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ideas they comprehend as quickly and automatically as they _u.o=0<n in the objects
they see.” At the same time our belief system :mm.aoo:mn_mam that m:.oi mm:
subsequent unacceptance of ideas. Within an evolutionary .mBBoSQF Gilbert’s
claims and supporting findings make sense. However, outside of this framework

they may seem counterintuitive.

An Important Moral

It is clear that researchers must be very careful about relying on their intuitions
in formulating theories of thought and behavior. mxvnaawas_ methods are abso-
lutely essential for determining the validity of such intuitions. Perhaps less ob-
vious is that familiarity and direct experience with vmworo_om_o& Rmomﬁor may
lead to better intuitions about thinking and behavior. Cognitive and social psy-
chologists, like other scientists, attempt to develop theories H.E: explain a iﬁo
range of phenomena and that predict new phenomena. Oo.nm.ann a v&&soﬁ%ﬂ
who has developed a theory that explains a number of surprising w:a. counterintu-
itive findings. The psychologist will use the theory to .Em_no predictions about
new phenomena that will be intuitive to the nm.v\mro_om_mﬂ Acoom:.mo z.:mv\ follow
from the theory) but that are likely to be surprising and counterintuitive to re-
searchers and lay people who do not know mcoﬁ. Sn theory. To the 0«8.2. that
the theory is a good one (by the usual scientific criteria), the psychologist’s intu-
itions are more likely to turn out right than those of people who are not familiar
with the theory and the phenomena it explains.

Chapter 4

Philosophical Intuitions and Cognitive
Mechanisms

Eldar Shafir

Intuition occupies a central role in philosophical theorizing. Some of the most
poignant and memorable passages in philosophical writings have relied on ex-
amples whose appeal to intuition can make compelling a theory that until then
seemed obscure. The appeal to intuition can be observed in domains ranging
from metaphysics and epistemology, to ethics and the philosophy of mind. In
what follows, I shall be unabashedly descriptive in my treatment of intuitions. I
shall focus on systematic and well-documented aspects of the psychology that
underlies people’s intuitions; I shall ignore questions such as whether there are
moral facts, or facts about rationality, and whether we may have intuitive, per-
ceptual, or other privileged access to such facts. This chapter will consider the
systematic ways in which intuitions shift as a result of supposedly inconsequen-
tial manipulations, and the implications this might have for the stability and
significance of philosophical theorizing.

A descriptive account of the psychology that underlies people’s attitudes and
intuitions should be given serious consideration, even by scholars mostly con-
cerned with normative or prescriptive theory. The compelling nature of norma-
tive theory notwithstanding, most scholars of human behavior tend to endorse
theories that they consider psychologically feasible. Even those who suppose an
exceedingly high degree of rationality or morality on the part of individuals have
typically regarded their assumptions to be plausible, if somewhat idealized. Un-
willing to deny the relevance of human nature, these theorists adopt a naive ac-
count of mental life that, if approximately correct, could yield behaviors largely
consistent with those dictated by normative theory. Requirements of deductive
closure or unbounded memory, for example, are obviously unrealistic about us
and thus not part of the assumptions that most people make. Likewise, moral
principles are taken seriously to the extent that the creatures to which they are
applied are assumed to be able to follow them. Many errors of reasoning, incon-
sistencies in choice, failures of self-control, and moral transgressions, to name a
few, are considered interesting, if not embarrassing, precisely because there is the
feeling that one could, and should, have done better.

