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those first given but were also formed by informal logical analysis and analogical reasoning in session 

5 (video 10). 

A2: Although the participant himself mistakenly attributes the first formation of A2 to creative 

intuition, it in fact first appears in session 2 (video 2), generated by an appealing to facts. The final 

version of the argument only appears in session 5 (video 10), via informal analysis (only undertaken 

once the participant already the process of writing). 

A3: The conclusion of A3 generated by creative intuition in session 1.5 but the premises that support 

it in the final text first appear in session 3 (video 7). They take the form of an appeal to facts (about 

actual cases), where the actual case was retrieved from memory by a heuristically unassisted search 

for counter examples. 

A4: The TE which is represented in statements 1-5 of A4 was first generated in session 3 (video 7) by 

heuristically unassisted search. However, the second last premise of the argument, premise 6 was first 

generated by creative intuition in session 1.5 

A5: The TE which is represented in statements 1-2 of A5 first appears in session 5 (video 10) and is 

generated by heuristically unassisted search. The conclusion, however, is a variation of an idea 

generated via creative intuition in session 1.5. It seems informal analysis was performed on an 

existing intuitively generated representation, which resulted in the generation of an objection which 

was then led to the search mentioned above. 

A6: The TE which is represented in statements 1-4 first appear in session 6 (video 11), generated by 

informal logical analysis. The conclusion, however, was generated by creative intuition in session 1.5 

and was initially supported by a different TE. 

A7: The TE first appears in session 5 (video 9) and is generated by informal logical analysis. The 

conclusion first appears in session 2 (video 3) supported by a different thought experiment which was 

generated by heuristically unassisted search. 

A8: A8’s conclusion first appears in session 3 (video 4). It was generated by initial intuition, and 

accompanied by an elaborate attempt at thought experimentation which failed. Its first developed 

appearance occurs in video 12, where the supporting premises are generated by informal logical 

analysis. 

A9: A9 is interesting in that it seems that it makes its first appearance in session 1 (video 1) and then 

again in the voice record. These vaguer antecedents do not yet amount to any of the statements which 

appear in the final version in the text. Rather they simply share content which suggests the beginnings 

of an application of the “proves too much” heuristic to Morris’ argument. These are more specific than 

other examples of initial intuition seen so far, but are still not a fully-fledged claims or objections. In 

session 5 (video 9) we see the first full appearance of the argument generated by informal logical 

analysis. 

A10: A10’s conclusion can be interpreted as a sub-conclusion to a different argument with the same 

conclusion as A9, and thus has a similarly initial-intuition-driven origin in session 1 and 1.5. The first 

full version first appears in session 6 (video 11), generated by informal logical analysis. 

Below, in Fig 5 is a visual representation of the generation and development of A5 by participant 1: 

Figure 5: Network representing the generation and development of A5 by Participant 1 
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The icons, representing the segments in the text in which the relevant product occurred, are numbered 

according to the video in which they were found and the number of the line in the transcript of that 

video in which the idea starts. These icons are arranged according to the order in which they occurred 

with time axis running from top to bottom.  I have also included the codes from Baldacchino et al’s 

scheme which co-occur with the product being represented, as these offer a finer grained account of 

the cognitive, perceptual and physical operations which played a part in product construction. These 

codes are listed in the order in which they occurred (with time running from top to bottom). This 

network does not indicate the segments of the protocols these finer grained codes were associated 

with.   

4.5.4.1 Participant 2 

Below, in Fig 6 is a visual representation of the generation and development of the ideas which are 

included in the final text by participant 2, followed by a textual description of the process for each 

idea: 

Figure 6: Network representing the generation and development of ideas by Participant 2 

 

The products have been placed in the order in which they first appeared (with time running from left 

to right). The icons representing the segments in the text in which the relevant product occurred are 

numbered according to the video in which they were found and the number of the line in the transcript 

of that video in which the idea starts. These icons are arranged according to the order in which they 

occurred with the time axis running from top to bottom.  

A1: The TE was first generated in session 2 (video 2) by heuristically unassisted search. The final 

version appears later in same the same session (unaltered). 
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A2:  A2 first appears in session 2 (video 2), and was generated by informal logical analysis. No major 

changes are made before its final appearance. 

A3: A3 first appears in session 1 (video 1), and was generated by informal logical analysis. No major 

changes are made before its final appearance. 

A4: A4 first appears in session 2 (video 2), and was generated by informal logical analysis. No major 

changes are made before its final appearance. 

A5: A5 first appears in session 2 (video 3), and was generated by informal logical analysis. No major 

changes are made before final appearance. 

 A6: A6 first appears in session 1 (video 1), and was generated by informal logical analysis. No major 

changes are made until before its final appearance. 

 A7: A7 first appears in session 2 (video 3), and was generated by informal logical analysis. No major 

changes are made before its final appearance. 

A8:  A8 first appears in session 2 (video 3), and was generated by informal logical analysis. No major 

changes are made before its final appearance. 

Below, in Fig 5 is a visual representation of the generation and development of A5 by participant 1: 

Fig 7: Network representing the generation and development of A2 by Participant 2 

 

 

The icons representing the segments in the text in which the relevant product occurred are numbered 

according to the video in which they were found and the number of the line in the transcript of that 

video in which the idea starts. These icons are arranged according to the order in which they occurred 

with time axis running from top to bottom. I have also included the codes from Baldacchino et al’s 

scheme which co-occur with the product being represented, as these offer a finer grained account of 

the cognitive, perceptual and physical operations which played a part in product construction. These 

codes are listed in the order in which they occurred (with time running from top to bottom). This 

network does not indicate the segments of the protocols these finer grained codes were associated 

with.  

These findings accentuate the need for both models to make room for initial intuition, as more 

instances of this phenomena were found to play a role in the production of creative philosophical 

products. 
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Also, neither of the models explicitly predict the occurrence of heuristically unassisted deliberate 

search for TEs/illustration of point already formed. Accommodation of this phenomenon is more 

pressing for Seakgwa, since Miscevic does not try to make claims about how TEs are searched for. 

In the next chapter all the findings presented here are summarized, the limitations of this investigation 

made explicit and conclusions are drawn. 
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Chapter 5: Limitations and Conclusions 

In this chapter I will start by addressing some of the limitations of the current investigation. I will then 

summarize the conclusions reached on the basis of the foregoing analysis and draw some connections 

between them and other existing literature. 

5.1 Limitations: 

5.1.1 On the Gaps in the Data 

As addressed in the methodology section, there were some unforeseen drawbacks that impacted the 

informativeness of the study, here I have in mind the lack of record of the participant 1’s second 

reading of the assigned article and the shortened nature of participant 2’s task completion process. 

Obviously neither of these occurrences are ideal. 

Regarding the gap in the data on participant 1, we were still able to gather data on the occurrence of 

creative intuition and we have data on the reading before it and after it, and no reason to think that 

there was anything novel in the missing reading. Regarding participant 2, I have already mentioned 

that we ought to reinterpret the phenomena/context that the data on participant 2 is representative of, 

from the writing of a publishable philosophical text, to the writing of a draft of such a text. 

5.1.2 On the Lack of Intercoder Reliability 

Intercoder reliability refers to the level of agreement between two or more coders, who independently 

code a set of data according to some coding scheme, on which codes to assign to which pieces of data. 

It is thus an indicator of the reliability of the coding scheme or schemas used, and thus reflective of 

the precision of the operationalizations therein codified. It is often assigned a quantitative value using 

measures such as Cohen’s kappa (McHugh, 2012). Given that coding in the current investigation was 

done by only one coder (the author), it lacks the shield from coder-dependent biases which is provided 

by ensuring high intercoder reliability. 

I think that these worries are, however, somewhat mitigated by the fact that some of the coding 

schemas used are only slight revisions of schemas that achieved a high intercoder reliability score 

when they were developed. Also, these analyses could (and will be) carried out in future.  

5.1.3. On the Internal Validity of the Codes   

Whereas the limitation above concerns the lack of mechanism for ensuring the absence of problematic 

variability in application of codes, another limitation concerns whether those codes (even if 

consistently applied) are actually tracking the phenomena they purport to.  

Unfortunately, all existing criteria for identifying the occurrence of intuition in philosophical practice 

(owing partly to the fact that what intuition amounts to is itself a contested question in the 

metaphilosophical literature. Recognizing this problem, in Seakgwa (2017), I suggested that’s needed 

to facilitate empirical research on intuition in philosophy in the face of this persisting disagreement is 

collaboration among the various parties in the dispute in developing a set of coding criteria which is 

the most acceptable to all or most of these parties. Given that this has not yet occurred, throughout 

these the present report, whenever presenting a coding scheme, I have been careful to explicitly state 

the most damaging objections to the codes set forth therein. 

5.1.4 On the Lack of a Control Group  

As is readily apparent, this investigation did not include a control group. This may leave some 

worried about the trustworthiness of the findings. To those afflicted with such worries, I will point out 
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that my concerns are not about how philosophers’ cognition differs from lay cognition, or cognition in 

the rest of academia on a certain task, or the causal connection between differences in kinds expertise 

and/or levels of expertise and differences in cognition while completing some tasks. The question I 

am interested in is what happens during the philosophical process when a particular population with a 

particular kind and level of expertise are presented with a particular kind of task which represents a 

subset of the tasks they would usually undertake in their professional capacity (which I’ve 

decomposed into the 2 research questions for this study), even if this overlaps with the cognition that 

would occur if subjects who did not share this expertise and/or level of expertise were ask to complete 

the same task(s). Thus, a control group was not needed for comparison, or for isolating a particular 

cause-effect relationship (or set of such relationships). 

5.1.5 On the Small Sample Size 

As I have said before, while the sample size does limit the generalizability of the findings the, this is 

not uncommon in protocol analysis method, given the voluminous data it produces (e.g. Wineburg 

1998 and Geisler 1994, Bartlett 1978 and Slovic 1969, in which the sample sizes range from 1 to 4). 

