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The purpose of this essay is to account for privileged access or, more precisely, the special kind of epistemic right that we have to some beliefs about our own mental states. My account will have the following two main virtues. First of all, it will only appeal to those conceptual elements that, arguably, we already use in order to account for perceptual knowledge. Secondly, it will constitute a naturalizing account of privileged access in that it does not posit any mysterious faculty of introspection or "inner perception" mechanism. 

I shall proceed as follows. In the first section, I shall describe privileged access in some detail. In the second section, I will propose an account of it. The main tenet of this account is that a subject may have the very same grounds for both a given belief of hers and a higher-order belief about it. In the third section, we shall see how assuming this accounts for privileged access. I will then consider, in the fourth section, three interesting objections against my model that focus on its just mentioned main tenet. 

1. What needs to be explained: Privileged Access







Subjects have the ability to acquire beliefs about their own mental states in a way that makes them especially justified in holding those beliefs.
 For any subject S and mental state M, I will refer to S's believing that she is in M with the schema "S self-ascribes M" or "S self-attributes M". (Accordingly, I shall call the belief that S has when she self-ascribes M a "self-ascription" or "self-attribution" of M.) When a mental state such as a sensation, a perceptual experience or a belief is self-ascribed by a certain subject, her self-ascription normally enjoys a characteristic entitlement or epistemic right.
 The purpose of this essay is to account for this fact. For the sake of simplicity, I shall concentrate on our access to our own beliefs. There are two interesting differences between the justification that one’s beliefs about one’s own beliefs enjoy and the justification that a different subject’s beliefs about them can enjoy. First of all, they are different in kind. Secondly, they also differ in strength, since the former kind of justification is stronger than the latter. Let us consider these two facts in order.

Our entitlement to beliefs about our own minds is different in kind from the entitlement to those beliefs that anybody else may have. When one has a certain occurrent belief, one is able to identify it without observing one's own behavior or deducing that piece of information about oneself from other beliefs that one may have. Our justification for beliefs about our own beliefs depends on neither a process of reasoning nor empirical evidence (beyond the empirical evidence that our first-order beliefs may be based on, in any event). In order to attribute beliefs to others, though, one does need empirical evidence. Importantly, one needs to observe their behavior. In addition, one needs to perform some inferences, such as inferences to the best explanation. This asymmetry constitutes an important difference between self-knowledge and knowledge of other minds. Let us summarize it in the following principle:



Asymmetry of Access

For any subject S and proposition p:

If S believes that p, then it is possible for S to be entitled to the belief that she believes that p on the basis of neither reasoning nor empirical evidence.

When you form the belief that I believe in God, for instance, your justification for such a belief typically derives from your observations of my behavior and a process of reasoning, as a result of which you infer that I believe in God. When I believe that I believe in God, a different sort of justification seems to be available to me. (Clearly, I do not need to observe my behavior and infer, from my observations, that I believe in God.) The discussion that follows will assume that the Asymmetry of Access principle is true. However, intuitively plausible as it is, this principle requires explanation. There is no straightforward explanation as to why my beliefs about my own beliefs and your beliefs about them are justified differently. 

A second characteristic feature of our entitlement to beliefs about our own beliefs is that it is stronger than the entitlement that anybody else may have to beliefs about them. This constitutes a second important difference between the first person and third person sorts of epistemic access to mental states. We may express it in the following principle:

Strength of Access

For any subjects S and S*, and proposition p:

If S believes that p and S* believes that S believes that p, then it is possible for S to be more entitled to the belief that she believes that p than S* is.

Once again, the Strength of Access principle seems true, but its truth requires explanation. In what follows, I will refer to the conjunction of both the Asymmetry of Access principle and the Strength of Access principle as the "Privileged Access" thesis. The goal of this discussion is precisely to account for the fact that the Privileged Access thesis is true.

Let me mention a few reference points for the task ahead. Within a broadly Cartesian picture of the mind, it is part of the nature of mental states that subjects are authoritative with respect to what mental state they are in, up to a very high degree.
 In fact, Cartesian self-knowledge is infallible, indubitable, incorrigible and transparent.
 Admittedly, there may be some mental states for which it is true that one is infallible when one believes that one is in them. (Consider, for instance, the belief that one is thinking.) Nevertheless, in general, our usual beliefs about our own states of mind do not meet the high epistemic standards of infallibility, incorrigibility, indubitability and transparency. 

There is a totally opposite (though equally extreme) view regarding self-knowledge, prominently held by Gilbert Ryle, according to which our access to our own mental states is in no way special. According to Ryle, we know about our own mental states in just the same way as we know about other people’s mental states, namely by inferring our ascriptions of mental states from our observations of their behavior.
 The present discussion assumes that such a view is in the wrong path for any theory of the mental. It is highly counter-intuitive that we come to know about our own states of mind by inferring that information from some observations of our own behavior. An inference-based account of self-knowledge must face the following difficulty. Most of our mental states are dispositional, that is, they consist in being disposed to act in certain ways, or come to occupy certain other states, provided that certain conditions obtain. Now, if we know about our own mental states by inferring the relevant information about them from some observations of our own behavior, then it seems that we would not be able to know what mental state we are in unless we manifested the appropriate dispositions to act. However, we are usually able to know what mental state we are in even if we exhibit no piece of behavior that manifests it.

A different view on privileged access involves the notion of a mechanism of, as it were, inner perception that commonly receives the name of "introspection". The idea is basically that we can perceive our own states of mind just as we perceive some events in the world. However, mental states are supposed to be such that only their subjects can use this sort of "inner sense" in order to perceive them. Within this view, mental states resemble deeply hidden objects that can exclusively be perceived from a specific perspective that only their subjects can occupy. That is supposedly why we have a special sort of epistemic right to our beliefs about what mental state we are in. Only we can introspect our own mental states, since nobody else can be in the appropriate position to do it. There are well known difficulties regarding the analogy between perception and our ability to know our own minds. Importantly, sense perception involves our being in a state that is different from the object of perception and from any perceptual belief. Having such "sensory experiences" amounts to being "appeared to" in some ways or, more specifically, being such that it seems to one that the object of perception has such-and-such properties. By contrast, introspection does not involve any such experiences.
 It is hard to view self-knowledge as a sort of perceptual mechanism once this disanalogy is noticed.

