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1. Introduction: Rorty’s Dilemma

Three and a half decades ago, in a wonderful pamétedOlncorrigibility as the
Mark of the MentalO, Richard Rorty arguledt a properlyealist, noneliminativistview
of mentality must provide an acceptable demarcation of the mental from the physical.
Like Descartes, Rortthought that this requiregkplaining the special security of
subjectsO ascriptions of mental staigébemselves. And, like Descartes, Rorty thought
that, if subjectsO mental satfcriptions are to enjoy the right kind of security, this must
be because subjects @meorrigible about their present mental states. However, if, as
Rorty himself suspeet, there could be no states answering to this description, then the
existence of distinctively mental states will be impugned; hence the possibility of
eliminativism, a position which Rorty himself later embraced. If Rorty is right, then we
may be caughbetween the Scylla of CartesiBaalismand the Charybdis of
eliminativism about the mentaEither we recognize the existencenuéntal statesver
and above physical statéend of Egos over and above human bodresur ontology or
we must give upltogetheron the idea o& systematiconceptuglevenif not
ontological,delineation othe category of thenental

It would be nice to be able to slip between the sofrRortyOs dédmma és |
shall refer to it. And it may seem thatontemporary mafrialist introspectionism
promisedo do just that. On this viewye possesa distinctive mode of internal accdss
our own present mental stat@a brainbased monitoring and scanning mechanism that
allows us to obtain directly, or nanferentially, relatively accurate information about the
presence and character of these statdthodgh potentially fallible, corrigible, and
dubitable this mode of internal accesssufficiently reliableand different from other
modes of accesse possest shoule@rthe main epistemiburden assigned by Descartes
to his privileged accessithout invoking specially accage states of immaterial
substancesl want to question the successmtfospectiosmin this norCartesian

incarnation agn attempt to avoiRortyOs dilemma.



Let me be clear from the start: | donOt wish to deny that we pepse&s
mechanismshat enable us to direct oattentioninwardly and determine in a non
evidential, norinferential waywhether we feel a headaghmwintenseit is, whether
weQd like some tea, what we are thinking right now, etc. It is, of canrsmpirical
guestion whether we possess such mechanfsmsreliable they areand how sharply
they contraswith the perceptual mechanisms ttaliow us to obtain infanation about
things external to uBvariousfeatures of our environmenhdluding nonmental and
mental states of other peopleam not concerned hereaddress these empirical issues.
Rather| want to ask whethentrospection so understoadn helpus understand the
special status we ordinarily assignitbatpeoplesay or thinkabout their present mental
states.More ecifically, | want to ask whethet canhelp us understand the contrast
between what we may call Oavowable-ketiwledgeO: thend of seemingly privileged
basic selknowledge that we are often credited with when we avow, for example, Ol feel
dizzyO, or OIOm scared of that dogO, or Ol am wondering what time it isO, on the one hand,
and the knowledge we have of some of our preseminental bodily stateg-or, we
ordinarily presume thgpeoplés pronouncememiisout theipresenimental statearenot
only more secure thamhat they say abouthers@nental states, butevalso presume
them to be morsecure(evenif not absolutelyinfallible, incorrigible or indubitablethan
what they say about theawn presenhomrmental bodily stateslt is in good part this
aspect of the commonsense viBthe mental/nonmental asymmetri2ghat Rorty

suspectso be subject to eliminatiooncewe abandornhe Cartesian view.

In what follows, Iwill first explainthe difficulties | see with materialist
introspectionisnas a way oubf RortyOs dilemmad.will then briefly sketch what | take
to be a promising alternative and try to address agctbp to this alternative that would
seem especially pressiigr anyone attracted toaterialistintrospectionism.What |
hope to accomplish tsvofold: to correct a misconception about what introspeatson
do for us, philosophicallgpeakingand tosuggesthatmaterialist introspectionism is
not, as some believe, Othe only game in towra@yfone who rejects dualism.