Although this show’s that the relevant community of experts accepts this practice, it does not show 

that they were justified in doing so, and some who have undertaken such work have on occasion 

lacked caution in stating the generalizability of their findings. In order to avoid such issues, I have 

tried to get the most out of the data by avoiding population level generalizations and instead 

emphasizing existence proofs that the data can provide. One only needs to identify one instance of 

psychological phenomena X occurring in context Y in order to deduce that it is possible for X to occur 

in Y. In testing predictions from models that aim to adequately describe the political-philosophical 

process in all instances (obviously allowing for a certain level of idealization), showing the actual 

occurrence of an aspect of this process which has not been anticipated by these models is enough to 

establish a need for revision (assuming this phenomenon is not part of the set of things that ought to 

be idealized away). 

5.1.6 On Ecological Validity 

Ecological validity is a concept used to refer to the reliability of the conclusions of a study of some 

phenomenon in a scientific context (e.g. in a lab with a specific set of artificial tasks), when 

extrapolated to the phenomenon as it occurs outside this context. Since the present study was designed 

to emulate (a certain kind) of philosophizing as closely as possible (i.e. by including a real 

philosophical article as a stimulus and providing a realistic task prompt, as well as allowing the 

participants to work in their own homes and at their own pace), it does quite well in this regard. 

However, the task only emulates philosophical practice in a specific set of conditions (e.g. where the 

article to reply to has been predetermined).  As such it does address cognitive phenomena which may 

be important in other contexts, such as problem finding43. 

Having addressed the limitations of the investigation I will now present a summary of its findings. 

Following the order in which the analyses were conducted and presented, I will start with the findings 

regarding the predictions made about the distribution of intuitive (type 1) and analytical (type 2) 

cognitive processes.   

 

 

 

 
43 See Getzels (1979, 1985) 
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5.2. Summary of Findings 

5.2.1 Intuition:   

While Seakgwa and Miscevic both predict that type 2 processing will dominate the philosophical 

process, Seakgwa recognizes the involvement of more than one kind (adding creative intuition) of 

intuition and thus predicts a higher percentage of intuitive processing. Thus, Miscevic places the range 

of type 1 processing at 0%- 12.5% while Seakgwa places it at 0% - 37.5%.   

The findings of this study confirm Seakgwa’s prediction about the occurrence of creative intuition in 

the context of philosophy. However, these findings also show that the necessary link assumed in the 

literature on insight and creative intuition between creative intuition, high confidence and positive 

affect does not hold in philosophy.44  

The data collected also supports Seakgwa’s as opposed Miscevic’s prediction regarding the amount of 

intuitive processing involved in the philosophical process. Lastly, both models did not predict the 

occurrence of initial intuition and need thus need to be revised in this regard.  

These findings provide support for an aspect of Nado’s critique of the current metaphilosophical 

fixation on thought experiments as used in the method of cases. Although Nado does not single out 

intuition as the focus of this fixation, since much of the metaphilosophical debate as discussed in the 

literature review does focus particularly on intuition in the context of the cases, the fact this 

phenomenon plays only a small role (at least in terms of percentage of thoughts representative of such 

processing) in the philosophical process thus provides reason to distribute more metaphilosophical 

attention to other phenomena which play a more dominant role in this process (at least assuming that 

metaphilosophical attention allocated to a phenomenon should be proportional to percentage of the 

philosophical process that phenomenon occupies). 

5.2.2 Seakgwa on the Stages of the Philosophical Process: 

6 predictions about the stages of the philosophical process were derived from Seakgwa’s (2017) 

model. They are: 

1) Failures, impasse and restructuring will precede the occurrence of creative intuition.  

2) The occurrence of creative intuition will produce one main idea. 

3) The idea produced by creative intuition will have just a claim (without supporting reasons) as 

its content, and ideas produced by heuristics/informal logical, will have an argument, claim 

argument or TE as its content. 

4) In the case of creative intuition, the content of the idea produced will become the conclusion 

of the main argument in the philosophical text.  

5)   After creative intuition, only idea evaluation and justification will be carried out. 

 
44 Of course, some may object that because this feature is treated as essential to the definition of the 

phenomenon, what I observed cannot, by definition, be considered creative intuition. To this I will reply that 

while high confidence may be an essential feature of insight/creative intuition in the literature, if one 

decomposes the term intuition into its constituents “creative” and “intuition”(see Thagard 2014), and follows the 

cognitive scientific consensus on the definition of these terms (insofar as there is one), then the phenomenon I 

observed can be seen as a clear occurrence of both, and use of the term creative intuition in describing it is thus 

justified.  
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6)  In the case of a philosopher following the heuristic based pathway, a period of cycles of idea 

generation and justification will be followed by a period of just idea evaluation and justification. 

None of these predictions were supported by the data. Since each of the findings are concisely 

explicated in the previous section I will not rehearse them here.  

These findings suggest that if the DJ distinction is going be usefully applied to philosophy, it’s going 

to need be conceived of as interpenetrative a la Bowers et al (1990), and not neatly temporally 

separated as Seakgwa (2017) postulates. This point has already been accepted by those working on 

this distinction as applied to science, but has not yet been acknowledged by those such as Nado 

(2016) and Cappelen (2012) who employ it metaphilosophically. In addition to providing the first 

empirical evidence in support of the interpenetrative conception of the DJ distinction over its 

temporally distinct variant, the results also provide first empirically grounded detailing of the exact 

nature of this interpenetration that Bowers et al only vaguely alludes to, in any context, at least if we 

exclude investigations relying on historical evidence45. 

This data also points toward the need for further development of an account of an idea selection 

system for tasks where the fact that an idea occurred by creative intuition underdetermines whether it 

will be selected for implementation in the final product (as opposed to the tasks usually assigned as 

insight problems). See for instance the cost benefit analysis in video 9. Petervari et al speak about 

where these criteria might come from (e.g. learned (type 2) or constructed ad hoc (type1)) but they do 

not say anything about what impact the occurrence creative intuition/ insight would have on this 

selection.  

5.2.3 Miscevic on the Stages of the Philosophical Process: 

Two predictions were derived from Miscevic’s model. 

1) Thought experiments will be constructed after forming judgement.  

2) When TEs are constructed or attended to, this process will unfold in at least 4 stages, as 

outlined above (with clear evidence of this for at least the 2 unambiguously conscious 

stages). 

The findings showed that: 

1) In all instances the thought experiments were only formed after the relevant judgement.  

2) TEs that were attended were accompanied by evidence of Miscevic’s stages. 

Thus, both these predictions were supported by the data. 

Given this empirical support and the level of detail of Miscevic’s model (at least when compared to 

the implicit employment of the standard model which currently dominates), it can be adopted as a 

precisification of the standard model which could offer more reliable guidance to experimental and 

metaphilosophical inquiry than its more popular counterpart. 

5.2.5 Miscevic and Seakgwa on the Mechanisms of Philosophical Product Production: 

1) Seakgwa (2017) and Miscevic (2012, 2013, 2018) predict that all creative philosophical idea 

generation can be accounted for by the mechanisms of creative intuition, logical analysis and 

 
45 See Nersessian (1995) and Feist (2006). 
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philosophical heuristics (from Seakgwa) and/or intuition in the method of cases, general ethical legal 

principles, and presumed facts in combination with explanatory theories (from Miscevic) 

The findings suggested a need for both models to be adjusted to include initial intuition, as more 

instances of this phenomena were found. 

In addition, the occurrence of heuristically unassisted deliberate search for counter-examples and/or 

illustrations of points already formed was also observed. This mechanism is not explicitly accounted 

for by either model. 

Since these findings clearly explicate the operations which underlie actual philosophical idea and text 

production (and thus argument production) it sheds light on the cognitive underpinnings of both 

creativity and argumentation. They thus provide a basis for integrating research in creative cognition 

Such as Welling (2007) on the cognitive mechanisms of creativity more generally, and work on the 

psychological process of informal argument generation/ construction, such as Voss et al (1993).  

5.3 Conclusion  

These findings, taken together, show that the predictions generated by the models of Seakgwa and 

Miscevic are mixed in their predictive success. Thus, they are both in need of revision. Our current 

understanding of the process of philosophizing on a cognitive level, therefore stands in need of 

improvement before we can definitively answer the research questions posed at the outset of this 

investigation regarding 1) the stages of this process, and 2) the mechanisms involved in generating the 

ideas central to this process. The current investigation has moved us forward by not only telling us 

this, but also by pinpointing (some of) the exact aspects of these models in need of this improvement, 

as well as providing specific proposals regard how they should be improved. 

In the next chapter, I situate this the study just concluded, as a contribution to meta-inquiry, and more 

specifically, the meta-inquiry of philosophy.   
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Chapter 6: Toward a Unified Meta-inquiry 

In this chapter I will sketch a picture of the discipline to which this project is meant to be a 

contribution, a discipline I will call “Meta-inquiry”. I will begin by outlining the growing but 

disunified body of literature that I will argue, expanding on Ossowska and Ossowski (1936), can be 

fruitfully seen as constituting a single, comprehensive, meta-discipline. I will then go on to delineate a 

branch of this discipline called the “meta-inquiry of philosophy”, and show why such a field would be 

a worthwhile addition to the existing knowledge production system. I will then say how the 

investigation presented in the preceding chapters can be seen as a contribution to this envisioned field. 

6.1 On the Roots and Boundaries of Meta-inquiry 

In 1936, polish sociologist-philosophers Ossowska and Ossowski set out the first comprehensive 

development of the idea of a science of science. According to them, even at that time, “for a number 

of years Science itself [had] become the subject of scientific Investigation” (p. 1). They went on to 

provide an intellectual framework, a way of grouping the work done (and still to be done) in this 

wide-ranging, and then fledgling, field. 

