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This paper is a response to Maximilian H. Engel’s commentary on my target paper, in which I provided a critical examination of pessimism accounts of the trustworthiness of introspection. Engel’s focuses on the distinction that I drew between two kinds of introspective judgments, scaffolded judgments and freestanding judgments, and suggests that this distinction might fruitfully illuminate the epistemology of intuitive judgments. I present some doubts about whether the distinction can be transferred to intuition in this way, and also sketch a more fundamental contrast between introspective judgments and intuitive judgments.   
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1 Introduction
Let me begin by thanking Maximilian H. Engel for his commentary. I take the heart of his paper to consist in the suggestion that the distinction between freestanding and scaffolded judgments which Maja Spener and I (Bayne & Spener 2010) developed in connection with introspection can be usefully applied to the epistemology of intuition. I will start by revisiting the freestanding/scaffolded distinction, before turning to Engel’s proposal. 
The epistemology of introspection is that it is not flat but contains peaks of epistemic security alongside troughs of epistemic insecurity. Any attempt to understand the epistemology of introspection needs to take this landscape into account, for although our pretheoretical views concerning the epistemology of introspection are not sacrosanct they do form a useful constraint on theorizing about introspection. Any account of introspection should explain why some introspective judgments strike us as highly secure whereas others seem to be insecure. 
This is where the distinction between scaffolded and freestanding judgments comes in. Both types of judgments have as their intentional objects current conscious states that one takes oneself to be in. (The notion could also be applied to judgements concerning the states that one is not in.) An introspective judgment is scaffolded when the subject is disposed to make a first-order judgment whose content bears a rough correspondence to that of the introspective judgment. For example, the judgment that one is experiencing a red light in front of one is scaffolded by the disposition to judge that there is a red light in front of one, whereas there is no such first-order disposition corresponding to the introspective judgment that one is merely imagining or thinking about a red light. Experiences that are the intentional objects of scaffolded judgments are themselves employed in world-directed first-order judgments, whereas that is not the case where free-standing judgments are concerned. Contrary to what Engel suggests, there is no commitment here to the idea that only scaffolded judgments are epistemically trustworthy. The idea, rather, is that scaffolded judgments have a certain kind of first-person warrant that free-standing judgements tend to lack. 



2 From introspection to intuition? 
Engel argues that the distinction between scaffolded and free-standing judgments can also be applied to the kinds of judgments deployed in debates about philosophical intuitions, and also suggests that most such judgments—or at least, those which are of central philosophical interest—are best regarded as free-standing, and thus lack the kind of warrant that we might want for them. 
Although I welcome Engel’s attempt to extend the distinction between scaffolded and free-standing judgments beyond the domain of introspection, I am not convinced that it does much to illuminate the epistemology of intuition. The first issue that needs to be addressed is the fact that intuitive judgments don’t form a single, well-behaved class. One kind of intuitive judgment that is of philosophical interest concerns the modal structure of the world, as when one judges that it is necessarily true that 2+2=4 or that it is only contingently true that Aristotle was a philosopher. But as far as I can tell, Engel is not concerned with intuitive judgments of this kind, but with what we might call intuitions of concept application. Such judgments are concerned with the question of whether a certain concept (such as <knowledge>) ought to be applied to a certain state of affairs. 
In explaining how the contrast between scaffolded and free-standing judgments might apply to intuitive judgments Engel writes:
Again taking the intuition about knowledge, what makes this intuition, even though not universal, so astonishingly stable among Western philosophers? I argue that this is due to the close match between the content of the intuition (i.e. “she doesn’t know!”) and the rules one learns to use [regarding] the concept of knowledge in our cultural niche (i.e.: “Only ascribe knowledge if a person is appropriately justified in believing a proposition!”). So in the context of Western philosophy, the intuitive judgment can be regarded as a scaffolded and thus reliable judgment. (this collection, p. 6)
It is certainly true that an individual’s use of a concept is scaffolded by the practices of the culture in which they are embedded. As Kant pointed out, we learn how to apply concepts by noting how they are applied by those around us. Kant (A134/B174) described examples as the “Gängelwagen of thought”, where a Gängelwagen is a walking frame or go-kart that is harnessed to an infant in order to help it learn to walk. But although this form of support is indeed a kind of scaffolding, it differs in important ways from the kind of scaffolding that I had in mind. In the sense of the term that Spener and I had in mind, a scaffolded judgment is a judgment that is underpinned by a disposition to make a first-order judgment who content roughly corresponds to the content of the scaffolded judgments. As far as I can see, intuitive judgments are not scaffolded in this sense, in part because intuitive judgments are already “first-order”. So, although I would certainly agree that the possession of such concepts as <knowledge> is supported by one’s cultural niche, it doesn’t follow that the intuitive judgments about when it is and isn’t appropriate to apply this concept are scaffolded.



