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Philosophy Without Intuitive Justification: A Virtue-Theoretic Account 

Abstract 

There is a popular conception of philosophical methodology in the analytic tradition as 

intuition-driven. According to this conception, intuition is our standard justificatory 

procedure in the methods of thought experiments and reflective equilibrium. The aim of the 

proposed project is to present an alternative conception of philosophical methodology, one 

in which intuition is less central to the methods of philosophical thought experiments and 

reflective equilibrium. According to this alternative conception, judgements on thought 

experiments and philosophical theories from reflective equilibrium are to be justified in terms 

of the intellectual virtues of inquirers rather than in terms of their intuitions. This leaves open 

the possibility that intuition can play a limited role in philosophical inquiry, for example, as 

heuristic.  One great advantage of understanding the methods of Analytic Philosophy without 

relying on intuitive justification is that it makes Experimental Philosophy and other intuition-

driven pressures on Analytic Philosophy lose their force of objection. Within a virtue-theoretic 

framework, it can also solve a whole range of other problems associated with using the 

methods of thought experiments and reflective equilibrium in Philosophy, in particular, it can 

show why reflective equilibrium is not too weak for justification. 

State of the Arts 

Analytic Philosophy prides itself as an armchair and first-person enterprise. To advance or 

refute a theory, philosophers in the tradition do not conduct surveys; they typically canvass 

their own judgements about cases through the use of thought experiments.  For example, in 

the analysis of knowledge in Epistemology (see Shope 1983), philosophers in the tradition 

deploy thought experiments, which are hypothetical scenarios, to capture our disposition to 

apply the concept KNOWLEDGE. By itself, this disposition revealed in the philosopher’s 

judgement about the hypothetical scenario is not the theory the philosopher is aiming at. 

Rather, the theory is arrived at by squaring up that particular judgement with a set of relevant 

data concerning the target concept (i.e., KNOWLEDGE). This method is called reflective 

equilibrium, and it is a familiar practice in various fields of Analytic Philosophy (Goodman 

1956, Rawls 1971, 1974, and Daniels 1979, 1980).  

There is a very popular characterisation of these methods (i.e., thought experiments 

and reflective equilibrium) in Philosophy, namely, that they are intuition-driven methods 

(Kripke 1980, Bealer 2000, Pust  2001, Weatherson  2003). Consider the description of one of 
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the most successful use of thought experiments in Philosophy: Gettier’s counter-examples. 

To refute the received view that a person knows if and only if the person has justified true 

belief, a view that goes back to Plato, Gettier (1963) merely presented two thought 

experiments, which showed that someone can have justified true belief that does not amount 

to knowledge. According to the popular conception, thought experiments like these are about 

intuition that certain scenarios are possible, and if they are possible the concept in this case, 

KNOWLEDGE, would not apply. In the same vein, according to the popular conception, in 

reflective equilibrium, the philosopher is canvassing his intuitions about target concepts and 

squaring them up into systematic theories (see Bealer 1998, Pritchard 2012). 

One of the attractions of the popular conception of philosophical methodology in the 

analytic tradition is that it provides a nice way to cash out the justification or evidence we 

have for our judgements on thought experiments. It also lends some credence or justification 

to our theories from reflective equilibrium. If rational intuition is a reliable source of 

knowledge like perception, then when we make the intuitive judgement that the Gettier 

subject or victim has justified true belief but does not know, we also have justification for this 

judgement, namely, the intuition that the concept KNOWLEDGE does not apply in the 

scenarios described. Similarly, when we canvass our intuitions to formulate our theories in 

reflective equilibrium, those theories have justification that depends in part on the 

justificatory status of the starting intuitions. Hence Bealer says: “It is truistic that intuitions 

are used as evidence (or reasons) in our standard justificatory practices” (Bealer 2000, p. 2). 

And philosophers have given various armchair theories of the justificatory grounds of such 

intuitions (see Goldman and Pust 1998, Bealer 2000, Sosa 2007, Ludwig 2004, Chudnoff  

2014). 

