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Many philosophers accept a “privileged access” thesis concerning our own present mental states and mental events.  According to these philosophers, if I am in mental state (or undergoing mental event) M, then – at least in many cases – I have privileged access to the fact that I am in (or undergoing) M.  For instance, if I now believe that my cat is sitting on my lap, then (in normal circumstances) I have privileged access to the fact that I now believe that my cat is sitting on my lap.  Similarly, if I now imagine a parade coming down Main Street, then (again, in normal circumstances) I have privileged access to the fact that I am now imagining a parade coming down Main Street.  And again, if it now visually appears to me as if there is a cloud in the sky, then (again, in normal circumstances) I have privileged access to the fact that it now visually appears to me as if there is a cloud in the sky.  In each of these aforementioned cases, if circumstances are normal, then, these philosophers say, I have a distinctive kind of privileged epistemic access to facts about my own mental states or events.  Of course, I don’t have privileged epistemic access to all facts about my own mental states or events.  For instance, I don’t have privileged epistemic access to facts about which unconscious mental states or events I have.  But I do have privileged epistemic access to many facts about my own mental states or events, and in particular to the various facts listed above.  
Let’s use the phrase “P-accessible facts” to denote all and only those facts to which one has this distinctive kind of privileged epistemic access.  We will say more below about the nature of this distinctive kind of privileged access, and about how far it reaches, but for now we’re just introducing terminology in order to state compactly an epistemological thesis that is widely accepted.  A fact is “P-accessible to me” just when I have this distinctive kind of privileged epistemic access to the fact.  And it is “P-accessible to you” just when you have this distinctive kind of privileged epistemic access to it.  In general, a fact is “P-accessible to S” just when S has this distinctive kind of privileged epistemic access to it.  So (we may suppose) among the facts that are P-accessible to me at the present moment are these:  that I now believe that my cat is sitting on my lap, that am now imagining a parade coming down Main Street, and that it now visually appears to me as if there is a cloud in the sky.  We may add to this list some other facts, such as:  I now have a headache, and I am now angry.  I will henceforth speak of such facts as “P-accessible”, meaning by this that they are P-accessible to some contextually salient person.  I will also restrict the extension of “P-accessible” to facts – for the only kind of “accessibility” in which I am interested here is the epistemic accessibility of facts.
When we say that our access to P-accessible facts is “privileged”, we mean to distinguish it from our access to various contingent empirically ascertainable facts about our surroundings.  For instance, the fact that my cat is now sitting on my lap is not P-accessible to me, and neither is the fact that a parade is coming down Main Street, or the fact that there is a cloud in the sky.  I might have access to the fact that my cat is now sitting on my lap, I might have access to the fact that a parade is coming down Main Street, and I might have access to the fact that there is a cloud in the sky.  But, however I may happen to have access to these facts, my access to them is not privileged in the way that my access to facts about my own present beliefs, imaginings, or visual appearings is privileged.  Some facts about my beliefs, imaginings, and visual appearings are P-accessible to me, whereas no contingent facts about cats, parades, or clouds are P-accessible to me, or to anyone else for that matter.  We can summarize all these claims with the following two lists:
Facts that are now P-accessible to me

Facts that are not now P-accessible to me 

I believe that my cat is sitting on my lap
My cat is sitting on my lap

I imagine a parade on Main Street

A parade is coming down Main Street

It appears to me as if a cloud is in the sky
A cloud is in the sky

I have a headache



My head has suffered some injury
I am angry




I have been wronged




In giving examples of facts that are now P-accessible to me, I mentioned states or events that are generally thought of as mental:  e.g., a belief, an imagining, a visual appearing, a headache, and anger.  But the extension of the category of the mental is in dispute – that category has sometimes been alleged to include such states as my knowing that my cat is sitting on my lap
, or such events as my seeing the cloud in the sky (where “seeing” is here to be understood as object-dependent:  if the object doesn’t exist, then no one can see it, in the relevant sense of “see”)
 or my remembering turning off the stove (where “remembering” is to be understood as event-dependent:  if I didn’t turn off the stove, then no one can remember my doing so, in the relevant sense of “remember”).  Now, if such states or events fall within the category of the mental, might we also have privileged access to facts about them?  

Philosophers generally agree that we do not have privileged access to facts about them.  For instance, it is generally held that, even if I now know that my cat is sitting on my lap, I still cannot know in a privileged way that I now know that my cat is sitting on my lap.  And again, it is generally held that, even if I now see a cloud in the sky, I still cannot know in a privileged way that I now see a cloud in the sky.  Philosophers would generally agree that the fact that I now know that my cat is sitting on my lap, and the fact that I now see a cloud in the sky, are not now P-accessible to me.  It’s not that all facts about what I know, see, or remember are not P-accessible to me.  Perhaps it is P-accessible to me now that I know that I am thinking, or that I know that I exist, or that I remember having been conscious one minute ago, and so on.  But it’s generally agreed that a great many facts about what I know, or see, or remember, are not P-accessible to me now:  in particular, facts about what I know or remember concerning the contingent features of the physical universe, or facts about which physical objects I see, are not P-accessible to me now.  For the remainder of this paper, I will ignore this complication, and I will crudely state the view that philosophers generally accept by saying that “our knowings, seeings, and rememberings are not P-accessible to us”.  I state this view not because I endorse it:  for reasons that will emerge only at the end of this paper, I am inclined to think that this generally held view is not exactly true, though there is something right about it.  Rather, I state this view because I believe that we should treat it as a place to start in theorizing about the nature and reach of privileged access:  we should try to design an account of privileged access that helps to predict and explain this starting point.  In the course of our theorizing, we will see that the best we can do is to design an account that predicts and explains something that is not quite identical to that starting point.


So to sum up:  there is widely thought to be a difference between one’s access to one’s own present beliefs, imaginings, visual appearings, pains, and emotions, on the one hand, and one’s access to one’s own present knowings, seeings, and rememberings, on the other hand.  It is widely thought that one has privileged access to many facts about what beliefs one has, what one is imagining, and how things visually appear to one, but that one does not have privileged access to facts about what one knows, or what one sees.  The question that I address in this paper is:  what reason is there to accept that there is this difference?  Why think that I have privileged access to (at least some facts about) my own present beliefs, imaginings, and visual appearings, but not to (any facts about) my own present knowings, seeings, or rememberings?  

Let me be clear about my project here.  So far, all I have done is lay out a series of widely accepted philosophical views about privileged access, and raise the question what reason we have to accept one of those widely accepted views.  In laying out these views, I have expressed them very crudely; I had to do this in order to express views that are widely shared.  Had I attempted to express these views any more precisely, I would not have succeeded in laying out views that are widely shared.  Different philosophers have held countless different versions of the privileged access theses that I have so far mentioned, and I have not been interested in distinguishing those various specific versions.  Rather, I have been interested in posing a question that arises on any of those various specific versions.  I will offer an answer to this question below, and my answer – though it will involve some controversial claims – will be compatible with many of the specific versions of the doctrine of privileged access so far put forward.  That is largely because those various versions of the doctrine of privileged access are distinguished from each other by virtue of the different things that they say about the mechanisms of privileged access (e.g., whether they involve an internal scanner of some kind, whether they involve nothing other than ratiocination, and so on), and I will say nothing about the mechanisms of privileged access:  I will confine myself to the issue of what is epistemically privileged about our access to P-accessible facts.  Whatever the mechansisms of privileged access are, what is epistemically privileged about our use of those mechanisms?  My purposes can be served without saying anything about the mechanisms of privileged access, and hence without distinguishing many of the various versions of our privileged access theses.  

