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THE INCOHERENCEOF EMPIRICISM
George Bealer and P. F. Strawson
I--George Bealer

A

person's experiences and/orobservationscomprise the

person's prima facie evidence.1 This is the first dogma of
empiricism.This principle,togetherwith two others,formsthe core
of W. V. O. Quine's empiricism.
The principleof empiricism:

(i) A person'sexperiencesand/orobservationscomprisethe person's
primafacie evidence.2

The principleof holism:
(ii) A theory is justified (acceptable, more reasonable than its
fora personif andonly if it is,
competitors,
legitimate,warranted)
or belongsto, thesimplestcomprehensive
theorythatexplainsall,
or most,of theperson'sprimafacie evidence.3
The principleof naturalism:
(iii) The naturalsciences(plusthe logic andmathematicsneededby
them)constitutethe simplestcomprehensive
theorythatexplains
all, or most,of a person'sexperiencesand/orobservations.4
This sort of view has a remarkablehold over philosophers and
scientists today, as it has in centuries past. Indeed, it yields a
veritableWeltanschauung.The aim of the presentpaperis to try to
refute this view by arguingthat it is at bottom incoherent.We will
give three such arguments:one concerning starting points, one
concerning epistemic norms, and one concerning terms of
epistemic appraisal.5 Unlike the standard anti-empiricist
arguments,which usually strike empiricists as question-begging,
these argumentsaredesignedto lay baredifficultiesinternalto their
view. Ourpurposeis to presentargumentsthataredesigned to have
persuasive force even for people already under the spell of
empiricism.
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I
StandardJustificatoryProcedure. In this section we will review
some plain truthsabout the procedurewe standardlyuse to justify
our beliefs and theories.
First, we standardly use various items-for
example,
experiences, observations,testimony-as primafacie evidence for
other things, such as beliefs and theories.
At one time many people accepted the traditionaldoctrinethat
knowledge is justified truebelief. But now we have good evidence
that this is mistaken. Suppose someone has been driving for miles
past what look like herds of sheep. At various points along the
journey,our personbelieves thata sheep is in the pasture.Since the
situation appears to be perfectly normal in all relevant respects,
certainly the person would be justified in believing that there is a
sheep in the pasture. Suppose that it is indeed true that there is a
sheep in the pasture.Is thisenough for knowledge?No. Forsuppose
that the thousands of sheep-looking things the person has been
seeing are a breedof white poodle thatfroma distancelookjust like
sheep and that,by purechance, therehappensto be a solitarysheep
hiddenin the middleof the acresof poodles.Clearly,thepersondoes
not know that there is a sheep in the pasture.6Examples like this
provide good prima facie evidence that the traditionaltheory is
mistaken. We find it intuitively obvious that there could be a
situationlike thatdescribedandin sucha situationthepersonwould
not know thatthereis a sheep in the pasturedespitehavingajustified
truebelief. This intuition-that therecould be such a situationand
in it the personwould not know-and otherintuitionslike it areour
evidence thatthe traditionaltheoryis mistaken.
So, accordingto our standardjustificatoryprocedure,intuitions
count as primafacie evidence. Now sometimes in using intuitions
to justify various conclusions, it is somewhat more naturalto call
them reasons ratherthan evidence. For example, my reasons for
acceptingthata certainstatementis logically truearethatit follows
intuitivelyfrom certainmore elementarystatementsthatintuitively
are logically true. I have clear intuitionsthatit follows, and I have
clear intuitionsthatthese more elementarystatementsare logically
true.Standardly,we say thatintuitionslike these areevident(at least
primafacie).
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Forconvenience of expositionlet us extendthe term 'primafacie
evidence'to includereasonsthatareprimafacie evident in this way.
So in this terminology,the standardjustificatoryprocedurecounts,
not only experiences, observations, memory, and testimony as
primafacie evidence, butintuitionsas well. It shall be clear thatthis
terminologicalextension does not bias our discussion. (After all, if
somethingcounts as primafacie evidence, it also counts as a reason
thatis primafacie evident.Andempiricistsbelieve thatall and only
experiences and/or observationsqualify as reasons that are prima
facie evident, and they believe that a person is justified only if the
person has taken into account the reasons that are prima facie
evident.)Readerswho objectto thispracticeshouldthroughoutread
'primafacie evidence' as 'reasonsthatareprimafacie evident'.
Now an importantstep in the standardjustificatoryprocedureis
criticism. A special form of criticism deserves mention here. The
standardjustificatory procedure incorporates a mechanism for
self-criticismby means of which any componentof the procedure
can be subjected to critical assessment that might lead to an
adjustmentsomewhere in the procedure itself. Specifically, this
mechanismpermitsone to challenge the legitimacyof any standing
sourceof primafacie evidence (experience, observation,intuition,
memory, testimony). The presence of this mechanism in the
standardjustificatory procedurekeeps the procedurefrom being
either obviously empiricist or obviously non-empiricist. It all
depends on which sources of prima facie evidence survive the
processof criticism.So in sayingthatthe standardprocedurecounts
intuitionsas prima facie evidence, we do not preclude using the
mechanism of self-criticism to eliminate intuition as a source of
primafacie evidence.
By intuition,we do not mean a supernaturalpower or a magical
innervoice or anythingof the sort.When you have an intuitionthat
A, it seems to you thatA. Here 'seems' is understood,not in its use
as a cautionary or 'hedging' term, but in its use as a term for a
genuine kind of conscious episode. For example, when you first
considerone of de Morgan'slaws, often you draw a blank; after a
moment's reflection, however, something happens: it now really
seems obvious. You suddenly 'just see' it. It presentsitself as how
things must be. Of course, this kind of seeming is intellectual, not
sensoryor introspective.Forexample, supposeit seems to you that,
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if P or Q, then it is not the case thatbothnot P andnot Q. When this
occurs, it is a purely intellectual episode; not a sensation or a
reflection. There is, accordingly, a sharp distinction between
intuitionandimagination.Typically,if it is possible for someone to
have the intuition that A (i.e., if it is possible for it to seem
intellectually to someone that A), then it is possible for someone
(perhapsthe same person)to have the intuitionthatA in the absence
of any particularsensory(imaginative)or introspectiveexperiences
thatare relevantto the truthor falsity of the propositionthatA. For
this reason, intuitionsare counted as 'data of reason' not 'data of
experience'.7
When we speak of intuition,we mean a priori intuition.This is
distinguished from what physicists call 'physical intuition'. We
have a physical intuitionthat, when a house is undermined,it will
fall. This does not count as an a priori intuition, for it does not
presentitself as necessary:it does not seem thata house undermined
must fall; plainly, it is possible for a house underminedto remain
in its original position or, indeed, to rise up. By contrast,when we
have an a priori intuition,say, thatif P then not not P, this presents
itself as necessary: it does not seem to us that things could be
otherwise; it must be that if P then not not P.
Intuitionshould also be distinguishedfrom belief: belief is not a
seeming; intuition is. For example, there are many mathematical
theoremsthatI believe (because I have seen the proofs) but thatdo
not seem to me to be true and that do not seem to me to be false; I
do not have intuitionsaboutthem eitherway. Conversely,I have an
intuition-it still seems to me-that the naive comprehension
axiom of set theory is true;this is so despite the fact that I do not
believe that it is true (because I know of the set-theoretical
paradoxes).8There is a rather similar phenomenon in sense
perception.In the Muiller-Lyerillusion, it still seems to me thatone
of the two arrowsis longer than the other;this is so despite the fact
that I do not believe that one of the two arrowsis longer (because
I have measuredthem). In each case, the seeming persists in spite
of the countervailing belief. Of course, one must not confuse
intuitionwith sense perception.Intuitionis an intellectualseeming;
sense perceptionis a sensory seeming (an appearing).By andlarge,
the two cannot overlap:most things thatcan seem intellectuallyto
be so cannot seem sensorily to be so, and conversely.9
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Intuitionsare also quite distinct from judgments, guesses, and
hunches.As just indicated,there are significantrestrictionson the
propositionsconcerningwhich one can have intuitions;by contrast,
there are virtually no restrictionson the propositions concerning
which one can make a judgment or a guess or have a hunch.
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, ungroundedconvictions or noninferentialbeliefs;
they too are not seemings. For example, suppose that I ask you
whetherthe coin is in my righthandor whetherit is in my left. You
might have a hunch that it is in my left hand, but it does not seem
to you thatit is. You have no intellectualepisode in which it seems
to you that I have a coin in my left hand. When I show you that it
is in my righthand,you no longer have a hunchthatit is in my left.
Yourmerely caused,ungroundedconviction (noninferentialbelief)
is automaticallyoverriddenby the groundedbelief that it is in my
right hand, and it is thereby displaced. Not so for seemings,
intellectualor sensory;they arenot automaticallydisplacedby your
groundedcontrarybeliefs. (Recall the naive comprehensionaxiom
and the Miiller-Lyerarrows.)
Many items that are, somewhat carelessly, called intuitions in
casual discourse in logic, mathematics,linguistics, or philosophy
are really only a certainsort of memory. For example, it does not
seem to me that53= 125;this is somethingI learnedfroma teacher's
testimony or from calculation. Note how this differs,
phenomenologically,fromwhathappenswhen one has an intuition.
After a moment's reflection on the question, you 'just see' that, if
P or Q, then it is not the case that both not P and not Q. Or, upon
consideringthe example described earlier, you 'just see' that the
person in the example does not know that there is a sheep in the
pasture.Nothing comparablehappensin the case of the proposition
that53 = 125.
Intuitionsmust also be distinguishedfrom common sense. True,
most elementaryintuitionsare commonsensical.However, a great
manyintuitionsdo not qualifyas commonsensicaljust because they
are nonelementary, for example, intuitions about mathematical
limits,theinfinitedivisibilityof space andtime,the axiom of choice,
and so forth. Conversely, we often lack intuitions (i.e., a priori
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intuitions) about matters that are highly commonsensical. For
example, the following are just common sense: if you undermine
your house, it will fall; walking alone on unlit urbanstreetsis risky;
it is unwise to build houses in flood plains;andso forth.But a priori
intuitionis silent about these matters.Such considerationssuggest
something like this: common sense is an amalgamationof various
widely shared useful empirical beliefs, practicalwisdom, a priori
intuitions,and physical intuitions.Commonsense certainlycannot
be identifiedwith a priori intuition.
The foregoing distinctionsareobvious once they arepointedout.
However, in many philosophicaldiscussionsthe term 'intuition'is
often used quite indiscriminately.Indeed,some philosophersuse it
more or lpss interchangeablywith 'uncriticalbelief' or even with
'belief' simpliciter.l0 When we said earlierthat, accordingto the
standardjustificatory procedure, intuitions are counted as prima
facie evidence, we were not using 'intuition'in this indiscriminate
way but rather in the above quite restricted way as a term for
intellectual seeming. The distinctionis of utmost importance.
Like sense perceptions,intuitionscan (at least occasionally) be
mistaken; for example, our intuition regarding the naive
comprehensionaxiom is evidently mistaken.Thus, the infallibilist
theoryof intuitionis evidently incorrect.Thereis a furtheranalogy
between intuition and sense perception:the standardjustificatory
proceduredirects us to give greatestevidentialweight to intuitions
about specific concrete cases. By comparison, 'theoretical'
intuitionshave relatively less evidentialweight.
Two final points. Intuitions play a significant role in our
belief-formation processes. First, at any given time, there are a
numberof novel questions about which one has no belief one way
or the other but about which one would have a clear-cutintuition.
In cases like this, one will typically form the belief associatedwith
the intuitionas soon as the intuitionoccurs. Second, intuitionplays
a crucialrole in following rulesandprocedures-for example,rules
of inference.
II

