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Introspection and Consciousness: An Overview Declan Smithies and Daniel Stoljar



Introspection stands at the interface between two major currents in philosophy and related areas of science: on the one hand, there are metaphysical and scientific questions about the nature of consciousness; and on the other hand, there are normative and epistemological questions about the nature of self-knowledge. Introspection seems tied up with consciousness, to the point that some writers define consciousness in terms of introspection; and it is also tied up with self-knowledge, since introspection is the distinctive way in which we come to know about ourselves and, in particular, about our own conscious mental states, processes and events. Each of these topics – consciousness and self-knowledge – has generated an extensive philosophical literature in its own right. But despite some notable exceptions,1 the relationship between consciousness and self-knowledge has been curiously neglected and remains poorly understood. Indeed, until quite recently, the sub-fields of philosophy of mind and epistemology were pursued largely in isolation from one another. Recent philosophy of mind has been dominated by metaphysical questions about the nature of consciousness and its place in the physical world, while much less attention has been devoted to questions about the epistemic role of consciousness as a source of knowledge and justified belief. Similarly, recent epistemology has been organized around questions about the nature of knowledge and justified belief, but much of this discussion has developed independently of recent work in philosophy of mind about the nature of consciousness. The impetus behind this volume is to bring together these two lines of research by exploring the nature of introspection, which lies at the intersection between consciousness and self-knowledge. This volume collects fourteen new essays and one reprinted essay in which the interplay between concerns in epistemology and the philosophy of mind is a major focus. In turn, our goal in this introduction is to set out the main themes of these essays and to map out the overall geography of the terrain.
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1. The Difference Thesis Much recent work on introspection is organized around the idea that we have a distinctive way of knowing about ourselves and, in particular, about our own conscious mental states. This idea is motivated in part by reflection on the apparent asymmetry between first-person and third-person perspectives. It seems that each of us has a way of knowing about our own mental states, which cannot be used in knowing about the mental states of others. A key task for any theory of introspection is to give an account of this distinctive way of knowing about our own mental states. For example, you are currently thinking about rhubarb. Moreover, you know this – that is, you know that you are currently thinking about rhubarb. This is a piece of selfknowledge that you have: it is knowledge about yourself and, more specifically, about the contents of your conscious stream of thought. But how did you come to have this selfknowledge? Presumably, not by perception: there is no “inner eye” that literally enables you to see that you are thinking about rhubarb. Nor do you observe anything else – say, a particular course of behaviour – from which you can infer that you are thinking about rhubarb. So how do you know that you are thinking about rhubarb? “By introspection,” we say. And when we say this we are at least marking the fact that the way in which you know this, whatever it is, is different from other ways of knowing about the world, including sensory perception. The difference thesis, as we might call it, is the thesis that introspection is different from other ways of knowing about the world. This is not to specify the precise ways in which introspection is different from, say, perception. Indeed, there are infinitely many respects in which introspection and perspective are both similar and different from one another and so there are infinitely many ways of unpacking the difference thesis. Some will be more interesting than others – for instance, it is not so interesting to learn that introspection and perception are picked out by different words or discussed by different authors. However, a more interesting thesis is that introspection is different from perception in either psychological respects, or epistemological respects, or both. Psychological versions of the difference thesis claim that introspection is different from other ways of knowing about the world in psychological respects – in other words,



2



it is a psychological process of a different psychological kind. Epistemological versions of the difference thesis, by contrast, claim that introspection is different from other ways of knowing about the world in epistemological respects. In picturesque terms, proponents of the difference thesis claim that the psychology textbook or the epistemology textbook needs a separate chapter on introspection, as opposed to a sub-section in another chapter about perception, or inference, or testimony. What is the relationship between psychological and epistemological versions of the difference thesis? Some chapters in this volume claim that introspection is both psychologically and epistemologically different from perception. Others claim that introspection is psychologically different from perception, but epistemologically similar insofar as it is subsumed by a more general theory of knowledge or justification. It is more difficult to motivate the thesis that introspection is epistemologically different from perception and yet psychologically similar, so one strategy for undermining the epistemological difference thesis is to argue against the psychological difference thesis. This is Eric Schwitzgebel’s strategy in chapter one, while Fred Dretske’s strategy in chapter two is to mount a more direct attack on the epistemological difference thesis. Thus, the chapters in this volume represent a wide range of diverse perspectives on the relationship between the psychology and the epistemology of introspection. Having contrasted psychological and epistemological versions of the difference thesis, we can go on to draw further distinctions. Among psychological versions of the difference thesis, for example, we can ask whether they are located at the personal or the subpersonal level of psychological explanation. It is one thing to claim that there is a distinctive kind of psychological process involved at the personal level in forming beliefs on the basis of introspection, as opposed to perception, inference, and so on. It is another thing to claim that this is underpinned by a distinctive kind of psychological processing at the subpersonal level – say, by a dedicated information-processing mechanism or module. Foundational questions arise here, as elsewhere, about the relationship between personal and subpersonal levels of psychological explanation and their relevance to claims in epistemology. Among epistemological versions of the difference thesis, we can distinguish between the claim that the epistemology of introspection is peculiar and the claim that it
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is privileged.2 The epistemic peculiarity thesis says that introspection is different from other ways of knowing about the world in certain epistemological respects, whereas the epistemic privilege thesis says that introspection is better than other ways of knowing about the world in certain epistemological respects – for instance, it is more reliable, or it is immune from certain kinds of ignorance and error. Logically speaking, these claims are orthogonal, since two ways of knowing might be different, but equally reliable, while a single way of knowing might be reliable in some domains and unreliable in others. So, what is the relationship between the epistemic peculiarity thesis and the epistemic privilege thesis? Once again, this volume represents a broad spectrum of views. Some claim that introspection is both peculiar and privileged, while others claim that it is peculiar but not privileged or privileged but not peculiar. Despite the absence of any emerging consensus, the variety of perspectives represented in this volume makes an important contribution towards deepening our understanding of the full range of possible options and their respective strengths and weaknesses. In what follows, we will survey these options, beginning with a position that we call “skepticism about introspection”.



