions.” But whether there is evidence that they have 
this evidential status is an empirical question (Goldman 2010, pp.  117–41). 
Therefore, Goldman was trying to distinguish between what is a priori and what is 
a posteriori in intuitions. Put simply, the statement ‘intuition is evidence’ is a priori. 
But to wonder whether there is evidence that ‘intuition is evidence’ is an empirical 
matter, and we have to wait for what cognitive science may tell us regarding it. I 
think this is different from saying that Goldman argued for the a posteriori status of 
intuitions.

Another is his adoption of modest foundationalism about intuition as a way of 
knowing (Hales 2000, 2006, 2012). But when he defends his perspectival relativ-
ism, he utilizes the thought of many philosophers such as Rorty, Nietzsche, Kuhn, 
etc., who are traditionally known not only as relativists but completely anti- 
foundationalists. For example, to the best of my knowledge of his works, founda-
tionalism for Rorty is the philosophers’ constant fault from Plato to his time, but it 
is no longer acceptable. This is the main idea in (Rorty 1979).

I have shown so far that there are several ways to challenge the preceding three 
accounts of intuition’s epistemic status. Yet, while I may agree that the epistemic 
status of intuition is often in question, it is not something we can so easily dismiss. 
What follows is an attempt to show how.
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3.5  The Desiderata for an Account of the Epistemic Status 
of Intuition

Having explored and undermined the main positions on the epistemic status of intu-
itions, now it is time to articulate what seems to me to be the right position that any 
adequate account must respect. The suggestion is that intuition alone has no epis-
temic status in the way considered by these positions. This is true in two senses. 
One, as I have shown in the second chapter, that intuition is not propositional, and 
hence it has no propositional content (i.e., it is not sensitive to the truths-conditions 
under which a given proposition is true or false). Second, being non-propositional 
makes it also impossible for it to be part of a logical argument. However, the only 
way in which intuition can have an epistemic status is to be evaluated within a dif-
ferent kind of argument which in turn should be appraised differently.

To be precise, intuition appears to be a crucial part of the relevant thought experi-
ment. The thought experiment offers an argument. By ‘argument’, I understand its 
epistemic form. That is, it appears as something acting as a justification for some 
position. Therefore, the question of epistemic status does apply to the argument and 
not intuition. The question is how intuition which is not propositional, can be a 
crucial part of an argument and what is a good argument. That depends on what is 
meant by ‘argument’. I shall be arguing that epistemic argument is structurally quite 
different from the logical argument, and that is why intuition can be part of it though 
it is non-propositional. If so, if both of the arguments are different, then both the 
criteria and appraisal words are also supposed to be different. I propose that the 
evaluation of arguments associated with the field of epistemology is best understood 
in epistemological terms. Here are the desiderata.

3.5.1  Intuition Appears to Be a Crucial Part of the Relevant 
Thought Experiment

As indicated in the first chapter, epistemic intuition is genuinely elicitable by 
thought experiments (Colaço et al. 2014; Dennett 2013; Machery 2011; Gendler 
2007; Brendel 2004). For each of the examples discussed there, intuition captures 
something important about its fundamental structure. There may be several possible 
ways to interpret thought experiment in a way that fit this claim. Here is one: phi-
losophers explicitly make use of intuitions to construct their thought experiments or 
arguments. Thus, the charitable strategy I follow in such a situation is a non-removal 
strategy.

Simple Non-removal Strategy In almost every case, one cannot remove the rele-
vant intuition and have no significant effect on the essential constituent, lucidity and 
argumentative strictness of the argument. Therefore, intuition is a particular kind of 
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matter of which a thought experiment or an argument consists and which has a tan-
gible, solid presence.

By way of illustration only, and not by way of limitation, what follows are exam-
ples of non-removable intuition as a pivotal part that, combined with other pieces, 
makes up the whole, i.e., thought experiment or argument.

A typical case of that is Jackson’s thought experiment on Fred. Just try to con-
sider the Fred case without intuition: our having all the physical information about 
the subject won’t help us to know everything about his color experience. That is to 
say that even after we know everything about his brain processes, physiology, his-
tory, body, etc., something will still be left out. In case of removing this intuition, 
the thought experiment will make no sense. Thus, the worse thing one can do is to 
remove the intuition involved in the thought experiment and keep what remains.

In the same way, the intuition that the subject’s previous physical knowledge is 
incomplete serves an argumentative function in the text of the Mary case. It serves 
to complete the process of transitive reasoning that grounds the conclusion that 
‘physicalism is wrong.’ That is why, after releasing her from her black-and-white 
room, she will acquire more than all the physical information already known to her.

The same strategy works well in Searle’s Chinese Room case. It became clear, 
given the intuition that the computer (the protagonist of the story) lacks cognitive 
states, that the claim of artificial intelligence that an adequately programmed com-
puter can possess cognitive states just like the human mind is wrong. In a like man-
ner, in Chalmers’ Zombie case, the thought experiment could make sense by virtue 
of the intuition that the realm of Zombie or Zombie itself (the subject of the story) 
is, indeed, conceivable. The same is true, I suspect, in a very wide range of cases. In 
Cohen’s Lottery cases, it is clear, given the intuition in case 1 that the subject does 
not know that she will lose and in cases 2 & 3 that the subject knows that she will 
lose, that induction is not an unfailing ground for knowledge.

Paradigmatically, Lehrer cannot arrive at the conclusion that external reliabilism 
is wrong without going through the intuition that the subject Mr. Truetemp, does not 
know what the temperature is when he truly says what it is. Nor can Goldman con-
clude that our assessments change depending on the distinguishability or discrim-
inability of the situation without the ground of his two intuitions that are ‘Henry 
knows’ to ‘Henry does not know’. The same story goes for Gettier’s Smith-Jones 
example in which his intuition that Smith does not know the proposition ‘the one 
who will get the job has ten coins in his pocket’ is true justifies his conclusion that 
the analysis of knowledge as justified true belief sounds false. With the minimal 
revision, one can see that without the intuition that we do not refer to Schmidt when 
we use the name Gödel, Kripke’s Gödel–Schmidt thought experiment would lose 
much of its argumentative force. Last but not least, without the move from the intu-
ition that the subject is epistemically unjustified in believing that the President is in 
New  York City to the conclusion that external foundationalism is problematic, 
BonJour’s example of Norman will lose all of its argumentative significance.

The Non-removal Strategy will work, I suspect, if not in all, then at least in a very 
wide range of cases. All we have done is a careful study of the uses of intuition 
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which reveals that intuition often plays a significant argumentative role and that one 
cannot remove it without negatively affecting the overall argumentative transparency.

3.5.2  Thought Experiments Offer an Epistemic Argument

The authors of thought experiments just considered present them as ones where 
intuition seems to be part of a process of argument. Suppose that each of the exam-
ples above is structured as an argument; the question arises, why would this be? The 
answer depends on what an argument is and whether these examples are demarcated 
by this conception. The word ‘argument’ was defined by Monty Python’s famous 
sketch “Argument Clinic” as follows. “An argument is a connected series of state-
ments to establish a definite proposition.” One of these propositions is called the 
conclusion, and the rest of them are called premises. In (Goldman 1994, p. 27)’s 
words, “an argument is a set of sentences or propositions, one designated as conclu-
sion and the remainder as premises”. Is any list of propositions an argument?

The answer to this question, as this definition indicates, is no. In addition to such 
a list, language is the material out of which an argument is made. But even if we use 
language to make a list of statements, this list won’t be an argument without some 
terms, as in “therefore” in the following example. Statement one: All human beings 
have the inherent right to life. Statement two: Ram is a human being. Statement 
three: Therefore, Ram has the inherent right to life. The term “therefore” points out 
that the statement that comes after it is a conclusion. So, arguments include terms 
called conclusion markers such as therefore, hence, thus, then etc.

But the previous example may also take the following form: since Ram is a 
human being, and all human beings have the inherent right to life, Ram has the 
inherent right to life. In this case, it is the term “since” that points out that statements 
one and two lead to statement three or the conclusion. So, the argument also includes 
terms called premise makers, such as since, because, for, as etc. And both conclu-
sion and premise makers together are called argument makers because they turn a 
list of statements into an argument.

However, I propose that this formalization of argument applies to logic, not epis-
temology. Goldman supports this idea and writes:

There are several viable conceptions of a good argument. One such notion, the ‘logical’ 
notion ... While this is one legitimate conception of a good argument, it is not satisfactory 
for all purposes ... an epistemological sense of good argument is (also) extremely important 
(Goldman 1997, p. 159).

It is true that both logic and epistemology investigate adequate ways of reasoning. 
But while logic is interested in propositional reasoning, epistemology is more inter-
ested in how such reasoning leads to knowledge. Accordingly, it seems that for us to 
learn more about the concept of argument, it is better to distinguish between two 
types of it: logical and epistemological.
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Logical Argument it is one that consists merely of a list of propositions. How do 
the premises and conclusion affect the success of the argument? According to 
(Strawson 1952), a logician is interested in how statements are connected to each 
other. Suppose that we have found out all statements that are true about the world. 
And we draw out all the inferences we can from such statements. The logician only 
tells us whether what we claimed about the inferences – their validity - was really 
true. Were the inferences really valid? Were they really consistent? If so, that is good 
enough. If not, we have to figure out what went wrong. The logician is interested in 
how statements are connected both to each other and to the conclusion, regardless 
of whether or not the premises offer reasons why one should believe the conclusion. 
For example, if P implies Q, it does not follow that P is a reason for Q. Similarly, if 
“Humans are mammals” implies that “Humans are not reptiles”, it does not follow 
the former is a reason for one to believe the latter. The argument, in this sense, takes 
proposition to be the primary truth-bearers.

There are three basic types of argument: deductive, inductive, and conductive 
arguments.19 Deductive arguments are such that the truth of their premises guaran-
tees the truth of their conclusion. Deductive arguments are either/or things. A good 
deductive argument gives us conditional certainty. A bad one tells us nothing. On 
the other hand, inductive arguments are such that the truth of their premises makes 
the conclusion more or less probable. This means that inductive arguments can be 
either weak or strong. An example of a strong inductive argument: the sun has risen 
every day in the history of the universe. Therefore, the sun will rise tomorrow. 
Example of a weak inductive argument: every time I have seen Marianne. She has 
been wearing earrings. Therefore, the next time I see Marianne, she will be wearing 
earrings. Lastly, in a conductive argument, the premises individually offer support 
for the conclusion (Govier 2010). For instance, your words were hurtful to her. She 
is an unselfish and courageous worker. Therefore, you should not have spoken so 
harshly. A conductive argument can be either cogent, as in the previous example, or 
not cogent.

Logicians study arguments by studying valid arguments forms, arguments that 
are valid in virtue of their forms as opposed to their contents. With relatively few 
exceptions, this is true for most deductive arguments. Let us have a look at the fol-
lowing two examples of a deductive arguments. For instance: All men are mortal; 
Socrates is a man; therefore, Socrates is mortal. Second instance: All actions that 
produce the GHGN (The greatest happiness of the greatest number) are right; that 
action produced the GHGN; therefore, that action was right. The form of those two 
arguments is exactly the same: All As are B, S is A, and therefore, S is a B. Yet, the 
content of the two arguments is quite different. The first is an argument about 
Socrates and mortality. The second is about morality and GHGN.  The two 

19 Some logicians talk about more kinds of argument, such as mixed argument (i.e., it is built from 
both deductive and inductive arguments), argument from analogy, and so on. But I am not going to 
discuss them here because doing so does not serve the main purpose of this book.
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arguments are about completely different topics and content, but each of the argu-
ments has the same form.

Epistemic Argument it shares important features with a logical argument, such as 
language. Here also, language is the material out of which the argument is made. 
Epistemic arguments also share the idea of premises, conclusion and the types of 
argument with logical argument. But the focus here is not on premises and conclu-
sion as a list of propositions or statements.

Instead, its center of interest is on the argument, which, as noted in the first chap-
ter, does not consist of a list of propositions but epistemic reason(s) or evidence(s) 
produced for the claim that this or that theory is justified or unjustified. Reason(s) or 
evidence(s) produced within the argument are known either as premises or a conclu-
sion (i.e., the assertion that the premises are provided). Accordingly, the primary 
bearer of values here is not a proposition but the argument itself. A serious question 
arises here what is it for a premise or conclusion to have a reason? “A reason is a 
consideration in favor of acting or representing the world in a certain way” (Jenkin 
2020, p. 259). In other words, the epistemic reason is a basis for the belief in facts 
about the world. Given the fact that intuition is a mental state, as I have already 
argued in the second chapter, what does it mean for a state of intuition to have an 
epistemic reason as such? The answer given by (Jenkin 2020) is that “if a state is of 
a type that can be based on epistemic reasons, that makes it apt for epistemic evalu-
ation” (258). As we will see later, intuition is capable not only for having reason to 
accept it, but it itself can be epistemic reason on which another state, premise, etc., 
can be based.

In epistemic arguments, however, the arguer takes the argument itself to be sensi-
tive to evaluation. In this sense, I look at the argument as a tool used for the purpose 
of providing a good reason(s), evidence(s), or justification(s) to believe the conclu-
sion. For example, Statement one: All human beings have the inherent right to life. 
Statement two: Ram is a human being. Statement three: Therefore, Ram has the 
inherent right to life. You can see that statements one and two offer good epistemic 
reasons for believing the conclusion.

Following this line, one may see that argument usually takes one of the following 
forms: deductive, inductive, or conductive. Those three types of argument are com-
mon to both logic and epistemology. Nonetheless, both logic and epistemology 
interpret them differently. We have already seen how logic interprets them. 
Accordingly, in what follows, I will reconstruct the thought experiments discussed 
in the first chapter as an epistemologically deductive, inductive, or conductive argu-
ment. I predict that more detailed research of more cases will find more of the same. 
I will also show how what I identified there as intuition captures an important part 
of their fundamental structure, namely, epistemic reason in the way above-defined.

The first kind of argument epistemologists have given the most attention to is the 
deductive argument (Sinnott-Armstrong and Fogelin 2013). Epistemologists often 
frame their arguments in a deductive way where the argument usually flows from 
the general to the particular. A deductive argument derives the acceptability of a 
conclusion from the acceptability of premises. So, an example you will find in many 
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textbooks is the following. Statement one: All human beings are mortal. Statement 
two: Socrates is a human being. Statement three: Therefore, Socrates is mortal. You 
can see that if statement one and statement two are both accepted, statement three 
has to be accepted. They offer epistemic reason(s) for believing the conclusion. That 
is a good example of a deductively good argument. A good deductive argument is 
structured such that if the premises are true, the conclusion has to be so. But in an 
argument like this, most of the real work is done supporting the premises. So even 
though epistemologists often frame their arguments in terms of deductive proofs, 
most of the real work of epistemology is in supporting the premises, and this makes 
epistemology an evidential discipline. We look for evidence: are the premises proper?

Suppose someone has committed a murder. The police officer comes in to inves-
tigate. To that end, the detective starts picking up small pieces of stuff which can help 
to solve the crime. Thus, these small clues may or may not qualify as evidence. So, 
further investigations need to be conducted on the potential evidence to decide who 
is more likely than not to have murdered the victim. In epistemology, unlike logic, 
we at no time seek 100% or absolute certainty. Accordingly, investigators will be 
trying to build a sturdy case to successfully declare someone guilty beyond a reason-
able doubt. For that reason, they collect scattered bits of evidence and attempt to fit 
them well into a coherent story that makes the allegation that a certain person did the 
offense fit with the facts. Two things are noticeable regarding the method of the 
sleuth. One is that the case she constructs is accumulative. It is very rare for there to 
be a single part of the evidence that convicts the criminal. There commonly is a large 
number of segments of evidence: fingerprints, witnesses, receipts, and all kinds of 
things that helped to locate the suspect where the offense was committed. It is an 
accumulative case. Secondly, what the entire approach points out is something that 
we can call a fitting-ness way of dealing with issues: how does one well fit all these 
bits of evidence together into a cohesive story to present it as a good argument?

This may well be what transpired in most of the thought experiments discussed 
in the first chapter.20 If anything constitutes a paradigmatic use of this sense of argu-
ment, it is Jackson’s Fred thought experiment. The argument takes the following 
simple form: physicalism holds that all mental states can be understood merely by 
means of physical terms. Fred’s color experience shows that physicalism leaves out 
at least some mental states like ‘qualia’ or ‘raw feels.’ For having all the physical 
information about him won’t help us to know everything about his color experience. 
Therefore, physicalism is an unattractive view. In the same vein, in Jackson’s Mary 
example, the argument goes as follows. Physicalism holds that everything can be 
understood merely by means of physical terms. Mary, who learned everything about 
the physical world in a black-and-white room, will learn about other colors existing 
in the world once released from that room. This shows that Mary’s previous physi-
cal knowledge is not enough to account for all that she knows. Therefore, the thesis 
of physicalism is mistaken.

20 In what follows, I will reconstruct those thought experiments as different kinds of epistemic 
arguments italicizing what was identified as intuition about each case.
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Furthermore, functionalism or computationalism holds that the human brain or 
mind is computer-like with an information-processing system that operates on for-
mal symbols. The Chinese room thought experiment shows that both the computer 
and mind fulfill computational operations. But computers lack the cognitive states 
that the mind has. Therefore, the mind is more than a computer program, and func-
tionalism or computationalism about the mind is problematic. Likewise, the argu-
mentative flow in Chalmers’ Zombie case goes as follows. If physicalism, the view 
that physical stuff is enough to explain consciousness, is right, then there should be 
no possibility for there to be a world that is physically identical to but lack some 
components (e.g. consciousness) of ours. But zombies, which are creatures that are 
physically our duplicates but lack our conscious experiences, are conceivable or 
knowable. Therefore, physicalism is false.