A further kind of approach to privileged access strongly relies on a specific construal of the notion of epistemic warrant, namely reliabilism. Reliabilism is essentially the thesis that if a belief is generated by the operation of a process that tends to produce true beliefs (that is, a reliable process), then it is justified.
 According to the kind of reliabilist account of privileged access that I have in mind, we are justified in believing that we are in a certain mental state when we are caused to believe that we are in that mental state by being in that mental state.
 The reason why I wish to avoid this type of explanation is that it does not square with an important fact about belief. Beliefs are “transparent”, in the sense that if I want to know whether I believe that a certain event is the case, what I will do is to look for evidence that indicates whether the event in question obtains. This is Gareth Evans’s point when, in an effort to interpret a certain Wittgenstenian remark, he claims:

"If someone asks me ‘Do you think there is going to be a third world war?’ I must attend, in answering him, to precisely the same outward phenomena as I would attend to if I were answering the question ‘Will there be a third world war?’ I get myself in a position to answer the question whether I believe that p by putting into operation whatever procedure I have for answering the question whether p."

I fail to see how beliefs could be transparent if self-knowledge were simply the product of a causal process that links my mental states to my beliefs about them. If my first-order and corresponding second-order beliefs are just causally related, why would I try to answer the question whether I believe that p by trying to answer the question whether p? There seems to be no reason why I would do that, which is why I wish to avoid the kind of view according to which we are justified in believing that we are in a certain mental state when we are caused to believe that we are in that mental state by being in that mental state. 

My intention in this essay is to provide an account of the characteristic first-person way of knowing about one's own beliefs that explains why it is different in kind from, and more reliable than, the ways in which other subjects know about them. I intend to remain non-Cartesian in that the desired account will have to allow for this ability to yield, for instance, fallible beliefs about one's own beliefs. A virtue of the account that I shall propose is its conceptual economy. For it will only appeal to some conceptual elements that, arguably, explaining perceptual knowledge already requires. Furthermore, this account intends to give a "naturalizing" explanation of self-knowledge in that it gets rid of any mysterious faculty of introspection. (Accordingly, it will not require the existence of states that play, in self-knowledge, an equivalent role to the role of sensations in perception.) Finally, the transparency of belief will make perfect sense within the model of self-knowledge that I am about to propose, which will make it preferable to the kind of causal model of self-knowledge that I briefly criticized in the previous paragraph. 


Now, as I have just mentioned, one of my main tenets in this essay is that we can account for privileged access without making any assumption that we would not already make in order to explain perceptual knowledge. I find all of the assumptions about perceptual knowledge that I will be making reasonable enough, and I shall not be arguing for them. Instead, I propose to make those assumptions for the sake of the argument, and see how far we can get with them within our project of explaining privileged access without appealing to any mechanism of "inner perception". I intend to show that we can get very far indeed. If you find the view of perceptual knowledge that will underlie my account of self-knowledge here implausible, I can only urge you to consider whether it is such a high prize to pay for a naturalistic theory of self-knowledge. 

Here is what I will be assuming about perceptual knowledge. I will be assuming that, for any proposition p and any subject S, S is justified in her perceptual belief that p just in case:

(a) S has an apparent perception that p; and

(b) S forms the belief that p on the basis of her apparent perception. 

Some qualifications are in order. My first point of clarification concerns perception and the sufficiency of (a) and (b). Consider the following "Reliability of Perception" principle:

(RP)
For any subject S and any proposition p:


If S apparently perceives that p, then p tends to be the case. 

Notice that the following is an obvious consequence of RP: For any proposition p, if it seems to us that we perceive that p and we form our belief on the basis of such an apparent perception, then, in normal circumstances, our belief tends to be true. So I take it that, provided that RP is correct, S will be justified in her belief that p if she meets (a) and (b) above. (In so far as one construes taking perception or memory at face value as a kind of process of belief formation, I am assuming reliabilism here.) Thus, under normal circumstances, we are entitled to believe that there is a tree in front of us when we apparently perceive a tree and we form our belief on the basis of our apparent perception. For, in normal circumstances, my belief is likely to be true.

My second point of clarification concerns what I mean by "on the basis of" in (b). Clarifying the basing relationship is far beyond the scope of my project in this essay, but a few remarks should be sufficient for the purposes of the discussion:

1. I mean the locution "S forms the belief that p on the basis of her being in state A" to entail that, if S had not been in A, she would not have believed that p. (All I want to rule out, with this condition, is that S believes that p for some other reason, different from her apparent perception that p.)

2. I also mean it to entail that, if S were demanded to justify her belief that p, S would appeal to her being in A.
 (So I want to rule cases where, say, you form the belief that p simply because your brain is hard-wired in such a way that your apparent perception that p is sufficient for your belief, even though you are absolutely ignorant about the reasons why you have come to believe that p.) 

3. This, in turn, is not meant to suggest that S must have any particular belief about her being in A in order for her to form the belief that p on the basis of her being in A. (In particular, I am not claiming that S must infer her belief that p from the belief that she is in A, in order for her to form the belief that p on the basis of her being in A.) It only means that she must be disposed to believe that she was in A since, on reflection, S must be capable to track the reason why she has come to believe that p.

4. We must expect that, if S has any reason to distrust her own perceptual apparata, then she will not form any belief whatsoever, just in virtue of having certain apparent perceptions. So I am going to use "S forms the belief that p on the basis of her having the apparent perception that p" as implying that S has no reason not to take perception at face value.