Ossowska and Ossowski envisioned this new field as unified by its object of study— and thus 

included the history of science and philosophy of science alongside the sociology and psychology of 

science (they also include a branch which deals specifically with organisational issues pertaining to 

science as a fifth division of the science of science as they envisioned it) as branches of their proposed 

discipline. Here I will diverge from their original conception, I instead conceive of a complete meta-

inquiry as the empirical study of academic inquiry (thus defined according to the object of 

investigation and the kind of methods used to investigate it). Hence, I intend on excluding the 

philosophy of science and history of science. My main motivation for this modification being that 

following Ossowska and Ossowski in modelling the field on existing sciences (see their analogy with 

linguistics on page 7), our contemporary understanding of the word “science” seems to render the 

inclusion of history and philosophy as thoroughly scientific, problematic (e.g.  the philosophers and 

historians of science are trained as historians and philosophers not scientists and are employed by 

separate departments than the sciences they study, with cognitive science being a special case)46. 

Although I admit there will be difficult cases at the borders47. I would also like to place more 

emphasis on scientific study of non-scientific fields of inquiry in addition to the study of scientific 

ones, which is not explicitly excluded from the Ossowska and Ossowski’s science of science, yet 

receives no mention in their article. Although this dearth of attention to non-scientific inquiry may be 

accounted for by the non-existence of such investigations at the time and not an oversight on the 

Ossowska and Ossowski’s part.  Despite these modifications, much of what the Ossowska and 

Ossowski said was prescient and insightful, such as emphasizing and developing the strong emphasis 

on multilevel inquiry. 

Yet, as if they had never written, the field they were hoping to unify remains scattered and disunfied 

today. I thus offer a renewal of their attempt at unification.  

 
46 This is not to deny the Quinean (1951) thesis of a continuity between philosophical and scientific 

investigation, it is merely to note what our current conception of science picks out as members of the set to 

which it refers, and to adjust the conception of meta-inquiry accordingly. Of course, this still allows for the 

meta-inquiry to be informed and/or studied by philosophers, much in the same way other sciences are. Although 

a field which studies other fields itself being studied by one of its subjects may seem to open up a sort of infinite 

recursive nesting of meta-investigations, I see no reason why this ought to be avoided as long as it produces the 

outputs sought by those doing the investigating.     
47 For instance, those like Barsegyhan (2015) who use accounts from the history of science as data. 
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6.2 On Contemporary Meta-inquiry 

Work in the neo-Ossowskian empirically restricted spirit delineated above has been carried out in 

many corners of the academy since the call of the Ossowska and Ossowski (1936). This work includes 

but is not limited to, most famously, Woolgar and Latour’s (1979) sociology of science, and the rest of 

science and technology studies which has grown out of it48, as well as the related, but less well-known 

sociology of intellectuals and sociology of knowledge (e.g. Baert 2015, Baert and Susen 2017 and 

Manheim, 1949). In addition to these sociologically focused fields, there is work which has been 

carried out relatively independently of these headings, and which targets other levels of analysis, for 

instance: Belver Griffiths’ science of scientific communication and information exchange (1989), 

Gregory Fiest’s psychology of science (2006, 2012), and the scientometrically focused Science of 

science (e.g. Fortunato et al 2018).  More recent additions include the new fields of experimental 

philosophy of science (Griffiths and Stotz, 2008; Stotz, 2009; Machery, 2016; Steel, Gonnerman and 

O’Rourke, 2017) and scientonomy (Barseghyan, 2015). Although the fields listed thus far have been 

completely science-centric this does not mean that current meta-inquiry (or more accurately at this 

stage, proto-metainquity) is uninterested in non-scientific inquiry. For instance, work in expertise 

research on mathematical, historical, and literary critical expertise, as well as work on mathematical 

intuition and heuristics (e.g.  Wineburg 1991, Schoenfeld 1985 and Peskin, 1998), show that if ever 

there was once a dearth of empirical investigation of non-scientific academic inquiry, it is now 

steadily dissipating. 

In addition to the fields and research programmes just mentioned, the repeated emergence of the term 

“metascience” in a number of different contexts is also an indicator of the enduring recognition for the 

value of second order inquiry of not only a philosophical and/or historical character, but also, and 

more importantly for our current purposes, an empirical one. The many meanings of “metascience” 

include its recent use by some psychologists as an umbrella term for philosophy, history, sociology 

and psychology of science (e.g. Webster, 2008), and it’s use by another, more diverse, group of 

scientists to denote work on topics like the prevalence and etiology of replication failure etc 

(e.g.Munafò et al., 2017). 

It is thus clear that the value of the kind of meta-disciplines continues to be recognized and thus the 

raw material for the kind of unified enterprise proposed by Ossowski and Ossowska, still exists. Not 

only this, but as is evidenced by some of the recently established fields listed above, this pool of raw 

material is growing.       

6.3 Observing the Fragmentation of Contemporary Meta-inquiry 

Unfortunately, the fields just listed are nowhere near forming the cohesive whole the Ossowska and 

Ossowski’s hoped would take shape. In fact, many of these fields are isolated from each other to the 

point of not being aware of each other in some cases. To illustrate this mutual isolation and/or 

hostility, one simply needs to look at the citation practices in the latest handbooks and review articles 

of some of these disciplines. To this end I reviewed the Handbook of Science of Technology Studies 

(2016) and The Handbook of the Psychology of Science (2012) as a case study of one such 

relationship49. These works provide useful windows into the fields they represent as they are 

 
48 See Felt et al (2016)for a recent overview of this work. 
49 I have selected these disciplines as a case study since they are paradigmatic examples of disciplines which 

operate on different levels of analysis. Although the generalizable conclusions one can draw from such a case 

study are limited, from informal review of material representative of some of the other relevant fields bear these 
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specifically designed to provide a broad overview of recent work therein. A preliminary keyword50 

search of each of these works yielded the following findings: 

6.3.1 The Sociology of Science’s Interaction with the of Psychology of Science  

29 appearances of the word “psychology” and 40 appearances of the word “cognitive” were found in 

the Handbook of Science and Technology Studies. None of the appearances of these words refer to 

work in the psychology of science. This is some evidence that there is very little awareness (if any at 

all) of or interaction with the psychology of science coming from scholars in science and technology 

studies. 

6.3.2 The Psychology of Science’s Interaction with Science and Technology Studies 

79 mention of “sociology” and 19 appearances of the term “science studies” in the Handbook of 

Psychology of Science. All of these were used to refer the sociology of science and science studies 

respectively. Most of the authors who contributed to this volume viewed the sociology of science as 

the field which science and technology studies grew out of. Most of these references to these fields 

are either to note and discuss this historical relationship or note the severe shortcomings of current 

science and technology studies, or both. This negative appraisal of science and technology studies by 

psychologists of science is most concisely expressed by the founder of contemporary psychology of 

science, Gregory Feist’s in different volume (Capaldi and Proctor, 2012), in which claims that:  

sociology of science is or was mostly an empirical science. From the 1930s until the 1970s 

sociologists of science collected large-scale data sets and tested hypotheses statistically (Cole 

& Cole, 1973; Merton, 1973; Zuckerman, 1977). In the late 1970s, however, things started to 

change with the advent of the social constructivist movement in the science and the scientific 

method no longer held sway and the methods moved away from traditional hypothesis testing 

and statistical inference. The field became more focused on qualitative data analysis at best 

and it became antiscience at worst—to use Jonathan Cole’s phrase, it became “voodoo 

sociology” (Cole, 1996; Feist, 2006c).  (2012, p. 22) 

There is thus evidence that although psychologists of science are aware of and do interact with the 

sociologically focused science studies, this interaction is usually in the form of disagreement and 

occasional denigration.  

Thus, although all these fields share an object and approach the same empirical outlook, divergent 

conceptions of and goals for their respective enterprise, coupled with the lack of communication 

observed in previous section is a recipe for disciplines insulated from what could be fruitful exchange. 

Such that even if they are aware of each other, they have become too different in their self-

conceptions to recognize the opportunity for such mutually beneficial exchange. Hence, despite these 

disciplines fitting into Ossowska and Ossowski’s overall framework as well as my own, they have not 

coalesced into the coherent whole that they or I have envisioned.  

6.4 Why Unification is Needed 

The above all presupposes the desirability of integrating multiple levels of analysis (e.g. neural, 

cognitive and social). But why take such an approach?  

 
conclusions out. It is my hope that future research will more systematically corroborate these findings with a 

larger and more diverse database.  
50 The keywords used were selected because they were the most likely to be used when referencing the fields of 

interest.  
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One reason is that even those on opposing sides of the hostile relations between disciplines like 

science and technology studies and psychology of science, already recognize the utility of such 

approach in order to achieve a complete understanding of their shared object of interest. For instance, 

Feist, chief architect of contemporary psychology of science, gives the following characterization of 

the relation of his field to others that also take science as their object: 

Indeed, psychology can offer not only a psychological perspective to science studies, but also 

a methodological and theoretical one. Compared to other studies of science—with the 

exception of history—psychology of science is the only discipline to focus on the 

development of the individual scientist in the context of his or her social environment and 

group. Moreover, psychology of science is unique in that it focuses on influences such as 

intelligence, motivation, personality, and development over the lifespan of scientific interest, 

thought, ability, and achievement (Feist, 2006b; Gholson, Shadish, Neimeyer, & Houts, 1989; 

Proctor & Capaldi, 2012; Shadish & Fuller, 1994; Simonton, 2009). (2012, p.4) 

Despite Feist’s denigrating remarks cited earlier, this statement seems to recognize the utility of the 

social-level investigation carried out by other disciplines which also take science as their object. It 

also shows that he conceives of the individual level of analysis as continuous with this higher-level of 

investigation and as adding to the understanding of the phenomena provided by these higher-level 

investigations. 

Similarly, Knorr-Cetina, one of the founding scholars of science and technology studies, commenting 

on the sources she draws on in building her model of intuitive theorizing in the social sciences, admits 

that: 

I draw on the neurophysiological and cognitive psychology literature […] since these are 

areas that can go further with intuition than we can in the social sciences with our action-level 

data… Neurophysiology opens up a field of inquiry at precisely the point where social 

scientists get stuck—although sociology and similar fields have long been aware of the 

existence of this same area. (2014, p. 33) 

Interestingly, consonant with what we saw in the handbook of science studies above, she doesn’t draw 

on the psychology of science, which, given these remarks, seems more likely due to a lack of 

awareness than a lack of openness. Nonetheless, her statement indicates an acceptance of a multi-level 

picture also endorsed by Feist above. 

