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It Seems Like There Aren’t Any Seemings

Abstract: I argue that the two primary motivations in the literature for positing seemings as sui generis mental states are insufficient to motivate this view. Because of this, epistemological views which attempt to put seemings to work don’t go far enough. It would be better to do the same work by appealing to what makes seeming talk true rather than simply appealing to seeming talk.

Seemings are all the rage. They’re invoked by contemporary epistemologists to do heavy epistemic work.
 But it isn’t clear just what seemings are. According to several epistemologists, they are sui generis propositional attitudes, irreducible to any other mental states with which those skeptical of seemings (call them seemings skeptics) are content.
 However, I want to urge in this paper that this view is mistaken. It seems to me that there aren’t any seemings.


There are two primary motivations for accepting the view that seemings are sui generis mental states. The first motivation, which I discuss in section one, appeals to linguistic data in a kind of argument from elimination of alternatives. We use seemings locutions appropriately all the time. But, no single mental state other than a seeming occurs in every case where these locutions are appropriate. So, the arguer contends, it must be that there are sui generis seemings to make this language appropriate. I urge in section one that this motivation is insufficient, since it ignores the plausible view that seeming talk is ambiguous. The second primary motivation for accepting seemings as sui generis mental states is a certain practice we have of appealing to seemings in response to questions about why we believe or are inclined to believe things. The proponents of seemings urge that there are cases where there aren’t any mental states with which the seemings skeptic is content which could make sense of the practice. I argue in section two that there are mental states with which the seemings skeptic is content which make quite good sense of the practice. After showing in this way that the central motivations for positing seemings are insufficient, I close the paper by considering what implications the claim that there aren’t any seemings has for contemporary epistemology. One important implication is that those who appeal to seemings as heavy lifters haven’t finished their job.

1. Seemings Talk

One central motivation for positing the existence of seemings as a sui generis type of mental state is the abundance of linguistic data involving the seeming locution. We say “It seems to me that” and “I have a seeming state as of” very commonly. Indeed, I have already used locutions like these in this paper. 


These locutions are used with respect to propositions with all kinds of different contents. I will say that “It seems to me that the stick is bent,” “It seems to me that two plus two is four,” “It seems to me that torturing babies for fun is wrong,” and even “It seems to me that I am essentially dependent on a maximally wonderful being.” This variety of seemings locutions has been thought to have two important consequences. 


First, because seeming talk is used with respect to propositions with such varied contents, some have thought that seemings might lie at the core of our epistemic assessments of persons’ attitudes toward propositions. One proposal which takes this suggestion very seriously is Michael Huemer’s Phenomenal Conservatism. According to this view, if it seems to a subject S that p, for any p, then in the absence of defeaters S has some degree of justification for p (Huemer 2007). Seemings, then, can be used to partially analyze the important epistemic property of justification for propositions with all manner of contents.


Second, because seeming talk is so variegated, it has been observed that no single mental state with which those who are skeptical of seemings are comfortable could be that which makes seeming talk appropriate in every instance in which it is appropriate. Indeed, typical arguments for the uniqueness of seemings begin by proposing one mental state after another which one might identify with seemings and then showing that at least some of the linguistic data involving seemings locutions aren’t handled by the proposed identification. The strategy is to eliminate all other alternatives besides positing seemings as sui generis propositional attitudes. Since none of the best candidates for mental states one might identify with seemings is present in every case where seemings locutions are appropriate, it is concluded that seemings are a mental state of their own kind. And, since our typical practice is to use seemings locutions with that-clauses (e.g., “it seems to me that such-and-such”), it is concluded that these seemings are sui generis propositional attitudes.

One can find this sort of defense of the uniqueness of seemings in discussions by Michael Huemer (2007) and Andrew Cullison (2010).
 Both Huemer and Cullison consider proposals according to which seemings are to be identified with beliefs or inclinations to believe. One of the obstacles they point out for such proposals is that there are cases where seemings locutions are appropriate but where either beliefs or inclinations to believe are not present. 


Consider first the suggestion that we identify seemings with beliefs or partial beliefs. This suggestion is not without some support, because we do often talk in such a way that when we say “It seems to me that p” all we’re intending to do is report that we believe p—perhaps in a polite manner. Culllison and Huemer argue, however, that this proposed identification will not work because there are cases where it is appropriate to say that it seems to someone that p though that person neither believes nor even partially believes that p. For instance, it might seem to one that a stick submerged in water is bent even though one doesn’t believe—and perhaps doesn’t even partially believe—that the stick is bent. Similarly, one might continue to seem to remember a package one once opened for Christmas as having red wrapping paper even after being shown a video which clearly demonstrates that the paper was green. In each of these cases, it is appropriate to use seemings language but there are no beliefs or partial beliefs to identify as the seemings.