The descriptive approach is based on empirical observation and experimental
studies of behavior. The evidence indicates that people’s sentiments and prefer-
ences exhibit patterns that are often at odds with intuitive assumptions, and em-
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pirical generalizations emerge that help explain the nonintuitive patterns. In
what follows, I review selected findings and discuss some psychological princi-
ples that underlie preference and evaluation. In particular, I focus on a systematic
discrepancy that is observed between evaluations that are conducted in isolation,
when one alternative is considered at a time, and choices that are observed in
comparative settings, when two or more alternatives are considered simultane-
ously. Typically, isolated evaluations are obtained in a “between-subject” design,
where some people evaluate one scenario and others evaluate another, or when
the same person evaluates different scenarios sequentially, at different points in
time, so as to render direct comparison difficult. Simultaneous evaluations are
observed in a “within-subject” design, when a person is presented with two or
more scenarios concurrently. The systematic discrepancy observed between the
two modes of evaluation has profound implications for the role of philosophical
intuition. Whereas most life experiences take place in what can be thought of as
a between-subject design (you encounter one scenario; someone else may en-
counter another), philosophical intuitions typically are the introspective result of
a within-subject evaluation (a philosopher contemplates a scenario and its alter-
natives). The implications of this tension are explored in what follows (see also
Kahneman 1996). In the next two sections, alternative elicitation methods are
shown to give rise to differential weighting of dimensions and, consequently, to
inconsistent decisions. Related phenomena are then reviewed in the realm of
counterfactual evaluation and in contexts that explore people’s feelings of sym-
pathy, urgency, and indignation. Section IV contrasts the phenomenology of un-
certainty with compelling intuitions about reasoning in uncertain situations.

Concluding remarks occupy the last section.

Compatibility and Preference Reversals

Elicitation of Preference

Preferences can be elicited through different methods. People can indicate which
option they prefer; alternatively, they can be asked to price each option by stat-
ing the amount of money that is as valuable to them as the option. A standard
assumption, known as procedure invariance, requires that logically equivalent
elicitation procedures give rise to the same preference order. Thus, if one option
is chosen over another, it is also expected to be priced higher. Procedure invari-
ance is essential for the interpretation of both psychological and physical mea-
surement. The ordering of physical objects with respect to mass, for example,
can be established either by placing each object separately on a scale, or by plac-
ing both objects on two sides of a pan balance. Procedure invariance requires that
the two methods yield the same ordering, within the limit of measurement error.
Analogously, the rational theory of choice assumes that an individual has a well-
defined preference order that can be elicited either by choice or by pricing, giving

rise to the same ordering of preferences.

|
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Compatibility Effects
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The Prominence Hypothesis and Reversals in
Perceived Importance
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wSE«SUmo<a3_>=mqm:w:5m55w_ species are nearly wiped out by
hunters.

Intervention: Contribute to a fund to provide safe breeding areas for these
species.

One group of respondents was asked to choose which of the two interventions
they would rather support; a second group was presented with one issue at a time
and asked to determine the largest amount they would be willing to pay for the
respective intervention. Because the treatment of cancer in humans is generally
viewed as more important than the protection of Australian mammals, the
prominence hypothesis predicts that the former will receive greater support in di-
rect choice than in independent evaluation. This prediction was confirmed. When
asked to evaluate each intervention separately, respondents, who might have been
moved by these animals’ plight, were willing to pay more, on average, for safe
breeding of Australian mammals than for free checkups for skin cancer. How-
ever, when faced with a direct choice between these options, most subjects fa-
vored free checkups for humans over safe breeding for the mammals. As ex-
pected, the issue that is considered more important acquired a greater prominence
in the choice condition, which allows for a direct comparison between issues,
than in separate presentation, where each issue is evaluated in accord with its
own generated emotions. Irwin, Slovic, Lichtenstein, and McClelland (1993) re-
port related findings in settings where improvements in air quality were com-
pared with improvements in consumer commodities. In general, people may
evaluate one alternative more positively than another when these are evaluated
independently, but then reverse their evaluation in direct comparisons that ac-
centuate the prominent attribute.

A similar pattern may occur in cases where an attribute is particularly diffi-
cult to gauge in isolation. Hsee (1996), for example, presented subjects with two
alternative second-hand music dictionaries; one with 20,000 entries but a slightly
torn cover, the other with 10,000 entries and a cover like new. Subjects had little
notion of how many entries to expect in a music dictionary. Consequently, under
separate evaluation, they expressed a willingness to pay more for the dictionary
with the new cover than for the one with a slightly torn cover. When the two
dictionaries were evaluated concurrently, however, most subjects obviously pre-
ferred the dictionary with twice as many entries, despite its inferior cover.