5. Nevertheless, I will not take this to require that S must have the belief that she can trust perception in order for her to form the belief that p on the basis of her apparent perception that p. Likewise, I will not assume that, in addition to (a) and (b), S needs to have any particular belief about perception in order for her to be justified in her belief that p.

These are the assumptions about perceptual knowledge that I shall be making. In the next section, I will suggest that they are sufficient to account for privileged access. I shall proceed in two steps. First, I will put forward two main theses for consideration. The first of them concerns the etiology of first-order beliefs, whereas the second one concerns our entitlement to our second-order beliefs. My contention will then be that the latter thesis, which partly rests on the former one, accounts for the truth of the Privileged Access thesis. Thus, in section three, I shall go back to the Asymmetry of Access and Strength of Access principles and provide a considerably detailed explanation of the reasons why they are correct. 
2. Towards an account of Privileged Access








Let us begin with an uncontroversial enough observation about beliefs. Beliefs are acquired through mechanisms that involve perception, memory and reason.
 In what follows, I will often refer to perception, memory and reason as "faculties". Likewise, I will refer to the products of the operation of those faculties, such as apparent perceptions, apparent memories or judgments, as their "deliverances". With the schema "S apparently perceives that p" I will represent a subject's being in a certain state wherein she perceives (or misperceives) that p.  I will also use the schema "S apparently remembers that p" to represent a subject's remembering (or misremembering) that p. Now, the four claims below seem to describe some circumstances where beliefs are acquired due to the operation of some of our faculties:

(PB)
For any propositions p, q and any subjects S, S*:

(i) 
If S apparently perceives that p, then S comes to believe that p.

(ii) 
If S apparently remembers that p, then S comes to believe that p.

(iii) 
If S believes that S* is reliable and S believes that S* provides her with the information that p, then S comes to believe that p. 

(iv)
If S believes that q and S believes that p follows from q, then S comes to believe that p.

I will call the conjunction of the four claims above the "Production of Belief" principle or, for short, "PB". There surely are some qualifications to be made in PB regarding, for instance, S’s conceptual repertoire and her focus of attention at the time that the antecedents of clauses (i)-(iv) hold true. Also, none of the claims in PB is meant to be exceptionless. Along the lines of comment (4) above: Somebody could have reasons to think that she is hallucinating, in which case she could have an apparent perception of a table and, yet, she could very well refrain from forming the belief that she is in front of a table. In this kind of cases, the subject has reasons not to take perception at face value, so she will not form any belief on the basis of her apparent perception alone. However, under normal circumstances, it seems that subjects do tend to acquire beliefs on the basis of perception, memory, testimony and inference. For the sake of simplicity, though, I will leave these qualifications implicit in my allusions to PB, pretending that the principle is true as it is formulated above. 

Principle PB is analogous to some principles on which our entitlement to, say, perceptual or memory beliefs is arguably based. Consider the claims that perception and memory are reliable faculties (consider, that is, the above Reliability of Perception principle, along with the corresponding principle for memory, which we could call the "Reliability of Memory principle" or, for short, "RM"): 

(RP)
For any subject S and any proposition p:


If S apparently perceives that p, then p tends to be the case. 

(RM)
For any subject S and any proposition p:

If S apparently remembers that p, then p tends to be the case. 

The similarity between the PB principle and principles RM and RP that concerns privileged access is the following. Principle PB describes how the deliverances of our faculties tend to correlate with our beliefs about the world, whereas RP and RM report a frequent correlation between those deliverances and the world. How is that relevant for privileged access? As I suggested while presenting RP, reliability principles yield some consequences regarding epistemic justification. Thus, for any proposition p, we are entitled to believe that p when, in normal circumstances, it seems to us that we perceive or remember that p and we form our belief on the basis of such an apparent perception or memory. For, provided that RP and RM are correct, the belief in question is likely to be true. Now, my suggestion is that the regularities described in PB ultimately provide us with our entitlement to self-knowledge, just as the reliability of memory and perception described in RM and RP justifies our perceptual and memory beliefs. Since this thesis is central within the model of self-knowledge that I am advocating for, it will be worth considering it in detail.      

Suppose that a given subject apparently perceives that there is a tree in front of her. Is she justified in believing, on the basis of such an experience, that she believes that there is a tree in front of her? My contention is that she is no less entitled to that second-order belief than she would be to the belief that there is a tree in front of her. As I have just pointed out, the subject in question would be entitled to the belief that she is facing a tree on the basis of her apparent perception, given the reliability of the faculty that generated it. Similarly, I propose, that subject is entitled to believe that she believes that she is facing a tree on the basis of the very same apparent perception, in virtue of PB. Notice that, if principle PB is correct, then, if she apparently perceives a tree in front of her, then she will form the belief that there is a tree in front of her. In other words, given the facts described in PB, her apparent perception will generate the conditions that would make her appropriate second-order belief true. My proposal, then, is that the correlations mentioned in PB ground the justification for those second-order beliefs that we obtain from (among other sources) our apparent perceptions and memories, just as the regularities mentioned in RP and RM ground our entitlement to perceptual and memory beliefs, respectively.

The general picture about the relation between knowledge of the world and knowledge of one's own mind that this idea suggests is essentially the following. There is a double justificatory work that, say, our apparent perceptions may perform in virtue of different regularities they are involved in. On the one hand, one may form a belief about the world on the basis of a given apparent perception and be entitled to such a belief in virtue of a correlation that, as RP describes, connects our apparent perceptions with the world. On the other hand, one may form, on the basis of the very same apparent perception, a belief about one's own beliefs, and be entitled to such a meta-belief in virtue of a different correlation that, as PB describes, connects our apparent perceptions with our perceptual beliefs. Thus, in the tree example, one may form the belief that one believes that one is facing a tree on the basis of the very same apparent perception that grounds the belief that one is facing a tree. And, I suggest, one would then be entitled to such a meta-belief in virtue of the fact that one’s apparent perceptions tend to make second-order beliefs of that kind true. Thus, within this model of self-knowledge, our grounds or (as we may call them) pieces of evidence for our first-order and second-order beliefs are the very same deliverances of our cognitive faculties. Nevertheless, the reasons why they constitute grounds for the first-order or second-order beliefs that we may form on their basis are different in each case, since they justify those two kinds of beliefs in virtue of different causal relations they are involved in. This is, essentially, the account of privileged access that I propose. 