2. Materialist Introspectionism



Considetthe followingavowals ODnfeeing dizzyO;0My leg hurts@IOd like
some waterQOj Gopefood will be served soon@ompare and contrast thes®wals
with the followingnonmental selfeports OIOm spinnirgound; OMy legs are crossedO;
ODnsipping waterOLike avowals, thesbodily seltreports, when produced in the
normal way arenotbased on any inference, evidence, or ordinary observation. Yet,
unlike avowals, these nonmensalfreportsare completely and straightforwardly open
to denial or correction by potential observers on the basieofobservation. Looking
at me, yaQd be in a perfectly good position to deny and camgseltreport(ONo, your

legs arenotcrosed,O or OYouOre not spinning argumDractuallysitting down!Q

Authors generally usympathetic to Cartesian Dualisareneverthelessnpressed
by the epistemic contrast between avowals andevadential bodily selreports. Yet it
is not easy to come by a satisfactory characterization of the contrast, let alone an
explanation of it. As mentioned earlier, Richard Rorty has propgosetigibility as
marking the contrast. The avowals of a sincere, linguistically competent subject cannot
be overriddenRorty suggesthecause O[w]e have no criteria for setting [them] aside as
mistaken,E whereas we do have criteria for setting aside all reports abeutthing
elseO (1975: 413). But this seems to me too strong, sirea@metimes prepared to
challenge an avowal. For instance, you say, apparently sincerely, that you are not mad at
me, and | wonder whether you really are not, since you seem poatty sulky and
unfriendly. Or you say, apparently sincerely, that youOre thinking hard about the
objection Dvgust raised to your argument, anguestionit, because you seem very busy
doing something else, and so on. In these cases, your bedyapéars to give the lie to

what you say, and | will not simply take your wavdthout questioning

Crispin Wright has suggested thetat marksaavowalsis the fact thathere is no
such thing as showing oneself Ochronically unreliableO in oneOs avberaiss oneOs
proprioceptive ascriptions, for example, can presumably be subject to systotzic
failure (1998: 17). But this claim seems too weak. For, it seems to me that the
distinctive security oAvowals even if not absolut@ttaches to eacwvowal considered
individually, and not merely courtesy of a global assumption that we make about
subjects.In a little while we will turn to my preferred characterization and explanation of

the distinctive security of avowalwhich diverges from both RiyOs and WrightOBut



right now | want teexamine a recently popular strategy for explaining the security of
avowalsin a nonCartesian wayl want to argue thah their attempt to escape the
Cartesian horn of RortyOs dilemma, proponents of thisgtratay risk being impaled on

its eliminativist horn.

If we are no longer wedded to absolute incorrigibility as the mark of avowals, yet
agree that avowaldo indeed enjoy a high degree of epistemic secutrityay be
tempting to play down the contrdsttween avowals armather selfascriptions.We can
begin bynotingthatthere is a class dfodily predicates, such as Ocrossed legs,O or Ois
sitting down,Qvhose applicatioexhibits an epistemic firsperson/thireperson
asymmetry. Such predicates applied on the basis of external observation in the-third
person case, but on the basis of internal perception (or monitoring, or sensory feedback)
in the firstperson case. Likewise, we can think of Oin pain,O or Ois ap@naat so on,
as predicatethat are applied on different epistemic bases in the-third first person
cases. They apply on the basis of observation of behavior, or inference, or conjecture, in
the thirdperson case, but, in the figérson case, they apply on the basis of

introspection

Introspection, however, need not to be understood in the Cartesian way, as an
infallible faculty that reveals to each subject her own OprivateO states, which no one else
can access. On the contraitye materialist introspectionistuggestshat introspection is
a faculty that reveals to us goingsinsideour bodies (more specifically, in our brains).
On one story, it is speculated that the human brain is equipped with a spEhiahism
ba kind ofscannebdesigned to deliver reliableigherorder judgments about our first
order mental states. My distinctive abilitytedl what | am thinking right now, for
instance, is due to my brainOs ability to scan its own present operations so as to yield
highly reliable, norevidential judgmentsyhich are then articulated (in speech or in
thought) through seléscriptions of mental stateflREF TO BILL There are two
different versions of this view. One version, known as OHOPO (for OHigher Order
PerceptionO) our scanning mechanisms degderptionsof first-order mental states.