I assume that both of the following two claims are true:  (i) I have privileged access (whatever exactly that is) to many facts about what beliefs I currently have, what I am currently imagining, how things currently visually appear to me, whether I am in pain, and what emotions I have.  (ii) I do not have privileged access to contingent facts about my physical surroundings.  The question that I want to pose and answer in this paper is:  
(Q) What reason (if any) do we have to think that we don’t have privileged access to our current knowings, seeings, and rememberings – as we do to our current believings, imaginings, and visual appearings?  
Again, in asking question (Q), I do not mean to suggest (at least not yet) that we do not have any reason to think that we don’t have privileged access to our current knowings, seeings, and rememberings, as we do to our current believings, imaginings, etc.  I am simply asking what reason (if any) we do have for thinking this.
I.  Why the answer to our question is not simply obvious

Many philosophers will protest that the question Q that I’ve just raised is not worthy of sustained philosophical attention, because it has a very obvious answer.  After listing some of the answers that have been thought to be obviously correct, I will then argue that none of them is a correct answer to Q – either because they are not correct or because they are not answers to Q.  This will leave us with the substantial task of finding a correct answer to Q.
So, why think that, while I have privileged access to (at least some facts about) my own present beliefs, imaginings, and visual appearings, I do not also have such privileged access to facts about my own present knowings or seeings?  Here are some popular (and allegedly obvious) answers to this question, stated crudely and briefly:
(a) Knowings and seeings are not wholly intrinsic to their subject.
  But privileged access is restricted to facts that are purely or wholly intrinsic to the subject.  So a subject cannot have privileged access to her own knowings or seeings.
(b) It is a priori knowable that, if S knows that p, then p is true, and it is also a priori knowable that if S sees x, then x exists.  But if S has these bits of a priori knowledge, and also has privileged access to the fact that she knows that p, or that she sees x, then S is in a position to know – simply by deduction from what she knows a priori and from what she knows in a privileged way – that p is true or that x exists.  And S cannot know such things in this way.  So S cannot have privileged access to the fact that she knows that p, or that she sees x.
(c) It is a metaphysically necessary condition of S’s knowing that p that p is true, and it is a metaphysically necessary condition of S’s seeing x that x exists.  But S cannot have privileged access to any fact that has such metaphysically necessary conditions, for S cannot have privileged access to the obtaining of those metaphysically necessary conditions.  So S cannot have privileged access to the fact that she knows that p, or the fact that she sees x.
(d) It is a conceptually necessary for S knows that p to be true that p is true, and it is conceptually necessary for S sees x to be true that x exists.  But S cannot have privileged access to any truth that has such conceptually necessary conditions, for S cannot have privileged access to the obtaining of those conceptually necessary conditions.  So S cannot have privileged access to the truth of I know that p, or of I see x.

Now, I shall argue that none of (a) – (d) are correct answers to A.  In fact, even if one of (a) – (d) happens to be true, it answers Q only at the cost of raising a similar, and equally puzzling, question.

Answer (a) claims that privileged access is restricted to facts that are purely or wholly intrinsic to the subject.  This claim is not obviously true, if only because it is not at all obvious what the claim amounts to.  What is it for a fact to be purely or wholly “intrinsic” to a subject, such that believings and imaginings are so intrinsic, whereas knowings and seeings are not?
  Now suppose that a substantive answer to that question is provided – it will leave us with the further question of why we should think that privileged access is restricted to facts that are purely or wholly “intrinsic” in the way thereby specified.  And that question is so close to the main question of this paper that it’s not clear that we’ve made any progress.  We’ve simply traded in question Q for the similar question:  
(Q’) what reason is there to think that privileged access is restricted to facts that are purely or wholly “intrinsic” in such a way that believings, imaginings, and visual appearings are so intrinsic whereas knowings and seeings are not.
If you accept answer (a) to question (Q), and so think that Q does not deserve sustained philosophical attention, then I would ask you to read the rest of this paper as if it is an attempt to answer question (Q’) instead.  For nothing in answer (a) helps us to answer (Q’). 

Answer (b) presupposes a general principle of the following form:  
if S knows a priori that p, and S knows in a privileged way that q, and if S knows that p&q implies r, then S can know, simply by competent deduction from what she knows a priori and what she knows in a privileged way, that r.  
This general principle – call it a “transmission” principle – is false.  (In fact, Wright 2000 and others have noted that the solution to the McKinsey puzzle concerning the compatibility of content externalism and privileged access to our own contentful states consists at least partly in recognizing the falsity of some such transmission principle.)  But it is easy to confuse this transmission principle with another general principle that is more plausibly true, namely:  
if S knows that p, and S knows that q, and S knows that p&q implies r, and S competently deduces r from p&q without losing her knowledge that p or her knowledge that q, then S knows that r.  
The latter principle – call it a “closure” principle – tells us that knowledge is closed under competent deduction from known premises, if the deduction is known to be valid.  But the former principle tells us that such competently performed deduction from known premises provides the subject with knowledge of the conclusion.  That is a stronger claim.  According to the closure principle, it is a necessary condition of S’s knowing the premises and knowing the deduction to be valid, and competently performing the deduction to the conclusion, that S knows that conclusion.  But it doesn’t follow that S must then know the conclusion to be true by performing the deduction – S might satisfy the necessary condition just mentioned by knowing the truth of the conclusion in any number of other ways.  So, if I have privileged access to the fact that I know that my cat is sitting on my lap, and I know a priori that my knowing this implies that my cat is sitting on my lap, and I competently deduce from these two bits of knowledge that my cat is sitting on my lap – it follows that I know that my cat is sitting on my lap.  But it doesn’t follow that I know, by performing the deduction, that the cat is sitting on my lap.  I could know this in any number of ways, even a posteriori.  For all that’s been said so far, my knowing a posteriori that the cat is sitting on my lap may be a necessary condition of my knowing in a privileged way that I know that the cat is sitting on my lap.  Or my knowing a posteriori that the cat is sitting on my lap may be a necessary condition of my competently performing the deduction.  Or it may be a necessary condition of both of these things happening, even if it is not a necessary condition of either one of them happening.  On any of these scenarios, answer (b) presupposes a falsehood.
  