But as a number of other philosophers have observed, intuitions as sources of 

justification for our judgements on thought experiments and philosophical theories is 

problematic. Many of our intuitions are plainly false. Intuition tells us that Frege’s Axiom 5 is 

true. Intuition is wrong. Given that intuition does go wrong, do we have an independent 

reason for relying on intuition? Cummins raises this concern when he argued that in general 

we should reject intuitions as sources of evidence or justification because they cannot be 

calibrated. Galileo’s telescope would not have been trusted if there was no way of 

independently validating its reliability. Luckily, this can be done. We can confirm that what it 

says about heavenly bodies is right by pointing it to something very close we can verify 
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ourselves.  But in the case of intuition, there is no way of verifying this other than intuition 

itself or the theory intuition is even meant to support (Cummins 1998). And it will not be 

enough to say that intuition is not alone because perception is afflicted by the same problem, 

for perception subdivides into natural kinds such as visual, tactile, etc., and can be self-

validated (Weatherson 2003). 

Besides, on many accounts of intuition as a source of justification, the intuition must 

come with some special feelings or phenomenology (Goldman and Pust 1998, Bealer 2000). 

And yet they are supposed to justify facts about the external world. One might start to wonder 

whether a sleight-of-hand is involved here. As Williamson argues, this psychologizing of our 

evidence or justification leads to philosophical scepticism given that it opens up a gap 

between our evidence and the substantive matter of Philosophy, which are about the 

external world, and which this evidence is evidence for (Williamson 2007). Interestingly, 

philosophers’ use of intuition as a source of evidence or justification originated from Noam 

Chomsky’s success in linguistic methodology, but unlike his methodology, they are not 

grounded in any respectable theory of use in Analytic Philosophy (Hintikka 1999).  

The news gets worse for the conception of philosophical methodology as intuition-

driven. Taking philosophers’ word for it that intuitions are the sources of the justification of 

judgements on thought experiments, experimental philosophers have been presenting their 

subjects, mainly people from the streets and undergraduates, with some of the well-known 

thought experiments of 20th century Analytic Philosophy. They found that the intuitions of 

their subjects were afflicted by truth-irrelevant factors and various kinds of bias such as 

subjects’ cultural and socio-economic backgrounds (Weinberg, Nichols & Stich 2001; 

Machery, Mallon & Stich 2004), the order of the presentation of cases (Swain, Alexander & 

Weinberg 2008), and subjects’ affective states (Nichols and Knobe 2007). Worst still for 

Analytic Philosophy, we cannot remain in the armchair to decide which intuitions are good 

ones, that is, not afflicted by truth-irrelevant factors and which are bad ones, that is, afflicted 

by truth-irrelevant factors (Weinberg & Alexander, 2014). Indeed, the seriousness of this 

problem for armchair and first-person Analytic Philosophy has clearly put metaphilosophy 

and “questions concerning the methods of philosophizing – towards the top of the 

philosophical agenda” (D’Oro & Overgaard 2017, p. 2). 
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Recently, some philosophers have begun to argue that the problem is 

metaphilosophical, having to do with the popular conception of philosophical practice in the 

analytic tradition as intuition-driven (Williamson 2007, Deutsch 2015, Cappelen 2012, 2014). 

If this is the fundamental problem, then philosophers need a better conception of what they 

do. They also need an alternative way of justifying their philosophical theories and 

judgements on thought experiments without adverting to any faculty of rational intuition.  

However, the problem is that once we reject the popular conception of philosophical 

methodology as intuition-driven, it is not exactly clear what can play the role of justifying our 

judgements on thought experiments and philosophical theories, much less how to 

characterize our philosophical methodology in general.  One proposal is that Philosophy is 

and ought to be about arguments, and our evidence or justification for the judgements on 

thought experiments is our arguments (Deutsch 2015; Cappelen 2012, 2014). Similarly, 

Williamson argues that the justification for our philosophical theories and principles from 

reflective equilibrium should be abductive justification, that is, inference to the best 

explanation (Williamson 2016, 2018). 