On the other, known as OHOTO (for OHigher Order ThoughtO) theythimlightsabout
them. My talk of higherorderjudgmentdelowis intended to be neutral as between

these two versionand my critical remarks aretended to apply to bojh On both these



versions, introspective awareness consists in our passing a-tigeejudgment
(perceptual or conceptual) on some internal gaing Ceopting the Ohigharderd view
for present concerns, the materialist isprectionist might suggest that avowals can be
seen as descriptive reports of these internal gasngsAvowals would then be taken to
represent the high@rder deliverances of the subjectOs idetactiormechanisms, and
the security of avowals will biaken to derive from the epistenmaiability of these

deliverances.

The materialist introspectionist vie®MI for shortbbeginswith a rejection of
the Cartesiandea that therés something over and above our physical states for our
avowals to repdy though it tries to accommodate a suitably tempered notion of
privileged access in the form of reliable mechanigmswe can deploy to obtain
information abousomeof our physical statesNote right awayhatthis strategy caat
bestdeliver to us acess that iasprivilegedasis reliable. And it can at mo&ind an
asymmetry between avowals and nonmental bodilyasalfiptiongo the extenthatour
introspective mechanisms are in fact more reliable than all mechashesinering
information abat our nonmentabodily states.The question is whether, given these
limitations, Ml can adequately characterize and explain the systematic contrast we
ordinarily draw between avowals and nonmentatastfriptions.In addressing this
question, | willhighlightvariousbfamiliar, | hopebaspects of our ordinary treatment of
avowals that I thinkcall out for a sort of explanation that Ml is not fit to provide.

As | said before, | donOt think commonsense regards avowals as incorrigible. But
consider aiguation in which we may beonvinced, on whatever grounds, thateoneOs
avowal is false. Wstill wouldnOsimply dismiss her sekiscription, as we might when
denying a bodily selascription on the basis of our contrary judgment (ONo, you are not
bleeding® or ONo, youQre not sitting down, youOre kneeling!®). We give considerable
weight to thevery factthatthe persormvowed being in the conditioVe treat the
personOs avowal as lying on the side of our evidence, and evidence that carries special
constrainingveight. That this is so can be seen if we considerittsttmeone kept
insisting that, e.g., she is hungry, or tired, or likes the painting, then as long as we didnOt

guestion her sincerity, we woukventually defer ther.



Note thatacmrding to Ml,it should be perfectly possible for meissue a false
avowal due to érute local errorban error that is not due to any defect of any of my
cognitive mechanisms but is simply due to the fact that my scanner ha@foetedO into
false deéection. Moreover, it should also seem entirely poss$drla subjecto suffer
global systematic failureJust asomeone could lose (or may never have had) the ability
to see or heanr the faculty of proprioception or kinesthess someone couldke (or
may never have had) the ability to tell by introspection what mental state she ithat, so

all her avowals are wildly off the mark.

On the commonsense view, thoubbth the possibility of brute local error and
the possibility of global systertia failure seemmore problematic thaMl would have us
expect. As regards the first possibility, note that, even when we are prepguedtion
the truth of an avowal, there is an assumption that the avowalOs falsity is due to some
psychologicalrreguarity, failureor defecton the part of the avower. WenOt readily
accepthat the subject might have simply bdealedinto issuing a false avowal by an
Ouncooperative® mental woAd.regards the possibility global systematic errolQll
just rote that attempt® establistsystematianreliability in subjects@vowalsthrough
psychological experiments in the context of theragypically fall back on some
avowals that are taken at face value and whose security is not questivaeday
quesion some of someoneQOs saitribed sentiments or propositional attitudes, but we do
that on the strength of hetherselfascribed mental state#.is one thing to show that
various mental seldscriptions we make are false; it is another to statwe can make
sense of the idea of a subject who, thoughhsisenental states, is systematically wrong

in her avowals.