Some of these possibilities just envisaged (e.g., the possibility that my having a posteriori knowledge that the cat is sitting on my lap is a necessary condition of my having privileged knowledge that I know that the cat is sitting on my lap) are among those ruled out by answer (c), which presupposes that I cannot have privileged access to the fact that p, if I cannot have privileged access to some of the necessary conditions of the obtaining of the fact that p.  Now, if this presupposition is true, then, if I have privileged access to any fact at all, I have privileged access to all necessary truths, for all necessary truths are necessary conditions of the obtaining of any fact.  Do I have privileged access to all necessary truths?  It seems clear that I do not.  For instance, it seems that I do not have privileged access to necessary identities that are empirically ascertained, e.g., water = H2O.  If there are necessary truths to which I do not have privileged access (and it is today generally agreed that there are), then a presupposition of answer (c) is false.    

Proponents of answer (c) may complain that I have been glib in my response to (c).  They might complain that they are not committed to the general principle that I cannot have privileged access to a fact F if I cannot have privileged access to some of the necessary conditions of the obtaining of F.  Rather, they might say, the principle to which they are committed is narrower:  one cannot have privileged access to F if one cannot have privileged access to some contingent fact F’ such that F’ is necessary for F.  Now, I’m not sure what line of reasoning would lead someone to accept this narrower principle once they’ve rejected the broader principle (i.e., that if one has privileged access to F, then one must have privileged access to any F’ such that F’ is necessary for the obtaining of F).  But whatever line of reasoning may lead someone to accept this narrower principle, it must be unsound, because the narrower principle is false.  Consider the fact that I now have a headache.  I have privileged access to this fact.  But a contingent fact that is nonetheless a necessary condition of the obtaining of the fact that I have a headache is the fact that I once came into being.  And yet I do not have privileged access to the contingent fact that I once came into being – that is a contingent fact about the past, and we do not have privileged access to contingent facts about the past.  I might have privileged access to the contingent fact that I now exist, but I do not have privileged access to the contingent fact that I once came into existence.  Even the narrower principle, therefore, is false, and cannot save (c).

Notice that the objections just raised against (c) do not tell against (d).  But (d) runs into another problem.  Consider a case in which Jane suffers from a painful sensation.  What does the sensation feel like?  The only articulate and literally true answer that Jane can give – i.e., the only true answer she can give that avoids the metaphorical use of such terms as “throbbing” or “shooting”, and that is more articulate the claim that it feels like that (ostending the felt quality of the sensation) – is that this sensation feels like arthritis.  Of course, in order for Jane to give this answer and to understand what she is saying, she must possess the concept arthritis, and (let’s suppose) she does.  Now, it is a conceptual truth that arthritis is an inflammation (“-itis”) of the joints, or articulations (“arthr-“).  This conceptual truth involves the concepts arthritis, inflammation, and joint, and all of these three concepts are concepts that (we’ll suppose) Jane possesses.  Nonetheless, although Jane possesses the concepts arthritis, inflammation, and joint, she does not know that arthritis is an inflammation of the joints – indeed, like Burge’s protagonist Bert (see Burge 1979), she thinks that she has arthritis in her thigh.  Furthermore, the only way that Jane might come to learn that she does not have arthritis in her thigh is that her physician tells her that this is impossible:  everyone else that Jane talks to is as medically uninformed as Jane is.  Now, if this is the only way that Jane might come to learn that she does not have arthritis in her thigh – if no amount of mere reflection can lead Jane to this knowledge – then, although Jane has the concepts arthritis, inflammation, and joint, Jane does not have privileged access to the conceptual truth that arthritis is an inflammation of the joints.
  If (d) were correct in claiming that it is a necessary condition of having privileged access to a truth p that one have privileged access to all those truths that are conceptually necessary for p to be true, then it would follow that Jane cannot have privileged access to the fact that her pain feels like arthritis.  But this is the only articulate and literal answer that Jane can give to the question of what the pain sensation feels like, and so it follows that Jane does not have privileged access to any truth that would constitute an articulate and literal answer to the question “what does the pain feel like?”

Perhaps the proponent of (d) will accept this result, and say that the truths to which one has privileged access do not constitute articulate answers to questions about our current psychological states or events:  rather, these truths are relatively inarticulate.  The only truth about her current pain to which Jane has privileged access, such a proponent of (d) might say, is that the pain feels like this (ostending, say, the felt quality of the pain, “what it’s like”).  The problem with this defense of (d) is not that it cannot be true, but rather that it cannot answer our original question (Q).  For if we can have privileged access to the truth that our pain feels like this (ostending its felt quality), then why can we not also have privileged access to the truth that we are in this state (ostending our current state of knowledge, say)?  No answer to this question can be provided by (d), since the latter does not have conceptually necessary conditions to which we lack privileged access.

I have argued that none of answers (a) – (d) are correct answers to Q.  None of them provides us with a good reason to think that the range of P-accessible facts does not include knowing or seeing.  Is there a better answer to Q?  Is there a better reason to think that the range of P-accessible facts is so restricted?  Yes, there is.  To show what this reason is, I will begin by offering a rather bare-bones account (in section II) of the kind of privileged epistemic access that we do have to (at least some of) our own present beliefs, imaginings, and visual appearings.  Then, in section III, I will defend that account against some objections.  Finally, in section IV, I will appeal to this account of privileged access, and to some further considerations concerning indiscernibility, in order to explain why it is widely thought that we have privileged access to our own present beliefs, imaginings, visual appearings, headaches, and emotions, but not to our present knowings and seeings.
II.  What is it to Have Privileged Access to a Fact?
We may have many different modes of epistemic access to one and the same P-accessible fact.  But, in marking out P-accessible facts as P-accessible, we assume that there is a single (perhaps very general) kind of privileged epistemic access that we have to all and only those facts.  Though a few philosophers have challenged this assumption, I will not attempt to argue for the assumption here:  for the purposes of this paper, I simply accept the assumption.  (I will, however, rebut one recent criticism of the assumption below.)  The question that I want to answer in this section is:  what is this privileged epistemic access that we have to all and only P-accessible facts?  Or, since we have carved out the class of P-accessible facts by appeal to our widely shared assumption that some facts about our own beliefs, imaginings, and appearings are accessible in a distinctive privileged way, I could equally well ask:  what is this privileged epistemic access which (it is generally assumed) we have towards various facts about ourselves, including many facts about our own beliefs, imaginings, and visual appearings?  What is it to have this kind of access to a fact?  
Different philosophers have provided different answers to this question.  The answer that I will provide here derives from (though is not precisely identical to any of) the accounts of privileged access given by Ayer 1963, Chisholm 1957, and Shoemaker 1963.  My answer is compatible with, though distinct from, many of the answers that other philosophers have given to our question.  For instance, my answer is compatible with many different versions of an “internal scanner” view, according to which our privileged access is a matter of our having an especially reliable perception-like access to some of our own states and events.
  My answer is also compatible with many different versions of a “constitutivist” view, according to which our beliefs or judgments about some of our own states and events is at least partly constitutive of our being in those states, or undergoing those events.
  My purposes in this paper can therefore be fully served without having to agree or disagree with those who hold that our privileged access is a matter of our having a highly reliable internal scanner, or with those who hold that our privileged access is a matter of our higher-order states or events entering into the constitution of our first-order states or events.  