In the same way, we can read Cohen’s Lottery cases as follows. If fallibilism is 
right, then induction is enough ground for obtaining true knowledge. Cohen’s 
Lottery cases show that this is not always the case: in case 1, the subject does not 
inductively know that she will lose; in case 2&3, the subject inductively knows that 
she will lose. So, fallibilism is not suitable, and induction is not enough ground for 
obtaining true knowledge.

Goldman’s Fake Barn argument goes as follows. One knows that something is 
the case if and only if it is not accidental that one is right about its being the case. 
The subject of the thought experiment Henry knows in the first scenario but not in 
the second. Therefore, what determines whether our assessment is true or false is 
the distinguishability or discriminability of the situation. In addition, in Gettier’s 
Smith-Jones ten coins case, the example is meant to work as an epistemic defeater 
of the evidentiary status of the concept of knowledge as justified true belief. The 
structure of the argument goes as follows. The boss told Smith that Jones would be 
offered the job, and Smith himself had already checked and got to know that Jones 
had ten coins in his pocket. Smith has a strong and true justification for believing 
that the one who will get the job has ten coins in his pocket. Smith, in the end, was 
offered the job, and it was unknown to him that he himself had ten coins in his 
pocket; hence Smith does not know the proposition ‘the one who will get the job has 
ten coins in his pocket’ is true. Therefore, the concept of knowledge as justified true 
belief is undermined.

Moreover, attacking descriptivism, according to which a proper name with a 
definite description associated with it refers to an object of the world, Kripke’s 
Gödel–Schmidt case proceeds as follows. The proper name “Gödel” is associated 
with the definite description as the author of the incompleteness theorems. Gödel 
stole the script of the theorem from its real author Schmidt and published it in his 
name. But we do not refer to Schmidt when we use the name, Gödel. Therefore, 
descriptivism is mistaken.

Additionally, in Norman the clairvoyant case, BonJour criticizes the externalist 
version of foundationalism which holds that justified belief is an instance of knowl-
edge even if the believer does not know what justifies it. Here is the argument. For 
a belief to be justified, the believer should know what justifies it. The subject of the 
thought experiment, Norman, believes that the President is in New York City though 
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he has no evidence either for or against this belief (i.e., he does not know what justi-
fies it). Therefore, Norman’s belief is not an instance of knowledge, and the exter-
nalist version of foundationalism is false.

Another kind of argument is the one commonly referred to as an inductive argu-
ment (Juthe 2005). An inductive argument consists of inductively strong premises 
so that the conclusion is likely correct. An example is an argument of the form: 95% 
of the people in New York are democrats. Jones is from New York. Therefore, Jones 
is a Democrat. As we can read from the example, the premises of an inductive argu-
ment can be justified a posteriori; the argument flows from and through what is 
particular to what is general, and the premises of a correct inductive argument give 
rise only to a probable conclusion.

This may well be what transpired in the Truetemp case in which Lehrer argues 
against the externalist form of reliabilism, the view that the belief-world connection 
is sufficient to obtain reliable knowledge regardless of how this connection is made. 
Here, to remind the reader is the argument setup. The head of the protagonist of the 
thought experiment, Mr. Truetemp, head has been implanted by an unusual but reli-
able device. The device acts as a sensor to transmit information about the tempera-
ture to the computational system in the brain. Mr. Truetemp can tell what the 
temperature of any place is by like that. But so, the intuition goes, Mr. Truetemp 
does not know what the temperature is when he truly says what it is. Therefore, the 
externalist form of reliabilism appears to be woefully misguided.

A third and last category of arguments that have been given attention is called a 
conductive argument (Govier 2010). In a conductive argument, the premises do not 
need to be linked together; rather, they individually offer support for the conclusion. 
The support provided by the premises need not be considered collectively in deter-
mining the evaluation of the conclusion. Like in a standard inductive argument, 
where we cannot be provided with a certain conclusion but only a probable one, a 
conductive argument provides us only a probable conclusion; yet, it is considered a 
good argument. The difference between inductive and conductive arguments is that 
in the former, the premises collectively support the conclusion, while in the latter, 
the premises individually determine the evaluation of the conclusion. Here is an 
example of a conductive argument. We have no clouds in the sky. The weather fore-
cast channel reported that it would be sunny in the coming 2 weeks. Therefore, rain 
most likely won’t be seen tomorrow.

This may be what happened in the Charles experiment which (Nichols et  al.  
2003) called the ‘Truetemp case’. In this experiment, the argument runs as follows. 
32% of Westerns intuited that Charles knew. 12% of East Asians intuited that 
Charles knew. Therefore, folk epistemic intuitions most probably are not universal. 
Or, 68% of Westerns intuited that Charles did not know. 88% of East Asians intuited 
that Charles did not know. Therefore, folk epistemology most likely is not universal.

If the above argumentation is true, then we end up with two points: (1) thought 
experiments are structured as arguments and (2) intuitions are essential elements of 
the very arguments (thought experiments) they are parts of. If so, if (1) and (2) are 
true, then we are required to have more specific queries in mind. It seems that we 
have frittered away hours of valuable time asking and trying to answer a trivial 
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question which could easily have been settled by changing its subject. That is, the 
question of whether intuition qualifies as an evidential source of knowledge was 
unsuitable, and it is here where we need to stop posing it. This evaluation question 
should have, instead, been asked but on the argument of which intuition was a part. 
If this is the case, I still have to answer some further questions in that domain: what 
and how is an argument capable of having a label for being denied or accepted? 
Bearing in mind the above distinction between the nature and structure of logical 
and epistemic arguments, they also should be evaluated differently. In what follows, 
I will try to clarify this difference in evaluation.

3.5.3  Evaluating Logical Argument

Like other evaluations, a logical appraisal requires standards an argument needs to 
meet in order to be worth commending and thereby not condemning. (Sinnott- 
Armstrong and Fogelin 2013) determine the main standard for assessing arguments, 
namely, validity with two subsidiaries: truth and soundness. An argument is said to 
be valid if and only if the content of the conclusion follows from the content of the 
premises. Otherwise, it is said to be invalid. That is, for an argument to be valid or 
consistent, the truth of its conclusion follows from the truth of all of its premises. 
The truth of a logical statement or proposition depends on its reliability. In 
Schechter’s words:

We can understand the claim that we are reliable about logic as the following thesis: the 
logical propositions we believe (upon reflection and discussion) are by-and-large true and 
the logical propositions we disbelieve (upon reflection and discussion) are by-and-large 
false (Schechter 2010, p. 438).

We infer this reliability from the consistency of the stated rule or measure. 
Ennis writes:

In the area of internal consistency of tests, I noted the use of the word “reliability” to refer 
to consistency of repeated measure and the use of internal consistency as an indicator of this 
“reliability” (Ennis 1984, p. 8).

Pushing the discussion back to validity, just consider the following argument that 
passes the test for validity. All philosophers are thinkers. Socrates is a philosopher. 
Therefore, Socrates is a thinker. This is a valid argument because if the two premises 
are true, then there is no way for the conclusion to be false. Contrast this argument 
with the following example. If it is raining, then the ground is wet. The ground is 
wet. Therefore, it is raining. This argument is invalid because the truth of the two 
premises does not entail the truth of the conclusion. The ground could be wet 
because of different reasons other than rain. The ground could be wet because the 
sprinkler system could be on, for example.

But an argument might be valid even when some (or all) of its premises are false. 
For example, All fathers are male. Wisam is a father. Wisam is male. This argument 
meets the standard of validity: if the premises are true, it follows that the conclusion 
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is also true. Nevertheless, the argument might not be true. In (Strawson 1952)’s 
words, it does not correspond with the facts. Suppose that Wisam is a mother. She 
has this name because she is Syrian, and in Syria, the name Wisam can be given to 
both males and females. Suppose further that Wisam, due to some abnormal hor-
monal activity, has all the physical qualities commonly associated with men, such 
as facial hair and small breasts. In this case, the second premise is false and accord-
ingly, the argument is not free from defects. What all this means is that validity and 
truth are not the same things; they are two different things. It also means that for an 
argument to be good, all of its premises need to be true. Moreover, when an argu-
ment is valid, and its premises are true, we say it is sound. If it does not meet one or 
both of these standards, it is said to be unsound.

So far, I have been basically concerned with deductive arguments that are 
intended to meet the standards of validity. However, many arguments do not aim at 
satisfying these standards. Inductive arguments, for example, are intended to meet 
the standard of strength. Such arguments are planned to be appraised as strong or 
weak in accordance with the strength or weakness their premises offer to the con-
clusions. Here is an example of an inductive argument. All observed swans are 
white. The bird on top of my friend’s roof is a swan. Then, most likely, it is white. 
This is a strong inductive argument. But the swan which has not yet been observed 
might be black. In this case, the argument will be weaker than before, yet it still has 
some force. The degree of its strength is less, but its premises can still provide sup-
port for the conclusion. In view of that, an inductive argument can offer only defea-
sible, partial, and gradual clues to the conclusion.

Last but not least, to evaluate a conductive argument, we have to assess the 
cogency of its premises (Govier 2010). A cogent argument means that the premises 
are acceptable (i.e., there is no available body of fact or information that they are 
false), they are relevant to the conclusion (i.e., both the premises and conclusion 
hang together well), and they together pave the way for the conclusion. Here is an 
example. Mary and John kissed each other. They celebrated Valentine’s together. 
Therefore, they love each other. In light of the standard of cogency, this argument is 
cogent; because the premises are acceptable. Also, they are relevant to and collec-
tively lead to the conclusion. If they were otherwise, this argument would not 
be cogent.

Having gone through presented how logical evaluation can be done and what are 
its appraising words, I shall be attempting, in what follows, to show how epistemic 
evaluation can be done and how that is possible in epistemically appraising terms.

3.5.4  Evaluating Epistemic Argument

Epistemic evaluation of an argument does not have the same aims and hence is not 
subject to exactly the same standards as a valid, strong or cogent argument. An 
epistemological approach to argument evaluation already has some proponents in 
the work of (Goldman 2003; Lumer 1991; Biro and Siegel 1992, 1997; Hoffmann 
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2005; Pinto 2001, chaps. 2–3; Feldman 1994; Govier 1992; Blair and Johnson 
1987). There are then precedents for an epistemic approach to argument evaluation. 
Following this growing literature in epistemology, I hope that the following com-
ments will add some contribution to its further manifestation and support.

To my knowledge, epistemology is the area of philosophy that concerns itself 
with the issue of knowledge and its nature, source and limits. Also, epistemology is 
the study of those things closely related to knowledge, such as justification, justifi-
cation’s relation to knowledge, whether having justified belief is possible at all, 
whether one can have justified belief due to internal or external factors, the value of 
knowledge, and so on and so forth. From this, one can proceed to extrapolate that 
“what makes a good argument good is its suitability for producing justified belief in 
its conclusion by means of justified belief in its premises” (Goldman 2003, p. 54). 
In other words, in epistemic evaluation, an argument needs to meet an interesting 
type of standard that has been largely overlooked by practitioners of logic, namely 
the standard of justifiedness. If, in the logical appraisal, an argument needs to meet 
some or all of the following standards of validity, strength, or cogency in order to be 
worth commending and thereby not condemning, in the epistemic appraisal, an 
argument needs to meet the standard of justifiedness. In light of that, an argument is 
epistemically good if and only if it produces justified beliefs both in its conclusion 
as well as premises.

To see this, consider Gettier’s Smith Jones ten coins example. First premise: the 
boss tells Smith that Jones will be offered the job, and Smith himself has already 
checked and got to know that Jones has ten coins in his pocket. Second premise: 
Smith has a good reason or justification for believing that the one who will get the 
job has ten coins in his pocket. Third premise: Smith, in the end, was offered the job, 
and it was unknown to him that he himself had ten coins in his pocket. Conclusion: 
Therefore, Smith does not know even though he has a justified true belief.

This is epistemically a justified argument because the first premise is a supplier 
of twofold justification: the boss’s testimony and Smith’s observation that Jones has 
ten coins in his pocket. That being so, the first premise provides a ready supply of 
justification that makes Smith at least fairly well justified to proceed and infer the 
belief expressed in the second premise. As it happens, too, the third premise shows 
that this belief –although truly justified- is not correct as it was expected to be. For 
Smith was offered the job, and he himself has ten coins in his pocket. So, says 
Gettier, Smith, by random chance, got to know that the guy who will acquire the job 
has ten coins in his pocket. And that is enough justification that justified true belief 
is not sufficient to explain knowledge. It turns out that Gettier’s conclusion that the 
concept of knowledge as justified true belief is undermined is justified. Again, the 
argument as a whole is justified because it produced justified belief in its conclusion 
by means of justified beliefs in its premises.

This is true for all thought experiments considered in the first chapter. Let us take 
a look at one more example, namely, BonJour’s clairvoyant Norman, which is epis-
temically a justified argument, because the first premise, namely, “for a belief to be 
justified, the believer should know what justifies it,” provides a conceptual frame-
work of justification that in turn shows why the second premise “the subject of the 
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thought experiment Norman believes that the President is in New York City though 
he has no evidence either for or against this belief (i.e. he does not know what justi-
fies it)” is not justified. Together, these two premises are enough justification for 
BonJour’s conclusion expressed in the third premise that Norman’s belief expressed 
in the second premise is not an instance of knowledge, and the externalist version of 
foundationalism is void.

After all, epistemologists study arguments by studying not only argument forms 
but rather the content of the argument plays a significant role in the process of evalu-
ation. That is the reason why two arguments may have the same form but com-
pletely contradicting content and different epistemic values, as in Cohen’s Lottery 
Cases and Goldman’s Fake Barn case. However, while logicians try to get validity 
and certainty, the goodness of any epistemic argument is cumulative: the whole 
approach is something that we could call a fitting-ness approach. That is, how do we 
well fit all these pieces of evidence together into one story to support its justified-
ness? Hence, as a piece of evidence in an argument, intuition has epistemic value as 
long as it fits well with other pieces into one story to support its justifiedness.

If so, then it is natural to think that if an argument is of a type that can be based 
on epistemic reasons provided both by its premises and conclusion, that makes it apt 
for epistemic evaluation in terms of justification. The proposal here is construing the 
epistemic nature of intuitions as externalistic. The epistemic role of intuitions 
depends on the contingent facts of their aptness for making arguments apt for epis-
temic evaluation as justified. In this way, I am denying that the mental states of 
intuitions have epistemic status in any intrinsic way, by one merely having them or 
in their own rights. Intuition does not stand as evidence alone; it is part of a whole, 
where the main issue is whether this whole has enough parts that justify taking a 
stand on any issue.

However, to bolster the distinction between logical-epistemic evaluation and 
appraising terms, it is useful here to recall that Strawson has drawn a distinction 
between different types of appraisals. When one says that an object is beautiful, one 
is appraising it aesthetically. When one says that a person is good, one is appraising 
him ethically. In the same way, when we say that one’s statements are consistent or 
inconsistent, one’s argument is valid or invalid, etc., we are appraising the person’s 
statements logically (Strawson 1952). Following this line, I have argued so far that 
when one says that an argument is justified or unjustified, one is appraising it epis-
temically. There are various kinds of appraisals; the epistemic appraisal is only one 
of many different (but legitimate) models.

Given the fact that validity is the logical value of argument depending on the 
truth of its premises and conclusions as being a reliable indicator of their consis-
tency, contemporary epistemologists, I think, have confused logical appraisal with 
epistemic one while arguing about the issue of reliability or unreliability of intu-
itions; and this has confused the issue rather than illuminating it. Validity (in case of 
argument), truth (in case of premises and conclusion), and soundness (in case of 
both valid argument and true premises and conclusion) are the main values logicians 
use in their evaluation. They are the essential objects of logical appraisal, where we 
declare a man’s remarks to be consistent or inconsistent. We contradict him, and, in 

3 The Epistemic Status of Intuitions



119

doing so, we make an appeal to a counter-assertion of our own about the subject of 
his remarks (Strawson 1952, P. 1–5). If so, if validity, truth, reliability and consis-
tency come under the category of logical standards and keeping in mind that the 
three positions on the epistemic status of intuitions considered in this chapter focus 
mainly on their reliability, then they just use the wrong evaluation standard to evalu-
ate intuitions.

On the other hand, this is unlikely to be an adequate strategy for the purpose of 
epistemic evaluation. The epistemologist considers all competing and incompatible 
arguments, questioning them depending on whether or not a theory offers a good 
ground for plausible justifications in favor of it. More precisely, the criteria for the 
evaluation of epistemic arguments are different from those of logic. Unless episte-
mologists recognize the uniqueness of epistemic criteria, the epistemic appraisal 
words will continue to be used as if they were words of logical appraisal.

However, what if justifications conflict among epistemic peers? What if, for 
example, two epistemic peers epistemically evaluating an epistemic argument do so 
differently: one says it is epistemically justified, and the other says it is not? I will 
try to address this question in the next section.

3.5.5  Justifiedness and the Challenge of Disagreement

We, more often than not, disagree with others in philosophy. For that reason, we 
cannot be confident in the justification of an arguer’s belief when we realize that 
everyone is an epistemic peer with conflicting evidence. In other words, suppose 
that it is true that an argument is epistemically good because it produces justified 
beliefs in its conclusion as well as premises. And suppose further that the evidence 
that justifies those beliefs is controversial and polemically gives rise to disagree-
ment among epistemic peers. In such a case, it is not clear what argument is epis-
temically good and what is not. The evaluative question arises whether we should 
continue considering it a good argument or shall we discard it. This would, there-
fore, keep issues such as the epistemic standard of justifications in question since 
we do not know whether or not the relevant argument has a certain property that is 
epistemically worth commending or not commending. However, epistemic dis-
agreement is one of the central ideas around which recent epistemic thinking 
revolves. There are, however, two main positions on this issue found in the recent 
literature. Here are their basic ideas.