Let us now go back to a swiass of bodily selascriptionanentioned earlier:
proprioceptive and kinesthetic seffports. Consider gain myordinarypronouncement
that my legs are crossed. Héwe | rely on no evidence or inference or observation, so
there is an epistemic thigerson/firstperson contrast in terms of thasisonwhich the
pronouncement is mad@&ut this I*“persori3-person contrast in epistemic rogkees
little to explain the mental/physical contrafsir the latter contrast is not only a contrast in
the manner arrived at the salcription, but also a contrast in its degree of secuhity

the realm of propdceptive or kinesthetic reportay wordis arrived adifferentlyfrom



that of my observersO buisinot clearly betterthantheirs. On a given occasion, my

body could clearly be in a state that my proprioceptive mechanism cannot distinguish
from the sate of my legs being crossed. | could also prove &ybematically

unreliable in reporting my limb positions or bodily movements outHooking. The

ability to tell my bodily conditioathrough proprioceptioor kinesthesishus seems
alieanable Furthermore, v can everonceive of someonghosebrain was so hooked

up to my limbs as to receive direct information about their position. Such a person could
inherit my proprioceptive ability, and would be able towdiere my limbsarethe same

way | do. Proprioceptiofas well as kinesthesis) thus seatsoentirelytransferable

If the distinctive security of avowals were entirely due to the epistemic security of
introspective mechanisms, we might expeetaited Ofirsperson authorityO to be
equally alienable andransferable.Yet | submit that by commonsense lights, it isrt.
pointed out above, the possibility of a subject whithughts, sensations, emotions, etc.
who regularly mis-avowsseemst the very leastighly problematic. Even nore
problematic is the notion thamight be able to transfer niy-person authority to
someone elsBsomeonavhowasable to ascribe to me reliably and correctly present
mental states without relying on any observation or evidence. For onentlyimgowals
would surely constitute a crucighrt of the data against which the otherOs clabra to
able to provide reliable nesvidential reports of mgccurrent mental stategould be
measured But more importantly, so long as there was no question abpgtasp of the
language or my sincerityf, disagreement broke out between us over what is now going
on in my mind, her consistent past success in reading my mind would not be sufficient
ground for taking her word over mine. It seems, rather, that wedvake the
disagreement as signaling the waning of her m@atling powers(Similar remarks
would apply toRortyOsmaginarybrain-scanner, which could =t up to replace oneOs

own selfscanning mechanisand to serve as a mechanical raiedder.)

Sofar, | have tried to highlight various possibilities thet allowed by MI but
which commonsense intuitions take to be problematic. | hataimed to offer a direct
argument against these possibilitidédy point has rather been theit by itself isnOapt
to explainthese commonsense intuitionsot that theeintuitions aresacrosanct But,

other things being equal, | thinkat, in the interest of avoiding the eliminativist horn of



RortyOs dilemmaye should prefer an accouthtt allows us to presve themsince
theseintuitionsunderwritenot just theordinary view ofavowalsO security but the very

separation between the mental and the physical
3. The Limits of Introspection

Before turning to what | take to be a promising way out of Rortyédsnda,| Od
like to offer a diagnosidor the difficulties | see with MI. The diagnosis is intended to
apply to a family of views on avowalsO secunitiyich | describelsewheras the
epistemicapproach to avowalsO securi®n the epistemic approadhgdistinctive
securityof avowals is to be explaindy appeal to theontingent epistemisecurity of
the basis on which they are maddere dferent epistemic viewsill identify different
epistemic routes or methods or bases that we rely on whdagimg avowals My claim
is that regardless of the epistemic route or method or basis, such explanations falter on
the question why avowals should be regardeehgsying a different security from that

enjoyed bynonmental bodily selfeports. But my fous here will be on MI.
So te questionn front of us is this:

How well canMI explain (or explain away) the commonsense intuitions
regarding avowalsO special secuagyt is contrasted with the security aj.e
proprioceptive selfeports (where thesintuitions, as | pointed out, take avowals
to exhibit not only a contrast in the manner arrived at but also a conttlast in

kind of security)?

According to Ml,avowalsreport physical conditionssideour bodies, whereas
nonevidential bodilyself-reportsconcern bodily surfaces, orientation, posture, limb
position, etc.As a first passMI may suggesthat introspection isimply not vulnerable
to some ofthe failings ofown-bodily perceptionon the one han@nd thaton the other
hand,as observarwe recognize (perhaps tacitly) our relative limitations in accessing
subjectsO inner statddut it is hardto see why we should suppdbés to help explairthe
kind of contrastivesecuritywe normally assign tavowals. Supposéhat as a matter of
empirical fact, our brainsaremuch better at detecting states inside our bodies than
conditions at our bodiesO surfackee we to suppose that tresnpiricaldifference in

brain mechanismis what we respond tohen assigning the kind of weight we asdign



avowals(ascontrasted with proprioceptive reports)? Aaden assuming that we could

be credited with a tacgrasp of the relative reliability afariousbrain mechanisms, the
higher reliability of introspective mechaniseiuld atbestexplain whywe might think

of avowals asnore reliablethan proprioceptive reportsdt would not help explain why

the authority we enjoy in connection with our avowals should be regarded as inalienable

and nontransferable.