The following principle of “single justification” or (for short) “SJ”, summarizes the upshot of the considerations above:

(SJ)
For any subjects S and S*, and any propositions p and q:

(i) 
If S apparently perceives that p, then S is entitled to believe that she believes that p, as long as her second-order belief is formed on the basis of her apparent perception.

(ii)
If S apparently remembers that p, then S is entitled to believe that she believes that p, as long as her second-order belief is formed on the basis of her apparent memory.

(iii)
If S believes that S* is reliable and S believes that S* provides her with the information that p, then S is entitled to believe that she believes that p, as long as her second-order belief is formed on the basis of her belief that S* provided her with the information that p and S* is reliable.

(iv) 
If S believes that q and she thinks that p follows from q, then S is entitled to believe that she believes that p, as long as her second-order belief is formed on the basis of her belief that q and her belief that p follows from q.

Now, two questions are in order. First of all, how does SJ help us to explain the phenomenon of privileged access?  Secondly, does such an explanation extend to all those beliefs that we would intuitively say we have privileged access to? One might argue that this account does not explain our access to three kinds of beliefs, namely, beliefs justified a priori, unjustified beliefs and beliefs our grounds for which we no longer remember. In the next section, I will offer an answer to the first question. I will turn to the issue of whether the scope of the account that I am presenting is sufficiently wide in the fourth section, where I will try to show that my account does apply to our knowledge of beliefs of each of those sorts. Let us now concentrate on the question of how SJ accounts for the truth of the Privileged Access thesis. 

3. Explaining asymmetric, strong access









As I mentioned above, there are two important features of our entitlement to beliefs about our own beliefs that need to be distinguished. They are captured in the Asymmetry of Access principle and the Strength of Access principle. We need to explain, first of all, why there is a sort of warrant for my beliefs about my own beliefs that only they can enjoy. Then, we need to explain why such a warrant is stronger than the warrant that someone else’s beliefs about my own beliefs may have. 

Consider my belief that my car is black. Why am I entitled to believe that I have such a belief in a way in which nobody else is? The proposal summarized in SJ is that whatever grounds I have for my belief about my car, they entitle me to believe that I have the belief in question (though not for the same reasons). Now, if they did not constitute sufficient grounds for your belief that I believe that my car is black, then there would be grounds that justify my meta-belief but not your ascription of the first-order belief to me, which would account for the truth of the Asymmetry of Access principle. How plausible, though, is the claim that my grounds for a given belief about my car do not entitle you to believe that I have that belief? On reflection, this should be extremely plausible (in fact, almost trivial).

The basic idea is that, when you believe that I believe that my car is black, any piece of evidence indicating that it is indeed black will not be sufficient for you to be justified in believing that I have such a belief. (This is in fact quite obvious since I could very well not have that piece of evidence at all.) All the information that you may have about the world, independently of what my image of it is like, will not entitle you to believe that I particularly believe anything about my car. For you miss a crucial piece of information as to what events I apparently perceive or remember, what events I infer to be the case or what events I have been informed of. Basically, you need to know whether I have the appropriate evidence that would lead me to believe that my car is black. By contrast, let us suppose that I do have such evidence (which, let us stipulate, is the same evidence as you have). My having it does justify me, unlike you, in believing that I believe that my car is black. For, according to PB, my having what in fact is the very same information as you have about the world makes it the case that I am very likely to have that belief. In other words, when the link between the world and perception, memory, testimony and reason that PB describes works well, my having grounds for believing that my car is black makes the belief that I have such a belief likely to be true. Thus, according to the account of privileged access that I am defending here, my entitlement to my second-order beliefs is not unique in the sense that only I can have access to the kind of evidence that warrants them (a collection of apparent perceptions, for instance). There is not any mysterious inaccessibility about the type of experiences that constitute the basis for my second-order beliefs. Others can have, let us say, apparent perceptions of the same type as those apparent perceptions that constitute my evidence for my second-order beliefs. The important point is that such experiences, by themselves, will not constitute evidence that grounds an attribution of any particular belief to me. They lack the appropriate causal connection with my cognitive system. My entitlement to second-order beliefs is unique in the sense that, by themselves, such experiences can only justify my appropriate second-order beliefs. 

How does SJ explain the characteristic strength of my entitlement to self-knowledge? The truth of the Strength of Access principle can be explained in terms of liability to error. In order for you to be justified in believing that I have a belief, you typically need to observe my behavior (including my verbal behavior) and infer from it that I have the belief in question as the best explanation of your observations. But there are some aspects of this procedure that, quite simply, make you liable to error in ways in which I am not. What you seem to perceive about my behavior might be wrong. Furthermore, you may make a mistake while you are performing the relevant inference. What makes your belief-ascription procedure reliable is the fact that those things rarely occur. Nevertheless, they may happen. Consider, by contrast, my self-ascription of a particular belief. It is easy to see that it is vulnerable to neither of the just mentioned kinds of error that may disrupt your belief-ascription procedure. First of all, notice that in order for my ascription to be fully justified, I do not need to perform any inference involving the premise that I have such-and-such perception, memory or some particular belief inferred from them or acquired on the basis of the testimony of others.
 Provided that PB is correct, I just need to actually have the appropriate perception, memory or belief and form my meta-belief on its basis. That makes my second-order beliefs immune to the sort of error that may arise from performing an inference incorrectly, a kind of error your procedure to ascribe beliefs to me is perfectly vulnerable to. Secondly, the way in which my second-order beliefs are generated makes them immune to the kind of error that may arise from the malfunctioning of perception or memory as well. Consider a scenario where, say, my perceptions are often wrong. (Similar considerations will apply to memory and inference, as well as testimony.) Notice that, even if my perceptual experiences were often wrong, my having them entitles me to the belief that I have the perceptual belief that, according to PB, they should prompt. For the causal link between the world and my perceptual experiences that warrants my perceptual beliefs is independent from the causal link between such experiences and the perceptual beliefs that they generate, and only the latter grounds my second-order beliefs. (I will return to this issue when we examine one of the objections to be considered below.) Thus, within the model of self-knowledge that I am presenting, the intuition that my entitlement to self-knowledge is especially strong seems to be accounted for by the fact that your attribution of a belief to me depends on the reliability of some (fallible) faculties on which my self-attributions do not depend. 

