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As | am sitting at my desk in front of my computer, a thought crosses my mind: There's
water in the glass. The thought has a particular contexitthere is water in the glas#\nd, if
all is well, thee is water in the glass, so my thought is true. Accordimgternatworld
skeptiesm | still do notknowthat there is water in the glaggcause my way of telling whain
front of medoes not allow me to ruleut the possibility that IOm onlyder some kind of
illusion about what's in front of meAnalogously, according tcontent skepticism cannot
know that | anthinkingthat there is water in my glass, even if in fact that is what | am thinking.
This is because for all | know, my way oflitey what | am thinking does not allow me to rule
outthe possibility that amonly under some kind of illusioabout what am thirking.

As commonsense would have it, though, my knowledge of what | am presently thinking
is remarkably secur@at least mch more secure than my knowledge of my ertemntal world.
My first aim in this paper is to examine whether the commonsense confidence about ordinary
knowledge of content can be sustained in the face of a skepticism that proceeds by analogy to
externalworld skepticism. It might seem that we could get the right analogue, by enlisting the
doctrine known asontent externalisrexternalism, for short). Buitwill argue thatfor the
analogy to work, the externrabntent skeptic must rely on a certedéagnitional conceptiorof
our ordinary knowledge of content in particular and of ordinarylselfvledge more generally.
| think there are good reasons to reject this concepfoa my second aim will be teketch an
alternative to it, whichvould allow s to sustain theleathatordinary selfknowledge is not
threatened by a skepticism that is analogous to extewordd skepticism.

1. External-Content Skepticism Meets ExternalWorld Skepticism

Suppose | now say, or think:
EW: There is water in the glas

The externalvorld skeptic invites me to question whether EW represents something | actually
know. When doing so,dm allowedat least initiallyto take the presence of the externalrld

belief and its content as somehow given to Fdl symmetry would require the content skeptic
to invite me to doubt that | now have a thought with corpemhile at the same time holding
fixed, or at least not questioning, my belief thatBut it is not clear how | am to proceed. Am |
to think: "There's definilg water in the glass. But, for all | know, | may not nowtlieking

that there's water in the glass™? This seems like a version of Moore's paradox. Just as | cannot
doubtp without thinkingthatp, so | cannot affirnp without thinkingthat p; and ths too is
something | can easily recogniz€his suggesta certain asymmetry betweeontent skepticism
and(Cartesian) externaliorld skepticism. Each of us can internalize the extesoald

skeptic's challenge, and pose it in the form: as | am tigrkiatp is the case, for all | knovp,

may not be the case. But it sedimstwe cannot pose to ourselves the content skeptic's
challenge in a parallel form, viz.: as | am thinking that | am thinkinggHfatr all | know, it is

not the case that I'mitiking thatp.

It is also worth noting thahe commonsense conception of the content of a mental state
does not readily furnish us with skeptical alternativésakes sme fairly sophisticated



philosophical stagsetting to bring ugo appreciate theifkds of alternatives that would support a
skeptical doubt concerning whae arecurrently thinking. This is precisely what the view
calledexternalism(or anttindividualism) about content is supposed to have provided. The thesis
of content externalisrsays, roughly:

EXT. The contents of our thoughts (and other mental states) depend for their
individuation on the nature of our physical or social environment. Whether an individual
is in a mental state with one content rather than another dependsan pelgtionships
between that individual and her extreental environmert.

Now, the commonsense view of our knowledge of the contents of our mental states can
be summarized as follows:

CSK Normally, when we ascribe to ourselves present contentfulatrstates (in speech

or in thought), our selascriptions do not rely on observation, evidence, or inference.
Nonetheless, our sedfscriptions are especially secure and privileged, and they represent
genuine knowledge we have of the content of the ratestates.

ThoughCSK does noimply absolute infallibility,incorrigibility, or selfomniscience
regardingcontent,t does imply that our pronouncements regarduhgtwe think, want, hope,
etc. carry special weight and represent some kind of pradi&gowledge.

EXT is often claimed to be incompatible with CSK. Suppose | make the following Self
Ascription of a Contentful state

SAC | am thinking that there's water in the glass.

For SAC to constitute somethindgimowrequires not only that it teue that | am
thinking thereOs water in the glass, but also thavhirantedin holding it true. According to
EXT, to ascertain the truth of SAC, it is necessary to study of my relations to nyrexital
environment. Yet according to CSK, my saEription of the thoughtloesnOt relyn anykind
of studyor observation Sohow could Ipossiblybewarranedin my selfascription?

2. Is Externalism Compatible with SelfKnowledge?

However, assuming that the alleged problem for CSK that is basedis Bt
supposed simply to follow from a more general skeptical problem abouinesiral
knowledge, it is not as yet clear what the problem is. Granted, if externalism is true, contents
have essential featur®a kind of nature, if you wilbthat arenot transparent to us purely in
virtue of our being thinking subjects; they admit of theoretical understanding. But if | can
normallyknow | am drinking water, even in ignorance of chemistry, why is it that | cannot know
that | amthinkingthat | am driking water, even in ignorance of the correct theorhotight
content?

In general, for any range of truths, there may be different ways of knowing those truths,
not all of which involve a theoretical probing into the underlying nature of the knows. item
Still, in the absence of such theoretical understanding, if someone is said to know somettruth
is because she hasmepositive way of telling thap is the case; and the¢emdo imply that she
must go by some features of the relevant situdtiahare somehow correlat®aénd reliably so
Bwith the obtaining op. Thus, if | can be said to know that the man | see is George, even
though | have conducted no DNA tests, this is because visual recogefiresents a reliable
method for correctlydentifying people. Similarly for knowing that there's water in the glass, or



thatashirtin front of meis red. The trouble is that, if externalism is true, it seems that there can
beno nontheoretical 'certain signs' by which we could immediatelyg@ze what our own
thoughts are about.