The StartingPoints Argument.We come now to our first argument
against empiricism.
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We have just noted that intuition plays a role in following
procedures.A special case arises in connection with justificatory
procedures,for typically we rely on our intuitions whenever we
follow such procedures.(This fact is not requiredfor our argument.
See the close of this section.) This evident use of intuitionsleads to
a serious problem for empiricistswho would have us follow their
procedure (i.e., the procedure associated with principles (i) and
(ii)). Indeed,thereis a special irony here, for in theiractualpractice
empiricists typically make use of a wide range of intuitions. For
example, what does and does not count as an observation or
experience?Why count sense perceptionas observation?Why not
countmemoryas observation?Or why not count certainhigh-level
theoreticaljudgmentsas sense experiences?Indeed,why not count
intuitionsas sense experiences?Likewise for each of the otherkey
notionsthatplay a role in the empiricistprinciples(i) and (ii). What
does and does not count as a theory,as justified (or acceptable),as
an explanation, as simple? The fact is that empiricists arrive at
answers to these questions by using as primafacie evidence their
intuitions about what does and does not count as experience,
observation,theory,justified, explanation, simple. In their actual
practice,empiricistsuse such intuitionsas evidence to supporttheir
theories and to persuade others of them. However, such use of
intuitionscontradictsthe principle of empiricism, which includes
only experiences and/orobservationsas primafacie evidence. So
in their actual practice, empiricists are not faithful to their
principles.
To avoid this inconsistency,empiricists could fall back on the
traditional distinction between discovery and justification.
Accordingly,they would hold that,althoughthey use intuitionas a
guide in formulatingtheirtheories,they do not invoke intuitionsas
primafacie evidence when they actuallyget down to justifying their
theories. Let us use the term starting points for basic epistemic
classifications(i.e., whatdoes anddoes not count as an experience,
anobservation,a theory,an explanation,a simple explanation,a law
of nature,a deductivelyvalid argument,a logical truth,a theoretical
virtue, etc.). In this terminology,the empiricists would hold that,
althoughthey use theirintuitionsabout startingpoints as a guide in
formulatingtheirtheories, they do not, strictly speaking,use them
as primafacie evidence.
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Even with the aid of this distinction, however, empiricists are
caught in a fatal dilemma over the issue of their startingpoints.
Either a person's intuitionsregardingstartingpoints are reliableor
they are not.
If starting-pointsintuitionsare not reliable,then empiricistsare
in big trouble. For their starting-pointsjudgments (like everyone
else's) are in fact determinedby their intuitions (e.g., intuitions
about what counts as experience, observation,theory,explanation,
simplicity, logical truth, etc.). Therefore, if these intuitions
regarding starting points are prone to error, the error will be
reflected in the comprehensive theory that results from them,
making that theory highly unreliable.It is true thaterrorsin one's
ordinarypretheoreticaljudgmentsaboutmattersotherthanstarting
points can often be spotted and eliminatedby a 'bootstrapping'."
Forexample, supposethatsomeone has a dispositionto makeerrors
when thinking unreflectively about race or gender.Nevertheless,
upon formulating a systematic and comprehensive theory, the
person will often be able to spot and eliminate these errors. Or
suppose that a person suffers from an astigmatism, making his
visual observationsof shape and length prone to error.Again, it is
plausible that, upon formulatinga comprehensiveand systematic
theory on the basis of all his observations, including the largely
reliableobservationsprovidedby his othersenses andby his largely
reliable visual observationsof colour, continuity,contiguity, and
other topological properties, the person will be able to spot and
eliminate these errors about shape and length. By contrast, this
'bootstrap' method of error detection would break down if a
person's observations generally (not just visual observations of
shape and length) were unreliable. As long as the person's
observations happened, by luck, to permit theoretical
systematization (surely this is logically possible), the person's
overall empiricaltheory would be quite unreliable,and the person
would have no way to detect the errors.Now the situationwould
be just that much worse if, instead, the person's pretheoretic
judgments about the very question of what counted as an
observation were unreliable; and it would be worse still if the
person's pretheoreticjudgmentsaboutwhat countedas a theory,an
explanation, as simple, as logically valid, as logically consistent,
and so forth were unreliable.The effect of these errors on one's
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overall theory is of an order of magnitude greater than that of
ordinaryerrors. Bootstrappingwould be powerless to repair the
situation.
On the other hand, suppose that intuitionsabout startingpoints
are reliable.Thatis, supposeour intuitionsregardingwhatdoes and
does not count as an experience, as an observation,as a theory,as
an explanation,as simple, as logically true,as logically consistent,
and so forth are reliable. Then, certainly whateverit is thatmakes
such intuitionsreliable would also make our intuitionsabout what
does and does not count as prima facie evidence (or as reasons)
reliable. However, we have a wealth of concrete-case intuitionsto
the effect that intuitions are prima facie evidence (reasons).
Because these intuitions about the evidential status of intuitions
would be reliable, it would follow that intuitionsare in fact prima
facie evidence and, hence, that empiricism is false. Moreover, if
intuitionsareprimafacie evidence, then the sort of overall theory
that empiricists would formulate (after excluding intuitions as
primafacie evidence) would be highly unreliable(notably,on such
matters as modality, definition, property identity, evidence, and
justification).
Therefore,on bothprongsof the dilemma,empiricismleads one
to formulatea comprehensivetheory thatis highly unreliable.But,
given thatwe can now see this, we certainlywould not be justified
in accepting this comprehensive theory. However, empiricism
implies thatwe would. So empiricism is false.
This is the starting-pointsargument.A responseto this argumentis
to deny that a person's pretheoreticstarting-pointsjudgments are
reallydeterminedby intuitionsandto hold insteadthatthey area kind
of noninferentialjudgmentdeterminedby some othermechanism.
Phenomenological considerations along the lines of those
mentionedat the close of the previous section show that this reply
is not faithfulto the psychological facts. This should put an end to
the reply.But even if it does not, the reply would not help to save
empiricism, for much the same type of dilemma would still exist.
On the one hand, if our pretheoreticstarting-pointsjudgments are
unreliable, the resulting comprehensive theory would also be
unreliable.The earlier considerationsshow that, because starting
points are involved, bootstrappingwould be powerless to correct
the problem.On the other hand, if our pretheoreticstarting-points
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judgmentsarereliable,then whateverit is thatmakes them reliable
should also make reliableour pretheoreticjudgmentsaboutwhat is
and is not primafacie evidence. But, just as we have intuitionsto
the effect that intuitions are prima facie evidence, we have
pretheoreticjudgments to the effect that intuitionsareprimafacie
evidence. Because these pretheoreticjudgmentswould be reliable,
it would follow thatintuitionsareprimafacie evidence, contraryto
what empiricism implies. Moreover, given this conclusion that
intuitions are in fact prima facie evidence, we would have good
reason to conclude that the empiricists' comprehensive theory,
which excludes intuitionsas primafacie evidence, would be highly
unreliable (in connection with modality, property identity,
definition, evidence, justification, etc.). So on both prongs of the
dilemma, empiricism would lead to an unreliablecomprehensive
theory. Seeing this, one would not be justified in accepting this
theory. Since empiricism implies that one would, empiricism is
false.
III
The Argumentfrom Epistemic Norms. We now move on to our
second argument against empiricism, which concerns a
'hermeneutical' problem produced by the empiricists' departure
from our epistemic norms. We have seen that the standard
justificatory procedure admits as prima facie evidence not only
experience and observation but also intuition.Empiricismwould
have us circumscribeour primafacie evidence by just excluding
intuition.Butconsidersome otherexclusionaryviews. Forexample,
visualism,the view thatonly visual experienceprovidesprimafacie
evidence; tactile, auditory,olfactoryexperiencesarejust arbitrarily
excluded. Orconsidera theorythatexcludes asprimafacie evidence
all standarditems that do not fit in neatly with some antecedently
held political,religious,or metaphysicalview. Plainly,we wouldnot
be justified in accepting these departures from the standard
procedure.How is empiricismrelevantlydifferent?
Some empiricists might try to answer as follows. Suppose that
the comprehensivetheorythatresultsfromfollowing the empiricist
procedure is 'self-approving'; that is, suppose that this theory
deems itself-and the procedurethat produces it-to be justified
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and that it deems as unjustifiedall other comprehensive theories
and procedures that yield them, including, in particular, the
competingdeviantprocedures(e.g., visualism, etc.).12In this case,
the empiricistsmight invoke theircomprehensivetheoryhoping to
marka relevant difference between their procedureand the other
deviant procedures. However, this strategy merely yields a
stalemate,for at least some of the other deviant proceduresmight
themselves yield comprehensivetheories that are 'self-approving'
in this sense. (With the use of logicians' tricks we can easily
construct deviant procedures that yield 'self-approving'
comprehensive theories in this way.) If the above strategy were
legitimate,advocatesof one of these competingprocedureswould
also be entitled to appeal to the comprehensivetheory yielded by
theirprocedureto show thatthe empiricists'comprehensivetheory
and the empiricistprocedureare not justified. Hence a stalemate.
To avoid this kind of stalemate,empiricists have no choice but
to tryto reachtheirconclusionfromwithinthe standardjustificatory
procedure.Specifically,they mustemploy the standardjustificatory
procedurecritically: they must employ the standardprocedure's
mechanismof self-criticism in an effort to show that a component
of it (namely,the admission of intuitionsas primafacie evidence)
is defective. Suppose that the empiricists' attemptto employ the
standardprocedurecriticallysucceeds, and supposethatanalogous
efforts on behalf of the competing deviant procedures(visualism,
etc.) are not successful. Then, a relevant difference between
empiricism and its competitors will have been found. Unlike its
competitors,empiricismwould not be an arbitrarydeparturefrom
our epistemic norms. The question to consider, therefore,is this:
when we implement the standard justificatory procedure's
mechanismof self-criticism,does intuitionget excludedas a source
of prima facie evidence? (In our discussion we will confine
ourselves to concrete-case intuitions,for, as we have seen, it is to
these intuitions that the standardjustificatory procedure assigns
primaryevidential weight.)
Consideran example of how a candidatesource of primafacie
evidence would be thrown out. Take tea leaves (or tarot, oracles,
the stars, birds, or what have you). They are thrown out as a
legitimate source of primafacie evidence (roughly) because they
fail to satisfy the 'three cs'-consistency, corroboration,and
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confirmation.First, to the extent that we have looked, we find no
particularconsistencyamongthe tea-leaf readingsmadeby a single
person. Second, a person's readings are not corroboratedby other
people. Third, there is no patternof confirmationof the tea-leaf
predictions or other tea-leaf claims by our experiences,
observations, and intuitions. Indeed, there is a pattern of
disconfirmationby these sources of primafacie evidence.
Intuition, however, is not at all like this. (Recall that we are
discussing concrete-caseintuitionshere).First,a person'sintuitions
are largely consistentwith one another.To be sure,a given person's
intuitions occasionally appear to be contradictory,but so do our
observations,ourmemories,andeven ourpuresense experiences.13
This is hardlyenough to throwout observation,memory,and sense
experience as sources of evidence. Moreover, most of these
apparent conflicts (including apparent conflicts among one's
intuitions) can be reconciled by standardtechniques (see below).
The occasional inconsistencies among a person's intuitions are
nothing like the inconsistencies we would expect to find in a
collection of someone's tea-leaf readings.14Second, although
different people do have conflicting intuitionsfrom time to time,
there is an impressive corroborationby othersof one's elementary
logical, mathematical, conceptual, and modal intuitions.15The
situationis much the same with observation:differentpeople have
conflicting observationsfromtime to time, butthis is hardlyenough
to throw out observationas a source of evidence. On the contrary,
there is, despite the occasional conflict, an impressive
corroboration by others of one's observations.16Third, unlike
tea-leaf reading, intuition is seldom, if ever, disconfirmedby our
experiences and observations. The primary reason is that the
contents of our intuitions-whether
conceptual, logical,
mathematical, or modal-are by and large independent of the
contents of our observations and experiences (in much the same
way that,say, the contentsof oursense experiencesandthe contents
of our emotionalexperiences are independentof one another).The
one potentialexception involves our modalintuitions.But virtually
no conflicts arise here because our intuitions about what
experiences and observations are logically (or metaphysically)
possible are so liberal. The conclusion is that the opportunityfor
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disconfirmationby experience and/orobservationseldom, if ever,
arises.17
Let us consider more carefully the matter of inconsistencies
among a given person's intuitions.The patternof inconsistencies
among one's intuitions-and the standardways of dealing with
them-are quite like what we find in the case of the other sources
of prima facie evidence. Evidently, there are some rare cases of
irreconcilable inconsistencies among a person's intuitions. For
example,Russell's paradoxandthe liarparadoxevidently show that
intuitions about the naive comprehensionaxiom from set theory
and the naive truth schema are irreconcilably in conflict with
intuitionsaboutclassical logic. But thereare analogous,apparently
irreconcilable conflicts among a person's observations. For
example,upon puttingmy righthand(which was just warmed)into
the water,I reportthat the wateris cool; and upon puttingmy left
hand (which was just cooled) into the same water,I reportthatthe
water is warm. The two observationreports are inconsistent, and
thereseems to be no reasonableway to reconcilethem;one is forced
to retreatfrom the 'objective'observationallevel to the 'subjective'
phenomenologicallevel: the waterfeels warm to my left hand and
feels cool to my right hand. There also seem to be inconsistencies
on the subjective phenomenologicallevel. Russell cites (see note
13) the example of an expanse cf phenomenal colour in which
locally thereseems to be no variationin hue but whose extreme left
andrightneverthelessseem plainly differentin hue. But these rare,
irreconcilable inconsistencies hardly call into question the
legitimacy of observationor of phenomenalexperience. The same
holds for the rare irreconcilableinconsistencies among a person's
intuitions.
In anyevent, most apparentconflicts arereconcilableby standard
techniques. For example, suppose that, upon watching Smith's
efforts at the shooting range, I reportthat he hit a bull's-eye. But
when I walk over to Smith, I see that he is not even holding a gun
but ratheran electronic toy wired to the bull's-eye bell; and when
I walk over to the target,I see thatit has not been hit at all. I report
thatSmithdid not hit the bull's-eye. Now, in the face of this conflict
between my observations-my earlier observationthat Smith hit
the bull's-eye and my later observation that he did not-we
certainly do not throw out observation as a legitimate source of
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evidence abouttheepisode andretreatto the subjectivephenomenal
level. On the contrary,we redescribewhatI observedusingrelevant
units and distinctions. Redescribed,what I observed in the earlier
episode was this: Smith was pointing a black, shiny gun-shaped
object in the directionof the target;therewas a loud crack;thenthe
bull's-eye bell went off. These observationsare consistentwith my
later ones. By using these more specific units and distinctions,we
arethusable to reconcilemy earlierobservationswiththe laterones,
and we are able to do so while remaining on the 'objective'
observationallevel. This is the standardpractice.It would be mad
to discard observation altogetherbecause of this sort of apparent
conflict and to hold insteadthat I have no legitimateobservational
evidence. I did have observationalevidence and at most it needed
to be reportedmore cautiously.
We do exactly the same sort of thing with intuitions that are
apparentlyin conflict. Considerthreeexamples. (1) In the Galileo
paradox of infinity, I have an intuition that there are fewer odd
numbers than there are naturalnumbers(odd numbersplus even
numbers).But I also have an intuitionthatthe odd numbersare in
one-to-one correspondence with the natural numbers and a
collection that is in one-to-one correspondencewith anotherdoes
not have fewer things in it. These two intuitionscan be reconciled
by invoking a distinctionbetween fewer-thanin the proper-subset
sense and fewer-thanin the no-one-one-correspondencesense. My
first intuitionwas that the odds are fewer than the naturalsin the
former sense, and my second intuitionwas that they are not fewer
in the lattersense. Properlyreported,both intuitionsstandas prima
facie evidence. It would be absurdto throwthem out as illegitimate
withouteven tryingto reconcile them by means of redescriptionin
terms of relevant distinctions. (2) The scientific-essentialist
literature (Kripke et al.) provides a second illustration of how
redescriptioncan be used to reconcile intuitionsthatinitiallyappear
to be in conflict. Initially, there appearsto be a conflict between
old-fashion anti-scientific-essentialistintuitions(e.g., the intuition
thattheremight be some waterwith no hydrogenin it) andthe new
pro-scientific-essentialistintuitions.Such conflicts would resultin
a mere stalematebetween the old view andthe new view. However,
by redescribingthese intuitionsin termsof the distinctionbetween
epistemic possibility and metaphysical possibility, scientific
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essentialists are able to resolve the apparentconflict in favour of
their view. Evidently, anti-scientific-essentialistsare unable to do
the analogous thing for their view. So the stalemate is evidently
broken in favour of scientific essentialism. (3) The Gricean
distinction between genuine semantical implication and mere
conversationalimplicaturealso yields redescriptionsthat serve to
reconcile a great many intuitions that initially appear to be in
conflict.
Anothertype of apparentconflict among our intuitionsarises in
connectionwith cases thatare incompletelyspecified. Considerthe
following specificationsimilarto thatwhich was given earlier:one
day in normalobservationconditionssomeone drives past a pasture
in which there are animals that look to him exactly like sheep and,
indeed,thereare sheep in the pasture;as a resultof his observations
the personcomes to believe thatthereis a sheep in the pasture.Does
the personknow thatthereis a sheep in the pasture?Before learning
of the Gettier-style examples, perhaps you would have had the
intuitionthat the person would know that there is a sheep in the
pasture.However,as soon as we add the furtherdetail thatvirtually
all of the sheep-lookinganimalsarepoodles andthatthe only sheep
there are completely hidden from view by thousands of poodles,
you have the intuitionthatthe persondoes not know that there is a
sheep in the pasture.This apparentconflict between intuitions is
readily explained. Upon hearing the initial specification, you
supposed that all the sheep-looking animals were normal sheep.
Once we addressthis detail explicitly, it becomes clear to you that
there are really two distinct cases-one with normal sheep, the
otherwith sheep-lookingpoodles. Yourtwo apparentlyconflicting
intuitionsturn out to be consistent with one another,for they are
not even about the same case! The point is that, when using
intuitionsas primafacie evidence, we must carefully attend to all
relevant details. This requirementhardly calls into question the
evidentialstatusof intuitions.Indeed,when we use experiences and
observations as prima facie evidence, somewhat similar
requirementsare in force.
In summary,just as with observation and experience, so with
intuition: our standardprocedure is to try to reconcile apparent
conflicts by more complete descriptionand/orredescription.When
we tryto do this, we succeedto a verylargeextent.18Forthis reason,
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neither observation, experience, nor intuition is eliminated as a
legitimate source of prima facie evidence on grounds of
inconsistency. The overall conclusion, therefore,is that intuition
does not get called into questionon groundsof inconsistency,lack
of corroboration,or conflicts with experienceor with observation.
There is another kind of conflict we must consider, namely,
conflicts between certain theories and certain intuitions (e.g.,
intuitionsabout simultaneityand Euclideangeometryl9).Do such
conflicts call intuition into question as a source of prima facie
evidence? No. For there are analogous conflicts between certain
theories and certainobservations(e.g., observationsthatthe sun is
about the same size as the moon and thatit moves across the sky).
Likewise, experience, memory, and testimony come into conflict
with certain theories. None of these conflicts suffice to overturn
observation,experience,memory,or testimonyas a sourceof prima
facie evidence. The same holds for intuition.Like the deliverances
of these otherstandardsources, most of ourintuitionsareconsistent
with our empirical theories. Indeed, most of our elementary
conceptual, logical, and numericalintuitionsare actually affirmed
by our empirical theories.20And modal and higher mathematical
intuitions,while not affirmedby our empiricaltheories, arefor the
most part not inconsistent with them. Moreover, our best
comprehensivetheorybased on all standardsourcesof primafacie
evidence, includingintuition,affirmsmost of ourmodal andhigher
mathematical intuitions. The reason is twofold: first, these
intuitions are largely consistent with one another and with our
empirical theories (at least, our intuitions can be made largely
consistent with one anotherwhen carefullyreported);second, they
admit of theoreticalsystematizationto a significantdegree.21So it
is no surprisethata comprehensivetheorythatbegins by including
intuitionsas primafacie evidence should affirmmost of them.
If empiricists are to try to overthrowintuition by means of the
standardjustificatoryprocedure'smechanismfor self-criticism,they
have only one alternative. They must invoke the comprehensive
theorythatone wouldformulateif one admittedonly those sourcesof
prima facie evidence other than intuition. Characterizedmore
abstractly,thismethodof challenginga standardsourceofprimafacie
evidence goes as follows. One formulatesone's best comprehensive
theoryon thebasisof thestandardsourcesofprimafacieevidencethat