But the possibility that intellectual virtues can directly play these roles without 

reference to intuition remains unexplored in the literature. What makes them a natural 

candidate is that they have already played a similar role in Virtue Epistemology. Just like in 

Virtue Ethics where the notion of right action is cashed out in terms of the moral virtues of 

agents, in Virtue Epistemology, the notion of justification as a property of belief is cashed out 

in terms of the belief’s source in intellectual virtues of agents (Axtell 2000).  The proposal then 

is that in Metaphilosophy, we can similarly justify our philosophical theories from reflective 

equilibrium and our judgements on thought experiments in terms of their source in the 

intellectual virtues of the inquirers, that is, in terms of “situated agents themselves and the 

habits and dispositions that constitute their moral character” (Axtell 2000, p.xii). For the 

purpose of this research, the strand of Virtue Epistemology known as virtue responsibilism is 

most appropriate. Virtue responsibilism restricts the set of intellectual virtues to those which 

are the acquired habits of character (Zagzebski 1996, Hookway 2000, Frickers 2012). This is 

most useful because it opens up a richer framework for cashing out the relevant justification 

as well as in characterising our philosophical methodology in the analytic tradition 
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Primary Objective 

The project inquires into the nature of the justification of philosophical theories and 

hypotheses. It asks, what kind of justification or evidence do philosophers have for their 

philosophical theories and hypotheses? The primary objective is to develop and defend a 

novel account of the required justification, which is both virtue-theoretic and meta-

philosophical. It is virtue-theoretic because it unpacks the required justification in terms of 

the intellectual virtues of agents in inquiry. It is meta-philosophical because it argues that the 

image of Philosophy as intuition-driven is false, and that Analytic Philosophy in the use of its 

methods is and ought to be more about the cognitive character of the inquirer.  

               Subsidiary Objective 

In addition to the primary objective, the proposed project has a number of subsidiary ones. 

They include: 

1. Giving a virtue-theoretic account of the justification of judgements on thought 

experiments. 

2. Giving a general characterisation of philosophical methodology as driven by 

intellectual virtues. 

3. Defusing the worries that reflective equilibrium is too weak for justification because 

of the problems of the gambler fallacy, regression errors and erroneous analysis of 

covariation, which can be in reflective equilibrium for any agent but are never justified 

for him or her (Stich & Nisbett 1980, Stich 1998). 

4. Defusing the pressure from Experimental Philosophy and other intuition-driven 

problems mounted against armchair Philosophy. 

5. Providing a unified account of the justificatory status of philosophical thought 

experiments and reflective equilibrium. 

Methodology 

The methodology of the proposed research consists in close analysis of texts involving 

paradigm cases of thought experiments in Philosophy such as the Gettier cases (1963), 

Burge’s arthritis case (1979), and paradigm use of thought experiments to generate 

philosophical principles and theories in reflective equilibrium such as the trolley cases and 

sacrificial moral dilemmas (Foot 1967, Thomson 1985). The aim is to show that the centrality 

of intellectual virtues in justification already accords with our best practices in Philosophy.  
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The research is most innovative in bringing together two hitherto unrelated domains 

in Philosophy: Virtue Epistemology and Metaphilosophy. It is also innovative in aiming to put 

Analytic Philosophy on a more rigorous and secure part of inquiry, one which does away with 

the psychologizing of our evidence or the justification of our theories in the form of intuition. 

 

Stage One: Agent-Based Account of Philosophical Methodology in the Analytic 

Tradition 

The goal here is to show that philosophical methods in the analytic tradition such as thought 

experiments and reflective equilibrium are driven by intellectual virtues, not merely as 

enabling conditions but as a constitutive part. 

In the case of philosophical thought experiments, the hypothesis is that they require 

a great deal of intellectual virtues to be successful from both the producer’s end and the 

user’s end; in short, thought experiments do not have free-standing results. Consider the 

claim from the producer’s end.  Gettier cases are the gold standard of successful thought 

experiments, as revealed by their evidential force in theory acceptance and rejection in 

Philosophy (Weatherson 2003, Pritchard 2012; see also Williamson 2007).  The reason to this 

success and popular recognition in the philosophical community is because of the care and 

conscientiousness Gettier himself took to set up the conditions, which have to be held fixed, 

much like the care and conscientiousness the scientists in laboratory experiments have to 

exercise in setting up control conditions (for discussion of this in the case of Louis Pasteur, 

see Porter 1961, pp. 395-396). In this way, thought experiments are a limiting case of scientific 

experiments.  