3 Intuitive disagreement
In closing, let me mention an important background issue concerning which Engel and I appear to have different views. Engel, I take it, holds that the disagreement in intuitive judgments regarding concept application should be regarded as epistemically troublesome in much the way that disagreement about introspective judgment is regarded as epistemically troublesome. The idea is that in both cases there are objective facts of the matter, and the existence of widespread disagreement indicates that significant numbers of individuals are systematically mistaken about what those facts are. 
Although I am inclined to accept this diagnosis when it comes to many introspective disagreements, I do not find it particularly plausible when it comes to disagreements concerning intuitions of concept application. Here’s why. Suppose that Weinberg and his collaborators are right when they suggest that low-socioeconomic status individuals are disposed to apply the concept <knowledge> in contexts where high-socioeconomic status (SES) individuals are disposed to withhold it (Weinberg et al. 2001). Would it follow (as Engel seems to assume) that at least one of these groups is mistaken about a matter of objective fact? I don’t think so. It seems to me more plausible to assume that low-SES subjects and high-SES subjects simply have different concepts (or “conceptions”, if you prefer) of knowledge, and each of them is applying its own concept correctly. The two concepts are similar enough to be both associated with the single word “knowledge”, but there is no case for regarding one of these concepts as superior to the other, or for thinking that only one of them truly captures the essence of knowledge. They are simply different concepts.  
If this is right, then apparent disagreement between the judgments of low-SES subjects and high-SES subjects about whether or not S knows that P is not substantive in the way in which most introspective disagreement appears to be. Moreover, it seems to me that something similar should be said concerning many (if not all) disputes about the application of other central philosophical concepts. (One needs to take the possibility of performance errors into account here, but such problems will typically be minimized in philosophical contexts.)  But I wouldn’t want to commit myself to this account of all intuitive disputes. In particular, it seems to me that introspective disputes concerning modal matters are likely to to be substantive in a way in which disagreements about intuitions regarding concept application are not. 



4 Conclusion
In his commentary Engel suggests that the contrast between scaffolded and freestanding judgments that Spener and I applied to introspection might also be usefully applied to intuition. Although I welcome Engel’s attempt to extend the distinction between scaffolded and freestanding judgments beyond its original sphere of application, I have suggested that such a move might not be quite as straightforward as Engel takes it to be, for there don’t appear to be any first-order judgments that might scaffold intuitive judgments in the way that first-order perceptual judgments scaffold certain kinds of introspective judgments. But although I cannot see how the distinction between scaffolded and freestanding judgments might apply to intuition, I certainly share Engel’s conviction that “comparing and contrasting” the epistemology of introspection with that of intuition is a fruitful exercise, for both domains pose the puzzle of how we might reconcile individual certainty and apparent self-evidence with intersubjective disagreement.
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                           Version 2.0, January 2004
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   TERMS AND CONDITIONS FOR USE, REPRODUCTION, AND DISTRIBUTION



   1. Definitions.



      "License" shall mean the terms and conditions for use, reproduction,

      and distribution as defined by Sections 1 through 9 of this document.



      "Licensor" shall mean the copyright owner or entity authorized by

      the copyright owner that is granting the License.



      "Legal Entity" shall mean the union of the acting entity and all

      other entities that control, are controlled by, or are under common

      control with that entity. For the purposes of this definition,

      "control" means (i) the power, direct or indirect, to cause the

      direction or management of such entity, whether by contract or

      otherwise, or (ii) ownership of fifty percent (50%) or more of the

      outstanding shares, or (iii) beneficial ownership of such entity.



