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he well-known Muller-Lyer illusion (figure 2.2), in which one line
continues t0 look longer than the other even after you know that the
awo lines are the same length. He then moved on to logic problems
quch as the Wason 4-card task, in which you are shown four cards
on a table.%* You know that each card comes from a deck in which all
cards have a letter on one side and a number on the other. Your task
is to choose the smallest number of cards in figure 2.3 that you must
wrn over to decide whether this rule is true: “If there is a vowel on
one side, then there is an even number on the other side.”
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FIGURE 2.2. The Muller-Lyer llusion.
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When people are told up front what the answer is and asked to

explain why that answer is correct, they can do it.. But amazingly,
they are just as able to offer an explanation, and just as confident
in their reasoning, whether they are told the right answer (E and 7)
or the popular but wrong answer (E and 4).5* Findings such as these
led Wason to the conclusion that judgment and justification are seps-
rate processes. Margolis shared Wason’s view, summarizing the state of

affairs like this:

Given the judgments (themselves produced by the non-
conscious cognitive machinery in the brain, sometimes
correctly, sometimes not so), human beings produce
rationales they believe account for their judgments.

But the rationales (on this argument) are only ex post
rationalizations.3
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Margolis also called this kind of thinking “intuitive.”
“Reasoning-why,” in contrast, is the process “by which we
describe how we think we reached a judgment, or how we think
another person could reach that judgment.”* “Reasoning-why” can
occur only for creatures that have language and a need to explain
themselves to other creatures. “Reasoning-why” is not automatic; it’s
conscious, it sometimes feels like work, and it’s easily disrupted by
cognitive load. Kohlberg had convinced moral psychologists to study
“reasoning-why” and to neglect “seeing-that.”
Margolis’s ideas were a perfect fit with everything 1 ha<3 seen
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THE RIDER AND THE ELEPHANT

It took me years to appreciate fully the implications of Margolis’s
ideas. Part of the problem was that my thinking was entrenched in
a prevalent but useless dichotomy between cognition and emotion.
After failing repeatedly to get cognition to act independently of emo-
tion, I began to realize that the dichotomy made no sense. Cognition
just refers to information processing, which includes higher cogni-
tion (such as conscious reasoning) as well as lower cognition (such as
visual perception and memory retrieval).’

Emotion is a bit harder to define. Emotions were long thought to
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