Intuitions and Conceptual Analysis: Week Six

The Nature of Counterexamples (Mostly)

1. Wide Content and Conceptual Analysis

Lycan argues that the anceptual analysis approacd to phil osophy of mind isbound to fail. The problem is that
mental terms, like ‘belief’ , may have their meaning, in some important sense, determined by the way the world is,
not by the way intuitions about the world are. To give an example, we dl now think that ‘water’ refersto H,O, not
to the watery stuff. But thisisn’t something that could have been revealed by conceptual analysis. Conceptual
analysis can only tell us what the folk believe. In the cae of ‘water’, the folk beliefs were ather incomplete or false,
so they can't be of any help.

The problem with Lycan’s gory isthat it just isn’t clea which of the folk beliefs about ‘water’, or about
water, are meant to be false. In fad, we can gve aquick little agument that all of these beliefs will turn out to be
true.

The folk beliefs about the adual properties of water are dl true. Water is the stuff which fall s from the sky,
fillsthe oceans, is clea, drinkable and so on. And indeed these beliefs couldn’t be false, in some suitably strong
sense. If weread inthe New Y ork Science Times tomorrow that it has all been a big mistake, that the stuff which
fillsthe oceans etc. is not H,O but rather XY Z, then we will conclude that water is XY Z. Whatever turns out to be
the stuff with those properties, it will be water, thus underwriting the infallibili ty. Indeed, some phil osophers argue
that water isn’t H,O, just because it doesn’t have quite the right properties. The problem cases arise when we
compare two bodes, say the Dead Sea and me, such that one contains a higher percentage H,O, but only the other is
described as water. I' m not sure this argument works, but the point that the folk are right about the a¢ual properties
of water seems beyond daubt.

So are the folk wrong about the essential properties of water. Again probably not. Thereisasmall problem
that the folk don’t always use the gpropriate methoddogy to interpret their own modal beli efs, but once they know
how to work out modal beliefs, they do agreewith Putnam that water is essentially H,O. And, as Jadkson points out,
this has to be the case. If the folk overwhelmingly did not share Putnam’s acourt of the case, this would show that
Putnam was wrong (as Lewis argues in Reduction of Mind.) Putnam (and Kripke) are making appeds to modal
intuiti on, not showing that intuition is mistaken.

So it seems that the folk dorit have false beliefs about water. They do, or at least did, have dlightly
incompl ete beli efs about water. Before knowing what the internal structure of water is, they didn’'t know which thing
was water in other posdble worlds. But this doesn't show that we can't use onceptual anaysis here. Remember that

for Jackson's projed, the important thing is to say how to give the story about water, and beliefs, given the entire



physicd story. Now once we know this, we will know which property fills the water role, so thiskind of
incompletenessisn’t going to be that relevant.

On thisreading, the comments Jadson make éout multi ple redisability are alittle redundant. These ae
meant to show that even if Lycan can make his case about water, the analogy heistrying to push bregs down.
Since Lycan can't make his case dout water, thisis abit of overkill. Anyway, the paint of these mmmentsisto
stressthat we dorit have the intuition that beliefs in other possble world will have to have the same microphysical
structure & beliefsin this world. Indeed, we have the @ntrary intuition that beliefs can have dl sorts of different
microphysicd structures, aslong as those structures play a ceatain functional role. And, just to rub in the
redundancy, Jadkson reminds us that if we didn't have these functionalist intuitions, this would just show that

conceptual analysis refutes functionali sm, not that advancesin cognitive science refute functionali sm.

2. Two Types of Twin Earths

SeeJadkson's comments on page 39

3. Causal Descriptivism

SeeJadkson's commentsin footnote 16, page 40

4. The Modest Role of Conceptual Analysis

Thisisavery confusing passage. What, predsely, is meant by saying that conceptual analysisisonly allowed to
play amodest role? That is, what is wrong with the use Gead makes of conceptual analysisin the agument that he
gives. | redly have very little to say about this, other than to pase aquestion. If the conceptual analysis Geach
providesistrue, what iswrong with using it in an argument? (Could it be that redly things don't change?) If the
analysis he providesis not true, why isit acceptable & a bit of conceptual analysisin any role & all, modest or not?

Any suggestions?