2. Skepticism about Introspection Skepticism about introspection is the view that there is no subject matter for a theory of introspection because there is no distinctive way in which we know about our own minds. Skepticism about introspection is a denial of the difference thesis in all its forms: on this view, we do not have an introspective way of knowing about our own minds that is either different from or better than other ways of knowing about the world. For instance, Gilbert Ryle (1949) famously argued that there is no relevant epistemic or psychological difference between first-person and third-person perspectives, since the way in which we know about our own minds is just the same as the way in which we know about the minds of others – that is, by inference from observation of behaviour. Thus, he writes, “Knowledge of what there is to be known about other people is restored to approximate parity with self-knowledge. The sorts of things that I can find out about myself are the same as the sorts of things I can find out about other people, and the methods of finding them out are much the same.” (1949, p.155)
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Ryle’s theory is usually rejected on the grounds that it cannot explain the selfknowledge that we ordinarily take ourselves to have. For instance, you know that you are currently thinking about rhubarb, but you cannot know this by inference from observation of your behaviour, since your thought exerts no causal impact on my behaviour – or so we may suppose. You may know about your behavioural dispositions – say, your disposition to accept a bet that pays you if you are thinking about rhubarb – but you know these facts on the basis of your knowledge of what you are thinking, and not vice versa. There is a useful contrast to be drawn here between modest and extreme versions of skepticism about introspection. The extreme skeptical position denies that we have the self-knowledge that we ordinarily take ourselves to have. The modest skeptical position, by contrast, concedes that we have this self-knowledge, but denies that we have it in the way that we ordinarily take ourselves to have it. The chapters by Eric Schwitzgebel and Fred Dretske represent two quite different ways of developing the modest skeptical position by appealing, respectively, to considerations in psychology and epistemology.



2.1. Psychology Schwitzgebel’s chapter aims to undermine the assumption that there is a unique and distinctive way of knowing about our own minds, which is picked out by the term ‘introspection’. He argues on the basis of detailed consideration of examples that – both between cases and within a single case – there is a range of different processes involved in the generation of what we would ordinarily classify as introspective judgements. Thus, he argues for a kind of introspective pluralism, according to which, “Introspection is not a single process but a plurality of processes.” It is useful to consider Schwitzgebel’s proposal in light of Jerry Fodor’s (1983) distinction between modules and the central system. On some views, introspection involves the operation of a dedicated module that is domain specific and informationally encapsulated – in other words, it processes a limited domain of information in a way that draws on a limited subset of the background information represented in the total system in which it is embedded.3 On Schwitzgebel’s view, by contrast, introspection is an aspect of the central system – that is to say, the processing that yields introspective judgement is not limited to certain kinds of information, but can draw on any relevant information that
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is represented in the system. Schwitzgebel makes this point vivid by proposing that the boxology of introspection is “a cognitive confluence of crazy spaghetti”. If there is no dedicated module for introspection, then introspection is no different at the level of its subpersonal underpinnings from other ways of knowing about the world, such as inference to the best explanation. Moreover, Schwitzgebel’s pluralism is meant to undermine the idea that introspection is fundamentally different from other ways of knowing about the world at the level of personal psychology. He does offer a personal level characterization of introspection as, “the dedication of central cognitive resources, or attention, to the task of arriving at a judgment about one’s current, or very recently past, conscious experience, using or attempting to use some capacities that are unique to the first-person case...with the aim or intention that one’s judgment reflect some relatively direct sensitivity to the target state.” And yet his pluralism consists in the claim that this abstract characterization is multiply realized by the operation of many different psychological processes at the personal level, including perception, inference, and so on. On this view, there is no sharp contrast to be drawn between the way in which we know our own minds and other ways of knowing about the world. Schwitzgebel’s pluralism appears to conflict with the difference thesis in a number of its forms, including the claim that introspection is epistemologically different from, and better than, other ways of knowing about the world. Therefore, proponents of the epistemological difference thesis are faced with an important challenge: either to defend the psychological difference thesis against Schwitzgebel’s pluralism or else to explain why it is consistent with the epistemological difference thesis.