However,to know some trutlp, we must have some reliable epistemic access to the
worldly conditions that rendgrtrue it is not clear thathis access must afford aeunterfactual
discrimination If there isno twater, but only water in my environment, can | not know that
there is water in the glass, even thobgl | been confronted with a glass of twatemighthave
been fooled? If so, then why could | not know that the thought | am having is that teser
in the glass, even though, had ciratamces been different, | might have been fooled into
thinking that that's what | was thinking?

The externalvorld skeptic it seemsgdoesn't need to appdal counterfactual
possibilities. So, b preserve th analogy with externaborld skepticism, the exterrabntent
skeptic needs to persuadethigtthere aran fact though perhaps unbeknownst to metual
counterfeitsof a thought I'm sel&scribing i.e., thoughts | may now be having which differ in
content, and which | could not tell apart from the thought | take myself to be having. But this is
not as easy to accomplish as in the case of exteordd skepticism.[Specifically,the external
content skeptineeddo describe situation in which | d ascribe to myself waterthought, but
where it is possible, for all | know, that | am instead havitwgaderthought] The trouble is
that, if my present situation is one in which there is (and has always been) only water around,
then | can only haveraterthoughts, and so | cannot go wrong by ascribing to mydelater
thought. And any situation in which I fail to meet the conditions for having gevnaites
thoughts, will be a situation in which | cannot so mucthas that | am having avaterthought.
[This is just the familiar point that, if my firsirder intentional states are all abbwmater, since |
have only ever been in contact with XYZ, then none of my highger selascriptions can
involve erroneously assigningater contents to myntentional statep.By contrast, a situation
involving counterfeit glasses of watemist one in which | cannot think (or believe, or be under
the impression) that there is a glass of water.

[At this point things get a bdomplicated To those fanhiar with the epicycles, a brief
reminder: to envisage the right situation, it is not enough to imagine, e.gwaltert is brought
to earth since such a changell not automatically render false my belief that | am thinking
there's water in my glas$.do not cease to haveaterthoughts, or begin to haveater
thoughts upon the introduction of twater into my environment, or even upon first encounters with
twater. Similaly, if | undergo a "fast switch®| suddenly get transportéd twin-earthbl will
still be thinking that there is water in my glass. Since there is no water erdrtin my
thought is bound to be false. But my sadtription to the effect that that is what | am thinking
will still be true. So now suppose that | undergo awsswitch": | am unwittingly transported to
twin-earth and stay there long enough to have acquired the cowedgt (And maybd even
starttraveling between earth and twemarth with some frequencyl)his description of the
scenario is not sufficigrby itself either; we must add tHagtay long enougbn twin-earthto
acquire the concepivater, but I do not thereby lose my concegter. For only if | haveboth
concepts simultaneously in my cognitive repertoire, would it be possible for thatsooiteny
first-order thought and my sedfscriptive thought to pull apart in the requisite Way.

This suggestthat thecontent skeptits less welplaced than the external world skeptic
to mount a challenge to our ordinary knowledgtmwever, we mustecall nowthat the
commonsense expectation is that contentlseiviedge should bemoreresistant to skepticism
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than knowledge of the external world. In particular, we might expect that our ability to know
what we are thinking shoulibt be threatenedwenin a slow switching situationsAnd indeed,
some externalists Burge, for examplesassure us that even in slow switching cases "there is no
possibility of counterfeits because &sic sefknowledge is'self-referential in a way that

ensures thahe object of reference just is the thought being théught

But we may wonder: What is it about basic detbwledgethatmakes it Oself
referentialO in BurgeOs sense and ensures that the content of the ascribed thought and the
ascribing thought will stilinterlock even in casegsherea thinker has both twigontents in her
actual, active cognitive repertoirePwill offer an answer to this question later on. But before
doing so, | want to bring out something that is easily obscured by focusing towlgasn the
compatibility of externalism and content skifowledge.In fashioning a skeptical challenge to
our knowledge of content using content externaliti®,content skeptis relying on a certain
conception of content sekinowledge in particularand of seHknowledge more generally. If we
adhere to this conception, which | will call ttezognitional conceptiont will turn out that
skepticOs challenge has nothing to do especially with content, nor is it exclusively threatening to
externalists But then perhaps it is the recognitional conception itself that slyidwvay.

3. Content Skepticism and the Recognitional Conception of Séfhowledge

The content skepticOs challenge can be put as follows:

How could a thinker know what content gesent thought has, if it is possible, for all
she knows, that the content her thouglaily has is different from the contentaippears
to her to have?

Putting this way, howevett, should be clear thdhe challeng@otentiallyfaces not only

exterralist views of contentoutanyobjectivistview of content, whether externalmt internalist

[ - any view thagllowed for apossiblegap between what objectively makes it the case that an
individual harbors a thought with a certain content and whaenbthe thoughappearsto

anyone, including the individual herself, to hav&o meet theskeptical challenge it is not

enough simply to insist that contents depend for their identity only on facts internal to the
individual. We haveto be assured thé#te relevant internal facts will always somehow be
immediately availabl¢o the subject who has contentful mental states. But mere acceptance of
contentinternalism does not provide this assurance. As long as what makes it the case that
someone has st with certain contents includes objective facts that are not directly available to
her, then, regardless of whetltleey concern thingdnside" or "outside" her head, we will have

the makings of an appearance/reality gap with respect to content. thWmerés such a gap,

there is a possibility of imposters: mental states that appear to us to have contents that are
different from the contents they actually have. It is this possibility that is relevant for generating
content skepticism on the model at@rnatworld skepticism.