Similarly for the proposed identification of seemings with inclinations to believe, Huemer suggests.
 For instance, if one is well-aware that one is about to undergo a visual hallucination involving submerging a stick in water, one might have a seeming as of the stick being bent without even the inclination to believe that the stick is bent. Thus, there are cases where seemings locutions are appropriate but where neither beliefs nor partial beliefs nor inclinations to believe are present. 


My suggestion is that in each of these examples there is another mental state the seemings skeptic may well be more comfortable with which is present and which makes the seemings talk appropriate. In each of the examples, that mental state is the mental state of experience. In the cases of perceptual illusion, the subject has an experience as of the stick being bent—an experience phenomenally indistinguishable from an experience of a bent stick. In the case of the failed memory the subject has a memory experience or memory image as of the package having red wrapping paper.
 These mental states of experience are plausible candidates for mental states which are present in each of the foregoing examples which make good sense of the appropriateness of seemings locutions and which are likely to be more attractive than sui generis seemings states to the seemings skeptic.
 It would be too hasty, then, to conclude on the basis of the foregoing that seemings must be sui generis propositional attitudes.

Of course, my proposed response might lead one initially to think that those who are arguing that seemings are sui generis propositional attitudes simply mean to identify seemings with experiences. Perhaps these authors would just use the term “seemings” what I am here calling “experiences”; so there is no real dispute between us. Perhaps they would grant my claim that in the earlier cases it was experiences that made the seemings locutions appropriate; they would just argue that the reason for this is that seemings are experiences. In every case where seeming talk is appropriate, it is made appropriate by experiences, since seemings and experiences are the same. 

The initial plausibility of this idea is strengthened by the fact that Huemer suggests at least token identities of seemings with experiences.
 He writes:

I take statements of the form ‘‘it seems to S that p’’ or ‘‘it appears to S that p’’ to describe a kind of propositional attitude, different from belief, of which sensory experience, apparent memory, intuition, and apparent introspective awareness are species. This type of mental state may be termed an ‘‘appearance.’’ PC [Phenomenal Conservatism] holds that it is by virtue of having an appearance with a given content that one has justification for believing that content. (p.30, emphasis added)
The quotation suggests that Huemer counts some experiences as seemings. One might be tempted to think that Huemer’s view is that all seemings are experiences—that seemings and experiences are just the same thing. One wonders: would Cullison (or Bealer) follow him here as well?
A more careful analysis reveals that this interpretation is a mistake, however. Bealer, Huemer, and Cullison present a united view about the nature of seemings, and that united view rules out claiming that seemings just are experiences. At most, some token experiences are also seemings. But it is false on their view that all seemings are experiences, and it is also likely false that all experiences are seemings.

There are two ways to see this feature of their view. First, we can see this by attending carefully to the language consistently used to describe their view. As we saw with the quotation a moment ago, Huemer characterizes seemings as “propositional attitude[s].” Cullison and Bealer use the same language, talking of “propositional seemings”. But, it is precisely their nature as propositional attitudes which disqualifies identifying seemings—as understood by these authors—with experiences. For, propositional attitudes are, unsurprisingly, attitudes toward propositions. For any propositional attitude (, the object of ( is a proposition. In other words, when someone (s, what she (s is a proposition. For example, when someone believes, or disbelieves, or hopes, or fears, she believes, disbelieves, hopes, or fears that such-and-such. The object of her belief, disbelief, hope, or fear is a proposition. The proposition is what is believed, disbelieved, hoped, or feared. 
By contrast, experiences do not have propositions as their objects. What is experienced is not a proposition. We do not touch, taste, see, smell, or hear propositions. We touch, taste, see, smell, and hear things which are very different from propositions. 
 To be sure, there may be some sense in which our experiences of these things have representational—perhaps even propositionally structured—content;
 but, this is very different from saying that the objects of these experiences are propositions. One difference—perhaps the primary difference—then, between propositional attitudes and experiences is that the former have propositions as their objects while the latter do not. It would therefore be a mistake to identify seemings—which, by definition, are supposed to be propositional attitudes—with experiences. What seem to us are propositions; but propositions are not what we experience. Seemings and experiences just do not have the same nature, and so should not be identified.