So in what does our privileged access consist?  Before providing my own answer to this question, I should quickly dismiss some answers that have been suggested by others.  Does privileged access consist of my being omniscient with respect to P-accessible facts?  Of my beliefs about them being infallible, or indubitable, or incorrigible, or enjoying the greatest level of certainty?  None of these answers is correct.  I am not omniscient with respect to those facts that are P-accessible to me:  for instance, it might visually appear to me as if there are 5 speckles on a hen, but I fail to notice that it visually appears to me this way, and so I fail to know that it visually appears to me this way.  I am not infallible with respect to facts that are P-accessible to me:  I might falsely believe that it visually appears to me as if there are 6 speckles on the hen, when in fact it visually appears to me as if there are 5 speckles.  My beliefs about P-accessible facts are not indubitable:  I might, for instance, have reason to doubt my belief that there are 6 speckles on the hen that I see, since, for instance, someone might give me plenty of evidence that I’m mistaking 5 speckles for 6.  For the same reason, my beliefs about P-accessible facts are not incorrigible: someone might correct my belief about how things now visually appear to me, for instance, by calling my attention to a feature of the visual appearance that I had not heretofore noticed.  Finally, while I may be very certain in my beliefs about facts that are P-accessible to me, there is no reason to think that I may not be equally certain, if not more certain, in my belief that there is an external world, that I am a human being, that there are other human beings, and so on.  This is, of course, compatible with the Cartesian claim that I can be more certain of the cogito than of anything else:  the point here is simply that my belief in P-accessible facts need not generally be more certain than my beliefs in P-inaccessible facts.  
On the basis of these considerations, I conclude that privileged access should not be understood in terms of omniscience, infallibility, indubitability, incorrigibility, or greatest certainty.  That is because our epistemic access to our own beliefs, imaginings, pains, etc. does not possess any of these listed properties.

So how should privileged access be understood, if not in any of these ways?  In order to motivate my answer to this question, let’s consider how strange it is to ask someone to justify a belief or assertion, when the content of that belief or assertion is a fact that is P-accessible to the believer or asserter herself.  Consider Herman’s true belief that he has a headache, and suppose that the circumstances under which Herman holds this belief are entirely normal:  he is not suffering any kind of unusual psychological manipulation, and he is not privy to any kind of information that we are not normally privy to when we have headaches.  What could be a true and relevant response to the question “what is Herman’s reason for thinking that he has a headache?” or “how does Herman know that he has a headache?”  If someone asks such questions, then it is plausible that such a person is not aware that Herman’s circumstances are entirely normal, and so it is natural to respond to these questions by pointing out that Herman’s circumstances are entirely normal.  But if the questioner accepts this fact about Herman’s circumstances and persists in asking these questions, and if we are for some constrained to find a true and relevant response to such questions, it seems that all we can say in response is “Herman simply does have a headache”.  It seems that, in such a situation, one reason that Herman can have for his belief that he has a headache is:  that he has a headache.  And, in general, what holds of the fact that Herman has a headache in the case envisaged holds of all other P-accessible facts.  For instance, one justification that I have for believing that I am now imagining a parade marching down Main Street is that I am imagining a parade marching down Main Street.  One justification I have for believing that I believe that the cat is sitting on my lap is that I do believe that the cat is sitting on my lap.  And in general:  for any fact that is P-accessible to S, one justification that S has for believing that fact – a justification that suffices, in the absence of defeaters, to justify the believer in holding the belief – is the fact itself.

This is not true of (at least many) facts that are not P-accessible.  If you ask Herman what reason he has for believing that the American Civil War ended in 1865, he cannot truthfully and relevantly reply “it just did end in 1865”.  In order to offer a true and relevant response, he would at the very least have to say something like “I seem to recall having learned somewhere that it ended in 1865”.  But the fact that he seems to recall having learned that it ended in 1865 is of course distinct from the fact that it ended in 1865, even though (depending upon the quality of Herman’s powers of recall) the former fact may be a compelling reason to believe the latter.  So, many facts that are not P-accessible are such that they cannot serve as our reasons for believing them.  Is this true of all facts that are not P-accessible?  Can any non-P-accessible facts serve as our reasons for believing them?  While I do not know how to prove that no such facts can serve as our reasons for believing them, I also cannot think of any such facts that can do so.  I proceed, therefore, on the hypothesis that no such facts can do so.
Now what if Herman falsely believes that he has a headache?  Might Herman have a justification for his belief – at least a defeasible, or prima facie, justification – even if his belief is false?  Of course, it’s possible for this to happen.  But when it does happen, Herman’s justification for his belief will have to be something other than the fact that he has a headache – for in such a case, there is no such fact.  So what justification could Herman have, in such a case, for believing that he has a headache?  That depends upon the case.  Maybe a noted anaesthesiologist, looking at Herman’s brain through a scanning device, told Herman that he was having a headache, and Herman had reason to be more inclined to believe this expert than to trust his own feelings.  Maybe Herman has excellent inductive evidence that he always gets headaches when he doesn’t have his morning coffee, and he knows that he didn’t have his coffee this morning, so he infers that he must have a headache, even if he’s too distracted to notice it.  Maybe Herman is simply exasperated, and this exasperation somehow causes him non-inferentially to hold the false belief that he has a headache.  In all such cases, and others like them, Herman may have a justification for believing that he has a headache, even though he has no headache.  But notice that, in all cases like these, if Herman does believe that he has a headache, this belief is not formed or sustained through any exercise of Herman’s powers of privileged access to his own headache.  In fact, if Herman forms his belief that he has a headache in any of these ways, then – even if he happens actually to have a headache – his belief is not formed or sustained by any exercise of privileged access, and his justification for his belief is not the fact that he has a headache.  
So to sum up:  if, by exercising his powers of privileged access, Herman comes to believe truly that he has a headache, then his justification for this belief is simply the fact that he does have a headache.  And if Herman comes to hold this same belief in some way other than by exercising his powers of privileged access, then his justification for this belief is not the fact (if indeed it is a fact) that he does have a headache – this other form of justification may or may not give him knowledge, but it does not give him privileged knowledge.  
These considerations jointly suggest the following account of privileged access:

The fact that p is P-accessible to S just if and just when:  the fact that p is itself a justification for S to believe that p.

S knows, in a privileged way, that p just if and just when:  S knows that p, and S knows this because S believes that p on the basis of the following justification that she has for believing it:  p.  

The second of these two claims is what Alston 1971 calls the “truth-sufficiency” account of privileged access.  In one or another version, it is propounded by Chisholm 1957, Ayer 1963, and Shoemaker 1963.  The conjunction of the two claims stated above forms the account of privileged access that I adopt here.  I will use Alston’s term “truth-sufficiency” as a name for this account of privileged access.

