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general information

If a train is running at five people tied to the track and the only chance to saveCourse
Description them is to push a fat person down a bridge to stop the train, should I really do

this? Does the length of a flagpole’s shadow explain the height of the pole just
as well as the height of the pole explains the length od the shadow? Somehow,
most people are moved to reply “No” to both of these question without having
to undergo a great deal of deliberation. Such immediate response are typically
referred to as intuitions. At least according to a prevalent conception, analytic
philosophy frequently appeals to intuitions; but only recently, philosophers
have discussed the role of intuitions more explicitly. In this course, we will dis-
cuss three questions that naturally arise: (1) What exactly are (philosophical)
intuitions? We will look at some philosophical attempts, but also explore the
perspective of cognitive science. (2) Do philosophers really appeal to intuitions
as frequently as they seem to think? Herman Cappelen (2012) has recently sug-
gested otherwise and thereby caused a heated metaphilosophical debate. (3)
Which role should intuitions play in philosophy? We can, quite independently
of the actual role of intuitions in philosophy, ask whether or in which type of
cases intuitions are in fact good evidence for philosophical claims. Champions
of the so-called negative program of experimental philosophy try to uncover
the degree to which intuitions are influenced by apparently philosophically ir-
relevant factors and use their results to argue that we should abstain from
appealing to intuitions. Others have taken more nuanced approaches that al-
low intuitions as evidence for philosophical claims if the nature of the claim
and our best understanding of the kind of intuitions involved do indeed allow
for the intuitions to be truth-indicative.

There are four main goals of this course: (1) understanding the main linesGoals
of reasoning within the metaphilosophical debate about intuitions; (2) being
able to discuss (alleged) appeals to intuitions in philosophical literature at an
advanced level; (3) the ability to closely analyze arguments and point out their
assumptions precisely and (4) getting a sense of how philosophy can benefit
from cognitive science. According to a popular proverb among philosophers,
what you can learn when studying philosophy is reading and writing. In that
sense, this course is supposed to increase reading abilities.

This class may be taken fully graded or graded satisfactory/unsatisfactory. InRequirements
any case, a satisfactory grade requires regular attendance, a class presenta-
tion and a short essay. Class presentations will be “case studies” of about 10
minutes on one prominent philosophical passage which, at least allegedly, ap-
peals to intuitions. Your role is that of an expert on this passage, so you need
to supply the relevant bit of context and the content of the passage, ideally
even tell us about the impact of that passage. A list of presentation topics is
included as an appendix; if you have another interesting passage you would
like to present on, please talk to me. Essays should be 6-8 page discussions



(preferably) of the topic of your presentation, relating it at least to one general
topic we discussed in class. Papers are due on the evening of July 7. If you
need a grade, participation, presentation and paper will be graded and count
one third towards your final grade.

Don’t cheat! It is your responsibility that within your paper and presentation,Academic
Integrity any idea that is not your own is clearly credited to that source. This includes

any rephrased version, and it entails that you not only cite the source within the
paper, but at every occasion when you discuss material originating from that
source, marking clearly what the extent of that overlap is. If you plagiarize, I
will find you and I will fight you!

If you are a student with a disability or believe that you might have a disabil-Accommodations
ity that requires special accommodations, please contact Student Disability
Services to obtain a letter from a specialist: Garland 385; (410) 516 4720;
studentdisabilityservices@jhu.edu

class schedule

Introduction and housekeeping; the case of the Gettier debateMay 31

Seminar texts: [Gettier 1963], [Russell 1912, 129-30].

Further readings: [Weinberg et al. 2001], [Machery et al. 2015].

Part I What are Intuitions?

Philosophical theories of intuition I: defining intuitionsJune 2

Seminar texts: [Alexander 2012, 11-27 or 22-43 (ebook)] [Pust 2000, 43-6].

Further readings: [Bealer 1998], [Sosa 1998], [Sosa 2007].

Philosophical theories of intuition II: Williamson and his criticsJune 5

Seminar texts: [Williamson 2007, 215-20], [Chudnoff 2011].

Further reading: [Alexander 2012, 102-7].

Intuitions in cognitive scienceJune 7

Seminar text: [Kahneman 2011, 19-30; 50-70; 89-105].

Further reading: [Nado 2014].

Presentation: Alex on the ’Asian Disease’.

Part II Are Intuitions Central to Philosophy?

Cappelen’s linguistic argumentJune 9

Seminar text: [Cappelen 2012, 29-60].

Further readings: [Weinberg 2014], [Nado 2016].

Presentation: Connor on Bromberger’s flagpole.