MI may point out as a second pass, tlambwals,unlike proprioceptive reports,
concern going®n that are normall{even if contingentlyhiddenfrom plain view, and
are not readily observable by otheiiiis mayexplain why, as observers, we regard
subjects as much better placed to pronoumcineir mental states than on, say, the state
of their limbs. Buit isnOt cleanowthis can helgith our question After all, we donot
take subjects to be in a privileged position to pronounagamental conditions inside
their bodies (e.g., the ndition of their livers or their hearts, and many conditions of their
brains). On the contrary; if someone pronounced on some hidden chemical process
taking place in their spleen, we would be very doubtful. Again, let us suppose that, as a
matter of empical fact, our brains are, for some reason, more reliable at detecting a
certainparticularsubset of our internal conditions. Still, even setting aside the question
howthis subseis to be delineatedhe question remains wloyr pronouncements about
only some of the conditions hidden inside our bodies should be taken to enjoy

unparalleled security.

There is a reason why MEkers like a promising optionvhen trying to understand
avowalsO security ant-flerson authority Assumingwith commonsens¢hat avowals

enjoya special kind o$ecurity,it is natural to wonder:
(a) How couldavowals be more secure thatherpronouncements?

Consistently with materialism. And MI can be seen as offeriranuempirically cogent
accounf how it might bepossiblefor us to produce highly reliable reports about some

of our internal statesBut the question | have posedrather:

(b) Whyare avowals ordinarily treated asjoying a different kind of security

from all other pronouncements, including rerndential bodilyseltreports?



With Rorty, | take it thanswering this question is mandatory for understanding the
commonsense divide between the mental and the physical, and, relatediéydioping
anon-eliminativist viewof mindthatwasnOt guiltof Cartesian ontological excessés
submit howeverthat this question isot adequately answered by postulating the

existence of a reliable mechanism designed to deliver largely truepetts.

In effect,question (b) demands explanation ofescalled Giperson authority®
specifically, the fact that it imalienable and netransferable. Ml (anche Epistemic
Approachmore generallyfan be seen as construing fipsrrsonauthorityas arepistemic
authority Perhaps the most familiar modier epistemicauthorityof this sort is the
model of expertise. Experts are people who Oknow best.0 They are individuals whom we
take to have greater knowledge than most of us about certain matmsghthaving
greater experience tnaining,speciamethodsor natural facility. When we take a
trained botanist to be an expert about plants, for example, we take it that she is better
placed than most of us to identify or analyze certain plants, for example. So whenever
she pronounces on such matteve,presume that she is righecause we recognieat
she is epistemically well placed to convey more reliable information than the rest of us in
thedomainof botany Note that, m generalywe think ofexpertsas people who have
established themselvas knowingcertain facts thany of us could equally come to
know at least in principle. Even oracles and prophets are presumably taken to have a
special ability to know in advance things that ordinary felkk (or at leastould in due
course coméo know equally well, though not throudresight. The idea of assigning
expertise to someone concerning matters that we suppose ourselves in principle unable to
ascertain seems odd, even if not incohered.the expertise model would seem

unavailableto anyone who believed in the logical privacy of mental states.

Now, dthough MI of course does not maintain the privacy of mental states, |
think it still cannot avail itself ofhe expertise modelTo begin withwe are ordinarily
prepared tassigrfirst-person authorityn utter disregard tondividual credentialswe
donOt wait for individuals &stablishthemselves asxperts on their own mindAlso, 1°-
person authoritys nota matter o special advantage that avowing subjects have
regardingaspecific subject matterRather, it concerrtheir pronouncements about what

goes on in theiownmindsat the time of avowingFurthermore, as suggested earlier, it is

10



hard to imagine how one could attempt to substantiate the reliatilitgreliablity of
particular (linguistically competent) subjects concerning thieisenstatesof mind
without alreadytaking at face value many of thawvowals.