 The control conditions are important because in both scientific experiments and 

philosophical thought experiments, it is always possible to invoke alternative explanation of 

the conclusion of the experiment if the control conditions are such that they leave room for 

one. In the Gettier cases, these “control conditions” include the fact that justification is not 

factive: one can be justified in believing what is actually false. The second is that justification 

transfers across known entailment (Gettier 1963, pp. 121-122). These are assumptions most 

philosophers readily accepted, and whose acceptance was necessary for the success of 

Gettier’s thought experiments. By contrast, there are many cases of philosophical thought 

experiments that did not achieve this level of success because of alternative explanations of 

the conclusion made possible by the stage setting and background conditions. A good 
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example is Jackson’s Mary the colour scientist (for discussion see Lewis 1990 and Churchland 

1985).  

From the user’s end, notice that philosophical thought experiments are about 

whether a certain target term––say of KNOWLEDGE, JUSTIFICATION, REFERENCE, and so on–

–applies or not in a hypothetical scenario. Consider how this application practice works in 

Gettier cases. To successfully apply the concept KNOWLEDGE to a hypothetical scenario, the 

agent must have the sensitivity about the surrounding reason for and against the target 

judgement, sensitivity to the conversational context, and sensitivity to similar cases to the 

target one. Without such sensitivity, one cannot be entitled to the judgement nor can there 

be a reliable application practice of concepts.   As an intellectual virtue, sensitivity is a kind of 

immediate attention an agent has to a situation, whether real or hypothetical, and the 

surrounding reason for and against a judgement. Sensitivity is a recognitional ability of a 

special kind (McDowell 1979, p.332; see also Fricker 2012).  

A virtue-theoretic view of thought experiments as opposed to the view that thought 

experiments are merely arguments (Norton 2004; Sorensen 1992, Williamson 2007) has the 

following advantage. It explains why for example, the use of well-known thought experiments 

in Analytic Philosophy by experimental philosophers to survey the judgements of people on 

the streets undermine the evidential force of these findings since people on the street can 

hardly possess the sensitivity to the target concepts or grasp the significance of the task 

involved in those thought experiments. It can also defuse the problem of deviant realisations 

of the Gettier cases (see Williamson 2007, p.185). It does so by making the stage setting a 

constitutive part of thought experiments.  

In the case of reflective equilibrium, the hypothesis is that what the philosopher is 

doing in squaring up a set of data about target concepts like KNOWLEDGE, JUSTIFICATION, 

and REFERENCE into a systematic theory of those concepts is much like what the scientist is 

doing in squaring up a set of data about observed phenomena into a systematic theory. Notice 

that like the scientist, the philosopher engaged in reflective equilibrium has to decide which 

class of data about his concept, say KNOWLEDGE, has to be dismissed, and which against 

relevant background understanding has to force emendation in the theory. Those that “stand 

fast” and that cannot plausibly be rejected must be accommodated or accounted for; and 

those that do not are dismissed as mere “noise.” It is hard to understand this process without 

adverting to the centrality of the intellectual virtues of the inquirer. It is these intellectual 
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virtues that enable, for example, the epistemologist in his theory of knowledge to be able to 

resolve the conflicting claims the various data about knowledge makes on him or her, such as 

the nature of knowledge, the value of knowledge, and his or her sensitivity to other bona fide 

cases of knowledge. They also enable him or her to know what counts as salient, relevant, or 

sufficient data for the target theory.  

Thus, the proposed project seeks to characterize the procedure of reflective 

equilibrium in Analytic Philosophy in an agent-based, neo-Aristotelian style of deliberation, 

where “there is a sort of target”, and with an eye on this target “one tightens or loosens his 

string” (NE 1138b19-21). This is true because in the decision procedure of reflective 

equilibrium, one is looking for the best fit between one’s data and the evidence, and one 

relies on the following Aristotelian intellectual virtues of good deliberation: phronesis (NE 

1138b19-21), deliberative excellence (NE 1140a28-1140b), good judgement (NE 1143a1-22), 

discernment (NE 1143a24) and intelligence (NE 1143a24-b17). 