A second way to see that, on the view shared by Bealer, Huemer, and Cullison, seemings are not to be identified with experiences is to make use of the same form of argument used by these authors above to show that seemings are not to be type-identified with beliefs or inclinations to believe. For, the argument against the latter type-identities is that there are cases where seemings locutions are appropriate but where it is plausible that no beliefs or inclinations to believe which have the content of those seemings are present to make sense of the seeming talk. Similarly, one might urge that there are cases where seemings locutions are appropriate but where plausibly there are no experiences with the content of those seemings to make sense of these locutions. For instance, where I say appropriately that “It seems to me that torturing babies for fun is wrong” or that “It seems to me that two plus two is four” or that “It seems to me that I am essentially dependent on a maximally wonderful being” or “it seems to me that there are no gargoyles in the room,” it is plausible that my seeming talk is not made appropriate by my having had experiences with the content of these seemings. At least, to defend the view that this seeming talk is made appropriate by such experiences is to take on a very significant theoretical commitment. It requires that, in addition to sense experiences, there are other kinds of experiences—moral experiences, mathematical experiences, religious experiences, and experiences of absences. We ought only posit the existence of such kinds of experiences if we cannot account for the data—the appropriateness of the above seemings locutions—without doing so. But, it is part of Bealer’s, Huemer’s, and Cullison’s contention for their view, however, that we can do this. We can do this by positing the existence of sui generis propositional attitudes called seemings. The seemings locutions above aren’t made appropriate by the existence of experiences of a different kind from our sense experiences. They are made sense of by sui generis seemings with moral, mathematical, religious, and absence contents. There is very little weird about this, since we already thought it was innocuous for other propositional attitudes to have such contents—propositional attitudes like belief, for example. What would be weird, and ontologically costly, would be if we had to posit the existence of new kinds of experiences with these contents. Thus, there is a second reason to conclude that, on Bealer’s, Huemer’s, and Cullison’s view, seemings should not be identified with experiences. 


We have now seen why it is plausible that there is no type of mental state with which the seemings skeptic will be comfortable which is present in every case of appropriate seemings talk to make sense of that talk. Beliefs can’t do it, nor can inclinations to believe, nor even experiences. It is easy to see how those who are friendly toward viewing seemings as sui generis mental states would like us to conclude straightway from this that seemings must therefore be a sui generis type of mental state. Their argument is as follows. Seemings talk makes sense in all of these cases. There is no mental state with which the seemings skeptic is comfortable which makes sense of this talk in every case. So, it must be made sense of by a sui generis mental state—by seemings. And, as we have seen, the way in which we use seemings locutions suggests that these seemings are a kind of propositional attitude. Thus, seemings exist, and they are a kind of sui generis propositional attitude.

I want to argue here that this argument is too quick. For it ignores the possibility that seemings talk is ambiguous. It is plausible that seemings talk is ambiguous between talk of experiences, talk of inclinations to believe, and talk of beliefs. In some cases, when the speaker talks of it’s seeming that O is F, he is talking about an experience as of O being F (as in many of the perceptual cases); in other cases where a speaker talks of it seeming to him that p, he is just saying that be believes p; and, in other cases where he says it seems that p, he is saying that he is inclined to believe p (as in many of the intuitional, moral, religious, and absence cases). There is no need to appeal to a sui generis type of mental state to make appropriate all of these appropriate uses of seemings talk. All this talk is made appropriate by mental states with which the seemings skeptic is already comfortable. Which mental state does the job is made clear by the conversational context. All that is necessary to make this defense is that seeming talk is ambiguous. And this is quite plausible.


Consider an analogy. Imagine someone who wants to defend the view that there are sui generis bats which the bat skeptic doesn’t believe in. She argues for her view as follows. 

There is a great variety of appropriate linguistic usage of “bat.” We say, for instance, that “I swung the bat and hit a homerun” and that “Batman’s suit is supposed to make him look like a bat.”  However, there is nothing the bat skeptic believes in which is present in each of these cases of appropriate bat talk which makes that talk appropriate. For instance, there are no screeching, flying rodents present to make appropriate the sentence about the homerun and there is no baseball equipment present to make appropriate the sentence about Batman. So, it must be that there is a sui generis type of thing—bats—which the bat skeptic doesn’t believe in.