On the materialistOs own view, thenditionsthat constitute mental stateBough
not essentiallyrivate,arestill, as a matter of fadhjdden from observersjnce we do
not as yet possess the necessaggns foperceivingthem. This means thasobservers
we are not, as a matter fafct, able toestablish the likelihood of the truth of subjot
avowals (and thus their reliabilityBut thisin turnmeanghatwe arenot currently in a
position to declare subjects experts on their own mental states. detragularly
assign to subjesfirst-personauthority | thinkthat allthis tells aginst construing the
ordinary assumption of firggersonauthorityon the model of expertisdf we assign
special authorityo avowing subjects, @anOsimply be because we make the empirical

assumption that thegre experts on their owgresent statesf mind.

It seems that in order to aplye expertisenodelto the case at handeOd have
to think of themental states of othees already open to view by usonically, onekind
of view of mental states that fits this bill has traditionally bisenight to involve an
outright rejection of firspersonauthorityandthe speciasecurityof avowals | have in
mind of coursebehavioristviews,according to which the presence of a mental state of a
certain type is in some way guaranteed by the poeseihcertain behavioral
manifestations. On such views, it might be thought that welleadyat present, in a
position to recognize that people are very good at telling what mental states they are in,
and thus to declare theexperts. By the same tan, however, such views would require
rejecting, rather than explaining, the commonsense id&&pérson authority as
inalienable and notransferable (Indeed, behaviorist views are often cited as paradigms

of elimination.)
4. Avowals’ Security: A Neo-Expressivist Account

1tOs all well and good to b for not giving us something weOd like. But what
if Ml is the best game in town? As you may guess, | donOt think it is, and | have myself
tried to develop an alternative, r@artesian, nofntrospetionist account of avowalsO

security and basic sethowledge. | donOt have the timeffer more than the briefest

11



sketch of the key idea of this alternative account. In the remainder of this talk I0Il do that
and then address one worry about thisaéteve that is likely to loom large in the mind

of anyone initially attracted to materialist introspectionism.

LetOs observe first that proprioceptive and kinesthetic refjatayowals, are
OidentificatiorfreeO: epistemically speaking, they dorest on an identification of the
subject of the utterance or thought. That is to say, in normal circumstances, if | say (or
think): OMy legs are crossedO or OIOm spinning aroundO, my utterance/thought does not
rest on my separate identification of soméividual as myself. | have no more reason
for thinking thatsomeon®s legs are crossed than whatever reason | have for thinking that
mylegs arecrossed. This is what rendédasdily seltreports of this kind Oimmune to
error through misidentification® (use EvansO and ShoemakerOs terminology). In the
case of avowals, though, | seem to ergdgitional ascriptivesecurity: not only are
avowals immune to error of misidentification, but unlike all nonmentaireptirts, they
are also immune to error thugh misascription. When avowing O1Od like some waterO for
example, not only do | have no reason for thinking sloateonavants some water, other
than whatever reason | have for thinking it@ko wants water. | also have no reasons
for thinking that Onhavingsomeattitude or other towarsomesubstance or othewer
and above (or separately fromhatever reason | have for ascribing wanting water to
myself.

My alternative norepistemic account of avowalsO security begins with the
suggestion thaon the ordinary conceptioayowalsarenot only immune to error
through misidentification but alsommmune to error through misascriptioi o say this is
notto say thatvowals are absolutely incorrigible in RortyOs sensgudt@s saythat
avowalsare immune ta certain array aépistemic erroréand thus correctiongmuch
wider arraythan all other ascriptions, includipgpecifically,proprioceptive and
kinesthetic selfeports. Immunity to error through misascription, like immunity to error
through misidentification, is a matter of protection froertain kindsof epistemic error.
(Specifically, though avowals can be misgtakwvhen they are, this is not because they
involve some recognitional miaking.) Whereas all other ascriptions of stato
individuals, including ascriptions of nonmental states to ourselves through propriocep

tion, arenotimmune to error through misascription. If | say or think: OMy legs are