5. Recap

Serious metaphysicsis meant to be discriminatory and complete. Being discriminatory means that when listing the
ingredients of the world, we dor't list all that there is. Being complete means that in some sense, the full story of the
world supervenes on the full story told in terms of those things that we list. Sincewe cah out both compl eteness and

entailment in terms of inter-world superveniencerelations, it turns out that a commitment to completenessimplies a



commitment to certain entail ment theses. In particular, it implies a commitment to there existing an entailment
from the story told in terms of the privileged items to the mmplete story.

But how are we meant to find out if such an entailment exists, or better yet, the detail s of the entailment.
Sincethe entailment won't be anice syntactic entail ment, like from A and B to A, we must look at the meanings of
the terms. (The entailment will be more like that from “Thisisred” to “Thisis coloured”.) So we must know the
meanings of the termsto know which entailments hold. But we an’t just stipulate the meanings; this would lead to
clealy absurd results. We must use the meanings of the wordsin their ordinary usage. And that requires doing some
conceptual analysis. It requires, that is, us to find which cases the folk regard as Fs, or whatever, which principles
they hold to be true of Fs, and so on.

Given that thisis ainteresting and important projed, let'slook at the detail s of how it should be done.

6. Smart on Counterexamples

This paper from Smart is a cntribution to along exchange on certain cases where it appeas the adion which will
maximise utility isto exeaute an innocent man. Smart agrees that intuitively, thisisthe wrong thing to da So
intuitively, it is not alwaysright to perform adions which will maximise utility.

The generality of thiskind of example should not be underestimated. It is not asif we ae only trading
intuitionsin the moral case, whilein debates about personal identity, or causation, or knowledge, we ae reporting
observational data. In eat case we ae reporting intuitions, just in one cae they are intuiti ons about personal
identity, or causation, or knowledge, and in the other case they are intuiti ons about morality. So if moral intuitions
can go wrong, it seems possble in principle that non-moral intuiti ons could also go wrong.

Smart’ sresponse isto say that, in the moral case & least, theory is more important than intuitions about
spedfic cases. As Smart putsit, the utilitarian thinks we should test our intuitions against our theory, not our theory
against our intuitions. Thisis a quite misleading thing to say. Why dowe accet the theory at all? Well, because we
have atheoretical intuition that it is right. So what Smart should be sayingisthat we test our spedfic intuitions
against our theoreticd intuitions, and not vice versa.

One further point to noteis that the disanalogy Smart triesto draw between scienceand ethicsisn't redly
right. As anyone who' s done any science knows, the first thing one thinks when a pieceof data mnflicting with a
generally established principle comesinis, What went wrong? We never throw out a theory on one pieceof aberrant
data; we assume the data must be wrong if it conflicts with the general theory. In pradice the methods of science

are much like what Smart wants the methods of ethicsto be.



7. Unger on Counterexamples

Unger is, if thisis posshble, more extreme than Smart about the importance of theory in ethics. On page 2 o the
chapter | distributed, he implies that ‘moral common sense’ only includes propasiti ons about general moral
principles, not instructions on what to doin spedfic cases.

The bulk of Unger’s casein this chapter is built by describing our intuitive readions to a mass of examples,
and arguing that these canot posshbly be mnsistent. So what looks like the same set of choices, but with a different
badkground of presentation, provoke different readions. Or at least so he daims. It would be niceto have some
scientific studies of the cases he describes. (Not studies of adual runaway trolleys, but studies of people’ sreadion
to the runaway troll ey stories!)

It is worthwhile, | think, to spend some time judging one's own readion to the caes that Unger presents.
Of course we ae not the ‘fresh folk’ whose intuitions are most valued, but that’s a small | oss. For example, | didn’t
think the conduct in the Foot example seemed all that bad; but the intuition that it is bad is something that Unger
takes himself to be explaining away. (We will spend afair bit of time next week on how to explain away aberrant
counterexamples.)

Asalwaysin these ghical cases, thereisatheoreticd intuition which is being relied upon here. In Unger’'s
case the principle even has a name: The Independence of Irrelevant Alternatives, or IIA. The principle saysthat if A
isthe best choice out of A, B and some other options, then it isthe best choice out of A and B. ‘Best’ hereis
deliberately ambiguous, leading to different principles. If we interpret it as‘morally best’, we get the moral 11 A,
which iswhat Unger relies on. If we interpret it as‘prudentially best’, we get the popular dedsion-theoretic I1A.