Intuitions about importance, worth, gravity, as well as ethical propriety are
often obtained in comparative settings; we ask ourselves which issue, A or B, is
more grave, or more worthy of our attention; which act, A or B, constitutes a
greater ethical violation. In life, we often encounter the relevant scenarios one at
a time; we might encounter scenario A today, and somebody else, or we, at an-
other time, might encounter scenario B. To the extent that our encounters with
these scenarios trigger sentiments and reactions that partly depend on their being
experienced in isolation, some critical (and perhaps normatively appropriate) as-

pects of our response are likely to be missed by intuitions that arise from con-
current, within-subject introspection.
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Affect and Principles
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medals. Of course, if they had to choose all these athletes would presumably pre-
fer the silver over the bronze. Thus, the feelings of relief or disappointment that
loom large in the separate experiences are clearly overwhelmed by preference for
a better placement upon concurrent evaluation.

The intensity of satisfaction, empathy, or indignation that we feel can be af-
fected by nuanced factors. Principles of decision intended to transcend some of
these factors can be compelling in direct comparisons, but difficult to apply in
isolated evaluations. This tension presents interesting philosophical questions.
In one study (Tversky and Griffin 1991), respondents were presented with two
hypothetical job possibilities, one offering a higher yearly salary in a company
where others with similar training earn more (You: $35,000; Others: $38,000),
and the other offering a lower salary in a company where others with similar
training earn less (You: $33,000; Others: $30,000). Most of us tend to abide by
a simple principle according to which we ought to prefer outcomes that improve
our lot more over outcomes that improve it less. In fact, a majority of respon-
dents chose the job with the higher absolute salary, despite the lower relative po-
sition. This simple principle, however, does not apply with equal force when we
contemplate each of the job offers separately: in this condition, without the other
offer serving as a comparison, earning a salary lower than comparable others can
highlight sentiments that reduce our feelings of satisfaction. Indeed, contrary to
the preference observed above, the majority of respondents who evaluated each of
the job offers separately anticipated higher satisfaction in the job with the higher
relative position and lower salary. A variant of this study was replicated with
second-year MBA students, who were presented with two alternative job offers.
In one, they would be paid $75,000, the same as other starting MBAs; in the
other, they would be paid $85,000 while some other graduating MBAs would re-
ceive $95,000. As predicted, the students proved more willing to accept the for-
mer job offer when these were evaluated in isolation, but chose the latter offer
when the two were evaluated concurrently (Bazerman et al. 1994; see also
Bazerman, White, and Loewenstein 1995, for related discussion).

It is interesting to note in this context that consequentialist or utilitarian con-
siderations appear to loom larger in concurrent than in isolated evaluations. In
line with related observations regarding the malleability of utility estimation in
decision making, it seems that the utilitarian worth of outcomes, which is often
hard to gauge out of context, plays a greater role in direct comparisons than in
isolated settings. Hsee (1997), for example, presented subjects with pictures of
two servings of Héagen-Dazs ice cream. One serving contained more ice cream
that failed to fill a larger cup; the other contained less ice cream that overfilled a
smaller container. When the two were evaluated jointly, subjects were willing to
pay more for what was clearly a larger serving. In separate evaluation, however,
when the precise amount of ice cream was hard to gauge, subjects tended to pay
more for the overfilled cup than for the one that seems partly empty.

Simple principles of merit, entitlement, worth, or maximization, which can
play a decisive role in comparative settings, often prove difficult to apply in iso-
lated situations. The compensation a victim is entitled to, the attractiveness of a

job offer, or the value of a serving of ice cream can be hard to gauge when these
occur in isolation. In fact. other considerations. snch ac the amatinnal imnanct f
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the victim’s plight, the sense of fairness produced by a co-worker’s salary, or the
amount of ice cream relative to the size of the container, can strongly influence
our evaluations when these occur in isolation. To the extent that our experiences
with such matters generate sentiments and reactions that partly depend on their
being evaluated in isolation, these important aspects of our affective responses
are likely to be missed by intuitions that arise from well-defined principles that
are sometimes only possible to apply in concurrent, within-subject evaluations.