THE INCOHERENCEOF EMPIRICISM

115

one is not challenging. If the resulting theory deems the omitted
source(s)not to be reliable,thenit is (they are) seriouslydiscounted
as a source(s)of primafacie evidence.
This methodis appropriatein some cases. Considera hypothetical
example. Suppose the pronouncements of a certain political
authority(reminiscentof the Wizardof Oz) have acquiredthe status
ofprimafacie evidence, and supposethatthese pronouncementsdo
not fail the three cs. (That is, they are consistent with one another.
They do not go againstthe pronouncementsof others.And they are
not disconfirmedby othersourcesof primafacie evidence because
they are carefully contrived to avoid such disconfirmation.)
Nevertheless, we could legitimately challenge the prima facie
evidential status of these pronouncements as follows. First, we
should formulatethe best overall theory based on all other sources
of prima facie evidence. If this theory were not to deem the
pronouncementsof the political authorityto be (largely) reliable,
then we would be justified in rejectingthe political authorityas a
special sourceof primafacie evidence.
However, there are cases in which this method does not work.
Recall the example of visualism, discussed at the outset of this
section. Suppose that a visualist tried to use visual experience to
eliminate other modes of experience (tactile, auditory, etc.) as
sourcesof primafacie evidence. Suppose thatthis effort happened
to yield a formally neat comprehensive theory that denied the
reliabilityof these othersorts of experiences.22Wouldthe standard
justificatory procedure direct us to reject these other modes of
experienceas sources of primafacie evidence? This suggestion is
preposterous.Neither vision nor touch can override the other as a
sourceof primafacie evidence. To be admittedas a sourceof prima
facie evidence, neitherrequiresauxiliaryconfirmationfrom other
sourcesof primafacie evidence, nor do they requireaffirmationby
the best comprehensivetheorybased on other sources of evidence.
Those who would deny this have lost their grip on the standard
justificatory procedure and, indeed, on what evidence is. (This
assessmentconforms to principle (i) of empiricism, which admits
all experience-visual, tactile, etc.-as primafacie evidence.)
What is the difference between the political-authoritycase and
the visualism case? The answer is plain. The political authorityis
intuitivelynot as basic a source of prima facie evidence as the

116

I-GEORGE BEALER

sourcesof primafacie evidencethatarebeingusedto eliminateit
(i.e., experience,observation,etc.).By contrast,vision andtouch
are intuitivelyequallybasic sourcesof primafacie evidence.The
standardjustificatoryprocedurepermitsus to applythe present
methodagainsta currentlyacceptedsourceofprimafacieevidence
if andonly if intuitivelythatsourceis notas basicas thesourcesof
primafacie evidencebeingusedto challengeit. Thatis, according
to thestandard
we areto consultourintuitionsregarding
procedure,
therelativebasicnessof a givensourceof primafacie evidence.If
andonly if intuitiondeclaresthatsourcenot to be as basicas the
sources that are being used to challengeit are we to proceed.
Someonemightthinkthat,ratherthanconsultingintuitionon the
questionof relativebasicness,one shouldconsultthe simplest
overalltheorythattakesas its evidencethe deliverancesof one's
currentlyaccepted sources of primafacie evidence. But this
approachyieldsthewrongresults.Forexample,accordingto it,the
withjusta bitof cleverness,wouldbe as immune
politicalauthority,
to challengeas, say,senseexperience.(E.g.,thepoliticalauthority
could carefully restrict itself to empirically untestable
thatsuggestthatit has a specialnew cognitive
pronouncements
power; it could deem itself to be a maximallybasic sourceof
to rejectthe
evidence;etc.)Butdespitethis,it wouldbe appropriate
political authorityas a special sourceof evidence.The way we
woulddo this,accordingto thestandard
wouldbe to fall
procedure,
back on our intuitions about relative basicness: intuitively,a
arenotas basicas, say,one's
politicalauthority's
pronouncements
sense experiences.Theoveralltheoryone wouldformulateon the
basis of the sourcesof evidencethatare intuitivelymorebasic
wouldnotdeemthe politicalauthorityto be reliable.
Now let us returnto theempiricists'effortto eliminateintuition
as a sourceof primafacie evidence.Theirideais thatthestandard
thisbecausetheoveralltheorythat
justificatoryprocedurewarrants
asprimafacieevidence
admitsonlyexperienceand/orobservation
does not deem intuitionto be reliable.The mistakeis now plain.
Thestandard
thismoveonly
wouldwarrant
justificatory
procedure
if we hadintuitionsto theeffectthatintuitionis a less basicsource
of primafacie evidencethanexperienceand/orobservation,one
theorythat
requiringauxiliarysupportfromthebestcomprehensive
is basedexclusivelyon othersourcesof primafacie evidencethat
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are intuitivelymorebasic. But when we considerrelevantcases, we
see that we do not have such intuitions. For example, suppose a
person has an intuition,say, that if P or Q, then not both not P and
not Q; or that the person in our sheep-looking-poodle example
would not know that there is a sheep there; or that a good theory
must take into account all the primafacie evidence; and so forth.
Nothingmoreis needed.Intuitively,these intuitionsareevidentially
as basic as a person'sexperiences. In ratherthe same way as one's
visual experiences are intuitively as basic as one's tactile
experience,andconversely.In consequence,the presentmethodfor
challenginga sourceofprimafacie evidence cannotbe used against
intuition, any more than it can be used against, say, touch or
vision.23
The conclusion is this: intuitionsurvives as a genuine source of
prima facie evidence when one applies the standardjustificatory
procedure'smechanism for self-criticism. We have not been able
to find a relevant difference between empiricism, which excludes
intuition as a source of prima facie evidence, and various
preposterous theories (e.g., visualism) that arbitrarilyexclude
standardsources of primafacie evidence (e.g., touch). But, surely,
these preposteroustheories are not justified. So empiricism is not
justified, either.
There is a way to strengthenthis argument.Suppose that in our
justificatorypracticeswe were to make an arbitrarydeparturefrom
ourepistemicnorms.In this case therewould be primafacie reason
to doubtthatthe theorieswe would be led to formulateby following
the non-standardprocedure are justified. Given that empiricists
make an arbitrarydeparturefrom our epistemic norms, what can
they do to overcome this reasonabledoubtin theirown case? They
are caughtin a fatal dilemma. On the one hand, they could invoke
theoriesarrivedatby following the standardjustificatoryprocedure,
with its inclusion of intuitionsas primafacie evidence. But, by the
empiricists'own standards,these theories are not justified. So this
avenueis of no help to ourempiricists.On the otherhand,they could
invoketheoriesarrivedat by following theirempiricistprocedure.24
But this would be of no help, either.For, as we have seen, there is
reasonabledoubt that, by following the empiricist procedure,one
obtainsjustified theories. To overcome that reasonabledoubt, one
may not invoke the very theoriesabout whose justificationthere is
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already reasonable doubt. That would only beg the question.25
Either way, therefore, empiricists are unable to overcome the
reasonabledoubt thattheirprocedureleads to justified theories.So
the reasonabledoubtstands.
Ourepistemicsituationis in this sense 'hermeneutical':whenone
makes an arbitrary departure from it, reasonable doubts are
generated,andthereis in principleno way to overcomethem.This is
the fate of empiricism. Only the standardjustificatory procedure
escapes this problem: because it conforms to-and, indeed,
constitutes-the epistemic norm, there is no primafacie reason to
doubt that the theories it yields arejustified; so the problemnever
arises.