2.2. Epistemology In chapter two, Dretske outlines a position that he calls conciliatory skepticism. Dretske’s skepticism is conciliatory in two directions. First, he concedes that we know our own minds. What he is skeptical about is an epistemological version of the difference thesis, according to which the way in which we know our own minds is different from the way in which we know the minds of others. What is in question, then, is not our possession of self-knowledge, but rather the source of our self-knowledge.
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Dretske’s skepticism is conciliatory in another way too, since he allows that one has a distinctive way of knowing what one thinks, but not the fact that one thinks it. Dretske claims that one has a distinctive way of knowing what one thinks by virtue of one’s acquaintance with the propositions that are the contents of one’s thoughts. Moreover, he concedes that if one knows what one thinks, then one knows that one thinks it. However, he denies that if one knows what one thinks in a certain way, then one knows that one thinks it in the very same way.4 The driving thought behind Dretske’s skepticism is that there is nothing in my acquaintance with the propositions that are the contents of my thoughts that tells me that I am thinking them. As he writes elsewhere, “There is nothing you are aware of, external or internal, that tells you that, unlike a zombie, you are aware of it. Or, indeed, of anything at all.” In chapter three, Daniel Stoljar presents a detailed reconstruction of Dretske’s skeptical argument – he calls it ‘the evidence argument’ – for the special case of seeing.5 In Stoljar’s version, the argument begins with the premise that if I know that see my son, then there is an answer to the question, ‘How do I know that I see my son?’ Moreover, an answer to this question cites the evidence on the basis of which I know that I see my son, where my evidence comprises facts or propositions that I am aware of and that count in favour of believing that I see my son.6 The key premise is that when I see my son, there is nothing that I am aware of which counts in favour of believing that I see my son. I am visually aware of facts about my son – say, the fact that he is doing somersaults – but these facts do not count in favour of believing that I see my son. After all, it obviously invalid to argue from the premise that my son is doing somersaults to the conclusion that I see my son. The conclusion drawn from these premises is that I do not know that I see my son. But this seems intolerable: isn’t it a Moorean fact that I know that I see my son? It is perhaps not immediately obvious how Dretske’s argument is meant to undermine the epistemological difference thesis. After all, what it seems to challenge is my knowledge that I see my son, rather than the source of my knowledge. However, the difference thesis is assumed in motivating the key premise of the argument. If I know by perception that I see my son, then there are facts of which I am perceptually aware that count in favour of believing that I see my son. Similarly, if I know by inference that I see my son, then there are facts of which I am aware from which I can infer that I see my son.
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But if the difference thesis is true, then it is not by perception or by inference that I know that I see my son. In that case, there are no facts of which I am aware that count in favour of believing that I see my son. In effect, the evidence argument provides a reductio of the difference thesis by showing how it leads to the denial of Moorean facts. In response to this argument, Stoljar defends the difference thesis by appealing to a version of what he calls ‘the footstamping response’. If I know that I see my son, then the fact that I see my son is a fact that I am aware of, which entails that I see my son and so counts in favour of believing it. In other words, there is an answer to the question, ‘How do I know that I see my son?’ that satisfies Dretske’s conditions. Dretske anticipates this response and rejects it on the grounds that we need a non-trivial answer if we are to avoid begging the question. However, Stoljar distinguishes evidence-seeking and explanation-seeking answers to the question, ‘How do I know that I see my son?’ He accepts that the explanation-seeking question must have a non-trivial answer, but denies that it must satisfy Dretske’s conditions on evidence; on the other hand, he accepts that an answer to the evidence-seeking question must satisfy Dretske’s conditions on evidence, but denies that it must be non-trivial. Either way, he concludes, Dretske’s argument fails to undermine the epistemological version of the difference thesis.



3. Theories of Introspection It is a Moorean fact that we know our own minds. However, the challenge is to explain how we know our own minds. Moreover, it explains nothing to say that we know our own minds by introspection, since the nature of introspection is precisely what is at issue. As we have seen, the usual starting point is to say that introspection is a distinctive way of knowing about one’s own mental states, which is different from other ways of knowing about the world. But this leaves open the question: how exactly is introspection different from other ways of knowing about the world? While some of the chapters in this volume develop skeptical arguments against the difference thesis, others attempt to develop theories of introspection that maintain the difference thesis in one form or another. In this section, we survey the various different theories of introspection that are defended in the chapters of this volume.
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3.1. Acquaintance and Inner Sense According to inner sense theories, we know our own minds on the basis of a form of perception – namely, inner perception, rather than outer perception. But what exactly does it mean to say introspection is a form of inner perception? Presumably, it just means that there are certain similarities (and also perhaps certain differences) between introspection and ordinary cases of sensory perception. Thus, there are potentially as many different versions of the inner sense theory as there are similarities and differences between introspection and perception. Epistemological versions of the inner sense theory claim that the epistemology of introspection is to be explained on the model of perception. In perception, one’s beliefs about the environment are caused and justified by a conscious experience, which presents or represents the environment. Similarly, according to at least some versions of the inner sense theory, one’s beliefs about one’s own mental states are caused and justified by a conscious experience, which presents or represents one’s mental states. Theories of this kind are endorsed by Brie Gertler in chapter four and Terry Horgan in chapter fifteen. Horgan, for instance, claims that phenomenal character is self-presenting in the sense that the way it seems to be is the way it is. On this view, there is not only a way that one’s environment perceptually seems to be, but also there is a way that one’s perceptual seemings introspectively seem to be. Horgan insists that these second-order introspective seemings are not to be identified with second-order beliefs about one’s seemings; rather, they are conscious states that cause and justify one’s second-order beliefs. According to Horgan, second-order seemings involve “direct acquaintance…; the state’s appearing a certain way, acquaintance-wise, is constitutive of the state’s actually being that way.” The notion of acquaintance also plays an important role in Gertler’s theory of our introspective knowledge of sensations. The core of her proposal is that subjects can refer to their sensations by using introspective demonstratives. Moreover, these introspective demonstratives, like perceptual demonstratives, are grounded in the way things seem to the subject (in a phenomenal sense, rather than an epistemic sense). However, there is also an important difference between perception and introspection on her view, since the referent of a perceptual demonstrative makes a causal contribution to how things seem, whereas the referent of an introspective demonstrative partly constitutes how things
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seem. Thus, for Gertler, as for Horgan, it is the constitutive connection between the way things seem and the way things are that is characteristic of introspective acquaintance. In chapter five, Charles Siewert mounts a case against inner sense theories by arguing that there is no phenomenological basis for a distinction between first-order and second-order sensings or seemings. He concedes that one senses one’s own sensings, just as one laughs one’s laughs and dances one’s dances. However, he argues that one’s second-order sensing is coincident with one’s first-order sensing in the sense that there is no distinction to be drawn between second-order sensing and what is sensed. By contrast, there is a distinction between first-order sensing and what is sensed, which is revealed by the fact that the way in which I sense a tilted penny can change, although I do not sense the penny to change. And yet there is no way to hold fixed my first-order sensing, while changing how I sense my sensing – for instance, by perceptually attending to an object in a certain way, while shifting my introspective attention to my sensing in a way that affects how it is sensed.7 Siewert concludes that the way in which we attend to our own experience is quite different from the way in which we attend to the objects of perception. Still, he maintains, we can attend to our own experience by thinking phenomenal-demonstrative thoughts of the form, the way this object perceptually seems to me. Siewert argues that we cannot think thoughts of this kind unless we have the experiences in question. But he denies that such thoughts are explained by second-order sensings. According to Siewert, my firstorder sensing plays a dual role: “It can comprise an act of attending to a visible object, even as it helps constitute a cognitively attentive phenomenal-demonstrative thought about itself.”