Uncertainty and the Sure-Thing Principle

Many decisions are made in the presence of some uncertainty about their conse-
quences. A critical feature of thinking under uncertainty is the need to consider
possible states of the world and their potential consequences for our beliefs and
actions. A fundamental principle which underlies most analyses of rational
choice was described by Savage (1954: 21), who captured the intuition in the

following passage:

A businessman contemplates buying a certain piece of property. He consid-
ers the outcome of the next presidential election relevant to the attractive-
ness of the purchase. So, to clarify the matter for himself, he asks whether
he would buy if he knew that the Republican candidate were going to win,
and decides that he would do so. Similarly, he considers whether he would
buy if he knew that the Democratic candidate were going to win, and again
finds that he would do so. Seeing that he would buy in either event, he de-
cides that he should buy, even though he does not know which event ob-
tains. . . . It is all too seldom that a decision can be arrived at on the basis
of the principle used by this businessman, but, except possibly for the as-
sumption of simple ordering, I know of no other extralogical principle gov-
erning decisions that finds such ready acceptance.

Savage went on to define this principle formally: If x is preferred to y know-
ing that event A obtained, and if x is preferred to y knowing that event A did not
obtain, then x should be preferred to y even when it is not known whether A ob-
tained. As Savage points out, this principle, which he called the sure-thing prin-
ciple (henceforth, STP), has a great deal of both normative and descriptive ap-
peal. It is one of the simplest and least controversial principles of rational behav-
ior and is implied by “consequentialist” accounts of decision making, in that it
captures a fundamental intuition about what it means for a decision to be deter-
mined by the anticipated consequences.! It is a cornerstone of Expected Utility
Theory, and it holds in other models of choice that impose less stringent criteria
of rationality. It is intuitively very compelling. Nonetheless, people’s decisions
do not always abide by STP.

The Disjunction Effect

Consider the following problem that occurs in one of two versions, as indicated
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tions, one assuming a gain and one assuming a loss, as implied by STP. In-
stead, the presence of uncertainty induces its own phenomenology, in which the
unresolved outcome looms large and unknown. The first gamble has a positive
expected value, but it also involves the risk of a nontrivial loss. In the Won
condition, the decisionmaker is already up $200, so regardless of the outcome of
the second gamble, he is assured to remain ahead overall, which makes the gam-
ble quite attractive. In the Lost condition, the decisionmaker is down $100: since
most people hate a sure loss, the second gamble offers an attractive chance to
“get out of the red.” In the disjunctive condition, however, neither motive is en-
tirely compelling. The decisionmaker experiences neither the reassurance that
comes with knowing that he can no longer lose, nor the compulsion to recover
recent losses; instead, a prevalent attitude is one of caution, a reluctance to rush
into further action when previous ones have not yet been resolved. (For related
analyses in terms of reasons in choice, see Shafir, Simonson, and Tversky 1993.)

We have replicated the above effect in a between-subject design. Three differ-
ent groups of subjects were presented with the Won version, the Loss version,
and the disjunctive version. As with the previous study, a majority accepted the
gamble in the Won and in the Loss conditions (69 percent and 57 percent, re-
spectively), but only 38 percent accepted it in the disjunctive condition. The fact
that the distribution of choices was nearly identical in the two studies suggests
that the respondents in the original study evaluated each version independently,
with no detectable effects of one version on another. In fact, although technically
a “within-subject” design, the original study obtained clearly independent evalua-
tions, thus rendering it comparable to a between-subject manipulation.

A Theoretical Analysis

The above disjunction effect may be interpreted in terms of the value function
from Kahneman and Tversky’s (1979) Prospect Theory. The function, shown in
figure 4.1, represents the subjective value of modest gains and losses and has
been generally supported by numerous empirical studies. In accord with the prin-
ciple of diminishing sensitivity, the function incorporates a concave segment to
the right of the origin, namely, in the domain of gains, and a convex segment to
the left, in the domain of losses. Furthermore, the function is steeper for losses
than for gains, in accord with the principle of loss aversion.? The function in
figure 4.1 represents a typical decisionmaker who is indifferent between a 50 per-
cent chance of winning $100 and a sure gain of roughly $35, and, similarly, is
indifferent between a 50 percent chance of losing $100 and a sure loss of roughly
$40. Such a pattern of preferences can be captured by a power function with an
exponent of .65 for gains and .75 for losses.