Nobody would buy this argument. The reason is that bat talk is ambiguous. But, plausibly, so is seemings talk. So, nobody should buy the above argument for the uniqueness of seemings. 

My response would be strengthened if there were additional evidence that seeming talk is ambiguous. And indeed there is. At bottom, ambiguity of sentences and words has to do with there being multiple permissible interpretations of those linguistic items. And one very powerful kind of evidence for there being multiple permissible interpretations of a word or sentence is that there are sentences which exploit this ambiguity so as to avoid contradictoriness where otherwise there would appear to be a contradiction. For instance, having read the above paragraph about bats, the following apparent contradiction may seem rather innocent: “I swung a bat to hit the homerun, but I didn’t swing a bat to do so.” Similar tests can be run on other familiar, ambiguous terms. There is a permissible interpretation, for instance, whereon “That bank isn’t a bank” is perfectly acceptable.


We find the same kind of thing in the case of seeming talk. Consider again the case of the submerged stick. Imagine John is experiencing the stick just like we do, and that he also knows full well that it isn’t bent. Now, imagine someone asking John: “Does it seem to you that the stick is bent?” Here are three ways John might reply: 
A) Yes, it sure seems that it’s bent. But, I know it’s not. 

B) Actually, it seems to me that the stick isn’t bent. You would be foolish to think otherwise.  

C) Well, it depends on what you mean by “seem.” If you’re wanting to know whether I’m having an experience like one I would have if I were looking at a bent stick, then the answer is “Yes, it seems to me that the stick is bent.” But, if what you want to know is whether I believe that the stick is bent or am inclined to believe this, then the answer is “No, it doesn’t seem to me at all that the stick is bent.” So, in one sense, it seems to me that the stick is bent, but, in another, it doesn’t seem to me that it is bent.
Response C is perfectly sensible. In fact, it may be the best possible response to the question. And, as we saw above, its sensibility is additional evidence in favor of the ambiguity of seeming talk. 

In this section, we investigated one central motivation for concluding that seemings are sui generis propositional attitudes—there is no single mental state with which the seemings skeptic is comfortable which is present to make seeming talk appropriate in every instance in which it is appropriate. I have argued that this motivation is inadequate. For, the plausible view that seeming talk is ambiguous between a variety of mental states with which the seemings skeptic is comfortable explains the appropriateness of these locutions equally well. Sometimes it is made appropriate by one kind of mental state with which the skeptic is comfortable, other times by another kind of state. But in no case must we conclude that it is made appropriate by a sui generis thing distinct from all of these kinds of states, just like we needn’t suppose that the bat talk above is made appropriate by something different from rodents or baseball equipment. Thus, the first motivation for believing in seemings is insufficient.

2. Using Seemings to answer Why-questions

A second motivation for believing in seemings is also detectable in the literature. That motivation has to do with certain practices of answering why-questions in which we routinely engage. The defender of seemings alleges that there are cases where we appropriately give as our response to questions about why we believe or are inclined to believe p that it seems to us that p and where the only way for this to be appropriate is if there are indeed sui generis seemings. 


The argument can be put as follows. We often say in response to a question about why we believe or are inclined to believe p that it seems to us that p, and we do so appropriately. However, in some such cases the only mental states the seemings skeptic is comfortable saying that we have are our inclinations to believe p or our beliefs that p. So, the only candidates for a mental state with which the seemings skeptic is comfortable which makes appropriate our response to these questions are our beliefs or inclinations to believe. However, it is not appropriate to answer these why-questions by just citing our beliefs or inclinations to believe. So, it must be that some other mental state with which the seemings skeptic is not comfortable makes appropriate these responses. The mental states which do so are sui generis seeming states.
 


Let me pick a particular example. Examples from philosophical debate are helpful here, so I’ll pick one from a debate in ethics.
 According to some versions of Act Utilitarianism, an action is right if it promotes the greatest happiness everyone considered and wrong otherwise. One sort of counterexample urged against this view is that it conflicts with special duties. For, there are cases where one has a special duty to someone but where this version of Act Utilitarianism implies that fulfilling this duty is wrong. For instance, in the famous fire rescue scenario discussed by Godwin (1801), we are to imagine that a loved one of ours is trapped in a fire with someone who has special talents. Circumstances dictate that we can only save one of the two. And, it is clear that if our loved one is saved she will go on to lead an average life while if the person with special talents is saved she will go on to benefit humanity in far more remarkable ways. The version of Act Utilitarianism on offer here implies that it would be wrong to save the loved one. However, many people are strongly inclined to think saving the loved one would not be wrong. Many people are even inclined to believe that saving the loved one is something you have a special duty to do. When asked why they are inclined to believe this, people will often reply, “It just seems that way to me.” 