The analogy with external world skepticism, however, requires an additionalhdean
the normal case, tellinghat content a present state of oursiea@smatter ofelianceonsome
Oappearanc@sThe alleged difficultyfor externalism arises because the viglaws that there
can be circumstancdspweverextraordinary, in which a thinker would be unable to discriminate
among alternative thought contents available to her, given how thimpgsrto her Ofrom the
inside© But this is problemataly if having ordinary knowledge of contetgpendon a
thinkers abilityto make such discrimination.



Recall that, according to the commonsense doctrine of contetknssfedge (CSK),
selfascriptions of present contentfithtes are special, in that they do not rely on the use of
ordinary epistemic means such as ordinary observation, evidence, or inference. Still, on what we
may describe ae recognitional conceptioif such selascriptions are to constitute some kind
of knowledge, then we still must have at our dispesaieepistemic mean®some epistemic
method, a way of tellin@that we deploy in obtaining the information they convey. Moreover,
to be able to telthat a state of mine has a certain contehtnust be able to tell apadtates
with contentc from states with other contents that are available to me, using some characteristic
OsignsO that allow me to recognize conththe content my state has (as opposed to any other
content that is available® me). And, in keeping with CSK, my way of telling must be especially
secure and unique to me. So, even if | do not need to ascertain directly that | satisfy the
conditions necessary for my entertaining congestill, my ability to know that a presestate of
mine involvesc, as opposed to some other content, depends on my beirgpatdbowto
recognizedistinctivecharacteristics of my state or its content

Thus, in the sorts of cases we looked at befidneowing that this is Georgeyen when |
have not checked his DNAy knowing that there is water in the glass, even when | ima¢e
conducted chemical tedid clearlyhave certain recognitional abilities with respect to the
relevant items, which allow me to tell them apart from other itegmsilarly, it is supposed that
in the case of contestlf-knowledge there must beomerecognitionakbility that allows us to
tell thata present mental state@irshasone particulacontent, as opposed to some other
candidatecontents But, accordig to externalism, there can be situations in which an individual
will inevitably fail to meet thigecognitionakrequirement, so she will fail to know what she is
thinking. And this threatens the idea tlatlinary knowledge ofontentcan bemore secure
than ordinary knowledge of the external gor

By now, | think we should be in a position to appreciate that the dialectical situation will
remain essentially the same if we broaden our focus and consider bakrosdédge in
general, and not just kmtedge of content. Content skepticism is but a special case of a more
general skepticism that has nothing specifically to do with content. The true analogue of
externalworld skepticisnis theninternal world skepticispwhich poses the following
generaked challenge:

How could a subject know what mental state she is in (as well as what content it has), if it
is possible, for all she knows, that the state she is actually in is different from the state
that it appears to her she is in?

[(Let me note in pesing again thahis generalized internaborld skepticism is indifferent to the
specific view one holds regarding the nature of mental stageis "externalist” or "internalist”
Skepticism thrives wherever we combine an appearance/reality distingtioa conception of
nontheorticalknowledge as epistenally mediated by some recognitional abiljty.

As regardordinary seknowledgewhatthis meanss that, if we want to adhere to the
idea that we possess an especially secure and privileggdfkknowledge of our present states
of mind, we museitherreject the appearance/reality distinction as it applies to one's own mind
or reject the recognitional conception of ordinary-¢elbwledge. | myself do not see how we
can have an objectivistaw of mentality while denying that it is possible for things in the mental
realm to be different from the way they appear on any given occasamyaoe including
oneself. But we have another option: to deny that ordinarnkselfledge is a matter of



recognitional judgments thegpresenhow things appear to one. This seems to me, in any
event, a plausible route to take, since | donOt think the recognitional model is an appropriate
model on which to understand ordinabgasicsel-knowledge.

4. The Security of SeltKnowledge: Immunity to Error

Ordinary presentense mental selscriptions that are not made on the basis of therapy,
careful reflection, selinterpretation, or scientific findingdwhat are often called "avowal®'
seem to enjoy a sp@tsecurity. As | ascribe to myself in the normal way, say, a desire for a
glass of water, | seem kmowthat | want water. |1 do not seem vulnerable to certain skeptical
doubts about the content of my state. Could it be that | really want a gtasgef rather than
water? Somehow, the question seems to have no grip. Mgseeiption seems secure also as
regards its being wateather than ginthat | want. Furthermore, | can tell securely not only that
it is water that | want, but also that like some water right now, rather than mergbgculate
that there's water in the glass, or that | hresme other wateinvolving attitude. Indeed, | would
argue that the security of conteagsignment is but a special case of a more general security we
enjoy when making mental sedfcriptions in the normal way

Now, | have suggested th#tywe accept a recognitional conception of ordinary-self
knowledge, then skeptical alternatives abound, and the apparent security of avayzds
illusory. Howeve, since this conception may seem to be our best model for understanding non
theoretical knowledge, therivie answer the skeptic lvgjectingthe recognitional conception,
we maybe saving selknowledge from skepticism by embracidgflationisn about s#-
knowledge

