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Editing in pages 165-170 
 

 
A Passion for Specificity presents the email interchanges between 
Marco and Russ as they actually occurred, warts and all, so the reader 
gets an unfiltered view into the conversation. However, there were two 
places where, for space considerations, we shortened interchanges that 
we judged to be perhaps too burdensome for the reader. For 
transparency, we present those two passages here in the Companion 
Website. Below is the editing from the book’s pages 165-170 (the 
editing of pages 274-275 is also on the website). The material that is 
printed in the book is in blue; the rest is as was in the original 
email. 
 
Page 165, top of the page: 
 

I agree that liking or disliking Farm Basket turkey is a matter of judgment, but I would 
insist that those judgments are based on (or in some way related to) pristine experience, for 
two reasons:  
 

NOTE: Russ has inserted some superscripts into Marco’s passage here to facilitate later 
references. 

 
1) Far from being purely “cognitive” states, liking and disliking have a distinct 

phenomenology. For me, eating fried tofu (which I love1) is different from eating Swiss 
cheese (which I don’t like8): but the difference goes far beyond the fact that the taste of 
fried tofu is not the taste of Swiss cheese; it is that difference in taste, plus the 
difference between eating something that you love and eating something that disgusts 
you. I take it that when John says “I like Farm Basket turkey” his utterance could refer to 
that original (pristine?) experience of liking something while tasting it1. (In this sense, his 
mental image of the green turkey could be seen as a metaphor for John’s disgust for 
Farm Basket turkey—note how the color green tends to be associated with poison and 
sickness.) 

2) If John said “I like Farm Basket turkey” without having ever tasted (or even seen) Farm 
Basket turkey, would his judgment be worth anything? I don’t think so.9 To me, this 
means that judgments are tied to experience in a way that your discussion seems to 
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sideline. Thus, I would argue that John’s liking of Farm Basket turkey presented itself 
directly to his senses at least once (when he was eating it, and assuming that his 
statement is correct); further, John’s liking of Farm Basket turkey can present itself 
indirectly to the senses—in the form of a memory1—whenever he thinks or talks about 
his attitude toward Farm Basket turkey. 
 

I think it’s important to acknowledge two possibilities: first, John may be induced by situational 
pressures and demands to say that he likes Farm Basket turkey even if this statement conflicts 
with his pristine experience of Farm Basket turkey7; second, John may be wrong about his 
pristine experience of Farm Basket turkey4 or 5. These pitfalls explain why it is so difficult to 
study pristine experience through descriptions of broad experience. Still, my sense is that 
arguing that “no phenomena . . . is an essential or apprehendable part of judgment” is too 
strong. To me, this sounds like denying any continuity between pristine and broad experience. 
 
 
The remainder of Chapter XIV is as in the original correspondence.  
 
 

Chapter XV: Phenomena, mental states, judgments, and hunger.  
  

April 16 

Hi Marco— 

Here's my next shot. 

—Russ 

 

You begin with some examples. In trying to ensure I understand them I created Table 7, which I 

explain below. Furthermore, I have inserted superscripts into your April 13 text indicating the 

row number I applied to your text: 

 

Table 7: Clarifying Marco’s examples 

 

Row Taste 

(Pristine 

E) 

Judgment 

(Broad 

Exp) 

What is said Your example 

1 Good I like “I like” tofu; “John could refer”; memory trace 

2 Good I like “I don’t like”  

3 Good I don’t like “I like”  

4 Good I don’t like “I don’t like” John may be wrong 

5 Bad I like “I like” John may be wrong 

6 Bad I like “I don’t like”  

7 Bad I don’t like “I like” situational pressures  

8 Bad I don’t like “I don’t like” Swiss cheese 

9 None I like “I like”  John’s “worthless” speech h(your 

implication) 

10 None I like “I don’t like”  
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11 None I don’t like “I like”  

12 None I don’t like “I don’t like”  

 

 

RE #167 “Eating fried tofu (which I love
1
).” 

  

This example belongs, I think, in row 1 of my table, because I interpret you as saying that your 

pristine experience of tofu is good (row 1 Taste column), that your judgment about tofu is that 

you like it (row 1 Judgment column), and that you would say, if asked, “I like tofu” (row 1 

What is said column). Because all this is in row 1 in the table, I have inserted a superscript “1” 

into your April 13 text.  

 Your “Swiss cheese (which I don’t like
8
)” example should be in row 8: it Tastes bad; 

your Judgment is that you don’t like it, and if asked, What you would say is, “I don’t like it.” 

 

 

RE #169 “John may be induced by situational pressures and demands to say that he likes Farm 

Basket turkey even if this statement conflicts with his pristine experience of Farm Basket 

turkey.
7
” 

 

I understand you to be saying throughout our correspondence ‡‡‡insert marginal “#182” about 

here‡‡‡ that broad experience is not merely the speaking about broad experience. That is, I 

understand you to be saying that your broad experience of traveling through India somehow 

exists whether or not you are talking about it or explicitly thinking about it. So when you say 

“John may be induced by situational pressures and demands to say that he likes Farm Basket 

turkey,” I understand you to be conveying that the situational pressure is on the saying, not on 

the broad experience. Therefore I put this in row 7. (A parallel situational pressure on speaking 

might be entered in row 2, but you don’t mention that.)  