Now, either these persons, when asked why they are inclined to believe that saving the loved one is not wrong just cite their own inclination or they cite something else. They don’t just cite their own inclination, however. For, if they were doing this then their response would not provide a non-trivial explanation for why they are inclined as they are. That one is inclined to believe p doesn’t non-trivially explain—and perhaps doesn’t explain at all—why one is inclined to believe p. So, these persons must be citing something else. And, since there aren’t any other candidates for a mental state they are citing which the seemings skeptic would be comfortable with, it should be concluded that they are citing in their response to the why-question a sui generis seeming state that they have. The purpose of doing so is to explain why they are inclined to believe in the way that they are. They are inclined to believe as they do because it seems to them this way, and this is a non-trivial explanation of their inclination.


I think the seemings skeptic has an adequate reply for these cases, however. There is a perfectly adequate way of explaining what is going on in these cases which doesn’t appeal to sui generis seeming states. To see how this explanation goes, it will be helpful to consider Cullison’s discussion of one important usage of seeming locutions.


Cullison notes that it is often the case in conversation that someone will back away from a claim that p and instead say simply that “It seems to me that p.” In such cases, the person is politely expressing disagreement. Cullison offers an explanation for why this is a polite way to express disagreement. He writes, “I think a plausible explanation for why these are polite ways of expressing disagreement is that we retreat to citing a form of evidence that we think the hearer will not object to.” Sometimes, then, the use of seemings locutions serves the purpose of pointing to evidence which one’s interlocutor is unlikely to find objectionable. Cullison thinks that in this implies that the form of evidence cited is a sui generis seeming state. 


I think Cullison’s explanation of why these seemings locutions make for polite disagreement is spot on—it is polite because we are citing a form of evidence that our interlocutor is unlikely to find objectionable. However, I do not think this implies that what we are citing is a sui generis seeming state. Instead, I think what we are citing are facts about other mental states of ours which the seemings skeptic will be quite comfortable with. 


Typically, in examples like the one above, when someone answers the question of why she is inclined to believe p by saying “It just seems to me that p” she is citing the following sorts of facts. She is reporting that as soon as she considers the thought that p, she is inclined to believe that p is true. Doing so doesn’t provide a non-trivial explanation for why she is inclined to believe as she does. For, it just cites the fact that she is inclined to believe in this way. For instance, in the above example, the person who responds to a question about why she is inclined to believe that saving the loved one isn’t wrong by saying “It just seems to me that this isn’t wrong” isn’t explaining her inclination. At least, she isn’t explaining it by appealing to some other reasons of hers. 


Instead, responding to the why-question about her inclination by citing the facts about what seems to her to be the case serves a very different purpose. Rather than explain why she has the inclination she does by appealing to some other reason of hers, what citing this seeming state accomplishes is it appeals to a form of evidence that her interlocutor is unlikely to find objectionable. For, she reports that as soon as she considers the thought that p, she is inclined to believe that p. And, that someone merely upon considering the thought that p is inclined to believe p is good evidence for p in the absence of reason to think that this person is sometimes inclined to believe propositions just upon considering them when these propositions are false or improbable. Since, typically, it is assumed in the conversational context that there isn’t any reason to think that she is the sort of person who upon considering p is inclined to believe p when p is something false or improbable, her appeal to this fact is an appeal to evidence her interlocutor is unlikely to dismiss. Being inclined to believe something as soon as one considers it is rare and in the absence of defeaters it provides evidence for the thing that one is inclined to believe. The fact that someone is inclined to believe that it isn’t wrong to save the loved one in the fire rescue case as soon as she considers the claim is powerful evidence for the truth of this claim in the absence of some reason to think that this person is somehow unreliable with respect to those claims which simply upon considering she is inclined to believe.