On the one hand, some argue that disagreement is not possible and, accordingly, 
it has no effect on the evidence that justifies beliefs. This view is called the unique-
ness thesis, which holds that “there is a unique rational response to any particular 
body of evidence” (Kopec and Titelbaum 2016, p. 189). That is, the same particular 
evidence does not, on its own, in fact, entail divergent justified appraisals amongst 
epistemic peers. To put it simply, E (evidence) on its own justifies B (belief). 
Roughly speaking, “it cannot be that epistemic peers who have shared their evi-
dence can reasonably come to different conclusions” (Feldman 2011, p. 156). The 

3.5 The Desiderata for an Account of the Epistemic Status of Intuition



120

camp of impermissivists or the authors who are sympathetic to the uniqueness thesis 
includes (Feldman 2006, 2007; Christensen 2007, 2009; White 2005, 2007, 2013; 
Matheson 2011, 2015; Horowitz 2014; and many more others).

On the other hand, permissivists or authors who are sympathetic to the anti- 
uniqueness thesis hold that “given the same total evidence, two rational subjects can 
hold different views” (Dogramaci and Horowitz 2016, p. 130). That is, disagree-
ment is of great epistemic weight. For given the subjective, instrumental, relative, 
social, cultural, etc. factors that affect the relevant evidence, the same particular 
evidence does, in fact, give rise to divergent justified appraisals amongst epistemic 
peers. For example, religious disagreements have their consequence concerning 
epistemic obligations: when two epistemic peers with very different religious views 
dispute some matter, “the parties enter the discussion with different starting points 
that affect their judgment of what is evidentially significant and how it should be 
weighed” (Holley 2013, p. 36). Among authors who support the negation of the 
uniqueness thesis are (Rosen 2001; Douven 2009; Titelbaum 2010; Ballantyne and 
Coffman 2011; Brueckner and Bundy 2012; Decker 2012; Rosa 2012; Kelly 2010, 
2013; Meacham 2014; Peels and Booth 2014; Schoenfield 2014; Kopec 2015; 
Weber 2017; Barz 2019).

Having mentioned the two main positions on the topic of epistemic disagree-
ment, I am required, in what follows, to try to resolve the dilemma. To respond to 
the challenge from variation in justifications, one may, I submit, distinguish between 
two types of justification: local and global.21 An argument is locally justified if 
beliefs arise in its conclusion and premises are justified by local evidence or local 
operative settings such as subjective, instrumental, relative, social, cultural, seman-
tic etc. factors that affect the relevant evidence which accordingly gives rise to 
divergent justified appraisals amongst epistemic peers.

Consider Goldman’s Fake Barn case. As mentioned above, the thought experi-
ment was utilized to address the question of how the variability in our intuitive 
assessments can be explained. We must keep reminding ourselves that the argument 
runs as follows. One’s knowledge that something is the case should not be at all 
accidental. We assess that Henry knows in the first scenario but not in the second. 
Therefore, the condition-based value of our intuitive assessments is determinable 
depending on the distinguishability or discriminability of the situation. Suppose a 
Kripkean like (Mizrahi 2016) reads this thought experiment; he won’t agree that the 
concept of knowledge is not met. He will argue that Henry uses the word ‘barn’ in 
terms of the speaker’s reference (i.e., what to the speaker Henry looks like a barn, 
which could have easily been a barn façade) and not in terms of semantic reference 
(i.e., the one real barn). Accordingly, Mizrahi will argue that, on the basis of these 
details, if we are asked, we will intuitively say that Henry knows what he perceived 
in both scenarios. And the Fake Barn case failed to show that there is a little bit of 
justifiedness in our intuitive assessments. If this is correct, then due to subjective, 

21 It is worth mentioning that (Goldman 1997) offers different classifications of justification. For 
him, there are social, personal and interpersonal justifications. He argues that a good epistemic 
argument must be guided by interpersonal justification.
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instrumental, semantic etc., factors, the same body of evidence gives rise to diver-
gent justifications amongst at least two epistemic peers, as in the case of Goldman 
and Mizrahi.

An epistemic argument is globally justified if the conclusion and premises are 
justified by widely shared evidence which accordingly gives rise to almost similar 
justification amongst epistemic peers. By widely shared evidence, I do not mean 
that there should be almost complete unanimity on the evidence at hand. Nor do I 
mean that there should be agreed by the majority of people on the evidence at hand. 
What I mean is that regardless of any unanimity, an epistemic argument is globally 
justified if beliefs arising in its conclusion and premises are justified by good evi-
dence from an epistemic point of view.

If so, we are required to tell what this particular epistemic point of view could be. 
It is defined by the aim of excluding coincidentally true belief from knowledge. 
That is to say; it helps us to maximize rightfulness and minimize fallaciousness in 
beliefs, as in Gettier’s original counterexamples where every premise plays the role 
of justification maker for the next premise. For these reasons and others, I take epis-
temic evidence to be a mental state relevant to justified belief. We determine it by 
considering the role or function it plays in argument, i.e., having an epistemic 
reason(s) that enables it to justify the belief(s) arising in the next premise. Building 
off those insights, I submit that an argument that has such kind of evidence is epis-
temically justified. The crucial point is that an argument that has justified beliefs in 
its conclusion and premises, which are justified by local evidence(s) is justified 
subjectively, instrumentally, semantically, socially, etc. but not epistemically.

3.6  Concluding Remarks

In this chapter, I have developed an account of the epistemic status of intuitions. By 
showing the shortcomings of the arguments of reliablists, skeptics, and perspectival 
relativists regarding the epistemic status of intuitions, I have shown that the eviden-
tial status of intuition does not depend on it itself, rather it rests on its being com-
bined with other pieces to make up a whole —thought experiment or argument. The 
main failure of the aforesaid pros and cons accounts of the evidential status of intu-
ition is that they evaluate intuition separately. Alternatively, in my view, intuition 
has evidential status if and only if it plays a role in making up an epistemically justi-
fied argument.

I think that my picture of the nature of epistemic intuitions and their evidential 
role can be summarized as follow. Intuition is an intentional mental state. But it is 
non-propositional, non-phenomenal, and individuated by its origin, i.e., thought 
experiment. And such intuition transcends the traditional a priori-a posteriori dis-
tinction. Furthermore, epistemic intuition arises from an epistemic thought experi-
ment, which, in turn, is structured as an epistemic argument that is, in nature, 
different from a logical one. There is an important and crucial distinction between 
epistemic and logical evaluation. For that reason, the epistemic argument needs to 
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be evaluated by epistemic standards and not logical ones. If so, the question of epis-
temic status does not apply to intuition separately. Rather, it is applicable to the 
argument itself, which can be either epistemically justified or unjustified or non- 
epistemically justified or unjustified. When it is epistemically justified, it is so by 
virtue of widely shared evidence(s). Given the fact that it is a mental state with an 
epistemic reason which enables it to play the role of evidence, intuition has epis-
temic weight, depending on how much it helps us to build the epistemic justified-
ness of the argument.

Now that we have articulated an account of both the nature of epistemic intu-
itions and their evidential status, we are in a position to assess the immunity of its 
arguments. One way to do this is to show that it does not fall victim to such argu-
ments offered by ‘intuition-deniers’ who—like Timothy Williamson, Max Deutsch, 
and Herman Cappelen —typically direct their attention to rejecting the claim that 
epistemologists accept intuition-based epistemology, especially at face value.22 It is 
to that task I now turn.

22 Those philosophers were called ‘intuition-deniers’ by (Nado 2016).
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Chapter 4
Epistemic Intuition in Light 
of Intuition-Deniers

4.1  Introduction

As noted in the previous chapter, several views about intuition – reliabilism, skepti-
cism and perspectival relativism – hold that intuitions play a central role in philo-
sophical theorizing.1 Reliabilism believes that these intuitions function directly as 
evidence in philosophical arguments. Not less importantly, skepticism asserts that 
intuitions are usually thought to play such a role, although this is an inappropriate 
role for intuitions to play. And perspectival relativism admits that intuitions can be 
taken as a relative source of evidence. Accordingly, it seems as if contemporary 
analytic philosophers often use intuition as evidence in their philosophizing. I will 
refer to this sort of thinking as centrality.2 Contrary to that, several philosophers 
have recently raised different objections to this thesis of intuition-based evidence 
denying the claim that philosophers centrally depend on intuitions as evidence. 
Thus, intuition-deniers present a serious challenge to the claim of intuition-based 
evidence in philosophy.3

The main goal of this last chapter is to assess the quality of the account of the 
nature, and epistemic role of intuition defended in the previous chapters in light of 
some of the main current objections that have denied its evidential role. Since the 
literature on this topic is huge and has lately been increasing at an exponential rate, 
I will only attempt to look at a few key objections to intuitions as evidence.4 

1 That is not to say that those philosophers are saying that intuition serves as playing the only sub-
stantial or even the most evidentially vital role in philosophy. They only claim that intuition has a 
central evidential role to play in philosophy without denying that there may be some other entity 
which equally plays a centric role.
2 I borrow the term “centrality” from (Cappelen 2012).
3 I will refer to this sort of objection as the “anti-centrality” response.
4 Main proponents of the theses of intuition-deniers include (e.g., Gendler 2007; Earlenbaugh and 
Molyneux 2009, 2010; Molyneux 2014; Ichikawa and Jarvis 2013).
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Specifically; I will focus on the following views: the thesis of anti-centrality given 
by Herman Cappelen, the philosophical method of using counterfactual condition-
als given by Timothy Williamson, and Max Deutsch’s view of anti-intuition-based 
methods of analytic philosophy.

While there are crucial differences between Williamson, Deutsch and Cappelen, 
all of them are inclined to adopt the extreme view that intuition never plays any 
evidential role in philosophy. More precisely, they mainly argue (1) against psy-
chologizing the evidence in philosophy: intuition is a psychological event, and by 
considering it as evidence in philosophy, one psychologizes the idea of philosophi-
cal evidence, (2) due to the disagreement among philosophers at the level of the 
concept of intuition, they also express skepticism toward whether there is a referent 
of the term ‘intuition’ at all and (3) they attempt to prove that philosophers develop 
views not by means of intuition, but via argument.

In this chapter, I shall defend centrality by discussing these three lines of argu-
ment and responding to them, showing that they fail to affect the account of intu-
ition I attempted to establish in the previous chapters. Before proceeding, it may be 
useful to explain centrality clearly. It is a descriptive claim about the role most 
meta-philosophers give to intuition. It is not a normative claim implying that intu-
ition must play its present role. However, it describes the use of intuition in philoso-
phy. It does not describe philosophers as thinking of themselves as granting intuition 
a crucial evidential role.

This chapter will be divided up into five parts. In Sect. 4.2, I present and discuss 
Cappelen’s, Williamson’s, and Deutsch’s intuition-rejecting accounts. In Sect. 4.3, I 
describe the main three intuition-rejecting arguments the above-mentioned accounts 
consist of. In Sect. 4.4, I show how these arguments fail to have any effect on my 
account. And then, I close this chapter with some concluding remarks.

4.2  Revisiting the Accounts of Intuition-Deniers

Before I turn to look at each of their arguments, however, I now briefly revisit each 
of the accounts of intuition-deniers to restate their tasks and goals as conceived and 
illustrated in their own texts. Otherwise, the cart will seem to be as if it is put before 
the horse.

4.2.1  Cappelen’s Thesis of Anti-centrality

Given the epistemologists’ various positions and arguments for and/or against intu-
itions discussed in the previous chapters, most philosophers have been encouraged 
to believe the thesis of centrality by which Cappelen intends to mean “the claim that 
contemporary analytic philosophers rely extensively on intuitions as evidence” 
(Cappelen 2012, p.  1). Cappelen questions this thesis by posing a humble 
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supervisory question: is it true that contemporary analytic philosophers rely on intu-
itions as evidence? (Cappelen 2014b). The answer, he argues, is that centrality is 
simply a false descriptive claim about what philosophers do while philosophizing 
(Cappelen and Winblad 1999; Cappelen 2014a). Instead, as Cappelen observes, it is 
not true that “philosophers in general rely on intuitions as evidence when they do 
philosophy” (Cappelen 2012, p. 3). In fact, this is what he suggests as the thesis of 
anti-centrality. However, Cappelen attempts to refute centrality by evaluating and 
then undermining two main arguments given by proponents of centrality in favor of 
it: the argument from intuition-talk and the argument from philosophical practice.

According to the argument from intuition-talk, many contemporary philosophers 
engage in intuition-talk in the way that such talk is crucial in serving as evidence to 
their philosophizing. Taking those philosophers at their word, Cappelen argues that 
in English as well as in contemporary philosophy, there is a variety of uses of 
intuition- terminology and cognate terms but in a promiscuous way. That is to say 
that intuition-terminology “is used, but with a sense that doesn’t support centrality, 
i.e., it isn’t used to denote a kind of judgment or mental state that serves as evidence 
or a source of evidence)” (Cappelen 2012, p. 25). This indiscriminate usage endorses 
the claim that philosophers do rely on intuition as evidence while theorizing.

Cappelen starts from the observation that there is a sharp difference in the use of 
intuition-terminology between ordinary speakers and intuition-theorists. According 
to him, the ordinary usage of intuition-terminology is quite thin. For example, in 
order to understand the relevant features of the noun ‘intuition’, he begins to inquire 
what things the adjective ‘intuitive’, the adverb ‘intuitively’, and the word ‘seem’ 
are applicable to in ordinary English. He finds that, in ordinary English, the adjec-
tive ‘intuitive’ and the adverb ‘intuitively’ can be applied to a variety of different 
kinds of acts and entities such as gadgets, melodies, singing, operating systems, 
Basketball video game passing, ways of stating arguments or points, connections 
with people, chess playing, dance partnerships, speech acts, propositions, ways of 
knowing, remarks, philosophy and claims. As things stand, “there is one feature that 
stands out when these cases are considered: there is some kind of ease, effortless-
ness, or spontaneity involved” (Cappelen 2012, p. 33). This is not to say that the 
relevant things can be performed without relying on immediate perception (e.g., 
dancing), chains of reasoning (e.g., playing chess) or memory (e.g., singing).

Cappelen also makes two other interesting observations: first, what those acts 
and entities inform us is that the ordinary usage of ‘intuitive’ and ‘intuitively’ is 
context-sensitive. In particular, ‘intuitive’ is gradable in the sense that a proposition 
can be intuitive to a certain degree. As a gradable adjective, according to Cappelen, 
‘intuitive’ is context-sensitive because whether it is true of something depends on 
the comparison class, which is fixed by the context. Second, ordinary speakers often 
use ‘intuitively’ and cognate terms to express a hedged attitude towards a judgment. 
By the term ‘hedge,’ it is meant “an expression that functions, at least in part, to 
weaken the speaker’s commitment to the embedded sentence” (Cappelen 2012, 
p. 36). They frequently say ‘intuitively p’ in cases where they are unsure of the judg-
ment that p, flagging a weaker commitment to their claim. Uses of ‘intuitively’ and 
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cognate terms, such as ‘apparently’, ‘seems’, ‘believe’ and ‘think’ are examples of 
those hedges.

However, the noun ‘intuition’ is used in the same way the adverbial and adjecti-
val forms are utilized. To show that this is the case, Cappelen discusses many 
straightforward examples restricting his “attention to cases where the object of intu-
ition is something propositional and truth-evaluable ... and the act in question is a 
judgment” (Cappelen 2012, p. 39). In light of this, the content of what is assumed 
in non-philosophical and non-scientific literature as the ‘faculty of intuition’ or the 
‘sixth sense’ is just ‘BLAH’ and not evidence or source of evidence. Proponents of 
centrality may say that its support comes from the use of terms such as ‘seem’. 
Giving many examples, Cappelen responds to those who equate ‘seem’ and ‘intui-
tive’ that ‘seem’ is often used in ordinary English to function as a hedge term, and 
it is not universally interchangeable with ‘intuitive’.

On the other hand, most theorists of intuition, according to Cappelen, regard 
intuition as a mental state with at least one of the following three features. First, 
intuitions have a special phenomenology. Second, intuitions are based on nothing 
but the conceptual competence of the subject. Third, intuitions justify, but they 
themselves don’t need further justification.

After noting these differences between intuition-theorists and ordinary speakers, 
Cappelen proceeds to discuss most philosophers’ intuition-talk. On his view, the 
claim of centrality proponents that philosophers do not use intuition-terminology as 
it is often defectively used in colloquial English, but rather, they constructively use 
it in a theoretical or technical way in which it refers to a mental state with any of the 
above three features playing the role of evidence seems far-fetched, simply because:

there is no agreed upon definition of ‘intuition’. There are no agreed upon paradigms. There 
is minimal unity in usage between different schools and subdisciplines and there is no 
group of experts within the discipline who agree on how the term should be used (Cappelen 
2012, p. 52).

It is difficult to define ‘intuition’ in an uncontroversial way among intuition- theorists 
even. Accounts vary and conflict: many intuition-theorists, such as Bealer, take 
‘intuition’ to indicate a sui generis mental state. He claims that intuition is an intel-
lectual seeming, irreducible, natural and propositional attitude which occurs epi-
sodically in phenomenological terms. Others, such as Chudnoff, take ‘intuition’ to 
be a form of intellectual perception. It is a phenomenal, sui generis mental state or 
experience which is both constituted by other experiences, e.g., conscious thoughts, 
imaginings, etc., and accompanied by a special phenomenology. Some intuition- 
theorists, such as Sosa, think that intuition is a rationally and intellectually compe-
tent seeming that attracts to assent a propositional content based only on consciously 
understanding it. In addition, some intuition-theorists, such as, e.g., (Goldman and 
Pust 1998, Sosa 2007b; and Ludwig 2010), think that intuitions or intuitive judg-
ments must be built only on conceptual competencies.

Cappelen takes all this to be instances of a view according to which contempo-
rary philosophers do not agree on what ‘intuition’ indicates. That being so, ‘intu-
ition’ might be “a device of hedging: a way of qualifying a speech act (much like ‘I 
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think’ functions in some utterances of ‘She’s in Paris, I think’). So used, it does not 
denote any kind of mental state or source of evidence.” Or it might be a context- 
sensitive term “both in English and as used by philosophers.” Some intuition- 
theorists argue that “if ‘intuition’ denotes a mental state, it is non-factive: you can 
have an intuition that p, even if p is false. It is also typically assumed that an agent 
can have the intuition that p even if she does not believe that p” (Cappelen 2012, 
p. 11–12).