3.2. Reliabilism and Virtue Theory Reliabilism, unlike the inner sense theory, does not allocate an essential epistemic role to inner seemings or sensings. Rather, such states play an epistemic role only insofar as they are components of a reliable doxastic mechanism. According to reliabilism, a belief is justified in virtue of the fact that it is formed on the basis of a doxastic mechanism that is reliable in the sense that it tends to yield true beliefs. In particular, a belief is
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introspectively justified in virtue of the fact that it is formed on the basis of a reliable introspective mechanism. David Armstrong (1968) proposes a reliabilist theory on which “introspection is a self-scanning process in the brain”. He also claims that the process of introspective selfscanning can be understood as a form of inner sense by analogy with sense perception. However, he has an unorthodox view of the nature of sense perception. On his view, perception is simply the acquisition of information, which disposes one to form beliefs about the world. Therefore, inner sense is nothing but the operation of a reliable doxastic mechanism that yields beliefs about one’s own mental states. On Armstrong’s reliabilist theory, unlike the inner sense theory as defined above, there is no essential epistemic role for belief-independent introspective seemings. In chapter six, Ernest Sosa proposes a virtue theory of introspection, which is usefully compared with Armstrong’s reliabilism. Sosa’s question is: how do introspective seemings justify introspective beliefs? But despite the appeal to introspective seemings, Sosa is no friend of the inner sense theory. In his terminology, a seeming is an intellectual attraction to assent to a proposition, which may or may not be resisted. As such, seemings are to be contrasted with sensory experiences on the grounds that they are conceptually constituted and can be rationally based in other states – for instance, one’s attraction to assent to the proposition that the Muller-Lyer lines are different lengths is rationally based in one’s sensory experience, which presents or represents them as such. One key contrast is that Armstrong regards introspection and perception as fundamentally similar, while Sosa claims that there is an important difference – namely, that perceptual seemings are rationally based in sensory experiences with a corresponding content, whereas introspective seemings are not. Nevertheless, Sosa insists that introspective seemings are not without any rational basis. For instance, my current visual experience provides the rational basis for its seeming to me that I am having such an experience. Indeed, Sosa argues that an introspective seeming is justified only if it is based on the very mental state that one seems to be in. Thus, if it seems that I am in pain, but only because I am overly neurotic, then my seeming is not introspectively justified. Sosa also appeals to the problem of the speckled hen in motivating a reliability condition on introspective justification, which states that an introspective seeming is justified only
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if it manifests a reliable competence to discriminate cases in which one is in a certain kind of mental state from cases in which one is not. There are further differences between Sosa’s virtue theory and reliabilism as it is developed by Armstrong and others. In particular, Sosa’s virtue theory is distinguished from reliabilism by its central appeal to the concept of a competence. This enables a dimension of performance normativity, with categories such as performance success, performance skill or competence, and performance aptness, where the success manifests the competence exercised.8 According to Sosa, then, there is an important psychological difference between perception and introspection in the ways they are rationally based in experience. However, there is also an important epistemological similarity between perception and introspection, since each justifies belief by virtue of the manifestation of a reliable virtue or competence.



3.3. Inferentialism and Transparency In chapter seven, Alex Byrne proposes an inferentialist theory of introspection on which we know our own minds on the basis of inference. He does not endorse Ryle’s claim that we know our own minds by inference to the best explanation from observed data about our own behaviour. Nevertheless, the motivation for inferentialism is similar – that is, to demystify our capacity for introspective self-knowledge by explaining it in terms of a more general capacity to make inferences. In Byrne’s terminology, an inferentialist account of introspection is economical, rather than extravagant. Byrne’s inferentialism uses an apparatus of epistemic rules and rule-following. An epistemic rule is a conditional of the form: ‘If conditions C obtain, believe that p!’ One follows an epistemic rule of this form if and only if one believes that p because one knows (and so believes) that conditions C obtain. In earlier work, Byrne (2005) argued that self-knowledge of one’s beliefs can be acquired by following the rule, BEL: •



BEL: If p, believe that you believe that p!



However, this prompts a Dretske-style evidential objection: how can following BEL yield self-knowledge? After all, the mere fact that p is true neither entails nor makes it probable that I believe that p, so it seems as if BEL is a bad rule. And yet Byrne argues that BEL is
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a good rule, since it is self-verifying in the following sense: if one follows it, then one’s resulting second-order belief that one believes that p is true. Byrne’s chapter in this volume extends his inferentialist theory from introspective knowledge of belief to the case of seeing. He argues that self-knowledge of one’s visual perceptions can be acquired by following the rule, SEE: •



SEE: If […x…]v and x is an F, then believe that you see an F!