 An agent-based model of reflective equilibrium has the following advantage over its 

rival, namely, the rationality model of DePaul (1998). It can explain why the procedure 

properly understood is not vulnerable to the charge that it leads to the easy endorsement of 

the gambler fallacy, the endorsement of the fallacious rule of covariation, and the 

endorsement of principles, which take no account of regression to the mean (Stich & Nisbett 

1980; Stich 1998).  It does so because these principles do not have their source in the 

intellectual virtues of the inquirer. By contrast, the rationality model is very much compatible 

with the endorsement of these unjustified principles. For example, a rational agent can still 

endorse the gambler fallacy without any whiff of irrationality. 

Stage Two: Intellectual Virtues and the Justification of Judgements on Thought 

Experiments 

The hypothesis here is that given the fact that intellectual virtues are constitutive of our 

application practices in thought experiments, they also serve as the source of our justification 

for the target judgement. Again, the idea is spelled out in terms of the recognitional 

intellectual virtue of sensitivity. The central idea is that an agent can make the right 

performance in concept application when she is sensitive to the salient features of the 

concept (or to the salient features of the paradigm instance of the concept) or to the salient 

features of the circumstances of application in the hypothetical scenario. Sensitivity to such 

salient features is recognitional because what we grasp when we cottoned on to them cannot 
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be reduced to some necessary and sufficient conditions, an algorithm or a covering 

generalization.  It is also recognitional in the following sense: what count as salient in one 

case may not count as salient in another case. To take one example, there are hypothetical 

cases where an agent can assert that she knows, and it is in fact true that she knows, and yet 

we would say she does not know on the basis that this would generate a false conversational 

implicature in that conversational context (Pritchard 2012). In such cases at least, we would 

be sensitive to the circumstances of concept application in the hypothetical scenario. When 

an agent is so guided in making her judgements on thought experiments, she also gains 

justification or evidence for the target judgements. This justification or evidence is her 

knowledge or the source recognitional virtue of sensitivity. 

 The task at this stage would also be critical, namely, in showing that this 

recognitional view of application practice or performance is better than the extant accounts 

in explaining the justification of judgements on thought experiments without adverting to the 

faculty of rational intuition. For example, Deutsch (2015) and Cappelen (2012, 2014) make a 

case for an argument view. Philosophy is about arguments, so too should be our justification 

of judgements on thought experiments. But judgements on thought experiments are 

accepted not because of further arguments but despite one as Gettier’s original paper (1963) 

clearly shows.  In the same vein, Williamson argues that since judgements on thought 

experiments are expressions of everyday concept application practices, the justification for 

the former is the same as the justification for the latter (Williamson 2007, pp. 189-190).  But 

the justification we have for everyday application of concepts is clearly too weak for the 

justification we need in philosophical inquiry, which is a more demanding context. For 

example, the deliverances of folk physics are mostly true, and therefore justified for everyday 

mundane activities, but unjustified as a source of physical theory. Similarly, the deliverances 

of everyday ability of concept application might be justified for mundane activities, but 

unjustified as a source of philosophical theory since a small margin of error can have far-

reaching distorting influence on our philosophical theories (Nado 2015).  

This makes the recognitional view a more natural candidate for explaining the 

required justification without adverting to intuition. Unlike Williamson’s view, such ability is 

suitable not only for everyday mundane activities of concept application, but also for the 

more demanding task of theory building. It does so because the recognitional virtue to apply 

concepts is an ability to know. And unlike Deutsch’s view, it is not too strong as to rule out 
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the fact that Gettier himself was justified in his judgements on his two thought experiments 

when he did not produce a supporting or an independent argument for them. 

Stage Three: Intellectual Virtues and the Justification of Philosophical Theories 

The central hypothesis here is that given the fact that intellectual virtues are constitutive of 

reflective equilibrium, as shown in stage one, the resulting theories and hypotheses are 

justified in being the direct result of such states of character of the inquirer. And those 

intellectual virtues justify because they are truth conducive; they play a role in explaining our 

practical and theoretical success in inquiry (Hookway 2000). Another way of fleshing out the 

justificatory status of these virtues is eudemonistic. On this account, regulating one’s doxastic 

life in the manner of reflective equilibrium guided by the intellectual virtues is not 

immediately answerable to some external value like truth or truth conduciveness, however 

important they may be; it is simply constitutive of a flourishing life, and the epistemic good 

life. 