Before proceeding to the next section, in which I consider objections to the truth-sufficiency account of privileged access, I should point out two explanatory virtues of that account.  First, suppose that Herman has a headache, and he possesses the conceptual wherewithal to believe that he is having a headache, and he has no reason to think that he is not having a headache, but, as it happens, he simply fails to believe that he is having a headache.  In such a case, Herman’s failure to believe that he has a headache may seem to constitute a failure of rationality – his error is not a “brute” error as might result from blindness or deafness.  His error makes him, to some extent, less than fully rational.
  This becomes especially clear if we imagine Herman suffering in silence for hours, unable to perform a task that he wants more than anything else to perform, even though he has a bottle of ibuprofen just a few inches away from his hand, a full glass of water right in front of him, and no reason to worry about taking the analgesic.  So why does Herman’s failure to believe that he has a headache constitute a failure of rationality?  The truth-sufficiency account of privileged access tells us why:  it is because Herman fails to believe something that he has a compelling (and, we are supposing, undefeated) justification to believe.  Thus, the truth-sufficiency account of privileged access can explain why failures to believe those facts to which we have privileged access – at least when we have no defeater for our justification for believing those facts – constitute failures of rationality.
Second, the truth-sufficiency account of privileged access also explains various phenomena that have gone under the label of “immunity to error through misidentification” and “immunity to error through misascription”.
  Suppose that Herman knows – in the privileged way that we have been discussing – that it visually appears to him as if the cat is sitting on his lap.  In such a case, Herman has a particular justification for believing that it is he who is visually appeared to in this way, and Herman has a particular justification for believing that this appearance is visual, and Herman has a particular justification for believing that this appearance is as of a cat, and it is the very same justification that he has for believing each of these things:  namely, the very fact that it visually appears to him as if the cat is sitting on his lap.  In such a case, whatever justification Herman receives by dint of his privileged access to believe any one of these propositions is a justification that he receives by dint of his privileged access to believe all the others.  It is the same justification in each case, namely, the fact that it visually appears to him this way.  This point generalizes to other P-accessible facts, and this is the general phenomenon some species of which are described by the phrases “immunity to error through misidentification” and “immunity to error through misascription”.  Thus, the truth-sufficiency account of privileged access explains these phenomena.
I take all of this to speak in favor of the truth-sufficiency account of privileged access.  Notice that the truth-sufficiency account is compatible both with an “internal scanner” account of privileged access and also with a “constitutivist” account of privileged access.  The internal scanner theorist says that our privileged access is due to the enormous reliability of our internal scanner.  But this claim is compatible with the view that the internal scanner simply “presents” P-accessible facts to us; in other words, when the scanner operates with such high reliability, then the P-accessible facts themselves serve as our justifications for believing those facts.  And the latter view is clearly a version of the truth-sufficiency view.  Again, the constitutivist says that our privileged access is somehow at least partly constitutive of the facts that are so accessible.  But this may be true even if those P-accessible facts are themselves our justifications for holding the beliefs that are constitutive of them.  Compare:  the syntactic facts of English are reasons for me to make the judgments of grammaticality that I make about English, but the judgments of native English speakers are at least partly constitutive of those syntactic facts about English.  Thus, the truth-sufficiency account of privileged access is compatible with both an internal scanner view and a constitutivist view.  (Of course, this is not to suggest that we should endorse an internal scanner view, or a constitutivist view.)
Indeed, the truth-sufficiency account of privileged access is also compatible with – but does not imply – many other philosophical claims that have been made about the role or significance of privileged access.  For instance, the truth-sufficiency account of privileged access is compatible with the view defended in Moran 2001, according to which the possession of privileged access towards one’s own reasons for belief or reasons for action is a necessary condition of being an agent, i.e., a creature capable of reasoning and of doing things for reasons.  It is also compatible with the view defended in Strawson 1959, according to which it is a necessary condition of having privileged access towards one’s own mental states or events that one conceive of oneself as an embodied human being in a spatio-temporal world.  The truth-sufficiency account of privileged access does not imply either of these larger philosophical claims, but it is compatible with them, and is not in any way disconfirmed by them. 

Of course, the truth-sufficiency account of privileged access is incompatible with the view (different versions of which are occasionally attributed to Wittgenstein) that we have no justification for our beliefs in P-accessible facts.  But I cannot find anything to recommend this view, and so it does not seem to me to be an objection to the truth-sufficiency account that it is incompatible with this view.

The truth-sufficiency account of privileged access is also incompatible with the view that whatever kind of justification we have for believing P-accessible truths is also a kind of justification that we can have for believing some falsehoods.  Some philosophers might say, for instance, that whenever I actually have a headache, my justification for believing that I have a headache is a kind of justification that it is possible for me to have even if I don’t have a headache.  Thus, it is possible for me to believe, falsely but justifiedly, that I have a headache.  

Now, I agree that it is possible for me to believe, falsely but justifiedly, that I have a headache.  For instance, I might falsely but justifiedly believe that I have a headache because a neurologist whom I greatly respect (and for good reasons) assures me that empirical tests prove that I have a headache.  Or I might falsely but justifiedly believe that I have a headache because I know that twinges in my arm are highly reliable indicators of headaches, and I can feel a twinge in my arm right now.  So I will concede this much to the present objection.  But, I do not agree with the objector’s assumption that, for every justification that I have for believing that I have a headache when I do have a headache, it is possible for me to have that very same justification for the belief that I have a headache when I do not have a headache.  Of course, there are plenty of things that could give me a justification for believing that I have a headache, and many of those things could give me a justification for believing that I have a headache whether or not I do have one.  But it seems clear that one thing that can give me a justification for believing that I have a headache is the very fact that I have a headache.  And clearly that fact is not something that can give me a justification for believing that I have a headache whether or not I have one, since, if I don’t have a headache, then that fact doesn’t obtain.  
In this section, I have made a case for a truth-sufficiency account of privileged access.  In the next section, I rebut some objections to that account.  And finally, in section IV, I return to address the main question of this paper:  why aren’t facts about what we know, or see, or remember, P-accessible to us, just as facts about what we believe or imagine or feel are?

III.  Objections to the Present Account of Privileged Access
In this section, I rebut two objections to the truth-sufficiency account of privileged access.  Each of these two objections consists not in some counterexample to, or refutation of, the truth-sufficiency account, but rather in some reason to prefer a particular alternative account of privileged access over the truth-sufficiency.

Alston 1971 and Alston 1976 argue for a “self-warrant” account of privileged access, according to which:
S knows, in a privileged way, that p just if and just when:  S’s true belief that p is itself a justification for S’s belief that p.  

Now, why does Alston prefer the self-warrant account of privileged access to the truth-sufficiency account?  For two reasons.  He states the first reason in the following passage:

“Enjoying self-warrant … guarantees that any belief of this sort is justified; it protects one against the possibility of unjustified belief formation.  But truth-sufficiency makes no such guarantee; it is compatible with the existence of some unjustified beliefs in the appropriate range.  Does truth-sufficiency confer a contrasting partial advantage?  Does it put the agent into some favorable position (short of knowledge) that he is not put into by self-warrant?  It may seem to.  For it guarantees that for any thought or feeling possessed by P at t1, P is justified in believing that he currently has that thought or feeling.  That is, with respect to whatever thought or feeling I have at a given time, the fact that I enjoy truth-sufficiency means that I possess the conditional guarantee that my belief that I currently have that thought or feeling will be justified if I have such a belief.  But in fact this adds nothing to the guarantee given by self-warrant.  For the latter involves the claim that any of P’s belief in the appropriate range, whether true or not, will (necessarily) be justified, whereas truth-sufficiency guarantees this only for such beliefs as are true.  The latter guarantee is a proper part of the former.