As an interesting corollary to this point, it is worth highlighting that the model presented here accounts for the fact that one’s perceptual beliefs, memory beliefs and beliefs formed on the basis of testimony are, in normal circumstances, less justified than one’s beliefs about one’s own beliefs. Consider the fact that when you are forming a belief about the world on the basis of perception, memory or testimony, you are precisely appealing to those faculties that others need in order to ascribe beliefs to you. I have argued that our beliefs about our own beliefs are more justified than the beliefs that others have about our beliefs because the latter depend on the reliability of some faculties on which the former do not depend. Analogously, the reason why our perceptual beliefs, memory belief and beliefs formed on the basis of testimony normally enjoy a weaker sort of justification than our second-order beliefs is that the former rely on the well-functioning of some faculties on which the latter do not rely.

Let us briefly compare the account above with some alternative accounts of self-knowledge that I have previously mentioned. Since my account does not require that the subject performs any inference in order for her to be entitled to her beliefs about her own mind, it radically differs from Ryle’s. To repeat, a subject does not need to believe that PB is correct and that she apparently perceives an apple, and then infer that she believes she is facing an apple by taking both thoughts as premises. Rather, the picture is that the very same perceptions and memories that, under normal circumstances, justify our perceptual and memory beliefs make the appropriate second-order beliefs true in virtue of PB, which entitles us to such second-order beliefs. (Similar points apply to testimony and inference.) Secondly, my account differs from introspective accounts in that it does not need to posit any sort of state that plays, in self-knowledge, the role of sensations in perception. The account above does admittedly appeal to experiences that amount to being “appeared to” in some way in order to explain our access to perceptual and memory beliefs, for instance. However, it does not require positing any such experience beyond those already required in order to account for our entitlement to those perceptual and memory beliefs we are having access to. Finally, the transparency of belief confirms the account summarized in SJ. For, if it is true that our grounds for our first-order and corresponding second-order beliefs are the very same deliverances of our faculties, then one would expect the phenomenon that Evans highlights to occur: One is to expect that, if I am asked whether I have the belief that p, then I will try to answer the question whether p. Within the picture of self-knowledge that I am defending here, the reason is the following. Naturally enough, when I try to form an opinion as to whether a given event is the case or not, what I do is to look for supporting evidence one way or the other. Suppose, now, that the event in question is my having the belief that p. If my account of self-knowledge is correct, the available evidence for my having the belief that p and the evidence for p is constituted by the very same deliverances of my faculties. No wonder, then, that I try to answer the question whether I believe that p by trying to answer the question whether p. No wonder, in other words, that belief is transparent. 
3. A priori justification, lack of justification and forgetfulness






It is tempting to raise three particular objections against the account above. Some of them seem to presuppose a wrong picture of it, but considering them may shed some light on some important details of the account. In this section, I will describe these objections and try to meet them either by elaborating on those features of the account that make it invulnerable to them or by supplementing my account with some additional features. Essentially, the general line of attack against the account above goes as follows: One may claim that the account is incomplete as an account of privileged access to our own beliefs for three reasons. First of all, nothing about the account above seems to illuminate how we have privileged access to those beliefs of ours that are justified a priori. I will call this objection the a priori objection. Secondly, given that my grounds for a particular first-order belief justify my belief that I have the belief in question, it is hard to see how the account can explain my privileged access to my first-order unjustified beliefs, which I undoubtedly enjoy. In other words, suppose that a subject believes in Astrology and she forms the belief that she will win the lottery on the grounds that her horoscope says so. How can such a subject be entitled to believe that she believes that she will win the lottery, if what justifies her second-order belief must be, according to the account above, precisely what justifies her first-order belief? After all, there is no such thing as what justifies her first-order belief! Yet, intuitively, that does not prevent her from being entitled to believe that she believes that she will win the lottery. I will call this objection the unjustified belief objection. Finally, it might be argued that the account is also incomplete in that it cannot explain those cases of privileged access to a certain belief the basis for which we can no longer remember.  Consider, for instance, the belief that my date of birth is 9/1/72. Again, what justifies my belief that I believe that my date of birth is 9/1/72 should be whatever justifies my belief that I was born on 9/1/72. However, I do not remember that fact, I do not remember having read it anywhere or having heard it from anyone. How can I form my second-order belief on the basis of grounds that I no longer remember? Let us call this objection the memory objection. I shall now turn to these objections in order.

According to the a priori objection, our model cannot account for our access to some of our a priori beliefs, such as the belief that 2+2=4, which seems to be as privileged as the kind of access that we have to our own perceptual beliefs. It is worth pointing out that the a priori objection does not presumably apply to our access to all of our a priori justified beliefs, but only to those not arrived at by inference (our most simple and basic a priori beliefs). The reason is that if our access to that kind of beliefs turns out not to be problematic, then we can use clause (iv) in SJ to account for our access to more complex beliefs that are justified a priori as well.