If avowalsare not open to doubt in view of alternatives, this is not at all because they
represent an especially secure form of knowledge, but because they repwesent
knowledgewhatsoever

In what follows, | want to sketch a naeflaionist view of what allows ordinary mental self
ascriptions to be both especially secure and represent knowledge, even though they do not rest on
recognitional determination.

| propose that we understand the knowledge | have of what content a presgadtstate
of mine has on the model of the knowledge | (often) have thaktmyselfwho is instantiating a
certain property. In "SelRReference and SeKwareness," Sydney Shoemaker makes an
observation regarding certain salcriptions that usefast-person device such as 'I":

The statement "l feel pain" is not subject to error through misidentification: it cannot
happen that | am mistaken in saying "l feel pain” because, although | do know of
someone that he feels pain, | am mistaken in thinkiagperson to be myself. E

If | say "l feel pain” or "l see a canary,” | may be identifying for someone else the person
of whom | am saying that he feels pain or sees a canary. But there is also a sense in
which my reference does not involve an idecdifion. My use of the word "I" as the
subject of my statement is not due to my having identified as myself something of which
| know, or believe, or wish to say, that the predicate of my statement applié5 to it.

Shoemaker offers the notioniaimunityto error through misidentificatioto characterize the
special epistemic status of salcriptions of the kind he describes in these passages (a notion
also discussed by Gareth Evans and otfjers



The following features of judgments that are immunertor through misidentification
(IETM, for short) aramportant for my presemurposes. First, such judgments are not in
general incorrigible. "l see a canary," "I am sitting down," "My legs are crossed," can all be
plausibly said to be IETM, yet no erwould be tempted to take them as incorrigible. Further,
the class of seléscriptions that are IETM includesnmentakelfascriptions. Second, when an
ascription is IETM, then, even if it can be mistaken, it is not open to a certain kind of error: an
error of mistaking one object for another because of a mistaken identification. Third, whether or
not a seHascription is IETM depends not on its semantic content, but rather on its "epistemic
pedigree". One and the same (semantically individuatefdaseliption can be IETM or not,
depending on theasison which it is madelf | tell that | am sitting down by seeing in a mirror,
or on a video screen, someone who is sitting down, and whom tothkeeme (perhaps
mistakenly) my seltascription willnotbe IETM, even though it is IETM when it is made in the
normal way. Finally, if | issue a seiscription Ol am FO that is IETM, | can be legitimately said
to know that it is | myselivho has the property F. Howevery knowledge is not based on some
recognitionaldentification of myself as the "right" subject of my ascription.

This last point bears elaboratioBuppose I'm askdtbw | know it's a canarthatl see at
the birdfeeder | may cite my ability to recognize canaries. This abilityvmtes my epistemic
grounds for the judgment that it is a canary | see. By contrast) Wsay or think in thasual
way: "l see a canary," it is not as though | think of someone in particular that she sees a canary,
and take it to be me, or recognizattthere is someone who sees a canary, and take it to be me
who sees itIndeed, haveno grounds or basis for thinking it is | who is tba@rect subject of
my ascriptionspver and above, or separately from whatever grounds | have for thinkirig that
see a canary. And whatevanowledgel havethat it is me who is F, for the relevant F's, does
notreston any independemnty knowledge thasomeones F; for in the normal case, my only
grounds for thinking thagomeone is F iwhatever grounds | have farinkingthatl am F.

But what about counterfeitsSuppose | say or think: "I am sitting down." Couldn't it be,
for all I know, that it is my identical twin who is sitting down? Well, that possibility would seem
entirely irrelevant in this case, @ that | do not tell that it is me who is sitting down by telling
myself apart from other candidates. Since in the normal case, rasesgfftion does not rest on
any recognitional judgment identifying me as the individual who is sitting down,ifeoe
room forme todoubt whether it isne, rather thasomeone else, who is sitting down.

Evans suggests (see quotation) tharéasonwhy in certain cases it will make no sense
to wonder: "Someone may be F, butis it | who am F?" is that, in these ttase is no way to
doubt that am the one who is F without doubting teatneonaround is F. To put it sowhat
awkwardly, in these cases, there is no stable judgment of appearances concerning who is F that |
can hold onto so as to raise a doubtuatbmw things really are. This is because the only reason
it appearsto me that someone is F is that it appears to me that | am F. | can, of course, be wrong
that | am F. But Evans denies that this is sufficient to show that my knowledge that | amn F mus
restepistemicallyon my (correct) recognitional identification of myself as the individual who is
F. What, then, allowa self-ascriptionof the form "l am F'to represensomething knowabout
myself? Evans notés this connectiorthat we possess/d generahnd distinctivecapacities for
gaining information about some ofir ownstates and properties. First, we possess "a general
capacity to perceive our own bodies" (which includes "our proprioceptive sense, our sense of
balance, of heat and coland pressure"), and second we also have a capacity for determining our
own "position, orientation, and relation to other objects in the world E upon the basis of our



perceptions of the world." It is the exercise of these capacities that gives risgudgmients
that are IETMand which represent a certain kind of bodily-¢eldwledge.