“Thus, we may conclude that within the range of varieties of privileged access weaker than omniscience, infallibility, indubitability, and incorrigibility, self-warrant is the more interesting and important, since it provides everything in the way of cognitive superiority that is provided by truth-sufficiency, but not vice-versa.”  (Alston 1989, 273 – 4)
Now, for the sake of argument, let’s not dispute Alston’s assumption that it is a mark in favor of an account of privileged access that it describes the epistemic position of privileged access as being as strong as possible, short of omniscience, infallibility, indubitability, and incorrigibility.  (This claim would anyway need a great deal of clarification before it could be fruitfully disputed.)  
Even granting Alston this claim, we may still dispute his further claim that truth-sufficiency does not put the agent into a favorable position (short of knowledge) that he is not put into by self-warrant.  Alston’s argument for this latter claim depends upon the following premise:  “with respect to whatever thought or feeling I have at a given time, the fact that I enjoy truth-sufficiency means that I possess the conditional guarantee that my belief that I currently have that thought or feeling will be justified if I have such a belief.”  But this is simply wrong; the fact that I enjoy truth-sufficiency means no such thing.  All it means is that I have a justification for believing that I currently have that thought or feeling.  My possession of this justification might not survive my actually having such a belief, and so the conditional “if I have such a belief then it is justified” may not be true.  For example, suppose that I am currently in a state of skeptical suspension of all belief.  The fact that I am in such a state may give me a justification for believing that I am in such a state – but my possession of that justification cannot survive my acquiring that very belief.  Were I to acquire the belief that I am in a state of skeptical suspension of all belief, then I would no longer be in that state, and (plausibly) would no longer have a justification for believing that I was in that state.  There is a difference between my having a justification for believing that p, on the one hand, and my enjoying a conditional guarantee that if I believe that p then my belief is justified, on the other hand.  So Alston’s first reason to prefer the self-warrant account of privileged access to the truth-sufficiency account rests on at least one false premise, namely that truth-sufficiency provides the aforementioned conditional guarantee of justification.


Alston’s second reason to prefer the self-warrant account to the truth-sufficiency account is as follows:

“The greater interest of self-warrant is also shown by its greater utility as a principle of cognitive evaluation.  We are now taking the standpoint of another person evaluating P’s knowledge claims, rather than the standpoint of P and his cognitive capacities.  The basic point is that the criteria of justification provided by self-warrant are more accessible than those in terms of which the truth-sufficiency principle is stated.  It is generally much easier to determine whether P believes that he has a certain thought, than it is to determine whether in fact he does have that thought.  (Alston 1989, 274)

Again, for the sake of argument, let’s not dispute Alston’s assumption that it is a mark in favor of an account of privileged access that it describes privileged access in terms of an epistemic property the instantiations of which are easy for cognitive evaluators to spot.  Even granting this assumption, we may still dispute Alston’s claim that it is “easier to determine whether P believes that he has a certain thought, than it is to determine whether in fact he does have that thought.”  P’s beliefs about his own thoughts are themselves thoughts that P has.  Why should we think that it is any easier for us to determine whether P has those particular (second-order belief) thoughts than it is to determine whether P has any other thoughts?  Is it still easier to determine whether P has third-order beliefs about his second-order beliefs?  It seems clear that (in general) it is not, and Alston offers no reason to think otherwise.  I take it that Alston has no given us no good reason to prefer the self-warrant account to the truth-sufficiency account.  (In fact, in note G to the reprinting of his 1976 in his 1989, Alston recants his earlier defense of the self-warrant account of privileged access, and suggests that he accepts the truth-sufficiency account.)

To review what’s happened so far:  In section I, I argued that none of the standard responses to question (Q) provides a correct answer to (Q).  In section II, I made a case in favor of the truth-sufficiency account of privileged access, and in this section, I defended it against some prominent objections.  Having done those things, we must now return to address the main question of this paper, Q:  given the present account of privileged access, why is it that we have privileged access to our beliefs, imaginings, appearings, etc., but not to our knowings, seeings, rememberings, etc.?
IV.  Epistemic Oughts Require Responsive Doxastic Abilities

Can the truth-sufficiency account of privileged access answer Q?  For instance, can that account help us to understand why we do not have privileged access to facts about what we know, see, or remember?  Not by itself.  All that the truth-sufficiency account of privileged access says is this:  

The fact that p is P-accessible to S just if and just when:  the fact that p is itself a justification for S to believe that p.

S knows, in a privileged way, that p just if and just when:  the fact that p is itself S’s justification for believing that p.  

If I have privileged access to the fact that I presently believe that my cat is sitting on my lap, then that is because the fact that I believe that my cat is sitting on my lap is itself a justification for me to believe that I believe that my cat is sitting on my lap.  If I have privileged access to the fact that I am now imagining a parade coming down Main Street, then that is because the fact that I am now imagining a parade coming down Main Street is itself a justification for me to believe that I am imagining a parade coming down Main Street.  But why can’t my knowledge that my cat is sitting on my lap be a justification for me to believe that I know that my cat is sitting on my lap?  And why can’t my seeing the cat be a justification for me to believe that I see the cat?  The truth-sufficiency account of privileged access, by itself, does not answer these questions. 


In order to approach the task of answering these questions, I’d like to begin by proposing a constraint on what sorts of propositions can serve as justifications for someone to believe something.  To motivate this constraint, let me first make a few preliminary points about what’s involved in having a justification for believing something.  
If S has a justification for believing that p, it doesn’t follow that S does believe that p, and it also doesn’t follow that S ought to believe that p.  But if S has an undefeated justification for believing that p, then S ought – i.e., S is rationally required – to believe that p.  That is to say, if S does not believe that p, despite having an undefeated justification for doing so, then S is to that extent less than fully rational.  For example, I currently have an undefeated justification to believe that I am sitting in front of my computer, that Washington, DC is the capital of the United States, that there are as many odd numbers as even numbers, and that I am currently working on a paper on the nature of privileged access.  If I were to fail to believe any of these things right now, for which I have undefeated justification, then I would be less than fully rational.  (My use of the subjunctive mood in the preceding sentence is not intended to suggest that I may in fact be fully rational:  like other human beings I know, I fall very far short of being fully rational, and that is for many reasons.  My point here is that, if I fail to believe any of the things I just mentioned, then I fall even farther short of the ideal of full rationality.)  

Of course, rationality does not require me to attend to, or otherwise think about, the P-accessible truths that I’ve just enumerated.  But it nonetheless requires that I believe those truths.  Of course, S might have an undefeated justification for believing that p and nonetheless rationally not pay any attention to the issue of whether or not p is the case; but believing that p does not require paying any attention to the issue of whether or not p is true.  Until a moment ago, I paid no attention whatsoever to the fact that there are as many odd numbers as even numbers, but I nonetheless believed (and even knew) that fact.  Paying attention to the fact did not lead me to acquire any new beliefs about the relative number of odds and evens.  Believing that p does not require attending to the issue of whether or not p is the case, and being rationally required to believe that p is true does not entail being rationally required to pay any attention to the issue of whether or not p is true.  
So, to sum up the point that I’ve been making in the last couple of paragraphs:  if S has an undefeated justification for believing that p, then S is rationally required to believe that p, even if S is not in any way required to attend to p (and indeed, even if S is rationally required not to attend to p).