Thus, there seems to be a shared recognition by pioneering scholars of both the individual and social 

level of investigation of academic inquiry, that in order to reach complete understanding of inquiry, 

multilevel investigation is necessary. 

In this regard Geisler’s work relied on in the foregoing investigation is illuminating, as it illustrates 

what a combined socio-cognitive approach to the study of inquiry looks like and what its fruits are. 

Her thesis is that the particular shape of academic cognition (briefly explicated in an earlier chapter) is 

what it is because of wider social forces (chief among them professionalization and specialization). 

She goes about gathering evidence for this using literature, methods, and findings from the cognitive 

study of expertise as well as sociological studies of expertise. Her findings thus show how both social 

and individual level data can be combined to build mutually illuminating models of phenomena of 

interest to both sociologically and psychological inclined scholars, which could not be accomplished 

if just one of these levels was focused on. 

A field combining investigations on various levels also brings with it other advantages, like the ability 

to better answer interstitial questions which currently are not in the purview of any one field. For 

http://etd.uwc.ac.za/ 
 



80 

example, meta-inquirers could help answer interesting questions about the relations between fields, 

such as by using scientometric methods to investigate whether philosophy helps the sciences (or a 

particular science) advance, which has been a controversial question among philosophers and 

scientists alike51. 

6.5 The Problem of Divergent Disciplinary Paradigms 

A significant impediment to the formation of meta-inquiry as described above are the divergent 

philosophical orientations52 of many of the would-be constituent disciplines. For example, Capaldi 

and Proctor (2012) bring attention to the fact that:  

one of the issues that has made it hard for psychologists of science to discuss their work with 

some of the sociologists and anthropologists who take a constructivist, postmodern approach 

to science studies…[is that] that postmodernism assumes reality is little else but an agreement 

among members of a culture. (p.13)  

Proctor and Capaldi see this as antithetical to the naturalistic approach required for a progressive 

study of science.  

This sort of philosophical incompatibility among the scholars of different stripes interested in the 

empirical study of science thus poses a problem for the formation of a cohesive discipline such as 

meta-inquiry. If the formation of a successful interdisciplinary field requires a unified 

philosophical/conceptual framework, the existence of such deep philosophical schisms would be fatal 

to the vision of unification expounded above.  

One theorist who affirms the necessity of such a shared conceptual framework is Thagard (2005) in 

his discussion of the place of interdisciplinarity in cognitive science.  Thagard asserts that, “for an 

interdisciplinary field to have an intellectual purpose, it must involve ideas that cut across disciplinary 

boundaries” (p. 328), and that, “for cognitive science, the most important ideas have been mental 

representation, computational procedures, and the brain as a representational-computational engine” 

(ibid.). It may be argued that Thagard’s reference to “ideas which cut across disciplinary boundaries” 

is ambiguous between interdisciplinary ideas as the first-level inputs and outputs of the investigations 

in these fields (such as Geisler’s thesis above) or constituents of the more fundamental philosophico-

conceptual frameworks which we have been discussing thus far.  Though his statement does admit 

such ambiguity, the specific concepts he subsequently refers to do play the latter role in cognitive 

science (Searle 1990). I therefore interpret Thagard as meaning “ideas” in this latter sense. Thus, if 

Thagard is right, given what we’ve seen above about the philosophical disagreement in the 

metasciences, meta-inquiry is a non-starter.    

However, in the same paper in which Thagard professes the necessity of shared core conceptual 

commitments as a condition for a unified interdisciplinary field, he also makes a passing and 

dismissive reference to those he calls “Heideggarians” (2005, p. 328) who reject these core ideas. Yet 

while Thagard may be correct when he states that those who reject representationalism and 

computationalism are a minority, he understates the size of this growing minority53. If a growing 

number of cognitive scientists reject the core tenants of traditional cognitive science 

(representationalism and computationalism), yet are still cognitive scientists, then acceptance of these 

 
51 For example, Richard Feynman famously claimed that “philosophy of science is as useful to scientists as 

ornithology is to birds” (Feynman, n.d, as cited by Birch 1990) 
52 In what follows, in order to avoid repetitiveness, I use a number of terms to refer to these philosophical 

orientations, include “conceptual framework(s)”, “paradigm(s)”, “philosophico-conceptual framework” etc.   
53 See Menary 2010. 
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commitments cannot be a necessary criterion for membership to cognitive science. What the 

Heideggerians do share with traditional cognitivists is a shared object of investigation (cognition) and 

methods of investigation (empirical, computational and philosophical analysis)54. I thus contend that 

an interdisciplinary field needs only a shared object of study and set of methods to remain unified (at 

least unified enough to maintain fruitful cross talk and mutual awareness)55. 

I also contend that unification based on this object and method criteria has some advantages over also 

requiring a shared conceptual framework. Dogon and Pahre (1990) survey (though informally) the 

evidence for the existence of a phenomena they call “fragmentation” (p. 20), which they define as the 

tendency of sciences (they examine the social science in particular) to split into subdisciplines that 

sometimes completely lose contact with their home discipline and become disciplines of their own or 

combine with subdisciplines from other fields and then form hybrid disciplines.  A conception of 

interdisciplinarity that does not require conceptual and/or theoretical convergence on top of the 

requirement for methodological similarity and a shared object provides fewer dimensions along which 

this fragmentation can occur.  As such my proposal allows for longer maintenance of what Thargard 

calls an interdisciplinary “trading zone”56(2005, p. 328), which is a field which allows the trading of 

ideas, findings, methods etc between disciplines, and thus proves beneficial for all participants, than 

does conceptions such as Thagard’s which also require conceptual cohesion. 

When we look passed the differences of paradigm, we see that there are still sharable methods and 

sharable databases. For instance, Dunbar’s observations of scientists in the laboratory has much in 

common with the investigations of Latour and Woolgar using the same methods, despite the former 

belonging to the naturalistic psychology of science camp, and the latter being a contribution to the 

constructivist science and technology studies.  This overlap in object of study and methodology is 

enough to bond cognitive science, it should be therefore be enough to unify meta-inquiry. 

6.6 On the Meta-inquiry of Philosophy 

Now that the scope of meta-inquiry has been clarified, we can begin to situate the investigation 

detailed in the foregoing chapters as a contribution to a sub-field of it that I will call the meta-inquiry 

of philosophy (MOP). This sub-field is concerned with the multilevel empirical investigation of 

philosophy and philosophers. More specifically my project is a contribution to the cognitive level of 

this enterprise. 

So defined, this area of investigation can be viewed as predating the recent rise of contemporary the 

overlapping project of experimental philosophy, going back to 1926 with the publication of Alexander 

Herzberg’s book The Psychology of Philosophers. It continued into the late 20th century with works 

such as Steven’s Bartlett’s articles on the psychology of philosophy, such as the first, albeit 

rudimentary, application of protocol analysis to philosophy (1978), which I addressed in an earlier 

chapter. This later 20th century strain of MOP also includes Randall Collins’ The Sociology of 

Philosophies (1998) and Johnson and Lakoff’s Philosophy in the Flesh (1999) (a study of philosophy 

and philosophers from the perspective of cognitive linguistics and embodied cognitive science). These 

 
54 Some may say they also share the same goal--understanding cognition. However, the push from the 

computational side of cognitive science for AI and AGI, whether or not its intelligence is due to cognition to 

anything like human or animal cognition, problematizes this supposition of a shared goal. Since these 

computational researchers are not necessarily interested in understanding the human or animal mind as has been 

the goal of cognitive science since its inception. 
55 This is not to deny the importance of more practical cohesion such as shared societies, journals, degree 

programmes etc (see Feist, 2012), it just points out that this does not seem to necessarily presuppose a shared 

conceptual framework. 
56 See Kramnick’s (2012) notion of “horizontal interdisciplinarity” (p. 435) for a similar concept. 
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historical antecedents reflect the multilevel and pluralistic nature of MOP as I envision it, that is, as a 

field of inquiry which uses tools from a number of disciplines to illuminate the social, cognitive and 

neural underpinnings of the discipline of philosophy. 

6.6.1 Is It Really Distinct from Experimental Philosophy 

Since this the MOP shares with experimental philosophy a reliance on empirical methods and, at least 

sometimes, the inclusion of actual philosophers as subjects, it is fair to wonder how distinct these 

enterprises actually are from each other. 

This question is made difficult by the lack of a consensus on the essential features of experimental 

philosophy (Stich and Tobia, 2016). So, for instance, where some of its practitioners place emphasis 

on the use of empirical methods to contribute to answering traditionally philosophical questions (e.g. 

Friedman and Jack, 2017), others downplay the difference between experimental philosophy and other 

investigations of mental phenomena, with some even claiming that it is just an ordinary part of the 

cognitive sciences (e.g. Knobe, 2016). Thus “experimental philosophy” can be viewed an umbrella 

term for a number of distinct research programmes. Some of these overlap with the MOP as 

envisioned here due to their focus on the cognition of trained philosophers (e.g. Schwitzgebel and 

Cushman, 2012, 2015) and others overlap with meta-inquiry more generally due to their focus on the 

cognition of trained scientists (e.g. Stotz 2009, Griffiths and Stotz 2008, Machery 2016 and Steel et al 

2017), but most others do not overlap with either57. 

Meta-inquiry of philosophy includes these contributions to experimental philosophy without itself 

being entirely reducible to experimental philosophy, firstly because only a handful of investigations in 

experimental philosophy focuses on the cognition of actual philosophers and/or scientists. Secondly, 

even those that do share this focus show no inclination toward an integrated multi-level understanding 

of their subjects or contributing to such understanding (for instance, Machery 2016 only flags the 

importance of the psychology of science for experimental philosophy of science).  Thirdly, meta-

inquiry of philosophy encompasses all empirical methods used to study its object, including 

approaches that make use of methods of corpus linguists (e.g. Mizrahi and Ashton 2017) and social 

network analysis (e.g. Collins 1998), which have not been embraced under the banner of experimental 

philosophy. These fields are thus sometimes overlapping but mostly separate. 