If we accept Evans' analysis, then we have an interesting and powerful model that
useful for understanding the epistemic status of conterasetiptions (and nm¢al self
ascriptions more generally). On this model, there are epistemically sectascsgdfions that
have the following features:

® Though not absolutely infallible, they aremune to a certain kind or error
and doubt(concerning the identity of th&ubject of ascription)

(i) They represerknowledgehat something is the case (viz., thatn F)

(iii) The knowledge ison-recognitional in the sense that it does m&pend on the

subject's havingirect recognition of that which is the case (i.e., the judgmen
that | am F does not rest on a recognitional identification of myself)

| think we can fruitfully enlist this model to understand what | call the distinageeptive
securityof the mental seléscriptions earlier referred to as avowals. Specifichftyaintain that

When making a seliscription of a contentful state in the ordinary way, my- self
ascriptionenjoys a speciammunity to error through misascriptiand itcan constitute
knowledge | havabout my stateeven though the intentional contefi my state is not
for me arecognitional targe{and neither is my state).

It is oftentacitly assumed that | could only be said to know the content of my state if | had a
separate epistemic reason for taking the content to be this rather tharhihadea of
recognitional identification is invoked to supply the relevant reason: | krmaherc' to be the
content of my statbecause | carecognizec as the right contenthave agoodway ofat telling
when it'sc rather thare'. ThatOs what epésnically groundshat part of my seliscription.
However, consideration of judgments that are immune to error through misidentification opens
up the following possibility.When | simply avow being in state M with content have no
epistemic groursifor the ascriptive component of s@§cription that is not at the same time
grounds forthe self-ascriptionas a whole .But | see no reason wimy avowal couldhotin
principlerepresenknowledge that | am in state M with contenéven in the absenc# any
separatgrounds for thinkindhatit is ¢ (rather than c') that is the content of my statethat it

is M, rather than M', that | am in).

When | make ontent ascriptions to othersy ascriptionglo rest onsuch separate
grounds.| see by youbehavior that you are scaredsoimethingand | look around to figure out
what it is you are scarexd. | conjecture that it is the dog you are scared of by noticing that
youOQre looking at the dognd | can sensibly wonder whether it is the cat, hetdog, that you
are scared of, while not questioning that you are scareohoéthing This can be trueven of
contentselfascriptions If | were todetermine thait is my neighbothat | am annoyed at using
indirect methods such as reviewing of tireumstances as well as my behavior, consulting with
friends, or costly therapyhen | wouldbe relying orspecific grounds for takingny neighboto
be the intentional object of my annoyance that are not at the same time grounds for simply
thinking I'mannoyed at my neighboButthis is clearly not theormalcase.

My proposal is that we should regard avowals of contentful states not only as immune to
error regardingvhoit is that is in the relevant contentful state (that is, as IETM), but also as
immune to error through content misascriptioWhen assigning conteato a present state of
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mine in the ordinary way,Have no reason for takingy stateto have contert other than

whatever reason | have ftaking myself to be in contentful state Mf my selfascription of the
contentful state M is falsgyhichit canbe,this will not be due to mynistaking thestate's

contentfor anothey say, becausagppearsto mea certain way Whereas | can go wrong in my
proprioceptive report OMy legs aressedO precisely becausg legs may merely appear to me

to be crossed when theyOre not (just as | can wrongly judge a colored patch in front of me to be
blue, simply because it merely appear blue to me), when avowing a contentful state | cannot go
wrong tirough mistaking one content for another due to its merely appearing to me to have that
content.

5. The Seurity of Avowals A Neo-Expressivist Account

We saw that, on Evans' analysithoughselfascriptions that are TBV are immune to a
certain kindof epistemic error, they caronethelessepresent knowledghatwe have about
ourselvesbtained througthe exercise adlistinctive capacities for gaining information about
some of our own properties and states. If we are to insist, as againstdhierdef view, that
avowals can represent knowledge we have about our mental states and their contents, we would
do well toidentify what is it that allows avowals to represent knowledge that we are in a state
with a particular contentMy proposed answes that, here too, we can appeal to a distinctive
capacity that we deploy when issuing avowals. The proposal is as follows:

When ascribing to myself a state with conteimt the normal way, | exercise an
expressiveapacity: the capacity issecontentc (rather than content) to articulate, or

give voice to my present state. When avowing, say, a present thought that is crossing my
mind, | tell what content the thought has by telling.e., that content. If | "identify" the
contentc, it is not ty recognizingc to be the content | take my thought to have, but rather

by usingthat contentin the course ofjiving voice tomy thought.

| shallfirst explain this expressivist proposal in connettigth the case of content self
ascription with which w began, and thexxplain how we can actually see this case as but a
special case of a more general phenomenon.

So let us return to
SAC:1 am thinking that there is water in the glass.

Understood as a sediscription of a presently entertained thouggtther than something
one affirms, or judges to be true, SAC is maximally secure. For, when making it, | cannot
misidentify the subject of my ascription, bualso cannot misascribe to myséife specific
thought that there is water in the glass. Indeada natural reading of sal&criptions of this
special kind, i.e., seliscriptions of presently entertained thoughts, thegaf&erifyingbthey
make themselvesue. Now contrast SAC with: "l am thinking something boring,” which
clearly does nioseem seliverifying. What makes "I am thinking that there is water in the glass”
selfverifying is the fact that the very act of salcribing the thought summons up the ascribed
thought, as it wereHere what rendersy self-ascription truas the fat that,in ascribing the
entertained thought, | directly spell it out.