12



crossedO (in the normal way), then even if | cannot be misidegtifro itis whose legs

are crossed, if my legs amet crossed, my selfeport will be mistaken precisely because

| have misidentified the state of my legs: | will have mistaken one state lrhivg/for
another. In the case of avowals, though, | suggest, | aragbed from epistemic error in

the ascriptive part as welBut this is not to say that avowals cannot be false, or even that
we can ever be in a position to correct someone elseOs avowattain circumstances

we may even be led to question an aviavigain (E.G.). 1tOs just thahen a person is
avowing pairshe haso reason for thinkinghe isin some mental state or othather

than whatever reason she has for thinking that she is in fpdieravowal is false, it will

not be false due tioer mistaking some other stateloérs for pairdue tothe waythe state
appeasto her. On the contrary, in opposition to MI, | maintain that the epistemic
position of one who avows it the position of someone who receives direct

information about herngsent internal statesorrectly or incorrectly identifying the
presence and character of those states on the basis of the way they appear to her Ofrom the
insideQand issuing reports of those statéisstead itOs the position of someone who is in

somestate and directlgpeaking fronher present state.

Avowals, on my viewconstitute a certain class aftsin which a subjeagives
linguistic vent to present mental sw@telhese aracts ofspeakingher mind, instead of
giving nonrlinguistic expressin to it. Such acts are epistemically unmediated, even
though they issue itmue or falsgroducts (linguistic utterances, in the case of speech,
articulate thoughts, ispeechlessase). So in contradistinction to the materialist
introspectionist viewpn my account]*~person authority is not the episteraiathority of
an expert who is able to take a supkise look at her mental states, as it were, but rather
a matter of the privilege of someone who expresses the very same states that she ascribes

to herself in the act of avowing.
The account | offer is designed to answer the following question:

Why is it that avowals, understood as true or false ascriptions of contingent states
to an individual, are so rarely questioned or corrected, are ggrnayaksistant to

ordinary epistemic assessments, and are so strongly presumed to be true?
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The question invites a search fodistinctive feature(s) of avowals that would explain
why theyenjoy the level and kind of security that we ordinarily assighém. In
answering the question, | try showhow it could beeasonabldor us to treativowals

as protected from certakindsof epistemic mistakes and criticisnesenif not
absolutelyinfallible and incorrigible And | claim that my account is abte explain

better than others how avowals are differarthis regardrom all other empirical
ascriptionsjncludingnon-evidential bodily selreports. | thusclaim to be able to

capture and explain the ordinary notion 3fferson authority On mystory, it is
reasonable for us @ssign inalienable and naransferable %-person authority to
subjectdecause this authority mt assignean the basis of our tacit recognition of their
expertisan regards tdheirown mental state Ratherwe asign iton the strength of
recognizingtheir avowals as acts in which they express these very states at the same time

as they sefascribe them.
5. Avowable SeHKnowledge

No doubtthe little that IOve saltkreinvites more questions than I0Ove anssvere
Butin conclusion want totry to answer jusbne questiothat may seem particularly

pressing for anyone drawn tioe intraspectionist view The question is this:
Avowals asidewhatexplains ouprivileged seHknowledge?

Even brgeting aboutwhether or not we bother to pronounce on a present mental
state in speech or thoughibnOwve haveimmediate and secukmowledge obur present
mentalstates of mind If so,we want tdfind out what allows us to have sughvileged
knowledge.And it may seem that any account which, like Mgo-Expressivisaccount,
focuses on the security of avowalgjuld seem to be besides the poiRutting it
differently, it may seem thatommonsenseells us not only that typically, if a subject
avows (in speectr in thought) being in a mental state M, thenishe M, butalsothat
a subjectvhois in Mwill have privileged knowledge thslhe isin M, whether or not she
bothes to prononceon the matter (to others or to herselDall this the idea of
Ounartiulated basic seknowledgeO.