This rule licenses inferences from v-propositions – that is, propositions concerning “the sensible qualities of objects in the scene before the eyes” – to propositions about one’s visual perceptions. Again, this prompts a Dretske-style evidential objection: how can following SEE yield self-knowledge? After all, facts about the sensible qualities of objects do not entail or even make it probable that one sees that those facts obtain. In response, Byrne does not claim that SEE is self-verifying because one could learn what the v-facts are by reading them in “the – as-yet-unwritten – language of vision”; however, he claims that it is practically self-verifying in the sense that, for all ordinary situations, one knows that […x…]v only if one sees x. This, he argues, is enough to blunt the force of the evidential objection. Byrne’s inferentialism raises various questions. First, how economical is it? Arguably, it is extravagant insofar as it introduces new inferential rules, like BEL and SEE, as well as new inferential capacities required for following these rules. Indeed, Sydney Shoemaker and Nicholas Silins raise questions about whether following rules like BEL and SEE is properly construed as inference or reasoning at all. In chapter eight, Richard Moran raises a related set of issues about our entitlement to follow these rules. Arguably, the mere fact that a rule is self-verifying is not sufficient to explain our entitlement to follow it: just consider the rule, ‘If x is composed of H2O, then believe that x is composed of water!’ As Moran puts the point, “Following a rule for belief…requires from the rule-follower some understanding of, and an endorsement of, the rational connection between the contents mentioned in the rule.” Moran agrees with Byrne that one can answer the question whether one believes that p by answering the question whether p.9 Thus, he also faces a version of Dretske’s evidential objection in the guise of what he calls ‘the puzzle of transparency’ – namely, how can answering the question whether p yield knowledge that one believes that p?
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Moran argues that we cannot solve this puzzle except by appealing to facts about the nature of rationality – in particular, by appealing to one’s rational entitlement to believe that one believes what one rationally ought to believe. Thus, he writes, “The transition described in Transparency is not an inference from evidence about a particular person, but rather something more like a general presupposition of rational thought, to the effect that, from the first-person point of view, I must take what I believe about something to be the expression of my sense of reasons relating to the content of that belief.” Moran’s solution to puzzle of transparency can be reconstructed as follows. Let us assume that I am rationally entitled to believe (1) that if p is true, then I ought to believe that p. Now let us add Moran’s assumption that I am rationally entitled to believe (2) that if I ought to believe that p, then I believe that p. It follows (by means of a closure step) that I am rationally entitled to believe (3) that if p is true, then I believe that p. Therefore, I am rationally entitled to answer the question whether I believe that p by answering the question whether p, which solves the puzzle of transparency. Despite the elegance of this solution, it raises questions of its own. What explains my rational entitlement to believe that I do in fact believe whatever I ought to believe? It is a highly substantive assumption that I am rationally entitled to believe that my beliefs are as they rationally ought to be. What explains and motivates this assumption about the nature of rationality? Is it a primitive fact about rationality? Or does it follow from more general considerations in the theory of rationality?



3.4. Primitivism One of the issues raised in the debate between Byrne and Moran concerns the extent to which a theory of introspection should be economical, rather than extravagant. It is sometimes claimed that if we know our own minds, then our knowledge is based on either observation, inference, or nothing at all. For instance, Paul Boghossian (1989) appeals to this trilemma in arguing for skepticism about introspective self-knowledge. Indeed, Dretske’s skeptical argument in chapter two relies on similar assumptions, since he argues that if we do not know our own minds by observation or inference, then none of the facts that we are aware of provide evidence about our own mental states. However,
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Christopher Peacocke (1998) claims that this trilemma is “spurious”. Instead, Peacocke suggests that mental states provide reasons for their own self-ascription. What is at issue here is whether a theory of introspection should be economical, rather than extravagant, in Byrne’s sense. In chapter ten, Declan Smithies draws a related contrast between reductionism and primitivism about the epistemology of introspection. Reductionist theories attempt to explain the epistemology of introspection by assimilating it to a more general model that applies either to observation or inference or both; reductionism is therefore committed to denying the difference thesis at least in some versions. Inner sense theories, reliabilism, and inferentialism are all, in their different ways, versions of reductionism. Primitivist theories, by contrast, take the view that the epistemology of introspection is primitive, or sui generis, and so cannot be explained by appealing to a more general model that applies elsewhere. In chapter ten, Declan Smithies proposes a version of primitivism, which he calls the simple theory of introspection. According to the simple theory, introspection is a way of knowing that one is in a certain mental state, which one has just by virtue of being in that mental state. What sets the simple theory apart from inner sense theories, reliabilism, and inferentialism is the claim that the mere fact that one is in a certain mental state is sufficient to put one in a position to know that one is in that mental state. There is no further requirement to the effect that one has an inner representation of that mental state, or a reliable introspective mechanism, or a self-verifying inferential capacity for believing that one is in that mental state.



4. Constitutivism The main question at issue in the debate between primitivism and reductionism is the extent to which introspection is epistemologically different from other ways of knowing about the world. A further question is whether introspection is not only different, but also better than other ways of knowing about the world in important epistemological respects. In other words, the question is whether introspection is epistemically privileged as well as epistemically peculiar. A historically influential idea is that introspection is epistemically privileged in the sense that it is immune from certain kinds of ignorance and error.
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According to constitutivism, there are limits on the possibility of ignorance and error about one’s own mental states because there is a constitutive, internal, or necessary connection between being in a certain mental state and believing that one is in that mental state. In its simplest version, constitutivism is the following thesis: •



There are some mental states, M, such that, necessarily, one is in M if and only if one believes that one is in M.