When the state ascribed is simply one of entertaining a certain thought, all I need to do in
order to succeed imuly ascribing to myself the entertaining of a thought with cordénto
entertain a thought with that content, which | am bound to do if | ascribe the thought explicitly.
As | spell outthe content, | cannot but entertain the very thought | ascribe to myself, which is



why my avowal is selferifying. This is not truef all intentional avowals. However, although
intentional avowals are not in general sadfifying, they do typically articulate their content.
When avowing, say, the hope that dinner will be served soon, | do not obliquely describe my
hope as when keport: "I am hoping for the same thing you are hoping.” Rather, | explicitly
articulate the contenihat dinner will be served sopim the course of giving voice to my hope.
And, | maintain, when &vowa contentfulmental state, as oppose to ascribirtg someone

else, or even ascribing it to myself indirectly, on the basis of some specific epistemi2 basis
when | selfascribe a state in the 'avowing mode," as we might puhaexplicit articulation of

the state's content does not represent dependent assessment of a feature of mydncer

state. Rather, it is the upshot of putting to use the very same resources | would put to use in
saying, or thinking "Let dinner be served sobnpefully?® (And as regard the state ascribed, if
| am awwing, then | issue the saicription by way of expressimgy presenhope itself.)

Semantically speaking, a s@lcription that is IETM, such as "l am sitting down,"
specifiesa particular individual who is said to be sitting down. However, whawalsuch a
selfascription to represent nkpnowledgehatl am sitting down is not the fact tHatave
correctly recognizedhyself as the one who is sitting down. Rather, it is the fact that in issuing
the selfascription | put to use certain capacifi@sgaining information, which | have only with
respect to certain of my own states. | am making an analogous claim regardasgsptions
that are, as | put it, immune to content misascription. Semantically speaking, an avowal such as
"l am hoping hat dinner will be served soon" specifies a state | am said to be in as well as
assigning it a specificontent. Howevenyhat allows it to represent knowledge | have about my
present state is the fact that in issuing theasgdfiption, | put to use adtinctive capacity that |
have only with respect to my own mental states: the expressive capacity to give articulate voice
to my present state of mind, ordpeak fromit.

6. NeeExpressivism Expounded

The account | armvoking hereDmy NecExpressivembis in the first instance an
account of the distinctive security of avowBithe epistemic asymmetriggetween the way we
treat certain preseiénse selascriptions of mental states and the way we treat all other
ascriptions. Unlike traditional egiemic accounts of this security, my account does not appeal to
the security of a special epistemic method, or basis, or access on which avowals rely. Like more
familiar expressivist accounts, it appeals instead to the notion that avowals, unlike ordinary
reports, serve directly to express the avower's present mental states. Honlédsge!Simple
Expressivist" viewsmy NecExpressivisms motivatedn a nontraditional way without
appealingto similarities between, e.g., saying "l have a headachieaiting, or saying "l feel
so happy!" and giving a big grin. Rather, | approached the expressivist idea by considering a sort
of case that iafar cry from naturally expressive emissions: the case ofesalfibing an
articulate presently entertaindtbtight (our SAC). The advantage of doing so is that | think it
can help forestall a standard complaint agdiishple Expressivism'hamely, that it
compromises theemanticcontinuitybetween avowalwith ordinary reportsMy Neo-
Expressivist accountinlike its predecessors, is designed from the start to accommodate the idea
that,when making an avowal | issue a genuine-astfriptionthat can be true or falsend can
be interchanged in context with reports about the mental state | am in, in Yitkisemantic
content. Indeed,| believe the expressivist insight is best approached by focusing on the episte
mology of avowals and their use, rather than their semantics.
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Although | have appealed to the expressivist insight in connection with thtysetu
self-verifying selfascriptions] think it is applicable to norself-verifying cases of avowals, and
more generally, to all avowals, whethetentionalor phenomenalThe general expressivist
claim | endorse is that avowalsrive their speciaecurity not from being based on some special
epistemic method or accessit rather from beingxpressive acts in which subjects directly give
voice td\ share, air, veit a selfascribed mental state. A subject who issues an aytbikeal
one who says: OF&his great!O or OHow gross!O or OGod, pleassprakd fronher state,
instead of giving a nonverbal, natural expression to her stdtieough the avowal proper tells
us that the selascriber is in some state, just like a report of that state (byosmmedse or by the
avower herself), in the circumstancesndy still play arexpressive rolsimilar to that played
by a natural expression of the state.

To bring out the various aspects of similarity and dissimilarity between avowals and
natural expresions, we need to make some distinctioBpecifically:

(I) Sellars' three senses of "expression":

a-expressionin theactionsensea personexpresses a state of hers by intentionally doing
something;

For example, when | intentionally give you a hugsay: OltOs so great to see you,O | express in
the action sense my joy at seeing you. One may also express oneOs feeling of sadness in the
action sense bletting tears roll down her cheeks (instead of wiping them out and collecting
oneself).

c-expresnin thecausalsense antteranceor piece of behavior expresses an
underlying state by being the culmination of a causal process beginning with that state;

For example, oneOs unintentional grimadeearblinghands may express in the causal sense
oneOpain or nervousness, respectively.

s-expressionin thesemanticsensee.g., asentencexpresses an abstract proposition,
thought or judgment by being a (conventional) representation of it.

For example, the sentence OItOs raining outsideO expressssnmatttic sense the proposition
that it is raining at timet] outside placed].

| use his distinction to point out that what's at issue when claiming a similarity between
avowals and natural expressions are the first two senses. Natural expressionsxpoess
anything in the third sense. And avowals expragzoposition/judgment that | am M. But it's
still possible that in the causal and action senses an avowal, just like a natural expression,
expresses the state it ascribbsdeed, to givedll purchase to the expressivist idea, we should
focus more narrowly on the comparison between avowals and natural expressions that fall under
a-expressiorN that is, cases where one produces a facial expression or a gesture intentionally,
and where we cathink of the expressed mental state not @sithe 'brute cause' but alasthe
rational cause of, or reason for, oneOs expressive behanidmore narrowly still, the crucial
comparison that really matters is between avowalsangeltascriptivelinguistic utterances
through which speakers are said to express their present feelings, emotions, and other occurrent
mental states. (We'll come back to this shortly.)