Now, while the saying “’ought’ implies ‘can’” has been understood in many different ways, and it is false on many of those different interpretations, there is at least one way of understanding the saying on which it is true, and that is as follows:  if rationality requires that S believe that p, then S has the ability to believe that p.  Let me elaborate, in order to avoid some common misunderstandings about this point.


In general, it may be the case that one ought to F even though one lacks the ability to F.  Governments, legal systems, thugs, and social conventions may require us to do all sorts of things that we are unable to do.  And perhaps it is good that we are sometimes subject to such unsatisfiable requirements.  Perhaps it is even good that those who are unable to satisfy those requirements suffer censure or punishment for their failure.  But just as such censure or punishment is unfair (even if it is, all things considered, a good thing), so too are the relevant requirements unfair.  It is, in general, unfair to require S to F when S is unable to F.  Of course governments, legal systems, armies and social conventions are often unfair, and that may be a good thing.  But rationality itself cannot be unfair.  Rationality itself therefore never requires S to F when S is unable to F.  If rationality requires S to F, then S has the ability to F.
To say that S has the ability to believe that p is not to say simply that there is a possible situation in which S does believe that p.  In general, S’s being able to F does not imply that there is a possible situation in which S F’s.  By virtue of knowing how to add, we have the ability to compute sums of arbitrary length, e.g., sums of decillion integers.  But this doesn’t imply that there is a possible world or a possible situation in which we do compute sums of decillion integers:  such sums may take longer than a possible human life span to compute, given the computational limits of our brain and the limits on longevity imposed by our physiology.  In general, what we are able to do is not the same as what we actually do in some possible situation.  

Now, in order for norms to apply to us, we must have the abilities necessary to comply with those norms.  And specifically, in order for us to have an undefeated justification for believing something – i.e., in order for us to be rationally required to believe something – we must have the ability to believe it.  So the first point I’d like to make is this:  it’s a necessary condition of S’s having an undefeated justification for believing that p that S have the ability to believe that p – though it’s not a necessary condition of S’s having such a justification or S’s having this ability that there is a possible situation in which S believes that p.  
Having the ability to believe that p is of course not all that is required for S to have an undefeated justification for believing that p.  Whenever S has an undefeated justification for believing that p, indeed whenever S has any justification for believing that p, there is something or other – call it q (leave aside the issue of the ontological category of q, or whether q can be identical to p) – that makes S justified in believing that p.  Facts about what one is justified in believing are not brute facts; rather, there is something or other that makes them obtain.  For q to make S justified in believing that p, it’s required not only that S be able to believe that p, but that S be able to believe that p in response to q.  What is involved in having a responsive doxastic ability of this kind?  Consider what’s involved in one’s being able, say, to respond to the presence of one’s commanding officer by saluting.  If one has this ability, then one must have the ability to salute.  But more is required.  Suppose that, although one had the ability to salute, one saluted no matter whether one’s commanding officer was present or not.  In that case, one would not have the ability to salute in response to the presence of one’s commanding officer.  In order to have the latter ability, one must be able to salute when and because one’s commanding officer is present.
Of course, having this latter ability does not require that it is possible for one to confine one’s saluting to those occasions on which one’s commanding officer is present:  maybe, despite having the ability to salute when and because one’s commanding officer is present, one also salutes whenever one is in the presence of the president.  But, whether or not it is possible for one so to confine one’s saluting, it is necessary for one to have the ability to respond to the presence of one’s commanding officer by saluting that one has the ability to salute when and because that officer is present.  And this example is representative.  In order to have the ability to greet others in response to their greetings, one must be able to greet others when and because they greet one.  In order to have the ability to respond to good Merlot with the judgment that it is good, one must be able to judge it to be good when and because it is good.  In order to have the ability to predict the weather accurately on the basis of one’s instrument readings, one must be able to make true predictions about the weather when and because one reads one’s instruments.  In general, to have the ability to F in response to G requires that one have the ability to F when and because of G.  And to apply this to the case of interest to us here:  to have the ability to believe that p in response to q requires that one have the ability to believe that p when and because of q.  So the second point I’d like to make is this:  it’s a necessary condition of S’s having a justification q for believing that p that S be able to:  believe that p when and because of q.  