IV
TermsofEpistemicAppraisal.We have seen how empiricismis cut
adriftwhen it rejectsthe special authorityof intuitionsin connection
with startingpoints,andwe havejust seen how empiricismis caught
in a general hermeneutical dilemma triggered by its arbitrary
departurefrom our epistemic norms.Ourthirdargumentconcerns
a more specific hermeneuticaldifficulty that arises in connection
with ourstandardtermsof epistemicappraisal.Ourargumentbuilds
upon George Myro's important and elegant paper 'Aspects of
Acceptability'.26
The setting is the version of empiricismarticulatedby Quine.As
noted at the outset, this position consists of threeprinciples:(i) the
principle of empiricism, (ii) the principle of holism, and (iii) the
principle of naturalism.Quineans use these principles to obtain a
number of strong negative conclusions. The following is an
illustration. From principles (i) and (ii)-the principle of
empiricism and the principleof holism-it follows that a theory is
justified for a person if and only if it is, or belongs to, the simplest
comprehensive theory that explains all, or most, of the person's
experiences and/or observations. From this conclusion and
principle(iii)-the principleof naturalism-it follows thata theory
is justified for a person if and only if it is, or belongs to, the natural
sciences (plus the logic and mathematicsneeded by them). It is
understoodthatthis is to be the simplestregimentedformulationof
the natural sciences. By implementing various ingenious

THE INCOHERENCEOF EMPIRICISM

119

techniques of regimentation, Quineans give arguments showing
thatthe underlyinglogic needed for this formulationof the natural
sciences is just elementaryextensional logic and, in turn, that no
modalpropositions(sentences) are found in this formulationof the
naturalsciences. If these argumentsare sound, it follows that no
modal proposition (sentence) is justified. Indeed, (the sentence
expressing)the propositionthatmodal truthsexist does not belong
to the simplest regimented formulation of the natural sciences.
Giventhis, it follows thatit is unjustifiedeven to assertthe existence
of modal truths. This, then, is how empiricism joins forces with
naturalismto attackthe modalities and modal knowledge.
Quineans mount much the same style of argument to attack
definitions, definitional truths, analyticities, synonymies,
intensionalmeanings, propertyidentities,propertyreductions,and
the associated ontology of intensional entities (concepts, ideas,
properties,propositions, etc.). For, just as no modal propositions
(sentences) belong to the simplest regimented formulationof the
naturalsciences, neither do propositions (sentences) to the effect
thatsuch and such is a definition(definitionaltruth,analytic,etc.).
According to Quineans, the natural sciences on their simplest
regimentedformulationhave no need to includedefinitionsandthe
special apparatus from intensional logic and/or intensional
semantics needed to state them. Likewise for propositions
(sentences) about definitional truth, analyticity, synonymy,
intensionalmeaning, propertyidentity,propertyreduction,and so
forth:to explainone's experiencesand/orobservations,one always
has a simplerformulationof the naturalsciences that avoids these
things.27Therefore, given principles (i)-(iii), any theory that
includes these things is unjustified.
Withthis summarybefore us, we arenow readyfor our argument
thatempiricism,as formulated,is epistemically self-defeating.
Let us suppose that principles (i)-(iii) are true. (Principles (ii)
and (iii) are very plausible. It is principle (i), the principle of
empiricism, that is questionable. Thus, our argument may be
thoughtof as a reductioad absurdumof principle(i). We will return
to this point at the close.) And let us suppose that the Quinean
arguments from principles (i)-(iii) to the above negative
conclusions are correct, at least by empiricist standards. (This
suppositionis extremely plausible when one comes to appreciate
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the full power of Quineanregimentationtechniquesand when one
realizes that, for empiricists, those techniques need not be
constrained by intuitions.) Given these suppositions, what is the
justificatory statusof principles (i)-(iii) themselves?
Notice thatthese principlescontainthe familiarterms'justified',
'simplest', 'theory', 'explain', and 'primafacie evidence'. These
terms do not belong to the primitive vocabulary of the simplest
regimentedformulationof the naturalsciences. Moreover,given
the correctness of the Quinean negative arguments,these terms
cannot be defined within this formulationof the naturalsciences
(likewise they cannot be stated to be translations of other
expressions; nor can they be stated to express the same properties
as, or to be synonyms of, or abbreviationsfor, other expressions;
etc.). The reasonis thatthis formulationof the naturalsciences does
not containan apparatusfor indicatingdefinitionalrelationships(or
relationships of translation, synonymy, abbreviation, propert
identity, propertyreduction, or anything relevantly like them).
(See below for a discussion of what is needed to show thata new
notion is relevantlylike a standardnotion.)It follows thatthe radical
empiricists'principles(i)-(iii) do not belong to this formulationof
the naturalsciences and, therefore,thatprinciples (i)-(iii) do not
count as justified according to principles (i)-(iii). Hence, this
version of empiricismis epistemically self-defeating.30This is the
first step in our argument.
The problem results from the fact that the simplest formulation
of the naturalsciences does not containourstandardepistemicterms
'justified', 'simplest', and so forth,nordoes it containan apparatus
for defining them (or for translatingthem; or for stating that they
express properties that are identical to those expressed by other
terms;or thatthey express propertiesthatreduceto those expressed
by other terms;or thatthey are synonyms of, or abbreviationsfor,
otherterms;or anythingrelevantlylike this). If any of these items
were adjoinedto or includedin a formulationof thenaturalsciences,
thatwould exceed the essentially simplerresourcesrequiredfor the
simplest regimented formulation of the natural sciences and,
therefore,would (accordingto principles(i)-(iii)) be unjustified.
The most promising empiricist response to this self-defeat
argumentgoes as follows. It is acknowledgedat the outset thatthe
simplest regimented formulationof the naturalsciences does not
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include either the terminology of principles (i)-(iii) or a standard
apparatusfor defining that terminology (or for stating relations of
translation, synonymy, abbreviation,propertyidentity, property
reduction,etc.). It is neverthelessmaintainedthatthis formulation
of the natural sciences does contain scientifically acceptable
'counterparts' of these terms, that 'counterparts' of principles
(i)-(iii) can be statedin this terminology,andthat,unlikeprinciples
(i)-(iii), these 'counterpart'principles are consequences of the
natural sciences on their simplest regimented formulation.
Therefore, unlike the original (unscientific) statement of
empiricism,the new (scientific) statementof it is not epistemically
self-defeating. So goes the empiricists' response. This is the
'best-case scenario' for saving empiricism from epistemic
self-defeat.32
To illustratehow this response would go in detail, let J, S, P, and
be
E complex predicatesfromthe simplestregimentedformulation
of the naturalsciences. Forexample,J, S, P,andE mightbe complex
behavioural-cum-physiologicalpredicates. These predicates are
supposed to be the scientifically acceptable 'counterparts' of
'justified', 'simplest explanation', 'prima facie evidence', and
'experience', respectively. Let N be the simplest regimented
formulationof the naturalsciences. And let us suppose that the
following are derivablefrom N:
(1) E(z,y)iff P(z,y).
(2) J(x,y)iff (3w)(3z)(xE w & S(w,z)& P(z,y)).
(3) If E(z,y),thenS(N,z).
These principles are supposed to be 'counterparts' of the
empiricists'originalprinciples(i)-(iii).33
The problemwith this empiricistresponse is that,if the standard
idiom for epistemic appraisal(justification,acceptability,etc.) is
abandoned in favour of this new idiom of 'counterparts',
empiricistsmust show (or do something relevantly like showing)
that this new idiom is relevantly like the standard idiom, for
otherwisethere would be no reason to thinkthatprinciplessuch as
(1)-(3), which use the new idiom, have any bearingon epistemic
appraisal.After all, epistemic appraisal,or something relevantly
like it, is what is at issue. There can be many similaritiesbetween
a standard idiom and a new idiom (e.g., length or sound of
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constituentexpressions, etc.), but only some of them are relevant.
Therefore,it is incumbenton the empiriciststo show that the new
idiom is relevantlylike the standardone. If they cannotdo this, their
talk is, for all we know, irrelevantverbiage.34
How might the empiricists try to show that their idiom is
relevantlylike the standardidiom?Well, they could tryto show that
the standardidiom can be defined in terms of the new idiom. (Or
they could try to show that the meaning of expressions in the new
idiom arerelevantlylike the meaningof expressionsin the standard
idiom.35Or they could try to show that the reason, purpose, or
function of the new idiom is relevantly like that of the standard
idiom.36Or they might try to show that the two idioms share
something that is relevantly like a definitionalrelation, meaning,
reason, purpose, or function.37)But we have already seen that,
accordingto principles(i)-(iii), the use of a standardapparatusfor
indicatingdefinitionalrelationshipsdoes not belong to the simplest
regimented formulation of the natural sciences and, hence, is
unjustified. (Likewise for other intensional idioms dealing with
meaning, reason, purpose, function, and so forth.) To avoid this
problem, empiricists have no choice but to drop the standard
apparatus for treating definitions (meaning, reason, purpose,
function, etc.) and to put in its place some 'counterpart'thatdoes
belong to the natural sciences on their simplest regimented
formulation.
There are a number of ways in which empiricists could try to
implement this manoeuvre. The following is perhaps the most
elegant; in other respects it is typical. Suppose thatD is a complex
predicatethatbelongs to N andthatthe following aretheoremsof N:
(4) D( A iffdefB ,rD(rA1,rB

1)) .

(5) D(ra is justifiedforP',
,J(a,0)-).
of P1, S(a,P) ).
is, or is partof, the simplestexplanation
(6)
D(•a
(7) D(ra is p'sprimafacie evidence',rpP(,)3).
(8) D(ra areP's experiences-,rE(a,)~).
(9) D(r ... thatA ... -',r... r-A-... -).
A...-'& D(rB ,rA- )) -+ S(uu {r-...B...
(10) (S(uz) & u
B -', z).
E_...
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Items (4)-(9) are supposed to be 'counterparts'of definitions of
'iffdef', 'justified', 'simplest explanation', 'primafacie evidence',
'experience', and 'that'-clauses, respectively. And item (10) is
supposed to be the 'counterpart'of the (debatable) thesis that a
definitionalextension of a theoryis as simple as the originaltheory.
The empiricists'idea is thatitems (1)-(10) are supposedto be an
'image', in the language of scientifically approved'counterparts',
of the sortsof thing one would need in orderto get a self-justifying
epistemology of naturalscience.
However,a moment'sreflectionshows thatno progresshas been
made at all. The predicateD could, for all we know, be irrelevant
to definitions. So, in turn,for all we know, items (1)-(10) are just
irrelevantto epistemic appraisal.Indeed, 'images' of the sort of
thing one would need to have a self-justifying theory are a dime a
dozen. For example, using G6delian techniques of self-reference,
we can constructinfinitely many complex predicatesD, J, S, P, and
E such that these ten items can be derived from N (assuming that
N is rich enough to describe its own syntax). Are there any
predicates like this that express 'natural properties'? It seems
doubtful.But even if therewere, their'naturalness'would count for
nothing according to empiricists, for statements about the
naturalnessof properties fall outside the domain of the simplest
regimented formulation of the natural sciences and so are
unjustified according to principles (i)-(iii). As far as epistemic
appraisalis concerned, (1)-(10) are, for all we know,just so much
irrelevantverbiage.38
There is only one way out of this problem of establishing a
relevant connection between (1)-(10) and the standardidiom of
epistemic appraisal: at least one bridge principle stated in the
standardidiom is needed.
To illustratehow this would go, let us consider the simplest and
most elegant bridge principle of the requisite sort, namely, a
definitionof definition.Let N1 be the enlargedtheory that consists
of N plus the following:
(11) (A iffdefB) iffdef D( rA ,rB ).

By using, not just mentioning, the standard idiom 'iffdef' this
principle explicitly affirms the requisite connection between the
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standardidiom 'iffdef' and the counterpartidiom D. In N' one can
derive consequences such as the following:
N is justified.
(11) is justified.
N' is justified.
(i)-(iii) arejustified.39
Moreover, in N' one can derive the 'that'-clauseformulationsof
these statementsaboutjustification.Thus, with (11) adjoined,we
can show that (1)-(10) are relevantly like principles of epistemic
appraisalstated in the standardidiom. Indeed, we can show that
they are definitionally equivalent to them and, hence, that the
empiricists' original principles (i)-(iii) are justified. Therefore,if
empiricists could justify (11) by their own standards,they would
avoid epistemic self-defeat. Such, then, is the 'best-case scenario'
for saving empiricism from epistemic self-defeat. However, if
empiricists cannot by their own standardsjustify (1 l)--or some
comparable 'self-applicable' intensionalprinciple-their effort to
avoid epistemic self-defeat would be doomed. So, can (11)-or
some comparable 'self-applicable' intensional principle-be
justified by empiricist standards?
Not at all. On the one hand, suppose that one admits one's
intuitions as prima facie evidence, and suppose that the simplest
explanationof one's experiences and intuitions,taken together,is
provided by the enlarged theory N1. (This supposition is almost
certainlyfalse. For example, when intuitionsare admittedas prima
facie evidence, we end up with the conclusion thatit is justifiedthat
intuitionsareprimafacie evidence. However, N1 implies that it is
justified thatonly experiencesareprimafacie evidence.) Wouldour
supposition imply that (11) is justified according to empiricist
standards? No, for according to empiricism, intuition does not
count as primafacie evidence. So this supposedoutcome would do
nothing whatsoeverto justify (11). On the otherhand,suppose-as
the empiricists' principle (i) requires-that one admits only one's
experiences and/orobservationsas primafacie evidence. Then, by
principle (ii), it follows that a theory is justified if and only if it is,
or belongs to, the simplest explanationof one's experiencesand/or
observations. Hence, by principle (iii), a theory is justified if and
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only if it is, or belongs to, the simplest regimentedformulationof
the naturalsciences (i.e., N). However, by Quinean argumentsthe
simplest regimented formulationof the naturalsciences (i.e., N)
does not include 'iffdef'and,hence, (1 1) is not derivableas a theorem
from this formulationof the naturalsciences. Is there any further
primafacie evidence (reason, etc.) recognized by empiricists that
would justify adjoining (11) to N (i.e., that would justify the
enlarged theory consisting of N+)? No. The theory N, which is
justified accordingto empiricism,alreadytakes into accountall the
primafacie evidence recognizedby empiricism. Adjoining (11) to
N is a gratuitouscomplicationbased on no primafacie evidence.
Accordingto empiriciststandards,adjoining(11) would be nothing
but a blind, irrationalleap.40
The same conclusion holds for every bridge principle that, like
(11), uses, not just mentions, one of the standardidioms we have
been discussing (i.e., a standardidiom for dealing with definition,
definitional truth, analyticity, meaning, translation, synonymy,
abbreviation, property identity, property reduction, reason,
purpose, function, etc.). Because each of these standardidioms
exceeds the resourcesof the simplestregimentedformulationof the
naturalsciences, adjoiningone of these bridgeprincipleswould be
a wholly unjustified leap according to empiricist standards.
However, according to the 'best-case scenario' for saving
empiricismfrom epistemic self-defeat, at least one of these bridge
principles must be adjoined. So even on the 'best-case scenario'
epistemicself-defeatis inevitable.The conclusion, therefore,is that
empiricismis essentially self-defeating.41
Principle(i)-the principleof empiricism-is evidently to blame
for this epistemic self-defeat.After all, principle(ii)-the principle
of holism--is very plausible.Somethinglike it is surely embedded
in our standardjustificatoryprocedure.Although there might be
reasonablealternativesto principle(ii), none of them is sufficiently
differentto enable empiriciststo escape the self-defeat. Principle
(iii)-the principle of naturalism-has good empirical support(in
the form of the ongoing success of the natural sciences).42
Furthermore,it is supportedby argumentsbased on considerations
of ontological economy. So there is good provisional reason for
accepting the principle of naturalism. Moreover, even if the
principleof naturalismshould happen to be mistaken, it is rather
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likely that we could still mount an epistemic self-defeat argument
againstempiricism.The reason is this. Supposethat,to explainour
experiences and/orobservations,we are led provisionallyto accept
variousempiricaltheoriesabove andbeyond those belongingto the
naturalsciences. The principleof holism then obliges us to find the
simplest regimentedformulationof these theories.However,when
we apply all the clever Quineanregimentationtechniquesto these
theories,it is plausiblethat,just as in the case of the naturalsciences,
terms of epistemic appraisal('primafacie evidence', 'justified',
'simplest', 'theory', 'explanation', etc.) would prove inessential
and would thereforenot occur in the resultingregimentedtheories.
Furthermore, it is plausible that the apparatus for indicating
definitional relationships(meaning, propertyidentity,etc.) would
likewise prove inessential and so would not occur in the resulting
theories. These two claims become even more plausible when one
appreciatesthe full powerof Quineanregimentationtechniquesand
when one realizes that, for empiricists, those techniquesneed not
be constrained by intuition in any way. Given this, it is quite
plausible that our epistemic self-defeat argument against
empiricism would go throughjust as before even if some of our
empirical theories were non-naturalistic.The conclusion, then, is
that principle (i)-the principleof empiricism-is mistaken.
V
Moderate Rationalism. The failure of empiricism raises the
question of whetherepistemic self-defeat is not a generalproblem
for any theory of evidence. Is there an alternativeto the principle
of empiricism thatescapes this problem?Yes there is:
The principle of moderaterationalism.
(i') A person'sexperiencesandintuitionscomprisetheperson'sprima
facie evidence.43