However, your discussion was somewhat ambiguous: perhaps you intended that the 

situational pressure applied to John’s judgment, in which case what he said is aligned with his 

judgment but discrepant from his pristine experience, and so should appear in row 5.  

 

 

RE #170 “John may be wrong about his pristine experience of Farm Basket turkey.
4 or 5

” 

 

I interpret you as saying that his broad experience (judgment) is discrepant from his pristine 

experience (taste), and that what he might say is consonant with his broad experience. Row 4 or 

5. 

 

 

RE #168 “If John said ‘I like Farm Basket turkey’ without having ever tasted (or even seen) 

Farm Basket turkey, would his judgment be worth anything? I don’t think so.
9
” 

 

I agree. But a worthless judgment is a judgment nonetheless, so I understand this example to be 

in row 9. 

 Do I understand your examples correctly?  
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RE #166 “I agree that liking or disliking Farm Basket turkey is a matter of judgment, but I would 

insist that those judgments are based on (or in some way related to) pristine experience.” 

 

I think you emphasize table rows 1 and 8, and overlook or otherwise deemphasize rows 3, 4, 5, 

6, 9, 10, 11, and 12. People have broad experiences about things that they have no pristine 

experiences about (rows 9, 10, 11, and 12). One dramatic example that comes to mind is false 

memory syndrome, but more mundane examples abound. Here’s a definition of false memory 

syndrome: 

 

[A] condition in which a person’s identity and interpersonal relationships are centered 

around a memory of traumatic experience which is objectively false but in which the 

person strongly believes. Note that the syndrome is not characterized by false memories 

as such. We all have memories that are inaccurate. Rather, the syndrome may be 

diagnosed when the memory is so deeply ingrained that it orients the individual’s entire 

personality and lifestyle, in turn disrupting all sorts of other adaptive behavior . . . False 

Memory Syndrome is especially destructive because the person assiduously avoids 

confrontation with any evidence that might challenge the memory. Thus it takes on a life 

of its own, encapsulated and resistant to correction. The person may become so focused 

on memory that he or she may be effectively distracted from coping with the real 

problems in his or her life. (McHugh, 2008, pp. 67–68) 

 

I’m not taking sides on the frequency of false memory syndrome (which is controversial), but 

false memory syndrome seems to be an example of a (strong) broad experience that incorrectly 

believes itself to be based on pristine experience. 

Furthermore many people (Donald, for example) have broad experiences that forget, 

overlook, or deny pristine experience (rows 3, 4, 5, and 6).  

 Those examples demonstrate that judgments can be quite distant from pristine 

experience, so I think “those judgments are based on (or in some way related to) pristine 

experience” is not (necessarily) true unless one has a very broad understanding of “in some way 

related to.” You have referred to “the obvious fact that “everything exists as a result of our 

interaction with the world.” If that’s what you mean by “in some way related to,” then your 

statement becomes “I agree that liking or disliking Farm Basket turkey is a matter of judgment, 

but I would insist that those judgments, like everything else in the world, are based on (or in 

some way related to) our interactions with the world including pristine experiences that are either 

directly, distantly, and/or not at all relevant to the judgment at hand.” That, I think, is a true 

statement, but it is not very informative so I doubt that that is what you mean.  

 I accept that judgments are sometimes, probably often, maybe usually based on (or in 

some way related to) pristine experience. But I also think that judgments are sometimes, 

probably often, maybe usually based on (or in some way related to) something that is not closely 

related to or that substantially distorts pristine experience. Furthermore, I think that most people 

most of the time are not good judges of the extent to which their judgments are or are not related 

to pristine experience. As you yourself, here (to my ear) exemplify, people often (if not 

generally) substantially overestimate the extent to which their judgments accurately portray their 

pristine experience. 
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RE #171 “Still, my sense is that arguing that ‘no phenomena . . . is an essential or apprehendable 

part of judgment’ is too strong.” 

  

Regarding “essential”: I agree that judgments can be (and often are) based on (or in some way 

related to) pristine experience. However, I don’t think pristine experience is an essential part of 

judgment. In your bread metaphor, bread can be based on wheat, but wheat is not an essential 

part of bread (there is potato bread, oat bread, corn bread, etc.). I happily accept that pristine 

experience can inform judgments, but judgments can be made without pristine experience (table 

rows 9, 10, 11, 12) or contrary to pristine experience (rows 3, 4, 5, 6). You might ask, “would 

judgment[s made without pristine experience] be worth anything?” Your answer would be “I 

don’t think so,” and I would agree. But as we have noted, a worthless judgment is a judgment, 

nonetheless. And this is, I think, important: there are very many worthless judgments, very often 

held by the judger as being true or as being the Truth. 
 
The remainder of Chapter XV is as in the original correspondence. 