Consider, then, a person P whose values for gains and losses are captured by
the function of figure 4.1. Suppose that P is presented with the gamble problem
above and is told that he has won the first toss. He now needs to decide whether
to accept or reject the second. P needs to decide, in other words, whether to main-
tain a sure gain of $200 or, instead, opt for an equal chance at either a $100 or a
$400 gain. Given P’s value function, his choice is between two options whose
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Accept the second gamble: 50 * 400459 + 50 * 10046

Reject the second gamble: 1.0 * 200069

waomcmo the value of the first alternative is greater than that of the second, P is
predicted to accept the second gamble. Similarly, when P is told that he has lost

the first gamble and needs to decide whether to accept or reject the second, P
faces the following options:

Accept the second gamble: 50 * -[200¢79] + .50 * 100069

Reject the second gamble: 1.0 * -[100¢7)

>mu%. because the first quantity is larger than the second, P accepts the second
gamble.

Thus, once the outcome of the first gamble is known, the function in figure

vix)

50¢

25¢

T

¥ L
-400 -200 200 400

=284

-7

-100¢

Figure 4.1
The value function v(x) = x5 for x > 0 and v(x) = - (-x)"" for x < 0.
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4.1 predicts that person P will accept the second mm.BEn i:nﬁrmn he rﬂm won oHM
lost the first. But as long as the outcome of the first mwBEm is not Moé:.,s
might proceed as if for the moment no o:m:.mo rmm transpired. Not wMi_Sm
whether he has won or lost, P assumes that he is still iroﬂ he Gomm:., at M s 4
tus quo, at the origin of his value function. ¢<.ro: mmoo.m_ i:.r .Eo amo_.mwon o) M:-
cept or reject the second gamble, P evaluates it ?o:., his o:m.._:m_ vmm_co? ‘Wscm
out aggregating the outcome of the first gamble, which remains ﬂ: %oém.ﬁo 2:“
P is deciding to accept or to reject a gamble that offers an equal chanc

$200 or lose $100:

Accept the second gamble: 50 * -[100¢79] + .50 * 200069

Reject the second gamble: 0

Because the expected value of accepting is just below 0, P decides to reject the
in this condition. . .

moow”_ M%MHW_W of uncertainty, different outcomes OH.,S: do trigger a_mﬂo.cﬁ%o-
tions. It can be reasonable in such cases to .mc.mvms.a Eamﬁomﬁ until there _m_ —M.ﬁ.v
ther resolution. When confronted with the disjunctive scenario above, people q
not evaluate the attractiveness of the mooosa. gamble from two m:ﬂ:w:mmm%ow 4
tions, one assuming a gain and one assuming a _Omm,.wm implied by ﬁ. :ﬂ_,o
stead, not knowing whether they have won or _o.mﬁ the first, vo.o_w_o momawmw e e
two gambles and evaluate the second ?o.E their current position, as if for e
moment no change has occurred. Uncertain mcoc.ﬁ the previous outcome, mow.v?
evaluate the situation as if no outcome E.a .ocSEma. This _Eo:unoﬂmcos aﬂ M, 1
ther supported by the observation that m.m_z:_.m: percentage of .vooﬂ e wommv g
gamble in the disjunctive condition as in a simple oo:a:._on in whic p
gamble had been played (36 percent and 33 percent, respectively).