Accounting for the a priori sort of justification that some of our first-order beliefs enjoy is an extremely challenging issue. Fortunately, I do not think it is really an issue we need to discuss in order to explain how the model considered here can be extended to apply to our knowledge of our a priori beliefs. However, I do wish to offer a reasonable hypothesis about how a priori justified beliefs may be produced. The reason is that, although I am not concerned with the issue of a priori justification here, a hypothesis about the generation of a priori beliefs will actually be of help in order to explain our access to them. The general idea will be to consider how we could supplement PB so as to provide SJ with an additional clause that accounts for our access to a priori beliefs. That will basically involve identifying a kind of state such that, once we occupy it, we tend to acquire a given a priori belief.

Let us begin by considering a certain kind of cognitive state that I wish to distinguish from the state consisting in believing something to be the case, namely the state of it intellectually seeming to us that it is the case.
  We usually say of somebody who apparently perceives that something obtains that it seems to her that the event in question obtains, which we take to be different from believing that it obtains. We also say that something seems to somebody to be the case when that person apparently remembers it to be so and, again, we do not take this to mean that she believes it to be so. Now, there is a further circumstance where we would intuitively say that it seems to somebody that something is the case and, yet, we would not say that she believes it to be the case. Suppose that somebody hands me a proof of Gödel's theorem. I may follow each step of the proof and come to believe that Gödel's theorem is true. However, when I entertain the theorem itself, it still does not particularly seem to me that the theorem is true. It does not seem to me that it is false, either. I have no intuition at all either way even if, having followed a proof of it, I believe it to be true. Conversely, it may seem to us that each predicate determines a set (namely, the set of those individuals the predicate in question is true of) even if we know about Russell's paradox and, as a result, we do not actually believe that each predicate determines a set. Being in the kind of state that I am trying to illustrate with these examples does not involve the operation of our faculties, other than reason, which is why I will refer to it by using the schema "it intellectually seems to S that p". I mean to suggest no mystery by the use of "intellectually" here. My intention is just to refer to a particular kind of state among those to which we refer when we say that it seems to somebody that something obtains.

Believing something to be the case does not entail that it intellectually seems to us to be the case, neither does the converse hold. Nevertheless, there does seem to be a certain correlation between both kinds of cognitive states. We may express this correlation in the following additional clause to our PB principle:



(PB) For any subject S and proposition p:

(v)
If it (intellectually) seems to S that p, then S comes to believe that p.

I see no reason why clause (v) of principle PB should be controversial. Suppose that I try to calculate how much time there is between lunch and my evening class. Suppose that I am not using a calculator or a pencil. I just run a simple mathematical operation in my mind. In that case, what it seems to me to be the answer to my doubt is what I will believe to be the answer. Of course, (v) is not supposed to have no exceptions, just as (i)-(iv) in PB were not either. We may occasionally encounter somebody who is really bad at performing simple mathematical operations without the help of a calculator, and knows it. Then, clause (v) in PB will not be true of her. But most of us either are not like that subject or we do not believe that we are. Thus, (v) is true in sufficiently many instances to ground the following additional clause to principle SJ: 

(SJ) For any subject S and proposition p:

(v)
If it (intellectually) seems to S that p then S is entitled to believe that she believes that p, as long as her second-order belief is formed on the basis of her having the intellectual intuition that p.

My reasons in support of clause (v) in SJ are analogous to my reasons for endorsing (i)-(iv) in SJ. Suppose that it intellectually seems to S that p. Furthermore, suppose that S forms the belief that she believes that p on the basis of her intellectual intuition that p. If clause (v) in PB is correct, then S is likely to come to believe that p. That is, S's second-order belief is likely to be true. Thus, S's belief that she believes that p is justified. Clause (v) in SJ seems to account for our knowledge of our own a priori beliefs. The reason is that, arguably, when a subject a priori believes that a certain proposition p is true, there is an intellectual intuition that p that is available to her (even if she did not acquire the belief independently of experience), on the basis of which she can form the appropriate meta-belief.

The unjustified belief objection focuses on the point that, according to the account above, the justification available for my second-order beliefs must be the same as the justification for my corresponding first-order beliefs. Yet, one may argue, even if I come to acquire a belief on a totally unreasonable basis, that should not preclude me from being entitled to believe that I have the belief in question. Which it apparently does, if my grounds for first-order beliefs and their corresponding second-order beliefs indeed coincide. 

A distinction between objective and subjective justification might be helpful in order to see how the present objection relies on a wrong picture of the model of self-knowledge that I have presented.
 Roughly, we can say that a subject is objectively justified in holding a belief when her holding that belief maximizes truth and minimizes falsity within her total body of beliefs. We can then say that a subject is subjectively justified in holding a belief when she believes that she is objectively justified in holding it.
 Whether or not one is objectively justified in holding a certain belief, one is always subjectively justified in holding it (thus, subjective justification is, strictly speaking, no justification at all). For, even if you are not objectively justified in holding a given belief, there must be something that leads you to hold it. Otherwise, there would be no reason for you to think that the belief that you would supposedly be holding is true, which hardly amounts to holding a belief at all. In other words, no matter how bad our grounds for a certain belief may be, we will actually think that they are good grounds for having the belief in question, if we are really holding it. That is the sense in which one is always subjectively justified in holding a belief. 

Now, the account I am defending does not claim that what objectively justifies a given meta-belief of mine (an apparent perception or memory, for instance) is what objectively justifies my corresponding first-order belief. It only claims that what objectively justifies the former is what subjectively justifies the latter. For, whether or not it objectively justifies my first-order belief as well, it will prompt (according to PB) that first-order belief in me, thus making my meta- belief likely to be true. The crucial point that the unjustified belief objection misses is that, in spite of the fact that a single experience may constitute our grounds for both a given first-order belief and its corresponding second-order belief, the reasons why it can justify the latter do not depend on the reasons why it can justify the former. My memory and my vision might radically fail and, as long as I am not aware of it, I will still believe what it seems to me that I am remembering or seeing. Thus, my model does account for the fact that we are entitled to believe that we have some beliefs that are objectively unjustified, against what the unjustified belief objection suggests. 