(I) Avowals as acts and avowals as products
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As we consider case$ intentionallyproducing expressive behavieve should
distinguish betweeanactof expressing and ifgroduct The important similarities between
avowals and other intentionally produced expressions require thinking of avowals as acts,
whereas the salient dissimilaes come to the fore when we think of avowals as products.

The product of an act of avowing, unlike a smile or a wince, or even a verbal cry such as
OOuch!0Q, is a semantically articulate astfiption, an item with semantic structure and truth
condtions. It is a product whose properties allow it to serve, and be caught up, in other kinds of
distinctively linguistic (and mental) acts. Importantly, avowals, understood as praducts,
express (in SellarsO semantic sensepseliptive propositiongp the effect that the avower is in
some state. And the mentalistic terms that constitute parts of avowals semantically represent the
relevant states. Natural expressions understood as priidafzasial expression, a gesture,
bodily movemers ordemeaor, an inarticulate sound, however produdetb not express
anything. There are no semantic conventions in virtue of which laughter represents amusement,
no linguistic rules in virtue of which a hug signifies, or refers to, joy at seeing the person.hugge
Moreover, it could perhaps be argued that natural expressiomghe expressed mental states,
whereas avowals ontglls of the statesThis too should be understood as a claow the
respective products. But we should keep in mind that we tafkenlinguistc act®saying
"What a mess!" or "How gross!" or "This is greddto be expressive of speakers' mental states,
even though their products are semantically articulate and do not show the expressed states but
rather tell things, though not ailnt the mental states they expreS®. we can agree thiiere are
notable differences betwedme products ohvowals anaf acts of natural expressiavhile
retairing the expressivist insight

[Let's ®nsider another example. A linguistic utteransehsas OItOs so good to see you!O
which typically serves to expraghie speakerOs joy, does so with an expressive vehicle that
expressesthe proposition or thought that it is very good to see oneOs hearer, in virtue of the rules
of English. If, as | maitain, one can also expreber joy by avowing Ol am so glad to see you!O
this would involve using a sentence which, in virtue of the rules of English, expriess=f
ascriptiveproposition or thought thatamvery glad to see her hearéfhe mininal expressivist
claim is that these are two acts that equally serve to express the agent's joy, though they use
different expressive vehicles (both linguistic, but only the latteraselfiptive). | think that once
we see how to understand the similadkyim, we should be more open to seeing that these two
linguistic acts can be in turn similar, in point of the act performeah tact of giving your friend
a cheerful hug The product of latter act not governed by any syntactic or semantic rules of
English, and it does not expressything. Still, in all three cases we can see the agent as
performing the same kind of &ti.e., giving expression tber joy at seeing someone.]

(1l1) Expressing M vs. Expressing One's M:

The third distinction | want taall on is between expressiagnental state and expressing
my mental state. An actor on stage may express anger making use of a variety of expressive
vehicles, from growling to throwing her hands in the air, to uttering: "Damn it!" to saying: "l am
so angry". But she will typically not be expressingranger. The distinction is equally
applicable to both natural and linguistic expressidngentionally produced natural expressions
exhibit a certain measure of 'expressive autonomy' (a feature tggyploited in the arts). A
disgusted face, a scared shriek, a yawn of boredom, can all be produced on occasion in the
absence of the relevant feelings or emotiddatural expressionsan not onlybe simulated on
purpose, but they calsobe 'pressedirom someone even when the person is not in the relevant
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mental state, due to unusual circumstances. A person on a dentist's chair with a long history of
painful dental work may emit a gasp of pain as the drill approaches her meutbll assay:

"Ow!" or "My tooth hurts!" even though in reality she feels no pain. Circumstances conspired to
squeeze out of her an inappropriate expression. We need not suppose her to be insincere, nor do
we need to suppose that her verbal or-veral emissions were diea recognitional mistake

sheOs madegarding the state she is in. p8ychologicakxplanation of what led to the

inappropriate expression is ready at hand. It would allow us to make sense of the possibility of
false avowals without resortirgyento a nonCartesiarrecognitionalstory and yet without

giving up the expressivist explanation of avowals' security. (Standard casesatiedavishful

thinking and seldeception can be treated along the same lines.)

[A strand of the Nedxpressivist acount that has so far remained in the background can
now come to the fore. We saw that the account invokes the expressivist idea to explain the
distinctiveascriptiveimmunity to error of avowals. But the expressivist idea, properly
understood, can aldeelp explain why avowals are governed by a very strong presumption of
truth (even though, as indicated above, tbaybe false).If we take someone's behavior to be
an act ofexpressinga mental statave take it that she is the mental state that vgee (or hear,
or feel) in her behavior. Except under reiandard circumstances, if we think that someone is
engaged in behavior expressive of, say, fear, we take it that not only does the behavior show us
fear, but also that it shows us thgent'sfear. The verb'express” shares in the facticity, or
'success' aspect, thfe verl'show". In the special case of avowals, though, the product of the
act actuallytells us that the agent is in a certain mental state. Thus, to take the avowal to be
expressiveof the agent's mental statest isto take the avowdb betrue. Avowals are unique
among expressive acts in that their products semantically express a proposition that ascribes to
the agent the very same mental state that we take her to be expreisengction sense in the
act of avowing.If someone says: "This is so boring!" we can take her to be expressing her
boredomwithoutpresuming her utterance to be true. (We can perfectly consistently suppose her
to feel bored by something that isn'tingrat all.) But to take the utterance: "I feel so bored" to
express the utterer's bored@to take the utterance to be true. (As hinted above, though, there
is a certain slack between expressing in the action sense and expressing in the causal sense,
slack characteristic of all intentional acts; and herein lies the possibility of false avpwals.)