The Disjunction Effect and Intuition

The above analysis offers a positive as well as a negative account. .;ﬂ vwmymwm
account suggests that disjunctive situations v::m about a a&,oqo:a m_umv\o o} Mm <2l
state from when outcomes are certain. Having won the first gamble assures s
person of a no-loss situation, and having lost compels her to try to Row_ﬁ.ﬁ b
losses. Uncertainty, on the other hand, brings about a state SH& is :om a _.mmc% 4
tion of the former two, but an independent tendency to be cautious mM. m<oM_ Moﬂ
ther losses. Implicit in this is a negative account, :wBo_v:. that M: _.aﬂoaﬂ. o: %
see through the otherwise compelling logic that ormqmoﬁozaom this si :w _o_&.:H
fact, as is the case with other normative rules of aoo._m_.o? once the app ica _z
of STP is detected, for example in a transparent .i:r.-:..mcgnoﬂ design, noowro
typically find it compelling to the c.o:: of being irresistible. w_ﬁ wﬁm _ommﬁw_m :mM
applicability of a compelling EEQE@ has not dno:. made Nw _osz, Bm el S
abides by rules of its own, often in QL.ROM .ows.ﬁm.mﬂwo:os to the pattern
templative, within-subject intuition. ;

n:amwo%__cw_pmw M_s SM original study we presented mcg.ooﬁ.m with :.5 Won, Lost,
and diciumntive varcinne aach a week anart. sa that the logical relation among the
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versions was not detected. In another study, subjects were presented with all three
versions concurrently, on the same page, thus rendering the applicability of the
sure-thing principle transparent. The percentages of subjects who accepted the
second gamble in the Won condition (71 percent) and in the Loss condition (56
percent), when these were presented concurrently, were almost identical to those
observed originally, when the versions were presented a week apart. On the other
hand, the tendency to accept the second gamble in the disjunctive condition rose
from 36 percent in the original, separated presentation, to 84 percent in the con-
current presentation. In fact, the proportion of subjects in the concurrent presen-
tation who exhibited the pattern “accept when won, accept when lost, but reject
when do not know” declined by more than 80 percent relative to the separated
presentation. Once people realize that they would accept the second gamble re-
gardless of the outcome of the first, they are compelled to accept it in the dis-
Jjunctive condition.

Violations of STP are likely to be observed only when people have not con-
sidered the implications of the possible outcomes, and are likely to disappear in
transparent, within-subject presentation. Indeed, numerous studies have shown
that, contrary to Savage’s businessman, subjects often refrain from partitioning a
scenario or a category into their constituent events or subcategories. In the face
of uncertainty, various intellectual, emotional, and motivational factors can in-
fluence perception, often quite independently of how the situation is perceived
once the uncertainty is resolved. This can lead to violations of STP when the
uncertain condition is considered in isolation, as typically occurs in a between-
subject design. On the other hand, a within-subject design, in which people con-
sider their preference and observe that it remains unchanged throughout, renders
salient the compelling intuition underlying STP. But then how could Savage,
having just contemplated the relevant outcomes in his example, intuit the poten-
tial STP violation? In fact, with the alternative versions of the problem immedi-
ately before his attention, Savage is experiencing precisely the concurrent presen-
tation condition described above, and in that condition the logic of STP proves
inescapable. Philosophical intuitions such as those articulated by Savage involve
the philosopher serving as subject in what amounts to a within-subject intro-
spection. People’s experiences, on the other hand, typically occur in between-
subject conditions. Those aspects of behavior that are confined to a between-sub-
Ject analysis are likely to go undetected by within-subject intuitions.

Concluding Remarks

A number of psychological factors were considered that occasionally contribute
to inconsistent sentiments, judgments, and preferences in isolated versus concur-
rent evaluations. First, different methods of elicitation, such as choice versus
pricing, were seen to induce divergent weightings of attributes and thus give rise
to inconsistent preferences. Next, dimensions that were considered more impor-
tant, or harder to evaluate, were seen to acquire greater prominence in concurrent

Enmnaszozm.s\En:»:oimg&noﬁoo::mmrEmzm:mmo_maa Emmn:Bao?mmB-
ilarlv. ruleq of decicinn that favar cama Fartare Avrae mtlaon cormoe e o o 1
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decisive role in direct comparisons, but proved difficult to apply in isolated eval-
uations. Finally, a phenomenology of uncertainty that was observed in isolated
presentation was hard to capture in concurrent, within-subject, introspection.
This collection of instances, it was suggested, mirrors a discrepancy between the
nature of people’s everyday experiences and the conditions that yield philosophi-
cal intuitions. In life, people typically experience and evaluate things one at a
time, as in a between-subject design, whereas many of the relevant intuitions re-
sult from concurrent, within-subject introspection.