True enough, principles (i'), (ii), and (iii) do not belong to the
naturalsciences on their simplestregimentedformulation.But this
fact does not lead to epistemic self-defeat. The reasonis that,given
principles(i') and(ii), it follows thata theoryis justifiedfor a person
if and only if it is, or belongs to, the simplest overall theory that
explains all, or most of, the person'sexperiencesandintuitions.The
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naturalsciences do not constitutethis theory.For, even though (by
principle(iii)) the naturalsciences explainall, or most, of a person's
experiences, they do not even begin to explain all, or most, of a
person'sintuitions(for example, a person's intuitionsabout higher
mathematics,metaphysicalnecessity and possibility, definitional
relationships, etc.) So the remainderof the epistemic self-defeat
argumentdoes not go through.
Do principles(i') and (ii) lead to a comprehensivetheory that is
epistemically self-approving,that is, a theory that includes these
principles and deems itself to be justified? Yes. Consider the
following plausible principle:
(iv) The traditionaltheoreticaldisciplines-including philosophy,
logic, mathematics,and the empiricalsciences-provide the
of a person'sintuitionsandexperiences.
simplestexplanation
Philosophy, logic, and mathematicsexplain (or at least have the
potential to explain) most of a person's intuitions. For example,
logic-in particular,intensionallogic-provides an apparatusfor
stating definitions, and it includes general laws governing
definitional relationships-for example, (A iffdef B) -4 (A iff B).
And philosophy-in particular,epistemology-provides (or has
the potential for providing) theories of evidence, justification,
simplicity, theoretical explanation, theoretical definition, and so
theories would yield as
forth. These philosophical
consequences-and in that sense would explain-most of our
intuitions about evidence, justification, simplicity, theoretical
explanation,theoreticaldefinition, and so forth. Principles(i') and
(ii)-or somethinglike them-would be amongthese philosophical
theories. Indeed, principle(ii)--or something like it-might even
be identified as a definitional truth. Principle (iv) is also a
philosophical theory. However, unlike principles (i') and (ii),
principle(iv) does not respondjust to intuitions;it has a significant
empirical content concerning the actual theoretical activities of
scientists, mathematicians, logicians, and philosophers.
Accordingly, it is best viewed as an example of applied
epistemology-the result of applying pure epistemology to our
actual theoretical activities as documented by relevant empirical
theories.Now because principles(i'), (ii), and (iv)-or something
like them-may be expected to belong to philosophy, they will
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count as justified according to the epistemic standardsthat they
affirm. For this reason, these principles may be expected to be
epistemically self-approving.44
Summing up, we have found thatempiricismis incoherentthree
times over-once in relation to startingpoints, once in relationto
epistemic norms, and once in relation to terms of epistemic
appraisal. By contrast, moderate rationalism, which is already
embedded in our standardjustificatorypractices,is in the clear on
all three counts.
To its credit, empiricism has often served as an antidote to
intellectualradicalism.On final analysis, however, empiricismis a
memberof thatsame colourfulcompany.Like Thales, Parmenides,
Berkeley, and the others, the adherentsuccumbs to the lure of a
simplistic monolithic answer even in the face of the obvious.45
NOTES
1. More precisely, a person'sprimafacie evidence includes a given item if andonly if that
item is (a report of) the contents of one of the person's experiences and/or observations.
Traditionally, experience includes not only sensation, but reflection (or introspection):
feeling pain, experiencing emotions, and so forth. Certain philosophers (e.g., Brentano,
Russell) would also include introspection of current conscious intentional states. Our
discussion will apply to liberalversions of empiricismthat include this kind of introspection
as a kind of experience. However, we do not intendour discussion to apply to versions of
empiricism that posit forms of experience above and beyond sensationand reflection(e.g.,
religious experience). A narrow version of empiricism would include only a person's
sensations as prima facie evidence. Another narrow version includes only a person's
observations(i.e., perceptionsof the 'externalworld') as primafacie evidence; for example,
Bas van Fraassenand, at times, Quine appearto accept this version. As formulatedin the
text, empiricism does not admit memory or testimony as sources of primafacie evidence;
however, much of our discussion would apply to a formulationof empiricismthatdid admit
them.
Numerous philosophers have been attracted to one or another such formulation of
empiricism, for example:John StuartMill, William James,W. V. O. Quine, WilfridSellars,
Nelson Goodman, Hilary Putnam, Bas van Fraassen, Hartry Field, Paul and Patricia
Churchland,and others. It is not clear whether David Hume and various twentieth-century
logical positivists should be classed with these philosophers;the reason is that Hume and
these positivists seem to accorda special epistemic statusto 'relationsof ideas' and 'analytic
truths'.
2. There are passages in Quine's writingsthatseem at odds with this principle,forexample,
passages in which Quine appeals to intuitionto help to justify his set theories NF and ML
and passages in which Quine appealsto intuitionsto defend variouslogico-linguisticclaims
(e.g., claims about the logic of mass terms, the intensionalityof modal and belief contexts,
etc.). However, for the purpose of the present paper, it would be best to sidestep issues of
Quineanscholarship.Hereafter,when we speak of Quine's (formulationof) empiricism,we
will mean the formulation given in the text. Certainly this formulation is accepted by a
numberof philosopherswho consider themselves to be followers of Quine.
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3. I.e., the simplest comprehensivetheory that explains why (all or most of) the various
items that areprimafacie evident to the person do in fact hold. The following is a familiar
alternativeto the principleof holism: a theoryis justified (acceptable,etc.) if and only if it
is, or belongs to, the simplest theorythatanswersall, or most, why-questions.However, this
principleis too strong,forthereare why-questionsthatcarryfalse presuppositions(e.g., why
is the number of elves declining?). Because such questions are illegitimate, there is no
demandfor justified theories to answer them. The following revised principlecorrects this
error:a theory is justified if and only if it is, or belongs to, the simplest theory that answers
all, or most, legitimate why-questions.But how are we to decide whethera why-question is
legitimate?This is itself often a theoreticalmatter.So no progressseems to have been made.
An alternateprinciple is this: a theory is justified if and only if it is the simplest theory that
explainsall, or most, of thephenomena(wherethe term'phenomena'is intendedin the broad
sense thatis prettymuch synonymousto 'facts'). But how are we to decide what the genuine
phenomenaare?As before,this is itself often a theoreticalmatter;so once again, no progress
seems to have been made.
One response to these difficulties is to retreatto those items that have at least a prima
facie claim to being genuine phenomena.An advocate of this approachwould hold that a
theory is justified if and only if it is the simplest comprehensivetheory thatexplains all, or
most,of the items thathave aprimafacie claim to being genuine phenomena.(Thus, a theory
is justified if it is the simplest theory that 'saves the phenomena'.) But what are these items
that have primafacie claim to being genuine phenomena?A plausible answer is that they
are exactly the items that areprimafacie evidence. If so, the presentprinciple is equivalent
to principle(ii) stated in the text: a theory is justified if and only if it is, or belongs to, the
simplest comprehensiveexplanationof all, or most, of the person's primafacie evidence.
Quineanempiricistsadoptthis principle,and they identify a person'sprimafacie evidence
with the person's experiences and/orobservations.
Coherentismconstitutes anotherresponseto the above difficulties: a theory is justified
iff it is, or belongs to, the best overall theoreticalsystematizationof the entirebody of one's
beliefs. We mention coherentism only to emphasize that it differs from empiricism. We
believe thatcoherentismis acceptableonly if certainstrongconstraintsare imposed on what
is to count as the best theoreticalsystematizationof one's beliefs. These constraintsimply
thatcertainbeliefs-specifically, those associated with intuitions-have a privileged status.
The latterclaim is pretty much the thesis that we are trying in the present paper to force
empiriciststo admit.
4. These principlesappearto be prettyclose to Bas van Fraassen'sversion of empiricism
(TheScientificImage, Oxford:OxfordUniversityPress, 1980) except thathe would replace
'justified theory' with 'good theory' and 'experience and/or observation' with simply
'observation';moreover,van Fraassenmakes a furtherclaim about what should and should
not be believed. Accordingly, van Fraassenseems to believe something like the following:
(i') A person's observationscomprisethe person'sprimafacie evidence.
(ii') (a) A theory is good, relativeto a person,if andonly if it is, or belongs to, the simplest
comprehensivetheory that implies all, or most, of a person's primafacie evidence.
(b) A person should believe a statementif and only if it is an observationstatement
implied (predictedor retrodicted)by one of the person's good theories.
(iii') The familiar empiricalsciences (plus the logic and mathematicsneeded by them)
constitute the simplest comprehensive theory that implies all, or most, of a person's
observations.
The argumentswe will give againstQuine's empiricism,as formulatedin the text, will show
mutatis mutandisthat (ii')-(iii') do not count as a good theory according to (i')-(iii'). A
self-defeat.Now van Fraassenbelieves his theorythat,even if a theory is good, one should
not believe it; at most, one shouldbelieve a theory'sobservationalconsequences.Therefore,
accordingto van Fraassen'sown theoreticalbeliefs (i')-(iii'), he should notbelieve (i')-(iii').
A second self-defeat. Van Fraassen might reply that there is a sharpdistinction between
philosophical theories and scientific theories, that (i')-(iii') are intended to apply only to
scientific theories, and that (i')-(iii') are themselves philosophical, not scientific, theories.
This manoeuvrewould avoid the indicated self-defeats. However, if van Fraassenwere to
make this manoeuvre,he would owe us an account of what makes a philosophical theory
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good and worthyof belief. Ourview is thatany satisfactoryaccountmust include the thesis
thatintuitionshave (somethinglike)primafacie evidentialstatus.Given this thesis,however,
it will be far more difficult for van Fraassento maintainhis theoriesabout science, for on a
numberof counts those theories are at odds with intuitionsaboutthe natureof good science
and what we should believe.
5. A fourth argument-the argument from scepticism-is
philosophical limits of science that is mentioned in note 45.