6.6.2 Why Should We Establish this New Field? 

Regarding the payoffs of the MOP, much of what was said above about meta-inquiry in general can be 

applied here. For instance, here too there have been researchers of different stripes who recognize the 

need for multi-level investigation. Besides Geisler’s work which studies philosophy from exactly such 

a perspective, philosophers such as Morrow and Sula (2011) also recognize this need. They thus seek 

to establish what they call “naturalized metaphilosophy” (p. 1), which would combine methods and 

findings from the sociology of philosophy and the cognitive sciences to shed light on philosophers 

and the philosophical enterprise. The unique ability of an integrated multilevel approach to offer a 

comprehensive understanding of philosophizing in its entirety is thus already attested to by various 

researchers. 

Even in some places where this realization has not yet been had, it is evident that such an approach 

would be helpful. For example, in Collin’s sociological investigation of philosophy, central to the 

theory he develops is the concept of “emotional energy” (1998, p. 7). Unfortunately, he does not give 

a detailed description of what this amounts to. Here it seems obvious that cognitive and/or neural level 

 
57 See Knobe 2016 for a systematic review of the literature in which he makes a similar point. 
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investigations, such as Thagard’s (2002) work on the role of affect in the scientific inquiry, could be 

useful.  

What the MOP has to offer can also be illustrated by the example of my own fledgling research 

programme. As has been evident throughout the previous chapters my aim is the accurate qualitative 

modelling of the process of philosophizing at the cognitive level. Although this investigation focuses 

on cognition, it draws on the socio-cognitive work of Geisler, and is open to being extended in more 

sociological directions (for instance, in order to answer the question of why the process of 

philosophizing has the features that I have observed).  

Unlike other existing investigations of philosophical cognition embedded in experimental philosophy, 

the current investigation is not primarily driven by the goal of intervening in the metaphilosophical 

debate regarding the reliability of philosophical methodology. It aims only to provide a 

comprehensive description of the process, and thus can be seen as more akin to work in the 

psychological literature on creativity and expertise in various other domains (e.g. Dunbar 1997, 

Schoenfeld 1985, Wineburg 1998 etc). Since the output of this process is/will be an accurate stage 

model of the philosophical process, it enables what I will call “cognitive comparison”, with other 

similarly constructed stage (or componential) models of the processing of experts of other kinds in 

other contexts (many of which already exist). This cognitive comparison could yield various 

“advisory” (Darden 2006, p. 10) outputs if it is found that practitioners in one domain are making use 

of cognitive strategies and/or heuristics which may be useful to practitioners in another domain where 

these strategies and/or heuristics are yet to be employed. This approach is based on Darden (2006) 

wherein she examines evidence from the history of science to construct a model of the strategies that 

historical scientists could have used to make the discoveries they did. Since she does not claim that 

these were the strategies that were used or ought to have been used, but nonetheless advises that 

contemporary scientists use them in situations where they might be useful, she calls the models she 

produces advisory, rather than descriptive or normative. The procedure of cognitive comparison 

sketched above can thus be seen as a way of constructing such advisory models based on accurate 

descriptive models that are constructed on the bases of observational/experimental rather than 

historical data.   

Cognitive comparison could also take place between philosophical and lay cognition. For instance, in 

the realm of political argumentation, and protocols gathered in investigations such as these could be 

used for the dissemination of such advisory models, for instance through their use pedagogical 

contexts (as successfully piloted by Bartlett, 1978). 

None of the above is to deny that this investigation can also make contributions to metaphilosophy. As 

stated earlier, the work presented here can also form the basis for a more accurate description of the 

philosophical process than is offered by the current standard model. It thus provides a more accurate 

grounding for the metaphilosophical debates reviewed earlier. In addition to this, cognitive 

comparison could also help in answering the comparative questions which often crop up in 

metaphilosophy, such as questions about the similarities and relation between continental and analytic 

philosophy (e.g. Gutting, 2011), philosophy and mathematics (Aberdein and Dove, 2013) and 

philosophy and the sciences (Nado, 2015). 

6.7 Conclusion 

The cognitive investigation presented herein is thus to be understood as a contribution to a discipline 

that I call meta-inquiry, which is an interdisciplinary field which has yet to achieve full realization, 

but can and ought to. More specifically, my investigation ought to be seen as step toward the 

establishment of a branch of meta-inquiry which I call the meta-inquiry of philosophy, which overlaps 
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with, but is not identical to, experimental philosophy. This field is valuable in its own right as it is able 

to, not only improve our understanding of philosophy for metaphilosophical purposes, but also 

(among other things) assist in the construction of advisory models which could improve cognition in 

various domains, with investigations such as mine as their basis.  
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Appendix A 

Table 1: Coding scheme for intuitive processing  

Coding criteria Sources Examples from protocol 

It is an initial reaction or 

automatic response 

Epstein (2011 as cited in 

Baldachinno et al 2014) 

“that's funny…” 

“Ya, that's kind of conceptually 

interesting.” 

It represents recognition of 

patterns (largely based on 

experience, expertise and 

knowledge): 

●  The argument seems 

familiar, similar to others the 

participant has seen (despite 

the fact that the participant has 

never read Morris’ article or 

heard about the non-identity 

problem) 

● Detection of problems, 

anomalies 

Dutta & Crossan (2005 as cited 

in Baldachinno et al 2014) 

Hodgkinson et al. (2008 as 

cited in Baldachinno et al 

2014) 

Klein (2004 as cited in 

Baldachinno et al 2014) 

Miller & Ireland (2005 as cited 

in Baldachinno et al 2014) 

Simon (1995 as cited in 

Baldachinno et al 2014) 

Witteman & van Geenen (2010 

as cited in Baldachinno et al 

2014) 

 

“Okay, so it's going to be that 

kind of an argument’ 

“Good luck trying to convince 

or persuade social justice 

warriors of reasonable 

principles of personal identity.” 

“Okay cool, the problem with 

this principle is it doesn't sound 

nearly as intuitive.” 

“Isn’t there like a kind of a 

category mistake here man?” 

It is a spontaneous generation 

of a (p-creative) idea, 

alternative or solution, or what 

Sadler-Smith would call 

‘divergent’ 

(2004: 161) 

 

Sadler-Smith (2004 as cited in 

Baldachinno et al 2014)  

 

“I just had a thought now um 

what if V tacitly bequeaths  his 

claims to subsequent 

descendants, maybe I should 

make a note of that” 

“What if these cases often don't 

they involve the real cases, 

don't they involve cases where 

W is actually not an individual, 

where W1 is actually a society” 

 

It is emotionally laden Dane & Pratt (2007 as cited in 

Baldachinno et al 2014) 

Sinclair & Ashkanasy (2005 as 

cited in Baldachinno et al 

2014) 

 

‘(laughs) that's funny.’ 

“Oh dear God!” 
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It represents an instant 

judgement or a rapid, confident 

decision to accept or reject an 

argument or claim (despite the 

lack of information available) 

Dane & Pratt (2007 as cited in 

Baldachinno et al 2014) 

Simon (1995 as cited in 

Baldachinno et al 2014) 

 

‘Ok wait. I’m talking kak here 

man.’ 

‘’Oh that's not bad actually, 

this Sher thing might work.” 

“okay sure, yes, yes, all very 

good.” 

It represents an inability to 

give a rational justification for 

why the decision was made, or 

it makes reference to intuition, 

gut feeling etc. 

BUT ‘if participants 

immediately mention their 

decision and only then 

continue to give reasons pro 

(and con) they may be assumed 

to have reached their (initial) 

decision intuitively, and their 

reasons could be called post-

hoc justifications’  

Witteman & van 

Geenen (2010 as cited in 

Baldachinno et al 2014) 

Epstein (2011 as cited in 

Baldachinno et al 2014) 

Simon (1995 as cited in 

Baldachinno et al 2014) 

Simon (1987 as cited in 

Baldachinno et al 2014) 

Witteman & van Geenen (2010 

as cited in Baldachinno et al 

2014) 

 

“Um (shakes head) I can't put 

my finger on it.” 

‘’ That seems... that seems 

weird to me because, the point 

is, it, it may…”  

“Urm.. for some reason I 

suspect that that has some 

bearing on my approach to it, 

to Morris's views, urm, and 

does it seem like...it seems 

maybe profoundly 

deterministic, in a sense 

because urm, ja its weird” 

‘’both urm, as I have the strong 

impulse that injustice must, in 

some sense, be rectified for, to 

take the less bloodless term, 

avenged, but at the same 

time…” 

 

 

Seem True/special 

phenomenology: 

either says is accompanied by 

special phenomenology 

or 

 uses the word seems or 

cognates 

Cappelen (2012) 

Mizrahi and Moti (2017) 

“And that seems to the first 

issue to me here.  Because, it 

seems odd to think of like, it 

seems really weird to think 

that, urm, that the existence of 

my  son who we know 

retrospectively can say has 

come about, That that he was 

somehow, that existence is 

somehow affected by a climate 

policy, urm China's climate 

policy  in the 70's’” 

“Urm i can just expound on 

this a little bit.  on one hand, it 

seems an intuitive idea that we 

should always act to make the 
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world a better  place, and that 

the past no longer exists, i.e. 

does not count in ethics.” 

Rock:  

If in a context C, evidence and 

arguments are given for p and 

those arguments evidence plays 

a significant argumentative role 

in C, that is evidence that p is 

not Rock relative to C. The 

existence of a context C 0 in 

which you can get away with 

claiming p without providing 

argument or other evidence is 

irrelevant to p’s status in C, 

unless there is some clear 

evidence in C that what goes 

on in C 0 matters for p’s status 

in C. 

 Cappelen (2012) “My intuition says yes.” 

Based solely on conceptual 

competence. First, if the writer 

says that the judgment is based 

solely on conceptual 

competence, that would be 

good evidence in favor of the 

writer trying to rely on F3 

explicitly deny it). 