With reference to some quotations taken from a number of great philosophical 
texts, Cappelen outlines three hedge-strategies that guide most cases of the passages 
in which philosophers use intuition-vocabulary. The first strategy is simple removal, 
according to which intuition and related terminology are meaningless to the extent 
that one, in a very wide range of cases, can remove them from the text with “no 
effect on the substance of the argument, but clarity and argumentative rigor will be 
improved (Cappelen 2012, p. 61). The second strategy is snap or unreflective rea-
soning. In many cases, simple removal does not work. Making a quick browse 
through philosophers’ use of intuition-terminology and cognate terms, he explains 
that, in such cases, intuition and related terminology can be reinterpreted as a snap 
or unreflective reasoning. The third strategy is pre-theoretic commitment or mean-
ing unaided by investigations, according to which philosophers’ use of intuition- 
vocabularies accords with our pre-theoretic ideas.

Keeping those three strategies (simple removal, snap, and pre-theoretic) in mind, 
Cappelen concludes that the only reinterpretation of intuition and related terms is a 
tool of hedging. Yet, this is not to say that these strategies capture all philosophers’ 
use of intuition-vocabulary. Some philosophers’ use of intuition-terminology can-
not be interpreted even as a hedge use. It is not easy to interpret philosophers’ uses 
of intuition-vocabulary by these three strategies, as in what Kripke means by ‘intu-
ition’ and cognate terms in some passages of his book Naming and Necessity. 
Cappelen writes, in some cases, “it is massively underdetermined what exactly is 
contributed by ‘intuitively’ or ‘intuition’-vocabulary (Cappelen 2012, p. 77).

Moreover, the above strategies make no reference to the three elements mostly 
attributed to intuition: a special feeling or phenomenology, conceptual competence 
or truth, and special justificatory status. Thus, these interpretative strategies are not 
in support of centrality, and thereby the strategy called as ‘explaining away intu-
itions’ is clearly on the wrong path.

The upshot of the previous discussion was that the strategy of ‘explaining away 
intuitions’ is not a charitable interpretation of philosophers’ use of intuition vocabu-
laries. Let us turn to the argument from philosophical practice.

The Argument from Philosophical Practice, on the other hand, focuses primarily 
on what philosophical practice is like and how philosophers do their philosophical 
argumentations. Is it true that they prominently use the method of thought experi-
ments relying on intuition as evidence for and/or against their philosophical views? 
In order to avoid any general answers to these questions, Cappelen empirically stud-
ies some thought experiments from contemporary philosophy to show what phi-
losophers really do while philosophizing. To that end, he focuses first on 
“methodological rationalism,” followed mainly by Bealer, BonJour, and Plantinga. 
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He shows how many claims from that tradition, which celebrates the usage of intu-
ition as evidence in philosophy, are common in it and its opponents or experimental-
ists, who aim at empirically investigating intuitions used in philosophy. An example 
of these elements of the agreement are intuitions which are phenomenal mental 
states with a privileged epistemic status essentially used as one of the core methods 
in philosophy i.e., the method of cases (Cappelen 2012, p. 105–6). Cappelen argues, 
as we have seen above, that according to most intuition-theorists who support cen-
trality, an intuition significantly has the following three features. First, it seems true 
that intuition has a special phenomenology. Second, intuition has a non-inferred, 
special, epistemic status, i.e., a recalcitrant, default, justificatory status (it justifies 
but needs no justification). And third, intuition is based solely on conceptual com-
petence (Cappelen 2012, p. 111–14).

He looks at ten paradigmatic thought experiments to see whether we can detect 
evidence of the presence of those three diagnostics (Cappelen 2012, p. 130–87). He 
focuses on where centrality proponents usually claim that there is an appeal to intu-
itions and does not find any sign of reliance, not even ‘implicit’, on intuitions as 
evidence. Given the investigation of a number of paradigmatic thought experiments, 
he draws various conclusions from the study as such. The overall conclusion is that 
on any precise description of intuition and cognate terms in philosophical practice, 
there is no reliance on intuitions as evidence. Consequently, the argument from phil-
osophical practice provides no support for centrality and thereby, centrality is false.

And then he considers a restricted version of centrality according to which a 
proponent of centrality usually assumes that intuition plays a central role in one or 
all of the following four practices: method of cases, armchair and a priori activities, 
conceptual analysis and rock-bottom as a starting point for arguments. But, 
(Cappelen 2012, p. 205–218) argues that these four practices can be explained in 
different ways. And since the considered thought experiments showed no defense of 
this claim, the role of those practices in philosophy may be just another false belief 
philosophers had about the place of intuitions in philosophical practice. Just as phi-
losophers had a wrong belief that philosophers rely on intuition as evidence while 
theorizing, they had a false belief that intuition plays a central role in philosophical 
practices.

Having presented Cappelen’s main arguments, I would like to comment on them 
briefly. John Bengson (2014) responds to this refutation of Cappelen, stating that 
Cappelen’s problem lies in his assumption that either philosophers’ use of intuition- 
terminology is ordinary usage or it is technical usage. Instead, Bengson says phi-
losophers’ use of intuition- terminology can be in-between, non-comparative, or 
discriminative usage. It denotes a conscious state or event that plays a substantial 
epistemic role. It is, therefore, centrality-friendly usage.

If so, if such use is there, then Cappelen’s view of Kripke’s use of ‘intuition’ as 
a mere pre-theoretical attitude without granting it any evidential weight is wrong. 
Citing Kripke’s intuition-talk in Naming and Necessity, Bengson insists that Kripke, 
at least at times, employs a centrality-friendly use of ‘intuition’, denoting something 
he relies on for positive epistemic status. And, since Cappelen himself says that 
Kripke’s use of ‘intuition’ influenced a generation of philosophers, then he should 
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admit that their use of intuition is not simply a kind of intellectual or verbal virus 
or BLAH.

Bengson discusses two features out of the three listed and criticized by Cappelen 
as being habitually considered by philosophers as features of intuition. First, intu-
ition always comes with a special phenomenology. Cappelen says one gets no spe-
cial feeling or phenomenology while intuiting. It is just an anecdotal confirmation 
by some intuition-theorists. Bengson responds that whether or not intuition has its 
characteristic phenomenal properties is a further and irrelevant issue to the basic 
idea that philosophers rely on a conscious intellectual state or event for positive 
epistemic status. Bengson adds that Cappelen privileges the adjective ‘intuitive’ and 
adverb ‘intuitively’ while seeking to understand what was meant by the noun ‘intu-
ition’, but it is the verb that anchors or adheres to the noun.

Second, justifies but needs no justification. This suggests that intuition has some 
fundamental rock-bottom justificatory status. Cappelen says philosophers rely on 
arguments, not on intuitions, to support their positions. In reply, Bengson produces 
his “reconciliation strategy” in that intuitions and arguments often interact in a 
friendly way. They need not be competitors because an argument may play one or 
the following roles: buttressing, capturing, and guiding the relevant intuition. And 
intuition may play one of the following roles: prompting further reflection and argu-
ment and problematizing or producing a controversy to be resolved or explained 
through further reflection and argument. Thus, the interaction between intuitions 
and arguments is complementary and not competitive.

Bengson concludes that Cappelen is right in rejecting the idea that intuitions 
have the function of confirming or disconfirming a claim or theory, but he is not 
right in rejecting this caricature on the basis of the idea that philosophers do not rely 
on intuitions in their thought experiments. This caricature should be rejected 
because intuitions play many more roles than such a caricature allows.

Here, one may ask, what are the many roles that intuitions play? In a footnote 
meant to identify those roles, Bengson mentions inference and dialectic. The prob-
lem with this is that it reduces the epistemic role of intuitions to dialectic. To be 
dialectically effective, an intuition about a subject matter does not need to be true. It 
just needs to be believed by some audience. Then this audience will consider it as a 
standard to subject other theories, beliefs, intuitions, etc., to it, as in the case of 
reflective equilibrium. We have already discussed the problems reflective equilib-
rium faces. However, some epistemic intuitions may be strong and widely shared 
but untrue, as in intuition: knowledge is a justified true belief. This intuitive judg-
ment is no more comfortably true after Gettier-type counter cases.

In addition, in this sense, one may have a dialectic about knowledge or any other 
epistemic subject matter. Moreover, if an audience depends on its intuition to be 
justified upon a reason, and that reason depends for its justification upon another 
reason, and so on, then infinite regress seemingly ensues. On the other hand, to be 
epistemically effective, an epistemic intuition needs to be evidential. As we have 
already seen in the previous chapter, an epistemic intuition may have an evidential 
status depending on how much it helps us to build the justifiedness of the epistemic 
argument it arises from.
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While Cappelen seeks to interpret both intuition-talk and philosophical practice 
in order to prove that they do not support centrality, Williamson provides an argu-
ment against centrality while examining how philosophers think in making a 
judgment.

4.2.2  Williamson’s View of Intuition 
as a Counterfactual Conditional

Williamson raises the question of what underlies the thought experiment-induced 
judgment. Using the imaginary Gettier’s ten coins case as canonical examples, 
(Williamson 2007a) describes his own positive conception of how to adequately 
understand thought experiments in philosophy.5 To that end, he actually refutes the 
most widely accepted analysis, according to which the subject, in this case, has a 
justified true belief without knowledge and hence Gettier concludes that justified 
true belief is not sufficient for gaining knowledge.6

Simply put, Gettier’s ten coins case starts from the idea that justified true belief 
is a sufficient condition for knowledge. They provide two counterexamples of this 
notion that makes use of two elementary principles: logical and epistemic. The logi-
cal principle: the logical consequence from a false premise cannot be true, and the 
epistemic principle: deduction is the right epistemic way of transmitting the justifi-
cation from the premise to the conclusion of an argument. On this basis, Williamson 
argues, Gettier’s ten coins case begins from the idea that justified true belief is a 
sufficient condition to constitute knowledge. Gettier’s objection consists in the pos-
sibility for one to have a justified true belief which is not knowledge. According to 
Williamson, this analysis has many disadvantages. He states:

One disadvantage of the abstract argument [i.e., the above analysis of Gettier-style thought 
experiment] is that it rests on several very general claims for which we might find adequate 
support hard to provide. In particular, it assumes that a belief essentially based on a false 
belief does not constitute knowledge. Can we take that for granted? (Williamson 
2007a, P.181).

Williamson finds an answer to his own question as follows. Gettier’s objection can 
be identified with the following possibility: if the Gettier case had happened, then 
the subject would have had a justified true belief without knowledge. Thus, the 
judgment made in the Gettier case has as its content the counterfactual conditional. 
Counterfactuals thus have a central position in his account of philosophical thought 

5 Note that by ‘thought experiment,’ he understands a form of argument which in turn is a source 
of philosophical knowledge. See (Williamson 2013b).
6 When it comes to the concept of knowledge, Gettier presents a negative view of knowledge. He 
tells us what knowledge is not: knowledge is not a justified true belief. While (Williamson 2000) 
provides a positive view of knowledge. He tells us what knowledge is: knowledge is a kind of 
mental phase sensitized to the knower’s environmental context within which she operates.
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experiments. If so, Gettier can claim, Williamson thinks, that his case is possible, 
not that it is actual.

In addition, the usual description of Gettier’s case is a very general picture, and 
no doubt omits potentially relevant details that need to be filled in. Williamson 
writes: “in philosophy, examples can almost never be described in complete detail” 
(Williamson 2007a, p.  185). Suppose, for example, one’s true belief p prompts 
unpleasant memories. These memories will produce doubt about her false belief q. 
The result of these interfering factors, whether intended or unintended, may be los-
ing justification for q rather than obtaining one for p. But if so, we cannot com-
pletely be assured that every Gettier-style thought experiment that satisfies the 
picture is one where there is justified true belief without knowledge. Williamson, 
therefore, thinks that our verdict is a counterfactual conditional: “if there were a 
Gettier case, that case would be one of justified true belief without knowledge” 
(Williamson 2007a, p. 185). The case goes from a modal premise (if the Gettier case 
had happened) to a modal conclusion (then the subject would have had a justified 
true belief without knowledge). In very rough terms, it is the counterfactual condi-
tional, which allows people to fill in the details of the relevant thought experiment. 
That alone makes the thought experiment a significant and substantial philosophi-
cal method.

The results of a counterfactual conditional have been habitually expressed by 
what is called Gettier’s intuition: “If a thinker were Gettier-related to a proposition, 
he/she would have justified true belief in it without knowledge” (Williamson 2007a, 
p. 195).7 Hence, what epistemologists have generally termed ‘intuition’ is, in fact, a 
counterfactual conditional. Williamson states that the epistemology of counterfactu-
als in philosophy requires “no dedicated faculty of intuition” (Williamson 2007a, 
p.  178). The psychological basis of thought experiment judgments, according to 
Williamson, is far more complex than “the brute simplicity which the term ‘intu-
ition’ may suggest,” for one usually uses the term to “pick out a special psychologi-
cal ... kind” (Williamson 2007a, p. 216).

As it stands, intuition is considered to play the role of evidence in contemporary 
analytic philosophy; Williamson writes: “intuitions are presented as our evidence in 
philosophy” (Williamson 2007a, p. 214). Yet, disagreement is the typical feature of 
epistemology when it comes to the question of the nature of this evidence; he states: 
“there is no agreed or even popular account of how intuition works, no accepted 
explanation of the hoped-for correlation between our having an intuition that P and 
its being true that P” (Williamson 2007a, p. 215). While intuition usually refers to a 
homogeneous psychological kind, philosophical judgments refer to various and het-
erogeneous psychological processes. Centrality, therefore, fails to capture the het-
erogeneous feature of philosophical judgment.

Epistemologists, according to Williamson, agree with the idea that intuition 
plays the role of evidence, but they do not agree on what is the nature of this 

7 It should be noted that intuition was not mentioned as the main motif of (Williamson 2007a). 
Rather, the main theme of the book is to uncover the “unexceptional feature of philosophy” (p. 4).
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evidence. However, Williamson does not commit himself to any positive view of the 
nature of intuition. Williamson expresses skepticism about the idea that there is a 
special, authoritative, discriminable, or psychological faculty of intuition. 
Williamson argues against the idea that intuition is a key part of philosophical 
evidence.

In addition, Williamson not only has denied the psychological faculty of intu-
ition, but has rejected to characterize it as having a certain kind of epistemological, 
phenomenological, perceptual or intellectual, conscious or unconscious, virtuous or 
vicious, a priori or a posteriori, external or internal, apparent or certain, probable or 
improbable, weak or strong, direct or indirect ability which provides non-inferential 
belief or inclination to believe with a positive epistemic status, common sense, what 
passes for it in one’s culture, judgment attached to its truth conditions, or whatever 
can be called reliable evidence in philosophy.8

He thinks that intuition is derived from the capacity for judgment. When a judg-
ment is saliently doubtful, we call it intuition: intuition is a doubtful judgment.9 
Consequently, Williamson warns that we cannot ground philosophical evidence in 
intuition and says: “philosophers might be better off not using the word “intuition” 
and its cognates” (Williamson 2007a, p. 220).10 So conceived, the question arises is 
how are we to answer the questions about what should be called evidence in 
philosophy?

Straightforwardly, he thinks that evidence in philosophy has none of the above- 
mentioned characteristics philosophers use to ascribe to intuition.11 Here is his cri-
terion which evidence in philosophy must meet:

Our evidence in philosophy consists of facts, most of them non-psychological, to which we 
have appropriate epistemic access. Consequently, there is a one-sided incompleteness to 
descriptions of philosophical methodology, and attempts to justify or criticize it on that 
basis, if formulated in terms neutral over the extent of that evidence. For instance, in 
describing some philosophers as believing or having the intuition that P, one fails to specify 
whether their evidence includes the fact that P (Williamson 2007a, p. 241).

Unlike other philosophers who claim that reflective equilibrium really yields an 
adequate method in philosophy and in epistemology, in particular, Williamson 

8 Since experimental philosophers’ attacks are on intuitions of actual life thought experiments, they 
are included in this skepticism. See (Williamson 2016). However, experimental philosophy’s data 
depends on intuitions of philosophically untrained subjects, the defenders of intuitions warn. 
Experimentalists reply that there is no evidence that the same story does not go for intuitions of 
philosophically expert subjects. (Williamson 2011) argues that experimentalists do not produce 
evidence that philosophical training is less effective than other cognitive tasks when it comes to 
intuitions.
9 See (Williamson 2004).
10 Notice the difference between Williamson‘s view and Cappelen‘s. Cappelen refuses the thesis of 
intuition centrality in philosophy: the claim that contemporary analytic philosophers rely on intu-
ition as evidence. In comparison, Williamson doubts the existence of intuition at all. Williamson 
takes a more radical route.
11 The knowledge of intuition is determinable by counterfactual conditionals. See 
(Williamson 2007b).
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argues that reflective equilibrium, in fact, fails to provide a significantly proper 
method for an epistemological evaluation in philosophy. The reason why it fails to 
do so is that reflective equilibrium is an iterative process between a set of intuitions 
to bring them into harmony. So conceived, reflective equilibrium is analogous to 
“the mutual adjustment of theory and observation in natural science” (Williamson 
2007a, p. 244). In philosophy, intuition is considered evidence, and it arises in a 
thought experiment. But, as we have already seen, Williamson’s account of the 
thought experiment identifies it with the counterfactual conditional. This entails that 
reflective equilibrium fails to be the proper method in philosophy. Here is, for 
Williamson, the reason:

since real life counterexamples [i.e. actual or real thought experiments] will sometimes do 
in place of imaginary ones, observed facts are sometimes relevant evidence. Talk of reflec-
tive equilibrium fails to address such issues (Williamson 2007a, p. 244).