      "You" (or "Your") shall mean an individual or Legal Entity

      exercising permissions granted by this License.



      "Source" form shall mean the preferred form for making modifications,

      including but not limited to software source code, documentation

      source, and configuration files.



      "Object" form shall mean any form resulting from mechanical

      transformation or translation of a Source form, including but

      not limited to compiled object code, generated documentation,

      and conversions to other media types.



      "Work" shall mean the work of authorship, whether in Source or

      Object form, made available under the License, as indicated by a

      copyright notice that is included in or attached to the work

      (an example is provided in the Appendix below).



      "Derivative Works" shall mean any work, whether in Source or Object

      form, that is based on (or derived from) the Work and for which the

      editorial revisions, annotations, elaborations, or other modifications

      represent, as a whole, an original work of authorship. For the purposes

      of this License, Derivative Works shall not include works that remain

      separable from, or merely link (or bind by name) to the interfaces of,

      the Work and Derivative Works thereof.



      "Contribution" shall mean any work of authorship, including

      the original version of the Work and any modifications or additions

      to that Work or Derivative Works thereof, that is intentionally

      submitted to Licensor for inclusion in the Work by the copyright owner

      or by an individual or Legal Entity authorized to submit on behalf of

      the copyright owner. For the purposes of this definition, "submitted"

      means any form of electronic, verbal, or written communication sent

      to the Licensor or its representatives, including but not limited to

      communication on electronic mailing lists, source code control systems,

      and issue tracking systems that are managed by, or on behalf of, the

      Licensor for the purpose of discussing and improving the Work, but

      excluding communication that is conspicuously marked or otherwise

      designated in writing by the copyright owner as "Not a Contribution."



      "Contributor" shall mean Licensor and any individual or Legal Entity

      on behalf of whom a Contribution has been received by Licensor and

      subsequently incorporated within the Work.



   2. Grant of Copyright License. Subject to the terms and conditions of

      this License, each Contributor hereby grants to You a perpetual,

      worldwide, non-exclusive, no-charge, royalty-free, irrevocable

      copyright license to reproduce, prepare Derivative Works of,

      publicly display, publicly perform, sublicense, and distribute the

      Work and such Derivative Works in Source or Object form.



   3. Grant of Patent License. Subject to the terms and conditions of

      this License, each Contributor hereby grants to You a perpetual,

      worldwide, non-exclusive, no-charge, royalty-free, irrevocable

      (except as stated in this section) patent license to make, have made,

      use, offer to sell, sell, import, and otherwise transfer the Work,

      where such license applies only to those patent claims licensable

      by such Contributor that are necessarily infringed by their

      Contribution(s) alone or by combination of their Contribution(s)

      with the Work to which such Contribution(s) was submitted. If You

      institute patent litigation against any entity (including a

      cross-claim or counterclaim in a lawsuit) alleging that the Work

      or a Contribution incorporated within the Work constitutes direct

      or contributory patent infringement, then any patent licenses

      granted to You under this License for that Work shall terminate

      as of the date such litigation is filed.



   4. Redistribution. You may reproduce and distribute copies of the

      Work or Derivative Works thereof in any medium, with or without

      modifications, and in Source or Object form, provided that You

      meet the following conditions:



      (a) You must give any other recipients of the Work or

          Derivative Works a copy of this License; and



      (b) You must cause any modified files to carry prominent notices

          stating that You changed the files; and



      (c) You must retain, in the Source form of any Derivative Works

          that You distribute, all copyright, patent, trademark, and

          attribution notices from the Source form of the Work,

          excluding those notices that do not pertain to any part of

          the Derivative Works; and



      (d) If the Work includes a "NOTICE" text file as part of its

          distribution, then any Derivative Works that You distribute must

          include a readable copy of the attribution notices contained

          within such NOTICE file, excluding those notices that do not

          pertain to any part of the Derivative Works, in at least one

          of the following places: within a NOTICE text file distributed

          as part of the Derivative Works; within the Source form or

          documentation, if provided along with the Derivative Works; or,

          within a display generated by the Derivative Works, if and

          wherever such third-party notices normally appear. The contents

          of the NOTICE file are for informational purposes only and

          do not modify the License. You may add Your own attribution

          notices within Derivative Works that You distribute, alongside

          or as an addendum to the NOTICE text from the Work, provided

          that such additional attribution notices cannot be construed

          as modifying the License.