Sincethe moral 1A has such strong intuitive suppart, that seems enough reason to incorporate it into
idedised folk morality. If the folk didn’t think 11 A was right, then the intuiti ons Unger adduces would just be odd,
not outright inconsistent. The oddest intuition, at least to my mind, isthe intuition that in the four-option Skater case,
theright thingto dois snd in the big guy, but in the two-option case, we should just leave the six people tied on the
tradk to de. If you don't think Il A isright, then thisis consistent, but odd

Interestingly, the Il A is denied by some dedsion-theorists, though | have never quite understoodthe
reasons why. Thereisanice agument to show it must be acceted. Say you think that the best choiceout of A, B
and Cis A, and the best choiceout of A, B is B. Now assume that you have to make atwo-step choice, first between
A and B, and then between that one and C. If you choose A the first time, you will have deliberately chosen
something that is sub-optimal in that choice If you choose B, then despite the fad that this situation seemsjust like
athreeway choicebetween A, B and C, in which A isthe best choice, you won't have ended up with A. Some
oppaents of the Il A (like IsaacLevi) appea to favour the second option, and deny that these ‘dynamic’ choices,
where you have to make asequence of dedsions, are just like ‘static’ choices, where you just have to make one

choice (Thefirst option seems more plausible, but no one to my current knowledge has advocated it.) Anyway, the



moral of this gory isjust that you can hold onto any wacky principle you like, aslong as you accet all its wacky
consequences.

Digression on Group Decision-Making. More importantly, Il A isamost universally rejeded as a principle
for collective dedsion-making. Thisis becaise of afamous result due to the eonomist Kenneth Arrow. He showed
that no dedsion procedure could obey the following four principles: (1) Non-dictatorship: the principleis not seled
adictator and let her dedde; (2) Pareto: If everyone prefers B to A, then A can’t be the group choice (3)
Dedsiveness The procedure will | ead to adedsion, no matter what the individual preference-rankings are (Thisis
misleadingly called ‘Rationality’ by Arrow); and (4) Il A: If the procedure would choose A out of { A, B}, it would
choose A out of { A, B, C, ...}. Since(1), (2) and (3) seem so appeding, (4) normally gets dropped. In most
democrades, the dedion procedures violate (4), and only keep (3) by allowing coin-tosses at vital stages! Soin
some drcumstances, Il A is allowed to fall away. | doubt this can be used to rescue the intuitive readions to the
Unger cases, but some might think it opens up an option. End of Digression.

Unger aso has a principle which he thinks guides our moral choices, his principle of separability. People
who are doing ethics might like to consider whether he isright about this. | take it that the phil osophicd moral he
wishesto draw isthat sincethe principle dealy caries no ethicd weight, judgements which are made using this

principle should also carry no ethicd weight.

8. Shope on Counterexamples

In Shope’ sfirst chapter, he has a small discusson on the importance of intuiti ons about passble caesin theory of
knowledge. Now in theory of knowledge there ae many fewer bald souls who follow Smart and Unger in dedaring
that our intuitions about possble caes may be just wrong. Indeed in Shope' s discusdon, thereis almost no
consideration given to the possbility that our intuitions about the famous cases in theory of knowledge ae so
mistaken.

He does give some mnsideration to the ideathat analysis might leal usto replace our concept of
knowledge with a different concept, one more amenable to scientific inquiry. It seemsthisis hisinterpretation of
some suggestions Lehrer made in the ealy 70’s. Thisis aquite different ideato that floated by Smart and Ungger. It
has this much in common, both ideas recommend a change in usage by the folk. Lehrer apparently thinks that the
folk concept of knowledgeis septicd; sincethisis auselessconcept, we may as well replaceit with a more useful
one. (Why we can go on playing the counterexamples game now | have no idea) Smart and Unger think that the
folk are making a mistake, and should corred their usage to avoid this mistake.

Although both suggestions have this much in common, their differences are substantial. On Lehrer’s
suggestion, our intuitions about particular cases are not false, it isjust that we ae using sub-optimal concepts. On

Smart and Unger’ s view, our intuitions about particular cases are false. It is not that they are suggesting we should



use more informative moral concepts; rather they are suggesting that we ae misusing the moral concepts we
acualy have.

So despite the dightly detail ed discussion of Lehrer, who suggests that intuitions about particular cases
may beirrelevant, although true, Shope giveslittle mnsideration to the really radicd position, that these intuitions
are just false. One reason we might have for thinking that there is a distinction between the ehicd and epistemic
casesisthat we don't have the same kind of principles about knowledge that we have @out morality. Thereis
nothing like the 11 A principle to show that some of our intuitions have got to be wrong.