There are different ways of understandinig idea. First, itmaybe read as the

thought that a creature, whether human or brute, who is feeling pain or pleasure, hunger,
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fatigue, anger, fear, etc., regardless of whetherssys, or thinks to herself that she is in
the relevant staté&nowsit, and knows it the way no one else does. This is just part of
what it is tobein a state of this kind. If sthen contramy Neo-Expressivist view,
privileged seknowledgeis sanething a subject hagheneveshe is in a conscious

mental state, and such knowledge is only incidentally articulated by avowals. But note
that on this line of thought, OS has privileged (@frsonO) knowledge that she is in MO
is simply taken to bentailed by OS is in a OconsciousO state M.O And note, too, that it
will turn out that any creature whas conscious mental states wilo factopossess
privileged basic selknowledge. Although I think it is true that only-salled conscious
statesare avowable, | take the question about privilegedkselfvledge to be a

substantive epistemological question that is not automatically answered positively by

appealing to the conscious character of avowable mental states.

The idea of unarticulated sia seltknowledgemay beread instead & version
of the Cartesian thesis of OsetimationO, which says that a subject who is in a mental
state is somehow guaranteed to know that she is. | think there are several reasons not to
endorse this strongekis what with Freudiasubconscious mental statesd withthe
discoveries by cognitive scientistssafbliminalstates guidingur behavior and actions.
But even setting these aside, the proponent cirgigtiation has to tell us what to make
of subjetsbsuch as animals and precognitive childbesmho havemental states, but,
due to conceptual limitations, are incapable of passing any judgment on their mental
states.It seems highly implausible to maintain tloaily a creature capable wfaking
judgmentsabout its present mental states should be capahkvofgmental statesBut
it also seems problematic to stipulate that the thesis einsigtfation only applies in the
case of creatures capablesett-reflection Why should having the releviaconceptual
wherewithal bring in its train a guarantee that when oneNs ame will know itbi.e.,

have a true and warranted belief that one isth M

The natural suggestion at this point wouldweg simplybeingin a conscious
mental stat@and beiiy capable of selfeflectionis not sufficient by itself fohavingself
knowledge; onenustalso attend to oneOs present mental atatactuallexerciseoneOs
capacity for selfeflection This seems plausible enough, buhis is what the thesis of

selfintimation amounts tatOs unclear how it can serve to explicate the idea of
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unarticulatedseltknowledge. For, to require thatne actuallyexercise oneOs capacity

for self-reflectionon the occasion of being in M, if onetsshave knowledgthatone is

in M, is to require that, well, orfeave the occurrent thought that one is in M. ltis to
require, in other words, that one actually ascribe being in M to onesktught.

Assuming such an act of selécription isnot made on the basis of abghavioral

evidence, inference, etdt will readily qualify as an act of avowing by the Neo
ExpressivistOs lights, provided that it constitutes an adtich the avowegives direct
expres®n toM itself. Self-ascriptions issued upon attending t@®s present state of
mind are naturally regarded in this way. (Attending need not be construed as an
epistemic method of obtaining information or discovery; it can be seen instead as a
psychological device for putting oneself in a positiosfeak diredy from oneOs
condition. In the special case of avowing in thought, there is, of course, no speaking.
Still, there is an issuing of a selécriptioiN some mental tokening in which one thinks
that she herself is in M. Now, on my account, avowalthoudnt, like avowals in

speech, can be seen to enjoy distinctive security: we would not expect any reasons or
justification for such avowals, beyond the subjectOs simply being in tascdied

state. And, to take someone to be avowing M in thought &keolter to be expressing

(to herself) her M, which means presuming that her avowal is true. Moreover, assuming
the avowal is indeed true, we would take the subject who avows to have privileged
knowledge that she is ihé state she thinks she is in.

*k%k

What about RortyOs dilemma? If the Mapressivist account ofIperson
authority is right, we may have the materials for recovering the commonsense separation
of mind and bodyithoutresorting to Cartesian Dualism. The states with respect to
which we enjoy f-person authority, as commonsense would have it, are states that are
expressibléd states that we caspeak fromas well as show through neerbal
expressive behavior. Far from committing us to an ontology of hidden states that are
only direcly observable by subjects and inferrable by their observers, the commonsense
picture is one according to which, as observers, we can see subjectsO mental states in their
expressive behavior, avowalteluded. What subjects can that as their observersew

cannot is express the subjecttesHerein lies theid*-personprivilege
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