That is to say that reflective equilibrium fails to have epistemic access to the 
observed facts that are sometimes considered to be relevant evidence. By depending 
on intuitions as evidence, reflective equilibrium may easily “slip into the illusion 
that our epistemic access to such psychological facts is unproblematic” (Williamson 
2007a, p. 245). The danger, then, is that reflective equilibrium reconstructs the con-
cept of philosophical or epistemic argument in purely psychological terms. We need 
to know, Williamson argues, that, in philosophical or epistemic argument, the facts 
which can play the role of evidence are the contestable facts. Its contestability, then, 
is what makes the philosophical or epistemic argument worth listening to. Thought 
experiments understood as counterfactuals can provide evidence as such.

Having presented Williamson’s main arguments, I would like to briefly comment 
on them as follows. The main goal of Williamson’s account just considered is to call 
into question the method of cases, the widely relied-upon method in contemporary 
analytic philosophy. This method is best known for its reliance on intuitions as a 
reliable source of evidence. As a matter of fact, Williamson’s dependence on coun-
terfactual conditionals to model thought experiments lack a generality requirement: 
it is an exclusive account, focusing only on the Gettier case. An opponent of 
Williamson’s view might say that in order to get a deeper understanding of what 
thought experiments are, an account is required to be able to be applied to different 
types of thought experiments. Williamson’s account does not meet this requirement. 
It is restricted to a modal thought experiment.

Contrary to Williamson’s assumption, I have argued that an epistemic thought 
experiment is structured as an epistemic argument that has to be assessed in epis-
temic appraisal terms. I have also used many examples of thought experiments, 
showing what epistemic role intuition can play for a thought experiment to be epis-
temically successful. It is true that Williamson states that his view applies to differ-
ent thought experiments. But this claim does not go beyond stating it. Perhaps, he is 
taking it for granted that once he states his account, there will be a consensus on the 
idea that thought experiments are counterfactuals. To my knowledge, this consensus 
has not been reached.
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In any event, Williamson’s target remains centrality, for he explicitly claims that 
his matter of interest concerns “how philosophy is actually done” (Williamson 
2007a, p. 6). But Williamson’s position seems to be more moderate. He is not say-
ing that philosophical evidence does not consist of intuition. Instead, what he is 
saying is that philosophers should not use intuitions as evidence. However, there is 
still a crucial difference between Williamson and other critics of centrality, like 
Deutsch, who is inclined to adopt the extreme view that intuition never plays any 
evidential role in philosophy.

4.2.3  Deutsch’s Debunking the Myth of Intuition

Max Deutsch examines and defends the methods of analytic philosophy against the 
challenge raised by the practitioners of the recent movement of experimental phi-
losophy (xphi). Epistemologically speaking, the challenge concerns the ‘myth’ of 
the evidentiary role intuition was claimed to play in analytic philosophy. He writes: 
“philosophical arguments never appeal to the intuitiveness of a judgment about a 
case in order to justify belief in that judgment” (Deutsch 2015, p.  76–77). This 
‘myth’ has been, Deutsch argues, around both experimentalists (xphiles) as well as 
Reliablists. Yet, the main target of Deutsch’s criticism is xphi.

To that end, (Deutsch 2015) begins by drawing a distinction between ‘negative’ 
and ‘positive’ xphi. Negative xphiles, according to him, collect data on folks’ intu-
itions, showing how these intuitions vary from people to people so as to question a 
particular argument, condemning the use of intuitions. On the other side, positive 
xphi calls certain arguments into question, but it declines to condemn the use of 
intuitions. Deutsch writes:

But, while negative xphi involves collecting data about intuitions and “intuitional diversity” 
(that is, diversity in intuitions between different groups of people), this is really only a 
means to an end, which is both to call certain traditional philosophical arguments into ques-
tion and, most importantly, to raise a worry about the epistemic value of the philosophical 
intuitions negative xphiles take to be involved in those arguments. There is a sense in which 
negative xphiles do not much care about who has which intuitions; they are mostly con-
cerned with causing trouble for those who do care. Positive xphi, on the other hand, does 
not quite condemn the use of intuitions, though it can be quite critical of traditional philo-
sophical arguments and conclusions, namely those that it takes to be dependent on explicit 
or implicit claims about who has which intuitions” (Deutsch 2015, pp. 1–2).12

Stating that his focus is mainly on the negative branch of xphi, he describes the find-
ings of five current xphi studies showing how these findings either have been or 

12 Simply put, the distinction between the negative and the positive xphi, according to Deutsch, can 
be fleshed out as follows. Both negative and positive programs of xphi seek to determine people’s 
intuitions by making use of the methods of polling, survey, etc., to show truth-irrelevant variability 
in intuitions. Also, both agree that philosophers use intuitions as evidence in philosophy. But while 
positive xphi does not take this variation as a reason to condemn the philosophers’ use of intuitions 
as evidence in their philosophizing; negative xphi does.
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might be utilized to call the traditional methods of analytic philosophy into ques-
tion. To bolster his concentration on the negative xphi critique, he presents more 
studies arguing that negative xphiles’ criticisms are philosophically not interesting, 
except what he calls pragmatic distortions, in which the contextual features of a 
question can cause the subjects of a survey to interpret the such question in one way 
rather than another.

However, Deutsch correctly observes that attempting to articulate what intuition 
is precisely is a problematic task due to the disagreement amongst analytic philoso-
phers on the topic of the nature of intuition. Some define intuition in terms of alleg-
edly its distinct characteristics like being spontaneous, non-perceptual, or 
non-inferential. Others just equate intuition with mere judgment, belief, or disposi-
tion to believe. The trouble, Deutsch argues, is that intuition is something that can-
not be fully captured with a reasonably clear reference. That is why “for every 
proposed analysis of intuition, a host of problems arise, usually including a variety 
of intuitive counterexamples” (Deutsch 2015, p. 26). For, suppose you have adopted 
a theory according to which intuition is belief. And the examination showed that 
philosophers sometimes rely on intuition as intellectual seeming. In that case, it 
would be very plausible to think that your theory is false and that the thing you were 
relying on was not evidence.

In view of the fact of disagreement on what intuition is, Deutsch willingly 
embraces what he calls a ‘no-theory theory of intuition’ in which one does not need 
to precisely articulate what intuition is, instead one takes instances of what philoso-
phers call intuitions and assesses their evidentiary role in philosophical theorizing. 
This strategy, he believes, “allows for fruitful discussion of the argumentative role 
of intuitions ... [and avoids] the potentially endless cycle of counterexample-and- 
theory-revision endemic to many attempts at conceptual analysis” (Deutsch 2015, 
pp. 29–30).

Here is Negative xphiles’ evidence claim: “(EC) many philosophical arguments 
depend on treating intuitions about thought experiments and cases as evidence” 
(Deutsch 2015, p.  34). Deutsch draws an important distinction between the two 
ways of understanding this claim. It can be understood either in the sense of 
CONTENT intuitions (relying on intuition without considering it as evidence that it 
is true) or in the sense of STATE intuitions (relying on intuition as evidence which 
is true).

In support of his thesis, he points out that one may interpret EC in the sense of 
STATE intuitions as the following: “(EC1) many philosophical arguments treat the 
fact that certain contents are intuitive as evidence for those very contents” (Deutsch 
2015, p. 36). On the other hand, one may interpret EC in the sense of CONTENT 
intuitions as the following: “(EC2) many philosophical arguments treat the contents 
of certain intuitions as evidence for or against other contents (e.g., the contents of 
more general principles.)” (Deutsch 2015, p. 36). Deutsch believes that EC1 is deni-
able and EC2 is true. The myth of the intuitive, then, is to claim that philosophers 
rely on the sense of STATE intuitions as evidence. Given the fact that negative xphi 
critique challenges only the sense of CONTENT intuitions, it is misleading to 
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allegedly extend the critique by making it applicable to the entire philosophical 
practice of relying on intuitions in terms of STATE.

It follows that although Deutsch agrees that folks’ intuitions about, for example, 
Kripke’s Gödel-Schmidt case and Gettier’s cases vary along with truth-irrelevant 
factors, he rightly doubts the philosophical significance of this variation: what is 
true is true, regardless of who shares it.13, 14 Moreover, a philosopher may rely on 
CONTENT intuition without considering it as evidence. However, Deutsch also 
discusses some other methodological claims, such as philosophers relying only on 
intuition in support of their theorizing. Indeed, he argues that his analysis of Kripke’s 
Gödel-Schmidt case and Gettier’s cases shows that philosophers give arguments, 
inferences, or reasons in support of the intuitiveness of their claims. This is what he 
calls ‘evidence for the evidence.’

In the same spirit, Timothy Williamson’s view that commits negative xphi to 
‘judgment skepticism’ is wrong. On Williamson’s view, negative xphiles’ attack 
philosophers’ reliance on intuition as the evidence for the evidence. Since Deutsch 
argues, negative xphiles are wrong: neither philosophers rely on intuitions nor intu-
itions serve as the evidence for the evidence; therefore, Williamson is wrong.15 For 
Deutsch, in general, a thought experiment is to be treated as evidence. We get to 
know that a certain thought experiment is genuine if it “depends on arguments, not 
intuitions;” as in every stage of Kripke’s Gödel-Schmidt case and Gettier cases 

13 This criticism of experimental philosophy can be leveled a good deal with his other work being 
done against the very movement. See, for example, (Deutsch 2009), who argues, philosophy itself 
does not need to adopt the uniform of intuition.
14 Deutsch (2010) argues for the same view: It is just a mistake built on the false assumption that 
intuition variability constitutes a threat to philosophy and its method.
15 If I understand Deutsch’s and Williamson’s positions correctly, the difference between them lies 
in that Williamson considers intuition as a result of a thought experiment. Hence, although he 
rejects the idea that intuition has an evidential role to play in philosophy, he admits that thought 
experiment includes intuition or non-inferential judgement. Thus, when negative xphiles target 
intuition, they create judgment skepticism. Deutsch, on the other hand, thinks that philosophers 
give arguments, inferences, or reasons in support of the intuitiveness of their thought experiments. 
Therefore, for him, both Williamson’s and negative xphiles’ criticisms are beside the point. To my 
mind, Deutsch is right if Williamson was talking about real-life thought experiments. But since 
Williamson identifies the thought experiment with the counterfactual conditional, he believes that 
imaginary thought experiments can provide contestable facts, which can play the role of evidence 
philosophers can rely upon. It is true that, from this, it follows that he admits the existence of intu-
ition; since he thinks that intuition is the result of the counterfactual. But, from this, it does not 
follow that he admits the evidentiary role of intuition. Actually, his problem is that admitting the 
evidentiary role of intuition psychologizes the idea of evidence that he does not support. In this 
context, Williamson’s main problem with negative xphiles is not that they do create judgment 
skepticism by targeting intuition as evidence. Rather, his problem with them is that one, by a 
thought experiment that involves intuition, they understand the real-life ones, and two, they psy-
chologize the idea of evidence by postulating that philosophers habitually rely on intuition as 
evidence.
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(Deutsch 2015, p. 74).16 To support this idea, he presents more thought experiments 
such as Jackson’s Fred case, Searle’s Chinese room case, and etc.; where philoso-
phers rely on arguments, not intuitions as evidence. Accordingly, he concludes that 
“negative xphiles ... simply assume that philosophers treat intuitions as evidence 
and then proceed with their critique. The irony is that the empirical evidence con-
cerning first-order philosophical practice reveals their own intuitional diversity evi-
dence to be largely irrelevant to philosophy as it is actually practiced” (Deutsch 
2015, p. 102).

Deutsch considers several responses to the negative xphi critique. One rejoinder 
is called the expertise reply, according to which xphiles’ results are not reliable 
because their data consist of ordinary people’s intuitions and not of philosophers’ 
intuitions. Deutsch agrees that philosophers’ judgments on philosophical matters 
are evidentially better than non-philosophers’ ones. That is so not because philoso-
phers are better than non-philosophers at intuiting but “because philosophers are 
better than non-philosophers at arguing for, and defending, philosophical judg-
ments” (Deutsch 2015, p. 141).

Another rejoinder to xphiles is called the multiple concepts response which sug-
gests that variation in intuition is apparent and not genuine because disagreement 
among people’s intuitions is due to the fact that different subjects are getting differ-
ent senses from the same concept. Let us say a group of subjects were asked whether 
or not Smith knows. Different subjects may get different senses from the concept of 
‘knowledge.’ In reply, Deutsch states that it is the proponents of multiple concepts 
upon whom the burden of proof rests. Yet, both the critique and the two main replies 
to it are unnecessary simply because, for him, they “are predicated on a mistake, the 
mistake of taking it to be part and parcel of philosophy to rely on intuitions as evi-
dence” (Deutsch 2015, p. 156). That is to say that since philosophers do not treat 
intuition as evidence, both the critique and the two main replies to it cut no ice in the 
context of philosophical argumentation.

Having presented Deutsch’s main arguments, I would like to briefly comment on 
them as follows. Regardless of whether or not what Deutsch calls no-theory theory 
is promising, it indicates that he advocates an agnostic approach regarding the 
nature of intuition. Nevertheless, his distinction between a state intuition and a con-
tent intuition is just a theory of the nature of intuition on which he builds his whole 
criticism of negative xphi. One might legitimately ask the following. If, according 
to his no-theory theory, it is not necessary to develop a theory of the nature of intu-
ition in order to understand its role in philosophical argumentation, what is, episte-
mologically speaking, the philosophical significance of the above-mentioned 
distinction? Either his agnostic approach is true; thus, he should not have made the 
distinction. Or the distinction is significant; thus, adopting a theory of the nature of 
intuition is necessary in order to understand its role in philosophical argumentation. 

16 Note that ‘not’ here means that there is no possibility for intuition to be considered as evidence 
in philosophy: Argument is the only evidence philosophers rely on. For more information about 
Deutsch’s reasoning along this line, see (Deutsch 2016).
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Either way, Deutsch is wrong. It seems that we have to think about the role of intu-
itions more seriously.

As was noted earlier, there is a diverse range of projects in the just considered 
three accounts. As a result, I will consider three major intuition-rejecting arguments 
from them: the argument from lacking reference, the argument from depsychologiz-
ing the philosophical evidence, and the argument from argumentationalism.

4.3  The Three Major Intuition-Rejecting Arguments

In the previous section, I looked at three main theses of anti-centrality. That is, I 
looked at their general accounts of rejecting the thesis that philosophers rely on 
intuition as evidence. It seems to me, however, that it is time now to single out the 
main arguments that cross-cut those accounts. In this section, I shall identify three 
kinds of key anti-centrality arguments that are worth considering separately: the 
argument from lacking reference, the argument from depsychologizing the philo-
sophical evidence and the argument from argumentationalism.

4.3.1  The Argument from Lacking Reference

Intuition-deniers proceed with the plan of rejecting the claim that philosophers 
commonly rely on intuition as evidence from the starting point that evidence must 
be shared. Intuition varies, and accordingly, it is controversial. Therefore, intuition 
cannot be considered evidence.

For example, Cappelen argues that uses of intuition-terminology and cognate 
terms, in ordinary English as well as in contemporary philosophy, vary in an indis-
criminate way. In colloquial English, intuition-talk applies either to effortless per-
formances, hedges, sixth sense, seeming, belief, thinking, or just BLAH. Similarly, 
philosophers have never shown a pattern of agreement on what intuition is. Either 
the term was not used to constructively denote a theoretical or technical concept 
different from the way it was used in ordinary English. Or philosophers have given 
various uses of the term, such as a sui generis mental state, source of justification, 
belief about the abstract matter, intellectual seeming, intellectual perception, phe-
nomenal experience, judgement, unreflective reasoning, and so on and so forth. 
Given the lack of consensus on what intuition is, intuition-vocabulary has no key 
connotation. Therefore, intuition has no significant epistemological status within 
philosophy: we ought not to treat intuitions as evidence.

Similarly, on Williamson’s view, disagreement about the nature of intuition is a 
methodological scandal in contemporary analytic philosophy. Recall that he articu-
lates this claim as follows:
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“Intuition” plays a major role in contemporary analytic philosophy’s self-understanding. 
Yet there is no agreed or even the hoped-for correlation between our having an intuition that 
P and its being true that P. Since analytic philosophy prides itself on its rigor, this blank 
space in its foundations looks like a methodological scandal (Williamson 2007a, p. 215).

In light of that, Williamson explicitly asserts that philosophical evidence does not 
consist of intuitions.

In the same vein, Deutsch argues that intuition is a concept that is difficult to pin 
down. That is why there is a huge disagreement amongst philosophers on the nature 
of intuition. Any attempt to identify the concept will be responded to with many 
counterexamples. As a way out of such an endless cycle of counterexamples, he 
believes that it is more fruitful to adopt a no-theory theory of intuition.

4.3.2  The Argument from Depsychologizing 
the Philosophical Evidence

What is meant by psychologizing the evidence is that those who argue that philoso-
phers rely on intuition as evidence also construct it as a folk psychological and men-
tal state. By rejecting this psychologism, intuition-deniers aim to depsychologize the 
very evidence; they reject the claim of intuition as evidence and thus say that the folk 
psychological theory and its ascriptions of intuition as a mental state are not true.

According to Cappelen, proponents of centrality understand by intuition a psy-
chological state. He writes: “many philosophers, including proponents of centrality, 
take ‘intuition’ to denote a psychological (mental) state or event” (Cappelen 2012, 
p. 8). Examples of those philosophers are “often found in the psychological literature 
on intuitions.” They take intuitions to be “beliefs (or inclinations to believe) that are 
generated in a certain kind of ‘spontaneous’ or ‘unreflective’ way” (Cappelen 2012, 
p. 10). But Cappelen notes that his case studies offer “no evidence that judgments 
about cases rely on appeals to the writers’ psychological states” (Cappelen 2012, 204).