Before moving to the memory objection, it is worth relating the unjustified belief objection to a different kind of objection that it is reasonable to raise against my account. The reason why the unjustified belief objection is harmless is, I just claimed, that even if my memory and my vision radically failed, I would still believe what it seemed to me that I was remembering or seeing, provided that I had no reason to distrust memory and perception. Still, one might think that those cases where I do have reasons to distrust memory or perception raise a different kind of problem for my account. Suppose that I have reasons to think that light conditions are not normal, and I apparently perceive a red ball in front of me. In that case, I would not come to believe that there is a red ball in front of me. However, it seems that nothing in my account prevents me from coming to believe that I believe that there is a red ball in front of me, on the basis of the apparent perception that there is. That would lead us, quite implausibly, to failures of self-knowledge.
 In fact, though, something does prevent me from forming the second-order belief on the basis of my apparent perception of a red ball, namely, the very fact that I have reasons to distrust perception. The basic idea is that, if I have doubts about the reliability of my faculties, then I will not appeal to their deliverances in order to justify any of my beliefs. Consequently, I shall not form any belief on their basis. Now, if the deliverances of my faculties that ground my first-order and corresponding second-order beliefs are the same, then having reasons to distrust the faculties that produce them is enough to preclude us from acquiring any first-order belief and it is enough to preclude us from acquiring any corresponding second-order belief. For in neither case would I appeal to the deliverances of my faculties in order to justify my beliefs. Therefore, there are really no grounds for the worry that my account of self-knowledge easily yields false meta-beliefs.   

Let us turn to the memory objection now. According to it, the proposed account is incomplete in a new respect, namely, it cannot explain how I can be entitled to believe that I have a certain belief I can no longer remember how I came to acquire, such as the belief that the French Revolution began in 1789. The assumption is that, once I forget how I came to acquire the belief in question, there must be nothing that justifies my belief any more. In those circumstances, it makes sense to ask what could possibly justify my belief that I have the first-order belief in question. For, within the account that I proposed, I will only be justified in having a second-order belief if there is something on the basis of which I formed the corresponding first-order belief. Since, in these cases, there seems to be nothing that justifies my first-order belief any more, the advocate of the memory objection claims, the account above cannot explain how we can have privileged access to them. In my opinion, first-order beliefs of the kind the memory objection refers to are actually justified. Even if the subject cannot remember how she acquired the belief, typically, memory still provides the subject with the necessary warrant for the belief to be justified. How is that possible, though? 

There are (at least) two ways in which memory can entitle us to hold a particular belief.
 First, memory can allow a subject S to be in an intentional state wherein it seems to her that a certain event E was the case. (That is the kind of state that I have been calling an "apparent memory" of E.) That will happen in virtue of the fact that the content of that state relates, in some systematic way, to the content of an earlier state of the subject (usually a perceptual state of E obtaining). Now, when this occurs and, as a result, the subject forms the belief that E was the case, the subject is entitled to believe that E was the case thanks to memory. Thus, if I believe that there was a fire at my house years ago because I was present at the time, I saw it, and I keep a memory of the event, then, plausibly enough, I am now entitled to my current belief that there was a fire in my house on the basis of memory.
 Memory can entitle a certain subject to believe that a given event E occurred in a different way, though. We subscribed the view that beliefs are dispositional states. It seems important for a cognitive system to preserve some dispositions to action given certain circumstances. Memory performs the function of preserving those dispositions that constitute beliefs. Furthermore, if the belief was originally justified then, intuitively, memory preserves the subject’s entitlement to hold the belief in question by performing its function. Thus, suppose that I had been told that the French Revolution occurred in 1789 while I was at elementary school, I had believed it at that time, and memory had preserved the belief since then. Intuitively, we would say that I am now entitled to believe that the French Revolution occurred in 1789. The preservative function of memory explains our intuitions regarding this sort of cases.

In order to deal with the memory objection, a crucial point is that these two sorts of warrant, the source of which is memory, can come apart.  Even if S cannot remember E to happen (in the sense of having an apparent memory of E), S may keep, as time goes by, the disposition to make certain judgments and behave in certain ways that amount to believing that E was the case. In that case, memory only provides the subject with the latter sort of entitlement to her belief. (Thus, I might not remember who told me about the French Revolution and, yet, my belief that it occurred in 1789 would still be justified, provided that I acquired it from a reliable source.) Conversely, S can remember E to happen and be thereby entitled to believe that E occurred, although S did not have the necessary concepts to frame the belief about E at the time that E was the case. Then, memory only provides the subject with the former sort of entitlement to her belief. (Thus, I might have been a baby at the time there was a fire at my house, in which case I would have lacked the concepts of flame, heat, smoke and other necessary concepts to frame the belief that there is a fire at a certain place. Still, my current belief would intuitively have been justified, if I keep an apparent memory of the fire.)

Nothing substantially changes when it comes to second-order beliefs. Memory entitles me to the belief that I believe that my date of birth is 9/1/72, if it has preserved the relevant dispositions that constitute my first and second-order beliefs since the moment at which I acquired them. When memory plays its preservative role, I can be justified in believing that I believe that I was born on 9/1/72 even if I no longer remember how I came to believe that I was born on that date.
 Let us position ourselves in the past for a moment. According to my account, whatever justified my first-order belief about my date of birth at the time that I acquired it also justified the corresponding second-order belief that I formed then. Now, suppose I do not remember any more what once led me to believe that I was born on 9/1/72. Still, if memory preserves the dispositions that amount to both beliefs, such (subjective) grounds still justify both my current belief that I was born on 9/1/72 and my current belief that I believe that I was born on 9/1/72. Basically, we are not being stricter regarding what is needed for a second-order belief to keep its warrant through time than we would be regarding first-order beliefs. Thus, the basic proposal here can be pictured as follows: Does the fact that we no longer remember, for a certain proposition p, how we came to acquire the belief that I believe that p prevent such a belief from being justified? Just in so far as the fact that we no longer remember how we came to believe that p prevents the belief in question from being justified. In both cases, I argued, the preservative role of memory helps us to explain why the allegedly problematic beliefs are indeed justified. 