The stage would also be critical. Williamson’s argues that the justification of our 

philosophical theories from reflective equilibrium should be abductive justification. This is the 

kind of justification that a theory has because it possesses some theoretical virtues like 

elegance, evidential fit, simplicity, and the likes (Williamson 2016, 2018).  But matters are not 

that simple. What counts as evidential fit? There is no way of deciding that other than through 

the intellectual virtues of good judgements and phronesis noted in stage one. Indeed, Kuhn 

already pointed out the limits of using the virtues of a theory to settle the problem of theory 

choice when he observed that the virtues of a theory like simplicity and evidential fit are 

always imprecise and more often than not, they pull in different directions, making conflicting 

claims on the theorist who uses them (Kuhn 1977). Again, these conflicting claims can only be 

resolved by adverting to the intellectual virtues noted in stage one. This makes them a more 

natural candidate for justifying our theories and hypotheses from reflective equilibrium. 

Dissemination 

The result of the proposed project is suitable for communication to the non-expert audience, 

in particular, to those outside the domain of Philosophy. For one, the issues and problems it 

addresses have provenance in everyday life. Consider the use of thought experiments by 

means of which a person can argue that a principle or an idea fails on the basis of an imaginary 

or conceivable case in which the principle or the idea fails to apply. Such practices are 

widespread in daily conversation. Thought experiments too are the stuff of science fiction 
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literature and movies. People might therefore be interested in knowing the evidential 

significance of such practices and when they constitute real and valid form of knowledge. 

Moreover, the project has relevance for the understanding of scientific practice. For in 

inquiring into ways in which philosophers justify their theories, we are also trying to inquire 

into ways in which scientists justify their theories as well. The result of the project would 

therefore have interesting significance for our scientific practices. 

 I would seek to communicate the results of the research through publication in journals 

devoted to specialised and non-specialised audience, through workshops, seminars, and 

conferences with broader reach, and through talks and lectures within and beyond the 

academic setting. 

Summary and Conclusion 

The proposed project aims for a conception of Philosophy in the analytic tradition that 

does not invoke intuition as evidence or as a source of justification for judgements on thought 

experiment and philosophical theories. It aims to do so through a neo-Aristotelian account of 

the target justification. Notably, this does not mean that intuition does not have any place in 

Philosophy. Intuition, for example, can be used as heuristics or fact-focuser (Cappelen 2012), 

as for example, in the manner it was used in the trolley cases as lionised by Foot (1967) and 

Thomson (1985). One great advantage of doing Analytic Philosophy without relying on 

intuitive justification is that it makes Experimental Philosophy and other intuition-driven 

pressures on Analytic Philosophy lose their force of objection. It also imports a better image 

to Analytic Philosophy. It is only under the assumption that there is a common faculty of 

rational intuition to which all human beings have equal and privileged access and to which all 

have a certain kind of prima facie justification when they rely on it that every result generated 

by that faculty puts every other contrary result in the field on notice as a kind of defeater. 

Moving past that picture, Analytic Philosophy becomes more like Mathematics; an armchair 

discipline where results from some target group, whether novices or experts that 2+2= 5 does 

not lead to unnecessary anxiety that somehow, we have all been wrong on well-founded 

positions.  

 

 

 

 



 12 

References 

Aristotle. (2004). Nicomachean Ethics, edited by Roger Crisp. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 

Axtell, Guy (ed.). 2000. Knowledge, Belief, and Character: Readings in Virtue Epistemology. Oxford: 

Rowmann & Littlefield. 

Bealer, George. 2000. “A Theory of the A Priori”, Pacific Philosophical Quarterly, 81, 1, pp. 1–30.  

Burge, Tyler. 1979. “Individualism and the Mental.” Midwest Studies in Philosophy, 4(1), pp. 73-122. 

Brown, James. 1991. The Laboratory of the Mind: Thought Experiments in the Natural    Sciences. 

London: Routledge.  

Cappelen, Herman. 2012. Philosophy Without Intuitions. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 

–––––––––. 2014. “X-Phi Without Intuition.” In Intuition, edited by Anthony R. Booth &  Darrell P. 

