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                    Abstract
According to phenomenal conservatism, seemings can provide prima facie justification for beliefs. In order to fully assess phenomenal conservatism, it is important to understand the nature of seemings. Two views are that (SG) seemings are a sui generis propositional attitude, and that (D2B) seemings are nothing over and above dispositions to believe. Proponents of (SG) reject (D2B) in large part by providing four distinct objections against (D2B). First, seemings have a distinctive phenomenology, but dispositions to believe do not. Second, seemings can provide a non-trivial explanation for dispositions to believe, which wouldn’t be possible if seemings were dispositions to believe. Third, there are some dispositions to believe that are not seemings. Fourth, there are instances of seemings which are not dispositions to believe. I consider and reject each of these objections. The first and third objections rely on a misunderstanding of (D2B). The second objection fails because there are contexts in which an appeal to a previously unknown identity can provide an interesting explanation. The fourth objection overlooks the possibility of finkish and masked dispositions, phenomena which are widely accepted in the dispositions literature. I conclude that (D2B) escapes these common objections unscathed.
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	This formulation is Huemer (2007, p. 30). Slight variations, the details of which are not important for the arguments of this paper, can be found in Huemer (2001, 2005), and Tucker (2011, 2013).


	A third view, that seemings talk is ambiguous (Byerly 2012), will be briefly discussed below.


	See Earlenbaugh and Bernard (2009), Sosa (1998, 2007), Chap. 3.


	See Huemer (2001, forthcoming), Tucker (2011, 2013), Cullison (2010).


	Of course, there is nothing strictly incompatible about endorsing both (PC) and (D2B), or rejecting (PC) and accepting (SG).


	Byerly (2012, p. 776).


	(SG) and (D2B) are incompatible with each other, however, since (SG) is incompatible with a reduction of seemings to any other mental state.


	Huemer (2001, p. 77).


	Tucker (2010, p. 530).


	Tolhurst (1998).


	Huemer (2001, p. 77).


	Tucker (2010, p. 530).


	Tolhurst (1998).


	Cullison (2010, pp. 265–266) presents a case which he says illustrates a phenomenological difference between a seeming and an inclination to believe. But on any way of fleshing out the case, it will fall into one of the other categories of alleged counterexamples to (D2B) discussed below.


	This understanding of the objection renders it closely related to the objection I discuss in Sect. 5, that there are dispositions to believe that are not seemings. It is unclear to me whether proponents of (SG) take them to be separate objections to (D2B).


	The example is originally from Kripke (1980, p. 79n33). Though the example is about a name, it is widely thought that natural kind terms function similarly to names in this respect, and I assume that proponents of (SG) believe that seemings are a natural kind.


	Huemer (2007, p. 31). Huemer uses “seeming” and “appearance” interchangeably. Cullison (2010, p. 265) gives an objection to (D2B) along the same lines.


	I mean to restrict “our” here to philosophers in this particular literature. I don’t mean to be making a claim about the folk concept of “seeming”.


	I intend here to be neutral on the nature of propositions. If concepts are constituents of propositions, then “x is \(F\)” may express a different proposition than “y is \(F\)”, even if x = y. If objects and/or properties are constituents of propositions, then presumably “x is \(F\)” and “y is \(F\)” would express the same proposition. Thanks to an anonymous referee for pressing me on this point.


	There are very deep puzzles about how identity claims can be informative. I don’t intend to take a stand on what to say about these puzzles, but I take it that any solution to them must at least acknowledge the phenomenon I am referring to in the text. See, e.g. Frege (1892/1960), Salmon (1986), and Kripke (1979) for some discussion.


	It might be objected that in the Water/H
                    \(_{2}O\) case, “\(W\) freezes at 0 \(^\circ \)C” doesn’t actually provide a complete explanation of why “\(H \)freezes at 0 \(^\circ \)C”, since no fact is a complete explanation of itself (or at least no fact of this kind). I agree with the point, but I believe it misses the mark.


	I thank an anonymous referee for pressing me on this.


	As a referee points out, some explanations of this sort may be genuine metaphysical explanations, if there are such things. I intend to remain agnostic on this point; all I am claiming here is that explanations in terms of identities can be non-trivial given a particular epistemic position.


	Actually, I’m officially agnostic on this point, since it may turn out that identities can provide genuine explanations in certain contexts. See n24.


	I thank an anonymous referee for pressing me to be more explicit about this point, and for helping me think through these issues more generally.


	I thank an anonymous referee for pressing me on this point. My general claim about the failure of open questions as showing a lack of identity is somewhat contentious, but I cannot defend it in depth here.


	Of course, if proponents of (SG) could show that seemings can provide genuine explanations for dispositions to believe (as opposed to the appearance of genuine explanations), then this response would fail. But as far as I can tell, they have not provided any such argument.


	See, e.g. Chalmers (2003), Horgan and Kriegel (2007) for some optimistic views about introspection. Reasons to doubt the reliability of introspection can be found in Schwitzgebel (2008, 2010). For a particularly worrisome example of a failure to introspect the causes of our judgments about a variety of matters, see the extensive literature on implicit bias. Harvard’s Project Impliict provides an excellent overview at their website: https://implicit.harvard.edu/implicit/.


	Byerly (2012, pp. 778–780) provides what I take to be a different response to this objection. It’s worth noting that his response is compatible with (D2B), and so even if my response to this objection here is inadequate, (D2B) may still be in the clear.


	Huemer (2007, p. 31).


	I thank Steve Swartzer and Adam Thompson for discussion on this point.


	Huemer (2007, p. 31), Cullison (2010, p. 264).


	The success or failure of (D2B) also, of course, relates to issues with the plausibility of phenomenal conservatism. As noted at the outset, I wish to take no stand on phenomenal conservatism for the purposes of this paper.


	Huemer (2007, p. 31).


	Tucker (2013, p. 3).


	
Byerly (2012).


	A question that arises here for Byerly’s account is whether he is correct to regard experiences as distinct from seemings, despite some proponents of (SG) (e.g. Huemer 2007, p. 30) explicitly claiming that sensory experience is a species of seeming. Byerly argues that experiences cannot be seemings, since seemings are propositional attitudes but experiences are not. I find this claim to be more controversial than Byerly appears to assume, and thus to be avoided in responding to the present argument if possible. (A full assessment of Byerly’s arguments on this point is outside the scope of this paper).


	Choi and Fara (2012, Sect. 1.2).


	This explains its endorsement historically. See Ryle (1963); Goodman (1954), and more recently Choi (2006).


	This is widely but not universally accepted. Choi (2005a, b, 2006) defends (SCA) in light of these purported counterexamples. But for reasons which turn on the details of his account, his version of (SCA) will not be of assistance to the opponent of (D2B) in pressing the objection being addressed here.


	Lewis (1997, p. 147).


	The terminology, as well as the cases, come from Johnston (1992) and Bird (1998), respectively.


	See, for example, Choi (2005a, b, 2006), Clarke (2008), and Lewis (1997).


	
Bird (2007), Fara (2005), Mumford (2006).


	Lewis (1997, p. 145). Lewis notes that Kripke said more about “killer yellow” than he does.
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