Second, if there are explicit 

discussions of the following 

kind in a debate over the 

answer to some question Q that 

would constitute evidence of 

an attempt to rely on F3: 

 Cappelen (2012) Since there were no 

occurrences of this 

phenomenon evident in the 

protocols include here 

Cappelen’s description of what 

this would look like: 

A: The answer to Q is p. 

B: Are you basing p solely on 

your conceptual competence? 

It seems to 

me you are relying on 

experience and memory in a 

way that goes 

beyond what is required for 

conceptual competence. 

A: I disagree. Let me explain: 

here is what I mean by 

concept: Blah1. 

Note that these are the 

concepts involved in the 

judgment that p: Blah2. 

Here is what I mean by ‘based 

solely on’: Blah 3. 
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Creative intuition [that which] 

occurs when a new 

interpretation of a situation or 

the solution to a problem 

suddenly springs into 

conscious awareness, seems 

obviously correct, and is 

accompanied by a surprising 

and emotional experience 

known as the “Aha” 

phenomenon (equivalent to 

spontaneous generation+ 

positive emotion laden+ 

confidence) 

Thagard (2014) 

Seakgwa (2017) 

This did not occur in protocols 

but see below for some 

interview evidence of an 

occurrence. 

Rapid reading of the text and 

quick scanning of the task 

scenario 

Dane & Pratt (2007 as cited in 

Baldachinno et al 2014) 

Klein (2004 as cited in 

Baldachinno et al 2014) 

Simon (1995 as cited in 

Baldachinno et al 2014) 

 

(Reading text Loudly) “the act 

under scrutiny generates.” 

(followed by rapid scrolling 

through the text) 

(Scrolling down, Reading text 

Loudly) “It is not just close-to-

home choices relating to 

procreation” (followed by 

rapid scrolling through the 

text) 

High confidence in decision Dane & Pratt (2007 as cited in 

Baldachinno et al 2014) 

Simon (1987 as cited in 

Baldachinno et al 2014) 

Witteman & van Geenen (2010 

as cited in Baldachinno et al 

2014) 

“but VN could just as well 

have been other individual 

doesn't matter that…” 

“Yeah, I don't buy that 

argument at all” 
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Appendix B 

Table 2: Coding scheme for analytical processing 

coding criteria Sources examples from protocol 

15)It represents what Klein 

describes as ‘the process of 

trying to understand a problem 

by breaking it down into its 

components and then 

performing logical and/or 

mathematical operations on 

these components’ (2004: 74) 

Klein (2004 as cited in 

Baldachinno et al 2014) 

 

“So, Morris gives us a 

definition of rectification, urm, 

of rectification of past wrongs, 

urm, and then gives an 

example of, urm, land claims 

of various North American 

Indians.” 

“(Speaking) So there's a more 

immediate problem and until 

we understand what's going on 

there, arguing about the 

....problem” 

 

 

16) It involves a deliberate 

effort at what sadler- smith 

describes as ‘reasoning the 

decision through by a process 

of analysis’ (2008: 35) 

Sadler-Smith (2008 as cited in 

Baldachinno et al 2014) 

 

“I was just reproducing a 

thought in head again” 

“okay cool, that's the principle 

that in my response, I will have 

to somehow attack” 

17) It is characterized by 

attention to objective data such 

as market trends and statistics, 

prices and other information 

that is relevant to the task at 

hand 

 

Dane & Pratt (2007 as cited in 

Baldachinno et al 2014) 

Dean & Sharfman (1993 as 

cited in Baldachinno et al 

2014) 

Gustafsson (2006 as cited in 

Baldachinno et al 2014) 

Sadler-smith (2008 as cited in 

Baldachinno et al 2014) 

 

 

“Ya, okay, that seems about 

right, urm, because receiving 

stolen goods IS kind of a 

crime, if I buy stolen stuff, they 

would lock me up” 

“Law's not bad actually, law 

insists on damages for there to 

be a delict.” 

18)Reference is made to the 

lack of information available, 

or respondent seeks more 

information (including re-

reading/closer examination of 

the text provided) 

Dean & Sharfman (1993 as 

cited in Baldachinno et al 

2014) 

 

“Okay, gotta go to Parfit for 

that.” 

“Okay but before I go there, I 

think I must go back to... here.”  
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19) It represents a rational 

justification for a choice or 

decision. As explained by 

Witteman and van Geenen, ‘the 

more reasons, the more 

deliberation is used in the 

process’, especially if 

participants ‘mention their 

decision only after their 

reasoning’ (2010: 56–57) 

 

Simon (1987 as cited in 

Baldachinno et al 2014) 

Witteman & van Geenen (2010 

as cited in Baldachinno et al 

2014) 

 

“See um any number of factors 

that are causally necessary for 

VN's birth could also been 

possible , but it's it's that 

doesn't make logical sense to 

think of VN in that way” 

“and then my response will be 

something about how urm that 

would conflict with ton of our 

other intuitions and so it's 

ultimately untenable.” 

 

21)It is a conscious search for 

alternatives, ideas, solutions 

Coget (2011 as cited in 

Baldachinno et al 2014) 

“Then I need an idea...” 

“well urm, cool, Im going to go 

for a really terrible title so I'm 

going to call it..” 

22)There is a comparison of 

claims/arguments 

Coget (2011 as cited in 

Baldachinno et al 2014) 

Klein (2004 as cited in 

Baldachinno et al 2014) 

 

“This reminds me a lot of 

David Benatar's arguments in 

'Better never to have been'.” 

“OK he is using all the small 

numbers the degree of 

generation, I don't think that 

has an issue, I don't think that 

is an issue for me because the 

V then simply becomes V, 

Wayde becomes V or Wesley 

becomes V or whatever and 

Wayde will be Wayde 1 to note 

that um to show that he is the 

first descendant of Mark, um 

but they don't, what would 

pseudo V be, weird” 

 

23) It represents a delay in 

making a commitment to 

accept or reject the 

claim/argument until more 

information is gathered (search 

for more information) 

 

Dean & Sharfman (1993 as 

cited in Baldachinno et al 

2014) 

 

“Ur, I dunno about that.” 

“Urm, I mean is this, I dunno, 

let's see.” 
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Slower reading of the text and 

careful inspection of the task 

scenario 

Dane & Pratt (2007 as cited in 

Baldachinno et al 2014) 

(Loudly reading the text) “if it 

was the case that VN is 

conceived after A then the 

counterfactual claim is simply 

not true” (short pause) 
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Appendix C 

Table 14: Coding scheme for idea generation 

Criteria Source Example 

Formal and informal 

logical analysis: 

Formal: 

• Uses formal 

apparatus to 

analyse 

claims, 

thought 

experiments  

Or  

Informal 

• Participant 

makes 

explicit 

mention of 

argument 

forms/struct

ure (e.g by 

invoking 

concepts of 

modus 

tollens) 

and/or 

properties 

of these 

form/struct

ures and  

such as 

validity 

soundness, 

truth 

strength or 

cogency 

Or  

• Evidence 

suggesting 

attending to 

Seakg

wa 

(2017) 

(Reading from Morris’ text) "Whatever the measure... relevant to 

the matter of rectificatory justice, for the latter notion is 

backward looking..."  //Okay, well that is true, once you start 

thinking about welfare maximising, then it's easy to lose sight of 

the past.// Then the past gets corrected, but in a contingent way, 

not by logical, sort of moral link.// 
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arguments 

and/claims 

and 

evaluating 

them by 

entertaining 

objections 

and 

disputing or 

excepting 

them by 

further 

argument 

(even if 

enthymemic

)  

Check extreme and 

near-extreme cases 

(Assists with 

generating thought 

experiments): 

Participant tries to 

locate a problem 

with a 

claim/argument/cas

e by “look for 

trouble among 

extreme cases—the 

first, or the last, or 

the biggest, or the 

smallest, or the 

best, or the worst, 

or the smelliest…” 

(Hajek 2014, p. 7) or 

near such cases.  

(Hajek 

2014) 

“Some philosophers regard 'every event has a cause' to be a 

necessary truth. At first, one may wonder how to argue against 

this claim—where should one start? The heuristic guides the 

search for a counterexample: start with extreme events. For 

instance, start with the start. The first event is an extreme event: 

the big bang. There was no prior event to cause it; it surely didnot 

cause itself; and it surely was not retro-caused by some later 

event—so we have our counterexample.” (Hajek 2014, p. 7) 

Death by 

diagonalization (AKA 

reflexivity/self-

reference) (assists 

with informal logical 

analysis): 

Participant takes a 

philosophical thesis, 

(Hajek 

2014) 

“Realism is often stated as a thesis of mind-independence: ‘to be 

a realist about X is to be committed to the mind-independence of 

X. But what about realists about minds, as most of us are? They 

are surely not committed to minds being mind-independent.” 

(Hajek 2014, p. 14) 
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and makes it refer to 

itself, or appeals to 

self-referential 

cases.  (Hajek 2014, 

p. 13) 

 

 

Self-undermining 

views (assists with 

informal logical 

analysis): 

Participant points 

out that “the 

position [i.e. claim 

or argument] itself 

falls in the domain 

that it purports to 

cover. The 

proponent of the 

position potentially 

faces a charge of a 

kind of philosophical 

hypocrisy 

(presumably 

unintended)” (Hajek 

2014, p. 15) 

(Hajek

, 2014) 

“Truth is relative, not objective” is an oft-heard slogan in these 

post-modern times. But someone who says it seems to regard it 

as an objective truth” (Hajek, p. 15) 

Begetting new 

arguments out of 

old (assists with 

generating thought 

experiments): 

Participant 

“transforms existing 

argument from one 

domain to 

another.”(Hajek, 

p.22) 

 

 (Hajek 

2014) 

“Pollock’s (1983) example of the Ever-better wine causes trouble 

for the principle of rationality that one should maximize expected 

utility. The longer you wait to open the bottle of wine, the better 

it gets. When should you open it? We can specify the case so that 

any time seems to be too soon; yet never opening it is the worst 

option of all. Now transform this into a moral problem: the longer 

you wait to administer the Ever-better drug to a patient, the 

greater it will benefit her. When should you administer it? We can 

specify the case so that any time seems to be too soon; yet never 

administering it is the worst option of all.” (Hajek 2014, p. 19-20) 

Some ways to argue 

that X is possible 

(Assists with 

(Hajek 

2014) 

“It is apparently arbitrary that the gravitational constant has 

exactly the value that it does—so that is a reason to think that it 
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informal logical 

analysis): 

• Participant 

begins with 

some other 

suitable 

property of 

X, and infers 

that X is 

possible.  

or 

• Participant 

begins with 

something 

else, Y, that 

is possible 

and suitably 

related to X, 

and infer 

that X is 

possible 

too. (Or 

begin with 

two or more 

things, Y, Z 

...) (p.20) 

or  

Participant 

implements one of 

the following 

argument 

forms/strategies: 

• X has 

positive 

probability. 