Intuition need not always arise from a purely concurrent mode of evaluation.
In fact, a person may attempt to evaluate one alternative “in isolation” and then
proceed to evaluate the second. However, this attempt at a sequential evaluation
of isolated events is likely to prove difficult and of limited success, particularly
when—as in Savage’s STP—the desired intuition depends on the interaction, or
comparison, of the disparate evaluations. Furthermore, even if one were success-
ful at intuiting reactions to events in isolation, that would not resolve the con-
flict with intuitions that emerge under a concurrent evaluation.

Within-subject introspection, it turns out, provides a better account of peo-
ple’s intuitions than of their actual behavior. Many principles of ethics and ra-
tionality are compelling because they originate from strong intuitions that most
of us share. When confronted with judgments or preferences that violate norma-
tive principles, people often wish to modify their behavior to conform with the
principles. Evidently, people’s behavior is often at variance with their own nor-
mative intuitions. In this sense, both normative and descriptive accounts capture
important aspects of human competence: the first addresses reflective delibera-
tion, whereas the second focuses on actual behavior. The two analyses, of
course, are interrelated but they do not coincide. Often, people prefer to adhere to
normative principles, but these sometimes conflict in nontrivial ways with ten-
dencies that arise in specific situations. Thus, people generally agree that one
should contribute to worthy causes and ought to refrain from lying, despite the
fact they do not always do so. Similarly, people tend to accept the normative
force of invariance, despite the fact that it is often violated in their actual
choices. The distinction between normative and descriptive accounts is easier to
intuit when it stems from notions such as self-interest or lack of self-control; it
proves less intuitive when the violation of normative principles stems from the
nature of cognitive operations.

Because intuitions can be very compelling, counterintuitive findings often
need to be demonstrated in between-subject designs. Only in such contexts can
we discover certain facts about our mental life that cannot be accessed by intu-
ition. This has obvious implications for the study of philosophical problems
(see also Goldman 1993a, for further discussion). Consider, for example, the in-
tuitive distinction most of us feel between acts of omission and acts of commis-
sion. Or between intentional versus nonintentional acts. Or between different
forms of allocation, distribution, and justice. In most of these cases, our intu-
itions arise from direct comparison and concurrent evaluation. It seems important
to know to what extent these sentiments are maintained in a between-subject
context, when evaluated in isolation. In light of the findings above, we should

eean . e dbcmn aantd hava nantrivial
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wo:ou\ _Bn_.mom:osm. Imagine that some distinctions our intuition tells us are
important disappear in between-subject evaluations, and that distinctions we did
not previously entertain suddenly prove important. What should we do then?
Should we strive for arrangements that improve things according to ::anzw
Sm:. emerge from concurrent evaluation, or should we instead, contrary to our in-
tuitions, strive to create a world that ameliorates experiences in between-subject

conditions? You can entertain both these ibiliti
. possibilities or, perhaps, yo
consider one and I the other. g P gnshovtd
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1. The notion of consequentialism ap i i i isi
. Tt . pears in the philosophical and decision the-
oretic literature in a number of different senses. See, e.g., Hammond G_m%.sh%;
wwmu_ mﬂwam m.mm.rwqwom mzﬁw EMﬂow 1991, for technical discussion. See ZnQ,g:o:
: critique. See also Shafir and Tversky 1992 i i
B s, y 1992, for a discussion of nonconse-
2. For more on Prospect Theory, see Kahneman
, and Tversky 1979; Tversky and
Kahneman 1986. For recent extensions of Prospect Theory, see H<onmw<< »”a
Mwssaams 1992. mo.n more on loss aversion, see Tversky and Kahneman 1991.
rospect theory m_mo.ﬁooéo::nm a weighting function that replaces stated probabili-
ties by some nonadditive measure. In the present treatment the weights coincide with
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