There are, then, times where persons will appropriately respond to questions about why they are inclined to believe something by appealing to seeming states where no other states are available to make sense of these seeming locutions than the inclinations themselves. However, what makes these responses appropriate isn’t that they provide non-trivial explanations for why the persons are inclined as they are. What makes the responses appropriate is that they appeal to a form of evidence for the claim in question which is unlikely to be disputed in the conversational context. When someone asks you “Why think p?” where p is something you are inclined to believe, one response is to appeal to some other beliefs you have or to some experience you have had. In these cases you are appealing to evidence other than your inclination to believe p which explains why you are inclined as you are. However, another sort of response is to say that as soon as you consider p, you are inclined to believe it. You’re just flat inclined to believe p and there’s nothing more to it. This too supplies evidence for p, though it doesn’t non-trivially explain why you are inclined to believe p. You’re inclined to believe p just because you are. There’s nothing further to say. And this is precisely why this sort of response is so powerful dialectically when there is no reason to think that you are the sort of person who is inclined to believe things just upon considering them when they are false or improbable. 

The second motivation for positing sui generis seemings thus fails as well. Our practice of answering why-questions about our inclinations and beliefs by citing seemings is perfectly understandable even without positing any other mental states than those with which the seemings skeptic is content. In some cases, when we do this we are citing some other mental state we have like an experience which explains why we are inclined as we are. In other cases, we are saying that we are just inclined that way and that’s all there is to it. But in both cases we appeal to a form of evidence which our interlocutor is unlikely to find problematic. Responding to why-questions about our inclinations and beliefs by citing seemings is entirely appropriate, even if there are no seemings.

3. Why it matters that there aren’t any seemings

In the previous two sections I argued that the two primary motivations for positing sui generis seeming states cited in the literature on seemings do not supply adequate motivation for positing these states. We need not suppose that seemings are a type of mental state all on their own in addition to the kinds of mental states the seemings skeptic is already content with. I want to close the paper by considering whether this conclusion has any important consequences for the work some epistemologists have attempted to invoke seemings to accomplish.


Let me start by observing something that is not implied by the conclusion that seemings are not sui generis propositional attitudes. This conclusion does not imply that views which attempt to invoke seemings to do significant epistemological work are false. For instance, the fact that there are no seemings does not show that views like Huemer’s Phenomenal Conservatism are false. Phenomenal Conservatism, as we saw, says that if it seems to S that p, then in the absence of defeaters S has some degree of justification for p. This view may be non-vacuously true even though there aren’t any seemings.
 For, it may be that mental states other than seemings make claims about how it seems to a person true. They may do so in just the same way that facts about light and concrete objects make true claims about shadows when there aren’t (or aren’t really) any shadows.
 In other words, claims about how things seem to someone do not involve ontological commitment to seemings. This is precisely why I can say truthfully such things as that it seems to me that there aren’t any seemings. So, the non-existence of seemings doesn’t threaten the truth of views in epistemology which invoke how things seem.


However, there is at least one significant implication of the conclusion that there aren’t any seemings for those views in epistemology which attempt to put seemings to work. Though this conclusion doesn’t imply the falsity of these views, it does imply their inadequacy. A view which would attempt to analyze or partially analyze some epistemic property like justification using the language of seemings is a view which has not yet hit rock bottom in terms of reduction. It has not yet reduced the reducible to the irreducible. For, seeming language is made true by things other than seemings. A fully adequate analysis or partial analysis of the relevant epistemic property would analyze that property in terms of what there is which makes the talk of seemings true. Such an analysis would be much more illuminating than the analysis which invokes the seemings language. 


The point is this. Views like Phenomenal Conservatism which put seemings to work to explain certain important epistemic concepts don’t go explanatorily deep enough. They explain these concepts in terms of seemings language, but the seemings language itself can be explained. A fully adequate account of the relevant epistemic concepts will thus go beyond these views which appeal to seemings language. They will go to what there is which makes the seemings language true.

4. Conclusion

I have argued here that the two primary motivations for positing sui generis seeming states are inadequate. Without adequate motivation, we shouldn’t posit seemings as mental states of their own kind. One important implication of this is that views in epistemology which attempt to put seemings to work, though perhaps true, are inadequate. They leave the task of the epistemologist unfinished.  
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	� See, e.g., Huemer (2001). Conee (2004) also offers a version of evidentialism which makes heavy usage of seemings, and Tucker (2011) makes usage of seemings in religious epistemology. 


	� This view is defended by Cullison (2010), Huemer (2007), and Bealer (1999). It is compatible with (Tolhurst 1998) and seems to be sanctioned by Bergman (forthcoming). 
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