Cappelen’s empirical argumentJune 12

Seminar text: [Cappelen 2012, 130-163]

Further readings: [Deutsch 2010], [Chalmers 2014].

Presentation: William on the trolley cases.

Part III Intuitions as Evidence?

Weighing intuitionsJune 14

Seminar text: [Weatherson 2003]

Further readings: [Lycan 2006]

Presentation: Kelsey on the Twin Earth case.

The case against intuitions I: distorting factorsJune 16

Seminar text: [Swain et al. 2008].

Further readings: [Kahneman 2011, 50-58; 119-28], [Alexander et al. 2010],
[Alexander 2012, 70-88].

Presentation: Vincent on Gricean implicatures.

The case against intuitions II: Weinberg’s challengeJune 19

Seminar text: [Weinberg 2007].

Further readings: [Grundmann 2010], [Ichikawa 2012].

The “Positive Program” of Experimental PhilosophyJune 21

Seminar text: [Stich & Tobia 2016].

Further readings: [Nichols & Knobe 2007].

Understanding and assessing intuitionsJune 23

Seminar text: [De Cruz 2015]

Further readings: [McCauley 2011].

Boyd and Nagel on epistemic intuitionsJune 26

Seminar text: [Boyd & Nagel 2014].

Further readings: [Nagel 2012].

Presentation: Veronica on the Chinese Room.

Debunking moral intuitionsJune 28

Seminar text: [Singer 2005].

Further readings: [Greene et al. 2001], [Street 2006].

Wrap-Up DiscussionJune 30

also note:

43rd Annual Meeting of the Society for Philosophy and Psychology, see http:June 28- July 1
//www.socphilpsych.org/.

http://www.socphilpsych.org/
http://www.socphilpsych.org/
http://www.socphilpsych.org/


references

[Alexander 2012] Alexander, J. (2012). Experimental Philosophy. An Introduction.
Polity Press.

[Alexander et al. 2010] Alexander, J., R. Mallon & J. Weinberg (2010). Accentuate
the Negative. Review of Philosophy and Psychology 1, 297-314.

[Bealer 1998] Bealer, G. (1998). Intuition and the Autonomy of Philosphy. In
Michael DePaul and William Ramsey (eds.), Rethinking Intuition. The Psy-
chology of Intuition and Its Role in Philosophical Inquiry (201-39). Rowman
& Littlefield.

[Boyd & Nagel 2014] Boyd, K. and J. Nagel (2014). The Reliability of Epistemic
Intuitions. In Edouard Machery and Elisabeth O’Neill (eds.), Current Contro-
versies in Experimental Philosophy (109-27). Routledge.

[Buckwalter/Stich 2013] Buckwalter, W. and S. Stich (2013). Gender and Philo-
sophical Intuition. In J. Knobe and S. Nichols (eds.), Experimental Philosophy.
Volume 2 (307-46). Oxford University Press.

[Cappelen 2012] Cappelen, H. (2012). Philosophy without Intuitions. Oxford Uni-
versity Press.

[Chalmers 2014] Chalmers, D. Intuitions in philosophy: a minimal defense. Philo-
sophical Studies 171, 535-44.

[Chudnoff 2011] Chudnoff, E. (2011). What Intuitions Are Like. Philosophy and
Phenomenological Research 82, 625-654.

[De Cruz 2015] De Cruz, H. (2015). Where Philosophical Intuitions Come From.
Australasian Journal of Philosophy 93, 233-249.

[Deutsch 2010] Deutsch, M (2010). Intuitions, Counter-Examples, and Experimen-
tal Philosophy. Review of Philosophy and Psychology 1, 447-60.

[Gettier 1963] Gettier, E. (1963). Is Justified True Belief Knowledge? Analysis 23,
121-3.

[Greene et al. 2001] Greene, J., B. Sommerville, L. Nystrom, J. Darley and J. Cohen
(2001). An fMRI Investigation of Emotional Engagement in Moral Judgment.
Science 293, 2105-2108.

[Grundmann 2010] Grundmann, T. (2010). Some hope for intuitions: A reply to
Weinberg. Philosophical Psychology 23, 481-509.

[Ichikawa 2012] Ichikawa, J. (2012). Experimentalist pressure against traditional
methodology. Philosophical Psychology 25, 743-765.

[Kahneman 2011] Kahneman, D. (2011). Thinking Fast and Slow. Farrar, Straus
and Giroux.

[Lycan 2006] Lycan, W. (2006). On the Gettier Problem problem. In S. Hethering-
ton (ed.), Epistemology Futures (148–168). Oxford University Press.