Rowbottom. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 

Chudnoff, Elijah.  2014. “The Rational Roles of Intuition.” In Intuition, edited by Anthony R. Booth & 

Darrell P. Rowbottom. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 

Cummins, Robert. 1998. “Reflections on Reflective Equilibrium.” In Rethinking Intuition: The 

Psychology of Intuition and Its Role in Philosophical Inquiry, ed. Michael R. DePaul and William Ramsey, 

113–27. Lanham, MD: Rowman and Littlefield. 

Churchland, Patricia. 1985. “Qualia and the Direct Introspection of Brain States”, Journal of Philosophy, 

vol.  82, pp. 8–28.  

Daniels, Norman. 1979. “Wide Reflective Equilibrium and Theory Acceptance in Ethics.” Journal of 

Philosophy, vol. 76, no. 5, pp. 256-282. 

––––––––––. 1980. “Reflective Equilibrium and Archimedean Points.” Canadian Journal of Philosophy, 

vol. 10, no.1, pp. 83-103. 

DePaul, Michael. 1998. “Why Bother with Reflective Equilibrium?” In Rethinking Intuition: The 

Psychology of Intuition and its Role in Philosophical Inquiry, edited by Michael DePaul & William 

Ramsey. Rowman & Littlefield, pp. 293-309. 

Deutsch, Max. 2015. The Myth of the Intuitive: Experimental Philosophy and Philosophical Method. 

Cambridge: The MIT Press.  

Devitt, Michael. 2011. “Experimental Semantics.” Philosophy and Phenomenological Research 82 (2): 

418—435. 

–––––––––. 2012. Whither Experimental Semantics? Theoria 27 (1): 5-36. 

D’Oro, Giuseppina & Overgaard, Soren (eds.). 2017. The Cambridge Companion to Philosophical 

Methodology. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 

Foot, Philippa. 1967. “The Problem of Abortion and the Doctrine of the Double Effect in Virtues and 

Vices.” Oxford Review, 5: 5–15.  



 13 

Fricker, Miranda. 2012. “Epistemic Injustice and a Role for Virtue in the Politics of Knowing.” In Virtue 

Epistemology: Contemporary Readings, edited by John Greco and John Turri. Cambridge: The MIT 

Press. 

Gettier, Edmund. 1963. “Is Justified True Belief Knowledge?” Analysis 23, pp. 121–23. 

Goldman, Alvin. 1986. Epistemology and Cognition. Cambridge: Harvard University Press. 

Goldman, Alvin, & Pust, Joel. 1998. “Philosophical Theory and Intuitional Evidence.” In Rethinking 

Intuition: The Psychology of Intuition and Its Role in Philosophical Inquiry, ed. Michael R. DePaul and 

William Ramsey, 113–27. Lanham, MD: Rowman and Littlefield. 

Goodman, Nelson. 1956. Fact, Fiction and Forecast. Indianapolis: Bobbs-Merrill, 1965. 

Greco, John. 1999. “Agent Reliabilism.” Philosophical Perspectives, Vol. 13, Epistemology, pp. 273-296. 

Hintikka, Jaakko. 1999. “The Emperor’s New Intuitions.” Journal of Philosophy, vol. 96, no. 3, pp. 127-

147. 

Hookway, Christopher. 2000. “Regulating Inquiry: Virtue, Doubt, and Sentiment.” In Axtell, Guy (ed.). 

Knowledge, Belief, and Character: Readings in Virtue Epistemology. Oxford: Rowmann & Littlefield, pp. 

149-160. 

Jackson, Frank. 1986. “What Mary Didn’t Know”, Journal of Philosophy 83: 291-295. 

–––––––––. 2011. “On Gettier Holdouts.” Mind and Language 26 (4): 468-48. 

Kornblith, Hilary. 2007. “Naturalism and Intuitions,” Grazer Philosophische Studien, 74, 27-49. 

Kripke, Saul. 1980. Naming and Necessity. Oxford: Blackwell. 

Kuhn, Thomas. 1977. The Essential Tension: Selected Studies in Scientific Tradition and Change, 

Chicago: The University of Chicago Press.  

Lewis, David. 1990. “What Experience Teaches.” In Mind and Cognition edited by William Lycan Oxford: 

Blackwell. 

Ludwig, Kirk. 2004. “Intuitions and Relativity,” Philosophical Psychology 23, pp. 427–45.  