Isthisright? The way Jadkson puts the Gettier cases makes it sound li ke we must have some theories. He
says, “Sometimes it has ssemed right to acase [non-Gettierists] of confusion—they haven't properly understoodthe
cases, or they haven't seen the key simil arities to ather cases where they accept that subjeds do not know, or the key
differences from cases they accept as cases of knowledge.” (32) But sayingthat asimilarity or adifferenceiskey is
atheory, henceif Jadkson is right we must have some ‘pre-theoreticd’ theories about knowledge.

Knowledge dso seemsto play arolein folk morality. If we know that a certain harmis about to befall
someone, and we can do something about it, we a@uire aresponsibility to dosomething about it. | don’t think the
same holdsif we merely truly believe that the harm is about to happen, but thisisn’t clear. The cmmon law, an
embod ment of (one version of) part of folk morality seemsto have some referencesto knowledge, but moreto
justified belief. If thisisright then there isafunctional role that knowledge, whatever it is, hasto play, so thereisa
theoreticd restriction on theories of knowledge. Should it turn out that no theory can (a) cgpture our intuitions and

(b) play thistheoreticd role, perhaps the intuitions are fal se.

9. Me on Counterexamples

It's a platitude that some intuitions are mistaken. As| said last week, intuitions sometimes clash, and in these cases
we know at least one party iswrong. So it should be possible that intuitions about possble caes are mistaken. To
get beyond platitudes, we should look at the kind of cases where intuition does, uncontroversially, go wrong, and
seewhat fadorsthey have in common. In the paper | listed six kinds of cases, perhaps everyone can suggest more.

(Thekinds of cases overlap, | hope harmlessly.)

Empirical

The folk used to think that the eath is flat, many still implicitly believe some kind of Aristotelian theory of motion,
many still explicitly believe that humans are not descended from other primates, and espedally not from pond slime.
Theseintuitions are dl wrong, though perhaps our distant ancestors are too primitive to be properly cdled ‘ pond
slime'! These seem like quite different intuitions from the kind of intuiti ons we discuss in philosophy class, so we'll

dide by these.



Logical

In the Wason Seledion Task, most subjeds do extraordinarily badly. In general, tasks associated with modus tollens
are not performed at all well. Andwhen it is pointed out to the folk that on the standard picture a @ntradiction
entails everything, the folk often gggle. These problems are usually confined to the folk, but some other problems
have made it into the acaemy. Some otherwise level-headed phil osophers sem to think that clea instances of
modus ponens are invalid! And almost no one in Australia beli eves digunctive syllogism any more. But | promised

to stick to uncontroversial matters.

Epistemic

These tend to overlap with the logicd, but may be distinct. In probabili stic reasoning, it is surprising to find asingle
instance where the folk opinionis corred. (Thoughmost folk corredly redise the Doomsday argument is bad.) In
some fun cases the folk can think that A and B is more probable than A. The folk also hold onto their beliefs way,
way too long. In The Fragmentation of Reason, Stich discusses a number of cases where the folk clealy don’t know
how to evaluate diagnostic information. (90% of people with disease A who took drug B were aured, the rest died; if
you have disease A should you take drug B. Well, 90% looks like good odd!) The fad that modern statistics gives

us atheory of rationality which isin conflict with these intuitions doesn’t seem to be bad news for modern statistics.

Moral

Sincewe' ve spent so long on these drealy, I'll just skip over them now.

Semantic

The folk are notoriously bad at distinguishing false sentences from sentences that are true but misleading. (In my
favourite moment of the whole impeadment debates, one of the House proseautors denied that there was a
distinction here to be drawn!) For instance, many folk think that the sentence Superman came out of the phone booth
and Clark Kent went in, said of atypicd dramatic moment in a Superman story, isfalse, because Clark Kent went
into the phone boah and then Superman came out. Aswe'll discuss next week, thisview is clealy crazy; the
sentenceis true but miseading. (There ae famous examples of this concerning acalemic references which drive the
point home well.) Such confusionsinhibited debate about knowledge and belief well into the 1960s. Some people
thougdht that whenever A knows that p, it would be improper to say A believes that p, hence A didn't believe that p.