As it stands, this psychological thesis is subject to compelling objections.10 For almost any mental state, there are possible cases in which one’s mental states come apart from one’s beliefs about one’s mental states. Therefore, proponents of constitutivism tend to qualify the thesis in one or the other of two ways. One strategy is to qualify the antecedent by adding further psychological or epistemic conditions that must obtain if one’s mental states are to covary with one’s beliefs about one’s mental states – for instance, one must have the relevant concepts, attention, powers of discrimination, and rationality. Another strategy is to qualify the consequent by replacing the concept of believing that one is in a certain mental state with some other psychological or epistemic notion, such as being disposed to believe, or having justification to believe, that one is in a certain mental state. These and other strategies are discussed in the chapters by Stoljar, Shoemaker, Smithies, and Silins. Any constitutivist thesis of this general form prompts the following questions. First, there is a generalization question: which mental states are such that one is in those mental states if and only if one believes, or is disposed to believe, or has justification to believe, that one is in those mental states? And second, there is an explanatory question: what explains why some mental states meet this condition, rather than others, or none at all? Let us begin by considering the explanatory question, since we will return to the generalization question in section five. The obvious strategies for answering the explanatory question appeal to the nature of psychology, or epistemology, or both. For instance, one strategy is to argue that it is in the essential nature of certain mental states that one is in those mental states if and only if one believes that one is in those mental states. Another strategy is to argue that it is in the essential nature of beliefs, or their contents, that one believes that one is in a certain mental state if and only if one is that mental state. However, the prospects seem dim for
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an explanation of constitutivism in purely psychological terms. This is because we need to use epistemological concepts in specifying the conditions under which mental states covary with beliefs about those mental states. In particular, we need to impose a rationality condition in order to exclude various forms of irrationality, including selfdeception, which consist in a mismatch between one’s mental states and one’s beliefs about one’s mental states. This suggests that the epistemological concept of rationality must bear a significant burden in explaining the necessary connection between mental states and our beliefs about those mental states. In chapter nine, Sydney Shoemaker gives three different arguments for the claim that there is a constitutive connection between believing a proposition and believing that one believes it. Each of these arguments makes essential appeal to the concept of rationality. First, there is an argument from Moore’s paradox: it is rationally incoherent to believe a proposition while disbelieving or withholding belief that one believes it. Second, there is (what Shoemaker calls) the zany argument: if one believes that p, then one has reason to believe a certain normative proposition – namely, that one ought to be guided by the assumption that p in one’s practical and theoretical reasoning – but if one believes this normative proposition, then one believes that one believes that p, since these beliefs are identical in their dispositions. Third, there is the argument that rational belief revision, at least when it is motivated by intentional activity on the part of the subject, requires higher-order beliefs about the contents of one’s beliefs. On this version of constitutivism, it is a requirement of rationality that, for certain mental states, one is in a mental state if and only if one believes that one is in that mental state. Thus, Shoemaker writes, “it is part of being a rational subject that belief that p, together with the possession of the concept of belief and the concept of oneself, brings with it the belief that one believes that p.” Similarly, Stoljar claims that it is a requirement of rationality that one is a self-expert: for many first-person, present-tense mental states, one will know that one is in them if certain background conditions are met. However, these claims about the connection between rationality and self-knowledge raise an obvious concern. Why is it a requirement of rationality that one has self-knowledge of any sort? After all, it is not a requirement of rationality that one has knowledge of many different topics, so why is the topic of the self any different?
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In chapter ten, Declan Smithies argues that the rational ideal of introspective selfknowledge is best explained as a consequence of access internalism in the theory of justification. If justification is accessible, in the sense that one has justification to believe a proposition if and only if one has justification to believe that one does, then ideal rationality involves omniscience and infallibility about which propositions one has justification to believe. Smithies argues that justification is accessible in this sense only if the mental states that determine which propositions one has justification to believe are introspectively accessible in the sense that one has introspective justification to believe that one is in a mental state if and only if one is in that mental state. Therefore, if justification is accessible, then ideal rationality involves omniscience and infallibility about the mental states that determine which propositions one has justification to believe. Opposing viewpoints are presented by Nicholas Silins and Patrick Greenough. Silins argues in chapter eleven that introspective justification is fallible and hence that introspectively justified beliefs can be false. His topic is the phenomenon of transparency, which is also discussed in the chapters by Byrne, Moran and Shoemaker. Silins argues that the question whether one believes that p is transparent to the question whether p in the following sense: •



If you judge that p, then your judgement that p gives you immediate justification to believe that you believe that p.



According to Silins, however, there are cases in which one judges that p, but one’s judgement does not express what one really believes. In such a case, Silins argues, one has immediate introspective justification to believe that one believes that p, although one does not in fact believe it. On this view, there is a strong analogy between the epistemology of introspection and perception, since in each case there is a possibility akin to illusion in which one has immediate justification to believe something false. Greenough’s aim in chapter twelve is to argue that there is no coherent conception of rationality that requires omniscience or infallibility about one’s mental states. In this, he builds on Timothy Williamson’s (2000, Ch.4) argument that no mental states are luminous in the sense that if one is in M, then one is in a position to know that one is in M. Greenough’s arguments are inspired by Williamson’s, but they differ in several important respects. First, Greenough’s arguments rely on weaker assumptions about the
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limits on our powers of discrimination. And second, they establish stronger conclusions. Greenough argues that there is no core class of mental states, M, which satisfies any of the following conditions: •



If one is in M, then one is in a position to form a justified belief that one is in M.



•



If one is in M, then one believes that one is in M.



•



If one believes on the basis of introspection that one is in M, then one knows that one is in M.



•



If one believes on the basis of introspection that one is in M, then one is in M.



Greenough’s arguments therefore pose an important challenge to any view that endorses a constitutive connection between self-knowledge and rationality.11



5. Introspection and Consciousness So far, we have been discussing questions about the nature of introspection: what is the distinctive way, if any, in which we know about our own minds? Next, we consider a question about the subject matter of introspection: what can we know about our own minds in this distinctive way? On a classical Cartesian conception of the mind, the subject matter of introspection is exactly coextensive with the domain of the mental: •



A state is mental if and only if one knows by introspection that one is in that state.



By common consensus, however, this Cartesian conception of the mind has been refuted by the empirical discovery of unconscious mental states, such as the unconscious beliefs and desires that were central to Freud’s psychoanalytic revolution and the unconscious mental representations that have figured in computational psychology since Chomsky’s cognitive revolution. Since Freudian mental states and Chomskian mental states are neither conscious nor known by introspection, there is an obvious amendment to the classical Cartesian conception of the mind. On a neo-Cartesian conception of the mind, there is a core class of mental states that is known by introspection – namely, one’s conscious mental states: •