4. Recapitulation and final remarks









More has to be said on our access to our own thoughts. However, I think that we can conclude that the account above, based on principle SJ (i)-(v), provides us with the beginnings of a conceptually economical explanation of how we can know about our own beliefs and desires in an epistemically different way from the way in which others know about them. This explanation, I would like to emphasize, does not appeal to any more elements than those needed by a reasonable view on the nature of our entitlement to perceptual beliefs. This, together with the elimination of any mysterious faculty of introspection, makes the account especially interesting.
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�For the purposes of this discussion, I will not be distinguishing between the notions of having warrant for a belief, being justified in having it and being entitled to it.


� Notice that the list does not include all sorts of mental states. Arguably, we do not know about our character traits and some of our emotions in any special way.


� In the context of this discussion, “Cartesian” is meant to be just a label. (It may or may not be the most historically accurate one.)


� I am using these terms as follows. For any proposition p, one's belief that p is infallible when it is the case that, if one believes that p, then p. One's belief that p is indubitable when it is not possible for one to believe that p and there to be evidence that would justify one's rejection of p. One's belief that p is incorrigible when it is the case that, if one believes that p, then no one else who knows that I believe that p can warrantedly challenge this belief. Finally, one's belief that p is transparent when one believes that p if p is the case.


� See Gilbert Ryle's (1949), ch. 6.


� For more on the disanalogies between sense perception and self-knowledge, see Sydney Shoemaker's (1996), part IV.


� On reliabilism, see Alvin Goldman's (1979).


� See John Gibbons' (1996) and Crispin Wright's (1989) for different proposals along those lines.


� See Evans' (1982), p. 225. Evans’s example may not be the best one to pull our intuitions in the direction that it is meant to.  It is difficult to share the intuition that, in the context Evans is referring to, one is really being asked about one’s own beliefs. It seems more reasonable to think that the question was about future international politics all along, and that the occurrence of the string of words ‘Do you think that’ actually makes no contribution to the content of the question that is made. (It probably has the purely pragmatical purpose of emphasizing it.) Thus, the example has no bearing on the issue of whether or not I answer to the question of whether I believe, for a certain proposition p, that p by putting into operation my procedure for answering the question of whether p is the case. A context where the question is clearly about one’s own beliefs is needed. An example where the subject is answering to a survey about, say, her religious beliefs might be a useful one here.


�Theories of the basing relation vary with respect to whether they require that the subject be a perspicacious agent or not, and if so, to what degree. Some theories of what is for a subject to form a belief on the basis of her being in a certain different state require that the subject know, at least, what the state in question is, while other theories do not require that. This condition is meant to put my view in the first group, by requiring a kind of weak perspicacity of the subject with respect to what she forms beliefs on the basis of.  


� I view reliance on testimony as a particular case of reasoning. However, I do not think that anything in this discussion hangs on that assumption. 


� I am not suggesting that this is exclusively a characteristic of self-knowledge. Intuitively enough, when I see a red apple in front of me under normal conditions, my believing that it is there is not based on an inference from the belief that I seem to see a red apple in front of me plus some belief about the reliability of sight.


� Intellectually seemings, as I understand them here, are much in the spirit of George Bealer's theory of the a priori in his (1999).  Nevertheless, I do not think that I need to endorse that theory in order to deal with the a priori objection to my account of privileged access. 


� By S's "having the intellectual intuition" that p, I simply mean her being in the state wherein it intellectually seems to S that p.


� See André Gallois (1996), ch. 6, and William Alston's (1985) for two slightly different formulations of (essentially) this distinction. 


� This distinction does not overlap with the distinction between internalism and externalism (regarding justification as well) in Epistemology. Externalist and internalist epistemologists disagree on what sort of access, if any, a subject should have to what provides justification for her belief in order for her belief to be really justified. Internalists require the subject to have some kind of access to whatever warrants her belief, whereas externalists do not. Nevertheless, both internalists and externalists regarding justification are concerned with objective justification.  (For an example of the latter position, see Goldman's (1979). See Laurence Bonjour's (1985) for a critique along the lines of the former position.)


� I am grateful to an anonymous referee for pointing this out to me.


� What I will call the "preservative" function of memory seems to be the role of memory that is highlighted in Evans' (1982), pp. 236-241, Carl Ginet's (1975), ch. 7, and Tyler Burge's (1993).


� Here my memory of the event does not need to be a state representing me being inside the house, but a state whose content is roughly the content of my past perception.


� As a matter of fact, the phenomenological datum that our access to our own beliefs seems to us somehow immediate might be explainable by appealing to the preservative role of memory. Admittedly, if somebody asks me whether I believe that I speak Spanish (in a context where it is clear that the question is not whether I speak Spanish simply), I do not seem to need to review my evidence for my belief that I speak Spanish. I can immediately answer affirmatively. This does not go against the account that we are considering. On the contrary, it is explainable within it: when that occurs, you are simply manifesting an acquired disposition that is part of what constitutes your believing that you believe that you speak Spanish. What is doing the justificatory work, however, is no “inner glance” at your first-order belief, but what prompted in you that belief, thus justifying your second-order belief that you were having it. If your second-order belief is still justified, I am suggesting, is because memory has preserved the relevant dispositions since then.
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