To sum upOn the NeeExpressivisaccount, imenavowing a personssues a self
ascription of a mental state in the course of speaking directly froméssmnprcondition, rather
than reporting her finding regarding her present state of mind. Unlike the person who grunts, or
smiles, she ispeakingher mind. And unlike the person who says ODarn it!O or OHow awful!O or
OThis is great!O she speaksastfptively. On the present account, to regard someoneOs self
ascription to be an avowal is to take her to be expressing hasselbed stateThis is whyit
would make little sense to contradict or correct herasdfiption. For, to take it that shash
expressed her state just is to take it thatshrethe relevant state (and that she has successfully
given it voice). Recognizing an expressive element in all avdtuadsontributes to a non
recognitionakexplanation ofivowals' distinctive secity. Insofar as we think of all avowals as
enjoying a special security that goes beyond the epistemic security @jraugtided or highly
reliable selfreports, it idecause, or to the extent thate regard them as (at least in part)
serving to expresthe very conditions they ascribe.
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7. SelfKnowledge

Back to seHknowledge.Onthe NeeExpressivisticcountthe securityof the sel
ascription does natome fromthe epistemicsecurity of the avowerjsdgmentor opinion about
her statebut it is ather a consequence of the fact that the avowal is a direct expression of the
ascribed state.But if this is so, one may worry that the deflationist challenge has still not been
met. For, even if avowals are not vulnerable to "intewwld" skepticismthey arealtogether
poor candidates for genuine knowledge that the avower has about herself. This worry can be
perspicuously couched in terms of the familiar notion that to khatypone must have a
warranted belief that p Now, if an avowal directlgxpresses the mental state it ascribes, doesn't
that mean it doesot express the avowetteliefor judgment that she is in the mental state? But
then how could it possibly represent something she knows? This is a good question to ask, and |
have addessed iait lengthelsewheré® Here | can only offer a few brief remarks. Notice, first,
that the question presupposes that, for example, if an avowal expresses my hmpedhanot
at the same timalsoexpress my belief, or judgment thpat Thisexclusivity claim can be
denied. My expressivist account denies that my avowal represents adnggresejudgment
that is based on the way my present state or its content appear to one. And it maintains that my
avowal serves directly to express firgt-order state. But it can allow that my avowho
expresses somethindnblds trueabout myselfand not only in the weak dispositional sense that
if I were to consider what the avowal says | would affitniir | can also be said to make the
relevant occurrent judgment, at least in the sense that | intentionally issue the relevant self
ascription. Granted, since my se#fscription is not based on any recognitional judgment, and it
is certainly not based on any observation, evidence, or infeiedoesnOt seem that | could
havejustificationfor holdingtrue the sekascription, at least not in any traditional sense.
However, this does not mean that | cannot be warranted in my belief, in the sense of being
entitledto holdtrue the sekascripton. Perhaps, as the subject of the relevant mental state, who
is speaking from the mental stifitevho is giving it articulate voidé | amsimply warranted by
default, as it were, since no defeating alternatives to the ascription | make are in the r@nning.
perhaps my seféscription, though not based on any recognitional judgment, is gro¢iadad
Peacockein the very same state that gives reason for the act of avowing, namely, the mental
state that | selascribe. These, as well as others, aions for grounding selknowledgethat
| consider at length in my booklj any of these options workisienwe could think of avowing
subjects not only as expressive beings but also as knowing selves.

*k%k

If the necexpressivist account is rightie can agree with Descartes that our ordinary
mentalself-ascriptionsarenot open to the same skeptical threat as our ordinary claims about
extramental reality. Shouldthis tempt us to Cartesialualism? Wittgenstein describes the
temptation to postulat€artesian Egos as follows:

We feel then that in the cases in which "I" is used as subject, we don't use it because we
recognize a particular person by his bodily characteristics; and this creates the illusion
that we use this word to refer to somethingilass, which, however, has its seat in our
body. In facthis seems to be the real ego, the one of which it was said, "Cogito, ergo
sum"?®

Wittgenstein's "uses of 'I' as subject” are precisely what Shoemaker and Evans try to
capture with the notion ammunity toerror through misidentificatioruses of "I" injudgments
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that rest on no recognition of "a particular person by his bodily characteristics." But, Wittgen
steinwarns us against concluditigat they rest on recognition of someonenby-bodily
characteristics. We should equally resist an analogous temptation in the case of the ascriptive
part of mental seléiscriptions. We often issue such striptionsvithout any reliance on
recognition of physical (or even functional) features of ountalestates. Thoughour avowals
enjoyimmunity to error through misascriptipwe should not conclude thavowablemental

states havaonphysicabualitativefeatures thabnly we cansecurelyrecognizen our own case

and on which privileged seknowledge is basedAnd replacinghe recognitional conception of
selfknowledge with the ne@xpressivistonceptiorallowsus to seehat
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