A mental state is conscious if and only if one knows by introspection that one is in that mental state.
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This neo-Cartesian conception of mind is left intact by the Freudian and Chomskian revolutions. Even if it should be rejected on other grounds, it provides a useful starting point for reflecting on the relationship between introspection and consciousness. If there is a necessary connection between introspection and consciousness, then what explains the existence of this connection? Is the necessary connection to be explained as a consequence of the nature of introspection or the nature of consciousness? In other words, which side of the biconditional has explanatory priority? Can we explain consciousness in terms of introspection? If there are multiple concepts of consciousness, as Ned Block (1997) has argued, then this may depend upon which concept of consciousness is in question. For instance, there seems to be a notion of consciousness on which a mental state is conscious if and only if one is conscious of that mental state in the sense that one knows that one is in that mental state and, moreover, one knows this by introspection, rather than in some other way. So, there is perhaps at least one concept of consciousness – Block calls it ‘monitoring consciousness’ – that can be explained in terms of introspection. However, Block insists that this is not the only concept of consciousness. For example, he argues that there is another concept of consciousness – which he calls ‘phenomenal consciousness’ – for which a mental state is conscious if and only if there is something it is like for the subject to be in that mental state. Can we explain phenomenal consciousness in terms of introspection? According to higher-order thought theories, at least on one development, a mental state is phenomenally conscious if and only if one knows by introspection that one is in that mental state.12 Arguably, however, there are possible counterexamples in which one is in a phenomenally conscious mental state, but one does not know that one is in that mental state because one does not have the concepts, or one is not in paying attention, or one misclassifies one’s mental state. One reaction to examples of this kind is to modify the proposal by drawing a distinction between conceptual and nonconceptual forms of introspective awareness.13 The claim is that one can have a nonconceptual form of introspective awareness of one’s mental state, even if one lacks any conceptual form of introspective awareness of the fact that one is in that mental state. According to this proposal, a mental state is phenomenally
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conscious if and only if one has a nonconceptual form of introspective awareness of that mental state. On some views, one’s introspective awareness of a conscious mental state is constituted by a distinct mental state, whereas on other views, it is constituted by the conscious mental state in question. Either way, one has introspective awareness of one’s conscious mental states, which explains and justifies one’s introspective knowledge that one is in those conscious mental states. On this view, then, introspective knowledge is explained in terms of phenomenal consciousness, rather than vice versa. What are the prospects for explaining introspection in terms of phenomenal consciousness? As we have seen, there are cases in which a mental state is phenomenally conscious and yet the subject lacks introspective knowledge that he is in that mental state. And yet this is consistent with the claim that phenomenal consciousness is necessary but not sufficient to explain introspective knowledge. For instance, one might claim that if certain conditions are met, including conditions on concept possession, attention, and rationality, then a mental state is known by introspection if and only if it is phenomenally conscious. However, this proposal faces counterexamples to the necessity of phenomenal consciousness, since we have introspective knowledge of standing attitudes, such as beliefs and desires, which are not phenomenally conscious states. One option here is a qualified version of Ryle’s view that our ways of knowing our own beliefs and desires, unlike our own phenomenally conscious states, are much the same as our ways of knowing those of others. In this vein, Schwitzgebel writes, “If an attitude is not consciously experienced, then it seems – just as a matter of empirical fact – that we can learn about it only relatively indirectly, using roughly the same variety of tools we use to learn about other people’s attitudes.” On the other hand, many chapters in this volume, including those by Moran, Shoemaker, Silins, and Smithies, develop the opposing view that we do have a distinctive way of knowing what we ourselves believe, which is different from the way in which we know what others believe. If we have introspective knowledge of what we believe, then this dampens the prospects for explaining introspective knowledge in terms of phenomenal consciousness. After all, the question arises: what do beliefs and phenomenally conscious states have in common in virtue of which they can be known by introspection? “Phenomenal consciousness” is not a plausible answer. But perhaps we can explain introspective
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knowledge in terms of a different notion of consciousness, which applies to beliefs and phenomenally conscious states alike. Thus, Shoemaker explains our introspective knowledge of beliefs by appealing to the functional property of availability, which is a close relative of Block’s notion of access consciousness, which is distinct both from phenomenal consciousness and from monitoring consciousness. According to Shoemaker’s definition, “a belief is ‘available’ if the subject is ‘poised’ to assent to its content if the question of whether it is true arises, to use it as a premise in her reasoning, and to be guided by it in her behavior.” Shoemaker argues that if one believes that p in a way that is available, then one has reason to believe that one believes that p. Moreover, one might extend Shoemaker’s proposal by arguing that if one is in an available phenomenally conscious state, then one has a reason to believe that one is in that phenomenally conscious state. On this view, it is availability, or access consciousness, rather than phenomenal consciousness, which explains why a mental state is known by introspection. According to Silins, by contrast, phenomenal consciousness plays a crucial role in explaining our introspective knowledge of belief. On Silins’ version of the transparency thesis, if you judge that p, then your judgement provides you with a source of immediate, but fallible justification to believe that you believe that p. Judgements, in Silins’ sense, are conscious in the phenomenal sense that there is something it is like for the subject to make a judgement. Moreover, the fact that judgements are phenomenally conscious states is crucial in explaining why they provide a source of introspective justification for second-order beliefs about one’s own beliefs. Phenomenal consciousness also plays an important role in Smithies’ account of our introspective knowledge of belief. Smithies argues that beliefs are phenomenally individuated in the sense that they are individuated by their disposition to cause phenomenally conscious states of judgement. Moreover, he argues that if a mental state is phenomenally individuated, then one has introspective justification to believe that one is in that mental state if and only if one is in that mental state. On this view, phenomenal individuation is what beliefs have in common with phenomenally conscious states in virtue of which they are known by introspection. Thus, phenomenal consciousness plays a crucial, but indirect role in explaining our introspective knowledge of belief.
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By contrast, on Sosa’s virtue epistemology, there is no such essential epistemic role for phenomenal consciousness. On his view, beliefs formed on the basis of reliable forms of blindsight can be justified so long as they manifest a reliable competence. Similarly, beliefs formed on the basis of an inner analogue of blindsight can be justified so long as they manifest a reliable competence. On this view, it is a contingent feature of our psychology, rather than a necessary feature of epistemology, that we are unable to form justified beliefs about our own deeply unconscious mental states. It is widely regarded as a desideratum for a theory of introspection to provide a uniform account of our introspective knowledge of beliefs and phenomenally conscious states. For instance, the aim of Byrne’s chapter is to extend his inferentialist theory of introspection from the case of belief to the case of perceptual experience. Moran, by contrast, resists this kind of extension. His explanation of the transparency of belief is tied to the claim that beliefs are active in the sense that their presence in normal human adults is sensitive to reflective appreciation of the reasons that count in favour of having those beliefs. By contrast, perceptual experiences and bodily sensations are passive in the sense that they are insensitive to rational considerations. According to Moran’s account, then, we should not expect a uniform account of our introspective knowledge of beliefs and other phenomenally conscious mental states.