[Machery et al. 2015] Machery, E., Stich, S., Rose, D., Chatterjee, A., Karasawa,
K., Struchiner, N., Sirker, S., Usui, N. and Hashimoto, T. (2015). Gettier
Across Cultures. Noûs, doi:10.1111/nous.12110.

[McCauley 2011] McCauley, R. (2011). Why Religion Is Natural And Science Is Not.
Oxford University Press.

[Nado 2014] Nado, J. (2014). Why Intuition?. Philosophy and Phenomenological
Research 89, 15-41.

[Nado 2016] Nado, J. (2016). The Intuition Deniers. Philosophical Studies 173, 781–
800.

[Nagel 2012] Nagel, J. (2012). Intuitions and Experiments: A Defense of the Case
Method in Epistemology. Philosophy and Phenomenological Research 85, 495-
527.



[Nichols & Knobe 2007] Nichols, S. & Knobe, J. (2007). Moral Responsibility and
Determinism: The Cognitive Science of Folk Intuitions. Noûs 41, 663-685.

[Pust 2000] Pust, J. (2000). Intuitions as Evidence. Garland Publishing.

[Russell 1912] Russell, B. (1912). The Problems of Philosophy. Oxford University
Press 1997 (first ed. 1912).

[Singer 2005] Singer, P. (2005). Ethics and Intuitions, The Journal of Ethics 9, 331-
352.

[Sosa 1998] Sosa, E. (1998). Minimal Intuition. In Michael DePaul and William
Ramsey (eds.), Rethinking Intuition. The Psychology of Intuition and Its Role
in Philosophical Inquiry (257-69). Rowman & Littlefield.

[Sosa 2007] Sosa, E. (2007). Intuitions: Their Nature and Epistemic Efficacy. Grazer
Philosophische Studien 74, S. 51-67.

[Stich & Tobia 2016] Stich, S. and K. Tobia. Experimental Philosophy’s Challenge
to the “Great Tradition”. Forthcoming in Analytica: Revista de Filosofia.

[Street 2006] Street, S. (2006) A Darwinian Dilemma for Realist Theories of Value.
Philosophical Studies 127, 109-166.

[Swain et al. 2008] Swain, S., J. Alexander and J. Weinberg (2008). The Instability
of Philosophical Intuitions: Running Hot and Cold on Truetemp. Philosophy
and Phenomenological Research 76, S. 138-155.

[Weatherson 2003] Weatherson, B. (2003). What Good Are Counterexamples?.
Philosophical Studies 115, 1-31.

[Weatherson 2014] Weatherson, B. (2014). Centrality and marginalisation. Philo-
sophical Studies 171, 517-533.

[Weinberg 2007] Weinberg, J. (2007). How to Challenge Intuitions Empirically
Without Risking Skepticism. Midwest Studies in Philosophy 31, 318-343.

[Weinberg 2014] Weinberg, J. (2014). Cappelen between rock and a hard place.
Philosophical Studies 171, 545-53.

[Weinberg et al. 2001] Weinberg, J., S. Nichols and S. Stich (2001). Normativity
and Epistemic Intuitions. Philosophical Topics 29, 429-460,

[Williamson 2007] Williamson, T. (2007). The Philosophy of Philosophy. Blackwell.



appendix: presentation topics

The Trolley Cases: [Foot 1967, 8-9] and [Thomson 1985, 1395-6].Ethics

The Sherriff Case and Smart’s reaction [McCloskey 1957, 468-9] and [Smart 1973,
69-71].

The Violinist: [Thomson 1971, 48-9].

The Asian Disease (“framing effects”): [Tversky/Kahneman 1981] or [Kahneman 2011,
368-74].

Time Without Change: [Shoemaker 1969, 369-71]Metaphysics

Fake Barn County: [Goldman 1976, 772-3].Epistemology

The Painted Mule: [Dretske 1970, 1015-17].

Kripe’s Gödel Case: [Kripke 1980, 83-4].Philosophy of
Language

Twin Earth: [Putnam 1975, 139-41]

Gricean Implicature (“explaining away” intuitions): [Grice 1989, 24-37].

The Swampman [Davidson 1987, 443-4].Philosophy of
Mind

The Chinese Room[Searle 1980, 417-8].

What Mary (and Fred) Didn’t Know [Jackson 1982, 128-30].

Chalmers’ Zombies [Chalmers 1996, 94-9].

Bromberger’s Flagpole: [Salmon 1989, 47], [van Fraassen 1980, 132-4].1Philosophy of
Science
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