Note that for one to be able to believe that p when and because of q does not require that one never believe that p is true when q fails to obtain.  Nor does it require that one actually believe that p in every possible (or even actual) q-situation:  one may sometimes fail to exercise one’s ability to believe that p when and because of q.  I will not attempt to spell out precisely what it is to have the ability to respond to G by F-ing, i.e., to F when and because of G.  This schematic notion of an ability to respond to G by F-ing is ordinary, and it is employed in the various examples I gave above.  Our responsive doxastic abilities, like the rest of our abilities, should be understood in teleological terms.
  But given the space constraints of this paper, I cannot elaborate a teleological account of responsive doxastic abilities here, so I simply rely on our ordinary command of the notion of such a responsive ability as a guide in figuring out that certain things are not required for us to possess the kind of ability of which it is a notion.  
I’ve said that it’s a necessary condition of S’s having a justification q for believing that p that S be able to believe that p when and because of q.  By appeal to this last point, in conjunction with the truth-sufficiency account of privileged access, we can finally offer something like a correct answer to our question Q.  That is, we can explain why facts about what you know or see or remember are, at least in many cases, not P-accessible to you, even though facts about what you’re believing, imagining, or feeling are, at least in many cases, P-accessible to you.  Recall that, on the present account, when the fact that q is P-accessible to you, that amounts to the following:  q is a justification for you to believe that q.  But for q to be a justification for you to believe that q, then according to the argument of this section, you must have the ability to:  believe that q when and because q is true.  
To sum up:  for the fact that q to be P-accessible to you, it is necessary (though I do not say sufficient) that you have the ability to believe that q when and because q is true.
Now, for what values of q do you have such a responsive ability?  When q is the proposition I believe that your cat is sitting on your lap, or you are imagining a parade coming down Main Street, or it visually appears to you as if there is a cloud in the sky, then you do have such an ability.  You have the ability to:  believe that you believe that your cat is sitting on your lap when and because you do believe that your cat is sitting on your lap.  You have the ability to:  believe that you are imagining a parade coming down Main Street when and because you are imagining a parade coming down Main Street.  And so on, for other cases of P-accessible facts.  In each case, you have the responsive ability to believe that the fact obtains when and because the fact obtains.  Thus, you satisfy one necessary condition of the fact’s being P-accessible to you.
But do you have the ability to:  believe that you know that your cat is sitting on your lap when and because you know that your cat is sitting on your lap?  That is, do you have the ability to believe that you know this when and because you do know it?  We may be inclined to answer this question in the negative, for we may think that your ability to believe that you know is not responsive to whether or not you actually know:  you could easily know without believing that you know, and you could easily believe that you know without knowing.  Again, do you have the ability to:  believe that you see a cloud in the sky when and because you do see a cloud in the sky?  We may be inclined to answer this question in the negative, for we may think that your ability to believe that you see a cloud in the sky is not responsive to whether or not you do see a cloud in the sky:  you could easily see a cloud without believing that you see a cloud, and you could easily believe that you see a cloud without seeing one.  
If these claims are right, then you fail to satisfy a necessary condition of privileged access with respect to (at least some) facts concerning what you know and what you see – a necessary condition that you do manage to satisfy with respect to (at least some) facts concerning what you believe, what you imagine, what you feel, and so on.  You have the necessary abilities to respond doxastically to the latter, but not to the former.  That is why you can have privileged access to (at least many of) the latter and not to (at least some of) the former.
I should emphasize that I am not treating one’s possession of a responsive doxastic ability with respect to p as a sufficient condition for having privileged access to the fact that p.  One’s possession of such a responsive doxastic ability is a necessary – but I do not say a sufficient – condition for having privileged access:  that is what follows from the truth-sufficiency account of privileged access, in conjunction with the very weak version of the “ought” implies “can” principle to which I’m appealing.  But the possession of such a responsive doxastic ability is a necessary condition that one satisfies with respect to all of the facts that we initially judged to be P-accessible, and that one does not satisfy with respect to many of the facts that we initially judged to not be P-accessible.  It is for this reason that I think that it provides our best hope for explaining why the facts that we initially judged to be P-accessible really are P-accessible, whereas the facts that we initially judged to not be P-accessible really are not P-accessible.
According to the view that I have developed here, the reach of our privileged access depends, at least in part, on our possession of certain responsive abilities.  But I have made no effort to defend the specific views outlined above concerning specifically which responsive abilities we happen to have, viz., that we happen to have the ability to:  believe that we believe that the cat is sitting on our lap when and because we do actually believe that the cat is sitting on our lap, but that we do not happen to have the ability to:  believe that we know that the cat is sitting on our lap when and because we do actually know that the cat is sitting on our lap.  This gap in my argument will lead many philosophers to raise the following objection to what I have said in this paper.  They will object that I have not provided a sufficient answer to our original question Q – I have not provided a sufficient reason to believe that facts about what we know and see are generally not P-accessible to us in the very same way that facts about what we believe, imagine, and feel and generally P-accessible to us.  At most, what I have done is given an outline of where we might look for such a reason – namely, in an investigation of which responsive abilities humans happen to have.  But I have given no reason to believe that such an investigation would turn up results that corroborate philosophers’ widely held views about precisely how far privileged access extends.  
In response to this objection, I plead guilty!  But I also don’t take this to be a devastating objection to what I have done here.  If an investigation into our responsive abilities turns up results that do not corroborate widely held views about just how far privileged access extends, then, I’m inclined to say, so much the worse for those widely held views.  In any case, I do not see how those widely held views can be defended, without reliance on some account of privileged access, and, as I argued in section I above, I don’t see any hope for any very different account of privileged access.  Even if the truth-sufficiency account of privileged access is not a complete account, and even if it deserves a great deal of refinement or elaboration, I don’t see how we could do any better in vindicating our pre-theoretical judgments by rejecting that account.  The present account might not answer Q in a way that fully vindicates our initial judgments about which facts are not P-accessible; but I can think of no account that does even as well as (let alone better than) the present account.  So, pending an account of the nature of privileged access that is better than, and incompatible with, the truth-sufficiency account that I have defended here, I rest my case for the truth-sufficiency account, and the answer to Q that it provides.
Many philosophers will want to say that it is not a metaphysical accident that we have privileged access to facts about what we believe, imagine, and feel, but not to facts about what we know or see.  And so, if my account of the reach of our privileged access is correct, then there must be something metaphysically necessary about our possessing all and only those responsive abilities that we do possess, and partly by virtue of which we are enabled to have privileged access to just the kinds of facts that we do.  Such philosophers would say that it’s not possible for us to possess the ability, say, to believe that we know when and because we know.  For now, I leave it open that this is the correct elaboration of the explanation that I’ve put forward here.  But, given the arguments deployed against (a) – (d) in section I above, I can think of no reason to accept this envisaged elaboration of the present view.
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�  Williamson 2000.


�  McDowell 1982.


�  Sometimes, an even stronger claim is made, viz., that knowings and seeings are each composite states of affairs, some components of which are extrinsic to their subject.  This is not at all obvious, and has recently been subject to significant criticism.  Although believing that p is a necessary condition of knowing that p, it doesn’t follow that believing that p is a component of knowing that p, or that knowing that p has any components at all.  Again, although visual experience is a necessary condition of seeing an object, it doesn’t follow that visual experience is a component of seeing, or that seeing has any components at all.  Necessary conditions need not be components.  In fact, Williamson 2000 has argued that knowing is not composite, and Susanna Siegel (in personal communication) has argued that seeing is not composite.  


�  It may be thought that the twin-earth and arthritis intuitions that are widely thought to favor content externalism make this question very hard to answer.  But I find it very hard to answer even apart from any considerations raised by those intuitions.


�  For a fuller rebuttal of answer (b), see Neta and Pritchard 2007.


�  Even if Burge is right that testimony can transmit a priori knowledge, so that the recipient of some serious testimony that p can, by means this testimony, acquire a priori knowledge that p, it does not follow that testimony can transmit privileged knowledge.  If it could transmit privileged knowledge, then you could give me privileged access to your headaches simply by telling me about them.


�  See, e.g., Lycan 1996.


�  See, e.g., Wright 1991.


�  Someone who accepts Williamson’s claim that your evidence set includes all and only those truths that you know might say:  whenever you know that p, p is in your evidence set, and so your evidence includes a sufficient justification of p.  Thus, such a Williamsonian might conclude, all knowledge fits the description given here:  it is a case in which one’s justification for believing that p includes the fact that p.  I do not know if Williamson himself would want to draw this conclusion, but it seems to me to be obviously false.  It seems to me obviously true that, in many cases in which I know that p, my justification for believing that p does not include the fact that p.  For instance, I know that the wireless connection in my house is not working right now.  But my justification for believing that the wireless connection in my house is not working right now is not the very fact that the wireless connection in my house is not working right now.  It is rather some facts about what is and is not happening on my computer screen right now. 


�  See Shoemaker 1994 on the impossibility of “self-blindness”.


�  See Sheomaker 1968 and Evans 1982 on “immunity to error through misidentification” and Bar-On 2004 on “immunity to error through misascription”.  Bar-On 2004 offers the general account of such immunities that I offer in this paragraph.


�  I am grateful to Ernest Sosa for useful discussion of this point.


�  I am grateful to Brie Gertler, Adam Leite, Bill Lycan, Eric Marcus, Nico Silins, and anonymous referees for their helpful comments on an earlier draft of this paper.