Identifying intuition with a psychological phenomenon such as belief, inclina-
tion to belief, and so on prevents it, according to Williamson, from being one’s 
epistemic evidence. He says very clearly that “our evidence in philosophy consists 
of facts, most of them non-psychological, to which we have appropriate epistemic 
access” (Williamson 2007a, p. 241). Intuition, then, does not qualify as evidence for 
philosophers to rest on.

Interestingly, Deutsch, in turn, thinks that what those who usually adopt a theory 
of the nature of intuition do is attempt to reveal specific psychological features of 
the relevant intuition, such as being spontaneous, non-inferential, and so on. Deutsch 
says that:

…by wide consensus, being an intuition, in the sense relevant to philosophy, has something 
to do with the psychological features of the relevant judgments. That is, something is an 
intuition just in case it has certain psychological features, and one cannot say what intu-
itions are, in the sense of revealing their nature, without specifying these psychological 
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features. For example, it is sometimes said that intuitions are spontaneous or non-inferential 
(Deutsch 2015, p. 26).

The problem with adopting a theory of the nature of intuition, Deutsch argues, is 
that trying to identify intuition with any of the aforesaid psychological features does 
not reveal the full nature of it simply because intuition may mean more. If one iden-
tifies intuition with an inclination to belief, a cluster of counterexamples arises, 
identifying it with something else such as intellectual seeming, belief, etc. Keeping 
in mind that the way one’s identifies intuition affects one’s assessment of its epis-
temic status, Deutsch prefers to embrace the no-theory theory of intuition in which 
one takes instances of what philosophers commonly call intuitions and assesses 
their evidentiary role in philosophical theorizing.

4.3.3  The Argument from Argumentationalism

As we have seen earlier, after offering alternative interpretations of the concept of 
‘thought experiment,’ Cappelen, Williamson, and Deutsch started underlining the 
role of argument and rejecting the role of intuition as evidence in philosophy.

Cappelen, for example, studies many paradigmatic thought experiments arguing 
that their authors argued and did not rely on intuition in them. Take, for instance, 
Lehrer’s Truetemp case. Cappelen’s claim is that, after introducing the thought 
experiment, Lehrer provides arguments in order to support the judgment (or what 
usually is considered intuition) that there is good reason to say that Mr. Truetemp 
does not know the temperature.

Also, Williamson assumes that philosophers call for intuitions when they do not 
have arguments anymore. Here is how he states the idea: “when contemporary ana-
lytic philosophers run out of arguments, they appeal to intuitions” (Williamson 
2007a, p. 214). By ‘argument,’ as was noted earlier, he understands the counterfac-
tual conditional in which the contestable facts play the role of evidence, as in his 
interpretation of Gettier’s cases. In brief, philosophers rely on argument as evidence 
and not on intuition.

For Deutsch, in general, a thought experiment is evidence that “depends on [or 
consists of] arguments, not intuitions;” as in Kripke’s Gödel-Schmidt case and 
Gettier cases (Deutsch 2015, p. 74). To support this idea, he presents more thought 
experiments such as Jackson’s Fred case, Searle’s Chinese room case, etc., and 
argues that their authors rely on arguments as evidence in order to support the intu-
itiveness in them and not the other way around.
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4.4  Replying to the Three Major 
Intuition-Rejecting Arguments

In the previous section, I laid out the three major intuition-rejecting arguments 
intuition- deniers raise. In this section, I will be responding to these arguments show-
ing how my account is not endangered by them. To be precise, those approaches just 
articulated do not threaten the substance of my own view of the nature of intuitions 
and their epistemic status defended in this book. Let us begin with responding to the 
first argument.

4.4.1  Reply to the Argument from Lacking Reference

As we have seen, Cappelen begins with the observation that there is a huge differ-
ence between ordinary speakers’, intuition-theorists’, and first-order philosophers’ 
usage of the term ‘intuition’ and its cognate words. He first draws a distinction 
between ordinary speakers’ use of intuition-terminology and intuition-theorists’ 
usage of it. According to him, ordinary speakers, unlike intuition-theorists, almost 
never use intuition-terminology to refer to a mental state with at least one of the 
following three features: phenomenal properties, the conceptual competence of the 
subject, and some fundamental rock-bottom justificatory status. Indeed, ordinary 
speakers’ usage of intuition-terminology expresses either a hedge attitude or an 
adjective that is fixed by the context.

After arguing for these differences between intuition-theorists’ and ordinary 
speakers’ usage of intuition-terminology, Cappelen proceeds to argue that first- 
order philosophers’ usage of intuition-talk is more like ordinary speakers’ use than 
intuition-theorists’ usage. Most of the first-order philosophers normally do not have 
any of intuition-theorists’ particular theoretical model of intuition in mind while 
working on first-order philosophical topics. He then infers that it is thus most likely 
that first-order philosophers’ use of intuition-terminology is radically analogous to 
the way ordinary English use the very terminology. That is to say that both ordinary 
speakers’ and first-order philosophers’ application of the term intuition and its cog-
nates linguistically vary according to the intuiters hedge attitude or to the context by 
which the adjective of the noun “intuition” is fixed.

On the other hand, though intuition-theorists themselves have little agreement on 
a clear definition of intuition, what makes their style of using intuition-terminology 
different from the other two usages is the hypothesis of intuition-theorists that intu-
ition always comes with a special phenomenology, a conceptual competence of the 
subject, and fundamental rock-bottom justificatory status.

In the second chapter, I argued successfully, I believe, for the non-phenomenal 
character of intuition. I have shown that there is nothing it is like to be (i.e., phenom-
enal) intuition. And such intuition transcends any particular conceptual competence 
of the subject simply because one may intuit what one does not understand, and one 
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may understand what one does not intuit. In the third chapter, I have shown that 
intuition alone has no justificatory status. Instead, I have confirmed that intuition is 
an integral part of a coherent combination associated with an epistemic status as 
such. With this in mind, ordinary speakers, intuition-theorists and first-order phi-
losophers use intuition-terminology analogously.

Still, Cappelen may reply that if intuition-theorists and first-order philosophers’ 
use of intuition-terminology is analogous to ordinary speakers, then the usage of 
intuition-terminology expresses a hedge attitude, an adjective that is fixed by the 
context, and activities with some kind of ease effortlessness, or spontaneity involved. 
That is, yet again intuition varies in an indiscriminate way. For example, many ordi-
nary speakers, like several first-order philosophers, who usually might not have any 
model of intuition in mind while working on first-order philosophical topics, do use 
intuition-talk to mean a hedged attitude.

Others, like some intuition-theorists, might use it to mean spontaneous judg-
ments. I have to admit that solving the problem of the three features helps to stop 
attributing the three features to intuition. But doing so does not help to stop the 
linguistic variation in intuition among the individuals of the above-mentioned three 
parties. More generally, one might argue that the argument from linguistic practice 
(intuition-talk) does not undermine the importance of the centrality thesis. That is, 
doubts about or disagreement on the concept of intuition, according to which cen-
trality does not fit in well with philosophers’ use of intuition-terminology in their 
texts; need not undermine the importance of intuition’s status of being central to 
philosophy. After all, philosophers simply can rearrange their claims in terms of 
some other less controversial category, like ‘system 1’ reasoning, for example, so it 
is as clear and compelling as possible (Nado 2016).17 If so, the Argument from 
Lacking Reference thus loses much of its force.

However, a proponent of anti-centrality like Cappelen, for instance, may object 
that the response just defended will not succeed in avoiding the danger from the 
argument from linguistic practice since, in Williamson’s words, there is no agreed 
account of intuition. That is why, Deutsch argues, any attempt to identify the term 
intuition will be responded to with many counterexamples. One way to respond to 
this objection, however, is to admit that there is no question that philosophers dis-
agree. Any introduction to philosophy student can attest to this fact of disagreement. 
Intuition is not an exception to this general statement. In light of that, creative dis-
cussions of contemporary philosophers on the nature of intuition have never shown 
patterns of convergence. For instance, in order to apprehend some of the more dis-
tinctive attributes of intuition, Fedyk develops a straightforward definition of intu-
ition according to which:

17 System 1 and System 2 are two expressions used by Daniel Kahneman (2011) to uncover the 
dual systems of our mind by drawing a dichotomy between two different types of thought. On 
Kahneman’s scheme, System 1 denotes what is characterized as a fast, automatic, intuitive and 
mostly unconscious mode of reasoning. System 2, by contrast, denotes our slow, deliberate, ana-
lytical and intentionally effortful kind of thinking.
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an intuition is about the salient features of a case, it has propositional content, and the 
propositional content of an intuition is obtained in some way from the implicated concept 
(Fedyk 2009, p. 56).

Other philosophers consider intuition to be equivalent to a sort of belief (Lewis 
1983). However, Peter van Inwagen thinks that:

our “intuitions” are simply our beliefs-or perhaps, in some cases, the tendencies that make 
certain beliefs attractive to us, that “move” us in the direction of accepting certain proposi-
tions without taking us all the way to acceptance (Inwagen 1997, p. 309).

Some hold, moreover, that intuition is a unique propositional attitude in which a 
proposition seems true (Huemer 2001, 2005b).

In the same way, disagreement among philosophers arises when they deal with 
the issue of the source of intuitions. Following an established tradition in western 
philosophy to look for psychological origins of intuitions, Helen De Cruz states that:

philosophical intuitions originate from spontaneous, early-developing, cognitive processes 
that also play a role in other cognitive domains. Additionally, they have a skilled, practiced, 
component (Cruz 2015, p. 233).

De Cruz thinks that intuition is best explained by the dual processing approach of 
our mind that draws a dichotomy between two different types of thought. On De 
Cruz’s scheme, Type 1 denotes what is characterized as fast, automatic, intuitive and 
mostly implicit sort of reasoning. Type 2, by contrast, denotes our slow, explicit, 
deliberate, analytical and intentionally effortful kind of thinking. Intuition, then, is 
a production of a Type 1 mental process, and argument is a production of Type 2 
mind operation.

But does the simple fact that philosophers disagree entail anything about the 
lacking of reference to the relevant term? Intuition, intuition-deniers think, lacks 
reference. Not so, if what I am going to argue for is correct. In addition to what I 
have argued for so far, I argue further along the line of some philosophers who have 
distinguished between “thin” and “thick” types of intuition. For instance, (Alexander 
and Weinberg 2014) write:

But, what might such ‘intuitions’ be, such that they could legitimately serve these pur-
poses? Answers vary, ranging from ‘thin’ conceptions that identify intuitions as merely 
instances of some fairly generic and epistemologically uncontroversial category of mental 
states or episodes to ‘thick’ conceptions that add to this thin base certain semantic, phenom-
enological, etiological, or methodological conditions (Alexander and Weinberg 2014, 
p. 189).

Assuming something like this distinction, one can respond to intuition-deniers by 
claiming that their argument is too theory-laden: they assume an excessively thick 
theory of intuition. The three intuition characteristics they observe, viz., intuition 
has a distinctive phenomenology, being based only on conceptual competence, and 
offering fundamental justification, are true of some thick kinds of intuition.

Contrary to that, in the previous chapters, I argued successfully, I believe, for a 
non-phenomenal concept of intuition that transcends any particular conceptual 
competence of the subject. In addition, I have shown that intuition has a justificatory 
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status if and only if it is considered to be part and parcel of an overall entity. My 
concept of intuition then falls under the thin category of intuition and not the thick 
one. With this in mind, the myth of the intuition-deniers then is to claim that their 
criticisms are applicable to the thin notion of intuition. But that is not accurate.

None of the ten-thought experiment-generated intuitions considered in this book 
requires intuition to have any of the above-mentioned three intuition characteristics. 
That being so, the view of intuition defended in this book is “thin” in two senses.

First, it does not count on theoretically substantial concepts like unique phenom-
enology, conceptual competence, and fundamental justification. As held by my thin 
view, intuition has no special phenomenology. It also rejects the claim that intuition 
justifies one in believing a certain proposition by virtue of one’s full understanding 
of it depending on its content and way of a combination of its concepts. Intuition as 
a conclusion or a premise of an epistemic argument needs to have epistemic 
reason(s) to produce justified belief. Thus, it is inferential, and since it itself can be 
such an epistemic reason, then it can also be a justifier. It need not be fundamental: 
justifies without being inferentially justified.

Second, it uses intuition to refer to a more general mental kind than the thick 
views. The object referred to by intuition, according to my thin view, is an inten-
tional but non-phenomenal, non-conceptual, and non-propositional mental state 
which is individuated by its origin. And such intuition alone has no justificatory 
power, and it transcends the traditional a priori-a posteriori distinction.

Hence, I can agree with Cappelen, after the modification I made to his thesis, that 
ordinary speakers, as well as most first-order philosophers and intuition-theorists, 
use intuition in the same way, yet I maintain that this use of intuition does not con-
tradict the thin picture of centrality. With a thin account of intuition, centrality con-
tinues to exist as a plausible thesis; simply because it is not the kind of intuition 
anti-centrality thesis was invented to deny.

On the other hand, Williamson notes that philosophers vary in identifying intu-
ition: some of them label intuition as a priori, while others look at it as straightfor-
wardly empirical. And some think that intuition needs to have special phenomenology. 
Furthermore, some think that it needs not even be non-inferential. Accordingly, he 
concludes that philosophers better not use the term intuition and its cognates. On 
my thesis, intuition is multi-dimensional: it apparently applies to any type of judg-
ment. As we have seen, I raised doubts about the contention that intuition is either a 
priori or a posteriori. I argued, instead, that it may be a priori, a posteriori, both a 
priori and a posteriori, and neither a priori nor a posteriori. As a result, intuition can-
not be explained by the traditional a priori-a posteriori dichotomy which, accord-
ingly, has to be transcended. Intuition is better to be taken as involving several 
dimensions or aspects. And such intuition is non-phenomenal. In addition, I have 
demonstrated that intuition appears to be a crucial part of the relevant thought 
experiment. And thought experiment offers an epistemic argument. And for such an 
epistemic argument to be epistemically justified, it needs to produce justified belief 
both in its conclusion and premises as well. That is, intuition, whether it is a conclu-
sion or premise, needs to have epistemic reason(s) to produce justified belief. So 
conceived, it is both justifier and inferential.
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Max Deutsch states that philosophers largely disagree on the nature of intuition. 
I have admitted that philosophers disagree. But this simple fact does not entail that 
what philosophers do not agree on cannot be relied on as evidence. Here is one way 
to see the point. Plato spent a good time endeavoring to further uncover the nature 
of Forms, especially the form of KNOWLEDGE. The majority of contemporary 
philosophers, especially Gettier and his contemporaries, disagree that justified true 
belief is enough to be counted as knowledge. Should we, therefore, conclude that 
this disagreement is evidence that there is no evidence that there is something called 
knowledge? Certainly not. Epistemologists were perhaps mistaken about what they 
were doing in their attempts to discover the essence of KNOWLEGE if any, but that 
is not enough reason to deny that there is no evidence for any concept of knowledge. 
Nor is that enough reason to deny that Gettierean or Platonistic views can be cen-
trally relied on as evidence. In other words, although intuition-theorists must re- 
describe their target within the scope of epistemic argument in a sense defined 
above, still their approach that philosophers do rely on intuition as evidence 
makes sense.

One more example from a different field, which is worth discussing in this con-
text, is the one which shows that disagreement is not enough as a standard to mea-
sure the status of the thing disagreed upon. Suppose two directors produced two 
movies: one is pornographic, and the other is a documentary engaging with a philo-
sophical movement during the Second World War. Both of the directors posted the 
movies on a social media platform. Suppose the pornographic movie got 93% of the 
views and the same percentage of the viewers’ positive comments. Does this rate 
reflect the value of the pornographic artwork? Certainly not. The documentary art-
work might be much more important, valuable, or informative than the pornographic 
one. In the same way, disagreement as an enumerative inductive argument may fail 
to reflect the epistemic status of intuition. The present example is not set to explain 
variability in intuitions but to show that such variability is not enough reason not to 
consider intuition as evidence that can be relied on. At any rate, my thesis did not 
consider intuition alone to have evidentiary status.

Deutsch differentiates between two ways of understanding the negative xphiles’ 
evidence claim. Deutsch draws a distinction between CONTENT and STATE intu-
itions. He states that it is a myth to claim that philosophers rely on the sense of 
STATE intuitions as evidence. Again, there are, I think, two moves to be made here.

One is that it is true that, on the picture given in this book, the focus is on the 
sense of STATE intuitions, but in order for a state-like intuition to be considered as 
evidence, one must have such intuition, and additional conditions must be added. 
These additional conditions consist in that intuition is an integral part of completing 
a whole that cannot function without it. That being so, it is misleading to allegedly 
extend the anti-centrality thesis by making it apply to my particular sense of intu-
ition as a state. To illustrate, Deutsch‘s argument here sounds as if he thinks that 
either (EC) is understood in the sense of CONTENT intuitions or the whole disci-
pline of philosophy is undermined. However, this sort of radical claim is not able to 
dismiss the discipline as a whole. (EC) can be understood that experimentalists 
believe that philosophers rely on the sense of STATE intuitions as true evidence. 
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Surely, this interpretation of (EC) can have important methodological implications 
without being able to dismiss the discipline as a whole. Epistemologically speaking, 
the main target of Deutsch’s criticism is xphi because it claims that its data targets 
philosophers’ reliance on the sense of STATE intuitions as true evidence. 
Experimentalists are wrong because they claim that their criticisms are applicable to 
a thick notion of intuition. That is, the sense of STATE intuitions with a distinctive 
phenomenology, being based only on conceptual competence and offering funda-
mental justification.

Another is the supposed truth of the argument-only view of philosophical evi-
dence, which regards intuition as a class inferior to that of argument. Those two 
classes cannot coexist with each other. Thus, they reject the class of intuitions 
wholesale. By contrast, in the picture given in this book, the focus is not only on 
intuition as STATE but also on intuition as epistemologists’ particular sort of prac-
tice—their appeal to intuition within a whole. Doing so allows us to criticize the 
epistemic method (which is the argument or thought experiment according to my 
thesis) while the use of intuition in it as a justified belief maker remains perfectly 
acceptable.