6. Introspection and the Nature of Experience The nature of introspection is an important philosophical issue in its own right, but theories of introspection also have consequences for a wider range of issues in the philosophy of mind. Several chapters in this volume consider how claims about introspection impose constraints on theories of the nature of phenomenal consciousness, including the nature of visual experience. In chapter thirteen, Aaron Zimmerman explores the role of introspection in adjudicating between competing theories of the nature of visual experience. According to representationalism, visual experience is a relation to a representational content, which obtains whether or not one’s experience is veridical. According to naïve realism, by contrast, visual experience (when it is veridical) is a relation that has mind-independent objects as constituents. This has the consequence that there is no non-disjunctive kind in
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common between veridical and hallucinatory instances of visual experience –they are not “species of a single genus”. Michael Martin (2006) argues for this disjunctivist conclusion on the grounds that naïve realism is the theory that best articulates how visual experience is revealed to us by introspection. In response, Zimmerman distinguishes three different notions of introspection: a-introspection is matter of forming beliefs about one’s experience while using any experiments, observations, or inferences that seem relevant; b-introspection is matter of forming beliefs about one’s experience in a way that does not rely on any further reasoning; and c-introspection is a matter of attending to one’s experience without conceptualizing it in one way or another. He proceeds to argue that representationalism is preferable to naïve realism on each of these different notions of introspection. Zimmerman goes on to argue that the best explanation of the introspective indiscernibility between veridical and hallucinatory instances of visual experience is inconsistent with disjunctivism. Martin (2006) anticipates this argument and claims that there is no need to explain introspective indiscernibility, since we can fully characterize the subject’s perspective in terms of the negative epistemic claim that hallucinations are indiscriminable from veridical visual experiences. However, Zimmerman’s response is that this reveals an internal tension in Martin’s view. On the one hand, he needs a substantial characterization of introspection in order to motivate naïve realism in the first place, but on the other hand, he needs a minimalistic characterization in order to block the argument from introspective indiscernibility. Thus, Zimmerman’s chapter raises doubts about whether there is any conception of introspection that can underwrite a stable and well motivated form of naïve realism. In chapter fourteen, Maja Spener targets an assumption shared by proponents of representationalism and naïve realism alike – namely, that the phenomenal character of visual experience is exhausted by its presentation or representation of mind-independent objects and properties. This assumption is usually motivated by the thesis that experience is transparent in the sense that if one introspects the phenomenal character of one’s visual experience, then one is aware of nothing but what one’s experience presents or represents. The transparency thesis is widely regarded as an introspective datum about



24



the phenomenal character of visual experience and hence as a constraint on the adequacy of any theory of visual experience. Spener argues that introspective claims about the phenomenal character of experience, including the transparency thesis, cannot serve as pre-theoretical constraints on a theory of the nature of visual experience unless they are plain in the sense that they do not rely on independent theoretical commitments. Moreover, she argues that it is not plain that the phenomenal character of visual experience is exhausted by its presentation or representation of mind-independent objects and properties. Instead, she argues, it is a thesis about which theorists may disagree in a way that is driven by their independently held theoretical commitments. Therefore, she concludes that this introspective claim about the phenomenal character of experience cannot function as a pre-theoretical constraint on the adequacy of any theory of the nature of visual experience. The existence of intractable disagreement about the phenomenal character of experience also sets the agenda for Terry Horgan in chapter fifteen. His goal is to explain how the existence of such disagreement is compatible with his claim that phenomenal character is self-presenting. Horgan claims that there are some questions whose answers are fully determined by the nature of phenomenal character, although we cannot ascertain these answers simply by attending to the phenomenal character of experience while exercising our competence with phenomenal concepts. The question is: why not? Horgan argues that answering such questions requires a greater degree of skill in the application of phenomenal concepts than is required for competence with those concepts. In particular, competence with phenomenal concepts is a matter of being able to apply them in specific cases, whereas answering questions about the satisfaction conditions of phenomenal states requires more general cognitive skills, including the ability to evaluate general hypotheses on the basis of extrapolation from particular cases. Thus, Horgan concludes that the existence of intractable disagreement about phenomenal character fails to undermine his claim that phenomenal character is self-presenting. The chapters in this section illustrate how debates in the philosophy of mind about the nature of phenomenal experience are essentially tied up with questions about the nature of introspection. More generally, the chapters in this volume considered as a
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whole illustrate the way in which questions about the nature of introspection are central to a wide range of fundamental questions in epistemology and the philosophy of mind.
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One important exception is Peacocke (1998). This distinction is drawn by Byrne (2005); see also, Alston (1971). 3 For instance, on some views, introspection involves the operation of a relatively isolated mechanism of self-scanning (Armstrong, 1968) or self-monitoring (Nichols and Stich, 2003). 4 What is at issue here is not the closure of knowledge under known entailment, but rather the transmission of warrant across known entailment. 5 Dretske (2003) provides his own statement of the argument. 6 Compare Pryor’s (2005) discussion of the premise principle, which states: “The only things that can justify a belief that p are other states that assertively represent propositions, and those propositions have to be ones that could be used as premises in an argument for p.” 7 Compare Shoemaker (1996, Ch.10) for a related discussion of the differences between perceptual attention and introspective attention. 8 For a more detailed discussion of virtue epistemology, see Sosa (2007). 9 For classic discussions of the transparency of belief, see Evans (1982) and Moran (2001). 10 See Smithies (Ch.10, section 2, this volume) for discussion of specific examples. 11 For two very different attempts to meet this challenge on behalf of constitutivism, see Greenough (ms) and Smithies (ms). 12 See Rosenthal (1997) for a classic version of the higher-order order thought theory of consciousness. 13 See Horgan and Kriegel (2007) for a version of this manoeuvre. See also Zimmerman (Ch.13, section 3, this volume) for a detailed discussion of the distinction between conceptual and nonconceptual forms of introspective awareness. 2
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