given in the book on the

6. This example is adapted from Alvin Goldman, 'Discrimination and Perceptual
Knowledge', TheJournal of Philosophy, vol. 73, 1976, pp. 771-791.
7. When we say that an intuitioncounts as primafacie evidence, we of course mean that
the content of the intuition counts as prima facie evidence. When one has an intuition,
however, often one is introspectively aware that one is having that intuition. On such an
occasion, one would then have a bit of introspectiveevidence as well, namely, that one is
having that intuition.Consideran example. I am presentlyintuitingthat, if P, then not not
P; that is, it seems to me that, if P, then not not P. Accordingly, the content of this
intuition--that, if P, then not not P-counts as a bit of my primafacie evidence; I may use
this logical propositionas prima facie evidence (as a reason) for various other things. In
addition to having the indicated intuition, I am also introspectively aware of having the
intuition; that is, I am introspectivelyaware that it seems to me that, if P, then not not P.
Accordingly, the content of this introspection-that it seems to me that, if P, then not not
P-also counts as a bit of my primafacie evidence; I may use this proposition about my
intellectual state as primafacie evidence (as a reason) for variousother things.
8. I am indebtedto George Myro for this example and for the point it illustrates,namely,
that it is possible to have an intuitionwithout having the correspondingbelief.
9. For example, it cannot seem to you sensorily thatthe naive comprehensionaxiom holds.
Nor can it seem to you intellectually(i.e., without any relevantsensations and withoutany
attendant beliefs) that there exist billions of brain cells; intuition is silent about this
essentially empiricalquestion.Thereare, however,certainspecial cases in which intellectual
seeming and sensory seeming can evidently overlap.Forexample, it can seem sensorilythat
shades si and s2 are different,and it can seem intellectuallythat si and s2 are different.
10. For example, in philosophical discussions of the empirical findings of cognitive
psychologists such as Wason, Johnson-Laird, Eleanor Rosch, Richard Nisbett, D.
Kahneman,and A. Tversky, many philosophers use 'intuition' in this indiscriminateway.
As a result, those discussions have little bearingon the topic underdiscussion in the text.
The fact is that empirical investigatorshave seldom been concernedwith intuitionsper se,
as we intendthe term. Empiricalinvestigatorshave not attemptedto test empiricallyfor the
occurrenceof genuine intuitions;they certainlyhave not employed anythinglike the criteria
we have been listing in the text. Therefore,theirresultsdo not in a straightforwardway yield
philosophical conclusions about the natureof intuitions.
11. I thank Elizabeth Lloyd for the suggestion that bootstrappingbe explicitly discussed
here.
12. In the next section we will see that empiricism is not even self-approvingand thatthis
fact leads to a furtherkind of incoherence in empiricism.
13. Recall the example, cited by Russell, of an expanse of phenomenalcolour in which
locally there seems to be no variationin hue but whose extreme left and right nevertheless
seem plainly different in hue. (P. 138, The Problems of Philosophy, Oxford: Oxford
UniversityPress, 1959. Firstpublishedin the Home UniversityLibrary,1912.) Furthermore,
on a certain understanding of what counts as sense experience, one can also have
contradictorysense experience when looking at an Escherdrawing.
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14. Is it possible for contradictoryconcrete-case intuitionsto become the norm? This is a
highly theoretical question whose answer I think is negative. I certainly do not have
concrete-case intuitions that supportan affirmative answer. To illustrate, consider some
specific set pi,..., pn of concrete-case propositions.Suppose that this set is such that most
of its subsets are inconsistent. I certainlydo not have an intuitionthat it is possible for pi,
..., pn to be (or to be representativeof) the totality of propositionsthat some person could
really find intuitive.In any case, this question is not relevantto the question in the text. The
question we are examining there is whetherintuitionshould now be thrownout as a source
of primafacie evidence because of actual widespreadinconsistencies. The answer to that
question is negative.
15. AndrewJeffrey has pointed out to me that,if our attributionof mentalcontents to others
is guided by a principle of charity, we shall inevitably find a significant degree of
corroborationbetween our intuitionsand those of others.
16. Is it possible for there to be widespreaddivergences (mutual inconsistencies) among
various persons' intuitions? The comments in note 14 apply mutatis mutandis to this
question.
17. Anothermodal question: is it at least possible for one's intuitionsto collide frequently
with one's experience and observation? Again, the comments in note 14 apply mutatis
mutandis.
18. In the case of intuition,no one yet knows how far the elimination of apparentconflict
goes. At this point we cannot rule out with certainty that it does not go all the way. For
example, perhapsthe apparentlyinconsistentintuitionsthat lead to Russell's paradoxor to
the liarparadoxcan be resolved by redescriptionin termsof subtledistinctionsthathave yet
to be isolated by logical theory.
It is often claimed thatthereare widespreadconflicts among moral intuitionsand among
aesthetic intuitions. Two comments are in order. First, people making this claim usually
make no effort to distinguishbetween genuine intuitionsand other cognitive states. It is far
from clear that there is widespread conflict among genuine intuitions about moral and
aestheticmatters.For example, I have a vivid intuitionthat, if I should never lie, then it is
not the case that I should sometimes lie. It is less clear that we truly have intuitions about
categoricalevaluative propositions.(Recall that we are only discussing a priori intuitions.)
But the supposed conflict is almost always traceable to 'evaluative intuitions' that are
categorical. So it is not clear that there really are widespread conflicts among genuine
intuitions about evaluative matters. Second, suppose, however, that there really are such
conflicts. This would not call into question the evidential status of intuitionsgenerally, for
there is not widespread conflict among non-evaluative intuitions. At most 'evaluative
intuitions'would lose their evidential status.Naturally,it would be best if we could explain
how these conflicts arise.The special role thatemotions anddesiresplay in evaluationwould
be centralto such an explanation.
19. These examples are still mattersof controversy.It is hoped thatthe book mentioned in
note 45 will help to shed some light on the controversysurroundingthese examples.
20. Is it possible that one's conceptual, logical, and numerical intuitions could suffer
widespreadconflict with one's empiricaltheories?The comments in note 14 apply mutatis
mutandisto this question.
21. Is it possible for this situationto change? Again, see note 14.
22. For simplicity, assume that empiricistshave alreadyeliminated intuitionas a source of
primafacie evidence.
23. There is an intuitiveexplanationof why intiutionsshould qualify as basic primafacie
evidence: having largely reliable intuitions concerning the application of a concept is a
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logically necessary condition for having the concept in the first place; and the deliverances
of a given cognitive faculty (e.g., intuition) qualify as basic prima facie evidence iff it is
necessary that the deliverancesof that faculty are largely reliable.This theory is developed
in detail in the book mentionedin note 45.
24. Specifically, they would need to invoke theoriesaboutthejustificatorystatusof theories
that would result when one follows the empiricistprocedure.In the next section we will see
that,by following the empiricistprocedure,one does not arriveat the requisitesortof theory
aboutjustification.
25. The following preposteroustheory-let it be called 'Jack'-gives rise to the extreme
case of this kind of question-begging:
Jack is the one and only theory anyone is justified in accepting.
Suppose thatout of the blue someone boldly assertsJack.Because this would be an arbitrary
departurefrom our epistemic norms, there would be primafacie reason to doubt that the
assertionis justified. Ourpersoncertainlywould not succeed in overcomingthis reasonable
doubt by invoking the theorythat Jack guides one to accept (i.e., Jack itself).
26. Pacific Philosophical Quarterly,vol. 62, 1981, pp. 107-117.
27. According to principle (i), a person's observations and/or experiences comprise the
person's prima facie evidence. Quineans assume that a person's observations and
experiences can all be reportedin extensional language.This is relatively uncontroversial
in the case of observationand sense experience. Accordingto the most popularversionsof
empiricism, only observationand/or sense experience are recognized as sources of prima
facie evidence; this is the position that Quineans accept. However, certain traditional
empiricistshold that introspection(reflection) is a kind of experienceand, accordingly,that
one can experience one's own conscious intentionalstates.For example, Brentano,Russell,
and perhapsLocke acceptedthis position. Such 'reflectiveempiricists'would thenhold that
one's experiencesof one's conscious intentionalstatesqualifyasprimafacie evidence. Since
the standardidiom for reportingsuch states is intensional(e.g., 'I am thinkingthatCicero#
Tully'), perhaps,unlike Quinean empiricists, these reflective empiricists would not be led
to reject intensionality.For this reason, one might conclude that the argumentthat we are
about to give in the text will not work against reflective empiricists. (Of course, the other
two argumentswe have given would work against them.) However, this conclusion would
be a mistake. The reason is that simplicity demands thatreflective empiriciststry to avoid
the indicatedintensionality.The most promising way for them to do this would be to try to
abandon the standard intensional idiom for reporting conscious intentional states and,
instead, to use some new extensional idiom. For example, insteadof using the intensional
sentence 'I am thinking that Cicero # Tully', our reflective empiricists might (following
Quine) use an extensional sentence such as the atomic monadic sentence 'I
am-thinking-Cicero-a-Tully' or the metalinguistic sentence 'I am thinking "Cicero #
Tully"'. There are, I believe, sound intuitiveargumentsto show thatthese new extensional
idioms do not successfully report conscious intentional states unless they make at least
implicit commitmentto intensionality.However, empiricistsdo not honourargumentslike
these which rely on intuitionsas evidence, so they would feel free to disregardthem and to
use the indicatedextensional idioms. Accordingly, our reflective empiricists would be led
to accept the full Quineanposition embodied in principles(i)-(iii) and,in turn,the Quinean
rejection of intensionality. Consequently,despite initial doubts to the contrary,reflective
empiricists do not escape the argumentwe are aboutto give in the text. The moral will be
that 'data of reason' are needed to appreciatethe ontological significance of one's 'dataof
experience'.
28. In 'Aspects of Acceptability' (ibid.) George Myroconcludes from this fact thatQuine's
philosophy is epistemically self-defeating. Our argumentdiffers from Myro's in three
respects. First, we consider the prospect that empiricistsmight try to avoid this self-defeat
by introducingthe standardterms of epistemic appraisalby meansof definition,translation,
synonymy, abbreviation,propertyidentity,propertyreduction,etc. Second, we considerthe
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prospectthatempiricistsmighttryto avoid self-defeatby relyingon scientifically acceptable
'counterparts'of the standardterms of epistemic appraisal.Third, we summarizeQuine's
empiricism in a more fine-grained fashion, isolating three distinct principles (i)-(iii).
Because the lattertwo principlesareso plausible,this permitsus to identifyprinciple(i)-the
principleof empiricism-as the source of epistemic self-defeat in Quine's empiricism.This
makes it possible to reach a positive conclusion, namely, that some form of moderate
rationalism is inevitable. The main aim of Myro's paper is metaphysical, rather than
epistemological:he was primarilyinterestedin legitimizingintensionalityandintentionality.
I do not know whetherhe was aware of this epistemological implication.
29. Quine tells us, 'There does, however, remain still an extreme sort of definition which
does not hark back to prior synonymies at all: namely, the explicitly conventional
introductionof novel notations for purposesof sheer abbreviation.Here the definiendum
becomes synonymous with the definiens simply because it has been created expressly for
the purposeof being synonymouswith the definiens. Here we have a really transparentcase
of synonymycreatedby definition;would thatall species of synonymy were as intelligible.'
(P. 26 f., 'Two Dogmas of Empiricism',From a Logical Point of View,New York: Harper
andRow, 1953.) Quine is mistaken.In view of the critiqueof intensionalitysketched above,
he cannot consistently maintain this sanguine attitude toward stipulative definitions and
abbreviation.But even if he could, that would not help to avoid the problemin the text. To
avoid thatproblem,Quine needs an apparatusfor giving definitionsof termsthatarealready
in use ('evidence', 'justify', etc.). Stipulativedefinitions do not fulfil this function.
30. Someone might object that we are requiringtoo much, for any comprehensive theory
that deems itself to be justified runs into a paradoxakin to the Montague-Kaplanparadox.
(See David Kaplanand RichardMontague,'A ParadoxRegained', Notre Dame Journal of
Formal Logic, vol. 1, 1960, pp. 79-90; Richard Montague, 'Syntactical Treatments of
Modality, with Corollaries on Reflexion Principles and Finite Axiomatizability', Acta
Philosophica Fennica, vol. 16, 1963, pp. 153-167; Richmond Thomason, 'A Note on
Syntactical Treatmentsof Modality', Synthese, vol. 44, 1980, pp. 391-395; Rob Koons,
Analogues of the Liar Paradox in Epistemic Logic, Ph.D. Dissertation, U.C.L.A., 1987.)
However,the inevitabilityof a genuine self-justificationparadoxcan be reasonablydisputed.
See, for example, the work of Nicholas Asher and Hans Kamp for suggestive ideas on how
this sort of paradox might be avoided in a suitable type-free setting ('Self-reference,
Attitudes and Paradox',Properties, Types,and Meaning, VolumeI.:Foundational Issues,
eds. G. Chierchia,B. Partee,andR. Turner,1989, Dordrecht:Kluwer,pp.85-158). But even
if it is acceptedthatsuch a paradoxis inevitable,empiricismis still caughtin a fatal epistemic
self-defeat that does not arise for an epistemology that accepts intuitions as prima facie
evidence. (See the final section in the text.) At worst, advocates of the latter type of
epistemology would need to introduce some form of hierarchy of terms of epistemic
appraisallike that found in a ramified type theory; for example, an infinite hierarchy of
primitivepredicaterjustifiedalone for each ordinala. The problemfor empiricists is thatno
terms of epistemic appraisal (e.g., rjustifiedil, rjustified21,etc.) belong to the simplest
regimentedformulationof the of the naturalsciences. Therefore, no version of principles
(i)-(iii), including the contemplated typically ambiguous versions, would be justified, or
justifieda, accordingto the contemplatedversions of (i)-(iii).
31. Perhapsthe notionof synonymy can be definedalong Griceanlines in termsof intention,
belief, and recognition.One would begin by defining the notion of non-naturalmeaning: a
speakers meansnnp by utteringu iffdefS intendsthe hearersto believe p, and s intends the
hearers'reasonfor this belief to be a mutualrecognitionof s's intentions.For the purposes
at hand, one may identify a language with a mapping from expressions to intensions (i.e.,
from expressionsto meaning entities). Using the notion of meaningnn,one may then define
what it is for a language to be spoken by a community of speakers: L is spoken by a
communityof speakersiffdefthere is a conventionamong the membersof the community to
utter an expression of L only if by utteringthe expression they mean the intension that L
assigns to the expression. Finally, synonymy may be defined: A is synonymous to B for a
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community of speakers iffdef the community speaks a language that assigns the same
intension to both A and B.
Let us suppose that, give or take some details, the Griceanapproachyields a satisfactory
definition of synonymy. However, the approachis of little use to empiricists. First, it is
committedon its face to an ontology of intensionsand to an intensionallogic, andthose who
would attemptto eliminate this intensionalitydo so at the cost of falling into a version of
the dilemma we are about to discuss in the text. Second, to use the Gricean approachin an
actualstatementof a definitionof synonymy or in an actualstatementof what 'synonymous'
is synonymous to, one still must make positive use, not just mention, of 'iffdef' or
'synonymous'. However, these expressionsdo not belong to the primitivevocabularyof the
simplest regimentedformulationof the naturalsciences. So by empiricistprinciples(i)-(iii),
these positive statementsof definitionor synonymy would not be justified. (See the ensuing
discussion in the text for more on this point.)Third,it is doubtfulin any case thatany notion
of synonymy that might be got at by the Gricean approachcan do the work done by our
full-fledged notion of definition or definitionalequivalence;specifically, it is doubtfulthat,
if A serves to define B in the language of a community, A and B would always be Gricean
synonymous in the language of the community. Let me explain. Suppose that A and B are
synonymoussentences thatmeanp in the languageof a community.Then,given the Gricean
approach,when speakersutterA and when they utterB, they would be violating the speech
convention of their community unless in both cases they intendtheir hearersto believe p.
But now consider some nontrivial definition. For example, the following definition which
empiricistswould advanceif they hadan apparatusforgiving definitions:a theoryis justified
for a personiffdef it is, or belongs to, the simplest comprehensivetheorythatexplains all, or
most, of the person's primafacie evidence. Do the sentences 'There exists a theorythat is
justified for a person' and 'There exists a theory that is, or belongs to, the simplest
comprehensive theory that explains all, or most, of a person'sprimafacie evidence' count