4.4.2  Reply to the Argument from Depsychologizing 
the Philosophical Evidence

Let us turn to our second argument, which I have called the Argument from 
Depsychologizing the Philosophical Evidence. To start with, recall that centrality 
was characterized as follows: philosophers centrally rely on intuitions as evidence. 
This supposes that supporters of anti-centrality are concerned with the nature of 
evidence. And, apparently, they postulate a propositional notion of evidence. 
(Williamson 2002), for example, thinks that only proposition can be considered as 
evidence. A very similar version of understanding evidence is found in (Cappelen 
2012, p. 13), who, in turn, reflects on centrality as proposing the proposition that “it 
is A has the intuition that p that serves as evidence.”18

Deutsch (2009, 2010) makes similar points interpreting the centrality thesis 
along this line and claiming that it utilizes intuition-facts as premises (i.e., proposi-
tions). On Deutsch’s interpretation, the term intuition was not mentioned in, for 
example, Gettier’s thought experiment. Thus, there is no reason to assume that 
Gettier’s thought experiment relies on an appeal to intuition as evidence.

Consider, for example, the following as a reconstruction of Frank Jackson’s 
thought experiment of the ‘Fred case’ against ‘physicalism.’ It is intuitive that Fred’s 
(the protagonist of Jackson’s thought experiment of ‘Fred case’) mental states could 

18 It is noteworthy that it is unclear whether Cappelen has formulated the thesis of centrality in a 
way which assumes a propositional theory of philosophical evidence because, in his book (2012, 
p. 14), he states that he adopts a neutral position on whether only propositions can be considered 
as evidence in philosophy.
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not be understood merely by means of physical terms. Fred’s color experience 
shows that physicalism leaves out at least some mental states like ‘qualia’ or ‘raw 
feels’, for example, because our having all physical information about him won’t 
help us to know everything about his color experience. Physicalism holds that all 
mental states can be understood merely by means of physical terms. Therefore, 
physicalism is false.

On Deutsch’s reading, this reconstruction badly misunderstands the real struc-
ture of such a thought experiment. There is no reason to believe or to be inclined to 
believe that Jackson’s thought experiment relies on such an appeal to intuition as 
evidence, especially since the term intuition was not mentioned in Jackson’s ‘Fred 
case.’ Jackson, therefore, does not use intuition as evidence for his conclusion that 
physicalism is an unattractive view. Psychological facts, e.g., beliefs, inclination to 
believe, etc., about intuition are completely irrelevant to Jackson’s conclusion. This 
is what I refer to as the Argument from Depsychologizing the Philosophical 
Evidence. In this line of thinking, (Williamson 2007a, p. 235) proposes a similar 
view, criticizing that philosophers have the inclination to take it that our evidence 
“consists of the psychological facts to the effect that we have intuitions with those 
contents.” In the same way, Cappelen holds that there is “no evidence that judg-
ments about cases rely on appeals to the writers’ psychological states” (Cappelen 
2012, p. 204). That is to say that evidence in philosophy, according to supporters of 
the anti-centrality thesis, consists of non-psychological propositions. More gener-
ally, therefore, Williamson’s, Deutsch’s, and Cappelen’s positions on psychologiza-
tion have skeptical worries about the connection between psychological states and 
propositions about the world: How could what is psychological provide evidence 
for what is philosophical? How have so many orthodox philosophers been misled 
into psychologizing the philosophical evidence?

Before proceeding further, let me make one point which is worth addressing in 
this context. Despite the fact that Williamson’s, Deutsch’s, and Cappelen’s positions 
on psychologization resemble each other, yet, they are not identical, and a close 
investigation may uncover some essential differences. The main difference is that 
while Williamson thinks that philosophers mistakenly treat philosophical evidence 
as made up of intuition, Cappelen and Deutsch accept that psychologization is 
wrong but reject that philosophers are perpetrators of it. Williamson’s position aims 
at revealing the nature of philosophical evidence; Deutsch’s and Cappelen’s posi-
tions aim at showing what philosophers believe about that very evidence.

In the previous chapters, I developed a broader view, according to which intu-
itions are attitudes but not propositional in nature. But suppose I am right: intuition 
is not propositional. So, what, why does all this matter at all? There is more than one 
reason. Most obviously, whether intuition is propositional or non-propositional is 
relevant to the question about the nature of intuition which inherits interest from the 
question about the epistemic status of intuition since how we answer the former 
affects how we answer the latter.

The account I have developed of the epistemic status of the mental state of intu-
ition sees that the evidential status of intuition does not depend on it (i.e., intuition) 
itself; rather, it rests on its being combined with other pieces to make up a whole — 
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thought experiment or argument. The main failure of the pros and cons accounts of 
the evidential status of intuition is that they evaluate intuition separately. 
Alternatively, on my view, intuition has evidential status if and only if it plays a role 
in making up an epistemically justified argument. Hence, even if I might not believe 
that intuition is ultimate evidence, I totally agree that intuitions can fully be deriva-
tive evidence. And the postulation of centrality does not require that the evidential 
role of intuition ought to be ultimate or foundational. Such a version of centrality is 
not one which supporters of the anti-centrality plan to reject. If my non- propositional 
theory is correct, then intuitions can play an evidential role not by themselves but by 
being combined with other pieces to make up a whole.

This non-propositional view of intuition also rules out the forms of centrality, 
such as the “content” reading: “many philosophical arguments treat the contents of 
certain intuitions as evidence” (Deutsch 2015, p. 36). Another related dispute among 
theorists of evidence concerns the question of what evidence possession is. For 
proponents of propositional models of evidence, S has the evidence e if and only if 
S believes the truth of e. (Williamson 2002) argues that this is not enough for a 
subject to have evidence. To that end, he develops a stricter theory of evidence 
according to which in order for e to be a subject’s evidence, e has to be part of her 
total knowledge. By doing so, Williamson “equates S’s evidence with S’s knowl-
edge” (Williamson 2002, p.  185). Now, if the evidence justifies belief, then 
Williamson’s view of the evidence = knowledge theory leads to the conclusion that 
“knowledge, and only knowledge, justifies belief” (Williamson 2002, p.  185). 
Alternatively, on my non-propositional view, in order for mental states like intuition 
to be a subject’s evidence, she must have such intuition, and additional conditions 
(e.g., being combined with other pieces to make up a whole) must be added. 
Centrality, as understood by proponents of anti-centrality, that is, intuition plays the 
role of philosophers’ central evidence, seems to assume that philosophers possess 
intuitions as genuine evidence. Not so, if my non-propositional view is correct.

While anti-Centralists are primarily concerned with contemporary analytic phi-
losophers’ usages of the intuition-terminology, it seems, however, obvious to 
Williamson, Deutsch, and Cappelen that philosophers treat intuition as a psycho-
logical state. A bulk of the substantial and growing meta-philosophical literature 
fairly endorses the claim as such. For example, Richard B. Miller claims that “intu-
ition is the reader’s own introspective judgment about his or her own linguistic dis-
position as manifested in the imagined circumstances” (Miller 2000, 235). As it 
stands, the quote implies that intuition is an introspective judgment which is a psy-
chological state. In the same vein, (Earlenbaugh and Molyneux 2009, p. 105) sug-
gest a different proposal “that finding P intuitive amounts to having some inclination 
to believe that P.” That is to say that intuition, after all, is a psychological fact, 
namely, the inclination to believe. But Williamson’s, Deutsch’s, and Cappelen’s 
reading of centrality go further, claiming that contemporary analytic philosophers’ 
usage of intuitions is not just as psychological states but genuine psychological 
states. Particularly, they think that intuition is recently treated as having an eviden-
tial role or being the basic evidential source.
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The necessary condition for the reliable indicators requirement of a psychologi-
cal state to be categorized as basic evidential sources, according to (Goldman and 
Pust 1998), is: “mental states of type M constitute a basic evidential source only if 
M-states are reliable indicators of the truth of their contents (or the truth of closely 
related contents), at least when the M-states occur in M-favorable circumstances” 
(p. 180). What this basically means is that when a psychological state occurs in the 
circumstances favorable for it to occur, its contents are generally true (Goldman and 
Pust 1998, p. 180). Intuition is not a mere psychological state but a psychological 
state with an evidential role. The suggestion here is as follows. If Gettier intuits that 
Smith does not know, then, given the reliable connection between intuition and the 
truth of the proposition intuited, Gettier’s intuition that Smith does not know is 
enough evidence for the content of the proposition ‘Smith does not know,’ to be 
true. This is not to say that the belief that Gettier intuits that Smith does not know 
evidentially supports the belief that Smith does not know. Rather, Gettier’s intuiting 
that Smith does not know itself evidentially supports the belief that Smith does 
not know.

It is not obvious to me that intuition is treated as a genuine psychological state. 
Throughout the literature on intuition, there have been various attempts to charac-
terize intuition as something different from a psychological state. For example, 
(Hogarth 2001) has a tendency to characterize intuition as similar to perception. We 
deal with intuition as seeing the truth of some proposition, just as we deal with per-
ception as seeing some state of affairs. And (Richard 1990) describes intuition as a 
propositional attitude as defined earlier by the that-clause. After all, there are many 
other vivid examples of conceptual work to define the nature of intuitions as several 
other things rather than being a psychological state. From these considerations, I 
maintain that intuition is not always characterized as a genuine psychological state.

There are two points to be made here. First, we just have seen that there is no 
agreement to identify intuition as a psychological state. If anti-centralists want to 
deny this disagreement, it entails that their general standard for something to be 
considered as evidence, it must be commonly shared, is wrong. This suggests that 
their Argument from Depsychologizing the Philosophical Evidence is untrue. In 
particular, if Williamson’s denial of the principle of “Evidence Neutrality” is true, 
then the Argument from Depsychologizing the Philosophical Evidence is untrue. 
According to Williamson, philosophical evidence does not consist of the principle 
of “Evidence Neutrality,” which he defines as follows:

Whether a proposition constitutes evidence is in principle uncontentiously decidable, in the 
sense that a community of inquirers can always in principle achieve common knowledge as 
to whether any given proposition constitutes evidence for the inquiry… in a debate over a 
hypothesis h, proponents and opponents of h should be able to agree whether some claim p 
constitutes evidence without first having to settle their differences over h itself. (Williamson 
2007a, p. 210).

What this quotation means is that evidence is always known, which in turn means 
that one can always acquire knowledge if one overcomes all the “accidental mis-
takes and confusions” (Williamson 2007a, p. 210). This is to say that disagreement 
about intuition is motivated by accidental mistakes and confusion that can be 
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overcome. Once they are overcome, there will be agreement about intuition, and 
accordingly, it will be considered evidence. If so, it is better that people should not 
believe in the Argument from Lacking Reference. And, if the disagreement cannot 
be overcome, then, as we have seen earlier, there is no agreement to define intuition 
as a psychological state. In this case, it is certainly better that people should not 
believe in the Argument from Depsychologizing the Philosophical Evidence. So, 
either way, it is better that people should not believe in the anti-centrality thesis.

Second, on the picture given in this book, intuition-based epistemology can 
avoid the charge from psychology. On the suggested view, intuition is a mental state 
of an epistemological kind rather than a faculty that picks out special psychological 
mechanisms, such as being phenomenal, propositional, etc. Recall that I have 
argued that intuition cannot be individualized in terms of being propositional, phe-
nomenal or in terms of special feeling or what it feels like, emotional, moody, and 
dispositional mechanisms. Having rejected all these psychological mechanisms, 
does this mean that the mental state of intuition is counted as one’s evidence only if 
she has this mental state? No. At least, this is not what I have argued for. Again, 
merely having the mental state of intuition is not enough to possess it as evidence. 
And therefore, additional conditions need to be added. The suggestion is that intu-
ition is an integral part of completing a whole. And it is individuated in terms of its 
origin, namely, the thought experiment, which is considered to be an intuition pump.

Being appealed to by thought experiments, both intuitions and thought experi-
ments are supposed to have a lot in common. In light of this fact, I have developed 
an account of the epistemic status of intuitions. By witnessing the failures of the 
arguments of reliablists, skeptics, and perspectival relativism regarding the epistemic 
status of intuitions, I see that the evidential status of intuition does not depend on it 
itself, rather it rests on its being combined with other pieces to make up a whole —
thought experiment or argument. The main failure of the aforesaid pros and cons 
accounts of the evidential status of intuition is that they evaluate intuition separately. 
Alternatively, on my view, intuition has evidential status if and only if it plays a role 
in making up an epistemically justified argument. There is thus no need to retreat 
into psychological facts to advocate the epistemic status of intuitions. I then claim 
that, though the Argument from Depsychologizing the Philosophical Evidence might 
work against other accounts of intuition, my account remains untouched.

In sum, my approach does not rest on intuition being distinctive of philosophical 
methodology. The only crucial fact is that it rests on the epistemic thought experi-
ment, which, in turn, is structured as the epistemic argument from which epistemic 
intuition arises. If so, the question of epistemic status does not apply to intuition 
separately. Rather, it is applicable to the argument itself in which intuition has evi-
dential status if and only if it plays a role in making up the epistemically justified 
argument. This is one way, then, where arguments against centrality do show that 
there is further work to be done in articulating the anti-centrality strategy. But surely, 
the approach as articulated now does not threaten my own view of intuition.
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4.4.3  Reply to the Argument from Argumentationalism

Another line of attack on centrality holds the claim that philosophers use argument 
rather than intuition in their evaluation of philosophical theories and hypotheses. As 
we have seen earlier, each of Cappelen, Williamson, and Deutsch separately has 
defended a similar approach in order to refute centrality. To remind the reader, they 
analyzed a series of canonical epistemic thought experiments such as Gettier cases, 
the Truetemp case, Kripke’s Gödel–Schmidt case and so on in the light of this 
approach. As a result, they concluded that this is the right conception to adequately 
understand thought experiments in philosophy. In addition, they held that centrality 
is a misconstruction of philosophers’ practice and that intuition rarely, if ever, plays 
a sufficiently great evidential role in philosophy. Call the above argument against 
centrality the argument from argumentationalism. In this section, I will mainly 
focus on three canonical epistemic thought experiments analyzed by intuition- 
deniers where I find their proposed characterization to be problematic and hence 
does not show that my view is wrong.

4.4.3.1  Cappelen’s Discussion of Chalmers’ Zombie Case

Let us look back on Chalmers’ Zombie case. Recall that Chalmers displays the 
Zombie example against physicalism. The assumption is that except for lacking 
conscious experience, a Zombie is identical to a normal human being. Remember 
that I have reconstructed the case as follows. If physicalism, the view that physical 
stuff is enough to explain consciousness, is right, then there should be no possibility 
for there to be a world that is physically identical to but lack some components (e.g., 
consciousness) of ours. But a Zombie, which is a creature that is physically our 
duplicate but lacks our conscious experiences, is conceivable. Therefore, physical-
ism is wrong.

Cappelen’s main strategy consists of two points. One is that what most intuition- 
theorists consider to be three typical features of intuition are absent in the case. 
Another is that Chalmers argued for the conclusion of the case and accordingly 
relied on an argument, not intuition.

It is always a bit odd to claim that intuition and argument are mutually opposed, 
inconsistent or exclusive. Part of the strategy of my thesis rests on the idea that there 
is also the argument-friendly view of intuition, not discussed by positions on the 
nature and epistemic status of intuition but developed and defended in this book. 
Intuition is a piece of a whole —a thought experiment or argument— and helps in 
constructing it and shares its epistemic status. So, it came as no surprise to me that 
Cappelen finds arguments in the world of canonical thought experiments simply 
because I believe that intuition figures in these arguments. Having discussed the 
issue of three typical features of intuition multiple times, I will mainly focus on the 
second point, arguing that intuition figures in the argument.
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The obvious candidate step in reasoning is that ‘the world of Zombie is conceiv-
able.’ Indeed, conceivability judgments appear to be a compelling kind of justifica-
tion for a belief. Cappelen’s move is to separate out pre-theoretic judgment from 
intuition, arguing that we might have the former without certainly having the latter. 
The key idea at play in the Zombie case is conceivability under ideally rational 
reflection. He says:

what is conceivable on ideal reflection is not something that we can settle without careful 
reflection and argumentation and so will be a conclusion we reach inferentially ... There’s 
an interesting phenomenon that we pre-theoretically would characterize as the prima facie 
conceivability of a zombie world (Cappelen 2012, p. 186–187).

Pre-theoretic judgment is significantly important both for experimentalists’ projects 
and philosophical argumentation. We cannot ignore that pre-theoretic conceivabil-
ity is what underlies ideal conceivability. If Chalmers, for example, did not have this 
intuition or pre-theoretic judgment of the conceivability of a Zombie world, he 
would not be provided with a motive to find out whether or not this conceivability 
withstands careful examination under ideal conditions. What is conceivable, 
he writes:

is conceivable on ideal rational reflection ...What is conceivable on ideal reflection is not 
something that we can settle without careful reflection and argumentation and so will be a 
conclusion we reach inferentially (Cappelen 2012, p. 186).

In light of this account of what is ideally conceivable, Cappelen makes the mistake 
of supposing that since Chalmers presents an argument to support his view, intuition 
must be absent. Even when one is ideally a rational conceiver, she perhaps should 
reflectively reason, trying only to build up epistemically justified arguments in the 
way explained before. Some truths will strike such an ideal agent as intuitive, play-
ing a significant role in setting up the gradual accumulation of epistemically justi-
fied arguments as such. The suggestion is that intuition alone has no epistemic status 
simply because intuition appears to be a crucial part of the relevant thought experi-
ment. The thought experiment offers an epistemic argument. Therefore, the ques-
tion of epistemic status does apply to the argument buttressed intuition. This version 
of centrality holds that philosophers rely on an argument that includes intuition as a 
crucial part of it. This mutual action or influence between argument and intuition is 
cordial, even integral, not competitive or reciprocally excluding.