      You may add Your own copyright statement to Your modifications and

      may provide additional or different license terms and conditions

      for use, reproduction, or distribution of Your modifications, or

      for any such Derivative Works as a whole, provided Your use,

      reproduction, and distribution of the Work otherwise complies with

      the conditions stated in this License.



   5. Submission of Contributions. Unless You explicitly state otherwise,

      any Contribution intentionally submitted for inclusion in the Work

      by You to the Licensor shall be under the terms and conditions of

      this License, without any additional terms or conditions.

      Notwithstanding the above, nothing herein shall supersede or modify

      the terms of any separate license agreement you may have executed

      with Licensor regarding such Contributions.



   6. Trademarks. This License does not grant permission to use the trade

      names, trademarks, service marks, or product names of the Licensor,

      except as required for reasonable and customary use in describing the

      origin of the Work and reproducing the content of the NOTICE file.



   7. Disclaimer of Warranty. Unless required by applicable law or

      agreed to in writing, Licensor provides the Work (and each

      Contributor provides its Contributions) on an "AS IS" BASIS,

      WITHOUT WARRANTIES OR CONDITIONS OF ANY KIND, either express or

      implied, including, without limitation, any warranties or conditions

      of TITLE, NON-INFRINGEMENT, MERCHANTABILITY, or FITNESS FOR A

      PARTICULAR PURPOSE. You are solely responsible for determining the

      appropriateness of using or redistributing the Work and assume any

      risks associated with Your exercise of permissions under this License.



   8. Limitation of Liability. In no event and under no legal theory,

      whether in tort (including negligence), contract, or otherwise,

      unless required by applicable law (such as deliberate and grossly

      negligent acts) or agreed to in writing, shall any Contributor be

      liable to You for damages, including any direct, indirect, special,

      incidental, or consequential damages of any character arising as a

      result of this License or out of the use or inability to use the

      Work (including but not limited to damages for loss of goodwill,

      work stoppage, computer failure or malfunction, or any and all

      other commercial damages or losses), even if such Contributor

      has been advised of the possibility of such damages.



   9. Accepting Warranty or Additional Liability. While redistributing

      the Work or Derivative Works thereof, You may choose to offer,

      and charge a fee for, acceptance of support, warranty, indemnity,

      or other liability obligations and/or rights consistent with this

      License. However, in accepting such obligations, You may act only

      on Your own behalf and on Your sole responsibility, not on behalf

      of any other Contributor, and only if You agree to indemnify,

      defend, and hold each Contributor harmless for any liability

      incurred by, or claims asserted against, such Contributor by reason

      of your accepting any such warranty or additional liability.



   END OF TERMS AND CONDITIONS



   APPENDIX: How to apply the Apache License to your work.



      To apply the Apache License to your work, attach the following

      boilerplate notice, with the fields enclosed by brackets "[]"

      replaced with your own identifying information. (Don't include

      the brackets!)  The text should be enclosed in the appropriate

      comment syntax for the file format. We also recommend that a

      file or class name and description of purpose be included on the

      same "printed page" as the copyright notice for easier

      identification within third-party archives.



   Copyright [yyyy] [name of copyright owner]



   Licensed under the Apache License, Version 2.0 (the "License");

   you may not use this file except in compliance with the License.

   You may obtain a copy of the License at



       http://www.apache.org/licenses/LICENSE-2.0



   Unless required by applicable law or agreed to in writing, software

   distributed under the License is distributed on an "AS IS" BASIS,

   WITHOUT WARRANTIES OR CONDITIONS OF ANY KIND, either express or implied.

   See the License for the specific language governing permissions and

   limitations under the License.