as synonymous accordingto the Griceanaccount?No, for an English speakerwho uttersthe
sentence 'There exists a theory that is justified for a person' could follow our speech
conventions perfectly and yet not intend his hearersto believe that thereexists a theorythat
is, or belongs to, the simplest comprehensivetheory thatexplains all, or most, of a person's
prima facie evidence. The problem here is, of course, related to the paradoxof analysis.
Intuitively, a person's intentionsare very finely distinguished;a person who is ignorantof
a definitioncan have intentionsinvolving thedefiniendumandnot have associatedintentions
involving the definiens.The conclusion is this. The Griceanapproachmightyield a definition
of the relation holding between trivially equivalent synonyms, but it does not, as it stands,
yield a definition of the relationholding between a definiendumand a definiens. However,
the latterrelation is what empiricistswould need in orderto escape epistemic self-defeat.In
view of the argument in note 27 this conclusion evidently holds even for 'reflective
empiricists'. (Incidentally,one can perhapsdefine the relationholdingbetween definiendum
and definiens, but only if one invokes an auxiliary apparatusfrom a rich intensionallogic
that is not includedin the simplestregimentedformulationof the naturalsciences. Ironically,
in such a definition the Griceandetourthroughlinguistic meaningand synonymy would be
extraneousand could be left out.)
32. Although this view has, to my knowledge, never been explicitly developed in the
philosophical literature, it seems inevitable that Paul and Patricia Churchlandwould be
forced to advocate something like it in an attempt to save their naturalistic account of
propertyreductionfromepistemic self-defeat. (See PaulChurchland,ScientificRealismand
the Plasticity of Mind, Cambridge:CambridgeUniversityPress, 1979; PatriciaChurchland,
Neurophilosophy,Cambridge, Mass.: M.I.T. Press, 1986.) In our opinion, therefore,the
argument given in the text applies mutatis mutandis to the Churchlands' empiricist
philosophy. See note 36 for more on this question,
33. Of course, the term 'counterpart'does not belong to N. Nevertheless, we may suppose
thatthe following is a theoremof N: (1)-(3) are theoremsof N, and (1)-(3) are syntactically
isomorphicto (i)-(iii). For the sake of argument,let us supposethatthis is enough to get the
empiricists' response started.
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34. Given thatempiricistsactuallyeschew varioussystematicpositive relationshipsbetween
theirnew terms and our standardtermsof epistemic appraisal(e.g., P(z,y) iff z is y's prima
facie evidence; J(x,y) iff x is justified for y; etc.), there is primafacie reason to doubt that
the new terms are relevantto epistemic appraisal.
35. To show thatthe meaningof an expressionin a new idiom is relevantlylike the meaning
of an expression in the standardidiom, one has a cluster of similar options. First, one can
show an actual meaning identity. But statementsof meaning identities have the following
systematicrelationto statementsof intensionalidentities:the meaning ofrA1= the meaning
of FB1if and only if that A = thatB. So intensionalityenters in here. Second, one can show
that the two expressions are synonymous.But statementsof synonymy have the following
and FB1are synonymous if
systematic relationshipsto statementsof meaning identity: WAl
and only if the meaning of rA1 = the meaning of rB1if and only if that A = that B. So this is
no advance over the previous option. Third, one can show that the two expressions are
definitionallyrelated.However,the standarddevices for indicatingdefinitionalrelationships
are intensional,for example: 'iffdef', '=def','It is definitionally true that', and so forth. So
this option does not lead to the eliminationof intensionality.Fourth,one can show thatone
expressionis an abbreviationof the other. But such statementsabout abbreviationhave the
following systematic relationshipto definitional statements:rAl is an abbreviationfor FB1
only if A iffdefB. So this is no advance over the previous option. Fifth, one can show that
the (Gricean)intentions that a speakerwould have for utteringthe two expressions are the
same. However, the standardidiom for reportingspeaker's intentionsis intensional. Sixth,
one can show that the purposeor function served by (the meanings of) the two expressions
is the same. However, our standard idiom for discussing purpose and function is also
intensional.For example, FThepurposeof F-ing is to G1,FThefunctionof F-ing is to G1,etc.
contain gerundive and infinitive phrases, which like 'that'-clauses, generate intensional
contexts. Seventh, one can show that the two meanings are inherently similar. (The
expressionsFAland FB1are, of course, not inherentlysimilar.) But the meaning of rAIand
the meaningof FB1are inherentlysimilar iff that A and that B are inherentlysimilar. So the
intensionalityremains.Moreover, to show that two items are inherentlysimilar, one must
show thatthey sharefundamentalqualitiesandrelations.But a generaltheoryof fundamental
qualities and relations is already a property theory; indeed, such a theory is, on its own,
sufficientforthe constructionof intensionallogic. (See chapter8 of my Qualityand Concept,
Oxford:Oxford University Press, 1982, for an elaborationof this argument.See also David
Lewis, 'New Work for a Theory of Universals', AustralasianJournal of Philosophy, vol.
61, 1983, pp. 343-77.) On all these options, therefore,intensionality--or a frameworkthat
implies it--plays a central role. Of course, our empiricists could attemptto replace one or
more of these standardintensionalidioms with an extensional idiom. However, given that
our empiricists would have to eschew systematic positive relationships between the
extensionalidiom and the standardintensionalidioms, there would be a primafacie reason
for doubtingthat the extensional idiom is truly relevant to meaning, synonymy, definition,
abbreviation,intentionality, purpose, function, or inherent similarity. To overcome this
reasonabledoubt,our empiricistswould need to show thatthe extensionalidiom, as they are
using it, has a meaning,reason,purpose,or function(or something relevantlylike meaning,
reason, purpose, or function) that is relevantly like that of our standardidioms. This is
precisely the sort of challenge empiricistsare facing in the text.
36. An importantkindof functionthattwo idioms mighthave in common is theirexplanatory
role. The standardidiom for discussing explanatory role is doubly intensional. First, the
standardidiom for talking about explanationis intensional;for example, FThatA explains
why it is the case thatB1.Second, as we mentionedin the previous note, our standardidiom
for discussingfunctionis intensional;for example,rThefunctionof F-ing is to G1.Of course,
our empiricists might try to use some extensional idiom to talk about explanatory role.
However, if this extensional idiom does not bear obvious systematic positive relationships
to our standardintensional idioms, there would be prima facie reason to doubt that the
extensional idiom, as our empiricistsare using it, is truly relevant to explanatoryrole. To
overcome this reasonabledoubt, our empiricists would need to show that this extensional
idiom has a meaning, purpose, function, or explanatoryrole (or something relevantly like
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meaning, reason, purpose, function, or explanatoryrole) that is relevantly like that of the
standardidioms. But this is once againjust the sortof challenge empiricistsarefacing in the
text.
The theory of propertyreductionespoused in Paul and PatriciaChurchland(op.cit.) is
evidently caught in this sort of trap.The idea underlyingtheir theory is that one property
reduces to anotherif the propertieshave (roughly) the same explanatoryrole. For the sake
of argument,let us suppose that this idea is correct.The problem is that the Churchlands'
empiricism commits them to rejecting the standardintensional idiom for sameness of
explanatory role. To articulate their theory, they use some new (behaviourallydefined)
extensional idiom in its place. The problem is that, since the Churchlandsmust reject the
thesis that the new extensional idiom is (even approximately)bi-conditionallyrelatedto the
standardintensionalidiom, thereis primafacie reasonto doubtthat theirextensional idiom
is relevant to sameness of explanatoryrole. How, without begging the question, can they
overcome this reasonabledoubt? Only by showing that their new extensional idiom has a
meaning, purpose, function, or explanatory role (or something relevantly like meaning,
reason, purpose, function, or explanatory role) that is relevantly like that of the standard
intensional idiom for talking about sameness of explanatory role. But this is exactly the
problemjust noted.
37. Ourempiricistsmight insteadtry to show thatthe two idioms have a common reference
(or something relevantlylike reference).Two observationsare in order.First,the mere fact
that two idioms have a common referencedoes not imply that they are relevantlylike one
another (e.g., the fact that 'electron' and some complex predicatethat enumeratesall the
actualelectrons in the universeareco-referentialdoes not make these expressionsrelevantly
alike). This is just the old point about intensionalityand co-reference:to be relevantlyalike,
two idioms must be intensionally alike (or something relevantly like intensionallyalike).
Second, any plausible theory of reference is committed to some form of intensionality.
Consider, for example, a directreferencetheory.Accordingto such a theory,the expression
'justified' was introducedby a speech act akin to a baptism.In this speech act a special sort
of relation, call it R, held among the expression 'justified', the person or persons who
introducedthe expression, and a certainset S of propositionsor sentences (namely, those
that are in fact justified). What is this relationR? Well, it might be a relationof causation:
S caused the person or personswho introducedthe expression 'justified' to introduceit. Or
it might be a relation of historical explanation:S was the item that best explains why the
person or persons performedthe relevantspeech act. Or it might be a relationof salience: S
was the item that was salient for the person or persons in the context. Or it might be
intentional:S was the item of which the personor personswas thinkingatthe time. However,
the standardidioms we use to talk aboutcausation,explanation salience, and intentionality
A explains why it is
are intensional (e.g., tit is causally necessary that, if A, then
B, rThat
the case that B1,etc.). As before, there are also standardextensional
ways of talking about
causation,explanation,salience, and intentionality.However, these extensionalidioms bear
systematic positive relationsto the standardintensionalidioms. If ourempiricistsassertthese
systematic positive relationships, they are caught in self-defeat. If they deny them, that
creates a primafacie reason for doubting that their extensional idiom, as they are using it,
is relevant to causation, explanation, salience, or intentionality.How can our empiricists
overcome this reasonabledoubt?They must show thattheir extensional idiom, as they are
using it, has a meaning, reason,purpose,function,or reference(or somethingrelevantlylike
meaning, reason, purpose,function, or reference)that is relevantlylike that of the standard
idiom. But this is, once again, precisely the sort of challenge facing empiricistsin the text.
38. Indeed,given thatempiricistsdo not acceptthatD serves to define definition-i.e., given
that empiricists do not accept that (A iffdefB) iffdefD(FA1,FB1)-thereis primafacie reason
to doubt that the empiricists' new term D is relevantto definition.
39. These derivationsrequirethe auxiliarypremisethateveryone has a body of experiences.
40. To dramatizethe point, we could produce, by using standardG6delian techniquesof
self-reference, infinitely many alternatives to (11) having the form: (A iffdefB) iffdef
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Q(A1,FBl).Like ( 11),each of these alternativeswould yield a self-justifying theory when it
is adjoinedto N. However, each of these alternativesis inconsistent with (1 1) in the sense
that, when any of them is adjoined to N+, the resulting theory is inconsistent. Indeed, for
absolutelyany sentence A, no matterhow crazy, we can constructan alternativeto (1 1) such
that, when it is adjoinedto N, the resultingtheory yields the following as a theorem:A is
justified. Using empiricist standards,one has no way to justify choosing (11) over these
alternatives(and conversely); the choice among them would be utterlyarbitrary.So clearly
none of these definitions of definition-including (1 l)-can be justified by empiricist
standards.
Incidentally, suppose that an empiricist just arbitrarilyadjoins to N some primitive
apparatus(e.g., 'iffdef') for giving definitions and that, with the aid of this apparatus,
candidatedefinitions of justification,simplicity, explanation,primafacie evidence, etc. are
advanced.Our criticism in the text is that from the standpointof empiricism these moves
would be gratuitous complications; accordingly, they would be deemed unjustified by
principles (i)-(iii). But even if this primary criticism were waived, I believe that our
empiricistsstill would not be able to give satisfactorydefinitionsof justification,simplicity,
explanation,etc. The reasons for this are discussed in section 47 of Quality and Concept,
op.cit., and in section 1 of my paper 'The Logical Status of Mind', Midwest Studies in
Philosophy, vol. 10, 1986, pp. 231-274.
41. Anotherresponseto this epistemic self-defeat is to try to modify the principleof holism
in such a way thatempiricismis no longer epistemically self-defeating. Considertwo ways
in which this might be done. The first, which was discussed by George Myro (op.cit.), is
this: a theoryis justified for a person iff it is, or belongs to, the simplest overall theory that
explainsall, or most, of the person'sprimafacie evidence andthatdeems itself to bejustified.
Ironically,this revised principledoes not save empiricism,for the simplest theorieslike this
are ones constructedby means of logicians' tricks. Such theories do not deem the principle
of empiricismto be justified. For example, perhapsBob is such a theory, where Bob is the
following: N and Bob is justified. Bob does not deem empiricism to be justified.
The following is a second way in which the principleof holism might be revised:a theory
is justifiedfor a personiff it is, or belongs to, the simplestcomprehensivetheorythatexplains
all, or most, of the person'sprimafacie evidence, or it is, or belongs to an extension of that
simplest comprehensive theory by means of the person's old terminology. A theory T'
extends theoryT by meansof a person'sold terminologyiff the primitiveterms0 belonging
to the person's previously held theorycan be paired with (primitiveor complex) terms5 in
T in such a way that T' is the resultof adjoiningall the biconditionalsr iff 81 to T, and T'
yields as theoremsmost of the sentences in the person's previously held theory. (This way
of revisingthe principleof holismcame up in conversationwith StephenLeeds. Itbearssome
resemblance to an idea implicit in Paul and Patricia Churchland's views on property
reduction.)The problemis that thereare clear-cutcounterexamples.Here is an illustration.
Suppose thata person's previouslyheld theoryconsists of N plus the following: For all x, x
is a physicalobject iff x is inhabitedby an animal spirit.Then, since the old term 'inhabited
by an animalspirit' can be paired with the term 'physical object' in N, the previously held
theory would itself qualify as an extension of N by means of the person's old terminology.
Accordingly, the theory that every physical object is inhabited by an animal spirit would
count as justified accordingto the revised principle. For anothercounterexample,suppose
that the person's previous theory is just like N except that it contains some empirically
insignificant,wholly speculative metaphysics.The problem,of course, arises from the fact
that the revised principleof holism does not restricta person's previously held theories to
those that were really justified at that time. How can this restrictionbe imposed without
triggeringa vicious regress?Evidently, the only plausible way would be to requirethat, at
some earlier stage or other, the person held a theory that satisfied (something like) the
original, unrevised principle of holism. But if this requirementis imposed, then nothing
resemblingthe empiricists' principles(i)-(iii) would at any stage get admittedas justified.
The result,then, would be thatempiricism would still be epistemically self-defeating.
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42. This principle is roughly equivalent to the Kantian thesis that occurrences in the
phenomenal world are causally explainable only in terms of other occurrences in the
phenomenal world.
43. As it stands, principle(i') is plainly too strict.For example, observationand testimony
also count as primafacie evidence. To correctthis problemwe should replace 'primafacie
evidence' with 'basic primafacie evidence'. This modification would in turn requireus
either to replace 'primafacie evidence' with 'basicprimafacie evidence' in principle(ii) or
to keep principle(ii) as it standsbutto adjoina furtherprincipledefiningthe relationbetween
'primafacie evidence' and 'basicprimafacie evidence'. (Given principle(iv), which we are
about to state in the text, and some relevantempiricalfacts about the overall reliabilityof
human observationand testimony,it is plausiblethatthese two alternativescan be shown to
be equivalent.) For simplicity of presentation,these complexities will be suppressedin the
text.
44. It is understoodthat the sophisticationsmentionedat the end of note 30 might need to
be incorporatedinto principles(i'), (ii), (iii), and (iv).
45. This paper is the first step in the argumentof a book in progresson the philosophical
limits of science. The overall thesis of the book is the autonomyof philosophy. This is the
thesis that, among the centralquestions of philosophythatcan be answeredat all, most can
be answered by philosophical investigationand argumentwithout relying evidentially on
the empirical sciences. Earlierversions of the paper were presented at the George Myro
Memorial Conference in March 1989, at the Pacific Division Meeting of the American
Philosophical Association in March 1990, and at the Discipuli Conferenceat the University
of Southern Californiain March 1991. This materialwas also presentedas a talk at Reed
College, University of Notre Dame, and Universityof Washington.I am gratefulfor helpful
comments I received at these gatherings.I am particularlyindebtedto George Myroand to
Carol Voeller for lengthy discussions of these topics.