4.4.3.2  Williamson’s Interpretation of Gettier’s Ten Coins Case

In the face of the claim that intuition was often used as evidence in philosophy, 
Williamson leads another line of attack on centrality, arguing that it is ill-motivated. 
He involves the claim that philosophers routinely use arguments rather than intu-
ition as evidence in their philosophizing. To illustrate this approach in refuting cen-
trality, he offers an interpretation of Gettier’s ten coins thought experiment, arguing 
that Gettier does not actually use intuition as evidence against the conception of 
knowledge as justified true belief. Remember that his analysis does not concern 
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what Gettier’s case, as a canonical example, is. Instead, his concern is how we must 
adequately understand such a thought experiment. In very rough terms, the Gettier 
case must be understood as a counterfactual conditional. Accordingly, he interprets 
the results of counterfactual conditional, which has been habitually expressed by 
what is called Gettier’s intuition as follows. If a thinker were Gettier-related to a 
proposition, he/she would have justified true belief in it without knowledge. He goes 
from a modal premise (If a thinker were Gettier-related to a proposition) to a modal 
conclusion (then he/she would have justified true belief in it without knowledge).

So conceived, Williamson concludes that Gettier’s case is possible, not that it is 
actual. Add to that that intuition provides access to psychological facts not to con-
testable facts, and thereby it fails to play the role of evidence in philosophy. 
Therefore, Williamson concludes that the adequate way to investigate the subject 
matter of philosophy is based on argument. In particular, argument or counterfactual 
thought experiment without intuition is what provides epistemic access to contest-
able facts as such.

Williamson’s view, generally speaking, is true depending on whether his way of 
thinking about a possible world or counterfactual situation is true. One looks at “a 
possible world as if it were like a foreign country. One looks upon it as an observer” 
(Kripke 1980, p. 43).19 One can observe whether or not Gettier has moved to the 
other country only in terms of qualities but not in terms of properties. One observes 
that someone is bald, for instance, but not someone is Gettier. However, in general, 
this does not seem to be the right way to look at the possible worlds. In Kripke’s 
words: “a possible world isn’t a distant country that we are coming across, or view-
ing through a telescope” (Kripke 1980, p. 44). To be precise, “‘possible worlds’ are 
total ‘ways the world might have been’ or states or histories of the entire world” 
(Kripke 1980, p. 18). In this sense, “the actual world is one of the possible worlds” 
(Kripke 1980, p. 38). Consequently, “we identify objects across possible worlds as 
objects resembling the given one in the most important respects” (Kripke 1980, 
p. 53). That is to say that an essential property designates the same object in every 
possible world. So perceived, we have enough reason to move towards looking upon 
worlds both actual and possible as they have slight differences if any. They are 
analogous in the most important respects.

Applied to Gettier’s ten coins case, the property that ‘Gettier has an intuition that 
Smith does not know the proposition that the one who will get the job has ten coins 
in his pocket is true’ identifies him as ‘his subject, Smith, has a justified true belief 
without knowledge,’ in every possible world. The basic point is that there is a direct, 
natural implication of this resemblance, which is that Williamson’s idealization of 
the relationship between possibility and actuality can no more bar the actuality of 
Gettier cases so that they can actually take place. That is to say that one is no more 
required to refrain from intuition simply because actuality and possibility are simi-
lar. So, possibilities cannot fall short of appropriately guaranteeing their 

19 Note that Kripke recommends using the term ‘possible world’ in the same sense as ‘possible 
state (or history) of the world’ or ‘counterfactual situation.’ What interests us here is that ‘possible 
world’ and ‘counterfactual situation,’ in his context, were used as synonyms.
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justifiedness. As a result, some intuitions may successfully constitute justified 
belief, and accordingly, their thought experiment will be epistemically justified in 
the way defined in this work.

4.4.3.3  Deutsch’s Interpretation of Kripke’s Gödel-Schmidt Case

Deutsch (2009, 2010, 2015, 2016)’s investigation of the Gödel-Schmidt case has 
produced many important results. Contrary to those who think that Kripke relied on 
intuition as evidence to underpin his Gödel-Schmidt case against descriptivism, 
Deutsch suggests that Kripke has actually used further evidence, namely, arguments 
to support thought experimental judgments where “Gödel” doesn’t refer to Schmidt. 
More specifically, he holds that Kripke presents in the original presentation of the 
Gödel-Schmidt the following arguments for the thought experimental judgment: 
“Gödel” doesn’t refer to Schmidt.

The first argument is the Einstein example. Although Einstein is not the inventor 
of the atomic bomb, and regardless of the fact that some people associate with 
Einstein, the only description, i.e., the inventor of the atomic bomb, Einstein does 
not refer to the inventor of the atomic bomb.

The second argument is the ‘immunity to error’ view. The argument goes as fol-
lows. If descriptivism is right, then it entails that people can never commit errors 
when they emphasize the thought experimental judgment ‘Gödel is the prover of 
incompleteness.’ Since this result is wrong, there is good reason to believe that it is 
certainly better that people should count that descriptivism is wrong too; however, 
descriptivism is “the only reason to make the opposing judgment [i.e. “Gödel” 
refers to Schmidt]” (Deutsch 2015, p. 110). The immunity to error argument thereby 
grounds an indirect argument for the thought experimental judgment: “Gödel does 
not refer to Schmidt. For the very same reasons, Kripke’s negative arguments against 
the descriptivist theory of reference and positive arguments for his own causal his-
torical theory of reference also count as indirect arguments for the thought experi-
mental judgment: “Gödel” does not refer to Schmidt.

Deutsch’s main suggestion is that both of the above-mentioned arguments are 
not based on starting points of folks’ intuitions. Their starting points concern facts 
about reference and not folks’ intuitions about those facts. For that reason, he con-
cludes that centrality is an incorrect view because it is based on a faulty understand-
ing of philosophers’ practice and that intuition rarely, if ever, plays significant 
evidential roles in philosophy. In what follows, I will show that Deutsch does not 
provide any good argument against the version of centrality defended in this book. 
Here is my strategy.

In light of the above, the following point is central to Deutsch’s argument. 
Philosophers rarely count folks’ intuitions as the starting points for their arguments. 
The main reason why Deutsch thinks that a claim as such is correct is the fact that 
philosophers very occasionally use the term “intuition” and its cognates in their 
original texts, as in Kripke’s Gödel-Schmidt case. Apparently, he expects that a 
philosopher who uses intuitions as evidence must explicitly mention things like 
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‘Look here, I am starting my argument with the intuition that so and so!’ For exam-
ple, he expects Kripke to explicitly mention that he is starting his argument with the 
intuition that “Gödel” does not refer to Schmidt.

Admittedly, sometimes one might implicitly use the starting point in one’s argu-
ment. However, if philosophers sometimes start their arguments from implicit 
reports relating to intuitions, then it is unlikely that intuition-terminology would 
explicitly happen so often in philosophical practice. In this sense, we can agree with 
Deutsch that philosophers rarely count folks’ intuitions as the starting points for 
their arguments. However, I fail to see why we have to trust that this is the only way 
in which intuition can play a central evidential role. If the implicit use of intuition 
in one’s argument is true, then intuitions most likely are used as evidence in the 
arguments, even if intuition-language does not explicitly appear in those arguments. 
Centrality thus remains cogent despite Deutsch’s argument, assuming that intuition 
as evidence is explicit in its nature.

Applied to the canonical thought experiments restructured as arguments in this 
book, it seems just obvious that in order for the fact that we have an intuition, which 
figures in an argument as our evidence, we do not necessarily have to explicitly 
appeal to it. Take, for instance, Frank Jackson in his Fred case against physicalism. 
With his sentence, “it seems that no amount of physical information about Fred’s 
brain and optical system tells,” Jackson did refer to the fact that he had an intuition 
that our having all physical information about Fred won’t help us to know every-
thing about his color experience (Jackson 1982, p. 129). This intuition is treated as 
a strong justification against physicalism. The same story goes for his sentence, “it 
seems, however, that Mary does not know all there is to know” (Jackson 1986, 
p. 291). Jackson did refer to the fact that he has the intuition that Mary learns some-
thing new though this intuition is considered a strong justification against 
physicalism.

To see this, recall the concept of epistemic thought experiment or argument 
defended in this book. In evaluating an epistemic argument, we need to meet the 
standard of justifiedness, according to which an argument is epistemically good if 
and only if it produces justified beliefs both in its conclusion and premises as well. 
For example, the sentence “it is just that none of this functioning will be accompa-
nied by any real conscious experience” justifies the fact that Chalmers has the intu-
ition that the realm of Zombie or Zombie itself (the subject of the story) is, indeed, 
conceivable (Chalmers 1996, p. 95). In a second step, this intuition is taken as justi-
fication against another distinct form of physicalism according to which conscious-
ness can be reductively knowable in a merely physical sense.

It seems that in order for the fact that we have an intuition to figure in a justified 
argument as our evidence, we do not necessarily have to explicitly appeal to it. 
Applied to Cohen’s Lottery cases, his first case’s sentence, “it does not seem right 
to say that S knows he will lose,” justifies the belief that Cohen has the intuition that 
the subject does not know that he will lose. And his second case’s sentence, “we are 
inclined to say that S does know that he loses,” strongly justifies believing the fact 
that Cohen has the intuition that the subject knows that he will lose (Cohen 1988, 
p.  92). Those intuitions, in the second step, are counted as justification for the 
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conclusion that induction is not enough ground for obtaining true knowledge. In the 
same vein, Lehrer’s sentence: “Surely not,” gives a justification in believing the fact 
that Lehrer has the intuition that the subject, Mr. Truetemp, does not know what the 
temperature is when he truly says what it is (Lehrer 1990, p. 164). This intuition 
itself, in a second step, is considered as evidence against the externalist version of 
reliabilism.

The point is basically this. In epistemic arguments, sometimes one does not lin-
gually mention that one has grounded intuition from which a premise or conclusion 
may be inferred or followed, but in most cases, one does hold beliefs about the hid-
den grounds one uses to justify what follows. To emphasize the point a bit further, 
consider Goldman’s two sentences: “given this information, would we say that 
Henry knows that the object is a barn? Most of us would have little hesitation in 
saying this” and “given this new information, we would be strongly inclined to 
withdraw the claim that Henry knows the object is a barn” (Goldman 1976, 
pp. 772–3). These sentences are the grounds from which the intuitions that Henry 
knows/does not know are inferred or followed. Goldman does hold beliefs about 
these inferred intuitions and uses them to justify what follows: the claim that what 
determines whether our assessment is true or false is the distinguishability or dis-
criminability of the situation.

By the same token, Gettier’s intuition that Smith does not know the proposition 
the one who will get the job has ten coins in his pocket is true is given by his sen-
tence, “it is equally clear that Smith does not know” (Gettier 1963, p. 122). After 
that, Gettier uses the very intuition as evidence against the justified true belief the-
ory of knowledge. In like manner, Kripke establishes the intuition that we do not 
refer to Schmidt when we use the name “Gödel”:

so, since the man who discovered the incompleteness of arithmetic is in fact Schmidt, we, 
when we talk about ‘Gödel’, are in fact always referring to Schmidt. But it seems to me that 
we are not. We simply are not (Kripke 1980, p. 84).

Then, he considers it as evidence against descriptivism. Finally, BonJour’s intuition 
that the subject Norman is epistemically unjustified in believing that the President 
is in New York City originates from the following phrases:

is Norman epistemically justified in believing that the President is in New York City, so that 
his belief is an instance of knowledge? According to the modified externalist position, we 
must apparently say that he is. But is this the right conclusion? Aren’t there still sufficient 
grounds for a charge of subjective irrationality to prevent Norman from being epistemically 
justified? (BonJour 1985, p. 41).

In the second step, such an intuition is then taken as evidence against externalism.
In virtue of the above, we can refer to intuition without using the term ‘intuition.’ 

We can also rely on intuition, being combined with other pieces to make up a whole 
argument, as evidence without explicitly appealing to it. The role intuitions play as 
evidence can neither be simply read from our words nor from the premises of our 
arguments in a logical sense. I, therefore, take it that my approach cannot easily be 
undermined and has not been undermined by Deutsch’s argument.

An objection from Cappelen that needs to be considered is the following:

4 Epistemic Intuition in Light of Intuition-Deniers
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a number of paradigmatic cases/thought experiments from various subfields of contempo-
rary philosophy ... the overall conclusion is that there is no ‘implicit’ reliance on intuitions 
in philosophical practice” (Cappelen 2012, p. 96).

In reply, one can say that what Cappelen actually did is he identified the above- 
mentioned three features of the intuitive. And then, he started looking at ten typical 
thought experiments to see whether there was any appeal to those features. There is, 
he found, no appeal to all or one of those features. Therefore, he inferred that there 
is no reliance on intuition, as evidenced in philosophers’ thought experiments. 
Admittedly, he won’t find any simply because intuition has none of those features, 
as I already argued by providing a proposal about what intuition is. Cappelen has 
been operating on the surface level—maybe things would look different had he 
investigated the real form intuition has despite the lack of those features. On the 
other hand, he is concerned with how to detect the presence of intuition that can 
operate separately. As I pointed out earlier, instead, we have to think of intuition as 
part of a whole or argument. Thus, the question of epistemic status does not apply 
to intuition separately. Rather, it is applicable to the argument itself, which can be 
either epistemically justified or unjustified.

4.5  Concluding Remarks

As stated by (Kornblith 2006), the greatest hope of philosophy is to uncover the 
principal truths about the world. Such truths can be arrived at by means of our intu-
itions. However, the minute we constitute the correct account intended to explain 
the nature of intuitions along with their epistemic status and accept that we can 
arrive at those noble truths, we can fulfill that ambition to which philosophy has 
aimed at. Realizing the nature of intuition correctly and weighing intuitions appro-
priately gives us the tools to avoid the pitfalls of the proponents of anti-centrality 
while keeping the goals.

4.5 Concluding Remarks
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 Conclusion

The main theme of this book is to show that intuition-theorists must be careful while 
examining their meta-philosophical assumptions regarding both the nature and epis-
temic status of intuitions. Even the reliablists’ widely accepted assumption that the 
modal character of some intuitions makes every intuition particularly logical and 
mathematical deserves scrutiny. I have argued that the mental state of intuition 
which arises from epistemic thought experiments is different from intuition as it 
relates to logical and mathematical objects. Unless we realize this difference, we are 
prone to jump to Platonism about intuition.

Reliablists have offered some arguments for the view that intuition, in the ratio-
nalist sense, is a priori. Experimentalists have claimed that, by surveying responses 
to cases, intuition is a posteriori. Alternatively, I have offered some convincing rea-
sons why both of the views are misleading. In fact, we should not explain intuition 
in terms of either-or fallacy, either a priori or a posteriori. Instead, I have argued 
successfully, I believe, that intuition is multi-dimensional. I have also urged that 
correctly understanding the nature of intuition can be decoupled from adopting a 
thick notion of it. One might think that since reliablists characterize intuition as a 
phenomenal mental state and a propositional attitude, then this is a sufficient justi-
fication for us to admittedly characterize our intuitions in this way. However, intu-
ition in the thin sense plausibly plays a central role in this book. I have explained in 
detail that we cannot refer to the mental state of intuition as having any of the fol-
lowing features: phenomenal properties, the conceptual competence of the subject, 
and a propositional attitude. This conclusion leads to an alternative, according to 
which intuition is individuated by the thought experiment from which it arises.

Apart from this, I have argued that the evidentiality of intuition remains plausi-
ble, but it is important to keep in mind that there are some theoretical limitations. 
For instance, we should not understand intuition alone as playing the central eviden-
tial role in the epistemological inquiry. Keeping in mind that I have argued that 
intuition is non-propositional, the view that philosophical evidence consists of intu-
ition separately seems to be untenable. For that reason, I have thought of thought 
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experiments as offering an epistemic and not a logical argument in which intuition 
figures and accordingly, the evaluation of such an argument is best understood in 
epistemological terms. So conceived, intuition plays an evidential role by virtue of 
its ability to fit in well with other pieces to construct a justified epistemic argument. 
My concept of the thin notion of intuition is plausible only if we adopt the view 
according to which intuition alone has no justificatory status, rather; intuition’s jus-
tificatory power is derived from its possession of epistemic reason(s) to produce 
justified belief in the conclusion and premises of an epistemic argument.

Lastly, I have addressed standard challenges to the account of intuition that 
underwrites my theory of intuition, namely challenges of anti-centrality, according 
to which philosophers do not regard intuition as evidence in philosophy. Supporters 
of the anti-centrality response have offered some convincing reasons against the 
view that intuition, in the thick sense, does not occupy any central evidential status 
in epistemology. More precisely, they mainly offered three major arguments: the 
argument from lacking reference, the argument against psychologizing the philo-
sophical evidence, and the argument from argumentationalism.

However, I have discussed and responded to them, showing that they fail to affect 
the account of intuition I attempted to establish in this book. I have supported my 
version of centrality by arguing against the first objection. It was shown that phi-
losophers can always create an apt for less controversial terminology to express 
what is intuitive and what is not. I have also urged that my version of centrality is 
plausible since I adopted a thin notion of intuition which can be considered as evi-
dence if and only if one has such intuition with additional conditions. Regarding the 
second objection, I have shown that it is not applicable to my version of centrality 
that adopts a theory of evidence which is neither propositional nor psychological in 
the way defined by anti-centralists. Lastly, I have argued that actual and possible 
worlds are slightly different, offering an argument-friendly approach to intuition. 
Therefore, my account is also secured from the third objection.

However, most of the attempts that one tries are open to some interesting coun-
terexamples or other objections. This book is not an exception. So, there may be 
cases that question this book so as to oppose it by presenting some type of counter-
example or the other. I do not know how such cases would go, but they should not, 
I hope, be such as both to make the thesis of this book trivial and false. I think that 
what I have said in this book is the right account of the nature of intuition and its 
role in epistemology. I hope I have done enough in the book to make others also 
think so.

Conclusion
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