If X has 

positive 

probability, 

then X is 

possible. 

Hence, X is 

could have been otherwise, against necessitarians about laws 

such as Shoemaker (1980).” (Hajek 2014, p. 22) 
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possible. (p 

21) 

• X is 

conceivable. 

If X is 

conceivable, 

then X is 

possible. 

Hence, X is 

possible. 

(p.22) 

• If not-X is 

apparently 

arbitrary, 

that is a 

reason to 

think that X 

is possible 

(p.22) 

• Begins with 

almost-X. 

Argues that 

almost-X is 

possible. 

Argues that 

the small 

difference 

between 

almost-X 

and X does 

not make a 

difference 

to what’s 

possible: 

either both 

are possible, 

or neither 

is. 

• Begins with 

a clear case 

of 

possibility, 

and work by 
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small steps 

to the case 

at issue. 

(Different 

from the 

previous 

method 

because it 

had only a 

single step.) 

• Show that 

W and Y are 

each 

possible, 

and that X 

falls 

between W 

and Y on 

some 

relevant 

axis, or with 

respect to 

some 

gradable 

property. 

• Take any 

things that 

are 

separately 

possible, 

and put 

them 

together in 

any 

arrangemen

t permitted 

by shape 

and size: 

according to 

combinatori

alism, the 

result is 

possible. 
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• Participant 

starts with a 

physically 

possible 

scenario, 

applies one 

of these 

transformati

ons, and 

generates 

another 

one. 

 

Trial and error 

Participant just runs 

methodically 

through the relevant 

cases/claims or 

arguments until he 

finds one that he 

deems worth 

selecting 

 (Hajek 

2014) 

“Consider the problem of coming up with a single truth function 

that is expressively complete in the sense that we can express all 

truth-functional compounds in terms of it. Sheffer (1913) solved 

the problem: ‘not and’, otherwise known as the ‘Sheffer stroke’, 

and its dual ‘nor’, both have this property. Coming up with the 

problem was ingenious; but solving it need not have been. After 

all, there are only 16 truth functions to check. So, by running 

systematically through them, it should not take one long to come 

up with the answer.” (Hajek 2014, p.  26) 

Participant applies 

philosophical system 

X to specific 

problem Y, for 

suitable X and Y.   

(Hajek 

2014) 

“Kantian ethics has been fruitfully applied to a number of moral 

domains; find one to which it hasn’t. Ethical issues concerning 

new technologies may be promising places to look— for example, 

privacy issues raised by the new social networks, like Facebook 

and Twitter.” (Hajek 2014, p. 31) 

See Definite 

Descriptions in 

Neon Lights: 

• Participant 

sees “a 

philosophica

l thesis or 

an analysis 

that 

involves a 

definite 

description 

‘… the F … 

’typically 

presupposes 

(Hajek 

2016) 

“If an omnipotent, omniscient, omnibenevolent God existed, then 

such a God would have created THE best of all possible worlds. 

But the actual world is not the best of all possible worlds; 

therefore, such a God does not exist. 

i) Perhaps there are many worlds tied for first place in the 

relevant ‘goodness’ ordering. In that case the argument needs to 

be recast: God would have created (at least?) one of them, and 

the actual world is not one of them. 

ii) Perhaps worlds get better and better without end—none best. 

Imagine an infinite sequence of worlds in which there are 

successively more happy people, or more happy rabbits …, each 

world better than its predecessor” (Hajek 2016, p. 441) 
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that there is 

exactly one 

F” (Hajek 

2016, p. 

440). The 

participant 

then asks: 

“i) Are there, or 

could there be, 

multiple F’s? 

ii) Are there, or 

could there be, no 

F’s?” (ibid.). 

Or 

• “A 

philosophica

l thesis, or 

an analysis, 

that 

involves an 

indefinite 

description ‘ 

… a(n) F … 

’presuppose

s that there 

is at least 

one F. Ask 

whether 

there are, or 

could be, no 

F’s.” (p. 442) 

Or 

• For a 

problematic 

definite or 

indefinite 

description 

in disguise, 

use a 

paraphrase 

containing 

the word 
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“the” or 

“an” (as 

appropriate) 

(Hajek 2016, 

p.442) 

Detecting and 

responding to 

arbitrariness:  

• Participant 

notices that 

a claim “has 

the form ‘… 

the F …’, or 

… a(n) F …’ 

and there 

are multiple 

F’s, it may 

be 

permissible 

just to pick 

one of 

them”(Haje

k 2016, p. 

444). But 

then realizes 

“that 

choosing 

one F out of 

the many 

candidates 

will be 

arbitrary in 

an 

unacceptabl

e way.” 

(ibid.) 

And/or 

Symmetry-Breaking 

Responses: 

• Participant 

insists that 

one of the 

candidates 

(Hajek

, 2016) 

(From idea which didn’t make it into the final text) “The problem 

is then it's gonna be pretty freakin arbitrary. So if your father was 

harmed on a Wednesday, you don't get nothing, but if he was 

harmed on a Friday, you get ur well, on a Friday you get nothing, 

on a Wednesday, you would’ve got something, if you were well, 

the other way around, if you were born on a Thursday” 
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stands out 

form some 

reason, 

therefore 

“choosing it 

over the 

others is not 

arbitrary 

after all” 

(p.446). 

• Participant 

points out 

that the 

choice 

between 

seemingly 

arbitrary 

alternatives 

can 

justifiably 

made 

according to 

the 

decider’s 

interests. 

• The 

participant 

notes that, 

as Hajek 

puts it, “We 

get to 

stipulate the 

winning 

candidate; 

having done 

so, we agree 

on it 

thereafter.” 

(p.447) 

• Participant 

asserts that 

“the 

[arbitrarines

s] problem 
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is not really 

a problem, 

because 

however we 

reasonably 

make the 

arbitrary 

choice, 

there will be 

the same 

clear 

winner. 

While there 

might in 

principle be 

disagreeme

nt among 

the multiple 

best 

candidates 

for some job 

description, 

in fact such 

disagreeme

nt will not 

arise” 

(Hajek 2016, 

p. 447) 

Or 

Symmetry-

Preserving 

Responses: 

• Participant 

contends 

that: ‘all of 

the 

candidates 

are right. 

Each 

provides a 

legitimate 

option for 

resolving 
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the problem 

at hand. 

• Participant 

asserts that 

“none of the 

candidates 

are right. 

The 

multiplicity 

of 

candidates 

serves to 

show that 

the original 

concept is 

incoherent, 

and should 

be 

eliminated.” 

(Hajek 2016, 

p. 448) 

• Participant 

claims that 

“It’s not that 

any given 

candidate is 

right or 

wrong. 

Proponents 

of different 

candidates 

are merely 

taking 

different 

stands on a 

terminologic

al issue.” (p. 

448) 

• Participant 

claims that 

the right/ 

optimal 

choice is 
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indetermina

te. 

• Participant 

asserts that 

‘What’s true 

on all ways 

of making 

the arbitrary 

choice is 

determinate

ly true. 

• Participant 

contends 

that “What’s 

false on all 

ways [of 

choosing is 

determinate

ly false. 

Everything 

else is 

indetermina

te.” (Hajek, 

p. 448) 

• Participant 

claims that 

“What’s 

true/false 

on all ways 

of making 

the arbitrary 

choice is 

determinate

ly true/false. 

Everything 

else is true 

and false.” 

(p449) 

Or 

Hybrid Responses: 

• Participant 

provides 
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response 

which 

“combine[s] 

some 

symmetry-

breaking 

response (to 

cull some of 

thecandidat

es while 

leaving 

others live) 

with some 

symmetry-

preserving 

response (to 

treat those 

that remain 

even-

handedly).” 

(Hajek 2016, 

p 449)  

Continuity 

• Participant 

recognizes 

the pattern 

“that one 

variable is a 

function of 

another, 

and small 

changes in 

the former 

should lead 

to small 

changes in 

the latter.” 

(Hajek 2016, 

p. 451) 

And 

Drawing Inspiration 

from the 

Mathematics of 

(Hajek

, 2016) 

“We are surprised, for instance, when we are told that we share 

98.4 per cent of our DNA with chimpanzees. How can such a small 

change in genotype lead to such a large change in phenotype?” 

(Hajek 2016, p. 451) 
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Continuous 

Functions: 

• Participant, 

looks to 

“the 

mathematic

s for a 

better 

understandi

ng of 

continuity, 

through its 

treatment 

of 

continuous 

functions. 

The 

informal 

definition of 

such a 

function is 

that small 

changes in 

its input 

value result 

in 

correspondi

ngly small 

changes in 

its output 

value” 

(Hajek, 2016 

p. 452) 

Or 

Discontinuity at 

infinity 

• Participant 

recognizes 

“the failure 

of a natural 

extension to 

the 

definition of 

http://etd.uwc.ac.za/ 
 



116 

continuity 

to cases 

where we 

can make 

sense of a 

function’s 

behaviour at 

infinity” 

(Hajek 2016, 

p. 453) 

Or  

Continuity 

Reasoning in 

Philosophical 

Methodology  

• Participant 

applies 

“continuity 

consideratio

ns to 

philosophica

l 

methodolog

y itself.” 