Or, in asnappy soundbite, knowledge excludes beli ef.



Conceptual

| think that there is an important distinction between these caes and the empiricd cases mentioned ealier. The
belief that the eath isflat and the belief that Marsis a star are both false, but they are false for different reasons. The
people who thought that the eath isflat typicdly had a goodworking knowledge of what makes something flat,
they just didn’t know whether the eaith had this property. On the other hand, the people who thought that Mars was
astar didn’t have agoodworking knowledge of what it wasto be astar. Simil arly people who thought that whales
were fish, while not being totally aaquai nted with the nature of whales, could have held onto this belief while
leaning quite alot about whales. It seems the bigger mistake these folk were making was about the nature of fish, or
the nature of stars, rather than the properties of whales or of Mars. As| put it in the paper, we could have changed

our opinion about whales, or Mars, without leaning anything at all about the intrinsic nature of those entities.

Best Theories
In eat case where intuition goes wrong, it clashes with the best theory. It is worth checking this for eadt of the
examples | stated. | think that what it is for intuition to be mistaken is for the intuition to clash with best theory.
Another way to ill ustrate my point isto look at cases where it isn’t uncontroversial that intuitions are mistaken,
where it isn't clea which intuition isright. Usually, disputants will try and promote their cause by showing that their
intuitions can be systematised into a better theory than their oppanents’ intuitions. If their implicit methoddogy has
any value, thisis good news for my theory. (And if my theory isright, thisis good news for those players!)

Now as dated, my claim istrivially true (modulo some anti-idedi st worries about best theories being false.)
What makesit (alittle) substantive isthat thereisalittle story | can tell about what it isfor atheory to be best. |

claim that the best theory is the theory which does best, on balance, on these four fadors.

Fewest Counterexamples

Clealy it isimportant that atheory have as few counterexamples as passble. Even Unger wouldn't (or perhaps just
shouldn't) claim that intuitions about particular cases have no value whatsoever. If I’ mright, the counterexample
gameisn't useless just overrated.

We can say alittl e more than this about the role of counterexamples. It isn't just add’em up. (For one
thing, counterexamples usually name the subjeds, so any ce @n be turned into infinitely many by altering the
names. And as those who' ve toil ed in these fields know, counting gets $ problematic when the values go infinite.)
Threefadors sem to determine how important a particular ceis.

First, how familiar the caeis. The more wacky a ce the more gt the response that intuiti ons about these
cases are not reliable.

Seoond, how strong our conviction about the aseis. If we think that somethingisa ce but we aen’t redly

sure, we should just let best theory dedde. (Thisiswhat Armstrong cdled the ‘ spail sto the victor’ principle.)



Third, how broad the scope of the ceseems to make adifference If a ce apliesonly to avery spedfic
kind of case, it seemslessimportant than if it appliesto awide variety of cases. (This happensall thetimein the
literature on causation, but the examples require quite abit of badground. Maybe we will | ook at them next week.)

What isn’t relevant, | think, is whether the @ases are actual, although this might impact on familiarity.

Fewest Odd Theoretical Consequences
Aswe saw in the moral case, there ae theoreticd constraints on analyses. | stressin the paper that all normative
analyses are @nstrained by arule requiring no arbitrariness. We'll ook in more detail next week at the particular
example | discussfrom Horowitz. One point to note is that we have to dstinguish apparent theoreticd constraints
from similar constraints which are adually true.

As noted above, it isinteresting whether atheory of knowledge has any interesting theoretica

conseguences in this ense.

Theoretical Sgnificance

Theterm, as analysed, should play an important role in our best theory. This, | think, is what explains our current
views about glassnot being a solid, whales not being fish, and the morning star not being a star. One possble
objedion to including this as a aiteriaon analysesis that the belief that the term, as analysed, be theoreticdly

significant may be atheoreticd belief. That is, where this criteria gplies, it may be redundant.
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Smplicity
We haven't seen the caes yet where this criteria goplies, so it isalittl e hard to argue for. One thing to consider, for
those who have spent some time on this puzzle, is whether an apped to simplicity solves Quine’s problem about the
indeterminacy of trandation. If it is a requirement on trandations that they be simple, thereis areason to think
‘gavagal’ refersto rabhits, and not to undetached rabhit parts. Indeed, this move seemsto be important for all cases

where the pragmatics underdetermines the semantics. But that is atopic for next week.