–––––––––––. 2007. “The Epistemology of Thought Experiments: First Person versus Third Person 

Approaches,” Midwest Studies in Philosophy, 31(1), 128–159. 

Lycan, William. 2006. “On the Gettier Problem Problem.” In Epistemology Futures, edited by Stephen 

Hetherington, 148-168. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 

Machery, Edouard, Ron, Mallon, Nichols, Shaun, Stich, Stephen. 2004. “Semantics, Cross-Cultural 

Style,” Cognition, 92: B1-B12. 

McDowell, John. 1979. “The Concept of a Person in Ethical Theory.”  Monist, 62 (3), pp.331-350. 

Nado, Jennifer. 2015. “Intuition, Philosophical Theorizing, and the Threat of Skepticism,” in Experimental 

Philosophy, Rationalism, and Naturalism: Rethinking Philosophical Method, ed. Eugen Fischer and John Collins 

(London: Routledge), pp. 204-221. 



 14 

Nichols, Shaun & Joshua Knobe. 2007. “Moral Responsibility and Determinism: The Cognitive Science of Folk 

Intuitions,” Nous, vol. 41, no. 4, pp. 663-685. 

Norton, John. 2004. “On Thought Experiments: Is There More to the Arguments?” Philosophy of 

Science, 71, no. 5, pp.1139-1151. 

Porter, J.R. 1961. “Louis Pasteur: Achievements and Disappointments, 1861” Bacteriology Reviews, vol. 

25, no. 4, pp. 389-405. 

Pritchard, Duncan. 2012.  “On Meta-Epistemology.” Harvard Review of Philosophy, 18 (1), pp. 91-108. 

Pust, Joel. 2001. “Against Explanationist Scepticism Regarding Philosophical Intuitions.” Philosophical 

Studies, 106: 227-258.  

Putnam, Hilary. 1975. “The Meaning of Meaning,” Philosophical Papers, Vol. II: Mind, Language, and 

Reality, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 

Rawls, John.  1971. A Theory of Justice. Cambridge: Harvard University Press. 

–––––––––. 1974. “The Independence of Moral Theory.” American Philosophical Association, vol. 48, 

pp. 5-22. 

Stich, Stephen & Nisbett, Richard. 1980. “Justification and the Psychology of Human Reasoning.” 

Philosophy of Science, vol. 47, no.2, pp. 188-202. 

Stich, Stephen. 1998. Reflective Equilibrium, Analytic Epistemology and the Problem of Cognitive 

Diversity. In Rethinking Intuition: The Psychology of Intuition and its Role in Philosophical Inquiry, edited 

by Michael DePaul & William Ramsey (Rowman & Littlefield), pp. 96-112). 

Shope, Robert. 1983. The Analysis of Knowing: A Decade of Research. New Jersey: Princeton University 

Press. 

Sorensen, Roy. 1992. Thought Experiments. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 

Sosa, Ernest. 2007. A Virtue Epistemology: Apt Belief and Reflective Knowledge, Vol. 1, Oxford: 

Clarendon Press. 

Swain, Stacey, Joshua Alexander, & Jonathan Weinberg. 2008. “The Instability of Philosophical 

Intuitions: Running Hot and Cold on Truetemp,” Philosophy and Phenomenological Research, vol. 

LXXVI, no. 1, pp. 138-155. 

Thomson, J. Judith. 1985. “The Trolley Problem.” Yale Law Journal, 94: 1395–1415. 

Weatherson, Brian. 2003. “What Good are Counterexamples?” Philosophical Studies, vol. 115, no. 1, 

pp. 1-31. 

Weinberg, J., S. Nichols, and S. Stich. 2001. “Normativity and Epistemic Intuitions.” Philosophical Topics 

29: 429–460. 

Williamson, Timothy. 2007. Philosophy of Philosophy. Malden, MA: Blackwell Publishing, 2007.  

––––––––––. 2016. “Abductive Philosophy.” Philosophical Forum, vol. 47 (2016): pp. 263-280. 



 15 

––––––––––. 2018. Doing Philosophy: From Common Curiosity to Logical Reasoning, Oxford: Oxford 

University Press.  

Zagzebski, Linda. 1996. Virtues of the Mind: An Inquiry into the Nature of Virtue and the Ethical 

Foundations of Knowledge, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 