(Hajek 2016, 

p.454) 

Or 

Continuity and 

modal induction 

• The 

participant 

“ampliativel

y infer[s] a 

conclusion 

about the 

space of 

possible 

worlds from 

a premise 

about this 

space.” (p 

455) 
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Mismatch of 

Degrees: 

• Participant 

notices that 

“the 

analysandu

m does not 

come in 

degrees, 

[but]the 

analysans 

does” 

(Hajek 2016, 

p. 456) 

Or 

• The 

analysandu

m comes in 

degrees, the 

analysans 

does not (p. 

457) 

 

Hajek 

(2016) 

“Berkeley was fond of saying that to exist is to be perceived. (For 

some reason, he was particularly fond of saying it in Latin.) Now, 

existence does not come in degrees—it is the ultimate on/off 

property or attribute. But offhand, being perceived does. Think of 

perceiving a table in a room that is initially totally dark, slowly 

turning the lights up using a ‘dimmer’ dial. Or think of things on 

the periphery of your visual field. Moreover, these provide 

borderline cases of being perceived; but it is hard to make sense 

of borderline cases of existence” (Hajek 2016, p. 456) 

Replace Non-

Extensional Notions 

with Extensional 

Surrogates: 

 Participant notices 

“notion for which 

truth value may fail 

to be preserved 

under replacement 

of co-referential 

expressions” (Hajek 

2016, p. 463) and 

“substitutes it for  

one for which truth 

value is preserved.” 

(ibid.)  

 

Hajek 

(2016) 

“Replace talk of necessity or possibility with talk of what’s true at 

all or some (accessible) possible worlds” (Hajek 2016, p. 459) 
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Draw a Picture: 

Participant produces 

a diagram 

Hajek 

(2016) 

“For example, it helps to diagram causal relationships even 

without entertaining the fiction that causation is merely constant 

conjunction—either with Lewis-style (1973b) ‘neuron diagrams’, 

or Pearl-style (2009) causal networks.” (Hajek 2016, p. 468) 

Philosophical fridge 

words: 

Participant “begins 

with a topic of 

interest to [him]. 

[Then] write[s] 

down all the 

keywords [he] can 

think of on this topic 

on separate pieces 

of paper… [He] then 

rearrange[s] them in 

various ways, 

juxtaposing pairs, 

triples [etc]… [Until 

he] get[s] something 

new and 

interesting.” (Hajek, 

p.295) 

 

Hajek 

(2018) 

“Here is an example of my own explorations with the 

philosophical fridge words heuristic. The topic: conditionals. I 

begin by free associating, thinking of as many words or phrases 

concerning conditionals as I can—they might, for example, be 

keywords that one finds in abstracts of various papers on 

conditionals. Here are some of them (space precludes me from 

including them all, and it should not matter if some of them mean 

nothing to you): 

• indicative conditionals 

• counterfactuals 

• material conditional 

• strict conditional(s) 

• Ramsey test 

• Adams’ Thesis 

• no-truth-value theories 

• embedding 

• iterations 

• centering, weak centering 

• Sobel sequences 

• modus ponens and violations thereof. 

Now, start shuffling and combining! Some juxtapositions seem to 

be unpromising—e.g., 

• counterfactuals/material conditional. 

(The material conditional is a non-starter for an account of 

counterfactuals.)[….] 

• counterfactuals/modus ponens and violations thereof. 

Could there be violations of modus ponens for counterfactuals? 

Has lightning struck yet? If not, try moving still closer to it. Add a 

further word or phrase to our combination. Eventually we will 

get: 

•iterations/counterfactuals/modus ponens and violations thereof. 
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Bingo! (The sound of lightning striking?) Anyone up to speed on 

the conditionals literature will know of McGee’s (1985) apparent 

counterexamples to modus ponens involving iterations of 

indicative conditionals. Now try them for counterfactuals instead. 

It seems that they are just as compelling.” (Hajek 2018 p.297) 

Add constraints: 

Participant adds 

constraints to some 

aspect of the 

problem. 

Hajek 

(2018) 

“…Many philosophers deliberately impose upon themselves a 

restricted or privileged vocabulary, and they seek to analyse or 

understand everything else in those terms—think of Lewis’s 

(1986) ‘Humean supervenience’ program, or Chalmers’ (2012) 

project of constructing all of reality out of a limited stock of base 

truths.” (p. 301) 

Taxonomise and 

colonise: 

Participant “draw[s] 

up a table of 

distinctions, ways of 

categorising the 

things in the 

relevant domain. 

[Then] fill[s] in the 

boxes with existing 

views, look for 

empty boxes, then 

[tries] to fill them 

with new views that 

meet their 

constraints. If there 

are no empty boxes, 

[he tries] finer 

grained distinctions, 

and repeat[s].” (p. 

302) 

Hajek 

(2018) 

 

 Truth­Val

ued & 

Probabilis

tic 

Truth­Valued 

& 

Non­Probabil

istic 

Non­Truth­Val

ued & 

Probabilistic 

Non­Truth­Val

ued & 

Non­Probabili

stic 

Indicatives ? Grice Adams Levi 

Counterfact

uals 

Leitgeb Stalnaker, 

Lewis 

Edgington ? 

(from Hajek 2018, p.  303) 

Contrastive stress: 

Participant “draws 

attention to 

alternative 

members of a 

contrast class [by] 

stressing different 

parts of a 

sentence… by 

mentally 

highlighting each 

Hajek 

(2018) 

Consider: “Smoking a pack of cigarettes a day causes lung 

cancer”. Highlight “smoking”: smoking, rather than doing various 

alternative things with a pack of cigarettes—soaking, stoking, 

stroking…—a day causes lung cancer. It seems that there is no 

surprise there—smoking is what matters here.13 Now highlight 

“a”: “Smoking a pack …”—one pack, as opposed to other 

numbers of packs, like none, or two, or three, or … Hang on—if 

anything, relative to the latter alternatives, smoking (only) one 

pack a day seems to help prevent lung cancer. So the causal 

relation appears to be at least three-place: 
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word or phrase in a 

question or 

statement, [or] 

intoning the words 

“rather than” or “as 

opposed to”, 

followed by 

members of the 

contrast class. Or 

[by] italicis[ing] 

them in a written 

document over 

which [he] ha[s] 

editorial control 

[etc]” (p.303) this 

allows the 

participant “discern 

which variables 

depend on which, 

and which variables 

are independent of 

which” (p.303- 304). 

C (rather than C’) causes E. (p.307) 

Turn the knobs: 

Participant 

“compare[s] cases 

that are alike in all 

respects but one. 

This allows [him] to 

isolate the 

contribution, if any, 

made by that one 

respect” (p. 306) 

Hajek 

(2018) 

“See Dennett’s discussion of ‘turning’ various ‘knobs’ in Jackson’s 

(1982) famous ‘Mary’ thought experiment, thecentrepiece of his 

argument against physicalism. Some of the ‘knobs’ may be tacit. 

For example, it goes without saying that Mary is a human. But we 

could say it explicitly, and start ‘turning the knob’ of other things 

she might be—for example, she is a human, as opposed to a 

supercomputer” (p. 306) 

Analogical 

reasoning: 

Participant starts 

with a familiar 

problem/TE/argume

nt and searches for 

one with an 

identical structure 

and generates 

claims about the 

latter based on the 

Hajek 

(2018) 

“It should be noted that Morris is clear that the matter of 

rectification of wrongs committed against groups should be for 

the present be understood in terms of wrongs committed against 

individuals. This requirement is not elaborated upon, and 

omission of such elaborations intriguing. The result is an essay 

drawing conclusions about answers to moral questions requiring 

us to abandon moral intuitions, but based purely on reasoning 

from the philosophy of personal identity." //Um analogously, I 

mean if we were to reason purely from um the philosophy uh let’s 

say// (makes noises with mouth),// um a philosophy that, 

philosophy of science looking only at um epistemology and um 

yeah, as opposed, as a sub discipline of epistemology.// Um, then 
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former (or vice 

versa). 

we can basically cancel out moral philosophy and all its problems. 

//Um because we gonna reason about, about um moral 

philosophy questions and cordon off moral intuitions. // Um but 

do so purely in the basis of um personal identity 

Proves too much: 

 “By parallel[ing] 

[the] reasoning to 

[an existing] 

argument… [the 

participant]  

reach[es] an 

obviously false 

conclusion” (p.308) 

Hajek 

(2018) 

By that logic, we're all the incredible beneficiaries of, I don't 

know, Second World War, 'cause I'm sure without it, my mom and 

dad would have shagged five seconds later and the I wouldn't 

have been born, but someone else. 

 General principles 

of general ethico-

political kind: 

• The 

participant 

references a 

general 

ethico-

political 

kind 

And/or 

• Produces an 

argument or 

TE that has 

such a 

principle as 

a premise. 

Misce

vic  

(2012, 

2013 

and 

2018) 

Miscevic (2013) refers to the Golden rule an example. 

Intuitions elicited in 

political TEs: 

See previous coding 

schemes 

 

Misce

vic 

(2012, 

2013 

and 

2014) 

// Consider the easiest possible case: If A steals B's bicycle, then A 

should return it. We can justify this core idea by appealing to a 

number of intuitions. // 

Facts and 

descriptive 

explanations: 

Misce

vic 

(2012, 

2013 

urm, so it's clear that he says, the first general principle that he 

sets out is individual wrongdoers.// Now... in some of these cases, 

like the North American Indians, Black Americans, that's 

institutionalised. Affirmative action is a response to an 
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• Participant 

refers to 

facts and/or 

explanation

s   

Or  

• Participant 

produces an 

argument or 

TE with facts 

and/or 

explanation

s as one or 

more of its 

premises 

and 

2018) 

institutionalised wrong doing, or an institutionalised wrong.// So 

Apartheid is institutionalised.// I suppose you can look at 

individual wrongdoers, but that's, I don't think that, urm Black 

people, descendants of injured persons, back then, urm, I don't 

think that they ... take issue with individual wrongdoers, I think 

they take issue with the system and the products of the system. 
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