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The Argument from Intuitive Diversity
1. Standard epistemology is about normative phenomena, and uses intuitions to analyze these phenomena.

2. The epistemic intuitions of different groups can/do differ.

3. It is xenophobic/parochial to claim that the intuitions of one group are better evidence about normative phenomena than those of another group.

The Empirical Results
	
	Percent responding “Only Believes” (Group 1)
	Percent Responding “Only Believes” (Group 2)

	Individualistic Truetemp
	68%
	88%

	Elders Truetemp
	65%
	75%

	Community Wide Truetemp
	80%
	68%

	Gettier Case (Western and East Asian)
	74%
	43%

	Gettier Case (Western and Indian)
	74%
	40%

	Cancer Conspiracy (Western and Indian)
	89%
	70%

	Special Feeling (Western and East Asian)
	97%
	100%

	Zebra-in-Zoo (Western and Indian)
	69%
	50%

	Zebra-in-Zoo (High and Low SES)
	88%
	67%

	Cancer Conspiracy (High and Low SES)
	83%
	50%

	Special Feeling (High and Low SES)
	87%
	91%


Sosa’s Response 
“To say that intuition speaks in favor of [adopting some criteria of justification], either directly or via the deliverances of reflective equilibrium, is now separable from mere ethnocentric xenophobia. For the appeal to intuition here, once we are holding the criteria or standards themselves in focus, is quite distinct from any conservative appeal to community consensus. If I believe that 2+2=4 because this is obvious upon consideration, then the reason why I believe it, its obviousness upon consideration, is quite distinct from the fact that everybody else also agrees.” [p. 5]

“If we consider a hypothetical case of a triangle on a plane surface, and we consider whether that triangle is a square we know the answer to that question and we know it because it is intuitively obvious. Of course, one can also consider the question whether the word ‘square’ in one’s idiolect of the moment would apply to that figure. And this is clearly a different question, even if it must receive an equivalent answer.” [p. 7]

“Take my knowledge that my word ‘square’ does not apply to a hypothetical figure that I have stipulated to be a ‘triangle’. How indeed do I know that my word ‘square’ does not apply to that figure, supposing that my word ‘triangle’ by stipulation does apply to it. Must I not know at a minimum that my word ‘square’ is a different word from my word ‘triangle’? And how do I know this? By intuition perhaps? Will it now be said that the way I know this is by knowing that my word for my word ‘square’, namely ‘’square’’ applies to my word ‘square’ but not to my word ‘triangle’? This way lies vicious regress.” [p. 8]

Leinbniz’s Law
(the indiscernability of identicals)

For all X and all Y, if X and Y are identical, then X and Y have all properties in common.

The Argument from Intuitive Diversity, Reformulated
1. If one does epistemology and uses intuitions, one either wants to analyze epistemic concepts, or one wants to analyze epistemic properties.
2. If one wants to analyze epistemic concepts, one ought to be concerned about intuitive diversity, because one would need to explain why they analyze one epistemic concept and not another.
3. If one wants to analyze epistemic properties, one has to accept one of the following:
a. The intuitions of (at least) one group are systematically mistaken
b. Different groups do not have intuitions about the same properties
4. (a) and (b) are both implausible given that the putative goal of epistemology is truth.