THE INCOHERENCEOF EMPIRICISM
George Bealer and P. F. Strawson
II-P. F. Strawson

Imustbeginby sayingthatI amin completeagreementwithwhat

I take to be ProfessorBealer's main positive contention:viz. that
any satisfactory comprehensive theory must provide for the
recognition, among its primary data, of the contents of what
Professor Bealer calls our 'intuitions'; or, in words closer to his
own, thatanyone aiming at such a theory must count his intuitions
as included in his prima facie evidence. I am, moreover, in
sympathy with the thesis to the defence of which his paper
contributes a first step, viz. the thesis of the autonomy of
philosophy.
ProfessorBealer argues for his main positive contention by the
negativerouteof demonstratingthatits rejection,as exemplified in
one currentlypopular view, is incoherent, indeed self-defeating.
The view in question he calls 'empiricism', and characterizesby
referenceto those three initially listed principles ('of empiricism',
'of holism' and 'of naturalism')of which boththe first andthe third
imply the rejection of intuition as a source of primarydata. His
arguments,which seem to me conclusive, turnlargely on the fact
that certainconcepts, which figure essentially in the statementof
the threeprinciples,are such thatneithertheirpracticalapplication
nor even their bare use in stating the principles is endorsed or
permitted by those principles themselves; for the latter exclude
appeal to intuitions and hence any employment of essentially
intensionalnotions. He concludes that both the first and the third
principles must be revised in the direction of what he calls a
'moderate rationalism' if a coherent theory of theories is to be
achieved.
Given the extent of my agreementwith Bealer, it is evident that
such reservationsor doubts as I may have about his thesis will be
peripheral.Indeedthey may be describedas largelyterminological.
NeverthelessI thinkthey are worth expounding.
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My first, and perhaps least important, reservation concerns
Bealer's use of the term 'empiricism'in his title. Locke, Berkeley
and Hume are traditionallyregardedas the leading representative
empiricists of the early modem period. None of them, as Bealer
acknowledges in the case of Hume, measuresup to the standards,
as set by Bealer's three principles, of a pure empiricist. Logical
positivists, surely empiricists of our century, are again
acknowledged by Bealer as failing to qualify by those standards:
Ayer embraces analyticity,Carnap,at one point, positively revels
in intensions. Does a pure empiricist exist? Perhapsempiricism,
and perhaps rationalism too (as Bealer's phrase, 'a moderate
rationalism'suggests in the lattercase), aremattersof degree, with
more, or less, of each tendency to be found in almost every
philosopher.Leibniz, like Descartes, is, traditionally,a rationalist
and Kant certainlynot an empiricist.Yet Leibniz strikesa strongly
empiricist, indeed verificationist, note in his debate with Clarke;
Kant denies cognitive significance to any employment of a priori
concepts which does not admit of empiricalapplication;and even
Descartes acknowledgesthe need forexperimentto decide between
hypotheses. So perhaps Bealer has mis-named his target. The
mention of Quine as its upholder suggests that it might be better
styled 'anti-intensionalist scientism'. Quine's coldness towards
mentalism(towards'experiences'?) suggests thateven he does not
qualify as a pure empiricist.
Consider next the concept of 'primafacie evidence' or, in my
alternativephrase, 'primarydata'. Bealer contends, surely rightly,
that what he understands by 'intuition' must be added to
experience and/or observation as a source of primary data. He
somewhat incidentally remarks that memory and testimony are
standardlytreatedas also being sources of primarydate. He does
not formally include mention of these two in his final statementof
what is to count as prima facie evidence in the development of a
satisfactory comprehensive theory. But surely he should.
Experience/observationwould not get us very far without what we
learn directly from testimony (from the spoken or written word);
and nothing learned from any source would be of any use in
theory-constructionunless it were retainedand retrievable.It is, of
course, right to emphasise, as Bealer does, that every source of
primarydata, (of primafacie evidence), is fallible, its deliverances
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liable to correction in the light of reflection and/or subsequent
experience
Now for 'intuition'. Bealer characterizes 'intuitions' as
'intellectualseemings'; as contrastedwith the 'sensory seemings'
which occur in sense-perceptionor 'observation',He is at pains to
emphasisethat 'seemings' of both kinds are episodes, occurrences,
and, in particular, that an 'intellectual seeming' is a mental
occurrencesuch as one experiences in suddenly 'seeing' that some
formulaexpresses a logical truthor in instantaneously'grasping'a
conceptual necessity. The deliverances of such intuitions are
characterizedas 'data of reason', as contrasted,presumably,with
data of sense-experienceor observation.
As the argumentdevelops, however,it becomes clearthatthe role
of intuitionis not confined to seeing or grasping(or seeming to see
or grasp) logical and mathematical truths and conceptual
necessities. The argumentturns largely, as remarked,on the fact
that certain concepts occur essentially in the statement of the
position to be attacked, concepts such as those of 'experience',
'observation','evidence', 'simplest', 'justified', 'explanation';and
Bealer argues that, in orderfor these concepts to be applied in any
particularcase, recourse must be had to 'intuitions' about what
counts as falling underany of these concepts. The point seems well
taken:the understanding,the intellect, must surely come into play
in the recognitionof the applicabilityof any of them.
But, surely,not only of these. We have majesticauthorityfor the
view that the co-operation of understanding, the faculty of
concepts, is requiredfor the recognitionof whateverwe recognize
as falling underany concept whatever.(Parenthetically,there is, in
the present context, a pleasing irony in the fact that the standard
English translationof the Kantianinsight uses 'intuition'in a sense
diametrically opposed to Bealer's, as in the famous rendering,
'concepts without intuitionsareempty, intuitionswithoutconcepts
are blind'.) My recognizing the creaturebefore me as a camel, or
the expression on someone's face as that of anger, indeed any
instance of observation,of sensory seeming, involves grasp of a
property(an intension)and hence depends on a Bealerianintuition
of what counts as exemplifying the propertyin question.
These points, if they involve no distortionof Bealer's position,
are not intendedto weaken that position; and they do not weaken
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it. Rather, they strengthen it, while suggesting, perhaps, that it
might have been presented more forcibly. They do indeed make
play with the fact that any attemptto characterizeobservationin
terms of surface irritations generating verbal responses is
phenomenologicallybizarre.But Bealer, who nominatesQuine as
his principalopponent, will scarcely find this unwelcome.
There remains one significant respect in which, as it seems to
me, Bealer makes an unnecessary concession to the scientism of
his opponents. He reasonably shares with them adherenceto the
principleof holism: thatit is rationalfor anyoneto seek the simplest
overall explanation of his prima facie evidence or primarydata.
Having arguedfor intuition,in his sense, as an indispensablesource
of primarydata,he then, at the and of his paper,discards,or at least
modifies, the principle of naturalism-the principle which
identifies the natural sciences (plus the logic and mathematics
needed by them) as just what supply the desired simplest
explanations. His modification consists in the addition of
philosophy to logic, mathematics and the empirical sciences as
among the theoreticalsourcesof the desiredexplanations.Withthis
addition, he says, plus the recognition of intuitionas a source of
primary data, the revised account escapes the incoherence and
self-defeat which he finds in the view he is attacking.
It is certainlytruethatthe revised accountescapes these dangers.
But it is not clear that no further revision is needed, that the
proposed addition is sufficient. One importantsource of primary
data is observationof the behaviourof other people; and we also
experience our own. The need to understand, the desire for
explanation,are no less urgentor rationalhere thanthey are when
naturalphenomena of an impersonal kind are in question. But it
cannotbe claimed with any plausibility,on behalf of any empirical
science, that it is, or could become, capable of providing such
explanations:not, at least, unless we understand(misunderstand)
'behaviour'in such a way as to exclude the concept of intentional
humanaction, i.e. in purelyphysical terms. Not even psychology?
Not if we understandby that name anything which qualifies as a
branch of naturalscience. Yet some of us do, from time to time,
achieve understanding,arrive at satisfactoryexplanationsin this
sphere. Again, and connectedly, it would be perverseto deny that
we have access, throughobservationand testimony,to data which
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demand explanation of the kind which we call 'historical' or
'social'. And such explanationscan be moreor less plausible, more
or less convincing; but there is no naturalscience which supplies
the measureof plausibilityor convincingness here. So what do we
have recourseto in all these cases? Well,-imagination, empathy,
ordinaryhuman understanding-all these, applied, of course, to
knowledge, as exact and detailedas we can get, of circumstances.
But these resources, as applied in these areas, yield no laws of
naturalscience. (One mighteven be temptedto invoke a thirdsense
of 'intuition'('insight'?) here,distinctboth from thatof Bealer and
that of (translated)Kant.)
Even in philosophy itself, conceptualconnexions, dependences
and distinctionscan be detected that have explanatorypower, but
do not exemplify the level of quasi-logical or analytic necessity
characterizing those connections that are revealed to Bealerian
intuition.
Well, those aremy reservations.As I remarkedat the outset, I am
wholly in agreement with Bealer's main contention. My
observationsleave wholly untouchedthe thesis thatany attemptto
purifythe theoryof knowledge of all intensionalnotions is doomed
to failure.But Bealer's targetis not really a 'moderate',or liberally
conceived, empiricism; it is, rather, a narrowly conceived
naturalism.

